Edmund Husser |

PHENOVENCOLOGY AND ANTHROPOLOGY
June, 1931

Transl ated by Thonas Sheehan and Richard E. Pal mer

[164] As is well known, over the |ast decade sone of the younger
generation of Cerman phil osophers have been gravitating with ever increasing
speed toward phil osophical anthropology. Currently WlhelmDilthey's
phil osophy of life, a new form of anthropol ogy, exercises a great deal of
i nfl uence. But even the so-called "phenonenol ogi cal novenent" has got caught
up in this new trend, which alleges that the true foundation of phil osophy
lies in human being alone, and nore specifically in a doctrine of the essence
of human being's concrete worldly Dasein. Some view this as a necessary reform
of the original constitutive phenonenol ogy, one that for the very first tine
woul d supposedly permt phenonenology to attain the |evel of authentic
phi | osophy.

All of this constitutes a conplete reversal of phenonenol ogy's
fundanent al standpoint. Original phenonenol ogy, which has matured into
transcendental phenonenol ogy, denies to any science of human bei ng, whatever
its form a share in laying the foundations for philosophy, and opposes al
related attenpts at foundation-laying as bei ng ant hropol ogi sm or psychol ogi sm
Nowadays, however, the exact opposite is supposed to hold. Phenonenol ogi ca
phi |l osophy i s supposedly now to be constructed entirely anew from out of human
Dasei n.

Wth this conflict there have returned, in nodernized form all the old
opposi tions that have kept nodern philosophy as a whole in notion. Fromthe
begi nni ng of nodern tinmes, the sugjectivistic orientation that is peculiar to
the age has had its effect in two opposite directions, the one anthropol ogi ca
(or psychol ogical) [165] and the other transcendental. According to one side
it goes without saying that the subjective grounding of philosophy, which is
continuously felt to be a necessity, has to be carried out by psychol ogy. On
t he ot her hand, however, there is the demand for a science of transcendenta
subjectivity, a conpletely new science on the basis of which all sciences,

i ncl udi ng psychol ogy, are for the first tinme to receive their philosophica
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groundi ng.

Shoul d we just accept it as inevitable that this conflict nust be
repeated throughout all future ages, changing only its historical garb? The
answer is no. Surely the nethod that philosophy requires on principle for its
own groundi ng nmust be prefigured in the very essence of philosophy, in the
fundanmental sense of its task. If it is essentially a subjective nmethod, then
the particular neaning of this subjective factor needs to be also determ ned a

riori. In this way it nust be possible to arrive at a fundamental deci sion

et ween ant hropol ogi sm and transcendentalismon a |evel that stands above al
the fornms that philosophy and ant hropol ogy/ psychol ogy have taken down through
hi story.

But here everything depends on actually possessing the insights that this
fundament al deci sion presupposes. The abiding |ack of themis what has all owed
the conflict to go on endlessly. Are we in a position today to utilize those
i nsights? Has the fundanental essence of philosophy and of its nethod now
achi eved such a radical clarification and apodictic conceptual grasp that we
can nmake use of themin order to reach a definitive decision?

| shall try to convince you that in fact we now are in such a position
precisely as a result of the devel opnent of constitutive phenonmenol ogy.

W thout going into the details of that developnent, | shall try to sketch out
the transcendental philosophical nethod that has achieved its pure
clarification in constitutive phenonenol ogy, as well as the transcendenta

phil osophy (at |east as an idea) that, thanks to this nmethod, has entered upon
a systematic process of concretely executed work. Having gained that insight,
we will be able to arrive at the principled and definitive resolution of the
guestion that is our topic today: to what degree any phil osophy, and hence a
phenonmenol ogi cal phil osophy, can find its nethodol ogi cal grounding in a

"phi | osophi cal " ant hropol ogy.

Let us start by contrasting pre-Cartesian and post-Cartesi an phil osophy.
The former is dominated by the old objectivistic idea of [166] phil osophy going
back to antiquity, whereas the post-Cartesian philosophy is oriented to a new
subj ecti ve-transcendental i dea.

Wthin the nodern struggle for a true phil osophy (and also in the
nmet hodol ogi cal di sputes indicated above) we find a concerted effort at
genui nely overconming the old idea of philosophy and science in the name of the
new i dea. In the present case, genuinely overcom ng the old nmeans at the sanme
time preserving it by clarifying its true sense in the formof a
transcendental -rel ative idea.

As we know, science in our European sense is, generally speaking, a
creation of the Greek spirit. Its original nane is philosophy, and the range
of its knowl edge is the totality of whatever has being at all. It branches out
into specific disciplines, the main trunks of which we call sciences. But we
gi ve the nane philosophical only to those sciences that generally deal with
questions about everything that is and do so in simlar ways. However, the old
al | -enconpassi ng concept, whereby philosophy includes all the sciences in a
concretion, remains forever indispensable.

Initially the tel eological notion of philosophy (or of science) was
obscurely conceived; but step-by-step over a | ong process of devel opnent it
has taken definite shape and has been clarified and consolidated. Know edge

within the attitude of 'aumz_in, that of pure theoretical "interest," issues
inan initial sense of science that soon proves inadequate. Mere enpirica
know edge -- descriptive, classificatory, and inductive -- is not yet science

in the full sense. It provides only relative and nerely situational truths.
Phi | osophy, as genui ne science, strives for absolute and definitive truths
that surpass all forns of relativity. In genuine sciences entities thensel ves,
as they are in thensel ves, get determ ned. What manifests itself in the

i mediately intuited world, the world of our prescientific experience, is
self-evidently (despite its relativity) a world that is actually in being, even
if its intrinsically true qualities transcend straightforward experience.

Phi | osophy as genui ne science attains those qualities (even if only on the

| evel of approxination) by having recourse to the eidos, the pure a priori that
is accessible to everyone in apodictic insight.



Further devel opnent tends towards the follow ng idea. Phil osophica
know edge of the given world requires first of all a universal a priori
know edge of the world -- one m ght say: a universal ontology that is not just
abstract and general but also concrete and regional. It allows us to grasp the
invariant essential form the pure [167;1 ratio of the world, including all of its
regi onal spheres of being. To put the sane thing another way: Prior to
know edge of the factical world there is universal know edge of those
essential possibilities without which no world whatever, and this includes the
factical world as well, can be thought of as existing.

This a priori makes possible a rational nethod for knowi ng the factica
world by way of a rational science of facts. Blind enpeiria [ know edge of
particul ars] becones rationalized and achieves a share in pure ratio. Under
Its guidance there arises know edge grounded in principles, a rationally
clarificatory know edge of facts.

For exanple, with regard to corporeal nature: pure mathematics, as the a
priori whereby nature can be thought at all, nakes possible genuine
phi | osophi cal natural science and even mat hermati cal natural science. Yet this
is more than just an exanple, since pure nmathenmatics and mat hematical natura
science have allowed us to see, in an adnittedly narrow sphere, exactly what it
was that the original objectivistic idea of philosophy/science was striving
for.

Let us now di stinguish two things that have come to need such
di stinguishing only as a bel ated consequence of the nmodern turn, nanely, the
formal and the material elenents within this conception. Formaliter what we are
dealing with here is a universal and (in the sense | have indicated) rationa
know edge of whatever is, in its totality. Fromthe start, however, and
t hr oughout the entire tradition, the formal concept of "whatever is" (the
concept of "sonething at all") has al ways had a binding material sense: it has
al ways neant what-is as worldly, what-is as real, i.e., something that derives
the neaning of its being fromthe world that is in being. Allegedly, then
phil osophy is the science of the totality of real things. But, as we shall see
in a nonent, it is precisely this kind of science that begins to conme unstuck
in nodern tines.

