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Discursive Power  
Algis Mickunas  (Ohio University)  
 

The phenomenon of power is implicit  in Husserl's critique of modern sciences 
and their methods, resulting in the crisis of rationality.  Our analyses will follow 
tw o intentionalities, the vertical and th e horizontal, showing that the modern 
scientific ration ality assumes principles which exclude the vertical. Thus 
conception of the method as a way of mastering the material world intimates 
also a restriction of linguistic sign systems and uses to specific modes at the 
expense and exclusion of other forms. If not deliberate, there is a specific 
òbracketingó that was performed by the philosophies and sciences of the modern 
age that allotted  the constitution of the primacy of power to linguistic 
articulations. The result of thi s development is manifested in the current claims 
by the semioticians and the deconstructionists that language or discourse is the 
primary power in all domains of human experience and praxis. Whi le at first 
sight outlandish, t his claim is well justified on t he basis of our above analyses of 
modernity, with its  ontology and scientific method.  

Our approach will trace out t his òbracketingó and show what phenomena 
become discarded and what òphenomenaó remain in order to be constitutive of 
power.  It is hoped that the result of this investigation will reveal spec ific  
formations which belong to  no one, are ònowhereó and yet comprise the very 
modalities of our modern awareness. What is meant here by òawarenessó 
consists of specific ònoetic practicesó ruled by, and expressive of, a set of 
intentionalities.  In addition, t he noetic practices constitutive of power are also 
ruled by a specific form of òtranscendenceó lending such practices their 
òfreedom.ó The latter is expressed in numerous ways across various 
socio-political, economic and scientific formations, aim s, and imageries. It lends 
an appearance of a total transcendental arbitrariness to the noetic practices at all 
levels. The phrase ònoetic practicesó encompasses what the human actually does 
in relationship to the  world of objects of whatever type.  
 
1. The Given 
 

The emergence of modern understanding of power rests on a specific 
constitution of the ògivenó seen as òtranscendenceó and inaccessible to direct 
intuition.  The configuration of the given requires a precise deformation of 
qualitative awareness, its òbracketingó and hence its reduction to the 
òimmanenceó of the subject. This immanence is subsequently designated in 
terms of psychology and physiology. 1 This form of bracketing can be called the 
Cartesian skepsis. As we have seen, the modern revolution deems reality to be a 
material extension of atomic parts that are not accessible to experience, although 

                     
1 Dennet,  Consicousness Expla ined.  
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manageable by a method of mathematical manipulation. Followin g this, the 
entire modern view claims that what is beyond skepsis is a constitution of a 
precise reflective method offering uni vocal and indifferent approach to a 
specifically constituted objectivity.  This is to say, the endless totality consists of 
an univocal rationality correlative to the precise requirements of methodology. 
There is a need to show the ways in which  both, the methodology, and the 
objectivity are constituted and correlated. Husserl correctly points out that 
mathematics or quantitative procedures are seen not only as methodological, bu t 
founding for all theoretical thought.  The specific composition of such procedures 
suggests that no intuitive content is correlated to them. They contain structures 
and rules which can be formulated without any relation to the intuitive, i.e. 
qualitative and essential domain of direct awareness. Moreover, any meaning 
such structures acquire is not dictated by these structures. This is to say, the 
meaning is a matter of will, but in such a way that the will is not compelled by 
such structures; they have no causal force. The implications of such 
non-necessary connections will be seen subsequently. 

In order for these procedures and structures to gain validity, the objective 
world mus t be constituted in accordance with these procedures. First, the 
procedures are indifferent with respect to perceptual intuition; t hey treat all 
events as if they were essentially homogeneous. Second, the perceptual domain 
of intuition, directly present to live awareness, is transcended in favor of 
theoretically -methodol ogically required homogeneity, i.e. posited in accordance 
with such requirements. Obviously, the transcendence in this context is 
minimally double:  first, it  is the transcendence to consciousness of the qualitative 
sphere, and second, the transcendence of the posited homogeneous world 
subtending the qualitative.  In this sense, awareness has no access to the second 
transcendence apart from the theoretical and methodological positing of reali ty. 
This is the source of the Husserlian conception of mathemati cally idealized 
nature whereby nature becomes a homogeneous mathematical manifold. 2 We 
should not be misled by the concept of homogeneity. The latter might  seem to 
have geometric associations, and hence capable of being given in perceptual 
intuition;  the problem lies in the practice of substituting geometric formations, 
the translation of the  forms into a mathematical set of signs which do not offer 
any semblance or intuitive compari son to the geometric domain.3 

The geometric understanding would still offer a field posited as matter, yet 
with math ematization of geometry, and  if  one were to take a next step toward 
formalization of mathematics, one would be able to regard the geometric as 
quanta, as numerical points, sums, and divisions, arr anged in accordance with 
formal  structures. Irrespective of the levels of quantitative -formal constitution, 
there is posited only one fundamental -transcendent reality.  The problematics of 

                     
2 Husser l ,  Cr is is ,  mathem atizat ion  
3 Stroeker,  formal izat ion  
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the constitutive processes both of the theoretical-methodological domain, and the 
transcendent domain, lead to a particular contradiction which cannot be so lved 
within the parameters of the theore tical-methodological form. The method is 
proclaimed to be univ ersal, all-inclusive, and thus able to subsume all 
phenomena objectively. Thus the subject who calculates, formalizes must be 
either subsumed under the method, or be the condition for the constitution of the 
method.  If the former assumption is accepted, then the method must assume a 
position of supremacy over the subject, i.e. be objective; yet this very method 
permits only one kind of reality: homogeneo us matter. The method is not 
òmatteró but òidealityó and indeed a necessary ideality. And yet, if the latter is 
taken for granted, i.e. that the subject too is to be submitted under the method, 
then the ideality of the method has no place in the subject, since the subject must 
be contingent and thus cannot be a basis for the methodological mathe matical 
and formal necessities. 

In either case, the theoretical-methodological composition is something other 
than the posited transcendent reality, and the latter is not something given.  In 
fact, the morphologically  constituted and directly given world, a world of 
shapes, pathways, axes for practical activity, multi -leveled interconnections is 
regarded as complex phenomena that are not identical with the strict 
homogeneous reality. This non-identity precludes the  possibility of deriving the 
theoretical- methodological formations from the phenomenal -morphologic al 
composition of what Husserl called the lived world. 4 As a result, the former are 
neither correlative to the intuited wor ld of morphologically composed things and 
their interconnections, inclusive of the òrealó subject, nor are they abstractable 
from the posited homogeneous world.  On these terms, the transcendent world, 
the world o f theoretical objectivity, is not  given and cannot be a source of 
theoretical-methodological compositions.  The morphological world is given, and 
yet it too is not a source for the understanding of the transcendent world, and 
neither can account for the theory and method of the modern sciences and the 
positing of the world of transcendent and perceptually in accessible 
homogeneous world. And yet, the theoretical -methodological composition is 
regarded as given, and indeed with full evidential necessit y. What kind of 
necessity? Purely quantita tive and formal formations having  their own rules and 
procedures, where the morphological or the material side is completely 
contingent and arbitrary. With respect to the rules of the formal domain, the 
morp hological and intuitive side, such as sounds or marks, is arbitrarily 
selectable and changeable. This is one of the more fundamental and initial 
designations of the formal as necessary and the material as arbitrary. Thi s 
suggests that the connection between them is not direct, not immediate or given, 

                     
4 Husser l ,  l i feworld  
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but must be intended by an entirely different act. While there are many acts which 
can comprise the connection, a specific act is constitutive of power.  Such an act 
has to be deciphered in its own right. Yet we are concerned in the conjunction 
between the domains which are radically distinct: the theo retical- 
methodological and the  transcendent. To repeat, the former is regarded as 
necessary and given, while the latter is regarded as transcendent, contingent and 
not given. 
 
 
2. Formal Region 
 

As already noted, the theoretical-methodological, or termed otherwise, the 
quantitative -formal,  are not within the domains of the contingent world, posited 
as transcendent. It is not found even in the directly intuited mo rphological 
composition of the lived world.  It is regarded as different from these domains.  
Not having any other locus for the formal, the thinkers of the  modern age 
invented a container called òmindó in which these quantitative and formal 
components reside. They belong to the immanence of the subject. The 
immanence assumes an ambiguous status: it is the container of the 
theoretical-methodological formal necessities, and yet it is factually contingent 
substance. This contingency is expressed in Cartesianism in two ways: first,  the 
formal composition, with r espect to a posited absolute being, cannot be regarded 
as necessary. This is to say, the absolute being can will different formal systems; 
this is an analogical expression of a conception which offers an initial indication 
as to the arbitrariness of the formal. Second, the formal is seen as capable of 
continuous analyses; any break in the analyses is a matter of decision. In this 
sense, the formal domain swings in the ambiguity between necessity and will, 
rules and choice. The importance of this òindecisionó consists precisely in the 
option  to either regard the formal as a priori given or as a construct of the 
subject. Various expressions are offered at the dawn of the modern age to 
indicate the shift toward the latter option. The notions of nature as created in 
accordance with mathematical laws comprise one expression. Coupled with the 
notion that even the mathematical-formal is decidable by an absolute will,  the 
result is obvious: the stress is on the primacy of construction of the formal 
systems. They too are chosen, although they cannot be regarded as contingent in 
the sense of the contingency of the transcendent world.  Their emergence requires 
uniqu e intentions that have to be regarded as capable of formal construction and 
of arbitrary signification.  Moreover, such intentionalities must include the 
possibility of ext ending and proliferating formal  compositions and divisions at 
will, and of disre garding the perceptual, intuitive content.  

