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PREFACE

WHAT is phenomenology? It may seem strange that qoiestion has
still to be asked half a century after the firstrkgoof Husserl. The fact
remains that it has by no means been answered. Pleaotogy is the
study of essences; and according to it, all problamsunt to finding
definitions of essences: the essence of perceptiorihe essence of
consciousness, for example. But phenomenology is alpbilosophy
which puts essences back into existence, and ddespect to arrive at
an understanding of man and the world from anytistampoint other
than that of their 'facticity’. It is a transcent®nphilosophy which
places in abeyance the assertions arising outeoh#étural attitude, the
better to understand them; but it is also a phpbgdor which the world
is always 'already there' before reflection begias—an inalienable
presence; and all its efforts are concentrated upeachieving a direct
and primitive contact with the world, and endowihgt contact with a
philosophical status. It is the search for a ploijdg/ which shall be a
'rigorous science', but it also offers an accounspace, time and the
world as we 'live' them. It tries to give a direasdription of our
experience as it is, without taking account of isyghological origin
and the causal explanations which the scientis, historian or the
sociologist may be able to provide. Yet Husserl i last works
mentions a 'genetic phenomenology’,and even a ‘constructive
phenomenology? One may try to do away with these contradictiops b
making a distinction between Husserl's and Heidegge
phenomenologies; yet the whole 8kin und Zeitsprings from an
indication given by Husserl and amounts to no ntben an explicit
account of the 'naturlicher Weltbegrif' or the 'eabwelt’ which
Husserl, towards the end of his life, identifiedths central theme of
phenomenology, with the result that the contradicti@appears in
Husserl's own philosophy. The reader pressed fa tiifl be inclined
to give up the idea of covering a doctrine whiclissaverything, and
will wonder whether a philosophy which cannot defiits scope
deserves all the discussion which has gone on drijuand whether he
is not faced rather by a myth or a fashion.

! Meditations cartésienngpp. 120 ff.
2 See the unpublishegth Méditation cartésiennedited by Eugen Fink,
to which Berger has kindly referred us.
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Even if this were the case, there would still be eed to
understand the prestige of the myth and the odfihe fashion, and the
opinion of the responsible philosopher must be pignomenology can
be practised and identified as a manner or stylethifiking, that it
existed as a movement before arriving at complet@eness of itself as
a philosophy It has been long on the way, and its adherents k&
covered it in every quarter, certainly in Hegel adiérkegaard, but
equally in Marx, Nietzsche and Freud. A purely lirggigi examination
of the texts in question would yield no proof; viredfin texts only what
we put into them, and if ever any kind of historys heuggested the
interpretations which should be put on it, it is thstory of philosophy.
We shall find in ourselves, and nowhere else, thy @md true meaning
of phenomenology. It is less a question of countipgguotations than
of determining and expressing in concrete form giienomenology for
ourselves which has given a number of present-day readees th
impression, on reading Husserl or Heidegger, not sachmof
encountering a new philosophy as of recognizingtwhay had been
waiting for. Phenomenology is accessible only thiouga
phenomenological method. Let us, therefore, tryesyatically to bring
together the celebrated phenomenological themebeys have grown
spontaneously together in life. Perhaps we shah tnederstand why
phenomenology has for so long remained at an lingiage, as a
problem to be solved and a hope to be realized.

It is a matter of describing, not of explaining eralysing. Husserl's
first directive to phenomenology, in its early stag® be a 'descriptive
psychology', or to return to the 'things themsejvssfrom the start a
rejection of science. | am not the outcome or thestmg-point of
numerous causal agencies which determine my bodilysychological
make-up. | cannot conceive myself as nothing bhit @f the world, a
mere object of biological, psychological or sociobag investigation. |
cannot shut myself up within the realm of sciencén®y knowledge of
the world, even my scientific knowledge, is gainednir my own
particular point of view, or from some experiencetted world without
which the symbols of science would be meaningledse Whole
universe of science is built upon the world asdiyeexperienced, and
if we want to subject science itself to rigoroususioy and arrive at a
precise assessment of its meaning and scope, we bagsh by
reawakening the basic experience of the world oichviscience is the
second-order expression. Science has not and neilehawe, by its
nature, the same significangeaaform of being as the world which we
perceive, for the simple reason that it is a rat®woa explanation of that
world. I am not a 'living creature' nor even a 'maor again even 'a
consciousness' endowed with all
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the characteristics which zoology, social anatomynductive psycho-

