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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
two intentionalities, the vertical and the horizontal, showing that the modern
scientific rationality 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
obracketing 6 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. While at first
sight outlandish, t his claim is well justified on t he basis of our above analysesof
modernity, with its ontology and scientific method.

Our approach will trace out t his obracketingé and show what phenomena
become discarded and what ophenomenad 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 onowhered and yet comprise the very
modalities of our modern awareness. What is meant here by oawarenessd
consists of specific onoetic practicesd 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 otranscendenced lending such practices their
ofreedom.6 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 transcendengl arbitrariness to the noetic practices at all
levels. The phrase onoetic practicesd 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 ogivend seen as otranscendenced and inaccessible to direct
intuition. The configuration of the given requires a precise deformation of
gualitative awareness, its Obracketingé and hence its redudion to the
oimmanenceo of the subject. This immanence is subsequerily designated in
terms of psychology and physiology. 1 This form of bracketing can be called the
Cartesian skepsis. As we hare seen, the modern revolution deems realty to be a
material extension of atomic parts that are not accessible to experience, although

1Dennet, Consicousness Explained
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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 univocal and indifferent approach to a
specifically constituted objectivity. This is to say, the endless totality conssts 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 seennot only as methodological, but
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.
gualitative 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 @usal force. The implications of such
non-necessaryconnections will be seen subsequently.

In order for these procedures and structures to gain validity, the objective
world must 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 consciousess of the qualitative
sphere, and second, the transcendence ofthe posited homogeneous world
subtending the qualitative. In this sense, awareness has naccess to the second
transcendence apart from the theoretical and methodological positing of reali ty.
This is the source of the Husserlian conception of mathematically idealized
nature whereby nature becomes a honmbgeneous 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 beinggiven 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
guanta, as numerical points, sums, and divisions, arranged 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 Husserl, Crisis, mathematization
3Stroeker, formalization
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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 universal, allinclusive, 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; yetthis very method

permits only one kind of reality: homogeneo us matter. The method is not
omatter 6 but 0i deal i negeésaraidedlity.iAnddyet,efdhe katter 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 basisfor the methodological mathe matical
and formal necessities.

In either case, the theoretcal-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 Id of morphologically composed things and
their interconnec t i ons, i nc | ussubjeet, norfare théy ebstiactabla | 6
from the posited homogeneous world. On these terms, the transcendent world,
the world of 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 inaccessible
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. Thisis one of the more fundamental and initial
designations of the formal as necessary and the material as arbitrary. This
suggests that the connectionbetween them is not direct, not immediate or given,

4 Husserl, lifeworld
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but must be intendedby 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 conjundion

between the domains which are radically distinct: the theoretical-
methodological and the transcendent. To repeat, the former is regarded as
necessary andgiven, while the latter is regarded as transcendent, contingent and
not given

2. Formal Region

As already noted, the theoretical-methodological, or termed otherwise, the
guantitative -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 omind 6 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 esped to a posited absolute being, cannot be regarded
as necessary.This is to say, the absolutebeing 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 seenas capable of
continuous analyses; any break in the analyses is amatter of decision. In this
seng, the formal domain swings in the ambiguity between necessity and will,
rules and choice. The importance of this oindecision6 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 creatal in
acoordance 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 thetranscendent world. Their emergence requires
uniqu e intentions that have to be regarded as capabé 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 this disregard will clarify the constructive intentionality,
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 morphological and perceptually intuited world, the shift from the
geometrical signification to the mathematical and formal abandons any kind of
intuitive correspondence between the shapesof geometry and the morphological
compositions of the lived world. Hence, any theory of representative
correspondence, copy of the world in the omindo6 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 sounds
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 expression. While there are
many complexities in the constitution of the quantitative -formal modes of
theoretical-methodological othought, 6 in principle this thought does not offer
any possibility of correspondence between theoretical- methodological
compositions and the perceptual world of shapes andstructures.

The operations with signitive symbolismfi the perceptual side of the
guantitative -formal fi offer themselves in a preciseorder: they must be arranged
sequentially and uni -directionally. They must follow a temporal sequence and
must be constructed as sequential. The perceptual intuition into the
morphological side of such signitive processes offers an awareness of
oprogression6 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 continuedindefinitely;
any cessation in our operations with them, as was already noted at the dawn of
the modern age, is a matter ofchoice.

Phenomenologically speaking, there appears a specificolacké on the basis of
the transformation from the morphological lived world, present to perceptual
awareness, to the formal signitive symbolisms, expressed serially by arbitrary
selected marks. Theintentional direction toward the perceptual world, capturing
the morphological constitution of the lived world, can be designated 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 oprogresso uni-directionally, i.e. horizontallyin a processof
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 onecessary and the selected
expressive omaterialé 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 beposited 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 desitgal
as material The contingent is so designated because its necessitycomes 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.> 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 greatness8 An analogous symbolic ploy

5 Schabert, absolute creation
6ibid, Galilleo, 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 fornecessity of the
processes of the transcendent reality indicatesa fundamental realization that left
oto itselfé such a reality is contingent, unless it acquires its necessity from
elsewhere. This is to say that an appeal to an absolute geometrician is notan
attempt to placate the ecclesiastics, but a symbolic effortto legitimate the
necessity of an otherwise contingently construed reality and the correlative
necessity of the presumedobjedive 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, ie.
the possibility for a vertical intentionality to maintain something permanent with
necessary characteristics, accessible to perception, or in casef 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 inaccordance with theoretical-methodological formal
possibilities. This is precisely the juncture at which it becomes onecessary 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 accessille events and objects is bracketed under
scientific skepsis; the posited transcendent and homogeneous reality is
inaccessible to perception. The constitution of the theoretical -methodological
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 necessaryconnection 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 oapplication 6 of theory to oOpraxis,6 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
ohumanize 6 nature and the ohuman animal, 6 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 ay 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 possibilizingarrangements which lead the construction of the real or the
real in accordance with formal requirements. This is to say that the dintention 6 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 elsesubmitted
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 owithout notice. 0 Yet
arbitrariness lends itself to an emergence of power without oreasong or at best
from psychological whim, enhanced, prompted, and fed by ounlimited
possibilities 6 of formal and as a result material constructions.