Begi nning with Descartes, the devel opnent of nodern phil osophy set
itself off in sharp contrast to all previous devel opment. A new notif cane
into play, one that did not attack the formal ideal of philosophy -- that of
rati onal science -- but that nonetheless in the long run conplete
transfornmed phil osophy's material sense, as well as the ideal itself. The
naiveté Wi th which one presupposes that the world is self-evidently in being --
given to us by experience as self-evidently already out there -- is lost: The
self-evidentness turns into an great enigma. Descartes' regress fromthis pre-
given world to the subjectivity that experiences the world, and thus to the
subj ectivity of consciousness itself, gives rise to [168] an entirely new
di mensi on of scientific inquiry. By way of anticipation we may call this
di mensi on the transcendenta

W may express this di mensi on as a basic phi | osophi cal problemin a number
of ways: It is the problem of cognition or of consciousness. It is the problem
of the possibility of objectively valid science. It is the problem of the
possibility of a netaphysics -- and so on. Regardl ess of how we express it,
the problemis far frombeing a precise one, laid out in originally derived
scientific concepts. Instead, the problem always retai ns something of the
obscure and anbi guous, and this lack of clarity |eaves the door open to absurd
formul ations. This newy opened di nensi on of know edge can only with
difficulty be put into words and concepts; the old, traditional concepts,
alien as they are to the essence of the new di nension, cannot grasp it;
rather, they only msconstrue it.

Thus the modern epoch of phil osophy represents a constant effort to
penetrate into this new dinension and to arrive at the right concepts, the
ri ght ways of asking questions, and the right nmethods. The road to this goa
is long, and it is understandabl e that nodern phil osophy, in spite of the
i ntense scientific dedication, has not achieved the one and only phil osophy
that would nmeasure up to the transcendental notivation. Instead, we get a
plurality of systens, each contradicting the other. Has this situation changed



for the better in our own tines?

Ami dst the confusion of our nodern phil osophies, each one followi ng upon
the other, dare we hope there night now be one phil osophy anpong themin which
nmodernity's striving for the transcendental m ght have achi eved conpl ete
clarity and provided a solidly forned, apodictically necessary idea of
transcendental phil osophy? Mght it, in addition, lead us to a nmethod for
doing solid, rigorously scientific work, and even to a systematic inception
of, and progress in, this work?

My answer was al ready anticipated in ny introductory remarks. | cannot
do otherwi se than see transcendental (or constitutive) phenonenol ogy as the
purely el aborated transcendental philosophy that is already doing rea
scientific work. It is much discussed and nmuch criticized but, properly
speaking, is still unknown. Natural and traditional prejudices act as a vei
that inhibits access to its real neaning. Far from hel ping and inproving, such
criticismhas not yet even made contact with it.

My task nowis to lay out for you the true nmeaning of transcendenta
phenonenol ogy in an evidential way. Then[]ﬁg% we will have the fundamenta
insights in the light of which the problemof the possibility of philosophica
ant hropol ogy can be settl ed.

The easiest place to start is with Descartes' Mditations. Let us be
gui ded by their form al one and by what breaks through in them the will to
practice the nost extreme kind of scientific radicalism W shall not pursue
the contents of the Meditations, which, as we have frequently noted, is often
falsified by biased judgnents. Rather, we shall try to attain a |evel of
scientific radicalismthat can never be unsurpassed. All of nodern phil osophy
springs fromof Descartes' Meditations. Let us transformthis historica
proposition into a substantive one: Every genui ne begi nning of phil osophy
springs frommeditation, fromthe experience of solitary self-reflection. Wen
it is rooted in its origins, an autononous philosophy (and we live in the age
when humanity has awakened to its autonony) becones the solitary and radica
sel f-responsibility of the one who is philosophizing. Only in solitude and
medi t ati on does one beconme a philosopher; only in this way is philosophy born
in us, enmerging of necessity fromw thin us. What others and the tradition
accept as know edge and scientific foundations is what |, as an autononous
ego, nust pursue to its ultimate grounding, and | nust do so exclusively in
ternms of ny own sense of its evidentness. This ultimte groundi ng nust be
i medi ately and apodictically evident. Only in this way can | be absolutely
responsi ble; only thus can | justify matters absolutely. Therefore |I nust |et
no previous judgnent, no matter how indi sputable it may seemto be, go
unquesti oned and ungrounded.

If | seriously try to live up to this demand, | discover to ny
astoni shnment something that is self-evident and yet has never been noticed or
expressed before, nanely that a universal belief in being flows through and
sustains ny entire life. Quite unnoticed, this belief imediately infiltrates
ny view of philosophy as well. By phil osophy |I understand, of course, a
uni versal science of the world and, at a nore specific level, the distinct
di sciples that pertain to particular regions of the world, off "the" world.
The being of "the" world is what we constantly take for granted as entirely
obvious; it is the ever unexpressed presupposition. Its source, to be sure, is
uni versal experience, with its constant certitude about being.

VWhat status does the evidence for this certitude have? The evi dence of

*Three ternms that Husser! uses in this lecture -- "ich," "lIch," and "Ego"
-- are translated respectively as: |, ego, and Ego. When "ich" appears in
| oner case (or when capitalized only because it begins a sentence), it is
generally used in the normal sense of the first person singular. The other two
terms, however, have specialized phil osophical neanings. When capitalized, |ch
(in our translation: ego) usually refers to the ego of psycho-physica
experience as Husser|l understands it, whereas Ego (in our translation: Ego)
refers to the subject of transcendental experience. However, Husserl tw ce
uses Ich and not Ego to refer to the subject of transcendental experience (see
bel ow) .



our experience of individual realities frequently fails to hold up. On occasion
the certitude that it offers about being turns out to be dubious and [170] is

even invalidated as an enpty illusion. Wiy is it that, by contrast, ny
experiential certitude about the world -- the latter taken as the totality of
realities that are actuality in being for ne -- neverthel ess stands unshaken?
In point of fact | can never doubt this certitude or even deny it. |s that

sufficient for a radical grounding? In the end does not this certitude about
bei ng, which inhabits the continuity of our experience of the world, turn out
to be a multiply founded certitude? Have | ever pursued and expounded it? Have
| ever inquired responsibly into the sources of validity, and into the inport,
of experience? No. Thus, w thout being accounted for, this certitude has
sustained all ny scientific activity up to now. But it must no | onger go
unaccounted for. | nust submt it to questioning. | cannot even seriously
begi n an aut ononpus science wi thout having first justified it apodictically,
giving it an ultimate grounding through the activity of raising and answering
guesti ons.

Now a further step: Once | put in question the certitude about being
that operates in my experience of the world, this certitude can no | onger serve
as the basis for form ng judgnments. Consequently what is demanded of us -- or
of me the neditating and phil osophizing ego -- is a universal epoché regarding
the being of the world, including all the individual realities that one's
experience (even one's consistently harnoni ous experience) submts as actual
VWhat then remmi ns?

