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THE AMSTERDAM LECTURES
<ON>
PHENOVENOLOGI CAL PSYCHOLOGY1)

Part 1. Pure Phenonenol ogi cal Psychol ogy:
Its Field of Experience, its Method, its Function

<a 1. The Two Senses of Phenonenol ogy: As Psychol ogi cal Phenonenol ogy and
as Transcendental Phenonenol ogy. >

At the turn of the century as phil osophy and psychol ogy struggl ed

for a rigorously scientific nmethod, there arose what was at once a new science
and a new nmethod both of philosophical and psychol ogi cal research. The new
sci ence was cal |l ed phenonenol ogy because it, or its new nethod, was devel oped
through a certain radicalizing of an already existing phenonenol ogi cal net hod
whi ch i ndi vidual natural scientists and psychol ogi sts had previ ously denanded
and practiced. The sense of this method in men |ike Mach and Hering lay in a
reacti on agai nst the threatening groundl essness of theorizing in the exact
natural sciences. It was a reaction against a node of theorizing in

mat hemat i cal specul ati ons and concept-form ng which is distant fromintuition
a theorizing which acconplished neither clarity with insight, in any

legiti mate sense, nor the production of theories.

Parallel to this we find in certain psychol ogists, and first in Brentano, a
systematic effort to create a rigorously scientific psychology on the basis of
pure internal experience and the rigorous description of its data
(OPsychognosi aO) .

It was the radicalizing of these nethodic tendencies (which, by the way,
were already quite often characterized as Ophenonenol ogi cal O) /303/ nore
particularly in the nental sphere and in the rational -theoretical sphere which
was at that tine in genera
interwoven with it, which led to a quite novel nethod of investigation of the
purely nental and at the same tine to a quite novel treatnent of questions
that concern specific principles of philosophy, out of which there began to
surface, as we nentioned before, a quite new way of being scientific <eine
neuarti ge Wssenschaftlichkeit>.

In the further course of its devel opnent it <the phenonenol ogi cal >
presents us with a double sense of its neaning: on the one hand, as
psychol ogi cal phenonenol ogy, which is to serve as the radical science
fundamental to psychol ogy; on the other hand, as transcendental phenonenol ogy,
which for its part has in connection with philosophy the great function of
First Philosophy; that is, of being the philosophical science of the sources
from whi ch phil osophy springs.

In this first lecture, we want to | eave out of play all our
phil osophical interests. We will be interested in the psychol ogical in the
same way as a physicist is interested in physics. Wth pure objectivity in
the spirit of positive science, we will weigh the requirements for a
scientific psychol ogy and devel op the necessary idea of a phenonenol ogi ca

psychol ogy.

o 2. Pure Natural Science and Pure Psychol ogy.

Modern psychol ogy is the science of the real events <Vorkonmmi sse, what
cones forward> arising in the concrete context of the objective and rea
worl d, events which we call Onental O <psychische>. The npst exenplary way in
whi ch the Orental O <Psychi schem> shows itself arises in the living
sel f-awareness of what | designate as O O <or ego> and of indeed everything
that shows itself to be inseparable froman O O <or ego> as a process |ived by
an O O or as mental processes (like experiencing, thinking, feeling, willing),
but also as ability and habit. Experience presents the mental as a dependent
stratum of being to man and beast, who are at a nore fundanental |eve
physical realities. Thus psychol ogy becones a dependent branch of the nore
concrete sciences of anthropol ogy or zool ogy, and thus enconpasses both the



physi cal and psychophysi cal

If we exami ne the world of experience in its totality, we find that its
nature is to articulate itself into an open infinity of concrete single
realities. According to its nature, /304/ to each single particular belongs a
physical corporality, at least as a relatively concrete substratumfor the
extra-physical characteristics that are possibly layered on it, to which
bel ong, for exanple, the determ ning factors through which a physical body

beconmes a work of art. We can abstract consistently fromall extra-physica
determi nations, and that signifies that we regard every reality and the whole
world purely as physical Nature. |In this there |lies a structural |aw of the

wor | d of experience. Not only does every concrete worldly or real thing have
its nature, its physical body, but also all bodies in the world forma
conbined unity, a unity which in itself is linked together into infinity, a
unity of the totality of Nature which possesses the unifying form of
spatiotenporality. Fromthe correlated standpoint of nethod this is expressed
as follows: A consistently abstractive experience can be continuously and
exclusively directed to the physical and on this basis of physical experience
one can practice an equally self-contained theoretical science, the physica
sci ence of natureNphysical in the wi dest sense, to which thus al so bel ong
chemi stry, and al so physical zool ogy and bi ol ogy, abstracting away fromit
what ever pertains to the spirit <Geistigkeit>.

Now t he question obviously arises as to how far it is possible within an
i nterest one-sidedly directed to the nental in brute animals and in the world
as such, which we grant never energes autonompusly, for there to be an
experience and theoretical inquiry which consistently and continuously noves
frommental to nmental and thus never deals with the physical. This question
| eads, further, into another: to what extent is a consistent and pure
psychol ogy possible in parallel with a consistent and purely devel oped
enpirical natural science? This latter question is apparently to be answered
in the negative: Psychology in its customary sense as an enpirical science of
matters of fact cannot, as the parallel would demand, be a pure science of
matters of mental fact purified of everything physical in the way that
enpirical natural science is purified of everything nmental.

However far continually pure mental experience may reach, and however far
by means of it a <pure> theorizing may be effected, it is certain fromthe
very outset that the purely nmental to which it <pure nmental experience> |eads
still has its spatiotenporal determinations in the real world, /305/ and that
inits concrete factual ness, |ike everything real as such, it is only
deternmi nabl e through | ocal spatiotenporal determ nants. Spatiotenporality as
system of places <Stellensystem> is the form<Fornm> of all actual, factua
bei ng, of being within the world of matters of fact. And so it follows from
this that all determ nation of concrete facts is founded on spati ot enpora
determ nations of place. Spatiotenporality, however, belongs prinordially and
i medi ately to nature as physical nature. Everything outside the physical, in
particul ar everything nmental, can belong to the spatiotenporal situation
<Lage> only through a foundedness <Fundi erung> in a physical corporality.
Accordingly, it is easy to grasp that within enpirical psychology a conpletely
psychol ogi cal inquiry can never be isolated theoretically fromthe

psychophysical. |In other words: Wthin psychol ogy as an objective,
matt er- of -fact science, an enpirical science of the nmental cannot be
established as a self-contained discipline. It can never let go of al

themati c consideration of and connection to the physical or psychophysi cal

On the other hand, it is clear that investigation into the purely nenta
is, nevertheless, in sone neasure possible, and has to play a role in any
enpi rical psychol ogy which strives for a rigorously scientific character. How
otherwise is one to attain rigorously scientific concepts of the nmental in
terms of its own essence and without regard to all its concrete interwovenness
with the physical? |If we reflect on the fact that to these concepts there
nmust al so necessarily bel ong concepts whi ch enconpass the universal and_
necessary eidetic formof the nental in its ownnost essential characterNwhich
are concerned with all of that w thout which sonething
like the nental would sinply not be thinkableNthen there opens up the prospect
of a possible a priori science of essences belonging to the nental purely as
such. We take this as our guiding idea. It would not be parallel to physics
as an enpirical science of nature but to a science of the a priori conceivable



Nature as such in its own pure essence. Although one does not <ordinarily>
speak of a priori natural science, it is nevertheless very famliar in the
formof certain inportant particular disciplines, such as the a priori
doctrine of time, or as pure geonetry and nmechanics. /306/

<a 3. The Method of Pure Psychology (Intuition and Reflection);
Intentionality as the Fundanental Characteristic of the Mental.>

Apriori truths are not so easy to arrive at as we thought in earlier
times. They arise as authentic eidetic truths in apodictic insight only
fromout of their original sources in intuition. These sources, however,
must be disclosed in the right way. They can only beconme fruitful <useful >
by neans of nethodical formulation and through conpletely wunfolding their
hori zons. Consequently, a real grounding is needed for our guiding idea of an
a priori and pure psychol ogy which goes back to the experiencing
intuition, an intuition nmethodically dealt with and allsidedly disclosed, an
intuition in which the nental is presented to us in its original concrete
gi venness, in which it becomes apparent, as we also said, in its ownnost
essential selfhood. |In this process, the thing placed individually before our
eyes functions as an exanple. CQur attention is directed fromthe very outset
to what preserves itself within the free variation of the exanple and not to
what is random y changi ng.

The specific character of the nethod one nmust follow here will gradually
disclose itself to us. First, because it is foundational <das Fundierende>,
conmes exenpl ary experienceNreal and possible exanples. And purely nenta
experience especially requires a nmethod <for its proper study>.

| . Every experiencing or other kind of directedness towards the nental
takes place in the node of reflection. To live as ego-subject is to Oive
t hroughO the nmental in nultiple ways. But this, our lived-through life, is,
so to say, anonynous; it goes on, but we are not focussed on it; it is
unexperi enced, since to experience sonething anmounts to grasping sonething in

its selfhood. In waking Iife we are always busied with sonething, nowthis,
now that, and at the | owest |level with the nonnmental: Perceiving sonething
means we are occupied with the perceived windmll; we are focussed on it and
only onit. In nenory we are dealing with the sonething remenbered; in

t hi nking we are occupied with sonething thought; in our feeling-valuing life,
we are occupied with what we are finding beautiful or whatever other value we
attach to it; in volitional striving we have to do R )
with ends and nmeans. So straightforwardly occupied as we then are, we OknowO
nothing of the life-process in playl) at the time; we OknowO not hing of al

[/ 307/ the various peculiarities which essentially belong to this process so
that we are able to have the specific types of being occupied that we have, so
that somehow thi ngs can be given as bodily present or can arise in nenory,
again with the thoughts, values, goals, and so forth, again can stand in our
themati c gaze, and we can in such and such a way be occupied with them Only
reflection, turning oneOs gaze away fromthe straightforwardly thematic, makes
mental life i tsel fNthe highly diverse ways of Qoei ng occupied with, O ChaV|ng
as a thene, O Obeing conscious of, Owith all their peculiarities and possi bl e
backgroundsNthe obj ect of t hemati ¢ gaze.

In such a reflective perceiving and experiencing, nental |life as such
mental life is grasped and itself nade a thenme which one can work with in a
variety of ways. Naturally this new experiencing and nmeki ng sonet hi ng
thematic in reflection is itself also latent but |ikew se al so disclosable
through still higher reflection.

2. \Whatever becomes accessible to us through reflection has a
not ewort hy universal character: that of being consci ousness of sonething, of
havi ng somet hi ng as an obj ect of consciousness, or correlatively, to be aware
of itNwe are speaking here of intentionality. This is the essential character
of nmental life in the full sense of the word, and is thus sinply inseparable
fromit. It is, for exanple, inseparable fromthe perceiving that reflection
reveals to us, that it is of this or that; just as the
process of renenbering is, in itself, renenbering or recalling of this or
that; just as
thinking is thinking of this or that thought, fearing is of sonething, love is
of sonmething; and so on. We can also bring in here the | anguage we use in
speaki ng of appearing or having sonething appear. Wherever we speak of
appearing we are |l ed back to subjects to whom sonet hi ng appears; at the sane



time, however, we are also led to moments of their mental life in which an
appearance takes place as the appearing of sonething, of that which is
appearing in it.

In a way, and perhaps stretching the point a little, one can say of

every mental process that in it something is appearing to the particular OO
insofar as the OO is sonehow conscious of it. Accordingly, phenonenality,
as a characteristic that specifically belongs to appearing and to the thing
t hat appears, would, if understood in this broadened sense of the term be
the fundanmental characteristic of the nental. And the pure psychol ogy
whose possibility we are now wei ghi ng woul d /308/ properly be designated as
Ophenonenol ogyO and i ndeed as a priori phenonenology. Naturally such a
psychol ogy woul d al so have to deal with ego-subjects, singly and communal |y,
purely as subjects of such a phenonenality and do this in the manner of an
a priori discipline.

After this only term nol ogi cal discussion we now turn back to the
question of nmethodically establishing pure_phenonenol ogi cal experience and
disclosing it. OPhenonenol ogical experienceONthis is of course nothing but
that sort of reflection in which the mental becones accessible to us inits
own special essence. It is reflection carried through consistently and with a
purely theoretical concern so that the living, specific, egoic life, the
life of consciousness, is not just seen fleetingly but explicitly seen inits
own proper eidetic conponents and, as we said above, in the allsidedness of
its horizons.