The intentionality emerging here between the theoretical and the oreald
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 arealso arbitrarily constructed and hence can be reconstructed atwill,
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 lifefi the primacy of homolaborané and
technology, inclusive of the appearance of political technocracies which promise
to redesign the oenvironmenté and the ohumandé in line with the
theoretical-methodological requirements: a world produced by science. Some
scholars in fact suggest that the modern world has two ointentional 6 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 isassumed 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 possibilizing allows for formal
variations and differentiations of processes into systems and sub-systems, until
the sub-systems can becomeaodistinct 6 sciences, carving out their fields and
accessing theenvironment in accordance with their formal requirements. This
simply means an increased refinement of oapplication 6 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 andtheir 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 ofincreased 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 maekrial 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 thecontingency 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.” 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 principlesof formal
and material detachments, it oprogressesd toward a differentiated inclusion of all
events, both donatural 6 and cultural, and thus constitutes a formally differentiated
world where semi-independent spheres call for semi-independent functions and
owork. 6 What is relevant in human life depends and is contingent upon the
manner in which the formal constructs divide the human omaterial: 6 the human
is economic, social,chemical, physiological, psychological, biological , etc. set of
differentiated oObehaviors,6 each semt independent of the others. It would be
redundant to analyze the obvious: the opower6 of these differentiations
comprises also the separations of socialfunctions and tasks, leading to a society
of semi-independent groupings of oexpertise.0 Yet what each expertise produces
within its own sphere has no necessary connection with other spheres.Hence the
results of oresearchd in a specific domain can be picked up by military or by art.
For the experts of eachdomain 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, arbitrarily by other social domains, such as politics for possible
oapplication.6 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. Eachdomain is released from the
concrete lived world implications, each anoexperté 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 oreality 6 and hence
increment power and oprove 6 their momentary success.

7Jonas, Fortschritt ohne M
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It would be redundant to speak of oneedsd since the latter are part and parcel
of the possibilizing procedures and become at the same time needs and
fulfilment. 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 powercomprises a selfreferential domain. This means
that there are no restrictions for the osearch for truth. 6 After all, such a search has
lost any boundary and any distinction between knowledge and object. Even in
social understanding, the relationships between the formal and material
processes are determired by osciencep 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 ogrowth, 6 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 contexdepicted
above.

5. Progress

Given the key intentionality which swings without any essential necesitation
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 lived world into calculatively remade world are
enhancements, maintenances of this permanent structure.What is peculiar about
progress is that it has no osubjectd 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 operfectabilities 6 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 differentiations and physical
interventions in the environment, yet it cannot increase what the environment as
a whole has to offer. There is no oprogresso 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 enteringhuman
life on the basis of this ouseo i.e. making humans function in accordance with the
very prescripts that are imposed on the presumed physical world. Thus the
guestion: is this a progressfor 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 opowerO 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 dapplication. 6

The brief discussion of the emergence of power in the modern tradition
resulted in sign systems as all encompassingeidosof 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 powerfi after all, Greeks were capable of linguistic 6danced within a
well designed formf but an arbitrariness which proclaims a homogeneity of a
method and the material world which then can disregard not only the limits of
gualitatively 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.



Husserl 6s Her meneudtic Phenomenol ogy
Harry P. Reeder (University of Texas at Arlington)

1. Introdu ction

My titl e I S per haps triply unf ortunat e
phenomenology is thoroughly transcendental as well as
hermeneutic,? although his transcendental phenomenology, and
especially his transcendental reduction, are often misunderstood by
his critics; second because Husser|
phenomenol ogyao i s usually contrasted w
phenomenol ogyoé of Hei degger and his foll
the important linguistic and interpretational elements in
phenomenological methodi elements that are sometimes (but only
sometimes) missing from his own descriptions of the method, 2 but
never missing from his phenomenological praxisfi seem to be at
odds wi t h hi s appeal s t o dcoapodictic evi
elements are most evident in his many descriptions of
phenomenology as a science, with all the resultant linguistic and
intersubjective problems, problems addressed by his comments on
i nterpretation and communi cati on of on
phenomenological results (phenomenological descriptions). The
present essay attempts to sketch some of these hermeneutic
elements in phenomenological method as described and practiced by

Husser|, and to suggest how these el emen
about apodictic evidence and knowledge.
Once t he her meneutic el ement s of Husser

method have been explicated (82) we will turn to a common critique
of Husserl (83). Because of its clarity, the critique of Husserl by Paul
Ricoeur, an outstanding representative of hermeneutic
phenomenology,3 will be used to frame the discussion of two
critiques by hermeneutic phenomenologistsfi critiques that continue
to be repeated at present. At the center of this critique is what he
refers t o (1981: 102f f) as Husserl 6s i d
Husserl lacks an account of the role of language in

* | wish to thank Kenneth Williford for some insightful and extremely helpful

comments on an earlier draft of this essay.

11 have presented this view in various places, e.g., Reeder (1990, 2009a, 2010).

2See, e. g. , (1982: 174; Hua 111/ 1: 162): Ot he pt
exclusively in acts of reflection. 6

3The basic text that | will use for this critique is Ricoeur (1981, Chapter 3). The

same text appears in his (2007, Chapter 3). The quotations in the present essay

are taken from the former work.
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phenomenological method (both common criticisms of Husserl). In
replying to these critiques and opening the way to an interpretation
of Husserl &6s phenomenol ogy t hat under c
critique of his work by hermeneutic phenomenologists even today, |
rely on an interpretation of his work that is shared by, among
others, José HuertasJourda, Algis Mickunas, Daniel Herrera
Restrepo, and myself, according to which his thought displays a

remarkableuni ty of focus from the | ate 18800s
|l nstead of seeing Husserl 6s phenomenol og
periods (such as a orealistic period, 6 0Ii

it as a unified but developing and progressing investigatio n of the
implications 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 positivism. > In this growth and develo pment,
Husserl 0s publ i shed wor ks f ocus upon
intentional experience and its role in the rigorous science of
phenomenology, e.g., the essential objects of logical thought in the