A brief analysis of t his disregard will clarify the constructive inten tionality, 
necessary for the understanding of the composition of power in the modern age 
at the level of signs. To note, while the conception of homogeneity of the 
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transcendent reality can be described by geometrical structures, corresponding to 
the morpho logical and perceptually intuited world,  the shift  from the 
geometrical signification to the mathematical and formal abandons any kind of 
intuitive correspondence between the shapes of geometry and the morphological 
compositions of the lived  world. Hence, any theory of representative 
correspondence, copy of the world in the òmindó substance, has to be 
abandoned. The signitive symbolism of quantitat ive and formal compositions do 
not offer any intuitive counterpart  in the perceptual world apart from the sound s 
or marks, selected arbitrarily. But these marks, while part of the morphological 
world, in no wise resemble the theoretical-methodological composition; they 
simply provide the  arbitrary means for perceptual exp ression. While there are 
many complexities in the constitution of  the quantitative -formal modes of 
theoretical-methodological òthought,ó in principle this thought does not offer 
any possibility of correspondence between theoretical- methodological 
compositions and the perceptual world of shapes and structures. 

The operations with signit ive symbolismñthe perceptual side of the 
quantitative -formalñoffer themselves in a precise order: they must be arranged 
sequentially and uni -directionally.  They must follow a temporal sequence and 
must be constructed as sequential. The perceptual intuit ion into the 
morphological side  of such signitive processes offers an awareness of 
òprogressionó from a starting point to a fin ish. The problem of the finish  is not to 
be taken in a finite sense: the formal procedures lend themselves to indefinite 
progression and articulation; hence what could be regarded as finish is a decision 
to stop the formal articulation of theoretical -methodological composition. As 
noted above, the quantitative and formal processes can be continued indefinitely; 
any cessation in our operations with them, as was already noted at the dawn of 
the modern age, is a matter of choice. 

Phenomenologically speaking, there appears a specific òlackó on the basis of 
the transformatio n from the morphological lived  world, present to perceptual 
awareness, to the formal signitive symbolisms, expressed serially by arbitrary 
selected marks. The intentional direction toward the perceptual world, capturing 
the morphological constitution of the lived world, can be designat ed as vertical. 
The maintenance of the vertical intentionality requires the presence and 
continuity of the directly intuited morphology; this intuition can be unfolded 
horizontally, and if  need be in horizontal performa nces composed of 
grammatically structured marks or sounds. Thus the morphological awareness of 
a particular object can offer a possibility of eidetic variation to yield a pure 
geometric figure, whereby the morphological  awareness becomes an intuitive 
exemplification of a corresponding  eidetic structure. Each morphological variant 
has a representing capacity, i.e. it can give an intuitive similarity to the eidetic  
structure, held by vertical intentionality.  Yet the constitution  of the 
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mathematical-formal need no longer signify the object  present to vertical 
intentionality.  It becomes free from any morphological moorings and vertical 
intentionality and can be  articulated on the basis of its own formal procedures.  
This is to say, it can òprogressó uni -directionally, i.e. horizontally in a process of 
either increased formally analytic differentiations  or an indefinite repetition of 
functions.   

The specificity of this horizontal process consists of the fact that the criteria of 
articulation, differentiation, and  analyses are intrinsic to the formal discourses. 
This is quite fitting, since the criteria of the experienced world, the given  
morphological structures are no longer signified by the formal  processes. After 
all, what the formal process signifies is its own arbitrary selection of means of 
expression. The formal can be still regarded as ònecessaryó and the selected 
expressive òmaterialó as contingent (although with the previously mentioned  
ambiguity), yet what leads the process is the possibility of  increased 
formalization of propositions, result ing in the concept of formal systems which 
can be differentiated into formal sub -systems and of splitting up of systems into 
distinct formal  systems. Disregarding the morphological composition of the lived  
world, this process pretends to subsume under itself all domains  of the world not 
on the basis of any intuitive content but on the  basis of formal designations and 
differentiations.   

 
3. Contingency 
 

The previously indicated problematic of the transcendent  world emerges here 
in a new guise. The excluded morphological lived world yields, in accordance 
with formal systems, no visible  necessity. The posited homogeneous world, 
transcending all  perceptual and intuitive access does not offer any viable view 
which would make its necessity present.  This is to say, it too  must be regarded as 
contingent. Being inaccessible, it must be posited in accordance with the formal 
definitions and procedures  whose necessity would provide a model of 
explanation not for the  perceptual components, but of possible processes designated 
as material. The contingent is so designated because its necessity comes from 
another, and in two senses. First, from the formal  articulations comprising the 
theoretical-methodological domain  presumed to be correlative to the posited 
transcendent reality,  and second, from a presumed act of an absolute creation 
(Galileo) such that the theoretical-methodological composition is the very  way in 
which reality is created. 5 This is the symbolic support  designated to necessitate 
the functioning of this reality  and to guarantee that our 
theoretical-methodological forms constitute  adequate descriptions of reality. 
Thus the Galilean exclamation of our greatness.6 An analogous symbolic ploy 

                     
5 Schaber t,  absolute creat ion 
6 ib id,  Gal i l leo, we are great  
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was used by Descartes to guarantee the necessity of the objective phenomena. 
This persistent insistence on securing symbolic assurances for necessity of the 
processes of the transcendent reality indicates a fundamental realization that left 
òto itselfó such a reality is contingent, unless it acquires its necessity from 
elsewhere.  This is to say that an appeal to an absolute geometrician is not an 
attempt  to placate the ecclesiastics, but a symbolic effort to legitimate the 
necessity of an otherwise contingently construed reality and the correlative 
necessity of the presumed objective theory and method.   

If we were to exclude such a symbolism, we would be left  with a contingent 
reality whose necessity would come from another  and this is to say from the 
theoretical-methodology.  Contingency excludes, at the same time essentiality, i.e. 
the possibility for  a vertical intentionality to maintain something permanent with  
necessary characteristics, accessible to perception, or in case of induction, 
essentiality with universal validity in the sphere  of ontology.  The abolition of 
essentiality (the Greek notion of essential composition of something real) opens 
the door to the notion of an access to this reality in terms of possibility. This is to 
say, since what is cannot be perceived, and since its being posited as 
transcendent reality does not offer any necessity for its composition, then it can 
be accessed and dealt with in accordance with theoretical-methodological formal 
possibilities.  This is precisely the juncture at which it becomes ònecessaryó to 
regard this transcendent reality in accordance with what it can  possibly be. 
Before continuing this line of constitution, it is  advisable to interject the first 
moment which offers itself  through the awarenesses delimited until now.  
 
4. Power 

 
The problematic of power have been discussed from ancient Far East all the 

way to modern political thought and even post  modern semiotics. The last has 
admitted that power is not to be  located anywhere, although its exercise is 
everywhere through  discourse. Such an admission is well taken, but without a 
proper grounding in awareness. The task at hand is to indicate what grounds 
power in awareness and why it cannot be located. To recall the previous 
discussion and its basic composition: the lived world of morphologically 
constituted and intuitively  accessible events and objects is bracketed under 
scientific skepsis; the posited transcendent and homogeneous reality is 
inaccessible to perception. The constitution of the theoretical -methodolog ical 
formalisms has no intuitive counterpart, i.e . no vertical hold.  They can be 
articulated horizontally in a serial,  unilinear progression in accordance with their 
own intrinsic  rules. The homogeneous transcendent reality is contingent and 
hence open to possibility. As a result, there is no necessary connection between 
the theoretical-methodological formalisms, or  their signitive functions, and the 
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transcendent reality. The connection is arbitrary.  This is to say, it requires a 
specific intentionality which is not necessitated by any real compulsion  or law to 
connect the formal signitive factors to the posited  reality.  The arbitrariness 
appears under various guises: the òapplicationó of theory to òpraxis,ó the most 
lyrically stressed intoxication that the purpose of all science is its reshaping of the 
environment in accordance with human designs, the humanistic  efforts to 
òhumanizeó nature and the òhuman animal,ó the aims at improving nature, the 
fascinating pronouncements that if god is  dead, then everything is permitted, the 
exclamations that something is good because we say it is good in accordance 
with  our own prescripts, etc. In principle, the intentional connection  between the 
formally constituted domain and the posited reality  has no hold in anything, and 
it need not respect any prescription and qualitative composition  of the lived 
world.  And yet it is a  required nexus between the theoretical and the real. After 
all, the signitive formal compositions do not point to anything that  would be 
intuitively similar to such compositions.  Arbitrary  selection of formal 
components for possible correlation to the homogeneous quantified world offers 
no other option apart from  the imposition of the formally constituted methods on 
the real. 

While this might seem obvious, there appears an unnoticed requirement for 
this correlation: concrete activity.  The formal compositions, not having any 
similarity to anything intuitively  present to perception, cannot be correlated to 
anything  perceptual; hence by excluding the perceptual, the correlation requires 
an active intervention and constructio n of the posited homogeneous world in 
accordance with the formal  requirements. In this sense, the formal requirements 
comprise possibilizing arrangements which lead the construction of the real or the 
real in accordance with formal requirements.  This is to say that the òintention ó to 
control the environment under  whatever guise is not a power aim of Bacon, 
Descartes, Galileo, Buffon, the capitalists or the Marxists, but the constitution of 
the possibility of arbitrariness in the connection between theory and reality.   