logy recognize in these various products of theunator historical

process—I| am the absolute source, my existencerdmestem from my

antecedents, from my physical and social environmestead it moves
out towards them and sustains them, for | alonegbimo being for

myself (and therefore into being in the only sethse the word can have
for me) the tradition which | elect to carry on, the horizon whose
distance from me would be abolished—since thatdes is not one of
its properties—if | were not there to scan it witty gaze. Scientific

points of view, according to which my existence isnament of the

world's, are always both naive and at the same diisteonest, because
they take for granted, without explicitly mentioniiigthe other point of

view, namely that of consciousness, through whidmfithe outset a
world forms itself round me and begins to exist foe. To return to

things themselves is to return to that world whichcedes knowledge,
of which knowledge alwayspeaks,and in relation to which every
scientific schematization is an abstract and dévigssign-language, as
is geography in relation to the countryside in vahize have learnt
beforehand what a forest, a prairie or a river is.

This move is absolutely distinct from the ideahisturn to con-
sciousness, and the demand for a pure descriptidnd®s equally the
procedure of analytical reflection on the one hamd] that of scientific
explanation on the other. Descartes and particulddyt detachedthe
subject, or consciousness, by showing that | coultl passibly
apprehend anything as existing unless | first bégberienced myself as
existing in the act of apprehending it. They presémonsciousness, the
absolute certainly of my existence for myself, as ¢bndition of there
being anything at all; and the act of relatinglesliasis of relatedness. It
is true that the act of relating is nothing if diwed from the spectacle of
the world in which relations are found; the unitly cmnsciousness in
Kant is achieved simultaneously with that of therldio And in
Descartes methodical doubt does not deprive uswghang, since the
whole world, at least in so far as we experiencesiteinstated in the
Cogito, enjoying equal certainty, and simply labeled 'tHaug . . .". But
the relations between subject and world are nattlgtbilateral: if they
were, the certainty of the world would, in Descartes immediately
given with that of theCogito, and Kant would not have talked about his
‘Copernican revolution'. Analytical reflection s&afrom our experience
of the world and goes back to the subject as tondition of possibility
distinct from that experience, revealing the all-eamcing synthesis as
that without which there would be no world. To thigent it ceases to
remain part of our experience and offers, in place of an atcau
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reconstruction. It is understandable, in view o thinat Husserl, having
accused Kant of adopting a 'faculty psychologisetipuld have urged,
in place of a noetic analysis which bases the worldhe synthesizing
activity of the subject, his owrmoematic reflectionwhich remains
within the object and, instead of begetting it, bsingp light its

fundamental unity.

The world is there before any possible analysisnofe, and it
would be artificial to make it the outcome of aieernf syntheses which
link, in the first place sensations, then aspects tlod object
corresponding to different perspectives, when bath @othing but
products of analysis, with no sort of prior realiynalytical reflection
believes that it can trace back the course follosed prior constituting
act and arrive, in the 'inner man'--to use Saintustige's expression--at
a constituting power which has always been idehtigeh that inner
self. Thus reflection is carried away by itself andtalls itself in an
impregnable subjectivity, as yet untouched by being time. But this is
very ingenuous, or at least it is an incomplete fofmmeflection which
loses sight of its own beginning. When | begin tthed my reflection
bears upon an unreflective experience; moreovermefigction cannot
be unaware of itself as an event, and so it apgeatself in the light of
a truly creative act, of a changed structure of cmusness, and yet it
has to recognize, as having priority over its owerapons, the world
which is given to the subject because the subgegivien to himself. The
real has to be described, not constructed or forMédch means that |
cannot put perception into the same category as ywtheses
represented by judgements, acts or predications.idly éf perception
is constantly filled with a play of colours, noisesd fleeting tactile
sensations which | cannot relate precisely to thetext of my clearly
perceived world, yet which | nevertheless immedyatelace' in the
world, without ever confusing them with my daydreanisjually
constantly | weave dreams round things. | imaginepfee and things
whose presence is not incompatible with the congettwho are not in
fact involved in it; they are ahead of reality, inetrealm of the
imaginary. If the reality of my perception were kdhsslely on the
intrinsic coherence of 'representations’, it oughbeé for ever hesitant
and, being wrapped up in my conjectures on proltegsilil ought to be
ceaselessly taking apart misleading syntheses, enstating in reality
stray phenomena which | had excluded in the fitatgy but this does
not happen. The real is a closely woven fabric. ksdaot await our
judgement before incorporating the most surprispfgenomena, or
before rejecting the most plausible figments of adgragination.
Perception is not a science of the world, it is not even aa aletli-