Logical Investigationsthe constituting transcendental ego in ldeen |

and the intersubjective critigue endemic to scientific method in
Cartesian Mediationsand Crisis. | wish to be clear that | am not
suggesting that Husserl 6s thought did no
that his basic insights as to the field and method for
phenomenological inquiry remained stable, without the sort of
large-scale rejections of his earlier views that are famous in
philosophers like Russell and Wittgenstein. For example in shifting

from static t o genetic p h en ehifts irom o g vy , H
the unchanging objects of intentional acts (1970c: I, 109f, 351f.; Hua

XVIIl: 86f., Hua XIX/1: 9f.) to the temporal and constitutive

elements of these acts at the levels of psychological and
transcendental (inner) time (1970b, 1991; Hua VI, X) and he calls
attention to his gradually deepening understanding and practice of
phenomenological reduction (1970c: |, 43846; Hua XVIII: 8011,

1970b: 234f, 243; Hua VI: 237, 246). However Husserl never rejects

his earlier static descriptions, but supplements them, even
continuing to value descriptions from his pre -phenomenological
Philosophie der Arithmetik In particular, the appeal to a combination

4 See HuertasJourda (1969), Mickunas (1997), Herrera Restrepo (1964), and

Reeder (2010). Cf. also Rizp Patrén (2002), pp. 221f.

5For a brief di scussi on of t his in terms of Hu
between formal and transcendental logic, see Reeder (2009a).

6 Husserl (2003). On the continuity between this work and his
phenomenological works see Huerta-Jourda, (1969). The one weliknown
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of intuition and to intersubjective elements of the phenomenological

methodi including language, preunderst anding, interpretation and

critique A will be shown to be present from the Logical Investigations

to the Crisis. Perhaps the roles in phenomenological method of

i ntuition and critique ar e nowher e as
appeal s t o Oapodi ccause Husserl sbempdifees bhis b e
concept as to make it scarcely resemble its traditional sense.
Nonetheless many of his critics fail to take into account this radical

alteration of sense. Let us, then, address this issue at some length in

order to prepare for a brief reply t o common |
critigqgueso of Husserl 6s phenomenol ogy.

2. Apodictic Evidence 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 relativism (1970c: I, 153f., 222; Hua XVIII: 14@142, 227); in
the Third Investigation in discussing the nature of pure law and
pure genus (1970c: Il, 446; Hua XIX/1: 243); in the Fourth
Investigation in discussions of the a priori laws governing ideal
meanings (1970c: 1l, 517; Hua XIX/1: 334) and combinations of
meanings (1970c: 1lI, 511; Hua XIX/1: 326); and in the Fifth
Investigation in contrasting psychological with phenomenological
evidence (1970c: L, 607 ; Hutes méay X/ 1: 4 &
perhaps be forgiven when they point to such passages, because in
them he is focusing on the relatively (indeed, ideal) stasis of
apodictic evidence, and it may sound as if he were claiming that
when we experience such evidence it is absolutely certain in the
traditional sense of ocoapodictic evidence
Descartes or Kant, certainty resides in an immediate encounter with
a particular mental or psychological presence. | frankly wish that
Husserl had given up the term, as his use of it is so modified as to
distinguish it radically from its traditional sense, and determining
this new sense from his writings scattered over decades requires
patient and sympathetic reading. However Husserl tends to remain
very conservative in his use of traditional terms (e.g., ego,
transcendental, apodictic), although they have led, then and now, to
gr ave mi sunder standi ngs of his t hought
conservatism has its origin in his view of phenomenology as a

exception t o t his uni ty i s Husserl 6s recognitic
edition of the Logical Investigationg1970c: I, 49; Hua XVIII: 15).
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historical development o f phil osophyds ethical
of oOhumani ty struggling t o under st
12); accordingly he tends to use traditional 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 modification of their meanings required
by insights achieved through phenomenological investigations. 7 Of
course, due to his discoveries of new facets of lived experience that
had hitherto been undiscovered, Husserl also was forced to
introduce new terms, such as protention, retention, noema and
noesis.

Part of Husserl ds motivation for
his desire to reply to scepticism and relativism. In the Logical
Investigations Husserl describes the phenomenological method as
t aki ng -zaa @& ipgat h, moving back and f

i ndi vidual I ntuitions of exper irocass e s 0

of employing insights based in these subjective intuitions as data in

and
and i

ret ai

orth

an intersubjective o0descriptive fixatio
i nto pur e concepts, o t hrough a Osysten

Oremoves conceptual 0 b s ¢ wlarifitatiosm sthabd
omust émake wuse of al | t he <conc&Thdss
the appeal to intuition does not exempt the phenomenologist from
interpretation (1964:50; Hua II: 62), from the hermeneutic
difficulties of establishing concepts in common usage with one&
scientific peers, or, as he notes in the Introduction to the 1913
edition of the Logical Investigationsfrom the dangers of projections

in the viewing of t hese intuitions:

of my work has been in the area of immanent, intuitive experience. |
have learned, laboring under unprecedented difficulties, to see and
to keep projections (Einlegungen away from that?
During phenomenological description there is a zig -zag movement
between, on the one hand, a focus upon its de factoepistemological
foundation in transcendentally reduced experience (the subjective

7See, e.9g., 1970c: I, 260f.; Hua XIX/1: 222f.; 1982/Hua Il11/1: 8§83}, 64, 66; 1970a:
13f.; Hua |: 54f.; 1970b/Hua VI: 859.

81970c: I, 260f; Hua XIX/1: 22f. On the relation between words and concepts,
see Reeder (2009b). Gendlin (1982) provides a cogent account of various
hermeneutic elements in phenomenological description, such as word choice
and its effect upon the description as an interpretation of the de factolived
encounter with the phenomena.

