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Preface

One of the main virtues of phenomenology—though many there may be—is that phenomenology is an opening to “the matters themselves.” This requires of those practicing phenomenology a flexibility of mind, and a genuine open disposition to follow the course of the phenomena as they give themselves, no matter how they give themselves. Certainly, this does not mean that one just talks about the things willy-nilly, as if this openness were arbitrary speculation about whatever comes to mind; there is a rigor to phenomenological methodology. In my view, this means that phenomenology should be mindful of two things.

First, it is incumbent upon those practicing phenomenology to be attentive to what give themselves in the way that they give themselves, even if these “matters” do not conform to our usual habits of thought and preconceptions about what can appear. No matter how paradoxical this may sound, it requires being open to being struck by the matters, even if one cannot anticipate being struck by what might appear. It requires being open to the possibility that there might be modes of givenness, kinds of evidence, and modalities of experience that do not follow the strict pattern of the way in which objects of perception and objects of thought give themselves to an individual perceiver or to an autonomous thinker. The latter is a particularly “Modern” presupposition—a presupposition that is not all the more valid because it is all the more recent. For example, the other person, the Holy, and the earth give themselves with their own styles of evidence, as their own kind of “ground,” with their own problems of “deception,” their own modalities accompanied by their questions of modalizations, temporality, relations to otherness, and so on. Where the emotions are concerned, the “order of the heart has its own reasons” as Pascal, and Scheler after him, suggests. If we restrict in advance what is going to count as experienceable, we may just be cutting short fundamental aspects of who we are as persons and as living creatures.

Second, while phenomenology demands a freedom and non-dogmatism in exegesis, creativity, openness, and inventiveness cannot thereby be recourse to arbitrariness. By virtue of its openness to all phenomena, phenomenology is inherently inter- or cross-disciplinary, without it being a philosophy that is then applied to things or concerns “outside of philosophy” in order then to be “relevant.” But this also means that those doing phenomenology have to consider how to approach and to describe these matters philosophically, no matter how open we are to them.

There are at least two movements peculiar to a philosophical style that wants to call itself phenomenological: a description of the how and the what of experience, or again, the modes of givenness and their a priori structures. If phenomenology were only a matter of describing what is given to me now, it would not be distinguishable from a sophisticated kind of autobiography or historiography. A purely historical or narrative approach does not suffice. However, if phenomenology were only a description of essential structures, it would hardly be distinguishable from a purely formalist study, a structuralism, a regional ontology, or a mere ontology of the lifeworld.

With these two movements in play, namely, an attentiveness to the how and the what, or again, the inquiry into modes of givenness and essential or a priori structures, phenomenology can recognize itself precisely as “transcendental phenomenology.”1 For many, transcendental phenomenology means positing or insisting upon “transcendental subjectivity” without however understanding that transcendentally, subjectivity for Husserl is essentially the human being viewed according to its powers and limits of meaning-giving. But in my view this can still be an arbitrary limitation on what transcendental phenomenology can mean. For at a minimum, transcendental phenomenology concerns the dimensions of meaning or sense-constitution and being constituted, and the open range of possibility expressed as a priori structures. If Husserl is a philosopher of “essences,” it is only because essences for him do not confine things to the necessary, but open to a range of the possible.

Phenomenology does not posit a world beyond the one lived; nor does it project a double, unknowable subjective sphere. Rather, examining the powers and limits of sense-constitution, it strives no longer to take for granted how meaning and sense emerges on all levels of experience from “first-person” and even “second-person” perspectives. As transcendental, phenomenology attempts to give an account of transcendence in terms of modes of givenness and a priori structures of experience. It only stops at “consciousness,” the “subject” or the “lived-body,” and so forth depending upon the methodological scope of the investigation. These need not be necessary stopping points. In this way, transcendental phenomenology can be fully concordant with what others have understood as a hermeneutic phenomenology or an existential phenomenology.

If this is the case, then, why should an appeal be made to the phenomenology of Edmund Husserl? It is not sufficient that he was the so-called father of phenomenology, since others, too, have taken up this project. Have others not done it better, more clearly, or more systematically: thinkers like Max Scheler, Maurice Merleau-Ponty, Martin Heidegger, Jean-Paul Sartre, or in a different register, Paul Ricoeur or Emmanuel Levinas—just to name a handful?

One can, of course, treat Husserl in a very rigid manner. This might happen by approaching his works merely in the manner of the philologist, or by restricting Husserl research to the piety of thought. Some thinkers might tend to curb his thoughts to a fixed past, confining exegesis to a conformity of unswerving ideas, relegating novelty to feebleness of mind, and acting—with all good intentions—as closed-minded judges or historians of scripture. No wonder Paul Ricoeur referred to himself and to others like him (with just a touch of delight and irony, I suppose) as “Husserl Heretics”! But we need not go this far, despite its rhetorical merit.

That phenomenology is a style of philosophy, and not a fixed school of thought, hardly means for us that anything goes in Husserl scholarship. But it does suggest that any philosophical approach would be at an end when it can no longer reveal or elucidate the meaning of our experience. This would be the case not only when it limits in advance its problem areas, but more decisively, when it has the pretension of having exhausted all the structures of meaning. We can, however, see the unfolding of phenomenology within Husserl’s own works, and often with a richness and intensity that throw us back ourselves in a critical and self-critical posture. This is due to the movement of the phenomena themselves, but also to Husserl’s perspicacious observations and honest descriptions that he, Husserl, gave while tracking the phenomena.