<o 4. The Meani ng of the Concept of Purity <Reinheit>. >

Here the first question is how this <phenonenol ogi cal > experience is to
be nmethodically enployed so that as a pure experience it will actually lay
bare that in the nental which is seen to belong to its own essence.

a. The purity of which we are speaki ng obviously nmeans, first of all
being free of all that is psychophysical. 1In the psychol ogical focus,
ment al experiences are taken as concrete nonments of animal and first of
all human realities; they are always taken as interwoven with the corporea
el ement in concrete, aninal
experi ence. What ever this physical or psychophysical experience gives as
exi stent nust
consequently remain out of account, it is not to be dealth with; <rather> we
are to practice phenomenol ogi cal experience exclusively and purely, and
consider only what it presents, only what becones explicit init. Watever in
the nental places it in or links it with Nature is to be left outside the
topic. Manifestly, the sane goes for deliberations with regard to al
concei vabl e psychol ogi cal possibilities, for despite all their being detached
fromfactually experienced actuality, they are still concrete menta
possibilities, still <only> data of possible psychol ogi cal experience.

Here further difficulties await us: to what extent can an actually
consi stent, pure phenonenol ogi cal experienceNactual and, /309/ above all
possi bl eNbe practiced; and to what extent can one through such a practice of
progressively proceeding fromsone self-given nmental <thing> to another
sel f-given nmental <thing> eventually reach a unitary and pure field of
experience which in infinitumnever brings that which is outside the essence
of the nental with it into the unity of its pure, intuitive context, that is,
into the cl osed real m of possible purely phenonenol ogical intuitions. b. On
the other hand, pure <phenonenol ogi cal > experience clearly inplies abstention
fromall prejudgnments stenming fromscientific or other privileged spheres of
experience which could render one blind to that which phenonenol ogi ca
reflection actually lays before us, actually makes available to us a
progressive cogni zance-taking that fromthe begi nning proceeds by pure
intuition, that is, one that fromthe beginning is an explication of exanples
in all their dinensions, of the purely nmental nonents inplicit in them

The conbi nation of both these difficulties has been so effective that one
can venture the foll owi ng paradox: 1In all of nodern psychol ogy there has
never been an intentional analysis which was fully carried through. And this
despite the fact that for centuries psychol ogy has wanted to be based on inner
experience and sometinmes to be a psychol ogy descriptive of the data of pure
consci ousness. Here | cannot even exenpt Franz Brentano and his school
al though it was his epoch-naking contribution to have introduced



intentionality as the basic descriptive characteristic of the nental.
Further, he demanded
the construction of an enpirical psychology on the foundation of a systematic
and
fromthe beginning purely descriptive inquiry into consciousness. But the
di stinctive nmeani ng and net hod needed for a pure analysis of consciousness
remai ned hidden from him

The persistent prejudi ces which nmake peopl e unresponsive to what we
propose to acconplish arise first of all fromthe way the natural sciences
have served as nodels for our thinking. 1In fact, the prevailing
naturalization of the mental that has lasted right up to our day, and the way
an essential identity of nethods in psychology and the natural sciences is
assuned to be self-evident <both> arise fromthis. Hi storically, these
prej udi ces make their appearance already in the great originators of nodern
psychol ogy, Descartes and Hobbes, and, nobst sharply expressed, in LockeGs
tabula rasa interpretation /310/ of the life of consciousness and also in
Davi d HumeOs concept of consciousness as a bundle of nental data. BrentanoGOs
di scovery of the intentional character of consciousness broke through the
general blindness to it, but it did not overconme the naturalism which
overpowered, so to speak, the intentional processes and bl ocked the path
leading to the true tasks of intentional inquiry. Nor was the period
i medi ately following that any different. The zeal ous struggl e against
Orental atom smO did not nmean any actual freedom from naturalismw_th regard
to the mental, for the nodish recourse to Ogestalt-qualitiesO and O orns of
t he whol eO only characterized a new node of naturalism The foundations <das
Prinzipielle> of a nental naturalismas such (and, included in this, a npst
broadl y conceived sensualismof the inner and outer senses) only gets to be
truly understood for what it is and enptied of its seductive power when a pure
phenonenol ogi cal experience is seriously carried through, in other words, an
experience in which the proper essence of intentional life is thus disclosed
in consistent allsidedness and evi dence and can accordingly be brought to a
pure description.

Bef ore ny nethodical instruction about this experience which is

shortly to follow, | would like to note as a prior clarification that the deep
source of all our

errors lies in the equating of inmmnent tenporality wth objective,
concrete

tenporalityNan equation which initially seens to press itself on us as
sel f-evi dent.

bjective time is the extensional form of objective realities, and i ndeed
primarily and authentically of physical nature, which extends through the rea
world as its structural basis. Mental |ived experiences or processes <die
seel i sche Erl ebnisse> in and of themselves, do not, therefore, either singly
or conbi ned i nto whol es, possess any concretely real uniting form <reale
Ei nhei t sforne of coexistence and succession of the type one finds in concrete
and real spatiotemporality. The formof flow ng, or of being in flux in the
unity of a stream of consciousness which is proper to their nature is not an
actual parallel formto this spatiotenporality. The inmage of a stream plays a
trick on us. Intentional analysis of imuanent tenporality actually destroys
this image and at the same tine places its legitimte sense before us.
Precisely in so doing, however, every genuine material analogy between
anal ysi s of consciousness and anal ysis of nature, whether physical, chem cal,
or even biological, falls away, as does the whol e anal ogy between /311/ the
way of being of consciousness and the O O of consciousness, <on the one hand, >
and on the other hand, the way of being of nature. The concepts of physica
thing and attributes, of whole and part, uniting and separating, cause and
effect, and the like, which are |ogical when applied to Nature, are all of
themrooted in the originarily real, that is, 1n Nature, and therewith inits
basi c determ nation, res extensa. Wen they are taken over into the real m of
the mental <zum Psychi schen>, i.e., as psycho-logical, these concepts |ose
what is fundanmentally essential to their meaning, and what remain are only the
enpty husks of formal-1ogical concepts of object, attribute, conposition, and
so on.

a 5. The Purely Mental in Experience of the Self and of Community.
The Al | - Enbraci ng Description of Intentional Processes.
And now we turn to the other material difficulties which hinder the



cultivation of a consistent and pure phenonenol ogi cal experience, difficulties
which arise due to its involvenent with experience of the physical. W wll
refrain fromany traditiona

prej udgnents, even the nost universally obvious ones of traditional |ogic,

whi ch al ready have perhaps taken from Nature unnoticed el enents of neaning.

We will hold ourselves resolutely to what phenonenol ogi cal reflection presents
to us

as consciousness and obj ect of consciousness, and purely to what cones to
actual, evident self-givenness. In other words, we w Il interrogate

excl usively the phenonenol ogi cal experience, clearly and quite concretely
thinking into a reflective experience of consciousness, without interest in
determ ning concretely occurring facts. Such <phenonenol ogi cal > experi ence
does not have the individual experience <in view>, but the Gestalt npst
imediate to all as Self-Experience. For only in it is consciousness and the
ego of consciousness given in fully original selfhood, as when | perceivingly
reflect on ny perceiving. | as phenonenol ogi st thus uncover ny own living (in
the attitude of fantasy, directed toward concrete possibility), nmy concrete
possible living in this or that concretely actual and concretely possible
forms. One can can easily see that it is there, on the basis of this

i mredi acy of ny self-experience, that all other experience of the nmental

(al ways understood as experiencing intuition) is founded, pure experience of
what is strange or other <Frenderfahrung> as well as of the community. So it
is quite natural that fromthe outset the nethod of taking pure

sel f-experience is treated as the nmethod appropriate to a consistently

concei ved /312/ phenomenol ogi cal disclosure of oneself. How can we nmanage to
refrain from accepting any conponents drawn in by experience of what is
external Iy physical, through which then also everything pertaining to the
mental |ife of soneone el se <das Frendpsychi sche> would remain eo ipso
excluded?  The experience of something Cexternal O (nore clearly: of sonething
Ophysical O is itself a nental experience but related to the physical through
our intentional experience. Naturally the experienced physical thing itself,
whi ch i s presupposed as what is physically actual in the worldNthe thingly
real with all its real nonmentsNof necessity does not belong to the inventory
of essences proper to us in our experiencing |life-process. The sanme holds for
any and every consciousness in which the being of something real in the world
is meant and accepted, as well as of every activity of consciousness in ny
natural and practical life.

<a 6. Phenonenol ogi cal <Psychol ogi cal > Reducti on and Genui ne

Experi ence of Sonething Internal.>

Thus if | as a phenomenol ogi st wish to deal with pure mental experience
and only with it, if | wish to take the life of my consciousness
<Bewu8t sei nsl eben> in its own pure essentiality as ny universal and consistent
theme and to make it a field for purely phenonenol ogi cal experiences, then
certainly nmust | eave out of account the totality of the concrete world which
was and is continuously accepted in its being by me in my natural
straightforward living; | nmust thematically exclude it as outside the being of
the nental. That is to say: as phenonenologist | may not in nmy descriptive
practice, in the practice or exercise of pure experience of something nental,
I may not exercise in a natural way nmy believing in the world; rather in
further consequence | nust dispense with all the position-taking which plays
its natural role in the natural, practical |ife of my consci ousness.

On the other hand, it is clear and has already been enphasi zed, that it
bel ongs to and is inseparable from perception as intentional nental experience
that it is perception of what is perceived, and this goes for every kind of
consciousness with regard to what it is conscious of. How coul d we descri be
a perception, or a menory, or anything else in regard to its own peculiar
essence as this concrete nental experience without also saying that it is
perception of this or that, and is precisely of this object? This is
mani festly so, quite apart fromthe question of whether the perceived
| andscape actually exists, or if, as further experience nmay show, it proves to
be illusionary. [/313/ Even in an illusion the illusionary |andscape stil
appears, but if we recognize it as illusionary, as appearing in an altered
node of our believing, according to which, although it appears the same to us,
it does not have the status of sinple actuality but that of nullity, of a
negated actuality.



Now |l et us |ink the conclusion just reached with the one we arrived at

earlier. According to the earlier assertion, a nere reflection on
consci ousness does not yet yield the nental in purity and in its own
essentiality. Rather, we nust in addition abstain fromthat believing in
bei ng <Sei ns-d aubens> by virtue of which we accept the world in the natura
life of consciousness and our reflecting on it; as phenomenol ogists, we are
not permtted to go along with this (and in
further consequence, indeed, we nmust abstain fromevery position-taking of any
kind toward the world na-vely accepted by us). As phenonenol ogi sts we must be
as it were non-participating onlookers at the life of consciousness, which can
only in this way become the pure thene of our experiencing. I nst ead of
living in and through consci ousness, instead of being interested in the world
init, we nmust nerely look at it, as if it, initself, is consciousness of
this or that, and at <precisely> how it is interested in its objects.
Ot herwi se, the extra-mental world and not pure consciousness of it would
constantly be included in the theme of our description. Now on the other hand
we have said that this act of abstention, this OCepoch_, O changes not hi ng about
it, and that every consciousness has in and of itself its <own> objectivity as
such, in which things are appearing and are known in such and such a way. O
better, we now say that precisely through this phenonenol ogi cal epoch_ what
appears stands out as an appearing thing, what is known in that particular _
consci ousness stands out as such, as sonmething which itself belongs to oneGs
mental inventory. The externally experienced thing as such, the thing we are
conscious of as in some way as nmeant, is accordingly not something that in
this instance sinply exists, or that is sinply possible, probable or
non-existent; rather, it is the specific intuitive or non-intuitive content
that is neant as existent, supposed, or non-existent. This is the nmeaning of
the customary tal k i n phenonenol ogy about parenthesizing <or bracketing>.
Pl aci ng sonmething in parentheses <or brackets> nmentally serves as the index of
the epoch_. But inside the parentheses there is the parenthesized <thing>.

One matter that should be paid attention to: The faith we have in our
experiencing, which is at work in whatever specific consciousness one i s now
having and is precisely there in an unthematized and conceal ed way, naturally
bel ongs, along with all its further nodes of position-taking, /314/ to the
phenomenol ogi cal content of that nmonent of nental process. But such beli ef
is, as such, only disclosed and not Oparticipated i nO by ne as
phenonenol ogi st; as a nmonment of nental experience, it becomes thematic for ne
through the fact that | take up the phenonenol ogi cal focus, which neans that |
nove out of the na-ve and natural practice of taking this or that position, to
one of holding back fromit and | becone, as nere spectator, an observing ego.