91975: 57, cf. 58; 1939: 335, cf. 336. Husserl also refers to this danger in terms
of onatur al matigrljcnedViorneisuager (1964: 41; Hua Il: 51). This
critical process brings to mind Baconds i

a pro
we ar

OFor

whi ch

dol s.

h
t

r

k
an i
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conscious presence of individual and eidetic intuitions) and, on the
other hand, the interpretation and refinement of insights gleaned
from this foundation through the de jureepistemological foundation
of the hermeneutic fitting of words (and concepts) to those
transcendental elements in order to produce an accurate description
t hat is to be shard with oneds Bicientif.
difficulty of reaching firm results, capable of being self -evidently
reidentified on many occasions, we have the further difficulty of
stating results, of communicating them to other§® This description,
like any presentation of scientific evidence, is shared wi t h on e
scientific colleagues (in lectures and publications), and then is
subjected to the processes of intersubjectively critical validation
(that is, of interpretation and argumentation). Husserl refers to this

process of validation in variou s context s, as omut ual
(1970a: 5; Hua | : 47) , and oOoreciprocal 1
VI: 166), stressing (1969: 176; Hua XVII: 184) that in scientific

di sciplines oevidence o f every sortés
considered, reshaped, analyzed, purified and improved;
andéafterwards it can be, and ought t o L
pattern, a norm. o6 Just as we are recipro
everyday i f e: oLi kewi se as a transcend e
absolute attitude [that is, under the reduction]), | find myself as

deter mi ned from t he out si deé (1969: 276 ;

explicates this external determination of the ego by others in
transcendental intersubjectivity as follows:

It is obvious that, transcendentally speaking, | can be conditioned

by something Oexternal 6, by somethin
contained ownness, only if it has th
in a thoroughly understandable manner, gains and legitimates in

me its acceptance as being another trmscendental ego. Starting

from here, the possibility and the sense, not only of a plurality of
coexistingabsol ute subjects (6monadsad) , but al so
affect one anothertranscendentally and, in cooperative acts,

constitute community -products [Gemeinshaftsgebilde as their

works, becomes cleari!

g that g
e sense,

Whether as phenomenologists or as everyday humans we are

10 .1970c: I, 255; Hua XIX/1: 15. On the notions of the de factoand de jure
foundations of phenomenological claims see Huertas-Jourda (1983). Huertas
Jourda stresses theepistemological nature of these foundations, but they also
methodologically found his regional ontology.

111969: 276, my brackets; Hua XVII: 282. Cf. 1982/Hua II1/1: §145.
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corrected by others. Despite the differences between the
Ocommupirtoduct o of everyday truths (such
trees in a glade or houseson a block), or of scientific truths (such as
the atomic weight of hydrogen or the noesis-noema structure of
i ntentional acts), i n both c atsrewst htshoe ob
rely upon the public critigue of claims based in experience,
experience that typically becomes public through language and
discourse. It is in this sense that each individual, as a
transcendent al ego, I ssubjeatsr that upnedeatd by
themselves as transcendental in my transcendental life, in the
transcendental we-community  wh ich is co-presentedeél[ i n]
transcendental intersubjectivity .612 Otherwise stated, whether in the
natural attitude or in the reduced, transcendental attitude, each of
us as an ego is reciprocally corrected by others (largely through
language), testing our de facto individual experiences through
critical, de jure discourse (and behavior) with others, through a
process of establishing both pre-scientific and scientific evidence.
We may therefore see scientific evidence as a more rigorous but
parallel version of the critical process of objective validation that is
already an important feature of the role of prescientific Lebenswelt,
and phenomenological evidence as a form of scientific evidence that
requires the further critical process of phenomenological reductio n.

I n phenomenol ogi cal description a o0sig
of the sense of terms taken from ordinary language and from the
philosophical tradition is made necessary by o0the break w

(@

12.1989: 421; Hua V: 153. A full account of the constitution of transcendental
intersubjectivity would take us too far afield. At base it involves demonstrating
that in the explication of the various structures of the transcendental ego is

di scovered t o i ncl ude ot her transcendent al e g o s
limits of my transcendentally reduced pure conscious life, | experiencethe
wor |l d (including ot hers) o (1970a: 91 ; Hu a I 12

constituted in me, the transcendental ego, not only other egos but also (as
constituted, in turn, by the transcendental inters ubjectivity accruing to me
thanks to thanks to the constitution in me of others) an Objective world

common t o us all o (1970a: 8 4 ; Hu a [ 117) .
intersubjectivity has an intersubjective sphere of ownness, in which it
constitutesthe Obj ecti ve worl doé (1970a: 107; Hua | : 137
community of monads which we designate as transcendental intersubjectivity

(1970a: 130; Hua l-exdmmi8nat iTchhruéa so sietl fpr ogr esses,
the form of transcendental intersubjective self-examination, without any

essenti al change i n i ts styl eo (19609: 276 ; Hu
explained by the intentionality, of consciousness, according to which the
traditional di stinction bet ween Osulbijteecti veo a

objectivity of others) is seen to be based in a faulty cartesian interpretation of
the ego: speaking experientially, there is no ego without others.
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brought about by the transcendental-phenomenological

reor i entation, 6 that i s, by t h&anghbhenomenol
resultant methodological confrontation of terminology first with the

data of phenomenologically reduced intuition and then with
intersubjective interpretation and critique. Husserl describes this

first confrontation in several places, e.g.:

We inspect [mental processedi Erlebnissg, and while inspecting
them we can observe their essence, their constitution, their
intrinsic character, and we can make our speech conform in a pure

measure to what is 0seend in¥its ful/l clarity.
The Oi nspectiono her e i s not passiv
ovocationallydé driven by the role that t

this inspection of Erlebnisseto 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, clarify or otherwise aid in dealing with

a philosophical problem, in confrontation with scientific peers,

through discourse, interpretation and argumentation. These

l i nguistic and hermeneutic el ements of H

method seemt o be i gnored by many! of Husserl &s
Husserl again characterizes the relation between what is here

131970b/Hua VI: §59. Cf. 1970c: |, 238; Hua XVIII: 246.