! Logische Untersuchungen, Prolegomena zur reinen |pgi83.
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berate taking up of a position; it is the backgebdrom which all acts

stand out, and is presupposed by them. The worldtism object such
that | have in my possession the law of its makimgs the natural

setting of, and field for, all my thoughts and all explicit perceptions.

Truth does not ‘inhabit' only 'the inner mamy more accurately, there
is no inner man, man is in the world, and only in tald does he

know himself. When | return to myself from an exaeonsinto the realm

of dogmatic common sense or of science, | find, rsxwace of intrinsic

truth, but a subject destined to the world.

All of which reveals the true meaning of the famous
phenomenological reduction. There is probably nestjan over which
Husserl spent more time—or to which he more oftgarned, since the
‘problematic of reduction' occupies an importanacpl in his un-
published work. For a long time, and even in recexist the reduction
is presented as the return to a transcendentationissiess before which
the world is spread out and completely transpamguitkened through
and through by a series of apperceptions whick the philosopher's
task to reconstitute on the basis of their outcohimels my sensation of
redness isperceived asthe manifestation of a certain redness
experienced, this in turn as the manifestation oécasurface, which is
the manifestation of a piece of red cardboard, dmsl finally is the
manifestation or outline of a red thing, namely thisok. We are to
understand, then, that it is the apprehension of réainehylé, as
indicating a phenomenon of a higher degree Sine-gebungor active
meaning-giving operation which may be said to defionsciousness, so
that the world is nothing but ‘world-as-meaning'nda the
phenomenological reduction is idealistic, in thesgetinat there is here a
transcendental idealism which treats the worldramdivisible unity of
value shared by Peter and Paul, in which their petsgs blend.
'Peter's consciousness' and 'Paul's consciousmessi communication,
the perception of the world 'by Peter' is not Petéoing any more than
its perception 'by Paul' is Paul's doing; in eaa$edt is the doing of pre-
personal forms of consciousness, whose communicaises no
problem, since it is demanded by the very definitid consciousness,
meaning or truth. In so far as | am a consciousrigas,s, in so far as
something has meaning for me, | am neither here¢heose, neither Peter
nor Paul; I am in no way distinguishable from athéo' consciousness,
since we are immediately in touch with the worldl amce the world is,
by definition, unique, being the system in which tallths cohere. A
logically consistent transcendental idealism rids thddnaf its