Thi s describes in substance the necessary and consciously practiced
nmet hod of access to the real m of pure phenonena of consci ousness, nanely that
pecul i ar change of focus which is called the phenonenol ogi cal reduction. By
means of it
our gaze was directed toward a principal aspect of pure phenonena of
consci ousness, which is the noematic (and about which traditional psychol ogy
did not know what to say). Through the phenonenol ogi cal reduction intentiona
objectivities as such were first |aid open. They were |aid open as an
essential conmponent of all intentional processes and as an infinitely fruitfu
theme for phenonenol ogi cal description

But | <nust> imrediately add that the universality of the
phenomenol_ogi cal epoch_ as practiced by the phenomenol ogi st fromthe very
begi nni ngNt he uni versality in which he or she becones the mere inpartia
observer of the totality .
of his conscious |life-processNbrings about not only a thematic purification of
the individual processes of consciousness and thereby discloses its noematic
conponents; it further directs its power on the ego of consciousness, which it
frees of everything concretely human, everything animally real. [If all of
Nature is transformed into a nmere noenati c phenonmenon in that its concrete
reality is suspended, then the ego, which has now been reduced to pure nenta
being and life-process, is no |longer the concrete, material, creaturely ego we
normal |y speak of; that is, the human ego of the natural, objective,
experiential focus. Rather, it has now itself becone the intended real thing
as intended only; it has becone a noenatic phenonenon.
Everythi ng neant or intended as such, and this includes nmy being as a



human creature in the world and ny process of living in the world, is,
remenber, sonething intended within an intending |ife-process; one which
t hanks to the phenomenol ogi cal focus on the purely mental, the |ife-process in
OreducedO form is /315/ inseparable fromit as its intentional sense.
Naturally this intending |ife-process is always and continuously <to be found>
in the field of phenonenol ogical reflection
<a7. The Ego-Pol e as Center of Acts of the Ego.
The Synthetic Character of Consciousnhess. >

The consistent unfol ding of the noema, of the intended thing as such in
each separate case, can be redirected into an examni nation and analysis of the
relatively hidden noesis in itNthat is, of the particular process of holding
somet hing in consciousness. But still there is something it can call its own:
that is the ego-center, the ego <O OC> in the cogito <O thinkG>; | have in
m nd the ego that remains phenomenologically identical in all the nultiple
acts of the egoNthe ego apprehended as the radiating center fromwhich, as the
i dentical ego-pole, the specific acts <of the ego> radiate forth. For
exanple, when | look at a thing actively, in experiencing | explicate it, |
conprehend and judge it, and so on.

The ego-pole is, however, not only the point fromwhich ny acts stream
forth but also a point into which nmy enptions and feelings stream In both
respects the phenonenol ogically pure ego-center renmmi ns a great
phenonenol ogi cal theme which is ultimtely interwoven with everything el se.

To me this is evidence that all consciousness is consciousness belonging to ny
ego. This also carries with it the idea that consciousness in all its forns,
in all the nodes of active and passive participation of the ego, carries out
noemati c functions and therewith ultimately is joined into the unity of a
context of functions; in this, what is already expressed is the fact that al
anal ysis of consciousness has to do with, at the same tine and ultimately even
if inmplicitly, the central ego.

Now anong the specific themes in connection with studying the ego there
are Vernsgen <ability to do sonething> and Habitus <tendency to do
sonmet hing>, and really, in ways which cannot be gone into here, these are
phenonenol ogi cal thenmes. But for phenonenol ogi cal research what is of
necessity nearest and first (and i ndeed
as continuous and _explicating flow of experience) is the pure |ife-process
itself of the egoNthe variegated |ife of consciousness as the streamng forth
of the acts of that ego in such activities as are designated O perceive, O O
remenber, ONin short, | O experience, O O nake sonmething present to myself in
a non-intuitive way,O or also O live in free fantasizing, Oin the sense that
O am engagedO al so in the nodes in which my valuing, striving, and dealing
consci ousness occupies itself. The /316/ thenme that runs through all of these
is the essential <reciprocal > two-si dedness of consci ousness <on one hand> and
what one is conscious of, as such, the noetic and the noenatic.

The fundanentally essential difference between the way of being of
consciousness in its phenonenol ogical purity in contrast to the way of being
in which Nature is given in the natural focus can be seen above all in the
ideality of the holding back or being in a suspended state which
characterizes the noematic conponents of a specific consciousness. It is also
seen, we can say, in the uniqueness of that synthesis by which every
consciousness is unified in itself and again by which one consciousness is
united with another into the unity of a <single, unitary> consciousness. The
di fferent kinds of synthesis ultimately all point back to identifying
syntheses <ldentitStssynthesen>. Every lived experience <Erlebnis> in our
consci ousness is a consci ousness of sonething. But this involves the fact
that there are also given in and with every lived experience in consciousness
many others (ideally speaking there are an infinite variety of other such
experiences) which are marked out as real or possible, each of which is united
with it, or would be united with a consci ousness whi ch was consci ousness of
that same sonmething. \hen, for instance, | have as a nental experience, the
perception of a house, there OesidesOwithin it (and is right there within it
itself if we O nterrogateOit, as | would Iike to show) the fact that the sane
house (the sane noeman) can be intended in an appertaining nmultiplicity of
ot her perceptions and in all sorts of other npdes of consciousness as the sane
house. Precisely the same holds for every other kind of consciousness as
consci ousness of the objectivity of its noema. Through this, the intentiona
rel ati on denonstrates even nore firmy its fundamental nature. The



OsonmethingO to which it is related as that which it is and that of which the
consci ousness in question is_consciousNor to which the ego is related in a way
appropriate to consciousnessNthis is a noematic pole which serves as an index
or

reference-point for an open, infinite manifold of ever again other experiences
i n consciousness, for which it would be absolutely and identically the sanme
thing. And so it belongs to the fundanental nature of consciousness that this
obj ect-pol e, indeed that every noematic unity is an ideally identical <thing>
in all the mental experiencing making up its synthetic nultiplicity, and in
everything is thus not contained really but Odeally.O 1 say it is contained

ideally. In fact, the mani fold consciousness is generally separated in the
stream of consci ousness and
thus has no concrete individually identical nmorment in common <with it>. But

yet it becones apparent /317/ in a very evident way that in one and in the

ot her instance we are conscious of the sane thing; one and the sanme house

i ntended perceptually or otherwise is still the same house, noenmatically
under st ood as the sane intended object, both inseparably belonging to each of
the multiple appearances yet at the sane tine being nothing |ess than a rea
monment. I n other words, we can say that it <the house as ideal object>is

i mmnent <in consciousness> as sense. In fact, in whatever other way we may
speak of sense, it has to do with an ideal something which can be the object
of intention throughout an open infinity of possible and actual intentiona
experiences. This is probably the reason that every anal ysis of consci ousness
begi ns by explicating the concrete, individual |ived experience and makes its
denonstrations fromit. Yet these anal yses always and necessarily |lead from
the individual conscious experience into the correspondi ng synthetic cosnos
<Uni versunp of |ived experiences in consciousness. |ndeed, wthout |aying
claimto this <cosnobs>, that which |ies noematically w thin consciousness, and
at which they are ained as an intentional objectivity, cannot be expl ai ned at
all.

Accordingly, intentional analysis is totally different both in nmethod
and in what it acconplishes froman analysis of concrete data, of what is
concretely given. For exanple, using the phenonenol ogi cal approach to
descri be the perceived thing as such neans first and forenpst, taking as one
possibility the previous exanple of the perceived house, to go into the
vari ous descriptive dinmensions which, as we soon see, necessarily belong to
every noemm, although in various particularizations. The first
<point> is the directedness of our gaze toward the ontic conmponent of the
noema. Looking at the house itself we focus on the various distinguishing
features and of course we | ook exclusively at those which really show
themsel ves in this perception itself. But when we express the matter in this
way, we are taking it as self-evident
t hat beyond the actual perceptual nonments, the perceived house still possesses
a multiplicity of other nonents not yet grasped. So then the question about
the basis for speaking in this way i medi ately leads to the fact that to the
noema of the perceived house bel ongs a horizon consciousness; in other words,
what is genuinely seen in itself refers us inits Gsense, Oto an open OnoreO
of determ nations which are unseen, partly known, partly undeterm ned and
unknown. The anal ysis cannot stop at this point, however. The /318/ question
i medi ately arises as to how cone it is evident that this pointing-ahead
bel ongs to the phenonmenon-in-consci ousness? How cone this
hori zon-consci ousness refers us in fact to further actually unexperienced
traits of the sane <phenonenon>? Certainly this is already an
interpretation which goes beyond the noment of experiencing, which we have
call ed the Ohorizon-consci ousness, O which is, indeed, as is easily determ ned

conpletely non-intuitive and thus in and of itself enpty. But we are

i mediately drawn into a disclosure or fulfillnment <of sense> which <shows>
itself as evident fromthe given perception precisely by neans of a series of
fantasy variations which offer a nultiplicity of possible new perceptions
projected as possible: <that is,> a synthetically annexed and joi ned set of
fantasy variations in which it becones evident to us that the enpty horizon
with which the sense of the perception is freighted, in fact carries within it
an inplicit perceptual sense; that, in fact, it is an anticipatory sketching
out of new nonments which belongs to the way of being of the perceived, <a
sketching out which is> still undeterm ned but determ nable, and so on

The explication of the intentional sense thus |eads, under the title of



hori zon-explication (explication of anticipations), fromthe
explication of a sense that is already intuitively verified to the
construction of an eidetically appertaining synthetic manifold of possible
perceptions of that sanme thing. Constructively we produce a chain of possible
per cepti ons whi ch show how the object would | ook and woul d have to | ook if we

perceptual ly pursued it further and further. 1In this regard, however, it also
becomes evident that the same house, continued, that we just spoke of, that
is, the same ontic house (as an identical link in the chain of multiply

possi bl e noemas) separates itself and distinguishes itself fromthe OhouseO
<that is given> in the OhowO of intuitive realization; each of the individua
perceptions of the same house brings the same thing forward within a

subj ecti ve OhowO <how it appears>, bringing with it nanely a different set of
actually seen determinations of it. This holds true in a simlar way for the
ot her descriptive di mensions of a noema of external experience; for exanple,
those under the heading of a Operspective.O Watever in the perceived thing
comes forward in the actual intuition does so in such a way that every
genuinely intuitive

nonment has its node of givenness; for instance, what is visually given will be
in a certain perspective. And with this, the perspective again inmediately
points toward possible new /319/ perspectives of the sane thing, and we are
again drawn, only 1| ooking now in another direction, into the system of
possi bl e percepti ons.

Anot her descriptive dinension has to do with the nodes of appearance
<Er schei nungsnodi >, whi ch, through the possible differences in essence anong
perception, retention, recalling again, prior expectation, and so on, are al
determined by the sane thing. This, too, leads, as will be denobnstrated, to a
kind of intentional explication, one which by nmeans of the specifically given
lived experience |eads constructively beyond it into nmethodical clarifications
whi ch consist of constructing appertaining synthetic nultiplicities. Again,
the same thing holds with regard to the descriptive dinension that is
characterized by its separating sense material fromthe node of <its>
acceptance. All of these dinensions are determ ned
in accordance with the horizon and require a disclosure of the horizon and of
the |l evel s and di nensi ons of sense that are made clear through this
di scl osure.

This should suffice to nake it evident that the truly inexhaustible tasks of
an intentional analysis within a phenonenol ogi cal psychol ogy have a totally
different sense fromthe customary anal yses in the objective, |let us say,

natural sphere. Intentional explication has the unique peculiarity bel onging
to its essential nature, that is as an interpretive exegesis <Ausl egung> of
noesi s and noema. Interpreting <is taken of course> in a broader sense and

not in the sense of nmerely analyzing an intuited concrete thing into its
conmponent traits.