141964: 24, my brackets; Hua Il: 31. Cf. 198/HHua IIl/1: 8884, 85, 124; and 1977:

66f.; Hua | X: 90. Dauenhauer (1976: 76) notes th
indubitability at the predicative level is rendered senseful by what is given in

passive experience. 6 The Or enderthed intsiteyen s ef ul 6 h
evidence upon which the phenomenological description is based. According to

t he present di scussi on, Dauenhauer 8s cl aim neec
phrase Opassive e x per idenfaceogivenneds eof sxpetience,t h e
however thi s Opassive gi vennesso i s achieved t hrou

pursuit that horizonally drives the confrontation with this evidence as a part of

t he ovocationo of f tp Ipwt ntlosmien nHeildeggeyian terms, the
phenomenol ogi st seeks twheee X0 B ethen theme fof tieo
phenomenol ogi cal i nvestigation), y et mu st ol et t
project or otherwise interfere with the lived evidence; and (b) another layer of

the rendering senseful of a phenomenological description takes place in the

intersubjective discussion and critigue of the phenomenological description

itself.

15 See, for instance, Murray (1988: 503, 511), Magnus (1988: 3), and Derrida

(1973: 9f, 86).
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called de factoexperience and de jurecritique in science in general in
85 of the Cartesian Meditations:

ét he sciences aim at xmpress damplately anm s t hat
with evident fitness what is beheld pre-pr edi cati vel yéOwi

the instability and ambiguity of common language and its much
too great complacency about completeness of expression, we
[phenomenologists] require, even where we use its means of
expression, a new legitimation of significations by orienting them
according to accrued insights, and a fixing of words as expressing
the significations thus legitimated. 16

The zig-zag between these two foundations as it occurs
specifically in phenomenology is discussed in 813 of Cartesian
Meditations:0t he scienti fic efforts for
name, transcendental phenomenology, must proceed in two
st a g% Bhe dirst of these stages refers to the role of intuition, of
appeal to the de factoevidence revealed by the transcendental

phenomenol ogi cal r érdtwstadeithe realm accessibiehtce
Even

transcendental seléxperiencé mu s t be explored. 6

ng

wh i

ch

stage, the oO0expl or at i onexpedencetisrfarfranc endent
a mer e passive encounter wi t h 0Oabsol ut

consciousness; it is active and critical, guided by what philosophical
hermeneutics calls preunderstanding!® In phenomenology the
horizonal preunderstanding that methodologically guides the
thematic focus of intuition includes problems arising from the
history of philosophy (e.g., the problem of psychologism that led to
the Logical Investigations t he probl em of of i
inspired the Cartesian Mediationy the personal interests of a

r

particul ar phenomenol ogi st (e. g.

phenomenol ogy as a Gdnifgurragected by anemrgync e 6
her meneutic phenomenol ogi sts), and

professorial life. 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. It should be noted here thatthe natural

st

and soci al sciences al so require 0 a new

orienting them according to accrued i nsi
has a unique form of legitimation based in the phenomenological reduction.
17.1970a/Hua I: 813. The quotations in this and the following two paragraphs
are from pp. 29f (Hua I: 68f.), unless otherwise noted.

18See Ricoeur (1981: 90).

191970b: 136f.; Hua VI: 139f. Other phenomenologists have their own particular

i nterests, e. g. , HeB edienggg,e r 8& r tfroecbuss oom t he

Merleau-Pont y86s on the body.

b e

Hu

t he

egit
ght sé et

ma g i



HARRY REEDER | 23

criti gueecondsfaheeof phenomenological research would be

precisely the criticism of transcendental experiencend then the

criticism of all transcendental cognition ¢ Such critiqgue re
language, communication, argumentation and individual and

collective interpretation fi all elements central to hermeneutic

philosophy, but in phenomenology used to critique transcendental

experience, resulting in unique problems of interpretation and of

the meaning of terms. This de jure critiqgue extends (through
ocriticism of al | transcendent al cogni ti
phenomenology of phenomenology.

According to Husserl the intersubjective critiqgue  of
transcendental exper i enc e constitutes 0 A SCi ence
natur e i s unprecedented. O Thi s new f o
transcendental critiqueprecisely because its two stages connect the
appeal to subjective, transcendental experience with its on-going
intersubjective critique in scientific discourse, discourse with both
logical and hermeneutic elements (argumentation and
interpretation), that follows a zig -zag (two-stage) path between
subjective experience and intersubjective critique. The Epilogue to

Ideen | warns that neither the intersubjective critique of
phenomenol ogy as a rigorous science nor
built on an ultimate foundationd6 can be

(two-st age) 0Osystematic el aboration of t he
back into the ultimat e <conceivable presupposition:
t hat Husser| characterizes as o006transcen
term given a new sense)o ( Ih@ 8ldea of4 0 6 ; H
Phenomenology describes the relation between the selfgiven

apodictic data of consciousness and the hermeneutic component of

fitting language to the data in order to produce a phenomenological

description:

€ the possibility of a critique of cognition depends on the
demonstration of absolute data which are different from even the
reduced cogitationes To view the matter more precisely, in the
subject-predicate judgments which we make concerning them, we
have already gone beyond them. If we say: this phenomenon of
judgment underlies this or that phenomenon of imagination, this
perceptual phenomenon contains this or that aspect, color content,
etc., and even if, just for the sake of argument, we make these
assertions in the most exact conformity with the givenness of the
cogitatio, then the logical forms which we employ, and which are
reflected in the linguistic expressions themselves, already go
beyond the mere cogitationes A 0somet hing mor eo i s i nvo
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which does not at all consist of a mere agglomeration of new
cogitationes which are joined to those concerning which we made
the assetions, nevertheless they are not what constitute the
predicational facts which are the objective correlates of the
assertions.

That cognition, which can bring to absolute selfjivennessnot only

particulars, but also universals, universal objects, and iwersal

states of affairsis more easily conceivable, at least for anyone who

can assume the position of pure Oseeingdé and
prejudices [natlrlicher Vormeinungeh at ar mds l engt h. Thi s
cognition is of decisive significance for the possibility of

phenomenology. For its special character consists in the fact that

it is the analysis of essence and the investigation into essence in

the area of pure Oseeingo -givenmasyg.2h t and absol ut

The oO0somet hing mor ed t hthetexpiersence thtbed i n f
propositional form for a phenomenological description does not,
however make | anguage oOoprimaryoé or produ

because the prepredicative experience supplies the data guiding the
description (which involves choosing terms, based upon reflective
judgments about the experience):

We mu st di stingui sh t he judgment i n t he br
evidence in the broadest sense from prepredicative judgment and
from pre-predicative evidence respectively. Predicative includes

pre-predi cati ve evidence. ét he expression as
comparatively good or bad way of fitting what is meant or itself
givené (1970a: 11, Hua | : 52)

This good or bad way of fitting a phenomenological description
t o 0t he t hings t he ms dtl ofe analysis sand t h e re
investigation, as noted at the end of the quote above from The Idea of
PhenomenologyThus the hermeneutic interpretational procedure of
fitting 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 creation of neologisms and
metaphors, etc.