I suspect that most of us who first confronted a Husserlian text initially found it dry, terse, and maybe a bit cumbersome, abstract, or even inaccessible despite the promise it held (in comparison, for instance, to the beautiful, fleshy, and enchanting style of someone like Merleau-Ponty). But we notice that once we scratch the surface, worlds of meaning open up and suggest pathways hardly otherwise conceivable. This is indeed another reason why Husserl’s works in particular demand not only rigorous scholarship, but also polemic: in order to resuscitate the spirit of extant meanings found in the texts, and also to provoke different or new aspects of them. To try simply to resolve the contradictions would be to place Husserl on the end-cap of a bookshelf in a bookstore. Inconsistencies, ambiguities, and conflicts unearthed in the trajectories of Husserl’s thinking inspire controversy, discussion, and even impassioned argument; this seems to me to be essential to reading Husserl, too, and allows the aporia found in his works to elicit new meanings beyond the ones we may have only suspected. If this is a style of reading that can be found across thinkers and across disciplines, it is nonetheless one that is particularly called forth and generated by confronting Husserlian pages.

* * *

In Home and Beyond: Generative Phenomenology after Husserl, I introduced what I called “generative phenomenology” as “after” Husserl to mean both according to Husserl in the prepositional sense, and temporally following him, as a conjunction. It was there that I proposed an elaboration of phenomenology as generative phenomenology. This was based on certain phenomena I understood as “limit-phenomena,” phenomena that could be considered to be on the limit of experience, depending upon how they were given and how we as students of experience approached them. This was understood for me as an opening of phenomenology, a beginning of a project, not as a closure or an end. But what is “generative phenomenology,” and what is its relation to other “methods” in phenomenology?

Static phenomenology as such became formulated when Husserl realized he was doing more than a static phenomenology, namely, a genetic phenomenology, and formulated the two—static and genetic—as such. Husserl described phenomena with a certain approach that was attentive to how something is given and to its essential structures. Thus, while Husserl described the how and what of givenness (sense/meaning and essential structures), this was circumscribed by a specific approach that dealt with a snapshot of experience. Starting in such a manner was necessary for him because he recognized the complexity of our experience; it is too problematic to take everything into consideration all at once. He was, of course, aware of this complexity, of the problem of history, of others, and so on, but he wanted to begin with “basic,” “lower” levels of experience; once these are clear to us, we can graduate to “higher,” more “complex” levels of experience. For example, already in a simple slice of experience we have the problems of categorial and simple givenness; we have the matters of foreground and background, of perspective and self-identity of the “object,” of the object given now as asserted, as doubted, as possible, as negated, as disappointed—and all of this in relation to consciousness, of course. This entire complex situation needs to be clarified systematically.

At a certain point, Husserl found himself describing matters that went beyond his initial strictures of method, matters that include the passive constitution of sense like apperception, the affective force of the objectlike structure, the concordance of an object unfolding over time, disruptions of sense, optimal modes of givenness, types, familiarity, and so on. The role of the lived-body came into play, sedimentation of sense, habit, kinestheses, anomalies in perception on the side of the lived-body, the asymmetrical role of retentions and protentions in the constitution of a present experience, self-temporalization, monadic facticity, and so on. These descriptions and occupations began generally around 1916.

As Husserl began to describe these kinds of phenomena, he noticed that they went beyond the presupposed parameters of his earlier method. Now he had to formulate a difference in method and phenomena—a difference between what was explicitly taking place, and what was implicitly taking place in order for those phenomena (those new phenomena) to come to the fore. At this point (around 1921), he drew the distinction between a static method and phenomena, and a method that must have been in place—genetic phenomenology—and genetic phenomena that are disclosed within this approach.

When he formulated this distinction explicitly, an interesting reevaluation took place: What was described earlier as “lower” and more “basic” and “simple” (“consciousness as absolute,” the “now,” the noema, etc.) are viewed in light of the “higher,” “complex” phenomena (“self-temporalization” as the real absolute, the living-present, the optimal). Now, the “higher” and “complex” phenomena are called “concrete,” and the earlier ones that were designated as “lower” and so on are now called “abstract” because they are more formal when they are revealed in a genetic analysis.2

The situation with what I named a “generative phenomenology” is more complex, in part because Husserl never formulated it as such. I discovered that Husserl began describing phenomena that went beyond genetic phenomena, and what a genetic phenomenology could handle. These phenomena include “homeworld,” “alienworld,” “birth and death” as constitutive features, “historicity,” narrative constitution, the role of animals as “co-companions,” and so forth. In fact, he alluded to some of these features as “generative phenomena.” Thus, I began detecting a similar movement here to what I found happening implicitly in the formulation of a static and genetic method. He was beginning to describe phenomena that surpassed the limits of the genetic method, though he had not developed explicitly a new methodology that permitted such a description.

My task, in part, was to formulate a “generative phenomenology.” Though Husserl never used an expression like this, this movement in Husserl suggested and called for the positive formulation of a generative phenomenology. So in some sense, generative phenomenology was already present in Husserl—it had to be in order to describe what he was describing; in another sense, “generative phenomenology” as such emerged after Husserl: hence the subtitle of Home and Beyond: “Generative Phenomenology after Husserl.” Working “after” Husserl in this way also makes us who “stand within generativity,” generative phenomenologists, because we also generate the meaning of phenomenology and the meaning of generativity.

There are at least two senses of generativity and generative phenomenology implied here. There is one sense in which these concepts supplement the matters and methods of static and genetic phenomenology. In this regard, generative phenomenology covers those areas that fall outside of the formers’ scope, and it deals specifically with “generative phenomena.” On the other hand, Generativity is the very generative movement itself, the “new” absolute in Husserl. Properly speaking, then, generative phenomenology moves within the generative movement as it attempts to grasp the generative movement/Generativity. In this way, generative phenomenology describes Generativity from within Generativity, that is, within the generative movement itself.

As suggested, Husserl finds himself describing “phenomena” for which there was not a clear methodological resonance. Not just the more familiar Husserlian problem of the “Other” or “alien” or historicity is implied here, but, for example, the experience of loving, of individual and collective “calls” and vocations, new modalities of experience lived as absolute oughts and their modalizations, faith, and the experience or absence of God. To our surprise, we find Husserl grappling with some of these in his investigations—surprise, because they seem to appear initially on the limit of his phenomenology.