Arbitrariness, as a ground for power, might run counter to  the usual notions 
that only set restrictions comprise power, e.g. discursive practices of a tradition.  
Indeed, it is possible to extend the argument that the classical conceptions of 
human nature and essence, and indeed an essence of everything else, submitted 
nature to power under the guise of limits, restrictions  and impositions; yet such 
restrictions were not external but  comprised the very way of being without 
violation.  It could be argued that a continuous or at least somewhat stable 
framework  restricts activities and disallows violations òwithout notice. ó Yet 
arbitrariness lends itself to an emergence of power without  òreason,ó or at best 
from psychological whim, enhanced, prompted,  and fed by òunlimited 
possibilitiesó of formal and as a result material constructions.  

The intentionality emerging here between the theoretical and  the òrealó 
swings between two possibilizing structures: the  formal possibilities, operating 
purely with arb itrarily selected  signs, reach a point of realization that the formal 
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processes are also arbitrarily constructed and hence can be reconstructed at will, 
purely empty significations without any immediate  fulfillment in the perceptual 
intuition.  These formally designed possibilities are also in a position to align the 
transcendent reality toward intuitive fulfillment by human intervention into  the 
processes of the lived world and, by disregarding the given  perceptual 
morphologies of that world, to shape the p resumed underlying homogeneous 
matter in accord with the formal designs.   This shaping comprises the source of 
both, the labor theory of  value and lifeñthe primacy of homo laboransñand 
technology, inclusive of the appearance of political technocracies which promise 
to redesign the òenvironment ó and the òhumanó in line  with the 
theoretical-methodological requirements: a world  produced by science. Some 
scholars in fact suggest that the modern world has two òintentional ó histories: 
one, a completely unstructur ed world of completely autonomous individuals, 
and two,  a complete redesigning of the world in accordance with the formal  
designs we ourselves posit. Yet in either case arbitrariness is assumed and the 
intentionality that swings between the formal and  the transcendent is the 
decisive arbitrator.  

This intentionality is not identical with Kantian autonomous  will and with 
Nietzsche's will to power.  Its engagement is with possibilizing constituents both 
at the formal and at the material levels. The possibilizin g allows for formal  
variations and differentiations of processes into systems and sub-systems, until 
the sub-systems can become òdistinctó sciences, carving out their fields and 
accessing the environment in accordance with their formal requirements.  This 
simply means an increased refinement of òapplicationó and fulfillment of the 
formal sphere in the material sphere. This is the technological process. As 
Husserl argues, technologization posits formal operations, with a total disregard 
or indifference  to the meaning and truth of nature in the lived world.  Such 
formalism, coupled with the presumed homogeneous and indifferent reality, 
results in two structural processes when introduced in the lived world.  First, a 
complete disregard to the concrete meanings and their horizons, including their  
enactments in the lived world thus leading to increased  contingency, and second, 
formal and technological detachment from  the concrete intentionalities which tie 
the subject to the morphologies of the lived world.  These two components 
constitute the problematic  of the relationship between contingency,  detachment 
and nature. Both, the formally designed systems and the transcendent material 
nature, comprise a detachment from the lived world and allow an arbitrary 
correlation between them.  One can treat everything from a vantage point of 
detached formalism and regard qualitative and essential distinctions with  
indifference.  As already suggested, the formal indifferent and  disconnected 
constitution lends itself to a horizontal p rocess of increased formalization of all 
propositions in such a way that  there emerge increased formal differentiations of 
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formal systems. 
While leading to more complex formal connections, it also  includes increased 

differentiations.  In this sense, the material reality can be increasingly 
differentiated and constructed along  more complex and yet more distinct 
technical masteries and controls of the material.  The increase of formal 
complexities and differences is coextensive with an increase in the contingency of 
the material processes, leading to more possible rearrangements of the 
indifferent material nature.  As Jonas suggests, every refined and produced 
material process offers possibilities for further formal refinements and material  
rearrangements.7 The lateral differentiation of formal systems  and their 
correlative material structuration  provide a basis for disciplinary differentiations, 
each having its own formal  approaches and each capable of possible construction 
of material  fulfillment.  While this pro cess maintains its basic principles of formal 
and material detachments, it òprogressesó toward a  differentiated inclusion of all 
events, both ònaturaló and cultural, and thus constitutes a formally differentiated 
world  where semi-independent spheres call for semi-independent  functions and 
òwork.ó What is relevant in human life depends and  is contingent upon the 
manner in which the formal constructs  divide the human òmaterial:ó the human 
is economic, social, chemical, physiological, psychological, biological , etc. set of 
differentiated òbehaviors,ó each semi- independent of the others. It would be 
redundant to analyze the obvious:  the òpoweró of these differentiations 
comprises also the separations of social functions and tasks, leading to a society 
of semi-independent groupings of òexpertise.ó Yet what each expertise produces 
within its own sphere has no necessary connection with other  spheres. Hence the 
results of òresearchó in a specific domain can be picked up by military or by art.  
For the experts of each domain there is no recourse to any external criterion 
concerning the intentionalities which would correlate the results as  possibilities 
in another domain.   

This is to say, the material, i.e. technically produced forces can be selected at 
will,  arbitraril y by other social domains, such as politics for possible 
òapplication.ó The lateral differentiation  decentralizes responsibility thus 
increasing the contingency and arbitrariness, and the latter is increasingly 
unchained from any  constraints. Every formal rule, and every material result 
made to fulfill the formal design, become totally arbitrary, offering  possibilizing 
formal and material combinations without end.  Each domain is released from the 
concrete lived world implications,  each an òexpertó in its ow n sphere, need not 
relate to any other sphere; each can claim that there is no such thing as 
conclusive evidence precisely because the formal systems and their fulfilled 
material arrangements are arbitrary designs and carry no necessity; they are, 
insofar as they make, and with the making they assume òrealityó and hence 
increment power and  òproveó their momentary success. 

                     
7 Jonas,  For tschr i t t  ohne M 
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It would be redundant to speak of òneedsó since the latter are part and parcel 
of the possibilizing procedures and become at the same time needs and 
fulfillment.  We can make it, therefore we want it, and we wanted , therefore we 
can make it. What this  suggests is that the process of increased contingency and 
arbitrariness as sources of power comprises a self-referential  domain.  This means 
that there are no restrictions for the òsearch for truth.ó After all, such a search has 
lost any boundary and any distinction between knowledge and object. Even  in 
social understanding, the relationship s between the formal and material 
processes are determined by òscience,ó i.e. the very self articulation and 
production.  One, thus, cannot find any trans-scientific criteria to check this 
process. And each domain has no built-in reason to stop the proliferation of its 
own form  of knowledge and praxis.  There are no physical reasons to cease 
making more physical experiments and refinements, no economic reasons to stop 
the economic ògrowth, ó no biological reasons to stop remolding of the living 
processes along new combinations, etc. Any  limitation would be regarded  as an 
infringement on the autonomy of research.  Any science, which would proclaim 
that it has become complete, would cease to be a science in the context depicted 
above.  
 
5. Progress 
  

Given the key intentionality which swings without any  essential necessitation 
between the theoretical-methodological and the transcendent homogeneous 
domains, there emerges the attendant factor which is permanent:  progress. It 
must be without regression, without death, and all formal systems and all  
transformations of the l ived world into calculatively remade  world are 
enhancements, maintenances of this permanent structure. What is peculiar about 
progress is that it has no òsubjectó that would progress.  Its aim and its subject is 
itself and thus it is  self-referential . Progress is its own destiny. It constitutes its 
own increasing formal refinements, efficiencies and òperfectabilitiesó without of 
course attaining perfection. No attained construction is left without possibilizing 
and hence improvement.  In this sense one could say semiotically, and yet on 
Husserlian basis, that the signifier and the signified are one. 

The question that arises in this kind of progress, and as pointed out, its 
proliferation of increasing arbitrariness with  respect to all phenomena, is the 
appearance of crisis. What is immediately notable is the disproportion between 
the sub-system called science and the rest of the culture. The efforts by the 
theoretically -methodologically designed systems to master the material nature 
have become exponential. Let us be clear about this: there can be only one 
domain of progress, and this is the coded and formalized transmission of 
practices, techniques, or strategies. A culture can increase its mastery and 
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practical control through  the increase of formal differentia tions and physical  
interventions in the environment, yet it cannot increase what the  environment as 
a whole has to offer. There is no òprogressó in nature. We cannot increase 
material resources, but only the efficiency of their uses. Only the latter can 
progress. And  this is precisely the point of crisis: the sciences are entering human 
life on the basis of this òuseó i.e. making humans function in accordance with the 
very prescripts that are imposed on the presumed physical world.  Thus the 
question: is this a progress for human life, or is this the arbitrary treatment of the 
human and hence the subsumption of the human under arbitrariness and its  
opening up of power over the human?   Obviously, the use and interference is 
inherent in the processes of modern science, requiring the intentionality which 
can connect the formal and the material. The human then is submitted to and 
subsumed under an arbitrariness which includes his own operations.  That is, the 
human also functions in this modern intentionality and t reats, or at least is 
exposed in principle to treat everything arbitrarily, i.e . violently.  Arbitrariness is 
a òpoweró which opens an initial  experience of violation. But this violation 
cannot be avoided within the context of modern understanding of theory  and 
method and their òapplication.ó 

The brief discussion of the emergence of power in the modern tradition 
resulted in sign systems as all encompassing eidos of power.  Other traditions 
should be deciphered and variations performed in order to discover the  
complete noetic-noematic correlation constituting power.  One notion seems to be 
warranted  in the context of our discussion: it is not the discursive limits  which 
exercise powerñafter all, Greeks were capable of linguistic òdanceó within a 
well designed fo rmñbut an arbitrariness which proclaims a homogeneity of a 
method and the material world which then can disregard not only the limits of 
qualitatively understood objects, but also the uniqueness of any individual.  
Arbitrary violation of limits is  what will  yield modern power. This now can open 
our understanding  to political rhetoric and its power to make, and a broader 
grasp of the basis of discursive power. 