The two-stages of this zig-zag are both included in the full
phenomenological method, despite the fact that many discussions of
the methodi by Husserl and othersii tend to focus only on the role
of subjective experience and leave unmentioned the many
hermeneutic and argumentative elements of the scientific discourse
of phenomenology. Nonetheless Husserl also insists on the need for

201964: 40f.; Hua II: 50f.Cf. 1982/Hua I1l1/1: §6.
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I st umytoualndcroi t i S mo?! ai spgienteh i s S cCi

oOmut ua i c
t hat he characterizes as o0a science of o
i n actual and possible transcendent al e X
of Objective subjectivityo (1970a: 30 Hu.
of this science is the stage of appeal to inner experience, and the
objective aspect is that of intersubjective critical discourse.

Because for Husserl phenomenology is a science we can see that
even his appeal to apodictic evidence itself methodologically
involves both transcendental elements (conscious de factopresence
of experience, with its temporal and vocational horizons) and
hermeneutic elements (linguistic and intersubjective critical
discourse); this is a far cry from the traditional conceptof 6 ab s ol ut e
knowl edgeo6 st emmi n g2 Hartiallyin Desporsa totthess .
erroneous traditional wunderstanding of apodicticity, Husserl
explains the interplay between the de jure foundation of
phenomenological evidence and its de factofoundation in Theldea of
Phenomenology wher e h e establ i s methoodof the st t hai
critigue of cognition is the phenomenol o
II: 3); and then notes that this method begins with de factofounded
eVvi denc ecogitatibresare the first abso | ut e 28 la tFarmal
and Transcendental LogicHusserl notes the untenability of the
traditional concept of apodictic evidence precisely due to its failure
to consider the horizonal features of both temporal mooring and
preunderstanding:

The continual obstacle that may have been ®nsed during this
exposition is owing solely to the usual, fundamentally wrong,
interpretation of evidence, an interpretation made possible by the
utter lack of a serious phenomenological analysis of the effective
performance common to all evidence. Thus it happens that
evidence is usually conceived as an absolute apodicticity, an
absolute security against deceptionsii an apodicticity quite
incomprehensibly ascribed to a single mental process torn from

211970a: 5, 64 n. 1; Hua I: 47. The note on p. 64 of the English translation does

not appear in the Husserliana edition.

22 1t is interesting to note here that even the empiricists Locke (An Essay

Concerning Human Understanding,Book I, Chapter IlI, §19) and Berkeley (A

Treatise Concerning the Principles of Human Knowleddairoduction, 8§22 825)

seem to hold that intuitive evidence is incorrigible, a view rejected by Husserl

(1975: 56f.; 1939: 335f.).

221964: 1f.; Hua II: 3f.. Cf. (1982: 126; Hua Il11/1: 118), where Husserl refers to

t he 0abs aé ufaced [phenomenol ogi cal dat umé yi el d
phenomenological reduction.
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the concrete, essentially unitary, context of subjective mental
living. (1969: 156f; Hua XVII: 165)

The k ey phrase her e i s ot orn from th
uni tary, cont ext o f subjective ment al [
light of the phenomenological method? Here it essentially implies
two distinct t hings: first, every | ived
t hat mu st be conceived as oonly an i deal

which can be nothing by itselfd (1991: 4
that any lived evidence that is to serve as an epistemological
foundation for a phenomenological description or argument appears
embedded in its horizons, including the living temporal flow of a
particular ego with its methodological preunderstanding. In order
to isolate, remember and communicate the nature of this lived
evidence in the oOvocational ti meo of p h
Hua VI: 139f.), one begins from an instance of lived evidence that
occurs, as an event, at a certain time and to a certain person.
Second, the vocation of phenomenology also includes the relation
between the moment of phenomenologically reduced reflection (e.g.,
ot o me , nowbod) and i ts rol e i n t he
phenomenology: it is essentially intersubjective because, as evidence
achieved through analysis and investigation guided by
preunderstanding and critique, it is essentially a shared, linguistic,
public and objective feature of a science. The same may be said of
any scientific evidence, except that only in phenomenology does
transcendental intuition play its key role.

This scientific method of intersubjective critique removes
Husserl 0s phenomenol ogy from any i deal i
phenomenological evidence, and requires a radical reinterpretation
(if not rejection) of the traditional concept of apod ictic evidence.
Thus Husserl aff i r ms t hat ,ostéenkibvlye apodectic evidence
can become disclosed as deception, and in that event, presupposes a
similar evidence by whi ch it i s 6shatte
164). If new evidence may unseat an ealier ostensibly apodictic
evidence can this new evidence itself be apodictic? Can any new
evidence be immune from deception and criticism? If one wishes (as
I do not) to retain the traditional ter
further clarification is necessary. Husserl supplies such a
clarification in Ideen t

Evidence is, in fact, not some sort of consciousnessindex attached
to a judgment (and usually one speaks of such evidence only in
the case of judgment), calling to us like a mystic voice from a
better world: Here is the truth; i as though such a voice would
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have something to say to free spirits like us and would not have
to show its title to legitimacy. We no longer need to argue with
skepticism, nor take into consideration objections of the old type
which cannot overcome the theory of evidence which resorts to
indices and feeling: whether an evil genius (the Cartesian fiction)
or a fateful change in the factual course of the world could make
it happen that just any false judgment would be outfitted wit h
this index, this feeling of intellectual necessity, of the
transcendent oughtness; and the like.24