In all instances, however, what Ed Casey observes about phenomenology holds true here: “What is at first tempting to consider extrinsic or secondary ends by being intrinsic and primary to the experiences in which they figure.”3 This means that what seemed to be outside of phenomenology upon further investigation becomes exemplary of the phenomenological effort itself. Nomenclatures like “Peri-Phenomenology” (Casey’s recent expression), or “Generative Phenomenology,” “Vertical Phenomenology,” “Hermeneutic Phenomenology,” “Existential Phenomenology,” “Critical Phenomenology,” and the like do admittedly show the precise orientation to which phenomenology is attuned at that moment. But although they may have emerged “later” or “after” Husserl, are they not also suggestive of what “phenomenology” can do and can be all along?

* * *

The timely discussions into limit-problems, namely, the questions concerning what can appear in phenomenological reflection, as well as what phenomenology as philosophical reflection can handle, call for a concerted treatment of the problem of limit-phenomena. Representing a continued struggle with the insights and problems mentioned earlier, the first section here is assembled under the heading of “Limit-Phenomena.” The first chapter sketches out the problem of limit-phenomena, and addresses generally that rich estuary of liminal experience that commanded Husserl’s attention in his research manuscripts. Chapter 2 follows with a particular example of limit-phenomena, namely, birth and death, showing how the constitutive problems shift from immortality to the problem of natality when moving from a genetic to a generative perspective.

Part 2 offers a correlative reflection on the issue of method. This is significant since the phenomenological methods, which “let appear” the phenomena to philosophical reflection, can present or reveal the phenomena in some cases as limit-phenomena, in some cases as liminal experiences, and in other cases, as given more directly in a peculiar evidence of experiencing. Since the issue of a generative phenomenology is already explicated in Home and Beyond,4 I present in chapter 3 the anticipation of generative phenomena and the problems of a generative phenomenology in what most likely would have occupied parts 4 and 5 of Husserl’s famous Crisis text. My extrapolation of the Crisis thinking is based on the manuscripts edited by Hans Reiner Sepp (1993), but left out of Walter Biemel’s edition of the (first) Krisis edition. Chapter 4 takes up the issue of “Generative Phenomenology” in Husserl through a comparison of the latter with a “Phenomenology of Spirit” in Hegel. That is, if we already have a “phenomenology” that deals with history, intersubjectivity, movement (i.e., a Phenomenology of Spirit), does a Generative Phenomenology (Husserl) add anything essentially new to the phenomenological enterprise? I show in what ways a Generative Phenomenology can treat not just the structure of generativity, but the generativity of structure.

The final section, part 3, is concerned with a specific set of what have been called recently “limit-problems” within phenomenology. They concern the problem of individuation and on a more personal and interpersonal level, the modality of the absolute ought and the experience of vocation. I approach the problem of individuation in chapter 5 through the individuation and particularization of the object, and then through the facticity of the individual subject. This leads to the question of accessibility that we might have to other lifeworlds, and the possibility of essential limits for different homeworlds and alienworlds. The final chapter, chapter 6, concerns the distinctive issue of the absolute ought and vocation that Husserl has suggested in the latest published collection of his writings, entitled appropriately, Limit-Problems of Phenomenology, edited by Rochus Sowa and Thomas Vongehr (2014).5 It is in these writings that Husserl suggests the relation between vocational experience as the nexus of phenomena: the call, callings, loving, and the notion of person. This chapter considers the unique modality of the “absolute ought,” and extrapolates from here the possible modalizations peculiar to this distinctive kind of givenness.

Notes

1.See my “Introduction,” Anthony J. Steinbock, Home and Beyond: Generative Phenomenology after Husserl (Evanston, IL: Northwestern University Press, 1995).

2.For the writings on static and genetic method, see Edmund Husserl, Analyses Concerning Passive and Active Synthesis: Lectures on Transcendental Logic, trans., Anthony J. Steinbock (Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers, 2001), especially, part 4.

3.Edward S. Casey, The World on Edge (Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press, 2017).

4.Donn Welton “Generativity and the Scope of Generative Phenomenology,” in Welton, The New Husserl, 289–325.

5.Edmund Husserl, Grenzprobleme der Phänomenologie. Analysen des Unbewusstseins und der Instinkte. Metaphysik. Späte Ethik. Texte aus dem Nachlass (1908–1937), Husserliana XLII, eds., Rochus Sowa and Thomas Vongehr (Dordrecht: Springer, 2014).


Part 1

Limit-Phenomena

The borders, edges, or limits are often recognized as the most fecund of areas, whether they concern the world of life or the world of thought, because it is here that one finds a complexity, richness, and diversity not realized elsewhere, and it is also here that one finds the most challenges to the world of life and to the world of thought. So, it is perhaps no coincidence that a work-group like “Alter” in France, and many other contemporary phenomenologists besides, had taken as their leading clues for thinking what can be called “limit-phenomena.”

By limit-phenomena, I understand those matters (Sachen) that are on the edge of accessibility in a phenomenological approach to experience, and not simply those matters that have historically been at the border of phenomenological discourse. For the purposes of this work, I initially characterize limit-phenomena as those “phenomena” that are in some respect given as not being able to be given. According to this general understanding of limit-phenomena, limit-phenomena can include the unconscious, sleep, birth and death, temporality, the other person, other worlds, animal and plant life, the Earth, God. But doesn’t claiming that these “phenomena” are limit-phenomena, already claim too much, too soon? For to assert them as limit-“phenomena” presupposes that they do in fact “appear” in some way to the phenomenologist; further, to grant them the status of “limit”-phenomena presupposes not only the being, but the very constitution of those limits.