 

Husserlõs Hermeneutic Phenomenology* 
Harry P. Reeder (University of Texas at Arlington)  

 
1. Introdu ction  

 
My title is perhaps triply unfortunate: first because Husserlõs 

phenomenology is thoroughly transcendental as well as 
hermeneutic, 1 although his transcendental phenomenology, and 
especially his transcendental reduction, are often misunderstood by 
his critics; second because Husserlõs òtranscendental 
phenomenologyó is usually contrasted with the òhermeneutic 
phenomenologyó of Heidegger and his followers; and third because 
the important l inguistic and interpretat ional elements in 
phenomenological metho dñelements that are sometimes (but only 
sometimes) missing from his own descript ions of the method, 2 but 
never missing from his phenomenological praxis ñseem to be at 
odds with his appeals to òapodictic evidence.ó The hermeneutic 
elements are most evident in his many descript ions of 
phenomenology as a science, with al l the resultant l inguistic and 
intersubjective problems, problems addressed by his comments on 
interpretation and communication of oneõs own and othersõ 
phenomenological results (phenomenologica l descriptions). The 
present essay attempts to sketch some of these hermeneutic 
elements in phenomenological method as described and pract iced by 
Husserl, and to suggest how these elements affect Husserlõs claims 
about apodict ic evidence and knowledge.  

Once the hermeneutic elements of Husserlõs phenomenological 
method have been explicated (§2) we will turn to a common crit ique 
of Husserl (§3). Because of its clarity, the crit ique of Husserl by Paul 
Ricoeur, an outstanding representative of hermeneutic 
phenomenology, 3 wi l l be used to frame the discussion of two 
crit iques by hermeneutic phenomenologists ñcrit iques that continue 
to be repeated at present. At the center of this crit ique is what he 
refers to (1981: 102ff) as Husserlõs idealism, and the charge that 
Husserl lacks an account of the role of language in 

                     

* I  wish to thank Kenneth Wil l i ford for some ins ightfu l  and extremely he lpful  
comments on an ear l ier  draf t  of  th is  essay. 
1 I  have presented th is v iew in var ious places, e.g. ,  Reeder (1990, 2009a, 2010).   
2 See, e.g., (1982: 174; Hua III/1: 162): òthe phenomenological method operates 
exclusively in acts of reflection.ó 
3 The basic text that I  wi l l  use for this cr i t ique is Ricoeur (1981, Chapter 3).  The  
same text appears in his (2007, Chapter 3).  The quotat ions in the present essay 
are taken from the former work.  
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phenomenological method (both common crit icisms of Husserl). In 
replying to these crit iques and opening the way to an interpretat ion 
of Husserlõs phenomenology that undercuts a fairly standard 
crit ique o f his work by hermeneutic phenomenologists even today, I  
rely on an interpretation of his work that is shared by, among 
others, José Huertas-Jourda, Algis Mickunas, Daniel Herrera 
Restrepo, and myself, according to which his thought displays a 
remarkable unity of focus from the late 1880õs to his death in 1938.4 
Instead of seeing Husserlõs phenomenology as sharply divided into 
periods (such as a òrealistic period,ó òidealistic period,ó etc.) we see 
it as a unif ied but developing and progressing investigatio n of the 
implicat ions of the intentionality of consciousness for the solution 
to philosophical and methodological problems that arose from the 
historical development of philosophy and science from Modern 
philosophy to posit iv ism. 5 In this growth and develo pment, 
Husserlõs published works focus upon different elements of 
intentional experience and its role in the rigorous science of 
phenomenology, e.g., the essential objects of logical thought in the 
Logical Investigations, the constituting transcendental ego in Ideen I, 
and the intersubjective cr it ique endemic to scient if ic method in 
Cartesian Mediations and Crisis. I wish to be clear that I am not 
suggesting that Husserlõs thought did not go through changes, but 
that his basic insights as to the field and method for 
phenomenological inquiry remained stable, without the sort of 
large-scale rejections of his earl ier views that are famous in 
phi losophers l ike Russell and Wittgenstein. For example in shift ing 
from static to genetic phenomenology, Husserlõs focus shifts from 
the unchanging objects of intentional acts (1970c: I, 109f, 351f.; Hua 
XVIII: 86f., Hua XIX/1: 9f.) to the temporal and constitutive 
elements of these acts at the levels of psychological and 
transcendental (inner) t ime (1970b, 1991; Hua VI, X), and he calls 
attention to his gradually deepening understanding and practice of 
phenomenological reduction (1970c: I, 43ð46; Hua XVIII: 8ð11; 
1970b: 234f, 243; Hua VI: 237, 246). However Husserl never rejects 
his earl ier static descriptions, but suppleme nts them, even 
continuing to value descript ions from his pre -phenomenological 
Philosophie der Ari thmetik.6 In particular, the appeal to a combination 

                     
4 See Huer tas-Jourda (1969),  Mickunas (1997),  Herrera Restrepo (1964),  and 
Reeder (2010).  Cf .  a lso Rizzo Patrón (2002),  pp. 221f. 
5 For a brief discussion of this in terms of Husserlõs account of the relation 
between formal and transcendental  logic,  see Reeder (2009a).   
6 Husserl  (2003) .  On the cont inuity  between th is work and his 
phenomenologica l works see Huerta -Jourda, (1969).  The one wel l-known 
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of intuit ion and to intersubjective elements of the phenomenological 
methodñincluding language, preunderst anding, interpretation and 
crit ique ñwill be shown to be present from the Logical Investigations 
to the Crisis. Perhaps the roles in phenomenological method of 
intuition and critique are nowhere as evident as in Husserlõs 
appeals to òapodictic evidence,ó because Husserl so modif ies this 
concept as to make it scarcely resemble its tradit ional sense. 
Nonetheless many of his crit ics fail  to take into account this radical 
alterat ion of sense. Let us, then, address this issue at some length in 
order to prepare for a brief reply to common òhermeneutic 
critiquesó of Husserlõs phenomenology. 

 
2. Apodictic E vidence and the Phenomenological Method  
 

Husserl uses this concept in various contexts in the Logical 
Investigations: in the Prolegomena as he replies to various forms of 
sceptical relativ ism (1970c: I, 153f., 222; Hua XVIII: 140ð142, 227); in 
the Third Investigation in discussing the nature of pure law and 
pure genus (1970c: II, 446; Hua XIX/1: 243); in the Fourth 
Invest igation in discussions of the a priori laws governing ideal 
meanings (1970c: II, 517; Hua XIX/1: 334) and combinations of 
meanings (1970c: II, 511; Hua XIX/1: 326); and in the Fifth 
Invest igation in contrast ing psychological with phenomenological 
evidence (1970c: II, 607; Hua XIX/1: 456). Husserlõs critics may 
perhaps be forgiven when they point to such passages, because in 
them he is focusing on the relat ively (indeed, ideal) stasis of 
apodict ic evidence, and it may sound as i f he were claiming that 
when we experience such evidence it is absolutely certain in the 
traditional sense of òapodictic evidence,ó according to which, as in 
Descartes or Kant, certainty resides in an immediate encounter with 
a particular mental or psychological presence. I  frankly wish that 
Husserl had given up the term, as his use of it is so modif ied as to 
distinguish it radical ly from its tradit ional sense, and determining 
this new sense from his writ ings scattered over decades requires 
patient and sympathetic reading. However Husserl tends to remain 
very conservat ive in his u se of tradit ional terms (e.g., ego, 
transcendental, apodictic), although they have led, then and now, to 
grave misunderstandings of his thought. Husserlõs terminological 
conservat ism has its origin in his view of phenomenology as a 

                                                             

exception to this unity is Husserlõs recognition of a pure ego in the second 
edit ion of  the Logical  Invest igat ions (1970c: I ,  49; Hua XVII I :  15). 
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historical development o f philosophyõs ethical and hermeneutic task 
of òhumanity struggling to understand itselfó (1970b: 14; Hua VI: 
12); accordingly he tends to use tradit ional terms (in order to locate 
his phenomenological discoveries within ongoing philosophical 
developments)  but modifies their sense. He comments frequently on 
this use of terms taken from ordinary language and from 
philosophical usage and the modif icat ion of their meanings required 
by insights achieved through phenomenological invest igations. 7 Of 
course, due to his discoveries of new facets of l ived experience that 
had hitherto been undiscovered, Husserl also was forced to 
introduce new terms, such as protention, retent ion, noema and 
noesis.  
Part of Husserlõs motivation for retaining the term ôapodicticõ is 

hi s desire to reply to scepticism and relat ivism. In the Logical 
Investigations Husserl describes the phenomenological method as 
taking a òzig-zagó path, moving back and forth between òexemplary 
individual intuitions of experiencesó and the intersubjective process 
of employing insights based in these subjective intuit ions as data in 
an intersubjective òdescriptive fixation of the contemplated essences 
into pure concepts,ó through a òsystematic clarificationó that 
òremoves conceptual obscurities,ó a process of clarificat ion that 
òmustémake use of all the concepts we are trying to clarify.ó8 Thus, 
the appeal to intuit ion does not exempt the phenomenologist from 
interpretation (1964:50; Hua II: 62), from the hermeneutic 
diff icult ies of establishing concepts in co mmon usage with oneõs 
scienti fic peers, or, as he notes in the Introduction to the 1913 
edit ion of the Logical Investigations,  from the dangers of project ions 
in the viewing of these intuitions: òFor more than three decades all 
of my work has been in the area of immanent, intuit ive experience. I  
have learned, laboring under unprecedented difficult ies, to see and 
to keep projections (Einlegungen) away from that which I see.ó9 
During phenomenological description there is a zig -zag movement 
between, on the one hand, a focus upon its de facto epistemological 
foundation in transcendental ly reduced experience (the subjective 