The reference to the Cartesian fiction of selfevidence is clear
here: phenomenological evidence, not being the evidence of an
isolated and worldless ego, must be subjected to intersubjective
critique, and thus linguistically formulated to make this critique
possible, both elements that Descartes ignored. But perhaps it is not
as clear that Husserl has Kant (among others) in mind in his
reference ub oharfh@ée efn the factual cour
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 reduction and on -going critique, resulting in

the all-i mportant di stinction bet ween K
source of Hus s e S accusation t hat Kar

oconstructionbo andi dHEwd s sitli @s ofictdhem st i t ut
rl o
[

guilty of anthropologism (1970c: I, 138; Hua XVIII: 122).
Landgrebe echoes ths critigue of the traditional concept of
apodictic knowledge in the introduction to Experience and Judgment

when he notes that phil osophers of t hi s |
could measure every other item of cognition against ideal, absolute,

apodicti cal | vy certain knowl edge, 0 whil e rer
0t heccasioning of selévidencé ( 197 3: 18, 1948: 10) . N

Husserl was clear that his rejection of absolute knowledge did not

24 Husserl (1982/Hua Ill1/1: 8145). The context and content of this quotation

justify i nterpreting hi s comment s on 6evidencebd
on a tradition of 6apodictic evidence.d Carr (1
noting how an analysis of the very concept s surrounding t he i ssue
structure of cognition and experienced6 (21) wi | |
directiond6 (20), since such analysis wil/l O[ renc
brackets). Our focus here upon de jurefoundation indica tes how transcendental

phenomenology may perform such analyses without being forced into

relativism; there is a necessary subjective foundation in lived evidence, even

though it needs to be subjected to intersubjective critique. However no

scientific claim is free from what Felix Kaufmann calls the Principle of

Permanent Control, according to which scientific claims are always subject to

being overturned in light of further evidence (1936: 125; 1938: 446, 448).
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result in scepticism or relativism, since there are cases of
indu bitable knowledge:

In individual cases the flux of sense-experience, or also of specific
mental experiences, may very well leave room for doubt: this is
not possible in all cases. Where differences are gross, a self
evidence is attainable which renders all doubt unjustifiable. 25

Thus we are sometimes warranted to claim that, at least for now,
a claim is immune from criticism, although no claim can be
completely and permanently free from deception and correction
based on further information, evidence or analysis. It is in this
context that Husserl (1975: 60; 1939: 338) compares the production
of phenomenological descriptions to the exploration of a new
territory, i n which one relies upon 0 act
that is in need of intersubjective correct i on: 0One wi | | t he
some smaller or larger errors to correct just as a second explorer,
who follows the footprints of his predecessor and sees the same
object s, wi | | consider some i mprovements
Husserl 0s way 0 é findec falkbplity ioh Qumans while
rejecting skeptical-relativistic interpretations of this human
condition: the affects of long-term critique need not result in the
paralysis or death of science (1982/Hua IIlI/1: 879). 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 faul ty i nterpretation (her
but nonet hel ess we can and must rely wupo
that there 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 t her e ar e deceptions i n descri
concept o f evidence merits t he adjectiwv
guestion. With this discussion of phenomenological method in

mi nd, | et us now turn to a common form

phenomenology by hermeneutic phenomenologists (and others).

3. Ricoeur 0s Critique of Hu s eteur Ithfozigh | deal i s
Signs

Il n his OPhenomenology and Her meneuticsbo
s phenomenology 1in terms of five
WS : (a) The oultimate jJswhka i fi cat

25Husserl (1970c: I, 419; Hua XIX/1: 210).
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different order than that of the sciences (1981: 102); (b)
Phenomenol ogyds foundati on I s i n I ntui ti
(1981: 103); (c) mmanence alone is indubitable: C
t hesis of Husserl ian i dealtivisgynsd(du¢ tb9 8 1 : 10
c) opromotedanko of het he t r aot seenpimcdle nt al é
consciousnesséo (1981: 103) ; (e) 0O0The aw:e
work of reflection develops its own ethical implications: reflection

is thus the immediately self-responsibleact 6 (1981: 104) .

Because of these criticisms of phenomenology Ricoeur holds that
ophenomenol ogy cannot constitute i tself
presupposit i ono6 (1981: ved Unjlesrstamsdi onrsed¢vesooaly
by the long detour of the signs of humanity d eposited in cultural
wor ksbé (1981: 143) . T h u $14) Rieetso hat r (197
phenomenol ogyds focus wupon intuition igni
to the role of language in forming that intuition, preferring to
attribute a reflective capacity to language itself,26 and insisting that
OHusserl i an i deal i smésuccumbs t o t he h
(1981: 102). In replying to this critique | will discuss (a)-(d), and
leave aside (e), a separate but related issue. In replying to Ricoeur |
find it necessary to say wh at I often say i n answer t
guestions: Definitely yes and no! This is because many times | find
in Ricoeuro6s <criticisms an el ement of tr
an element of falsehood or misinterpretation. Thus, before
responding more negatively | will attempt to be fair to Ricoeur and
mention instances in which there is an element of truth in his
criticisms.

Ad (a): For Husser| Ojustificationd in
of a different order than it is in the sciences. This is the whole point
of his rejection of naturalism, based in his identification of the need

t

%Ri coeur (1977: 304) . I find Ri coeur 6s comment

how | anguage can oreflect. o6 Likewise, when Hei de
essence language is neither expression nor an activity of man. Language

speakso (197 1bgualg%7 ) s p eodalka s ] i tself as l anguag
|l anguage speakingo (1971a: 59, 124) it i s cl ear

not intended to be taken literally. In such passages Heidegger and Ricoeur

express themselves this way in part to resist the very appeal to subjective

refl ecti on t hat i s s o centr al t o Husserl 8s p h
methodology is concerned clarity is preferable to poetic license. This does not

mean, of course that Heidegger and Ricoeur are not permitted poetic license

when not addressing methodology. Nonetheless such views as these are often
expressed as met hodol ogi cal critiques of t he
0Cartesiani smbé: i n such cases t his critigue i s
arguments of the present essay.
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for the transcendental-phenomenological reduction. In Part | of

Crisis Husserl describes this need as resulting from the crisis in the

sciences caused by the narrow positivism o f ofactsod that roe
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 fulfil Iment of a more

traditional ideal of science dating back to ancient Greece. In the
Prolegomena he describes science as essentially @oherent system of

grounded validations(1970c: I, Prolegomena, 886, 7, 63; Hua XVIII).