In chapter 1, I introduce the problem of limit-phenomena that arises in phenomenology and that poses distinctive considerations for phenomenology. Chapter 2 takes a specific example of limit-phenomena, namely, birth and death, and evaluates the presentations and shifts that occur when moving from a genetic phenomenology to a generative phenomenology.


Chapter 1

Limit-Phenomena and the Liminality of Experience

In this chapter, I discuss the phenomenological status of limit-phenomena. This discussion can be framed by the following questions. Are limit- phenomena necessary to the practice of phenomenology? Can phenomenology do without limit-phenomena, that is, are they incidental to the practice of phenomenology? Responding to these questions requires that we answer another set of questions: Must all limit-phenomena, once constituted as such, retain their status as limit-phenomena? Are there some phenomena that are essentially limit-phenomena? Or are limit-phenomena arbitrary determinations, and if not arbitrary, at least relative?

When responding to these questions it is important to remember that one cannot ask what limit-phenomena are, or even which phenomena are limit-phenomena without asking how they are given to those experiencing and reflecting on that experience. For this reason I would like to make something explicit that is perhaps obvious to most, but is nonetheless so basic to phenomenology that it often goes unsaid, even in discussions of limit-phenomena: There is a fundamental correlation between phenomenological methods and matters disclosed or revealed in those methods, matters that in their own right demand a certain method. For the very ways in which the phenomena give themselves are solicited by our paths to them, and our dispositions toward them—dispositions that get articulated in the guise of methods—are evoked by the very givenness of the things themselves, giving specific contours to our ability to approach them.

Having said this it is also important to note that it is not possible to speak of the relation between limit-phenomena and phenomenology as if phenomenology could be taken in an entirely general or amorphous manner. This is especially important where limit-phenomena are concerned. Limit-phenomena are constituted in experience and are given as such in and through the way in which we summon that experience to reflection. Of course, phenomenology does have some very basic features, for example, experience as its touchstone, the description of manners of givenness, the discernment of eidetic structures of existence. But for all that, it is not a philosophical style that has a single methodological procedure. The fact that one can dispose oneself to the things themselves through static, genetic, and generative methodologies, which themselves yield quite different results, is testimony to this.1 Setting aside the questions concerning the extent to which these three approaches are compatible or incompatible with a Cartesian progressive style of the reduction or a critical regressive one, whether something is or can be constituted as a limit-phenomenon will also depend upon its articulation in presentational, or epiphanic, revelatory, or other modes of vertical givenness.2

Having suggested a basic framework for a discussion of limit-phenomena, let me advance some preliminary responses to the questions posed earlier regarding limit-phenomena:


	Limit-phenomena are not arbitrary, which is to say, not just anything can become a limit-phenomenon. The designation of limit-phenomena becomes arbitrary only if we would stop short of generativity.

	While limit-phenomena are not arbitrary, they are nevertheless relative determinations, relative to a particular methodological approach. Thus, there will be methodological reasons and justifications for certain phenomena becoming limit-phenomena, and others not being able to have this status at all.

	Limit-phenomena (in general) are not incidental to the enterprise of phenomenology, but are necessary. This is most clear when we begin, methodologically, from a static or even genetic perspective. But even if we were to begin the practice of phenomenology from generative phenomenology, limit-phenomena would still have a relative necessity.

	Even if limit-phenomena in general are necessary to phenomenology, it remains another question whether all specific limit-phenomena that are constituted as such must remain limit-phenomena. To this I respond in the negative: Limit-phenomena must not remain limit-phenomena. In some cases, phenomena will become limit-phenomena, and in other cases their status as limit-phenomena will have to be abandoned.

	Finally, even if not all limit-phenomena must remain limit-phenomena, the question arises whether or not some of them are essentially limit-phenomena. Here I contend that there can be essential liminalities to experience, and one of them concerns the structure home/alien. Let me qualify this. If presentation is our model of givenness, then there are limit-phenomena that remain essentially on the limit of givenness. But if phenomenology is open to vertical modes of givenness such as inter-Personal epiphanic givenness or interpersonal revelatory givenness, which in principle it has to be, then the status of some liminalities are called into question. In this case the very tenor of phenomenology shifts, and its epistemological dimension of experience is modified through, for example, religious and moral dimensions of experience. As I point out later in this work, de-limitation is another kind of liminality that is characteristic of vertical modes of givenness.



In order to justify these assertions about limit-phenomena, I give some examples of phenomena that are constituted as limit-phenomena, and discuss the shift of limits that take place in moving to a generative phenomenology, and within the later, in moving from presentational to vertical givenness. The “phenomena” I treat here are (1) birth and death, (2) animality, and (3) the structure homeworld/alienworld through which generativity is articulated. In a final section, I introduce the notion of verticality into the question of limit-phenomena.

Section 1. The Constitution of Limit-Phenomena

Limit-phenomena pose challenges to phenomenology and to phenomenologists for the following reasons: If the things that we normally take for granted in our everyday lives are only given at the limits of our experience, it is not at all clear how they could be given and described phenomenologically rather than asserted metaphysically or argued for analytically. Reflecting on limit-phenomena requires that we describe the particular modes of givenness of the phenomena along with the phenomenological methods in which those phenomena become an issue.3

Birth and Death

Let me take as a first example the matters of birth and death. I treat this in more detail in chapter 2 with respect to the possibility of a phenomenological immortality in a genetic method, and the prospect of phenomenological emphasis on natality from a generative perspective. But here, this discussion will suffice to help outline the issue of limit-phenomena.