The world, we say, is the totality of entities. Hence, am | now standing
face to face with the nothing? If so, can | even fornulate a judgment at all? As
regards a basis for making judgments, do | still have any experience at all in
which entities are already present for me in originary intuition, prior to al
judgnent ? Qur answer is not unlike Descartes' (even if it is not in conplete
agreenent with him: Even though the existence of the world, as what first
needs radi cal groundi ng, has now beconme questionable for ne and has fallen
under the epoché, nonetheless | the questioner, the one practicing the epoché,
amstill here, along with the "I am of which | am conscious and which | can
ascertain i mediately and apodictically. Fromout of nyself as the one
practicing this epoché | possess an experience that | can i mediately and
actively answer for. It is not an experience of the world -- the validity of
my entire worl d-experience has been put aside -- and yet it is stil
experience. In this experience | grasp nyself precisely as ego within the
epoché of the world, and | grasp everything that is inseparable fromnme as
this ego. Therefore, in contrast to the being of the world, | as this
apodictic ego am that which in and of itself is prior, insofar as my being as
this ego remains unaffected by whatever status the validity of the world's
being, and the justification of that validity, may have. Clearly only as this
ego [171] can | ultimately account for the being of the world and can I (if at
all) achieve a radically responsible science.

Now, a new and inportant step: It is not for nothing that | have been
enphasizing "this ego,"” since, when | get this far, | realize that a true
revol ution has taken place in ny phiIosophizin% ego. At first, when beginning ny
nmedi ation, | was, for nyself, this individual human being who |ike a
Bmlosomﬂzing hernmit had tenporarily separated hinself fromhis fell ow human

eings in order to keep a healthy distance fromtheir judgnents. But even in
so doing, | still base nyself upon ny experience of the world as sonething
self-evidently in being. But now that this world is and nmust remain in
qguestion, so also ny being as a human being -- amidst other humans and ot her
reangies in the world -- has to remain in question as well, submitted to the
epoché.

Oni ng to this epoché human solitude has becone sonething radically
different: it has become transcendental solitude, the solitude of the Ego. As Ego
I am for nyself not a human being within the world that is in being; rather,

It is possi bl e (but inprobable) that the sentence neans: "In point of
fact | can never doubt these realities [sie] or even deny them"



amthe ego4that pl aces the world in question regarding its entire being, and
hence too regarding its being in this way or that. Or: | amthe ego that
certainly continues to live its life within universally avail able experience
but that brackets the validity of the being of that experience. The sane hol ds
for all non-experiential nmodes of consciousness in which the world retains its
practical or theoretical validity. The world continues to appear the way it

used to appear; life in the world is not interrupted. But the world is now a
"bracketed" world, a mere phenonenon, specifically a phenomenon whose validity
is that of the stream of experience, of consciousness at all, although this

consciousness is now transcendentally reduced. World, in the sense of this
uni versal phenonenon of validity, is obviously inseparable fromtranscendenta
consci ousness.

Wth the above we have descri bed what transcendental phenonenol ogy calls
t he phenonenol ogi cal reduction. What this refers to is not some tenporary
suspensi on of belief with regard to the being of the world but one that
continues on by an act of the will, a commtment that is binding on ne the
phenonenol ogi st once and for all. As such, however, it is only the necessary
means for the reflective activity of experience and of theoretical judgnment,
the activity in which a fundanmentally new field of experience and know edge
opens up: the transcendental field. What now becones ny focus -- and this can
happen only through the epoché -- is ny transcendental Ego, its transcendenta
cogitationes, and thus the transcendentally reduced |ived experiences of
consciousness in [172] all their typical forms, along with nmy current cogitata
qua cogitata as well -- everything of which | am presently conscious, as well
as the ways in which | am conscious of it, although always wi thin the bounds
of the epoché. Al of these nake up the region of the Ego's transcendenta
consci ousness, both as it currently is and as it remains unified throughout
change. Although this is only a beginning, it is a necessary begi nning. Wen
carried through, transcendental reflection soon also |eads to the

transcendental peculiarities of the "I can," to faculties that have to do with
habits, and to nuch nore, including the universal phenonenon of validity --
the world -- taken as a universal totality that persists over against the
mul ti pl e ways in which one is conscious of it.

Agai nst all expectations, what in fact opens up here -- but only through
t he phenonenol ogi cal reduction -- is a vast field of research. It is first of

all a field of imedi ate, apodictic experience, the constant source and solid
ground of all transcendental judgments whether i mediate or nmediate. This is a
field of which Descartes and his successors were oblivious and renai ned so. To
be sure, it was an extraordinarily difficult task to clarify the pure neaning
of the transcendental transformation and thereby to highlight the fundanenta
di stinction between, on the one hand, the transcendental Ego (or the
transcendental sphere) and, on the other, the human being's ego with its
psychi cal sphere and its worldly sphere. Even after the distinction had been
noted and the task of a transcendental science had achieved its pure neaning,
as was the case with Fichte and his successors, it was still extraordinarily
difficult to see and exploit the ground of transcendental experience in its
infinite breadth. Because German ldealismfailed on this point, it devol ved
into groundl ess specul ations, the unscientific character of which is not a
matter of debate and (contrary to the opinion of many today) is not to be
commended. In general, it was extraordinarily hard to conpletely satisfy the
demands of the new probl em of philosophical nmethod as a nmeans for making
phi | osophy a science based on ultimte accountability. But in the fina
anal ysis everything depends on the initial nonent of the nethod, the
phenonenol ogi cal reduction

The reduction is the entranceway to this newrealm so if one gets the
nmeani ng of the reduction wong then everything el se goes wong, also. The
tenptation to m sunderstandings here is sinply overwhelmng. For instance, it
seens all too obvious to say to oneself: “l, this human bei ng [dieser Mensch],

‘Here and in the next sentence Husserl uses |ch (capitalized) to refer to
the transcendental ego instead of to the ego of psycho-physical experience, as
bef ore.



am the one who is practicing the nmethod of a transcendental alteration of
attitude whereby one [173] withdraws back into the pure Ego; so can this Ego
be anything other than just a nere abstact stratum of this concrete human
being, its purely nental [geistiges ] being, abstracted fromthe body?” But
clearly those who talk this way have fallen back into the naive natura
attitude. Their thinking is grounded in the pregiven world rather than noving
wi thin the sphere of the epoché. For, to take oneself as a human being

al ready presupposes an acceptance of validity of the world. What the epoché
shows us clearly, however, is that the Ego is the one in whose |ife-process
t he apperception “hunan being,” standing within the universal apperception
“world,” acquires and maintains its sense of being.

I ndeed, even if one goes as far as we have now, and holds the new fields
of transcendental experience and judgnent in sharp separation fromthe field
of the natural world, and even if one already sees that a broad area of
possi bl e investigations opens up here, one still does not easily see what it
is that such investigations are supposed to acconplish, or that one is called
upon to make a genui ne phil osophy able to stand on its own feet.

How are investigations that have consistently and w thout interruption
mai nt ai ned the epoché—that is, pure egological investigations—supposed to have
any phil osophical relevance at all? After all, it is as a human bei ng
standing in the world that | pose all ny theoretical and practical questions,
and also all questions about ny fate. Can | give all these up? But must |
not do so, if the being of the world is and remains subjected to an epoché?

This being the case, it would seemthat | shall never again return to the
world and to all those questions about |life for the very sake of which | have
phi | osophi zed and have striven for scientific know edge as a rational and
radi cal reflection upon the world and hunman exi stence.

Nonet hel ess, | et us consider whether the transcendental reduction’s
consi stent renunciation of the world in the transcendental reduction is not,
after all, the necessary path to a true and valid know edge of the world, a
knowl edge whi ch can be achieved only through this epoché. Let us not forget the
context of meaning of ny [Cartesian ] Meditations, in which, for me, the epoche
received its neaning and epi stempl ogi cal function. The renunciation of the
worl d, the “bracketing of the world,” did not nean that henceforth the world was
no |l onger our focus at all, but that the world had to become our focus in a new
way, at a whole |evel deeper. What we have renounced, then, is only the naiveté
by which we allow the comopn experience of the world to be already given to us
both as in being as such as as being thus or so according to the case. This
nai veté is dissolved if we, as [174] autononpus subjects—and this was the
i mpel ling notive—responsibly interpret the way experiencing brings about this
acceptance of validity and if we seek a formof rational insight in which we take
responsibility for it and are able to determine its consequences.