Y In te redi; in interiore homine habitat veritas (Saint Augustine).
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opacity and its transcendence. The world is precigelt thing of which
we form a representation, not as men or as empsidajects, but in so
far as we are all one light and participate in the @ithout destroying
its unity. Analytical reflection knows nothing ofahproblem of other
minds, or of that of the world, because it insistat tvith the first
glimmer of consciousness there appears in me ttieale the power of
reaching some universal truth, and that the othesope being equally
without thisness, location or body, the Alter ane Ego are one and the
same in the true world which is the unifier of nmgéndrhere is no
difficulty in understanding how | can conceive éher, because the |
and consequently the Other are not conceived apdre woven stuff
of phenomena; they have validity rather than eriste There is nothing
hidden behind these faces and gestures, no domaihith | have no
access, merely a little shadow which owes its vargtence to the light.
For Husserl, on the contrary, it is well known thagre is a problem of
other people, and thalter egois a paradox. If the other is truly for
himself alone, beyond his being for me, and if wefareeach other and
not both for God, we must necessarily have someaappee for each
other. He must and | must have an outer appearandghare must be,
besides the perspective of the For Oneself—my déwyself and the
other's of himself—a perspective of For Others—rngwwof others and
theirs of me. Of course, these two perspectives,dah eae of us, cannot
be simply juxtaposedor in that case it is not | that the other woukks
nor he that | should seé.must be the exterior that | present to others,
and the body of the other must be the other him3glis paradox and
the dialectic of the Ego and the Alter are possilnily provided that the
Ego and the Alter Ego are defined by their situagmd are not freed
from all inherence; that is, provided that philospploes not culminate
in a return to the self, and that | discover byleefon not only my
presence to myself, but also the possibility ofanside spectator’; that
is, again, provided that at the very moment when pegence my
existence--at the ultimate extremity of reflectibnfall short of the
ultimate density which would place me outside tiared that | discover
within myself a kind of internal weakness standinghe way of my
being totally individualized: a weakness which esg® me to the gaze
of others as a man among men or at least as aicossess among
consciousnesses. Hitherto tl@ogito depreciated the perception of
others, teaching me as it did that the | is acckssihly to itself, since it
definedme as the thought which | have of myself, and whiakadly |
am alone in having, at least in this ultimate sefee.the 'other' to be
more than an empty word, it is necessary that mstexce should never
be reduced to my bare awareness of existing, but that it
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should take in also the awareness thia¢ may have or it, and thus
include my incarnation in some nature and the pdggi at least, of a
historical situation. Th€ogito must reveal me in a situation, and it is on
this condition alone that transcendental subjdgtivan, as Husserl puts
it, ' be an intersubjectivity. As a meditating Ego, | careatly
distinguish from myself the world and things, siriceertainly do not
exist in the way in which things exist. | must ewst aside from myself
my body understood as a thing among things, aslectioh of physico-
chemical processes. But even if tmgitatio, which | thus discover, is
without location in objective time and space, inst without place in
the phenomenological world. The world, which | digtished from
myself as the totality of things or of processeskdd by causal
relationships, | rediscover 'in me' as the permatenizon of all my
cogitationesand as a dimension in relation to which | am camiy
situating myself. The tru€ogito does not define the subject's existence
in terms of the thought he has of existing, andhznmore does not
convert the indubitability of the world into thedmbitability of thought
about the world, nor finally does it replace the Motself by the world
as meaning. On the contrary it recognizes my thougielf as an
inalienable fact, and does away with any kind @alsm in revealing
me as 'being-in-the-world'.

It is because we are through and through compourafed
relationships with the world that for us the onlgymo become aware of
the fact is to suspend the resultant activity, fase it our complicity (to
look at itohne mitzumachems Husserl often says), or yet again, to put
it 'out of play'. Not because we reject the cettasnof common sense
and a natural altitude to things—they are, on th&reoy, the constant
theme of philosophy—but because, being the preseppbasis of any
thought, they are taken for granted, and go unrdhtieed because in
order to arouse them and bring them to view, we hawispend for a
moment our recognition of them. The best formulatbrthe reduction
is probably that given by Eugen Fink, Husserl'ssiast, when he spoke
of 'wonder' in the face of the worlfiReflection does not withdraw from
the world towards the unity of consciousness aswbdd's basis; it
steps back to watch the forms of transcendenceglijke sparks from a
fire; it slackens the intentional threads whiclaeltt us to the world and
thus brings them to our notice; it alone is congsiess of the world
because it reveals that world as strange and pecadlo Husserl's
transcendental is not Kant's and Husserl accusesskKphilosophy of
being ‘worldly’,

! Die Krisis der europaischen Wissenschaften und die transzendentale
Phano-menologid]l (unpublished).

2 Die phanomenologische Philosophie Edmund Husserls in der
gegenwartigen Kritikpp. 331 and ff.
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because imakes us®f our relation to the world, which is the motive
force of the transcendental deduction, and makewdinlel immanent in
the subject, insteadf being filled with wondeat it and conceiving the
subject as a process of transcendence towards gl wAll the
misunderstandings with his interpreters, with theistextialist
'dissidents' and finally with himself, have ariseanf the fact that in
order to see the world and grasp it as paradoxicainust break with
our familiar acceptance of it and, also, from the that from this break
we can learn nothing but the unmotivated upsurgéhefworld. The
most important lesson which the reduction teaches isi the
impossibility of a complete reduction. This is whydserl is constantly
re-examining the possibility of the reduction. If were absolute mind,
the reduction would present no problem. But sincethencontrary, we
are in the world, since indeed our reflections ameried out in the
temporal flux on to which we are trying to seizen¢s they sich
einstrémenas Husserl says), there is no thought which embralteur
thought. The philosopher, as the unpublished workslage, is a
perpetual beginner, which means that he takes famtgd nothing that
men, learned or otherwise, believe they know. It meals® that
philosophy itself must not take itself for grantedso far as it may have
managed to say something true; that it is an exeewed experiment in
making its own beginning; that it consists wholfythe description of
this beginning, and finally, that radical reflecticeomounts to a
consciousness of its own dependence on an unieéidife which is its
initial situation, unchanging, given once and for Bkr from being, as
has been thought, a procedure of idealistic philogop
phenomenological reduction belongs to existentidhilogophy:
Heidegger's 'being-in-the-world' appears only agjaine background of
the phenomenological reduction.