One nore corroborating <operation> should be carried out. Up _to this
poi nt the analysis of properties was what we have had in nmind. But Oanal ysisO
often and in the literal sense nmeans breaking something down into its parts.
<It is true that>
lived experiences in consciousness do have, in their immanent tenporality
within the
stream of consci ousness taken concretely but purely, a kind of rea
partitioning and a correlative real connection <with each other>. But it
woul d certainly be foolish to want to | ook at the connecting and partitioning
i n consciousness exclusively fromthe viewpoint of putting

parts together and taking them apart. For exanple, a concrete perception is
the unity of an i manent floww ng along in which each of the conponent parts
and phases all ows of being distinguished fromone another. Each such part,
each such phase, is itself again a consciousness-of, is itself again
perception-of, and as this, has its <own> perceptual sense. But not, let us
say, in such a way that the individual senses can sinply be put together into
the unitary sense /320/ of the whole perception. In every conponent of a
perception flow ng along as a phase of a whole perception, the object is
percei ved whose unity of neani ng extends through all the neanings (senses) of
the phases and so to say, nourishes itself fromthemin the manner of gaining
fromthemthe fullfilment of nore exact deterninationNout this is by no neans
a <mere> sticking things together, and it is anything but nerely the type of
conbination into a whole which is to be found in sensible forms. For not



every synthesis in consciousness exists as this type of continuous synthesis
(and the substratum for correspondi ng anal yses of phases and parts). But in
general it is valid to say that consci ousness as consci ousness pernmts no
ot her manner of |inking to another consciousness than such synthesis, such
that every partitioning down into parts again produces nmeani ng or sense, just
as every conbining generates a synthetically established sense. Synthesis of
meani ng or senseNsynthesis of an ideally existent thingNstands generally under
quite different categories from <those of> real synthesis, and real totality.
The Iife of consciousness constantly flows along as a life that in
itself is sense-constituting sense and which also constitutes sense from
sense. In ever new | evels
these objectivities are carried out within pure psychol ogi cal subjectivity, a
production and a transformati on of OobjectivitiesO appearing to the consci ous
ego determn ning R ]
itself as so and so, nearer or OotherO and accepted by it as being so, but in
the nost varied nodes of validity. A kind of ongoing synthesis which is
especially close to the essential nature of a coherently interrelated life of
consci ousness, and in fact always
necessarily belongs to it, is the synthesis of all experiences into the unity
of one experience; and within this, the synthesis of concordant experience,
interrupted to be sure by discords but always through correction restoring
again the formof an all-bracing harnony. All the kinds and fornms of reason
in cognition <erkennender Vernunft> are forns
of synthesis, of acconplishnment of unity and truth by cognizing subjectivity.
To shed light on the intentional is a huge task for

phenonenol ogi cal - psychol ogi cal research

The descriptive phenonmenol ogy whi ch we have been speaking of up to now

as in itself first was egol ogi cal phenonenology. In it we conceived of an ego
disclosing its own pure nental being, its realmin the strictest sense as
original experience of the mental. Only after an egol ogi cal - phenonenol ogi ca

/321/ inquiry that has been pressed sufficiently far does it becone
possi bl e to broaden the phenonenol ogi cal nmethod in such a way that experience
of someone el se and of the comunity is introduced into it. Then and only
then does the insight disclose itself that an all-enbraci ng phenonenol ogy is
to be carried through in consistent purity, and that only in this way is
i ntenti onal psychology at all possibleNthat the unity of synthesis
enconpasses the individual subjects as a phenonmenol ogy of intersubjectivity.

Not only is the conscious |ife of an individual ego a field of
experience that is enclosed in itself and needs to be gone through
st ep-by-step i n phenonenol ogi cal experience; also, the all-enbracing conscious
life which, reaching beyond the individual ego, |inks each ego to every other
in real and possible communication is |ike this. I nstead of themati zing
t he psychophysi_cal experience of humanki nd passing fromman to man and to
animals in oneGCs activity and in this way regarding this experience as
nmedi ated by nature and realities connected with nature out there in the world,
one can, rather, start from oneOs own inmmnent |ife-process and go through
the intentionality contained within it in such a way that a purely
phenomenol ogi cal continuity in experiences from subject to another subject is
produced and purely preserved. It is the intentionality in oneGs own ego
which leads into the alien ego and is the so-called Cenpathy, O and one can
put it into play in such phenonenol ogical purity that Nature renmins
constantly excluded fromit.

o 8. The Eidetic Reduction and Phenonenol ogi cal Psychol ogy as Ei detic Science.

What we have di scussed so far has dealt with the nethod by which a
pure psychol ogi cal sphere of experience reveals itself as a field of purely
mental data, a field that needs to be described, a field that is
sel f-disclosing in continuous intentional explication. Generally we speak in
this connection also of general and essentially fundanmental peculiarities
which are to be encountered in this field. Nevertheless, as long as we renmin
wi thin mere experience, thus clinging to singular facts and to the enpirica
generalizations arising fromthemas these are forned naturally in the course
of experience, as long as our description retains the character of a nere
enpirical description, we do not yet have a science.

/ 322/ We already know that a pure phenonenol ogi cal psychol ogy as a



science of real facts is not possible. For such a science the purely nmenta
facts that are reveal ed through phenonmenol ogi cal method woul d require a
nmet hodol ogy that goes after their Oreal O <external, concrete> nmeaning, that is
to say takes account of their physical signification, and therewith enters
into the real mof the psychophysical. This lies outside our theme. But as we
predi cted, now, by virtue of our having opened up the real mof pure
intersubjectivity, as it is revealed with phenonenol ogi cal consistency and
t hrough experience practices purely <as a unity>, and indeed as reality and
possibility, an a priori science can be established: a self-contained, a
priori, purely phenonenol ogi cal psychol ogy.

But how i s a phenonenol ogi cal apriori arrived at? One nust not here
think of an effusive nysticismof logic. Rather, the method of gaining a
pure apriori is a conpletely sober, well-known nethod readily available in al
sci ences, however nuch a reflective clarification and final explication of
the neaning of this nethod may be | ackingNa clarification and explication
whi ch can only be brought about for all nethods of cognition only through a
pure phenomenology. It is the method of attaining to pure universals
<Al | genei nheiten, generalizations> intuitively and apodictically, universals
free of all co-positing of concrete fact, which are related to an infinite
range of freely conceivable possibilities as purely possible facts. |ndeed,
<it is a nethod> which prescribes apodictically the norm of being conceivable
as possible fact. Once brought to light these pure universals, even if they
are not generated through strictly logical nethods, are pure pieces of
sel f - evi dent
knowl edge which can be tested at any tine by asking whether it is conceivable
that they be otherwise without there arising in insight a contradiction or
absurdity. A parallel exanple in the sphere of nature is the insight that
every thing that is intuitively imagi nable as pure possibility, or, as we say,
everyt hing concei vabl e possesses the fundanmental spatiotenporal and causa
properties of a res extensa <extended thing> spatial and tenporal dinensions,
spati otenporal |ocation, and so on.

Now how is it that we come to know such things? Well, we start out
from some exenplary thing or other, perhaps of factual experience, and then
leaving its factuality out of play as irrelevant, we practice free
fantasy-variation with our specific exanple, producing a consciousness of free
optionality <Beliebigkeit> and a horizon of optionally produceabl e variations.

This is, however, only a rough begi nning, and a nore thorough investigation
shows that it is only suitable for regional universals when qualified by nore
exact corresponding explication. 1In this <explication> there will cone to the
fore in the constant overl apping or coincidence within the variants an
al | -enconpassi ng essential formrunning through them an invariant which
preserves itself necessarily through all the variations. And not only does
it preserve itself as something that is factually held in comon in the
concrete variations intuitively produced but also as an invariant in the
optionality of ongoing variation Oas such. O And every thing-factumin
experience, insofar as it is the thene of such intuitively fulfilled free
vari ati ons possesses an evidentially energing, necessary, and sinply
i ndestructible fornmstyle <Fornstil > which emerges in this very natural method
of proceeding as the fornstyle belonging to all things in the region of
O hi ngO as such.

In exactly the same way, proceeding from exanpl es of phenonenol ogi ca
experience or possibilities of experience, obviously we can practice free
variations and, ascending to the pure and necessary as such <tberhaupt
capitalized: On CeneralO> delinmt the purely and sinply invariant style
<Stil> of phenonenol ogi cal subjectivity, as <the general forms of> a pure ego
and a community of egos as such, a life-process of consciousness as such, with
noesi s and noema as such, and so on. And so in this way the phenonenol ogi st
continuously carries out not only the phenonenol ogi cal reduction as nethod of
di scl osi ve experiencing but also
<an> Ceidetic reduction.O Phenonenol ogy then beconmes an all-enconpassi ng
science, related to the continuously unified field of phenonenol ogi ca
experiencing, but rigorously focussed on investigating its invariant

formstyle, its infinitely rich a priori-structure, the apriori of a pure
subjectivity, both as single subjectivity within an intersubjectivity as wel
as a single subjectivity in itself. No O O <or ego> is conceivable w thout

consci ousness of being an O O <l chbewusstsei n> and none is conceivabl e w thout



perception, recollection, expectation, thinking, valuing, acting, etc.; none
wi t hout fantasizing in which all such consciousness is transfornmed into QCas
ifO No perception is conceivable that would not again have perception as its
formstyle. And this holds <also> for the other categories of consciousness.
Al'l concepts and propositions that arise in this way are a priori in
the sane sense as, for exanple, purely logical and mathematical truths. A
genui ne apriori presupposes here as well as everywhere else, that variation
and transition to the unconditioned generality as such, to free optionality,
as node of consci ousness, does not nove into a vague /324/ thinking of
i deational projections fabricated fromwords but rather into actua
intuitions, in constructing intuitions which are actually exanples that nust
be unveiled within operative experience exactly to the extent that they can be
used for arriving at a pure universal. 1In regard to the phenonenol ogi ca
experience with its horizons of intentional inplication, this neans that
access to the
genuine apriori is very difficult. Phenonenol ogi cal experience as explicitly
such is itself a matter of acconplishing difficult methodical functions.
Practicing the

met hod of variation in the egol ogi cal focus produces, first of all, the system
of invariants in oneGCs own ego, unrelated to the question of the
i ntersubj ective accessibility, and validity, of this apriori. |If one brings

into consideration the experience of others, then what becones clear is that
t belongs a priori to the objective sense of that experience (thus, <as it
s> to the alter ego) that the other be analogous in its essence with ny ego;
hat the other, then, necessarily has the sanme essence-style <Wsensstil > as
. In this way, egological phenonenology is valid for every ego whatever, not
just valid for ne and ny fantasy-variants. After the reduction has been
br oadened to include phenonenol ogically pure intersubjectivity, then a
uni versal apriori for conmunities of subjects becomes apparent in the
reduction of themto their inner-phenonenol ogi cal and pure unity.
o 9. The Essential Function of Phenonenol ogi cal Psychol ogy

for an Exact Enpirical Psychol ogy.

The a priori concepts generated by eidetic reduction are an expression
of the necessary essence of the structure <Stilfornm> to which all conceivabl e,
factual, egoic being and the |life of consciousness is tied. Al
enpi ri cal - phenonenol ogi cal concepts take their place anong them <the a priori
concepts just nmentioned> as logical forns, in the same way as all enpirica
concepts in which natural scienceGs factual assertions proceed participate at
the sane tinme in the a priori concepts governing Nature. Thus, the
uncondi ti onal normative validity of the a priori truths grounded in a prior
concepts for all their respective regions of being, in this case for purely
mental enpeiria <facts> to which these concepts pertain, is self-evident.

Here we add what quite naturally comes next: a discussion of the
signi ficance of a phenonenol ogi cal psychol ogy for the much nore far-reaching
subj ect of psychology in general. Phenonenol ogi cal /325/ psychology is the
uncondi tionally necessary foundation for the construction of a rigorously
scientific psychol ogy which would be the genuine and actual anal ogue of exact
natural science. The exactness of the last nentioned <natural science> |lies
inits being grounded on its apriori, on this <apriori>inits own
di sciplines, even if this is not a conpletely projected systemof forns of a
concei vabl e Nature as such. Through this theoretical relating-back of the
factual in experience to this apriori of form the vague enpeiria <items
experienced> gain a share in essential necessity, and the natural scientific
met hod as a whol e gains a sense that it is undergirding with OexactnessO al
the vague concepts and rules; that is, to nmould the particulars, which can
only be brought out and determined in the |ight of experienceable matters of
fact, to the nmeasure of a priori form which as such prescribes to everything
enpirical, insofar as it is to be OobjectiveO a necessity within the totality
of Nature.l) The fact that the apriori is here quantitative, expressed in
size and nunber, is sinply due to the essence of Nature as Nature.

But exactness in the nore general sense is demanded for every genuine
factual science of facts, <and thus> also for psychology. It, too, has its
al | -governi ng fundamental concepts; or <what is> the sane thing, even the
experiential realmdealt with by psychology has its a priori set of structura
types, and standing in first place, obviously, is the set of structural types
of the nental in the specific senseNthe apriori w thout which an ego (and a
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comunity of egos) would sinply be inconceivable to consciousness <as woul d
al so> objectivity in consciousness, an apriori prior to all the contingencies
of factual phenonenol ogi cal experience. Eidetic-psychol ogical phenonenol ogy
uncovers this apriori according to all the sides and di nensi ons whi ch bel ong
to noesis and noema. Thus, it produces the fundanmental rational concepts

whi ch extend through every conceivabl e psychol ogy, so far as it is in fact
psychol ogy, that is to say it has to do with the nental, with ego and
intentionality, and so on.