Now, instead of just having the world naively and posing naive questions to
that world, that is, questions about truth in the usual sense, we will pose new
questions to it, questions directed to the world purely as world of experience
and to the therewith associated consciousness of the world—that is to say, to a

worl d which gains its nmeaning and acceptance purely in us, and first of all in
nmysel f and from nysel f. —+n nyself, be it noted [nota bene ], as transcendenta
Ego.

But this is precisely what we have to bring into clear focus. The being of
the worl d possesses self-evidentness for me only insofar as that self-evidentness
is my own, is within my own experience, taking place in the life of nmy own
consci ousness. Therein lies the source of all possible nmeaning that objective
worl dly facts, whatever their kind, have for ne. Through the transcendenta
epoché, however, | see that all worldly entities, and so too ny existence as a
human being, are there for nme only as the content of a certain experience of
apperception that has the nodality of certitude-about-being. As transcendenta
Ego, | amthe one performng and living through this apperception. The
apperception is an event that happens in ne—admittedly one hidden from
reflection—+n which world and human persons are first constituted as in being.

Al so, every evidentness which | amable to attach to sonmething in the world,
every process of verification, whether scientific or prescientific, resides
primarily in nyself, in the transcendental Ego. Certainly | amindebted to



others for quite a bit, perhaps for al nost everything, but they are first of al
others for me, others who get from me whatever neaning and validity they have for
me. And only because | possess their neaning and validity fromout of nyself
can they be of help to ne as fell ow subjects. Thus, as transcendental ego | am
t he absol ute subject of, and the subject responsible for all of ny validations
of being. When, by virtue of the transcendent al reduction, | becone aware of
nyself as this ki nd of Ego, | assune a position above all worldly being
[weltliches Sein], above my own human being and human living. This absolute

posi tion above everything that holds true for me and that can ever hold true for

me, along with all its possible content—precisely and necessarily this is what
nmust be the phil osophical position. And this is the position that the
phenonenol ogi cal reduction provides ne. | have |ost nothing that was there for

me in the state of naiveté, and in particular nothing that showed itself to ne as
existing reality. Rather: In the absolute attitude [Einstellung ] [175] | now

recogni ze the world itself, | recognize it for the very first tine as what it
continously was for ne and had to be for me according to its essential nature: as
a transcendental phenonenon. Precisely in this way | have brought into play a new

di mensi on of questions never asked before and precisely about this existent
reality: Only through the answering of these questions can concrete, full being
and the definitive, conplete truth cone to |ight about this world.

It is clear fromthe outset that the worl d—-whose acceptance in the natura
attitude was necessarily that of the whole of what sinply exists—n fact has its
truth only as a transcendentally relative truth, whereas being in its absolute
formcan pertain only to transcendental subjectivity. But let us be careful here.
Certainly the world that is in being for ne, the world about which I have al ways
had i deas and spoken about neani ngfully, has nmeaning and is accepted as valid by
me because of my own apperceptive perfornmances because of these experiences that
run their course and are conbi ned precisely in those performances—as well as
ot her functions of consciousness, such as thinking. But is it not a piece of
foolishness [eine tolle Zunutung ] to suppose that world has being because of sone
per formance of m ne? Clearly, | nust make my formulation nore precise. In ny
ego there is formed, fromout of the proper sources of transcendental passivity
and activity, my “representation of the world, ” ny “picture of the world, " whereas
outside of me, naturally enough, there is the world itself

But is this really a good way of putting it? Does this talk about outer
and inner, if it makes any sense at all, receive its neaning from anywhere el se
than fromny formation and ny preservation of neaning? Should | forget that the
totality of everything that | can ever think of as in being resides within the
uni versal real mof consciousness, within ny realm that of the Ego, and indeed
within what is for ne real or possible?

Al t hough the answer is conpelling, it is still unsatisfying. Recognition
of the transcendental relativity of all being, and accordingly of the entire
world that is in being, may be unavoi dable, but when it is formally set forth in
this way, it is conpletely unintelligible. And it will remain so if fromthe
start we allow ourselves to use the kind of argunentation that has al ways been
the curse of the so-called “theory of know edge.”

But have we not already concretely disclosed transcendental subjectivity
[176] as a field of experience and a field of cognitions [Erkenntnisse ] related
to that as their ground? In doing this, have we not, in fact, actually opened
up the way to solve the new transcendent al puzzl e of the worl d? Thi s
transcendental puzzle is quite different fromall other puzzles about the world
in the usual sense; it consists precisely in the unintelligibility with which
transcendental relativity strikes us fromthe very start as well as when we
di scover the transcendental attitude and the transcendental Ego. The starting
point is not at all an end point. |In any case, it is clear now what we have to
do to transformit into sonething understandable, and thus to arrive at a really
concrete and radically grounded know edge of the world. W nust enbark on a
systematic study of concrete transcendental subjectivity, and specifically we
nmust pose the question of how transcendental subjectivity initself [in sich]
brings about the sense and validity of the objective world 1, as Ego, nust take
as ny scientific theme—and thereby nake it an essential scientific theme for the
very first time—y own self and ny entire sphere of consciousness as regards both
its own essential structure and the structural processes of producing and



mai nt ai ni ng sense and acceptance that are carried out and to be carried out in
that sphere. As a philosopher, | certainly do not want to renmain in the sphere
of merely enpirical inquiry. So as a first step | need to conprehend essentia
forms of ny conscious lived experiences in ternms of their inmanent tenporality,
or in Cartesian ternms, | need to conprehend the stream of mnmy “cogitationes.”
These |ived experiences are what they are as “intentional” |ived experiences.
Each individual cogito, and every synthesis of such cogitos as a synthesis into
the unity of a new cogito, isS a cogito With its own cogitatum [thing thought], and
this latter—taken qua cogitatum[as the thing thought], precisely the way it
emerges as cogitatum+s, 1n accordance with its own nature, inseparable fromthe
cogito. But on the other side, of course, we have to pursue the essenti al
connection between the cogitationes and their corresponding faculties. The *
can,” the “I amdoing,” and finally the “I have an abiding faculty for” are
occurrences within essence, as is every capacity for being active, including that
ego-consci ousness. Even the ego, which at first appears to be an enpty center
is the nane for a transcendental problemall its own, that of the various
properties of faculties. [177] Indeed, the first issue is research into the
correl ation between consciousness as |ived experience and what it is conscious of
as such (the cogitatum). Here we nust not overlook the decisive point As Ego,
must direct my gaze toward a bewildering nmultiplicity of subjective nodes of
consci ousness, which as such belong in each case to one and the sane object that |
am consci ous of and intend in those nodes of consciousness; and these nopdes of
consci ousness bel ong together thanks to the synthesis of identity, that necessarily
enters into the process. One exanple is the nultiplicity of nodes of appearance
that exist within the perceiving observation of a thing, by nmeans of which it
becones i mmanent in consciousness as this one thing. This thing that is naively
given to us as one thing, and possibly as sonmething permanent and conpletely
unal tered—becones the transcendental clue that leads us to the systematic
reflective study of manifolds in consciousness that essentially pertain to any
one thing. This is the case for every entity, for every individual reality, and
also for the world as a total phenonenon. The nere fact that there actually is
an apodictic and essential set of |aws governing correlation was al ready a
conpl etely new di scovery of unprecedented inportance. But these are only the
begi nni ng steps (although these call for the npbst conprehensive descriptive
i nvestigations) in a progression of ever new | evels of transcendenta
i nvestigation, investigations which produce their solid groundedness and their
concrete and apodictic evidence on the basis of concrete experience and
descri pti on.