                     
7 See, e.g. ,  1970c: I ,  260f. ;  Hua XIX/1: 222f. ;  1982/Hua I I I /1:  §§34, 64, 66; 1970a: 
13f. ;  Hua I :  54f . ;  1970b/Hua VI:  §59. 
8 1970c: I ,  260f;  Hua XIX/1: 22f .  On the rela t ion between words and concepts,  
see Reeder (2009b) .  Gendl in (1982) provides a cogent account of  var ious 
hermeneutic elements in phenomenological  descr ip t i on, such as word choice  
and i ts ef fect upon the descr ipt ion as an interpretat ion of  the de facto l ived 
encounter wi th the phenomena.  
9 1975: 57, cf .  58; 1939: 335, cf .  336. Husser l  a lso refers to th is danger in terms 
of ònatural prejudicesó (natürl iche Vormeinungen)  (1964: 41; Hua I I :  51) .  This 
critical process brings to mind Baconõs idols. 
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conscious presence of individual and eidet ic intuit ions) and, on the 
other hand, the interpretation and refinement of insights gleaned 
from t his foundation through the de jure epistemological foundation 
of the hermeneutic fit t ing of words (and concepts) to those 
transcendental elements in order to produce an accurate descript ion 
that is to be shard with oneõs scientific peers: òIn addition to this 
diff iculty of reaching f irm results, capable of being self -evidently 
reidentified on many occasions, we have the further difficulty of 
stating results, of communicating them to others.ó10 This descript ion, 
l ike any presentat ion of scient if ic evidence, i s shared with oneõs 
scientific colleagues (in lectures and publications), and then is 
subjected to the processes of intersubjectively cr it ical validat ion 
(that is, of interpretation and argumentation). Husserl refers to this 
process of validat ion in variou s contexts, as òmutual criticismó 
(1970a: 5; Hua I: 47), and òreciprocal correctionó (1970b: 163; Hua 
VI: 166), stressing (1969: 176; Hua XVII: 184) that in scienti fic 
disciplines òevidence of every sortéshould be reflectively 
considered, reshaped, analyzed, purified and improved; 
andéafterwards it can be, and ought to be, taken as an exemplary 
pattern, a norm.ó Just as we are reciprocally corrected by others in 
everyday life: òLikewise as a transcendental ego (as living in the 
absolute att itude [that is, u nder the reduct ion]), I  f ind myself as 
determined from the outsideó (1969: 276; Hua XVII: 282). Husserl 
explicates this external determination of the ego by others in 
transcendental intersubjectivity as follows:  

 
I t  is obvious that,  t ranscendenta l ly speaki ng, I  can be condit ioned 
by something òexternaló, by something that goes beyond my self-
contained ownness, only if it has the sense, òsomeone elseó, and, 
in a thoroughly understandable manner,  ga ins and legi t imates in 
me i ts  acceptance as being another transcendental  ego. Start ing 
f rom here,  the possib i l i ty  and the sense,  not  only of  a  p lural i ty of  
co-ex ist ing absolute subjects (òmonadsó), but also of subjects who 
affect  one another t ranscendental ly and,  in cooperat ive acts,  
const i tute community -products [ Gemeinshaftsgebi lde]  as the ir  
works,  becomes clear.11 

 
Whether as phenomenologists or as everyday humans we are 

                     
10 1970c: I ,  255; Hua XIX/1: 15. On the not ions of  the de facto and de jure 
foundat ions of  phenomenological c la ims see Huertas -Jourda (1983).  Huertas-
Jourda stresses the epistemological nature of  these foundations, but they also 
methodologica l ly found his regional ontology.  
11 1969: 276, my brackets;  Hua XVI I :  282. Cf.  1982/Hua I I I /1 :  §145. 
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corrected by others. Despite the differences between the 
òcommunity-productó of everyday truths (such as the number of 
trees in a glade or houses on a block), or of scient if ic truths (such as 
the atomic weight of hydrogen or the noesis -noema structure of 
intentional acts), in both cases the objective òcommunity-truthsó 
rely upon the public cr it ique of claims based in experience, 
experience that typi cal ly becomes public through language and 
discourse. It is in this sense that each individual, as a 
transcendental ego, is surrounded by òco-subjects that present 
themselves as transcendental in my transcendental l i fe, in the 
transcendental we-community wh ich is co-presentedé[in] 
transcendental intersubjectivity .ó12 Otherwise stated, whether in the 
natural att itude or in the reduced, transcendental att itude, each of 
us as an ego is reciprocally corrected by others (largely through 
language), testing our de facto individual experiences through 
crit ical, de jure discourse (and behavior) with others, through a 
process of establishing both pre-scienti fic and scienti fic evidence. 
We may therefore see scient if ic evidence as a more r igorous but 
paral lel version of t he cr it ical process of objective validation that is 
already an important feature of the role of prescienti fic Lebenswelt,  
and phenomenological evidence as a form of scient if ic evidence that 
requires the further crit ical process of phenomenological reductio n.  
In phenomenological description a òsignificant transformationó 

of the sense of terms taken from ordinary language and from the 
philosophical tradit ion is made necessary by òthe break with naivete 

                     
12 1989: 421; Hua V: 153. A fu l l  account  of  the const i tu t ion of  transcendental  
in ters ubject iv i ty would take us too far af ie ld.  At base i t  involves demonstrat ing 
that in the expl icat ion of  the var ious structures of  the transcendental  ego is  
discovered to include other transcendental egos: òwithin myself, within the 
limits of  my transcendent al ly reduced pure conscious l i fe,  I  experience the 
world (including others)ó (1970a: 91; Hua I: 123); òthere are transcendentally 
const i tuted in me,  the transcendenta l ego,  not only other egos but a lso (as 
const i tuted, in turn,  by the transcendenta l  in ters ubject iv i ty accruing to me 
thanks to thanks to the const i tu t ion in me of  others) an Object ive world  
common to us alló (1970a: 84; Hua I: 117). And this òtranscendental 
intersubject iv i ty has an intersubject ive sphere of  ownness, in which i t  
const i tutes the Objective worldó (1970a: 107; Hua I: 137) connected in an òopen 
community of monads,  which we designate as t ranscendenta l intersubject iv i tyó 
(1970a: 130; Hua I: 158). Thus òself-examinationéas it progresses, it takes on 
the form of t ranscendental in tersubj ect ive se lf-examinat ion,  wi thout any 
essential change in its styleó (1969: 276; Hua XVII: 282). In part, this is 
explained by the intent ional i ty,  of  consciousness, according to which the 
traditional distinction between òsubjectiveó an òobjectiveó (including the 
object iv i ty of  others) is seen to be based in a faulty cartes ian interpretat ion of  
the ego: speaking experient ia l ly,  there is no ego wi thout others.  



                                 HARRY REEDER |  21   

 

 

  

brought about by the transcendental -phenomenological 
reorientation,ó that is, by the phenomenological reduction,13 and the 
resultant methodological confrontat ion of terminology f irst with the 
data of phenomenologically reduced intuit ion and then with 
intersubjective interpretation and cr it ique. Husserl describes  this 
first confrontat ion in several places, e.g.: 

 
We inspect [menta l processesñErlebnisse] ,  and whi le inspect ing 
them we can observe the ir  essence, the i r  const i tu t ion,  the ir  
in tr ins ic character,  and we can make our speech conform in a pure 
measure to what is òseenó in its full clarity.14  

 
The òinspectionó here is not passive but critical and 

òvocationallyó driven by the role that the phenomenologist intends 
this inspect ion of Erlebnisse to play in the science of phenomenology 
(1970b: 136f.;  Hua VI: 139 f.). The data of reduced consciousness are 
not irrefutable evidence encountered in an instant of subjective 
experience, but rather irrefutably given experience that is to be used 
as data for phenomenological description, a description that is 
intended to resolve, modify, clari fy or otherwise aid in dealing with 
a philosophical problem, in confrontation with scienti fic peers, 
through discourse, interpretation and argumentation. These 
linguistic and hermeneutic elements of Husserlõs phenomenological 
method seem to be ignored by many of Husserlõs critics.15 

Husserl again characterizes the relation between what is here 

                     
13 1970b/Hua VI:  §59.  Cf.  1970c: I ,  238; Hua XVII I :  246. 
14 1964: 24, my brackets;  Hua I I :  31. Cf.  1982/Hua I I I /1:  §§84, 85, 124; and 1977:  
66f.; Hua IX: 90. Dauenhauer (1976: 76) notes that òthe quest for apodicticity or 
indubi tab i l i ty at the predicat ive leve l is rendered sensefu l by what is given in 
passive experience.ó The òrendered sensefuló here refers to the intu i t ive 
evidence upon which the phenomenologica l  descr ipt ion is based. Accord ing to 
the present discussion, Dauenhauerõs claim needs clarification: (a) here the 
phrase òpassive experienceó refers to the de facto givenness of  exper ience,  
however t his òpassive givennessó is achieved through an active scientific 
pursui t  that hor izonal ly  dr ives the confrontat ion with this ev idence as a  par t  of  
the òvocationó of phenomenologyñto put  this in Heidegger ian terms, the 
phenomenologist seeks the òBeing of Xó (where X is the theme of  the 
phenomenological investigation), yet must òlet the Being of X appear,ó i.e. not 
project  or otherwise interfere wi th the l ived ev idence; and (b) another layer of  
the rendering sensefu l of  a phenomenological descr ipt ion takes pl ace in the 
intersubject ive d iscussion and cr i t ique of  the phenomenologica l  descr ip t ion 
i tse lf .   
15 See, for instance, Murray (1988: 503, 511),  Magnus (1988: 3),  and Derr ida 
(1973: 9f ,  86). 
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called de facto experience and de jure crit ique in science in general in 
§5 of the Cartesian Meditations:  