But obviously this a priori phenomenol ogy we gave just described, even
thought it is in itself the first fundanental science exactness, does not
exhaust the whole of a priori psychology, in so far as psychology is still a
science of the nental as it makes its appearance in the given world as rea
nmonment <of experience> and /326/ which as a psychophysical <enphasis added>
datumfits itself into and is coordinated with Nature. As such a science,
psychol ogy finds itself co-founded on the apriori of Nature. It rests,
therewith, on both the enpirical and the a priori natural science and <is>
grounded in its own apriori, which has to belong to the psychophysical as
such, but which has never been worked out. 1)

A pure phenonenol ogi cal psychol ogy, as we indicated earlier, only
makes sense as an eidetic science. On the other _hand, we now see that any
genui ne and, in the good sense, exact psychol ogyNor better any psychol ogy
which is to possess the formof a
rational science of facts according to the type of rational (here,
mat hematical) natural science it isNis in a broader sense Ophenonenol ogi ca
psychol ogyO in so far as it does not deal with the real mental <das rea
Psychi sche> on the basis of vague factual experiences defined in vague
enpirica
conceptualities but rather on the basis of an all-enbracing phenonmenol ogi cal_
experience and a doctrine of eidetic phenonenol ogi cal essences rooted in itNor
we coul d say, on the basis of an a priori |ogic of psychology that accords
with its own essence.

In our presentation here, it could seemas if psychol ogy were one
exact, positive science anong others and thus as an eidetic science one anpng
others. But no matter how true it is that the mental arises as _one anong ot her
real components of the world, it still has the amazing qualityNprecisely that
whi ch in phenonmenol ogy is investigated in its purityNthat it relates, or lets
itself be related, intentionally <enphasis added> to everything extra-nenta
as well as everything conceivable at all. Human beings are in the world
along with other realities, but human bei ngs al so have consci ousness of the
worl d, thenselves included; it is owing to this that a world is there for us
at all, and that it is accepted as existent. Ganted, it nmay appear to be
di storted and | am ess in the individual case, but in terns of the whole it
proves to be |awful and consistent; it may appear theoretically good or bad;
it may be determined by us in an insightful or an erroneous way. But the
world is what it is for us on the basis of our own functions of consciousness
<Bewust sei nsl ei st ungen>. The sciences, particularly, are on every |eve
formati ons <Gebil de> produced in intentionality, which produces their sense of
being true fromthe operations of confirmation within the individual /327/
subjectivity and within the intersubjective. Scientifically valid theory is a
system of intersubjective results which carry a self-constituting and
enriching sense of
objectivity within subjectivity itself. Theory of science as universal |ogic,
as science of the a priori form<Forn> of a science as such and of the
apriorietically prescribed types (regions) of scientific know edge
<W ssenschaftstypen>, keeps to the customary neani ng of science, nanely as
theory, as a systemof resultant truths.1l) Wth this <version of science>,
however, the whole subjective |life-process that shapes both
truth and science renmains outside the topic. Obviously a full and
conprehensive theory of science would demand that the function <Leistung> be

explored as a formation in the functioning <leistenden> subjectivity. It
woul d demand that all forns and patterns of scientific (and so also of any
type of)

rationality be included in the research. Clearly this research would be
absolutely requisite to a universal pure phenonmenol ogy whi ch conprehended
within itself all theory of know edge, theory of science, and theory of
reason.



<Admittedly> this | ooks like a restoration of psychol ogi sm What
is said by it, though, is only that an all-enbracing phenonmenol ogyNso far as
it makes scientific t heory understandabl e as the OnoemaO of OnoesesO that, in
accordance with their essences, necessarily belong to thenNal so at the sane
time includes within itself an all-enbracing <universal > psychol ogy of reason
and its functions; alongside, of course, phenomenol ogy of unreason and the
whol e category of the passive functions of consciousness which carries the
| abel of Oassociation.O This phenonenol ogi cal psychol ogy of reason is,
however, in its whol e fundamental position unphilosophical. It no nore
beconmes phi |l osophical by starting out <relying> on the apriori than geonetry
beconmes phil osophical by starting out <relying> on the spatial apriori wth
respect to space. The theory of reason in positivity, the psychol ogica
theory of reason, still belongs to the positive sciences.

Neverthel ess, in a certain way not only this psychol ogi cal theory of
know edge but al so the whol e of phenonenol ogi cal psychol ogy stands quite near
to phil osophy. For, once it is firmy grounded and established in its ful
al | -enmbracing universality, all that is required is the Copernican <180% Turn
<i.e., of the transcendental reduction> /328/ in order to give this whole
phenonenol ogy and theory of reason transcendental significance. The radica
change of neaning arises through the fact that the constant presupposition
upon which the totality of scientific positivityNeven that of enpirical and
phenonenol ogi cal psychol ogyNrests is put out of play by an

epoch_ <bracketing>.: Bracketed is the presupposition of a pregiven world,
of what, according to common experience, is the self-evidently existing world.
In other words: Instead of positing a world in advance, this pregiven

world, and then only asking how this self-evidently existing world is to be
determined truly, this world is instead treated as noema. Absolutely posited
is subjectivity, purely as such, in which the world is constituted and which
is now no | onger neant as ani mate subjectivity in the world. |In a word, the
psychol ogi cal - phenonenol ogi cal reduction is transforned

into the transcendental - phenonmenol ogi cal <reduction> and therewith
psychol ogi cal phenonenol ogy is transformed into absolute or transcendenta
phenonenol ogy.

Part 11: Phenonenol ogi cal Psychol ogy
and the Transcendental Problem

The idea of a purely phenonenol ogi cal psychol ogy has not only the
reformati ve function for enpirical psychology which we have just set forth.
It can also, for very deep-seated reasons, serve as a prelimnary stage for
| aying out the idea of a transcendental base-science <G undw ssenschaft>, a
transcendental phenomenol ogy.

a 10. DescartesO Transcendental Turn and LockeOs Psychol ogi sm
Even historically, phenonenol ogi cal psychol ogy did not develop fromthe
requi renents of psychology itself. Although the real breakthrough occurred
only at the beginning of our century, the history of phenonenol ogica
psychol ogy | eads us back to LockeOs noteworthy foundational work and very
shortly thereafter to the significant working out of inpulses fromit by G
Berkel ey and David Hune. In the HunmeGOs Treati se <Concerning Human
Under st andi ng> already we find a first effort at a systemati c phenonenol ogy, a
first attenpt at a systematic exploration of the sphere of pure lived
experience <ErlebnissphSre>, although admittedly not by neans of eidetic
nmet hod and furthernore involving a contradictory sensualistic /329/ set of
connections in conscious life as such. Already in classical British
phi | osophy <in Locke>, then, the intended Iimting <of focus> to the purely
subj ective <sphere> was determ ned by interests external to psychol ogy.
Thi s i nward-turned psychol ogy stood in the service of the
transcendent al problemthat had been awakened by Descartes, although this
probl em was not grasped in genuine formand properly formul ated by Descartes

himsel f. _Still, in the very first of the Cartesian Meditations the thought
was thereNtanglbIe under devel oped, but there and ready to be devel opedKt he
t hought one can designate as the fundanental inmpulse of nodern phil osophy,



that which essentially determnes its particular style, nanely: Every
objectively real thing <alles Reale> and ultimtely the whole world as it
exists for us in such and such a way, only exists as an actual or possible
cogitatum of our own cogitatio, as a possible experiential content of our own
experiences; and in dealing with the content of our own life of thought and
knowi ng, the best case being in nyself, one nay assume our own

(i ntersubjective) operations for testing and proving as the preem nent form of
evidentially grounded truth. Thus, for us, true being is a name for products
of actual and possible cognitive operations, an acconplishnment of cognition
<Er kennt ni sl ei st ung>.

Here lay the notivation for all the |ater transcendental problens,
bogus as well as the genuine. Right away in Descartes the thought took a form
whi ch nmisled himand succeeding centuries. Wth seening self-evidentness he
proceeded in the followi ng way: The experiencing and cogni zi ng subjectivity
is thrown upon its own resources. Cognition takes place within its own pure
i meanence. The evidentiality of the ego cogito, of pure subjective inner
experience, necessarily precedes all other evidences, and in everything is
al ready presupposed. How can |, the cognizing entity in this case,
legitimately go beyond the conponent elements which are given with i nmedi ate
evi dentness to nme alone? CObviously only through nediating inferences.

What do these nediating inferences | ook |ike? What can give themthat
wonder ful capacity to enter a world transcendent to consci ousness?

The genui ne transcendental problemis further obscured by the
real i smproblem which misled centuries of thinkers with those absurd truisms
<Sel bstverst Sndl i chkei ten, self-evidentnesses> of a /330/ theory based on
inferences. All the sanme, the transcendental problem was prepared for and
anticipated; attention was focussed on the all-enbracing <universale> _
subj ectivity of consciousness and its possession of a world. DescartesO
met hod of doubt can be designated as the first method of exhibiting
transcendental subjectivity, at |least that of the transcendental ego
as a unified self centered in the ego and its cognitive life-process. One can
say: it is the first transcendental theory and critique <in the Kantian sense>
of universal experience of the world as the foundation for a transcendenta
theory and critique of objective science.

I n unsuccessfully working out the transcendental problem in the
twi sting involved in DescartesO wong fornulati on of the transcendenta
probl em this ego becomes pure nmens <m nd> as substantia cogitans <cognative
substance>, that is, nmens as concrete nmind <Seel e> or aninus, existing for
itself yet again sonething that exists for itself only through causal |aw and
its link with corporeal substance.

4 th Locke, wi thout sensing the depths opened up by the first Meditations
and the
fully new position attained there in relation to world and to mnd, took the
pure ego fromthe outset as pure m nd-substance <reine Seele> as the Chuman
m nd, O whose
systematic and concrete exploration on the basis of evident inner experience
was to be the nmeans of solving the questions of understandi ng and reason
However great his epoch-making contribution was, of having posed this question
concretely and in the unity of a scientific-theoretical horizon and of having
shown its relationship to the primal foundation in inner experience, still he
nm ssed its genuine transcendental neaning because he conceived of it as
psychol ogi cal inner experience. .

So he becane the founder of psychol ogism a science of reasonNor as we
can also say it in a nore general way: a transcendental philosophy on the
foundati on of a psychol ogy of inner experience.

The destiny of scientific philosophy hinged, and still hinges, on
establishing it as genui ne transcendental philosophy, or what goes with this,
on a radical overcom ng of every form of psychologism a radica
overcom ngNnanely one that |lays bare in one stroke what is sense, what is in
principle nonsense, and yet what is its transcendentally significant kernel of
truth. The source of psychol ogi snOs continuous and /331/ invincible power
t hrough the centuries cones, as will be shown, fromdrawi ng on an essentia
doubl e neani ng which the idea of subjectivity and
therewith all concepts of the subjective take on, and which arises as soon as
t he genui ne transcendental question is posed. The disclosure of this double
sense which |inks psychol ogical and transcendental subjectivity together, and



i ndeed not accidentally unites them is brought about when the divorce is
acconpl i shed between phenonenol ogi cal psychol ogy and transcendenta
phenonenol ogyNone as rational psychol ogical foundational science and the other
as rational foundational science of philosophy in its necessary form as
transcendental philosophy. |In connection with this, the idea also seens to be
justified of phenonenol ogi cal psychol ogy being projected as an advance guard
for and val ued as a neans of access to transcendental phenonenol ogy.

We begin with clarification of the genuine transcendental problem
which in its initial instability has nade us inclined to get sidetracked, and
still does.

a 11. The Transcendental Probl em

The transcendental problem designates an all-enbraci ng <universal es>
problemwhich is related to the cosnos and all the sciences that deal with our
world, but points to a fully new dinension of this in contrast with the
Nat ural universal problem whose theoretical solution is branched out into the
positive sciences.

The transcendental problem arises froma general turning around of the
natural focus of consciousness, the focus in which the whole of daily life
flows al ong; the positive sciences continue operating in this natural focus.
In this focus the Oreal Oworld is pregiven to us, on the basis of ongoing
experience, as the self-evidently existing, always present to be |earned about
world to be explored theoretically on the basis of the always onward novenent
of experience. Everything that exists for us, whatever is or was accepted as
an existing thing, belongs to it; not only mnds but also the irrea

objectivities which are to beconme our own, |ike for exanple |inguistic
meani ngs, scientific theories, or even the ideal constructions of art. They
still have their existence <Dasein> in the world as irreal determ nations that

exi st precisely as /332/ nmeaning or significance of physica
wor d- sounds, or of physical signs, of real marble, and the like.