To be sure, birth and death are everyday occurrences. We see them in hospitals, in homes, on the streets, read of them in the papers, see them on the news, watch them either from a distance or empathically in movies. More intimately, perhaps, we experience joy at the birth of a child, celebrate another’s or even our own birthday; we are grieved over the death of a loved one or a friend, and we come together for memorial services. Birth and death are even encountered from a remote objective stance: Hospital staff record the time of birth, and physicians document the time of death; in some circumstances interns “assist” at a birth, a doctor performs a Cesarean; in other cases emergency medical personal attempt to resuscitate a person who has just “died.”

But if these everyday encounters with birth and death are to be anything more than occurrences we take for granted in either natural or naturalistic attitudes, or again, simply celebrated or mourned, and are instead to be clarified in terms of their very meaning that they have for us in that celebrating or that mourning, they have to be elucidated according to the way in which they are given to us. It is here that phenomenology becomes significant precisely because it is a style of openness to these experiences that is concerned with the modes of givenness of what we take for granted in our lives.

How are we to approach phenomena like birth and death phenomenologically? One could try to approach birth and death from a static phenomenological perspective. A static phenomenology will look at how sense is constituted within a cross section of experience. It will be concerned with modes of intention, modes of fulfillment, or modalizations like disappointment or doubt, and so on, as they are given to me with immediate and direct accessibility. Static phenomenology can describe the givenness of sensations, of pleasure and pain, the peculiar sensatings of the lived-body, and so forth. Overall, these would be constitutive issues since they involve the manners in which sense or meaning is given. In addition to this constitutive dimension, static phenomenology has an ontological dimension: It will describe essential or eidetic structures of those experiences and meanings that are given in fact. In this regard, we can pursue classificatory disciplines, or what Husserl would call ontological sciences like biology, anthropology, psychology, because we are “only” describing the being of beings that are taken for granted in the first place.

Where birth and death are concerned, however, it is not even possible to broach these issues from a static phenomenological perspective because it does not and cannot take any account of temporal genesis. Birth and death remain here literally “sub-liminal.” Static phenomenology (and I think, quite deliberately) can only take as its theme something like the modalities of “present” of consciousness. In this case, what comes into focus is the impressional present, constituted liminally by the past and future, where the past and future are constituted as limit-phenomena. In a static phenomenology, past and future are on the limits of givenness, given as not being able to be given, and as such co-constituting the present as being able to be given, accessible. Certainly, one can speak of retention and protention within a static phenomenology, but their givenness already presupposes a genetic insight into the genesis of the living present, though without the living present as such becoming an explicit theme.

While it is no coincidence that in his early static phenomenology expressed in Ideas I, Husserl identified “the being of consciousness” as the absolute (see H 3: §§ 54, 76), and matters change significantly when phenomenology engages a genetic perspective. Genetic phenomenology will examine not consciousness, but the process of becoming as it concerns monadic self-temporalization, the continual process of becoming in time, a “unity of life” that has a habitual, or again, the sedimented heritage of the past and projection into the future. From this perspective, consciousness or the phases of consciousness are identified by Husserl now as “abstract” such that not consciousness, but instead monadic facticity becomes the true absolute (H 3: § 81).

It is precisely at this juncture, within a genetic phenomenology, that birth and death become issues for phenomenology, precisely as “limit-phenomena.” These limit-phenomena are not arbitrary in the sense that they could arise just anywhere in phenomenology (e.g., they could not become issues for a static phenomenology of consciousness). Rather, they are relative to a genetic phenomenology, and are necessarily called forth by this particular methodology. The parameters of genetic phenomenology, be they concerned with passive or active genesis, are the individual life. This is the scope of “first genesis,” of which Husserl speaks in a later manuscript (H 15: 619): Everything prior to human childhood (and up to the point of death) remains unquestioned. And it must necessarily remain a kind of presupposition for phenomenology, on the limits of phenomenology. Why?

According to Husserl’s work on a transcendental aesthetic as the preparation for a transcendental logic, monadic facticity is described as constitutive of space and time. As self-temporalizing, the individual cannot be exhaustively present “in time” at its own birth or present at its own death. (Again, I treat this in more detail in chapter 2, later.) While it constitutes a past and a future and lives through them with an abiding density, transcendental subjectivity—the human being clarified according to its sense and meaning constitutive possibilities (and the limits to those possibilities)—cannot constitute its own birth and death. For this reason, Husserl suggests in a provocative note to his lectures concerning passive synthesis that transcendental life cannot die and cannot be born. But again, this can be asserted only from a phenomenological or constitutive perspective that is concerned with genesis. The individual being is constituted as a genetically dense life, and whose birth and death are only able to be constituted at the limits of that life, given as not being able to be given to that very constituting subject.

Certainly, this is not to say that one could not find, phenomenologically, constitutive dimensions of birth and death within that life that share the same sense: beginning and ending a project, conversions and rebirths, renewal, being “born again,” “dying to the old self,” and so on. But although they would have transcendental sense, they would not have the strict sense of birth and death of the individual given to the phenomenologist as a transcendental event. For this to occur, birth and death could not remain on the limits of phenomenal givenness, but would themselves have to become phenomenal without taking birth and death as mere starting points or end points, and without taking their meanings as exhausted by the historian or the journalist.

The transcendental event of birth and death is precisely what appears within a generative phenomenology. Generative phenomenology is concerned with the geo-historical, social, normatively significant becoming or generation of meaning. When Husserl turns to generative themes, and to generativity itself, he no longer speaks of static phenomena being the independent basis for “higher level” analyses or even of self-temporalization as being the foundation for historicity. These designations of lower and higher are actually pedagogical statements suggesting a procedure of analysis. Instead, once generativity is “reached” explicitly, Husserl modifies his vocabulary and regards the former steps not as independent or founding, but now as abstractions from what is most concrete.4 Now with generativity being the most concrete experiential dimension, genesis is viewed as an abstraction from generativity, and stasis is interpreted as a further abstraction from self-temporalization. This movement is important for interpreting how limit-phenomena can be constituted in one respect as such, but in another as merely relative, as necessarily relative, but still as abstract and thus not essentially as limit-phenomena. Let me offer some concrete examples.