The possibility of carrying out all these investigations depends on
di scovering the nmethod of correlation-research, the nmethod for questioning back
behi nd intentional objectivity [intentionale Gegenstéandlichkeit ]. Genuine analysis
of consciousness is, so to say, the herneneutic of conscious |life, where the
latter is taken as that which continously intends entities (identities), and
constitutes themwthin its own self in manifolds of consciousness that pertain
to those entities in essential ways. One nust put the thunscrews not to nature
(as Bacon argued), in order to force her to betray her secrets, but to
consci ousness, or the transcendental Ego. The fact that such a problematic and
met hod coul d remain conpletely hidden, is due to an essential peculiarity of
conscious life itself. Wichis to say: Wiile the ego in the natural, worldly
attitude is always in one way or another directed to and involved with sone
object that is already given to it, as is always the case in the natural-worldly
attitude, is continuously directed to sone objectivity that is pregiven to it,
and is in some way occupying itself with it, [178] the whole streami ng on of life
and the production of its unity that takes place within it remains, in accordance
with its nature, anonynous and, so to speak, hidden. But that which is hidden
can be uncovered, for in accordance with its nature, the ego can reflectively
turn its thematic gaze around; it can intentionally bend its questioning back
around and through systematic explanations nmake its own production of unity
vi si bl e and under st andabl e.

G ven the above, we now al so understand that the turning away from a naive
i nvestigation of the world to a self-exploration of the transcendental
egol ogi cal real m of consciousness does not at all signify a turning away fromthe
world or a transition into a theoretical area of speciality that is estranged



fromthe world and of no interest. On the contrary, it is this turn that nmakes
possible a really radical investigation into the world; indeed, as we shall see
later, it makes possible a radically scientific investigation into what
absolutely and in the ultinmte sense exists [des absoluten, des imletzten Sinne

Sei enden, of the absolute entity, of that which is in an ultimte sense]. Once we
have recogni zed the deficiencies of the naive attitude, this becones the only
possible path to take in order to establish sciences based on genuine
rationality. Concretely expressed, it is the path to the only possible

phil osophy that is radically grounded.

O course, this great and overwhel mi ng task requires an extraordinarily
difficult method for abstractively stratifying the transcendental sphere and for
the problematics corresponding to that. It is necessary to have a fixed working
procedure [in einer festen Arbeitsordnung ] if one is to ascend fromone |evel of
problems to the next |evel higher

Above all, this entails that we abstract, at a first |evel of
i nvestigation, fromthe transcendental production of enpathy. This is the only
way to get at the essential presuppositions for understanding the production of
enpat hy and thereby overcom ng the npbst enbarrassing of unintelligibilities—+n a
word, for dispelling the initially msleading illusion of a transcendenta
solipsism Naturally this cannot be acconplished through enpty argunents but
t hrough concrete explications of intentionality.

Here in the ego’s transcendental realmof know ng, a fundamental and
essential distinction shows up between what is personally one’s own, so to speak
and what is other than oneself. It is fromout of nyself as the one constituting
t he neani ng of being within the content of ny own private ego that | attain the
transcendental other as sonmeone just |like nme; and Iin this way | attain the open
and endl ess whol e of transcendental intersubjectivity , [179] precisely as that
which, within its communalized transcendental |life, first constitutes the world
as an objective world, as a world that is identical for everyone.

This, then, is the path offered by transcendental phenonmenol ogy, a path
| eadi ng away fromthe naiveté of everyday natural |ife and away from phil osophy
in the old style, towards absol ute transcendental know edge of whatever exists at
all.

What we nust constantly keep in mnd is that what this transcendenta
phenonenol ogy does is nothing other than to interrogate the one world, exactly
that which is always for us the real world (the world that holds true for us,
shows itself to us, the only world that has nmeaning for us). Transcendenta
phenonenol ogy uses intentionality to interrogate the sources of that world s
nmeani ng and validity for us, the sources that conprise the true neaning of its
being. That is precisely the way and the only way, to gain access to al
concei vabl e probl ens about the world, and beyond them to the transcendentally
di scl osed probl ens of being, not just the old problens raised to the |evel of
their transcendental sense.

Once anyone has seriously understood what is ainmed at here, what has been
here opened up in concrete work and with the nost conpel ling evidence as
systematic theory, then, there can be no doubt that there is only one definitive
phi |l osophy, only one formof definitive science, which is the science el aborated
by the originary nethod of transcendental phenonenol ogy.

* * *

This inplicitly answers the question of whether any anthropol ogy,
regardl ess of the neaning its function may have, can ever by a phil osophica
ant hr opol ogy, and in particular, the question of whether there can be any
legitimacy to a phil osophy whose grounding rests on the essence of human bei ngs
in any form whatever.

For it is immediately clear that any doctrine at all of human being,
whet her enpirical or apriori, presupposes the existing world or a world that
could be in being. A philosophy that takes its start from human exi stence falls
back into that naiveté the overcom ng of which has, in our opinion, been the
whol e meani ng of nodernity. Once this naiveté has finally been unmasked for what
it is, once the genuine transcendental problem has been arrived at inits
apodi ctic necessity, there can be no goi ng back

I cannot help seeing the decision for a transcendental phenomenol ogy as
definitive, and |I cannot help branding all philosophies that call thenselves
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phenonmenol ogi cal as abberati ons which cannot attain the | evel of authentic
phi | osophy.
[180] The sane holds for every objectivism of whatever kind, for every
turning to the object instead of turning back to transcendental subjectivity.
The same holds for every ontol ogical idealism which |like Scheler’s, clainms that ny
Logi cal Investigations, With its renewed justification of eidos and of apriori or
ont ol ogi cal know edge gives themlicence to pursue a naive metaphysics instead of
foll owing the inner tendency of that book toward investigations directed to
subj ective constitution. The same goes for a return to any kind of netaphysics
in the old style. |Instead of being a step forward, this return to netaphysics
represents a failure to confront the i nmense and i nescapabl e task of the present
age: at last to bring the neaning of nodern philosophy to clarity and truth.
Unfortunately, | can only touch brieflyon the already nmentioned parallelism
bet ween the human being and the [transcendental] Ego, between psychol ogy of
consci ousness and subjectivity, interior psychology, and transcendendal phenonenol ogy
The former is a psychol ogy of the subjectivity of consciousness, purely grasped
(or a psychol ogy of the personality, the latter taken in the unique and
meani ngful formit has in intentional psychol ogy), and a psychol ogy that uses the
rational, that is eidetic, method.
The actual devel opnent of psychol ogy in nodern times did not cone about as

the unfol ding of a specialized positive science. Rather, until well into the
ni neteenth century it had the intention of providing a transcendental grounding
for philosophy in general. Even after it becane an autononous discipline, many

continued to maintain this as its function. Such a constant interwovenness of
psychol ogy and phil osophy during the age of transcendental notivation would not
have been possible without there being sone basis in the matter being dealt with.
This point is also indicated in the fact that radical efforts to reform