The constantly present and accepted world before us with all its rea
and irreal determ nations, serves as the universal thenme of all our practica
and theoretical interests, and, in the final analysis, it is also the thene of
positive science. This remains the case, and historically speaking it
remai ned all -pervasive until a notivation becane operative which was suited to
putting the natural focus (a focus which by reason of its very nature
necessarily conmes first in the individual and historically) out of play and,
in the same nove, to conpel a new focus, which we call transcendental. Such a
notivati on arose when, under the aegis of philosophy, there developed a truly
al | -enbraci ng <uni versal e> theoretical interest, in which questions were posed
about the universe as such, about the world as the cosnps conprising every
exi sting thing whatever. It arose also through the fact that phil osophica
attention was directed toward the |ife of consciousness <Bewusstsei nsl eben>,
and became aware that the world which for us is GheO world, is on-hand _
<vor handen>, exists for us in this or that way, is in this consci ousnessNas
sonet hi ng appearing, nmeant, legitimated, in that consci ousnessNt hat sane
consci ousness. As soon as we becone aware of this, we are in fact in a new
cogni tional situation <Erkenntnislage> Every neaning that the world has for
us, we now must sayNboth its undeterm ned general sense as well as its meaning
deternmined according to concrete particularsNis O ntentional O neaning that is
encl osed in the innerness of our own experiencing, thinking, valuing
life-process, and is a nmeaning that takes shape wi thin our consciousness.
Every acceptance of the validity of being <Seinsgeltung> of sonmething is
carried out within ourselves; every evidence w thin experience or theory which
grounds that acceptance is living within ourselves and henceforth is
habitually notivating us. This holds for the world in
every determination, even in the nost self-evident, where everything which
bel ongs to the world is On and for itselfOas it is, whether or not |, or
whoever, may be accidentally aware of it or not.

Once the world in its full universality has been related to the
consci ous subjectivity in whose conscious |life it nakes its appearance as
precisely OGheOworld inits specific neaning at that time, then its node of
bei ng acquires a dinmension of unintelligibility and _ i
questionability. This Onmaki ng-an-appearance, O this Cbeing-for-usO of the
worl d as sonmething that can only subjectively be brought to acceptance and
foundati onal evidentness, does require clarification. The first /333/



awar eness of the radica
rel at edness of world to consciousnness does not, in its enpty generality,
yield any understanding at all of how consciousness in its nultiplicity, in
its restless streanmi ng and self-transformati on, so contrives that, for
exanple, in the structure of perception there energes a persisting, rea
objectivity that belongs to a thing as bodily existing, and as sonething
transcendent to consciousness, that can becone known as existing in and for
itself, indeed that can even be proved in an evidential way to be there. _ How
can we account for the fact that a presently occurring experience in oneGs
consci ousness called O ecollectionO makes us conscious of a not-present event
and i ndeed nakes us aware of it as past? And howis it that in the O
remenber O noment, that sense can be included in an evidential way with the
sense: O have earlier perceivedO? How are we to understand the fact that a
perceptual, that is to say, bodily characterized present can at the same tine
contain a co-presence with the sense of a perceivability that goes beyond the
<i medi at e> percei vedness? How are we to understand the fact that the actua
perceptual present as a totality does not close out the world but rather
al ways carries within itself the sense of an infinite plus ultra <nore
beyond>? Yet our whole life in the world as conscious life in all its
relationships, is not intelligible at all if, instead of engaging in na-ve
praxis, we also direct our interests toward the ChowO of the function
<Lei stung> of consciousness, in order to live along with it in theoretic
practice. R i
When natural reflection directs its gaze on this ChowO in the mdst of

the living functions of anonynous consciousness, it still does not nmake this
functioning intelligible, which appears to | ead back into unknown infinities
of conceal ed contexts and connections. R ]

Apparently this problemapplies also to every kind of O deal O world,
i ncluding the worlds which many sciences have di sclosed to us in abstractive
separation fromall relationship to the real world; such as, for exanple, the
world of pure numbers in its peculiar On itself,Oor the world of Oruths in
t hemsel ves. O

Unintelligibility assails in an especially painful way the node of being
of our self. W, individually and in cognitive community, are supposed to be
the ones in whose conscious |life-processes the real and every ideal world
shoul d gai n neani ng and acceptance according to all that they are (as pregiven
to us, at hand, and as existing in and for thenselves). W ourselves,
however, as human creatures, are supposed to belong only to the real world.
In accordance with the worldliness of our meanings, we are /334/ again
referred back to ourselves and the conscious |life wherein this special neaning
takes shape. |Is another way of clarification conceivable than interrogating
the life and processes of consciousness itself and the world that we becone
consci ous of through it? Surely it is as sonmething intended by us, and not
fromany other source, that the world has acquired and al ways acquires its
meaning and its validity. On the other hand, however, how are we going to
interrogate conscious life without falling into a circle with regard to its
reality <RealitSt>? Indeed, before we go any further, here, |letOs take yet
anot her inportant step, a step which raises the level of transcendenta
problemto that of basic principle. This step is to recognize that the
denonstrated relativity of consciousness <to the subject> has to do not just
with our world as factum but with every concei vable world whatsoever. For if
in free fantasy we vary our factual world and transport ourselves into random
concei vabl e worl ds, we inevitably also vary ourselves, to whom after all
they are the environing worlds. W transform ourselves each tine into a
possi bl e subjectivity that would have the particular fabricated world in
guestion as its surrounding world, the world of its possible experiences, the
world its possible theoretical evidentness, of its possible conscious life in
every kind of transaction with the world. In this way the problem of the
transcendental world is renmoved from <the sphere of > fact and becones an
eidetic problemto be solved in the sphere of eidetic (a priori) theories.

I n anot her manner the same things holds for ideal worlds of the type
of pure mathematics; for exanple, the world of nunbers. Such worlds we cannot
in fantasy think as freely transformed; every such effort |leads to the
cancel lation of their possibility, which is equivalent to <cancellation of>
their actuality. For invariance belongs to their node of being <Seinsart>.



But at the sane tine it is quite evident that it <this node of being> is not
tied to us as factual <enphasis added> cogni zi ng subjects. As cognizing

subj ects, we can vary ourselves in such a manner that we posit whatever
random y concei vabl e theoretical <conscious> subjects we nm ght choose. Every
one of these, who as theoretical subject is capable of the free production of
t heoretical objectivities, could in hinself produce formations in

consci ousness in an evident way which would have as their cognitional result
their respective idealities, and so |likew se there would result all kinds of

i deal worlds |ike the nunmber series, etc. Thus, as it also relates to such
irrealities, the transcendental problemalso has fromthe beginning an eidetic
<enphasi s added> neani ng and dermands ei detic ways of solution

a 12. The Psychol ogistic Solution to the Transcendental Problem

The working out of the idea of an a priori psychol ogi cal phenonenol ogy
has denponstrated to us the possibility that one can, through a consistently
carried out phenonenol ogi cal reduction, disclose in eidetic generality the
essence proper to nental subjectivity. This includes with it the set of
essential types <Wesenstypi k> for all the forns of evidentness, beginning with
the set of essential types for experience which agrees or harnonizes with
ot her experience <einstinmmge Erfahrung> and, in further consequence, includes
the whol e structural system of human reason which establishes and preserves
law. And in further consequence it would include the essential patterns for
possi bl e worl ds of experience, or possible systens of harnonizing experiences
and the scientific thought established on the basis of them in whose
i mmnence the subjectivity possible at that tinme and place constitutes for
itself the neaning and legitimacy of a world existing in objective truth.
Consequent |y, phenomenol ogi cal psychol ogy, systematically carried out, would
seemto enconpass within itself in radical generality the totality of research
on correl ati ons between objective being and consci ousness. |t gives the
appearance of being the proper place for all transcendental clarifications.

But on the other hand we nust not overl ook the fact that psychol ogy
all its disciplines belongs to the OpositiveO sciences. In other words: |
is frombeginning to end a science <carried out> in the natural focus, in
which OheO world is continuously pregiven as sinply there at hand
<schl echt hi n vorhandene> and functions as its general and universal thematic
basis. What psychol ogy especially wi shes to explore are the nminds and
communities of mnds which present thenselves wthin this pregiven world The
phenonenol ogi cal reduction serves as a psychol ogi cal nethod of obtaining the
mental elenent of animal realities in their own essentiality, penetrating into
their ownnost essential connections and preserving these undanmaged.

In eidetic phenonenol ogi cal research, also, the nental retains the
exi stential sense <Seinssinn> appropriate to what is at hand in the worl dNbut
now rel ated to possible (conceivable) real worlds. Even as an eidetic
phenonenol ogi st, the psychol ogist is transcendentally na-ve. However nuch he
or she may try to put everything psychophysical out of play in directing
hi s/ her interest toward the purely nental, these are still actual or possible
Ormi nds, O m nds thought of conpletely in the relative sense of this word /336/
as always the m nds of bodies out there, that is to say, mnd of concrete
human beings in a spatial world.

But if we allow the transcendental interest instead of the
natural -worldly interest to becone our theoretical standard, then psychol ogy

n
t

as a whole, like every other positive science, is stanped as sonething
transcendental | y probl ematic <questionabl e>. Psychol ogy cannot nmke

avail able any of its prem ses to transcendental philosophy. The subjectivity
of consciousness, which is its topic, i. e., the nental <seelische> cannot be

that which is inquired back to transcendentally.

At this decisive point everything hinges on whether one keeps in view
with unerring seriousness the thematic neaning of the transcendental node of
inquiry.

We have been driven out, expelled, fromthe na-vet_ of natura
l'iving-al ong; we have becone aware of a peculiar split or cleavage, so we nmay



call it, which runs through all our |ife-process; nanmely, that between the
anonynously functioning subjectivity, which is continuously constructing
objectivity for us, and the always, by virtue of the functioning of anonynous
subjectivity, pregiven objectivity, the world. This world also includes
within it human beings with their mnds, with their hunman conscious life.
VWhen we consider the pervasive and unsuspendabl e rel atedness of the pregiven
and self-evidently existing world to our functioning subjectivity, humankind
and we oursel ves appear as intentionally produced fornations whose sense of
bei ng objectively real and whose verification of being are both
sel f-constituting in subjectivity. Al so, the being of the objective, a
bei ng that appeared to the contingent consci ousness as Oover againstO it and
O n and of itself, O has now appeared as a nmeaning constituting itself within
consci ousness itself.

o 13. The Transcendent al - Pheononenol ogi cal Reducti on

and the Transcendental Senbl ance of Doubling.

The task that now arises is how to nake this correl ati on between
constituting subjectivity and constituted objectivity intelligible, not just
to prattle about it in enpty generality but to clarify it in terns of all the
categorial forms of worldliness <Weltlichkeit>, in accordance with the
uni versal structures of the world itself. |If we accept the prem se that the
constitutive functions of consciousness, /337/ both active and passive, are
actually to be brought to light, functions which nake evident to us the
meani ng and sel f-verifying being of a world we accept as there, then this
task is manifestly a totally different one fromthat of all positive
sci encesNand, as conpared
with all of them is conpletely new. For all of these sciences, the
intelligible existence <Dasein> of a world is presupposed, and its fundanenta
knowability, also, to no |less a degree. Both of these remain outside the
topi ¢ <of a transcendental phenonenol ogy>. The all-enbracing question for
t hese sciences is howthis world, and a world as such, is to be determ ned in
objective truth. The question which already | eaps beyond every positivity,
nanmely whether there is a world at all in objective trut, and the critica
question of howthis is to be established, may not be
hol d before us at the outset, no matter how nuch the latter question already
penetrates into what is prinordially transcendental. Rather, the original and
initself chief question, as we nentioned, is directed to a clarifying
di scl osure of the consciousness that, as such, constitutes all objectivity.
And correlatively it is directed to that which emerges in it (and in the whole
obj ectivizing subjectivity) as a result, the world and a possible world as
such as a neani ng of being <Seinsinn> that originates in this way for us.

Li ke every meani ngful question, the transcendental question
presupposes a ground of unquestioned being, in which all the neans for its
resolution nust be contained. Wien we pose this question to our factua
worl d,1l) we presupposes our being and our conscious life, understood as that
t hrough whose unknown productive function <Leisten> this world acquires a
meani ng for us, as well as all that is determ ned within the world of these
obj ects of experience, etc. |In eidetic inquiry we have to do with a
conceivable world as such in a priori generality, and indeed as related to a
freely conceivabl e nodification of our subjectivity, again presupposed as
constituting that world. Adnmittedly, as factual presences in the background
we inseparably also play our role, in so far as we are the ones who have
concei ved the possi ble worlds of possible constituting subjectivities. It
shoul d be evident that this unquestioned and presupposed ontol ogi cal ground
<Sei nshoden>, which is also the basis for the presupposed possibilities, is
not to be confused with what the transcendental question in its generality
takes to be in question.

The uni versal domain of transcendental questionability is the totality
of transcendental na-vet_ which is the whole of the self-evidently existing
world as such. Accordingly, this world is put in parenthesis with regard to
its sinple acceptance; it is suspended w thout asking whether this is
justified or not. W do not allow ourselves to make a statenment strai ght-out
about anything real <Real es>; we may not make use of anything in the real m of
what is at hand, no matter how evident it may be. To do so would be
absurdNcontrary to the nmeani ng of transcendental inquiry. |In accordance with
it all positive R .
sci ences are subjected to an epoch_ called the Oranscendental epoch_. ONal ong



with this, then, it would be a Oranscendental circle, Oto base transcendenta
phil osophy, that is, the science constructed according to the demands of the

transcendental question, on psychol ogy, which, to be sure, exists not only as
an enpirical science but also as an eidetic positive science. O stated

equi valently: The subjectivity which itself constitutes all (real and ideal)

objectivity cannot be psychol ogical subjectivity, not even that psychol ogi ca

subjectivity which eidetically and in phenonenol ogical purity is the topic of
psychol ogi cal phenonenol ogy. .