One of the principal generative themes of a generative phenomenology is the relation of homeworld(s) to alienworld(s). While I will take up the relation between home and alien later, it is important to note here that generative phenomenology takes as its ontological leading clue, not simply psychology, but also anthropology, and constitutively or phenomenologically examines not only sense-givenness in relation to the lived-body or even the concrete monad, but the generation of sense primarily through the constitutive modes of appropriation and disappropriation.

It is within this generative dimension that Husserl reexamines the transcendental features of birth and death for phenomenology. The birth and death of an individual (or even of a culture or a community!) do not have to remain presupposed occurrences in the natural attitude or punctuations in objective time. Rather birth and death can be grasped as transcendental (and not merely mundane) events that are involved in the constitution of sense when that sense is constituted as stemming from an intergenerational homeworld or alienworld (and not from an individual consciousness or self-temporalizing subjectivity, merely). Now Husserl can write, as he does in a manuscript from 1930, that birth and death are essential occurrences for the constitution of the world.5

If phenomenological givenness is restricted to the confines of my self-temporalization, the process of being born into a homeworld is admittedly beyond my immediate experience, since in this case my birth and death would be constitutively at the limits of that individual experience. But at least my own birth can be experienced by me another way, generatively, through what Husserl calls my “homecompanions” or “homecomrades” (Heimgenossen), for example, my mother, father, guardian, siblings, neighbors. Moreover, since the “home” is really what is at issue here as a socio-historical constellation, generatively speaking, one’s own death can be experienced generatively, and become a transcendental feature, because it is integrated into the very generation of meaning of our world. From a generative phenomenological perspective, it no longer “makes sense” to restrict the responsibility of sense-constitution merely to the individual (actively or passively). For example, when I have a child, “I” or even “We” do not merely constitute this child as son or daughter; this child generatively constitutes me as “father”—a dimension of constitution to which a genetic phenomenology is essentially blind. The latter cannot account for phenomenological ancestors or successors.

Similarly, in a generative phenomenology, one is not only concerned with a self-affective constitution and association as a temporal opening to the individual and to the world by the body (yielding a phenomenology of association, of the unconscious, of instinct and drive); rather, one is historically constituted as the first-person plural “our,” as a homecomrade constitutive of and constituted through others in homeworlds as these homeworlds are cofounded with alienworlds. The processes of being born and dying as they are involved in the generative transmission of sense are integrated into the appropriation and disappropriation of normative structures that are anticipated by ancestors and surpassed by successors through traditions, stories, rituals, rebellions, generation gaps, renewals, rites of passage, and so forth. This is another way in which one can speak of the generative birth and death of individuals in a home. In short, it has to do with the very process of becoming “home” as a homecomrade and of the becoming of a home. Further, because the processes of appropriation and disappropriation of sense need not be judicative, they can still be regarded as a type of original passivity.6

It is not possible to go into detail here regarding the constitutive roles that normality and abnormality can and do play in phenomenology.7 Suffice it to say that the generative senses of birth and death both would be the process of becoming constitutively normal in the appropriation of the homeworld, which is actually a lifelong process and not anything one putatively reaches in adulthood, and would be the process of becoming constitutively abnormal in either surpassing the established norms and traditions of the home (a process Husserl refers to as “optimalization”) or in rupturing or rejecting norms and traditions. Accordingly, one can also speak of the generative birth and death of homeworlds themselves. One could account generatively for the birth of “Europe” as a spiritual formation, as Husserl does, for the constitution of a “promised land,” for the “Renaissance” as a cultural rebirth after a period of dormancy, or for even a death of culture, when, for example, the values that once animated the home no longer function guidingly or are no longer relevant. Thus, this death of a homeworld does not require that there are no longer biological descendants. What is lost here is the concrete generative density. To cite Italo Calvino: “At times even the names of the inhabitants remain the same, and their voices accent, and also the features of the faces; but the gods who live beneath the names and above places have gone off without a word and outsiders have settled in their place.”8 This is the case with so-called lost civilizations.

My point in giving these examples is to show how birth and death (1) do not even surface as phenomena, let alone limit-phenomena within a static phenomenology, (2) are constituted as limit-phenomena within a genetic phenomenology in and through which “life” is constituted liminally with birth and death as limit-phenomena, and (3) undergo certain constitutive mutations within a generative phenomenology. These mutations can be stated as follows. In the first place, the birth and death of the individual are no longer limit-phenomena, since the limits themselves become phenomenal within generativity. This does not mean that birth and death lose their meaning, but can be constituted as abstract limits—which is to say—they are operative markers or distinctions within generativity. Second, generatively speaking, birth and death apply to the generation of homeworlds and alienworlds, and not just to individuals, and here birth and death also have constitutive significance.

Regarding the status of birth and death as limit-phenomena we can say that they are not limit-phenomena within a static method, and they are constituted as limit-phenomena within a genetic phenomenology. They are indeed relative to a genetic phenomenology, and necessarily limit-phenomena here, hence not arbitrary demarcations. But because they are integrated into a constitutive account in which these very (former) limits appear as such, birth and death need not remain and cannot remain limit-phenomena; in short, they are not essentially limit-phenomena.

Animality

So far I have been implicitly considering phenomena as they bear specifically on human life. But it is also possible to undertake a similar line of inquiry as it relates to limit-phenomena and animality. Are animals, in their own way—and more specifically, for Husserlian phenomenology—constituted as limit-phenomena for phenomenology? Within both static and genetic methodologies, animality “appears” as a limit-phenomenon. In a static phenomenology, animals are on the limit of phenomenology insofar they are on the limits of what can be appresented in Einfühlung (so-called empathy) in analogizing apperception. But I also suggest that this problem is more peculiar to the phenomenological theory of Einfühlung than it is to the phenomenon of animality itself, provided that animality can appear for phenomenology constitutively.