 
éthe sciences aim at predications that express completely and 
wi th ev ident f i tness what is beheld pre -predicativelyéOwing to 
the instabi l i ty and ambiguity of  common language and i ts much 
too great complacency about completeness of  expression, we 
[phenomenologists]  require,  even where we use i ts means of  
expression, a new legi t imation of  s ignif ica t ions by or ient ing them 
accord ing to accrued ins ights,  and a f ix ing of  words as expressing 
the s ignif ica t ions thus legi t imated. 16 

 
The zig-zag between these two foundations as it occurs 

specif ical ly in phe nomenology is discussed in §13 of Cartesian 
Meditations: òthe scientific efforts for which we found the collective 
name, transcendental phenomenology, must proceed in two 
stages.ó17 The first of these stages refers to the role of intuit ion, of 
appeal to the de facto evidence revealed by the transcendental-
phenomenological reduction: òIn the f irst  stage the realm accessible to 
transcendental self-experienceémust be explored.ó Even in this first 
stage, the òexplorationó of transcendental self-experience is far from 
a mere passive encounter with òabsolutely certainó data of 
consciousness; it is active and crit ical,  guided by what philosophical  
hermeneutics calls preunderstanding.18 In phenomenology the 
horizonal preunderstanding that methodologically guides the 
thematic focus of intuit ion includes problems arising from the 
history of philosophy (e.g., the problem of psychologism that led to 
the Logical Investigations, the problem of òfirst beginningsó that 
inspired the Cartesian Mediations),  the personal interests of a 
particular phenomenologist (e.g., Husserlõs focus upon 
phenomenology as a òrigorous scienceóña focus rejected by many 
hermeneutic phenomenologists), and the òvocationaló interest of 
professorial l ife. 19 

In the methodological second stage the transcendental evidence 
derived from the first step is subjected to de jure intersubjective 

                     
16 1970a: 13f. ;  Hua I :  54, my brackets.  I t  should be noted here that the natural  
and social sciences also require òa new legitimation of significations by 
orienting them according to accrued insightsé[etc.],ó but that phenomenology 
has a unique form of legit imat ion based in the phenomenologica l reduct ion.  
17 1970a/Hua I :  §13. The quotat ions in th is and the fol lowing two paragraphs 
are f rom pp. 29f (Hua I :  68f .) ,  unless otherwise noted. 
18 See Ricoeur  (1981: 90) . 
19 1970b: 136f . ;  Hua VI:  139f.  Other  phenomenologists have the ir  own part icu lar  
interests, e.g., Heideggerõs focus on Being, Sartreõs on the imagination, and 
Merleau -Pontyõs on the body. 
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critique: òThe second stage of phenomenological research would be 
precisely the cri ticism of transcendental experience and then the 
crit icism of all transcendental cognit ion.ó Such critique requires 
language, communication, argumentation and individual and 
col lect ive interpretation ñall elements central to hermeneutic 
phi losophy, but in phenomenology used to crit ique transcendental 
experience, result ing in unique problems of i nterpretat ion and of 
the meaning of terms. This de jure crit ique extends (through 
òcriticism of all transcendental cognitionó) to what Husserl calls the 
phenomenology of phenomenology.  

According to Husserl the intersubjective cr it ique of 
transcendental experience constitutes òA science whose peculiar 
nature is unprecedented.ó This new form of science is a 
transcendental critique precisely because its two stages connect the 
appeal to subjective, transcendental experience with i ts on-going 
intersubjective cr it ique in scienti fic discourse, discourse with both 
logical and hermeneutic elements (argumentation and 
interpretation), that follows a zig -zag (two -stage) path between 
subjective experience and intersubject ive crit ique. The Epilogue to 
Ideen I warns that neither the intersubjective crit ique of 
phenomenology as a rigorous science nor its sense as a òscience 
built on an ultimate foundationó can be understood without the full 
(two -stage) òsystematic elaboration of the method of questioning 
back into the ult im ate conceivable presuppositions of knowledgeó 
that Husserl characterizes as òôtranscendental subjectivityõ (an old 
term given a new sense)ó (1989: 406; Hua V: 139). The Idea of 
Phenomenology describes the relat ion between the self-given 
apodict ic data of consciousness and the hermeneutic component of 
fit t ing language to the data in order to produce a phenomenological 
description:  

 
éthe possib i l i ty of  a cr i t ique of  cognit ion depends on the 
demonstrat ion of  absolute data which are di f ferent f rom even the 
red uced cogitat iones.  To v iew the mat ter more precise ly,  in  the 
subject-predicate judgments which we make concerning them, we 
have a lready gone beyond them. I f  we say: th is  phenomenon of  
judgment underl ies th is or that phenomenon of  imaginat ion, this  
perceptu a l phenomenon conta ins th is or that aspect,  color content,  
etc. ,  and even i f ,  just  for  the sake of  argument,  we make these 
assert ions in the most  exact conformi ty with the g ivenness of  the 
cogita t io,  then the logical forms which we employ, and which are 
ref lected in the l inguist ic expressions themselves, a lready go 
beyond the mere cogitat iones. A òsomething moreó is involved 
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which does not at a l l  consist  of  a mere agglomerat ion of  new 
cogita t iones,  which are jo ined to those concerning which we made 
the asser t ions, never theless they are not  what const i tute the 
pred icat ional  facts which are the object ive corre lates of  the 
assert ions. 

 
That cogni t ion,  which can br ing to absolute sel f-g ivenness not only 
part iculars,  but  a lso universals,  universal  objects,  and universal 
states of a ffa i rs,  is more easi ly conceivable,  a t least for anyone who 
can assume the position of pure òseeingó and can hold all natural 
prejudices [ natür l icher Vormeinungen] at armõs length. This 
cogni t ion is of  dec is ive signif icance for the possi b i l i ty  of  
phenomenology. For i ts special  character  consists in the fact that 
i t  is the analysis of  essence and the invest igat ion into essence in 
the area of pure òseeingó thought and absolute self-givenness.20 

 
The òsomething moreó that is added in fitting the experience into 

proposit ional form for a phenomenological descript ion does not,  
however make language òprimaryó or productive in the description, 
because the pre-predicat ive experience supplies the data guiding the 
description (which involves choosing terms, based upon reflective 
judgments about the experience):  

 
We must distinguish the judgment in the broadest senseéand 
evidence in the broadest sense from pre-predicat ive judgment and 
from pre -predicat ive evidence respect ive ly.  Predicat ive includes 
pre -predicative evidence. éthe expression as such has its own 
comparat ively good or bad way of  f i t t ing what is meant  or i tsel f  
givené (1970a: 11; Hua I: 52) 

 
This good or bad way of f it t ing a phenomenological descript ion 

to òthe things themselvesó is the result of analysis and 
investigat ion, as noted at the end of the quote above from The Idea of  
Phenomenology. Thus the hermeneutic interpretational procedure of 
fit t ing words to what is being described is active and guided by the 
preunderstanding of the phenome nological researcher and by the 
choice of words and sentences, the creat ion of neologisms and 
metaphors, etc. 

The two -stages of this zig-zag are both included in the ful l  
phenomenological method, despite the fact that many discussions of 
the methodñby Husserl and othersñtend to focus only on the role 
of subjective experience and leave unmentioned the many 
hermeneutic and argumentat ive elements of the scient if ic discourse 
of phenomenology. Nonetheless Husserl also insists on the need for 

                     

20 1964: 40f. ;  Hua I I :  50f . Cf. 1982/Hua I I I /1 :  §6.  
 



                                 HARRY REEDER |  25   

 

 

  

òmutual studyó and òmutual criticismó in this science,21 a science 
that he characterizes as òa science of concrete subjectivity, as given 
in actual and possible transcendental experience,ó and òthe science 
of Objective subjectivityó (1970a: 30 Hua I: 68); the subjective aspect 
of this science is the stage of appeal to inner experience, and the 
object ive aspect is that of intersubjective crit ical discourse.  