But how do we overcone the paradox of our doubling <Verdoppel ung>Nand
that of all possible subjects? W are fated as human beings to be the
psychophysi cal subjects of a nmental |life in the real world and, at the sane
time, transcendentally to be subjects of a transcendental, world-constituting
life-process. To clarify this paradox, consider the follow ng: nenta
subjectivity, the concretely grasped O O and OmeO of everyday discourse, is
grasped experientially inits own essentiality through the nethod of
phenonenol ogi cal - psychol ogi cal reduction. |Its eidetic variation (in focussing
on what is a priori conceivable) creates the basis for pure phenonenol ogi ca
psychol ogy. The subjects, which as Omi ndsO <Seelen> are the topic for
psychol ogy, are the human subjects we find every day when we are in the
natural focus. They are out there before us, and we oursel ves as human bei ngs
are bodily and nmentally present to ourselves through objective externa
apperception and eventual ly through topical acts of external perception. W
observe that every external perception of individual realities, and thus every
nmonment that is not self-sufficient within us, has its being within a universa
external apperception which runs through the whole course of our waking life;
/339/ it is through this apperception, operating steadily and conti nuously,
that one is aware of a total perceptual present with its horizon of an open
past and future; and in the course of this flow ng-al ong one is conscious of
this as the changi ng nodes of appearance of the one unceasing spatia

world existing fromout of living tenporality.

If inreflection we focus on this all-enbracing apperception of what is
external, and next on the total conscious life in which it is grounded, then
this conscious |ife can be seen as that unitary subjective being and
life-process existing in itself, in which being for usNthe being there for ne
of OheO world and all the specific existing realities that are there for
meNi s made, so to speak. The worl dNof which_we are always speaking, which we
can always project in fantasy or inmginationNalong with everything that is
intuitively or logically there for usNis none other than the noenmtic
correlate of this all-enbracing subjectivity of consciousness, and the
experiential world given through that all-enbracing apperception of the
external world. Now how do things stand in relation to this subjectivity?

Is it <subjectivity> sonething that | or we as human bei ngs experience? |Is it
sonet hi ng experienceable? Is it what is before us, available in the world of
extension as belonging to the spatial world? We ourselves as human bei ngs
are out there, are present to ourselves, individually and collectively, within
an all-enbraci ng apperception and yet only present to ourselves by virtue of

speci al external apperceptions. In perceptions of external things | nyself am
given to nyself within the total perception of an open spatial world, a
perception that extends still further into the all-enbracing; thus, in
external experience | also experience nmyself as a human being. It is not

merely ny outward bodily corporality which is externally perceived; the nerely
natural body is the object of an abstractive focus; but, as concrete person
amin space; | amgiven in the spatial world as every other person as such is
gi ven, and again as every cultural object, every artwork, etc., is given. 1In
this focus on external experience (in the world of space) ny subjectivity

and every other nental subjectivity is a conponent of this concrete being as
person and consequently it is the correlate of a certain external apperception
within the all-enbracing apperception of the world.

It is now evident that the apperceiving conscious |life-process, wherein
the world and human being in its particularity within it are constituted as
existentially real, is not what is /340/ apperceived or constituted <in it>;
it is not the nental which as human nental being or human nental |ife-process
conprises the
apperceptive make-up of the real world. Sonething <else yet> is necessary in
order to nake this distinction between transcendental and worldly, concrete



conscious life (between transcendental and real subjectivity, respectively),
as fully secure as possible, and in order to nake transcendental subjectivity
evi dent as an absol utely autonomous field of real and possible experience
(thus to be called transcendental), and as a further consequence to secure and
make evi dent an absolute or transcendental science based on it <real and
possi bl e experience> To this end we will treat the

O ranscendent al - phenonenol ogi cal reducationO a little nmore precisely, the

nmet hod of access which | eads systematically fromthe necessarily first given
field of experience, that of external experiencing of the world, upward into

al |l -enbracing, constitutive absolute being, i.e.N nto transcendenta
subjectivity. In order to nmake our ascent easier we will not carry out the
transcendental reduction directly; rather, we will proceed stepwi se fromthe

psychol ogi cal <phenonenol ogi cal > reducti on, and treat the transcendenta
reduction as a further reduction which grows out of and fulfills the
psychol ogi cal reduction. Let us review the type of phenonenol ogi cal reduction
practiced by the psychologist. As a researcher in a positive science, the
psychol ogi st has as his object of study nental subjectivity as sonething rea

in the pregiven, constantly and naturally accepted worl d. As eidetic
phenonenol ogi st he explores the Iogos of the mental. His thematic ground is
then a conceivable world as such, likew se still thought of as sinply existing

and pregiven.

The phenonenol ogi cal - psychol ogi cal reduction is for hima nethod of
limting the concretely nmental <das real Seelische> and above all the
intentional process, to its eidetic essence by putting out of play or |eaving
out of account the transcendent positings at work in this life-process. In
order to gain the pure nental totality fromthe outset in the form of
al | -enmbraci ng and unitary phenonenol ogi cal intuition, and fromthere to press
on to an eidetic psychology of pure phenonenol ogical subjectivity, that
putting-out-of-account, that phenonenol ogi cal epoch_, mnust be carried out
bef orehand in generality and in a habitual volition. In doing this, however,
the psychol ogi st still does
not cease to be a positive-science researcher, in other words, /341/ to hold
his apperception of the world in acceptance as valid. But as soon as he
radically inhibits his apperception, a Copernican revol ution take place which
attacks the whole of his life, including all of his work as a psychol ogi st.
He becones a transcendental phenonenol ogi st who now no | onger has O heO world
(or even a possible world that he presupposes as existent), who no |onger is
i nvestigating objects at hand, realities that belong to the world. For him
the world and every possible world is nere phenonenon. Instead of having the
worl d as pregiven existence, as he as nornmal human being previously did, he is
now nerely a transcendental spectator who
observes and, in experience and analysis of experience, uncovers this having
of world, <i.e.> the way that a world and this world OappearsO in
consci ousness in accordance with neaning and is accepted as real

Wil e the psychol ogi cal inner experience conceived purely as
phenonenol ogi cal al ways yet renai ned a kind of external, worldly experience,
after the radical epoch_wth regard to worl d-acceptance the psychol ogi ca
i nner experience becane a new
ki nd of transcendental experience in which absolutely nothing fromreal
spatial -worldly being is straightforwardly posited. While the psychol ogi st as
psychol ogi st was fromfirst to last included in in the topic in apperceptive
formas a person in the world, the phenomenol ogi st as phenonenol ogi st, on the
other hand, is for hinmself no longer |, this particular person; rather, as
person he or she is Oput in parentheses,Ois hinmself/herself a phenonenon.

For his transcendental ego, he or she is a phenonenon of egoic being, of egoic
life-process <lch-Seins and |ch-Lebens>, which in the radica

epoch_ remai ns conti nuously denonstrable as precisely that ultimtely
functioning subjectivity whose previously hidden acconplishnment is the

al | -enbraci ng apperception of the world.

The transcendental epoch_, the radical putting out of consideration
every practice whatsoever of accepting the Cexisting world, Ois acconplished
through an act of will in such a way that it is Oonce and for all O from now
on this habitually and constantly firmresolve of will nmakes the
phenonmenol ogi st, fromthat point on, a transcendental phenonenol ogi st and
opens up to himor her the field of transcendental experience and the eidetics
of the transcendent al



It is easy to see, now, that the total of nental content <seelische
Gehalt> in its proper essence, a content which the
psychol ogi cal - phenonenol ogi cal reduction brings to light and which
psychol ogi cal phenonenol ogy descri bes, remins conserved as /342/
transcendental content through the higher-level and radicalized epoch_, except
thathmhatever is of psychological-real significance within it is left behind
in the
phenonmenon. This <transcendental > content is constantly broadened to
enconpass the apperceptive bestow ng of meani ng as human consci ousness, the
human m nd <or soul >, and the like.

If the transcendentally attuned <or focussed> ego, that is, the ego
living in the habituality of the radical epoch_, acconplishes its reflection
on consci ousness, ever and again repeating such reflection, then there is
generated for it the pure transcendental, ever and again the transcendent al
indeed, it comes in the manner R i
of a quite new kind of experience which is G nnerOin the transcendenta
sense; or, better, is transcendental experience. And parallel with this, the
following also holds true: |If the reflection on consciousness is acconplished
by soneone in the phenonenol ogi cal - psychol ogi cal focus, and in iteration ,
reflection on this reflection, and so on, no matter how much the researcher
may obtain thereby for the phenonenol ogical, his or her reflection on
consci ousness will still only attain a psychol ogi cal meani ng.

The transcendental field of being <Seinsfeld> as well as the nethod of
access to
it, transcendental reduction, are in parallel with the
phenonenol ogi cal - psychol ogical field, and the neans of access to it, the
psychol ogi cal reduction. W can also say: the
concretely grasped transcendental ego and transcendental community of egos,
<that is> along with the concretely full transcendental life, is the
transcendental parallel to the level of OO as human being and we as hunman
beings in their ordinary nmeaning, concretely grasped as purely nental subjects
with their purely mental life. Paralle
in this case neans: a correspondence that is parallel in each and every
particul ar and connection, it neans a being different and a bei ng separated
that is different in a quite peculiar way and yet not with an outsideness from
each other in any kind of natural-Ilevel sense of the world. This nust be
correctly understood. M transcendental ego is, as the ego of transcendenta
experience of self, clearly GdifferentO from ny natural human ego, and yet it
is anything but sone kind of second sonething separate fromit; it is anything
but a
doubl eness in the natural sense of one being outside the another. |ndeed,
evidently it only requires an alteration of focus, nediated through the
transcendental epoch_, to transformnmy purely psychol ogi cal experience of self
(the phenonenol ogical, in a psychol ogi cal sense) into transcendenta
experience of self. And corresponding to this, all the things | neet with in
ny mnd acquire through it by the confirmation of their proper essences, a
new, absolute transcendental neaning.
a 14. On the Parallelismbetween Phenonenol ogi cal Psychol ogy

and Transcendental Phenomenol ogy.

This transition within transcendental reflection necessarily creates an
identification. 1, who amin ny absolute and ultimte being wholely and
conpl etely nothing objective but rather the absolute subject-ego, find nyself
within nmy life-process, which is constituting all objective being for nme, as
an acceptance-correl ate <Cel tungskorrelat: that is, the correlative
entity within the nental process of accepting things as this or that and as
truly existent> in an apperceived form as human ego accepted as an object,
that is to say, as the content of a self-objectivation (self-
apper ception) which, as sonething produced by neNthat is, as a_production
<Lei stung> in which | aminposing a concrete nmeaning on nysel f Noel ongs
precisely to ny absolute being. |[If this intermngling has becone intelligible
by means of an alteration of focusNan alteration which, of course, is already
taki ng place within the transcendental focusNand with this the peculiar
overl appi ng of spheres of experience
right down to specific details, then the result is self-evident: a renarkable
paral lelism indeed, to a certain extent an _overlap of phenonenol ogica
psychol ogy and transcendental phenonenol ogyNboth understood as eidetic



disciplines. The one is inplicitly concealed in the other, so to speak. |If,
whi l e remai ning captive to nornal

positivity we cultivate a consistent psychol ogi cal phenonenol ogy of

al | -embracing intersubjectivity, a universal eidetics based on purely nental
intuition, then a single volitional stepNthe willing of a universal and

radi cal epoch_Nwill lead to a transcendental transvaluation of all the results
of phenonenol ogi cal psychol ogy. Cbviously this requires as nmotive for it

all the considerations that lead to transcendental inquiry. Turning this
around: Standing on a firmtranscendental foundation <Boden> and worki ng out a
transcendental science, we certainly can still put ourselves back into the
natural focus and give everything that has been transcendental |y determ ned
regardi ng structural forms of a possible transcendental subjectivity the
eidetic signification of

phenomenol ogi cal - psychol ogi cal structures. In this instance, though, the

know edge remains as a |lasting acquisition for transcendental researchNa

know edge which remains foreign to the na-vely positive psychol ogi st Nt hat al

positivity, and especially psychol ogical positivity, Is a noematic
formati on acconplished by transcendental operations.
I nmust still mention the fact that, as one can see, eidetic /344/

phenonenol ogi cal psychol ogy is anything but a nere eidetics of the individua
ego; it is, rather, the eidetics of phenonenol ogical intersubjectivity. Wth
the introduction of the transcendental reduction this intersubjective
psychol ogi cal eidetics finds its transcendental parallel. Concrete, ful
transcendental subjectivity is the Al <space, cosnps> that cones fromw thin
pure, transcendentally harnmonious and only in this way the concrete cosnps
<Al |l > of an open comunity of egos.
Transcendental intersubjectivity is the absolute and only
sel f-sufficient ontol ogical foundation <Seinsboden>  Qut of it are created
t he neaning and validity of everything objective, the totality <All, cosnobs>
of objectively real existent entities, but also every ideal world as well. An
objectively existent thing is fromfirst to |last an existent thing only in a
peculiar, relative and inconmplete sense. It is an existent thing, so to
speak, only on the basis of a cover-up of its transcendental constitution that
goes unnoticed in the natural focus <or attitude>. And on account of this
cover-up, the fact sinply does not beconme visible that the objective thing is
a unity whose intentional unity and acceptance as valid is intentionally
constituted, and it has its true being in and for itself only on the basis of
a transcendenta
best owal of neaning,
thus gaining its continuing credibility and persuasiveness from ongoi ng
processes of legitimation within the transcendental and through the
habi tuality arising out of these <processes> in accordance with their essence.
o 15. Pure Psychol ogy as Propaedeutic for Transcendental Phenonenol ogy.
<The Radi cal Overconing of Psychol ogi sm >

Through a clarification of the ambiguity of nmeaning in the nature of
(phenonenol ogi cal |y pure) conscious subjectivity and the eidetic science
relating to it, we can understand on deepest grounds the historica
invincibility of psychologism |Its power lies in a transcendental senbl ance
or illusion <Schein> quite in accordance with its essence, which, so long as
it remai ned unnoticed and undi scl osed as an illusion, had to continue
exercising its influence.