This is the sense in which Husserl (1965; Hua XXV) sees
phenomenol ogy as a Origorous science. 6
science requires oOjustificationo t hat
phenomenological account of the nature of de factolived evidence

(Erlebnig); thus even the natural sciences rguire a
phenomenological step or stage in their self-understanding fi the

A

step cut of f by positivismods 2Zdecapit
Nonetheless phenomenology shares with any genuine science thede
jure foundational role of intersubjective critique, with all i ts

hermeneutic features.

Ad (b): To be sure, it is fair to say that for Husserl
phenomenol ogyds foundation 1is in intuitd.
since it is the de factoconfrontation with the lived evidence of
transcendentally reduced consciousness that provides the basic
odatao for phenomenol ogi cal description:
genuine, and, in particular, all scientific knowledge, rests on inner
evidence: as far as such evidence extends, the concept of knowledge
extends al s o0, HialX¥T1:020). 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 scientific philosophy like phenomenology requires
careful attention to language; in the introduction to the Volume 11 of
the Logical Investigationshe i nsi sts t hat ol i nguistic
required as a preparation for pure logic and the pure
phenomenol ogy of experience (0judgement s
intellectual regions, and in particular from the regions of science,
coul d barely ari se wit hiol@7#0c: V, 250b Hda e x pr e
X1X/1: 8), and that such discussions must not be merely empirical
and grammatical but epistemological, in order to bring the objects
of intuition to expression in descriptions of essential concepts

27.1970b: 9; Hua VI: 7. Husserl probably had in mind here the positivism of
Comte, Mach and Carnap. Of course not all positivists are alike, and some seem
immune to this criticism.
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(1970c: I, 249; Hua XIX/1: 6). Having expressed this fundamental
requirement Husserl devotes the first four of the six Logical
Investigations to central features of language and its role in
scientific and philosophical investigation, such as meaning -acts and

the problem of universals (Investigations | and Il1), the conceptual
relations of wholes and parts (Investigation 111), and the a priori
odeep structurebo (not i n Chomsky©os
(Investigation 1V). With all this attention to language in the

founding work of the phenomenological movement, it is indeed odd

t hat many <c¢ritics and friends ali ke of
regard him as having paid scant or no serious attention to language

and its central role in philosophy.

H

I'da)

Anot her feature of this phase of Ri coeu

his rejection of Husserl 8ds very empir.
in spite of (and thanks to) the critique of empiricism, experience in

the strict empirical sense S surpassed onl

(1981: 103). One must say two things in response: first, Ricoeur
seems to ignore thewidenedor deepenedgense of empirical data that
is the source of Husserl critique of traditional 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 philosophers cannot
appeal to anything else, or at least not if they speak with evidence
(1970a: 12f.; Hua |I: 5354). This is the point at which Ricoeur and
Heidegger seek to make language itself the subject of active verbs,
e. g. , 0l anguage reflects, 0 ol anguage
helpful if we are truly speaking of philosophical evidence and
argumentas distinct from philosophical speculationor musing.28

Ad (c): To say that for Husserl immanence alone is indubitable
appears to fit with Husserl|l 6s discussi
the passages from the Logical Investigationsmentioned in 82 above.
But there and elsewhere Husserl stresses the ongoing and historical
role of scientific discourse, and, as we have seen, rejects the notion
that immanence is ever permanently immune to deception and
criticism. In science immanence is a necessay but never a sufficient
condition of evidence, and is thus not indubitable except as a stage
or pole of evidence. Some things do indeed seem, after long critical
investigation, to be indubitable and beyond further critique.
Nonetheless one must realize that it is unwise to assume

28See note 26, above.

y

s p

on
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dogmatically that there could be no future discovery or evidence
against even seemingly indubitable claims.?2°
Ad (d): When Ricoeur claims that for Husserl subjectivity is (due

t o c) Opr omotaemdk tod the 1t r aotsem@ricadle nt al

consciousnesso6 (1981: 103) , he 1is
for Husserl the methodological core of phenomenology i s the shift
from ordinary or nai ve consciousnessi the consciousness forming
the foundation of traditional empiricism, accor ding to which the
existence of the world, and of human mental states as part of that
world are unproblematic i to transcendentally reduced
consciousness. However, for Husserl transcendental phenomenology
is a newer and truer form of empiricism (1970b: 249; Hua VI: 252f.),
and t Wwe[sphhenomenol ogi st s] are the
39; Hua Ill/1: 45), because, unlike traditional forms of empiricism,
Husserl (following Brentano) allows the Iliving evidence of
consciousness (in all its richness, including the phenomenological
explication of the constitution of others in mutually correcting
transcendental intersubjectivity) also to serve as empirical
evidencefi a form of evidence that traditional empiricism had (after
Hume) treated as increasingly suspect, until it was wholly rejected
by positivism (Comte), psychology (behaviorism, stimulus -response
theory) and analytic philosophy (as broadly as in Carnap, Quine,
Popper and Wittgenstein, who all wish to shift philosophical focus

from experience to language and|l ogi c , I n the name

subjectiveo). I n addi tion, S o0ome

discourse open up hermeneutic problems even at the traditional
empirical level, including communication, interpretation, language -
games, etci problems that many analytic philosophers continue
simply to ignore because of their refusal to address subjectivity.

4. Conclusion

Our i nvestigation has shown t hat

method involves both appeals to the immediate de factoexperience
of transcendentally reduced consciousness, and also to the ongoing
intersubjective critique of scientific discourse, with the hermeneutic
problems of fitting words to the transcendental experience, of

communicating oneds phenomenol ogi cal

of the argumentation concerning the adequacy (and indeed
sometimes apodicticity, in a new sense of the term) of a

29 Even in the a priori systems of mathematics there are new disoveries that, as
i n t he case of Godel 06s p ithon&ihg, of toagg-standieg
assumptions.
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