For example, assuming that Einfühlung functions by means of a positional presentification and a quasi-positional imagination, through which a passive analogizing transference of sense takes place and which constitutes the sense, “lived-body” and “psychic life” of the other—all on the basis of the originary givenness of another physical-body—one would be hard-pressed to see how Einfühlung could function across gender lines, between radically different cultures, between adults and children, among children at different stages, let alone between human beings and animals. It is perhaps for this reason that in the 1930s Husserl wrote that there must be essentially different concepts of Einfühlung for relations between adults and children, for children and animals, for adults and animals, even for humans and plants. Indeed, one might ask if Einfühlung is really functional when a young child sees adults “making love,” when this action does not “make sense” bodily to the child.

Be that as it may, the point I would like to emphasize here is that not only animality but many other phenomena as well become “limit-phenomena” from the perspective of a static phenomenology of Einfühlung. In some respect, animality seems to be just a different case. Of course, one could always find various similarities shared by animals and humans, like kinestheses and psychophysical subjectivity; but this could still be “mundane” insofar as one would presuppose certain characteristics as ready-made and then point out how they are different or even incompatible. Furthermore, in this regard, the liminality of animals would consist merely in the presupposition of a surplus of human reason or human emotions and so on, over animals.

But from a genetic phenomenological perspective the liminality of animals and humans would be seen in a different regard. This requires exposing the liminality of animal life through the constitutive notions of normality and abnormality peculiar to a constitutive phenomenology (inquiring into the how of givenness and sense-giving). Husserl distinguishes, for example, between four notions of normality: concordance and discordance, optimality and non-optimality, typicality and a-typicality, and familiarity and unfamiliarity, albeit not in such a systematic manner as I have delimited them.9

Without exploring all the facets of normality and abnormality here, it is important to note three things. First, normality and abnormality are not in the first instance psychological, therapeutic, or medicinal notions, but constitutive ones since they concern the very becoming of sense. A phenomenology of normality and abnormality can avoid the “natural” and naturalistic pitfalls of presupposing normality to be derivative of averageness or ta kata physis, and abnormality to be simply a matter of deviance, unnaturalness, or artificiality. Second, within a genetic method they can apply to something as minute as the functioning of a sense organ (as in eye movement, sight, touch, smell) or as expansive as a species. Third (only to note it here as a later point of contrast with a generative phenomenology), within a genetic register normality and abnormality are themselves not liminal phenomena since here normality can be constituted one-sidedly.

In the first instance, an organ could be constitutively normal by yielding a concordant series of appearances, or alternately by giving an object “maximally” with the best possible richness and differentiation in a unity, like when viewing an object from a certain privileged standpoint. In the second, while one would be able to distinguish a range of normality and abnormality from newborns to adults. Normality and abnormality find their limits within the parameters of the species. One could not call different beings either normal or abnormal in relation to other species.10 Thus, animality, understood phenomenologically within a genetic register, could only be constituted at the limits of human life. And it is here that animality is constituted as a limit phenomenologically.

For example, given the constitution of a certain optimal olfactory givenness and sense-giving within humans, one could not say within a genetic phenomenology that the constitution of sense for a dog would be better or worse, normal or abnormal in comparison to humans, even though “objectively” speaking, we might say that a dog has a better sense of smell. Likewise, the eagle’s or the mole’s sight is constituted only at the limit of humanity’s genetically speaking, so that one could not speak of human’s sight being abnormal in relation to the “optimal” sight of a raptor, or again, that human’s sight is more optimal than that of a mole. In the context of language, Noam Chomsky has asserted, correctly I think, that to measure the intelligence of apes according to the standard of human language acquisition, either to say that they “have” language or that they do not, is just plain insulting to apes. If this were any indication of their abilities, they would never have survived for all these years as a species; it would be like measuring human’s general locomotion by a bird’s agility in flight.

Insofar as Husserl maintains that animals are not generative (spiritually)—or rather, insofar as Husserl’s assertions are correct—one could maintain that animality remains essentially a limit-phenomenon, even when we move to a generative phenomenology (H 15: 174–85). Husserl makes this claim not because animals do not live intergenerationally, but first, because generativity is not for him merely a biological notion or a matter of reproduction, and second, because he thinks of animals as not being able to generate, historically or purposefully, new structures by self-responsibly or non-responsibly renewing normative structures. According to Husserl, animals engage in the mere repetition of their specific environing-world, and not the generation or renewal of its meaning.

If this were as far as a phenomenological scheme of constitution went, we could not account fully for the constitution of intersubjectivity between humans and animals. Animality would be constituted only on the limits of phenomenal givenness. And if this is the extent to which generative phenomenology could take us, it would go no further than Heidegger’s assertion that “the animal is world-poor” and that “the human being is world-forming” or world-constituting.11 Realizing that within Heidegger there are perhaps resources that may take him beyond a rigid distinction between animality and human being, it is nevertheless along generative lines forged by Husserlian phenomenology that the liminality of human and animal life can be seen such that the limits are exposed as inessential limits.

Within the natural attitude we could distinguish between wild animals, domesticated animals, and pet animals. To some extent these distinctions could hold within a genetic phenomenology, but they do not entirely suffice for generative phenomenological distinctions. Certainly, animals can and do have the constitutional sense for us as “alien,” especially in our experiences of a lion or a dolphin, an alienness that is not mitigated by finding similarities between them and us or by training them for circus or aquatic shows. And, of course, we can feel quite attached to a pet pig or goldfish.