From DescartesO tinme into our own, the transcendental problem did not
penetrate through to clarity and scientific definiteness with regard to its
fundamental and necessary principles. Only radical reflection of an unlimted
al | -enbraci ngness in which all conceivabl e existing things belong a priori to
the intentional realmof our subjectivity and every subjectivity we could ever
concei ve of (and whose functions of consciousness produce every neani ng of
bei ng and every truth), could lead to the genuine transcendental problem/345/
and to the radical question of the sense of being <Seinsinn> of this
subjectivity and the method of grasping it. Only when the
transcendent al - phenonenol ogi cal reduction was devel oped coul d our know edge
mature to fullness: that the transcendental subjectivity of consciousness
(whi ch was presupposed in the problen) is not an enpty netaphysical postulate
but something given within an experience of its own type, nanmely
transcendental experience, but, to be sure, <this subjectivity is> an infinite



real m of manifold special types of experiences and therewith also of an
infinite nunber of descriptions and anal yses.

Fromthat point it was a fundanentally inportant further step to
recogni ze the significance of the transcendental - phenonenol ogi cal experience:
nanely, that its sphere is not nmerely the phil osophizerOs own transcendentally
purified ego but rather, it is what
makes itself known in this ego through the manifold alter ego opened by
transcendental enpathizing and then fromthe transcendentally open, endless
egoi c comunity which manifests itself transcendentally in every ego in
changing orientation.

Therewi th, a transcendental philosophy as rigorous sciencel) resting
on the absol ute ontol ogi cal foundati on <Sei nsboden>, which is to say the
experiential foundation <Erfahrungsboden> of transcendental intersubjectivity,
i nstead of our
groundl ess specul ation (nanely, resting on no correspondi ng experience), which
is always ready to envel ope everything in nythical metaphysics.

The breakdown in conceptualizing transcendental subjectivity in a
radi cal way, or what ampunts to the sane thing, the absence of the nethod of
transcendental reduction, did not allow a separation to be made between this
transcendent al subjectivity and psychol ogi cal subjectivity. One of these is,
so to say, the above-the-world, as world-constituting, thene of transcendenta
phi | osophy, first and forenost of eidetic transcendental phenonenol ogy; the
other is internal to the world as the enpirical topic <Thema> of psychol ogy,
as the eidetic theme of phenonenol ogi cal psychol ogy. So the psychol ogy of
cognition <Erkenntnis, knowl edge> had to be transformed wunnoticed into the
transcendental theory of know ng <or epistenol ogy> and the psychol ogy of the
val uing and practical reason had to be transformed into the transcendenta
theory /346/ of these sorts of reason <Vernunftsarten>. Psychol ogi sm t hus
had to remain unclarified and in forceNl nmean the fundanental <prinzipielle>,
transcendental psychol ogism which is lethal to the possibility of a
scientific philosophy, and yet is totally unscathed by refutations of the
psychol ogi smin pure apophantic logic or of parallel psychologisnms in formal
axi ol ogy and theory of practice <Praktik>.

To be sure, there was no |lack of argunmentative antipsychol ogismin
traditional transcendental philosophy, but nowhere were the objections deeply
and firmy enough based, nor did those who explored the evidence see
conceptually that a science of the transcendental nust self-evidently go back
to consci ous experience <Bewusstseinserfahrung> and on this ground <Boden>
t hrough actual descriptive, analytic and eidetic work, carry out a radica
clarification of all of reason in its special fornms. This path, had it been
pursued with radical consistency, would have led to the devel opnent of a pure
ei deti c phenonenol ogy. Even before the necessity for a fundanmental separation
bet ween psychol ogi cal and transcendental phenonenol ogy (and, within this, a
phenonenol ogi cal theory of reason) had been recogni zed, such an eidetic
phenonenol ogy woul d have at least inplicitly acconplished the main work,
al though the truly definitive solution could only conme about after this
separation. |In contrast to this possibility, the foes of psychol ogi sm
because they were tricked by anxiety over the potential psychol ogi sm of
systemati c and universal research into consciousness and pushed it away to the
psychol ogi sts, fell into pointless formalistic argunentation and
di sti ngui shing anmpbng concepts, which was contrary to the spirit of genuine
sci ence and could bear little fruit.

A definitive clarification of the real meaning of transcendenta
phil osophy, as well as of transcendental psychol ogismand the definitive
overcom ng of it, only becane possible through devel oping the idea of an
ei deti ¢ phenonenol ogy as sonet hi ng doubl e, and through radical meditations
appertaining to it of the sort
we have presented above.

a 16. The Building of a Transcendental Phil osophy.

Thi s makes under standable a certain i ndependence from psychol ogi ca
phenonenol ogy in the construction of a transcendental phenonenol ogy, and vice
versa, in spite of their being fundanmentally intertw ned and interinplicated
with one another and therewith, conceived in their fulfillment with ful
sel f-understandi ng of their meaning, and their identical ness. ) It is



already clear at the outset that wi thout linking up with
psychol ogy at all (nuch less with any other science) one can at once take into
consideration the rel atedness of all objectivity to consciousness, fornul ate
the transcendental problem proceed to the transcendental reduction and
through it to .
transcendental experience and eidetic researchNand thus bring a transcendenta
phenonenol ogy directly into being. In fact, this is the course | attenpted to
pursue in my |deas. 2) On the other hand, one can, as our presentation in
these | ectures has shown, start out at first undi sturbed by any
transcendent al - phi | osophical interests, fromthe question of the requirenents
for a rigorously scientific psychol ogy as positive science: one can
denonstrate the necessity for a nethodically foundational and purely rationa
(eidetic) discipline focussed on what belongs to the very essence of the
mental and on the all-enbraci ngness of a purely mental context, and in this
way systematically develop the idea of an eidetic phenonenol ogi ca
psychol ogy, having it establish itself in the full all-enbracingness of a
phenonenol ogy of intersubjectivity. Afterwards, the peculiar nature of the
necessary phenonenol ogi cal epoch_ as Oparenthesi zingO the whol e world, even
t hough an acceptance of the natural world as existent certainly lies at its
foundation, imediately offers an obvious notive for radicalizing this
reducti on, for awakening the transcendental problemin its purest form and
produci ng, |ike the Copernican revolution, a transcendental revolution in
psychol ogi cal phenonenol ogy. This indirect path through the positivity of
enpirical and eidetic psychol ogy has great propaedeutic advantages:

a. The transcendental focus which is set up through a radically
consi stent and conscious transcendental reduction, signifies nothing |less than
an / 348/ altering of the
whole formof |ife <Lebensforne previously practiced not only by the
particular OO and OO but also historically by humanity as a whole: an
absol ute, all-enbracing, and radical shift in the natural living-along of life
and oneGs natural living in a pregiven world; a change in the node of
experiencing, of thinking, and of every other kind of activity, and also in
all the nodes of reason. The radical undergirding of this sort of life and
work and attunenment of all of |ife on the foundation of transcendenta
experience nust by virtue of its absolute alienness fromeverything to which
we have been accustonmed, be, |ike anything new, very hard to understand. And
likewise with the nmeaning of a purely transcendental science.

b. On the other hand, certainly psychol ogi cal phenonenology is
certainly also a newthing historically in the nethod of intentiona
anal ysis, and especially in its disclosure of intentional inplications,
conpletely original. And since it noves within the natural focus, it stil
possesses the accessibility of all positive science. Once it is clear and
distinct with regard to its idea and at | east sonme basic steps have been taken
for carrying it out, then it will only take a little deeper-level reflection
in order to make the transcendental problenmatic pal pable and clear by nmeans of
it and then to turn the phenomenol ogi cal reduction around and thus accomplish
the transformation of the essential content of phenonenol ogi cal psychol ogy
into a pure transcendental <phil osophy>.

On may distinguish two fundanental difficulties in pressing on into the
new phenonenol ogy and arrange themon the two | evels nentioned above: first,
the difficulty in understanding the genuine nethod of <attaining> a pure
O nner experience, O which already bel ongs to naking a psychol ogi ca
phenonenol ogy and a psychol ogy as rational science of facts possible; and
secondly, the difficulty in understanding a transcendental questioning
st andpoi nt and net hod whi ch goes beyond all positivity.1)

The transcendental interest, taken in itself, is certainly /349/ the
hi ghest and ultimate scientific interest; so nmuch so, that transcendenta
phenonenol ogy is not only a phil osophical discipline in a specialized sense
and a phil osophi cal foundational science, but also the all-enbracing absol ute
sci ence whi ch enabl es every possible sciences to be an ultimately scientific
science. In its systematic devel opnent it leads to all eidetic sciences,

t hrough which then all factual sciences are rationalized, but at the sane
time, when transcendentally established, they are so broadened as to | eave no
nor e nmeani ngful probl enms openNsay, under the headi ng of phil osophical problens
that got left out. Accordingly, in a system of sciences, or better, in the
construction of a universal science in which each individual science is not a



separated and isol ated piece but rather a living branch of the universa

<al | -enconpassi ng> science, the right way to go is first to fornulate
transcendental phenonenol ogy i ndependently in its transcendental theories, and
next show what it is in itself by exhibiting the essential nature of the
natural focus as over against the essential nature of the transcendenta

focus, and through this bring to light the possibility of making a conversion
of the transcendental phenonenol ogi cal doctrines into doctrines of
psychol ogi cal positivity. 1)

1) Translation is from Husserliana, 9: 302-349. The beginning of a new page
of the original German text is given in our text as follows: /303/ marks the
begi nni ng of p. 3083.
1) Being busied <or occupied> with sonething is itself a |atent
f1 owi ng-al ong.
1) Here is underlined the necessary recourse to idealization and hypothesis of
i deal i zat i on!
1) Logically ideal imagined things are conceivable only in identity within the
world and (in general) vice versa. The Apriori is not just lying around in
the street and apodicticity must actually be constructed.
1) It is theory of theory.
1) Enphases in this _paragraph added by transl ator
1) Rigorous scienceNof course, this concept is transforned through the whol e
undert aki ng by phenonenol ogy of the reduction. The will to ultimate
responsi bility, in which the universe of possible know edge is to arise, |eads
to a recognition of the fundamental insufficiency of all "rigorous science" in
the positivist sense, etc.
1) (Overview of the Planned Third Part:)
Part 111. Transcendental Phenonenol ogy:
Phi | osophy as Universal Science Established on an Absol ute G ound
a 17. Transcendental Phenonmenol ogy as Ontol ogy.

o 18. Phenonenol ogy and the Crisis of Foundations in the Exact

Sci ences.
a 19. The Phenonmenol ogi cal G oundi ng of the Factual Sciences and

the Enpirical Sciences.

a 20. Conpl ete Phenonenol ogy and Uni versal Phil osophy.

a 21. The Highest and U timate Problens as Phenonenol ogi cal

a 22. The Phenonenol ogical Resolution of Al Philosophica
Ant hi t heses.