A misunderstanding of a similar kind confuses tb&éam of the
‘essences' in Husserl. Every reduction, says Husaenvell as being
transcendental is necessarily eidetic. That mesetsvie cannot subject
our perception of the world to philosophical samytivithout ceasing to
be identified with that act of positing the worldithvthat interest in it
which delimits us, without drawing back from our aoitment which is
itself thus made to appear as a spectacle, withasgipg from thdact
of our existence to iteature, from the Dasein to the Wesen. But it is
clear that the essence is here not the end, buaasnthat our effective
involvement in the world is precisely what has ® inderstood and
made amenable to conceptualization, for it is wpalarizes all our
conceptual particularizations. The need to prodeedvay of essences
does not mean that philosophy takes them
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as its object, but, on the contrary, that our excsas too tightly held in
the world to be able to know itself as such at thement or its
involvement, and that it requires the field of idigain order to become
acquainted with and lo prevail over its facticitihe Vienna Circle, as is
well known, lays it down categorically that we camteg into relations
only with meanings. For example, ‘consciousnessbidar the Vienna
Circle identifiable with what we are. It is a compi@eaning which has
developed late in time, which should be handled w#he, and only
after the many meanings which have contributed,utjinout the word's
semantic development, to the formation of its presere have been
made explicit. Logical positivism of this kind is ethantithesis of
Husserl's thought. Whatever the subtle changes ahimg which have
ultimately brought us, as a linguistic acquisitidme tvord and concept
of consciousness, we enjoy direct access to whigsignates. For we
have the experience or ourselves, of that conscmsswhich we are,
and it is on the basis of this experience thatimdjuistic connotations
are assessed, and precisely through it that langt@ges to have any
meaning at all for us. 'lt is that as yet dumb ewgmee . . . which we are
concerned to lead to the pure expression of its meaning.* Husserl's
essences are destined to bring back all the livielgtionships of
experience, as the fisherman's net draws up frendéipths of the ocean
quivering fish and seaweed. Jean Wahl is therefoomgvin saying that
'Husserl separates essences from existenthe separated essences are
those of language. It is the office of languagedase essences to exist
in a state of separation which is in fact merelpaapnt, since through
language they still rest upon the ante-predicdifeeof consciousness.
In the silence of primary consciousness can be appearing not only
what words mean, but also what things mean: the obrprimary
meaning round which the acts of naming and expression liage s

Seeking the essence of consciousness will thergforeonsist
in developing theNortbedeutungpf consciousness and escaping from
existence into the universe of things said; it wilhsist in rediscovering
my actual presence to myself, the fact of my cangness which is in
the last resort what the word and the concept oscousness mean.
Looking for the world's essence is not looking ¥drat it is as an idea
once it has been reduced to a theme of discoursdpoking for what it
is as a fact for us, before any thematization. Semsdism 'reduces’ the
world by noticing that after all we never experieranything hut states
of ourselves. Transcendental idealism too 'reddlcesiorld since, in so
far as it guarantees the world, it does so by regagrd as thought or
consciousness of the world, and as the mere