psychol ogy—i ke the introduction of intentionality into so-called descriptive
psychol ogy (the formof interior psychology in the Lockean tradition), as well as
the stimulus that the human-sciences orientation gave Dilthey to try to develop a
psychol ogy of the personality in its social-historical existence. These have
created the preconditions needed for a new and deeper understandi ng of the
transcendental problem and specifically for a transcendental method that is

i ndi genous to psychol ogy. Conversely, transcendental phenonenol ogy’s

breakt hrough to its own genui ne nethod—and this within phil osophy—had a
retroactive effect in the direction of reform ng psychol ogy, and [noving toward]
the true neaning of an interior psychology. Its basic guiding problem that of

t he psychol ogi cal - phenonenol ogi cal constitution of the world as [181] a human
“objectivation” [“Vorstellung,” representation], now enmerges for the first tinme,
along with the nmethod for explicating the horizon of consci ousness, a nethod that
follows clues conming fromthe cogitatum fromthe intentional object. Yet al

this remained terra incognita to Brentano and his school

To be sure, this remarkable relation, this parallelismbetween an
i ntentional psychol ogy and a transcendental phenonenol ogy naturally calls for
clarification. W nmnust cone to understand, on ultinate transcendental grounds,
why psychol ogy—er ant hropol ogy, if you wish—+s in fact not just a positive
science along with the natural sciences, but rather has an intrinsic affinity wth
phi |l osophy, with transcendental philosophy.

This clarification has al so made possi bl e and brought the following to
light: \Wen one has reveal ed intersubjectivity to interior psychol ogy (which
ultimately is anthropology in the pure, intellectual sense), as has now becone
possi bl e, and when this has been devel oped as a rational science in unconditioned
uni versality and breadth (as has happened fromthe beginning for the rationa
sci ences of nature)—then a spontaneous tendency begins to inpel psychologists to
give up their naive orientedness to the world and to understand thensel ves as
transcendental phil osophers. W could even say: Once we take the idea of a
positive rational know edge of the world and think it through to the end, once we
think our way through to the ultimte grounding of such a science, at that point
any positive science of the world changes over into a transcendental science of
the world. Positive science remains distinct from philosophy only so |l ong as the
knower remains stuck in finite matters. But these are large topics for a
| ecture.
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End
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The followi ng are the suggestions | nmade to
R chard Pal ner for his half of the translation
many of which are incorporated above.

174.10 ff:

But this is precisely what we have to bring into clear focus. The being
of the world possesses self-evidentness for me only insofar as that self-
evidentness is my own, is within my own experience, and i ssues fromny own
life of consciousness. Therein lies the source of all possible neaning that
obj ective worldly facts, whatever their kind, have for ne.

174. 16

...see that all worldly entities -- and so too ny existence as a human being --
are there in being for me only as the content of a certain experience of
apperception that has the nodality of certitude-about-being.

174.19-20

As transcendental ™ (|l ower case) Ego (upper case), | amthe one performng
and living through this apperception. The apperception is an event that
happens in me -- admittedly one hidden fromreflection -- wherein world and

human persons are first constituted for ne as in being.

174.22 ff.

Li kewi se all the evidence | obtain for worldly things, all ways of pre-scientific
as well as scientific verification, reside primarily in me, the transcedenta

Ego.

174.25 ff.
Certainly I amindebted to others for quite a bit, perhaps for al npost
everything, but first of all those otehrs are __others for ne_ , others who get

from nme whatever neaning and validity they have for me. And only if |
possess their neaning and validity fromne can they be of help to ne as
fell ow subjects. Thus as transcendental ego | amthe absol ute subject of, and

the subject responsible for, __all__ of mny validations of being.

174. 31- 32:

When, by way of the transcendental reduction | becone aware of nyself as
this kind of Ego, | assunme a position above all worldly above, above nmy own

human being and human living. It is precisely this absolute position __above_
everthing that holds true for ne and that ever can hold true for ne, along

with all its possible content, that necessarily has to be the phil osophica
position. And this is the position that the phenonenol oi gcal reduction provides
me. | have lost nothing that used to be there for me in the state of naivete

and in particular nothing that showed itself to me as existing reality.

175.2-3 and ff.
"...and had to be for ne according to its essential nature: | recognize it __as

a transcendental phenonenon__. Precisely in this way | have brought into play

NEXT PARAGRAPH

175.8 ff.

It is clear fromthe outset that the world -- whose validity in the
natural attitude was necessarily that of the whole of what sinply is -- in fact
has its truth as only a transcendentally relative truth, whereas being inits

absolute formcan pertain __only to transcendental subjectivity_ . But let us
be careful here. Certainly the world that is in being for nme, the world that |
have i deas about and speak of in meaningful ways, has meaning and validity
for me fromout of nmy own apperceptive performances -- from ny experiences
that run their course and are conbi ned precisely in those performances -- as

13



wel | as from other performances of consciousness such as thinking. But isn't
it foolish to suppose that the world itself has being because of sone
performance of mne? So | nust inprove my forrmulation: In my ego there is
formed, from out of the proper sources of transcendental passivity and
actitivity, my "__representation of the world__," nmy "__inage of the world,"
whereas _ outside of ne__ there is, naturally enough, _ the world itself__.

175. 25
Should | forget that the totality of everything | can ever think of as in
bei ng. . .

175. 29
Al t hough the answer is conpelling, it is still unsatisfying.

175. 30- 31
...and accordingly of the entire world that is in being

175.32 ff

...but when it is formally set forth in this way, it is conpletely

unintel ligible.

And it will remain so if fromthe start we allow ourselves to use the kind of
argunent ation that has al ways been the curse of the so-called "theory of

know edge. "

+++++++ bbb+
In general it seens to ne that Husserl usually follows this convention
"ich" = first person singular in the ordinary sense
"lch" [capitalized] = the ego of psycho-physical experience
"Ego" [capitalized] = the transcendental Ego.
| have been translating them respectively, as:
e
"ego"
" Ego"

175.35 ff

But have we not already concretely disclosed transcendental subjectivity as
a field of experience and a field of cognitions related to that as to their
ground?
175.4 ff.
Quite different fromall other puzzles about the world in the usual sense, this
transcendental puzzle consists precisely in the unintelligibility with which
transcendental relativity strikes us bpth fromthe very start as well as when we
di scover the transcendental attitude and the transcendental Ego.
176.9
[italicize "something understandabl e"]
176.9-10

"...and thus to arrive at a really concrete and radically grounded [ vs. "wel
gounded"] know edge of the world."

176.12-13
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"...transcendental subjectivity, and specificially [und zwar] we nust 176.13

"...brings about the sense and validity of the objective world."

176. 14 ff
As Ego | nust take as ny scientific theme -- and thereby make it an essentia
scientific thene for the very first tine -- my own self and ny entire sphere pf

consci ousness as regards both its own essential structure and the structure of
the performances of sense and validity that are enacted and are to be enacted in
t hat sphere.

176.19 ff ["cogito" and "cogitatum' to be italicized throughout:]

So as a first step | need to conprehend the essential fornms of my conscious |ived
experiences in terns of their immnent tenporality, or in Cartesian words, | need
to conprehend the streamof my _ cogitationes__. These |lived experiences are what
they are as "intentional" |ived experiences. Each individual cogito [omt
translation "nmonent of 'I think'"], and every synthesis of such cogito's as a
synthesisi into the unity of a new cogito, is a cogito with its own cogitatum
and this latter -- taken qua cogitatum precisely the way it enmerges as cogitatum
-- is essentially inseparable fromthe cogito. But on the other hand, of course,
we have to pursue the essential connection between the cogitationes and their
corresponding faculties. The "I can,"” the "I amdoing" and fianlly the "I have an
abiding faculty for" are essential occurences as are every capacity for being
active, including that of the ego-consciousness. Even the ego, which at first
appears to be an enpty center, is the nane of a transcendental problemall its
own, that of the properties of faculties.