Because for Husserl phenomenology is a science we can see that 
even his appeal to apodict ic evidence itself methodological ly 
involves both transcendental elements (conscious de facto presence 
of experience, with its temporal and vocational horizons) and 
hermeneutic elements (l inguistic and intersubject ive crit ical 
discourse); this is a far cry from the tradit ional concept of òabsolute 
knowledgeó stemming from Descartes.22 Partial ly in response to this 
erroneous tradit ional understanding of apodictici ty, Husserl 
explains the interplay between the de jure foundation of 
phenomenological evidence and its de facto foundation in The Idea of 
Phenomenology, where he establishes first that òThe method of the 
critique of cognition is the phenomenological methodó (1964: 1; Hua 
II: 3); and then notes that this method begins with de facto founded 
evidence: òThe cogitationes are the first absolute data.ó23 In Formal 
and Transcendental Logic Husserl notes the untenability of the 
tradit ional concept of apodictic evidence precisely due to its failure 
to consider the horizonal features of both temporal mooring and 
preunderstanding:  

 
The cont inua l o bstacle that may have been sensed dur ing th is  
exposi t ion is owing sole ly to the usual ,  fundamenta l ly wrong,  
interpretat ion of  evidence, an interpreta t ion made possib le by the 
ut ter lack of  a ser ious phenomenological analys is of  the ef fect ive 
performance common to a l l  ev idence. Thus i t  happens that  
evidence is usual ly  conceived as an absolute apodic t ic i ty,  an 
absolute secur i ty against decept ionsñan apodic t ic i ty qui te  
incomprehensib ly  ascr ibed to a s ingle mental  process torn f rom 

                     
21 1970a: 5,  64 n.  1;  Hua I :  47. The note on p. 64 of  the Engl ish transla t ion does 
not appear in the Husserl iana ed it ion.  
22 I t  is inter est ing to note here that even the empir ic ists Locke (An Essay 
Concerning Human Understanding, Book I ,  Chapter I I ,  §19) and Berkeley (A 
Treat ise Concerning the Pr incip les of Human Knowledge, Introduct ion, §22 ð25) 
seem to hold that intu i t ive ev idence is inco rr igible ,  a v iew rejected by Husserl  
(1975: 56f. ;  1939: 335f . ) . 
23 1964: 1f . ;  Hua I I :  3f . .  Cf.  (1982: 126; Hua I I I /1:  118),  where Husserl  refers to 
the òabsolute [de facto] phenomenological datumó yielded by the 
phenomenologica l reduct ion.  
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the concrete,  essent ia l ly unitary,  context  of  subject ive menta l 
l iv ing. (1969: 156f;  Hua XVII :  165) 

 
The key phrase here is òtorn from the concrete, essentially 

unitary, context of subjective mental living.ó What can this mean in 
light of the phenomenological method? Here it essential ly implies 
two distinct things: first, every lived experience occurs in a ònowó 
that must be conceived as òonly an ideal limit, something abstract, 
which can be nothing by itselfó (1991: 42; Hua X: 40), with the result 
that any l ived evidence that is to serve as an epistemological 
foundation for a phenomenological descript ion or argument appears 
embedded in its horizons, including the liv ing temporal flow of a 
particular ego with its methodological preunderstanding. In order 
to isolate, remember and communi cate the nature of this l ived 
evidence in the òvocational timeó of phenomenology (1970b: 136f; 
Hua VI: 139f.), one begins from an instance of l ived evidence that 
occurs, as an event, at a certain t ime and to a certain person. 
Second, the vocation of phenomenology also includes the relation 
between the moment of phenomenologically reduced reflect ion (e.g., 
òto me, nowó) and its role in the scientific method of 
phenomenology: it  is essentially intersubjective because, as evidence 
achieved through analysis and  invest igation guided by 
preunderstanding and crit ique, it is essentially a shared, l inguistic, 
public and objective feature of a science. The same may be said of 
any scienti fic evidence, except that only in phenomenology does 
transcendental intuit ion play  its key role.  

This scienti fic method of intersubject ive cr it ique removes 
Husserlõs phenomenology from any idealistic interpretation of 
phenomenological evidence, and requires a radical reinterpretation 
(i f not reject ion) of the tradit ional concept of apod ict ic evidence. 
Thus Husserl affirms that, òEven an ostensibly apodictic evidence 
can become disclosed as deception, and in that event, presupposes a 
similar evidence by which it is ôshatteredõó (1969: 156; Hua XVII: 
164). If new evidence may unseat an earlier ostensibly apodictic 
evidence can this new evidence  itself be apodictic? Can any new 
evidence be immune from deception and crit icism? If one wishes (as 
I do not) to retain the traditional term òapodictic evidenceó some 
further clari fication is necessary. Husserl supplies such a 
clar if ication in Ideen I:   

 
Evidence is,  in fact,  not some sort  of  consciousness- index attached 
to a judgment (and usual ly one speaks of  such ev idence only in 
the case of  judgment) ,  cal l ing to us l ike a myst ic voice f rom a 
bet ter wor ld:  Here is  the truth; ñas though such a voice would 
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have something to say to f ree sp ir i ts l ike us and would not  have 
to show i ts t i t le to legi t imacy. We no longer need to argue wi th 
skept ic ism, nor take into considerat ion object ions of  the old type 
w hich cannot overcome the theory of  evidence which resorts to 
indices and fee l ing: whether an evi l  genius ( the Cartesian f ic t ion)  
or  a fa teful  change in the factua l course of  the wor ld could make 
i t  happen that just any fa lse judgment  would be out f i t ted wi t h 
th is index, this feel ing of  inte l lectua l necessi ty,  of  the 
transcendent oughtness; and the l ike.24 

 
The reference to the Cartesian f ict ion of self-evidence is clear 

here: phenomenological evidence, not being the evidence of an 
isolated and worldless ego, must be subjected to intersubjective 
crit ique, and thus linguist ical ly formulated to make this crit ique 
possible, both elements that Descartes ignored. But perhaps it is not 
as clear that Husserl has Kant (among others) in mind in his 
reference to òa fateful change in the factual course of the worldó 
that could alter, e.g., the pure concepts of the understanding, if they 
were moored in a human consciousness that has not been subjected 
to phenomenological reduct ion and on -going crit ique, result ing in 
the all -important distinction between Kantõs idealistic 
òconstructionó and Husserlõs non-idealistic òconstitutionóñthe 
source of Husserlõs accusation that Kant is òspecies relativist,ó 
guilty of anthropologism (1970c: I , 138; Hua XVIII : 122).  

Landgrebe echoes this crit ique of the tradit ional concept of 
apodict ic knowledge in the introduct ion to Experience and Judgment,  
when he notes that philosophers of this tradition òbelieved that they 
could measure every other item of cognit ion against ideal, absolute,  
apodictically certain knowledge,ó while remaining unclear about 
òthe occasioning of self-evidenceó(1973:18; 1948: 10). Nonetheless 
Husserl was clear that his reject ion of absolute knowledge did not 

                     
24 Husser l  (1982/ Hua I I I /1:  §145).  The context and content of  th is quotat ion 
justify interpreting his comments on ôevidenceõ here to be taken as comments 
on a tradition of ôapodictic evidence.õ Carr (1985) traces this notion to Kant, 
not ing how an analysis of  the very concepts surrounding the issue of òthe 
structure of cognition and experienceó (21) will naturally òlead in a relativistic 
directionó (20), since such analysis will ò[render] relativism plausibleó (21, my 
brackets).  Our  focus here upon de jure foundation indica tes how transcendental  
phenomenology may perform such analyses without be ing forced into 
rela t iv ism; there is a necessary subject ive foundat ion in l ived ev idence, even 
though i t  needs to be subjected to intersubject ive cr i t ique. However no 
sc ient i f ic c la im  is f ree f rom what Fel ix Kaufmann  cal ls the Pr inciple of  
Permanent Contro l ,  according to which scient i f ic  c la ims are a lways subject to 
being overturned in l ight of  fur ther ev idence (1936: 125; 1938:  446,  448). 
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result in scepticism or relat ivism, since there are cases of 
indu bitable knowledge:  

 
In ind iv idual cases the f lux of  sense-experience, or a lso of  specif ic  
mental  exper iences,  may very wel l  leave room for  doubt :  th is is 
not possible in al l  cases. Where di f ferences are gross, a self-
evidence is at ta inable which renders al l  doubt unjust i f iable. 25 

 
Thus we are sometimes warranted to claim that, at least for now, 

a claim is immune from crit icism, although no claim can be 
completely and permanently free from deception and correct ion 
based on further information, evidence or ana lysis. It  is in this 
context that Husserl (1975: 60; 1939: 338) compares the production 
of phenomenological descript ions to the exploration of a new 
territory, in which one relies upon òactive seeing and describingó 
that is in need of intersubject ive correction: òOne will then find 
some smaller or larger errors to correct just as a second explorer, 
who follows the footprints of his predecessor and sees the same 
objects, will consider some improvements to be necessary.ó This was 
Husserlõs way of accepting the finite fal l ibi l ity of humans while 
rejecting skeptical-relativ ist ic interpretations of this human 
condit ion: the affects of long -term crit ique need not result in the 
paralysis or death of science (1982/Hua III/1: §79). As Husserl 
points out (1975: 56f.; 1939: 335), inner seeing is on a par with outer 
seeing: neither is transparent or without the risk of interpretive 
projection or faulty interpretation (here one thinks Baconõs Idols), 
but nonetheless we can and must rely upon this evidence: òGranted 
that t here are deceptions in phenomenological seeing because of 
interpretative projections ( deutende Einlegung), but are there any 
fewer in  the case of external seeing? Is the description of no value 
because there are deceptions in description?ó Whether such a 
concept of evidence merits the adjective òapodicticó is another 
question. With this discussion of phenomenological method in 
mind, let us now turn to a common form of criticism of Husserlõs 
phenomenology by hermeneutic phenomenologists (and others).  

 
3. Ricoeurõs Critique of Husserlõs Idealism: the Detour through 
Signs 
 
In his òPhenomenology and Hermeneuticsó Ricoeur characterizes 

Husserlõs phenomenology in terms of five theses, that I paraphrase 
as follows: (a) The òultimate justificationó of phenomenology is of a 

                     
25 Husser l  (1970c: I ,  419;  Hua XIX/1: 210). 
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different order than that of the sciences (1981: 102); (b) 
Phenomenologyõs foundation is in intuition: òto found is to seeó 
(1981: 103); (c) Immanence alone is indubitable: òThis is the central 
thesis of Husserlian idealismó (1981: 103); (d) Subjectivity is (due to 
c) òpromoted to the rank of the transcendentalénot empir ical 
consciousnessó (1981: 103); (e) òThe awareness which sustains the 
work of reflection develops its own ethical implications: reflection 
is thus the immediately self -responsible actó (1981: 104). 