! Méditations cartésiennep, 31.
?Réalisme, dialectique et mystétéArbaléte, Autumn, 1942,
unpaginated.
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correlative of our knowledge, with the result thiabeécomes immanent
in consciousness and the aseity of things is tiyedene away with. The
eidetic reduction is, on the other hand, the detatiun to bring the
world to light as it is before any falling back oaorselves has occurred,
it is the ambition to make reflection emulate theallective life of
consciousness. | aim at and perceive a world. Ifidl,sas do the
sensationalists, that we have here only 'statesrtfatous-ness’, and if |
tried to distinguish my perceptions from my dreawigh the aid of
‘criteria’, |1 should overlook the phenomenon of wharld. For if | am
able to talk about 'dreams' and 'reality’, to bottmy head about the
distinction between imaginary and real, and casbtlapon the 'real’, it
is because this distinction is already made by aferb any analysis; it
is because | have an experience of the real dseoirtaginary, and the
problem then becomes one not of asking how critibaught can
provide for itself secondary equivalents of hididigion, but of making
explicit our primordial knowledge of he 'real', afescribing our
perception of the world as that upon which our idéaruth is forever
based. We must not, therefore, wonder whether weyrealiceive a
world, we must instead say: the world is what wecg®e. In more
general terms we must not wonder whether our sédfeat truths are
real truths, or whether, through some perversity rigtiein our minds,
that which is self-evident for us might not besltuy in relation to some
truth in itself. For in so far as we talk about silon, it is because we
have identified illusions, and done so solely ire tlight of some
perception which at the same time gave assurandes ofvn truth. It
follows that doubt, othe fear of being mistaken, testifies as soon as it
arises to our power of unmasking error, and thabitld never finally
tear us way from truth. We are in the realm of trathid it is 'the
experience of truth' which is self-evidénfTo seek the essence of
perception is to declare that perception is, notsyoreed true, but
defined as access to truth. So, if | now wanted, aiogrto idealistic
principles, to base thide factoself-evident truth, this irresistible belief,
on some absolute self-evident truth, that is, oratieolute clarity which
my thoughts have for me; if | tried to find in mifsa creative thought
which bodied forth the framework of the world duihined it through
and through, | should once more prove unfaithfuiyp experience of
the world, and should be looking for what makes th&perience
possible instead of looking for what it is. The fsmlidence of
perception is not adequate thought or apodeictites&lence’> The
world is not what

! Das Erlebnis der Wahrheit (Logische Untersuchungen, Prolegomena zur
reinen Logik)p. 190.

% There is no apodeictic self-evidence, Bremale und transzendentale
Logik (p. 142) says in effect.
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| think, but what I live through. | am open to thendo | have no doubt
that 1 am in communication with it, but | do notgsess it; it is
inexhaustible. 'There is a world', or rather: 'Thisr¢he world'; | can
never completely account for this ever-reiteratededion in my life.
This facticity of the world is what constitutes téeltlichkeit der Wejt
what causes the world to be the world; just adfdb#city of thecogito

is not an imperfection in itself, but rather whaswags me of my
existence. The eidetic method is the method of ang@mhenological
positivism which bases the possible on the real.

We can now consider the notion of intentionalitg bften cited
as the main discovery of phenomenology, whereas uinderstandable
only through the reduction. 'All consciousness isisoiousness of
something’; there is nothing new in that. Kant sishvire theRefutation
of Idealism,that inner perception is impossible without oygerception,
that the world, as a collection of connected phemamis anticipated in
the consciousness of my unity, and is the meanseablielr come into
being as a consciousness. What distinguishes iotelitty from the
Kantian relation to a possible object is that théyuof the world, before
being posited by knowledge in a specific act onhid&ation, is 'lived'
as ready-made or already there. Kant himself showke Critique of
Judgementthat there exists a unity of the imagination arck t
understanding and a unity of subjetisfore the objectand that, in
experiencing the beautiful, for example, | am awafeacharmony
between sensation and concept, between myself dmsptwhich is
itself without any concept. Here the subject isloager the universal
thinker of a system of objects rigorously interteth the positing power
who subjects the manifold to the law of the underding, in so far as
he is to be able to put together a world—he dis@md enjoys his
own nature as spontaneously in harmony with thedithe understand-
ing. But if the subject has a nature, then the hddet of the
imagination must condition the categorial activityis no longer merely
the aesthetic judgement, but knowledge too whicts ngson this art, an
art which forms the basis of the unity of consciess and of con-
sciousnesses.