Bottom of p. 176. To be conti nued.

15



175.35 ff

But have we not already concretely disclosed transcendental subjectivity as
a field of experience and a field of cognitions related to that as to their
ground?
175.4 ff.
Quite different fromall other puzzles about the world in the usual sense, this
transcendental puzzle consists precisely in the unintelligibility with which
transcendental relativity strikes us bpth fromthe very start as well as when we
di scover the transcendental attitude and the transcendental Ego.
176.9
[italicize "sonething understandabl e"]
176.9-10

“...and thus to arrive at a really concrete and radically grounded [ vs. "wel
gounded"] know edge of the world."

176.12-13
"...transcendental subjectivity, and specificially [und zwar] we nust 176.13

"...brings about the sense and validity of the objective world."

176. 14 ff
As Ego | nust take as ny scientific theme -- and thereby make it an essentia
scientific thene for the very first time -- nmy own self and ny entire sphere pf

consci ousness as regards both its own essential structure and the structure of
the performances of sense and validity that are enacted and are to be enacted in
t hat sphere.

176.19 ff ["cogito" and "cogitatum® to be italicized throughout:]

So as a first step | need to conprehend the essential forms of my conscious |ived
experiences in terns of their immanent tenporality, or in Cartesian words, | need
to conmprehend the streamof my _ cogitationes__. These |lived experiences are what
they are as "intentional" |ived experiences. Each individual cogito [omt
translation "nmonment of 'I think'"], and every synthesis of such cogito's as a
synthesisi into the unity of a new cogito, is a cogito with its own cogitatum
and this latter -- taken qua cogitatum precisely the way it energes as cogitatum
-- is essentially inseparable fromthe cogito. But on the other hand, of course,
we have to pursue the essential connection between the cogitationes and their
corresponding faculties. The "I can," the "I amdoing" and fianlly the "I have an
abiding faculty for" are essential occurences as are every capacity for being
active, including that of the ego- consciousness. Even the ego, which at first
appears to be an enpty center, is the name of a transcendental problemall its
own, that of the properties of faculties.

Bottom of p. 176. To be conti nued.
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177.1 ff.

Nonet hel ess, the first issue is research into the correl ati on between
consci ousness as |ived experience and what it is conscious of as such (the
__cogitatum ).

177.3 ff

As Ego | nust direct ny gaze toward a bewildring multiplicity of subjective nodes
of consciousness, which as such belong in each case to _ _one and the same__

obj ect that one is conscious of and intends __in__ those nodes of consciousness;
and they belong together thanks to the __synthesis of identity_ _ that necessarily
enters into the process. One exanple is the multiplicity of nodes of appearances
in which consists the perceptual observation of some thing and by nmeans of which
__this one thing_ _ beconmes immanent in consciousness. That which is given to us
nai vely as one thing -- and possibly [not "eventually"] as sonething conpletely
unal tered and permanent -- becomes a __transcendental clue__ for a systematically
reflective study of the manifolds of consciousness that essentially pertain to
the thing. This is the case for every entity, for every individual real thing,
and also [no "thus"] for the world as a total phenonenon. The nere fact that
there exists here an apodictic and essential set of |aws governing correlation

was itself a conpletely new discovery of unprecedented inportance.
177.19

[No "al ready"]

177.20-21

[ Perhaps "investations" rather than "research"]

177.21-22

...investigations that constantly effect their groundedness [Bodenstaendi gkeit]
and produce their concrete, apodictic evidence on the basis of concrete
experience and description.

177. 23

The possibility of carrying out all these investigations depends on
di scovering the nmethod [singular, not plural] of correlation-research, the nethod
for questioning back behind intentional objectivity in a concretely disclosive
way. In a manner of speaking, genuine analysis of consciousness is a hermeneutic
of conscious life, that latter taken as that which continuously intends entities
(identities) and constitutes themwithin its own self in manifolds of
consci ousness that pertain to those entities in essential ways.

177. 32

The fact that such aproblematic and such a nethod could remain conpletely hidden
is due to an [not "the"] essential peculiarity of conscious life itself, namely:
Because the ego in the natural, worldly attitude is always in sone way or other
directed to and involved with sone object that is already given to it, [178] it
happens that the flow of life wi thin which one carries out its enactnents of
unity, [<-- previous conma for reading sense] essentially remain, so to speak
anonynous and hi dden. But the hidden is to be unconvered: by its essence the ego
can reflectively turn its thematic gaze around, it can intentionally bend the
guestion back and, via systematic explanations, nmake its enactnment of unity
beconme both visible and understandabl e.

Up to 178.6
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177.1 ff.

Nonet hel ess, the first issue is research into the correl ati on between
consci ousness as |ived experience and what it is conscious of as such (the
__cogitatum ).

177.3 ff

As Ego | nust direct ny gaze toward a bewildring multiplicity of subjective nodes
of consciousness, which as such belong in each case to _ _one and the same__

obj ect that one is conscious of and intends __in__ those nodes of consciousness;
and they belong together thanks to the __synthesis of identity_ _ that necessarily
enters into the process. One exanple is the multiplicity of nodes of appearances
in which consists the perceptual observation of some thing and by nmeans of which
__this one thing_ _ beconmes immanent in consciousness. That which is given to us
nai vely as one thing -- and possibly [not "eventually"] as sonething conpletely
unal tered and permanent -- becomes a __transcendental clue__ for a systematically
reflective study of the manifolds of consciousness that essentially pertain to
the thing. This is the case for every entity, for every individual real thing,
and also [no "thus"] for the world as a total phenonenon. The nere fact that
there exists here an apodictic and essential set of |aws governing correlation

was itself a conpletely new discovery of unprecedented inportance.
177.19

[No "al ready"]

177.20-21

[ Perhaps "investations" rather than "research"]

177.21-22

...investigations that constantly effect their groundedness [Bodenstaendi gkeit]
and produce their concrete, apodictic evidence on the basis of concrete
experience and description.

177. 23

The possibility of carrying out all these investigations depends on
di scovering the nmethod [singular, not plural] of correlation-research, the nethod
for questioning back behind intentional objectivity in a concretely disclosive
way. In a manner of speaking, genuine analysis of consciousness is a hermeneutic
of conscious life, that latter taken as that which continuously intends entities
(identities) and constitutes themwithin its own self in manifolds of
consci ousness that pertain to those entities in essential ways.

177. 32

The fact that such aproblematic and such a nethod could remain conpletely hidden
is due to an [not "the"] essential peculiarity of conscious life itself, namely:
Because the ego in the natural, worldly attitude is always in sone way or other
directed to and involved with sone object that is already given to it, [178] it
happens that the flow of life wi thin which one carries out its enactnents of
unity, [<-- previous conma for reading sense] essentially remain, so to speak
anonynous and hi dden. But the hidden is to be unconvered: by its essence the ego
can reflectively turn its thematic gaze around, it can intentionally bend the
guestion back and, via systematic explanations, nmake its enactnment of unity
beconme both visible and understandabl e.

Up to 178.6
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178.6 ff

G ven the above, we also understand that this turning away from a naive
i nvestigation of the world and turning toward the self-investigation of the
transcendent al egol ogi cal real mof consciousnss does not at all nean turning away
fromthe world and nmaking one's way into a world-alien and disinterested
t heoretical speciality.