Because of these cr it icisms of phenomenology Ricoeur holds that 
òphenomenology cannot constitute itself without a hermeneutical 
presuppositionó (1981: 101), since òéwe understand ourselves only 
by the long detour of the signs of humanity d eposited in cultural 
worksó (1981: 143). Thus Ricoeur (1977: 105ð14) feels that 
phenomenologyõs focus upon intuition ignores or does not do justice 
to the role of language in forming that intuit ion, preferring to 
attr ibute a reflect ive capacity to language  itself, 26 and insist ing that 
òHusserlian idealismésuccumbs to the hermeneutical critiqueó 
(1981: 102). In replying to this crit ique I wil l  discuss (a) -(d), and 
leave aside (e), a separate but related issue. In replying to Ricoeur I 
find it necessary to say what I often say in answer to my studentsõ 
questions: Definitely yes and no! This is because many times I f ind 
in Ricoeurõs criticisms an element of truth or correctness, but also 
an element of falsehood or misinterpretat ion. Thus, before 
responding more negatively I wil l  attempt to be fair to Ricoeur and 
mention instances in which there is an element of truth in his 
crit icisms.  
Ad (a): For Husserl òjustificationó in phenomenology is certainly 

of a different order than it is in the sciences. This is the whole point 
of his reject ion of natural ism, based in his identification of the need 

                     
26 Ricoeur (1977: 304). I find Ricoeurõs comment less than clear, as I donõt see 
how language can òreflect.ó Likewise, when Heidegger writes things like òIn its 
essence language is ne ither expression nor an act iv i ty of  man. Language 
speaksó (1971b: 197), òlanguage speak[s] itself as languageó or òWe hear 
language speakingó (1971a: 59, 124) it is clear that these are poetic statements 
not intended to be taken l i tera l ly.  In such passages Heidegger  and Ricoeur  
express themselves this way in par t  to resist  the very appeal  to subject ive 
reflection that is so central to Husserlõs phenomenology; however where 
methodology is concerned clar i ty is preferable to poet ic l icense. This does not  
mean, of  course that Heidegger and Ricoeur are not permit ted poet ic l icense 
when  not addressing methodology. Nonetheless such views as these are of ten 
expressed as methodological critiques of the Husserlõs òidealismó or 
òCartesianismó: in such cases this critique is misguided, according to the 
arguments of  the present essay. 
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for the transcendental -phenomenological reduction. In Part I of 
Crisis Husserl describes this need as result ing from the crisis in the 
sciences caused by the narrow posit ivism of òfactsó that resulted 
from philosophical developments stemming from Modern 
philosophy. However, Husserl also argues in that text and in his 
discussion of the theory of science in the Prolegomena of Logical 
Investigations that phenomenology is a fulf i l lment of a more 
tradit ional ideal of science dating back to ancient Greece. In the 
Prolegomena he describes science as essentially a coherent system of 
grounded validations (1970c: I , Prolegomena, §§6, 7, 63; Hua XVIII).  
This is the sense in which Husserl (1965; Hua XXV) sees 
phenomenology as a òrigorous science.ó According to this view, all 
science requires òjustificationó that in part includes a 
phenomenological account of the nature of de facto l ived evidence 
(Erlebnis); thus even the natural sciences require a 
phenomenological step or stage in their self-understanding ñthe 
step cut off by positivismõs decapitation of philosophy.27 
Nonetheless phenomenology shares with any genuine science the de 
jure foundational role of intersubjective cr it ique, with all  i ts 
hermeneutic features. 

Ad (b): To be sure, it  is fair to say that for Husserl 
phenomenologyõs foundation is in intuition, or òto found is to see,ó 
since it  is the de facto confrontat ion with the lived evidence of 
transcendentally reduced consciousness that provides the basic 
òdataó for phenomenological description: òUltimately, therefore, all 
genuine, and, in particular, al l scient if ic knowledge, rests on inner 
evidence: as far as such evidence extends, the concept of knowledge 
extends alsoó (1970c: I, 61; Hua XVIII: 29). But, as we have seen, it is 
not fair to suggest that this is the sole foundation for 
phenomenology as a science. Husserl is aware from the start that a 
science or a scienti fic philosophy like phenomenology requires 
careful attention to la nguage; in the introduction to the Volume II of 
the Logical Investigations he insists that òlinguistic discussionsó are 
required as a preparat ion for pure logic and the pure 
phenomenology of experience (òjudgements stemming from higher 
intellectual regions , and in part icular from the regions of science, 
could barely arise without verbal expressionóñ1970c: I, 250; Hua 
XIX/1: 8), and that such discussions must not be merely empirical 
and grammatical but epistemological, in order to bring the objects 
of intuit ion to expression in descriptions of essential concepts 
                     
27 1970b: 9;  Hua VI:  7.  Husser l  probably had in mind here the posi t iv ism of 
Comte, Mach and Carnap.  Of course not  a l l  posi t iv is ts  are a l ike, and some seem 
immune to th is  cr i t ic ism.  
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(1970c: I , 249; Hua XIX/1: 6). Having expressed this fundamental 
requirement Husserl devotes the f irst four of the six Logical 
Invest igations to central features of language and its role in 
scienti fic  and philosophical investigat ion, such as meaning -acts and 
the problem of universals (Investigat ions I and II), the conceptual 
relations of wholes and parts (Investigation III), and the a priori 
òdeep structureó (not in Chomskyõs sense) of grammar 
(Investi gation IV). With al l this attention to language in the 
founding work of the phenomenological movement, it  is indeed odd 
that many critics and friends alike of Husserlõs phenomenology still 
regard him as having paid scant or no serious attent ion to language  
and its central role in philosophy.  
Another feature of this phase of Ricoeurõs hermeneutic critique is 

his rejection of Husserlõs very empiricism: òis it not astonishing that 
in spite of (and thanks to) the crit ique of empiricism, experience in 
the strict empirical sense is surpassed only in an ôexperienceõ?ó 
(1981: 103). One must say two things in response: f irst, Ricoeur 
seems to ignore the widened or deepened sense of empirical data that 
is the source of Husserl crit ique of tradit ional empiricism (see Ad 
(d), below); second, to what else besides experience can 
philosophers appeal? Here Husserl would apply Kantian - and 
Berkeleyan-style arguments to the effect that phi losophers cannot 
appeal to anything else, or at least not if they speak with evidence 
(1970a: 12f.; Hua I: 52ð54). This is the point at which Ricoeur and 
Heidegger seek to make language itself the subject of active verbs, 
e.g., òlanguage reflects,ó òlanguage speaks.ó This hardly seems 
helpful i f we are truly speaking of phi losophical evidence and 
argument as distinct from philosophical speculation or musing.28 

Ad (c): To say that for Husserl immanence alone is indubitable 
appears to fit with Husserlõs discussions of apodicticity in some of 
the passages from the Logical Investigations mentioned in §2 above. 
But there and elsewhere Husserl stresses the on-going and historical 
role of scienti fic discourse, and, as we have seen, rejects the notion 
that immanence is ever permanently immune to deception and 
crit icism. In science immanence is a necessary but never a sufficient 
condit ion of evidence, and is thus not indubitable except as a stage 
or pole of evidence. Some things do indeed seem, after long cr it ical 
investigat ion, to be indubitable and beyond further crit ique. 
Nonetheless one must realize that it is unwise to assume 

                     
28 See note 26,  above. 
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dogmatical ly that there could be no future discovery or evidence 
against even seemingly indubitable claims. 29 

Ad (d): When Ricoeur claims that for Husserl subjectiv ity is (due 
to c) òpromoted to the rank of the transcendentalénot empirical 
consciousnessó (1981: 103), he is again in a sense correct. Certainly 
for Husserl the methodological core of phenomenology i s the shift 
from ordinary or nai ve consciousnessñthe consciousness forming 
the foundation of tradit ional empir icism, accor ding to which the 
existence of the world, and of human mental states as part of that 
world are unproblematic ñto transcendentally reduced 
consciousness. However, for Husserl transcendental phenomenology 
is a newer and truer form of empiricism (1970b: 249; Hua VI: 252f.), 
and thus òwe [phenomenologists] are the genuine positivistsó (1982: 
39; Hua III/1: 45), because, unlike tradit ional forms of empiricism, 
Husserl (following Brentano) allows the l iving evidence of 
consciousness (in all its r ichness, including the phenomenological 
explication of the constitution of others in mutually correcting 
transcendental intersubjectivity) also to serve as empirical 
evidenceña form of evidence that tradit ional empiricism had (after 
Hume) treated as increasingly suspect, unt il it  was wholly rejected 
by posit iv ism (Comte), psychology (behaviorism, st imulus -response 
theory) and analyt ic philosophy (as broadly as in Carnap, Quine, 
Popper and Wittgenstein, who al l wish to shift  philosophical focus 
from experience to language and logic, in the name of avoiding òthe 
subjectiveó). In addition, some layers or strata of scientific 
discourse open up hermeneutic problems even at the tradit ional 
empirical level, including communicat ion, interpretat ion, language -
games, etc.ñproblems that many analyt ic phi losophers continue 
simply to ignore because of their refusal to address subjectivity.  

 
4. Conclusion 

 
Our investigation has shown that Husserlõs phenomenological 

method involves both appeals to the immediate de facto experience 
of transcendental ly reduced consciousness, and also to the on-going 
intersubjective crit ique of scient if ic discourse, with the hermeneutic 
problems of f it t ing words to the transcendental experience, of 
communicating oneõs phenomenological descriptions to others, and 
of the argumentation concerning the adequacy (and indeed 
sometimes apodicticity, in a new sense of the term) of a 
                     
29 Even in the a prior i systems of  mathemat ics there are new d iscoveries that,  as 
in the case of Gºdelõs proof, require radical re-think ing of  long -standing 
assumptions. 


























































































































































































































































































































