Husserl takes up again tiaitigue of Judgemenwvhen he talks
about a teleology of consciousness. It is not aenaif duplicating
human consciousness with some absolute thoughthyfrim outside,
is imagined as assigning to it its aims. It is asgjo@ of recognizing
consciousness itself as a project of the world, tnisra world which it
neither embraces nor possesses, but towards whigh perpetually
directed—and the world as this pre-objective individual
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whose imperious unity decrees what knowledge dh&# as its goal.
This is why Husserl distinguishes between interdiiby of act, which is
that of our judgements and of those occasions wheroluntarily take
up a position—the only intentionality discussedhe Critique of Pure
Reasorand operative intentionalitffungierende Intentionalitdt or
that which produces the natural and antepredicativgy of the world
and of our life, being apparent in our desires, exaluations and in the
landscape we see, more clearly than in objectivewledpe, and
furnishing the text which our knowledge tries tanslate into precise
language. Our relationship to the world, as it isiringly enunciated
within us, is not a thing which can be any furthlaried by analysis;
philosophy can only place it once more before orgseand present it
for our ratification.

Through this  broadened notion of intentionality,
phenomenological ‘comprehension’ is distinguisheainf traditional
‘intellection’, which is confined to 'true and immiole natures', and so
phenomenology can become a phenomenology of oritfifether we
are concerned with a thing perceived, a histoewaint or a doctrine, to
‘'understand' is to take in the total intention—aoly what these things
are for representation (the 'properties’ of theghperceived, the mass of
‘historical facts', the 'ideas’ introduced by thetdoe)--but the unique
mode of existing expressed in the properties ofpibigble, the glass or
the piece of wax, in all the events of a revolutiorall the thoughts of a
philosopher. It is a matter, in the case of eacHization, of finding the
Idea in the Hegelian sense, that is, not a law of phgsico-
mathematical type, discoverable by objective thought that formula
which sums up some unique manner of behaviour tsvarthers,
towards Nature, time and death: a certain way aepahg the world
which the historian should be capable of seizingnupnd making his
own. These are th@imensionsof history. In this context there is not a
human word, not a gesture, even one which is theomgoof habit or
absent-mindedness, which has not some meaning. Ronpéx, | may
have been under the impression that | lapsed iilemce through
weariness, or some minister may have thought heuttaced merely an
appropriate platitude, yet my silence or his wordmediately take on a
significance, because my fatigue or his falling bapkn a ready-made
formula are not accidental, for they express a iteldak of interest, and
hence some degree of adoption of a definite positiorelation to the
situation.

When an event is considered at close quarters,eatntment
when it is lived through, everything seems subjeathance: one man's
ambition, some lucky encounter, some local circuntgaor other
appears to have been decisive. But chance happeofiisgs each other,
and facts in their multiplicity coalesce and show up a
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certain way of taking a stand in relation to thenan situation, reveal in
fact aneventwhich has its definite outline and about which vem talk.
Should the starting-point for the understandingyisfory be ideology, or
politics, or religion, or economics? Should we try doderstand a
doctrine from its overt content, or from the psydugatal make-up and
the biography of its author? We must seek an utetsisg from all
these angles simultaneously, everything has meaaimdywe shall find
this same structure of being underlying all relagioips. All these views
are true provided that they are not isolated, thatdelve deeply into
history and reach the unique core of existentishmmgy which emerges
in each perspective. It is true, as Marx says, thetbityi does not walk
on its head, but it is also true that it does hatk with its feet. Or one
should say rather that it is neither its 'head'it®olfeet’ that we have to
worry about, but its body. All economic and psychatagexplanations
of a doctrine are true, since the thinker nevemkthifrom any starting-
point but the one constituted by what he is. Rdflecteven on a
doctrine will be complete only if it succeeds imking up with the
doctrine's history and the extraneous explanatains, and in putting
back the causes and meaning of the doctrine inxesteatial structure.
There is, as Husserl says, a 'genesis of meafBimyigenesis); which
alone, in the last resort, teaches us what the dectmeans.' Like
understanding, criticism must be pursued at alllg&evend naturally, it
will be insufficient, for the refutation of a doctg, to relate it to some
accidental event in the author's life: its sigrfice goes beyond, and
there is no pure accident in existence or in coexce, since both
absorb random events and transmute them into the rational.

Finally, as it is indivisible in the present, histasyequally so in
its sequences. Considered in the light of its furefgal dimensions, all
periods of History appear as manifestations ofnglsiexistence, or as
episodes in a single drama--without our knowing thvee it has an
ending. Because we are in the world, wecanredemned to meaninand
we cannot do or say anything without its acquiring a naniéstory.