178.12

...it is this turn that ["that" rather than "which"] nmekes possible a really
radi cal investigation of the world; in fact, as we shall see later, it nmkes
possible a radically scientific investigation of the absolute entity, of that
which is in an ultimte sense. Once we have recogni zed the deficiencies of the
nai ve attitude, this is the only possible way for groundi ng sci ences upon genui ne
rationality. To put it concretely: it is the path to the only possible phil osophy
that is radically grounded.

O course this great and overwhel mi ng task requires an extraordinarily
difficult nmethod for abstractively stratifying the transcendental sphere and for
the problematics corresponding to that.

178. 22- 23
[perhaps]: "...fromone |level of problens to the next level up [or: next I|eve
hi gher]."
178.24 ff
Above all, this entails that we abstract, at a first |evel of

i nvestigation, fromthe transcendental production of enmpathy. This is the only
way to get at the essential presuppositions for understandi ng the production of
enpat hy and thereby for overcom ng the nost enbarrassing of unintelligibilities
-- in a wrd, for dispelling the initial and misleading illusion of

transcendental solipsism Naturally this is to be done not by enpty argumentation
but by a concrete explanati on based on intentionality.

178, 34

[Husserl often uses "fremd" to nmean sonething like "other / the other." Hence,
perhaps:] ...and what is other than onself.

178.34 ff

It is fromout of myself, as the one constituting the neaning of being, and
within the content of my own private ego, that | attain the transcendental other
as soneone kust like nme; and in this way | attain the open and endl ess whol e of
__transcendental subjectivity [179] precisely as that which, within its
comunal i zed transcendental |ife, first constitutes the world as an __objective__
world, as a __world that is identical for everyone_ _

This, then, is the path of transcendental phenonenol ogy, the path | eaing
away fromfromthe naiveté of everyday natural |ife and from philosophy in the
old style, towards absol ute transcendental know edge of whatever is at all

VWhat we nust constantly keep in mind is that this transcendental philosophy
does nothing other than interrogate _ the one__ world, which is precisely the
world that is always for us the real world (the world that holds true for us,
that shows itself to us, the only world that has meaning for us). Transcendenta
phenonenol ogy uses intentionality to interrogate the sources of that world's
meani ng and validity, the sources that conprise the true neaning of its being.
That is precisely the way, and the only way, to gain access to all conceivable
probl enms about the world and, beyond them to all the problens about being -- the
latter, however, as transcendentally disclosed problens, not just the old
problens raised to the Ievel of their transcendental sense.
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Once anyone has seriously understood what is ained at here and what gets
di scl osed as a systematic theory via concrete work and conpelling evidence, there
can be no doubt that there is only _ _one__ definitive philosophy, only __one__
formof definitive science, which is science el aborated by the original nethod of
transcendental phenonenol ogy.

* Kk %k %

This inplicitly answers the question about whether any anthropol ogy,
regardl ess of the neaning its function may ahve, can ever be a phil osophica
ant hropol ogy, and in particular whether there can be any legitinmacy to a
phi | osophy whose grounding rests on the essence of human beings in any form
what ever .

For it is immediately clear that any doctrine at all of human being,
whet her enpirical or apriori, presupposes a world that either is or could be in
bei ng. Thus a phil osophy that takes its start from human existence falls back
into the very naiveté that the whole nmeaning of nodernity, in our opinion, is set
on overconing. Once we finally unmask this naiveté and attain the genuine
transcendental problemin its apodictic necessity, there is no going back

I cannot help seeing this decision as definitive, and I cannot help
brandi ng as abberations all those phil osophies that call thenselves
phenonenol ogi cal but are entirely unable to reach the |evel of authentic
phi |l osophy. [180]

The sane holds for all forms of __objectivism , all those attenpts to
return to the object instead of turning back to transcendental subjectivity. The
same goes for all _ _ontological idealism __ which, |like Scheler's, clains ny
__Logical Investigations__, with its renewed justification of __eidos__ and of

apriori or ontological know edge, gives themlicence to pursue sone naive

nmet aphysi cs rather than following the intrinsic orientation of the book's

subj ectively oriented constitutive investigations. The same goes for the return
to a metaphysics in the old style. Far from being progress, this represents a
failure to confront the i mmense and i nescapabl e task of the present age: at |ast
to bring the neaning of nodern philosophy to its clarity and truth.

Unfortunately | can only touch on the parallelismthat has already been
menti oned between the human being and the [transcendental] Ego, between
__interior psychology _ and _ transcendental phenonenol ogy. The forner is a
psychol ogy of conscious subjectivity, purely understood (or a psychol ogy of the
personality, the latter taken in the unique and neaningful formthat it has in
i ntentional psychology). This is psychology according to a rational, i.e., an
ei detic, nethodol ogy.

The actual devel opnent of psychology in nodern times did not cone about as
the sinple unfolding of a specialized positive science. Rather, until well into
the nineteenth century it developed with the intention of providing a
transcendent al grounding for philosophy in general. Even after it becane
autononous, in the eys of nany people psychology still kept this function. This
persi stent interweaving of psychol ogy and phil osophy in an age that is notivated
by the transcendental does have sone grounds in the issues thenselves. W can
al so see these grounds in the efforts at radically reform ng psychol ogy -- for
exanpl e, the introduction of intentionality into so- called "descriptive
psychol ogy" (i.e., interior psychology in the tradition of Locke); or the
stimulus that Dilthey's orientation to the human sciences gave himfor formng a
psychol ogy of the personality in its social and historical existence. These
created the preconditions for a new and nore profound understandi ng of the
specifically transcendental problem and for discovering a solidly grounded
transcendental nethod. But on the other hand transcendental phenonenol ogy's
breakt hrough to its own genuine nethod -- and this within philosophy -- had an
i medi ate effect on the reform of psychol ogy and on the authentic meaning of any
i nterior psychol ogy. Phenonenol ogy's fundanental guiding problem-- nanely, the
probl em of the psychol ogi cal - phenonenol ogi cal constitution of the world as [ 181]
a human "representation” -- now cane to the fore for the first tine, as did the
met hod for explaining the horizons of consciousness, a nethod that follows clues
coming fromthe _ cogitatum , the intentional object. Yet all this was _ terra
incognita__ to Brentano and his school
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To be sure, this remarkable relation, this parallelismbetween an
i ntentional psychol ogy and transcendental phenonenol ogy stands in need of
clarification. We must cone to understand, on the basis of ultinmate

transcendent al grounds, why psychology -- or anthropology, if you wish -- is in
fact not just one nore positive science along with other disciplines like the
natural sciences, but instead has an __intrinsic affinity__ wi th philosophy --

wi th transcendental phil osophy.

This clarification has al so becone possible, and it has reveal ed the
foll owi ng: When, as is now possible, interior psychology (which ultimtely is
anthropology in the pure intellectual sense) discovers intersubjectivity and
devel opes itself as a __rational __ science of unlimted universality and breadth
(as happened fromthe beginning for the rational science of nature), then a
spont aneous tendency begins to inpel pscyhol ogists to give up their naive
wor |l d-orientation and to understand thensel ves as transcendental philosophers. W
coul d even say: Once we take the idea of a positive rational know edge of the
world and think it through to the end, once we think our way through to the
ultimate groundi ng of such a science, at that point any positive science of the
wor |l d changes over into a transcendental science of the world. Positive science
remai ns distinct from phil osophy only as long as the knower remains stuck in
finite matters. But these are large topics for a |lecture.

End
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