Probably the chief gain from phenomenology is tgehanited
extreme subjectivism and extreme objectivism imiason of the world
or of rationality. Rationality is precisely meastitgy the experiences in
which it is disclosed. To say that there existsorslity is to say that
perspectives blend, perceptions confirm each othereaning emerges.
But it should not be set in a realm apart, transposed

! The usual term in the unpublished writings. The idea is alreabg found
in theFormale und transzendentale Logjp. 184 and ff.
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into absolute Spirit, or into a world in the realisense. The
phenomenological world is not pure being, but thassewhich is
revealed where the paths of my various experieimtessect, and also
where my own and other people's intersect and engagh other like
gears. It is thus inseparable from subjectivity antérsubjectivity,
which find their unity when | either take up my pagperiences in those
of the present, or other people's in my own. For fir& time the
philosopher's thinking is sufficiently conscioust o anticipate itself
and endow its own results with reified form in tlweorld. The
philosopher tries to conceive the world, others amdself and their
interrelations. But the meditating Ego, the ‘impértispectator
(uninteressierter Zuschader' do not rediscover an already given
rationality, they 'establish themselves'and establish it, by an act of
initiative which has no guarantee in being, its ificsttion resting
entirely on the effective power which it confers wsof taking our own
history upon ourselves.

The phenomenological world is not the bringing kpliit ex-
pression of a pre-existing being, but the laying dowf being.
Philosophy is not the reflection of a pre-existingth, but, like art, the
act of bringing truth into being. One may well asknhthis creation is
possibleand if it does not recapture in things a pre-exjsReason. The
answer is that the only pre-existent Logos is thedvitself, and that the
philosophy which brings it into visible existenceed not begin by
beingpossible;it is actual or real like the world of which itaspart, and
no explanatory hypothesis is clearer than the dwraby we take up
this unfinished world in an effort to complete amdnceive it.
Rationality is not goroblem. There is behind it no unknown quantity
which has to be determined by deduction, or, beggnith it,
demonstrated inductively. We witness every mindie tniracle of
related experiences, and yet nobody knows better tie do how this
miracle is worked, for we are ourselves this netwofkelationships.
The world and reason are not problematical. We nagy i§ we wish,
that they are mysterious, but their mystery defihesn: there can be no
guestion of dispelling it by 'solution’, it is onetthither side of all
solutions. True philosophy consists in re-learniodobk at the world,
and in this sense a historical account can giveningato the world
quite as 'deeply’ as a philosophical treatise. Ake tour fate in our
hands, we become responsible for our history throwglection, but
equally by a decision on which we stake our lifeJ anboth cases what
is involved is a violent act which is validated by beingqraned.

Phenomenology, as a disclosure of the world, rests on itself, o

;Gth Méditation cartésienn@inpublished).
Ibid.
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rather provides its own foundationAll knowledge is sustained by a
‘ground’ of postulates and finally by our commutiarawith the world
as primary embodiment of rationality. Philosophy radical reflection,
dispenses in principle with this resource. As, howevietoo is in
history, it too exploits the world and constitutedason. It must
therefore put to itself the question which it pats all branches of
knowledge, and so duplicate itself infinitely, beirag Husserl says, a
dialogue of infinite meditation, and, in so far aseitnains faithful to its
intention, never knowing where it is going. The uisiived nature of
phenomenology and the inchoative atmosphere whashshirrounded it
are not to be taken as a sign of failure, they weesitable because
phenomenology's task was to reveal the mysteryeofvbrld and of
reason.? If phenomenology was a movement before becoming
doctrine or a philosophical system, this was attable neither to
accident, nor to fraudulent intent. It is as paikisig as the works of
Balzac, Proust, Valéry or Cézanne--by reason of #rmaeskind of
attentiveness and wonder, the same demand for a@ssethe same will
to seize the meaning of the world or of historytlzst meaning comes
into being. In this way it merges into the generfibré of modern
thought.

!'Riickbeziehung der Phanomenologie auf sich selbst,' say the shedbli
writings.

ZWe are indebted for this last expression to G. Gusdorf, wénp well
have used it in another sense.
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