But generatively speaking, animals can also take on a new sense as a homecomrade, not only taking on a sense of “home animal” in which they would be familiar and typical (two other modes of normality) to our territories and ways of life; as homecomrades they would also co-constitute a world with us, “our” homeworld. Since a generative phenomenology is concerned with generative constitution, most concretely in terms of home and alien, generative phenomenology does not leave any room for speaking simplistically of a “human world” versus an “animal world” (as if one could speak of an overarching “one” human world that would not be modulated through the processes of normalization qua optimalization, ultimately in terms of homeworlds and alienworlds).

Although Husserl writes that the animal does not pose any questions and therefore does not give any answers12—on the one hand excluding the animal from the linguistically communicative sphere—he does on the other hand keep open the possibility of regarding animals as homecomrades and thus as co-world-constituting. An animal becomes a homecomrade when it contributes to the co-generation of a sense of a homeworld, for instance, in expanding concordantly and optimally (hence “normally”) our world.13 An eagle, through its extraordinary sight a dog through its ability to smell, or again, black bear that eat certain fruits and not others, and so on can teach us something of “our” world that we never knew before, and even in a narrower epistemological regard can expand our world horizons, contributing to the generation of meaning in the homeworld. The dog through its sense of sight and smell can contribute to the constitution of a homeworld and, becoming a guide dog for the blind, co-constitute our world as a homecomrade.14 But becoming a homecomrade takes place without the animals being tamed, domesticated, or being merely of use value. They become co-constitutors of our “same” homeworld in and through their unique optimalities.

Such a generative constitutive perspective on the relation between animality and humanity makes us reflect on our own assumptions and precariousness of being world constituting, for the questions and analyses can be posed and conducted with respect to infants, children, and adults in the tenuous undertaking of becoming homecomrades in homeworlds. We also encounter once more the generative issues of birth and death since even here we are concerned with how one is born into, maintained, and passes out of homeworlds as homecomrades. This is a process that is never finished, even after death, since a homeworld (no matter how large or small) could still appropriate someone into its “world” (a saint, a hero, a mascot), or disappropriate one (a traitor, etc.).

What conclusions do we reach, then, about liminality and animality? First, within a static phenomenology, the question about animality remains literally “sub-liminal” in the sense that its limits are not constituted as such. It is only in a genetic phenomenology, and more precisely, through the genetic constitutive notions of normality and abnormality that animality becomes constituted for humans as a limit-phenomenon, since animals’ optimalities are given as not being able to be given for and to us. It is here that human and animal become liminal notions. Indeed, it is through a genetic phenomenology that these limits “appear” as a relative necessity to this method, and that animality appears here as a limit-phenomenon and not elsewhere. Finally, despite its genetic liminality, animality was seen not to be an essential limit-phenomenon. Though there are some features that would retain animals on the limit of phenomenal givenness, within a generative phenomenology there are sufficient constitutive elements that call the limits themselves into question, since generatively speaking, animals can become for us co-world-constitutors precisely as homecomrades, contributing to the generative sense of a homeworld. Thus, even animality is seen from a generative perspective as not being an essential limit-phenomenon.

Home/Alien

It would be possible to carry out similar analyses with different phenomena such as the unconscious, sleep, inhibitions, and other like phenomena that Husserl investigated especially in manuscripts on “primordial constitution” from 1916 to 1921. But one would reach the same conclusions with respect to limit-phenomena. Rather than treat these, I turn now to what is perhaps the most ambiguous of limit-phenomena: generativity, which clarifies itself in terms of home and alien.

In distinction to Husserl’s genetic phenomenological descriptions of normality and abnormality, in which the abnormal is understood as a modification of the normal, a generative phenomenology grasps normality and abnormality now as coeval. It does this primarily through the generative concepts of home and alien. What Husserl terms the “homeworld” and “alienworld” are normatively significant, socio-geo-historical lifeworlds.

In contrast to a genetic phenomenology, normal and abnormal—here, home and alien—are explicitly liminal phenomena; that is, within a generative phenomenology home and alien are formed by constituting limits insofar as they are mutually delimited as home and alien through the process of normalization. The process of normalization is an optimalizing movement that is simultaneously selective and exclusive. Through this process and its concrete modalities such as appropriation and transgression, home and alien are essentially co-relative, co-foundational, co-generative.

Normalization as liminal experiencing is articulated through the processes of appropriation and transgression. Briefly, appropriation is a process of sense constitution that takes up sense stemming from a tradition; it constitutes a geo-historical territory (i.e., the transcendental modalities of the lifeworld: earth-ground and world-horizon) as home. As such, appropriation is an essentially social and historical process of constitution carried out by individuals, constituting the home as a reconstituting it intra- and intergenerationally. Here the home is understood as a sphere of “ownness” not in the sense that it belongs to us, but that we belong to it, its values, conceptual systems, norms, traditions, customs, styles of behavior, and so on.

Moreover, through the process of appropriation, the home is co-constitutive as concordant, optimal, typical, and familiar, and in this way simultaneously and implicitly de-limits another geo-historical sphere as alien, that is, as not “normal” like the home is for the homecomrades or homecompanions. Here the alien is constituted through the process of constituting the home through appropriation. Through the process of appropriation we belong to the alien precisely as not belonging to the alien liminally, as being home.

The liminality of home and alien, however, is not complete without another mode of co-constitution: transgression. Transgression is a process of crossing over the home in the encounter with the alien by remaining rooted within the home. This means, first, that home and alien are not reversible; rather, they are structurally asymmetrical even though co-foundational. Second, it is only via the encounter with the alien through the constitutive mode of transgression that the home is constituted as such. Thus not only is there a co-constitution of the alien through the appropriative experience of the home, but the constitution of the home through transgressive experience of the alien. In this way we undergo a process of the becoming alien of the home.

Clarifying this process Husserl writes, for example, that the homeworld comes into relief as such only when encountering alien peoples, alienworlds (H 15: 182–83), and further that precisely through the constitution of the alien there is constituted for me and for us “our own” community of homecomrades (H 15: 182): “The distinguishing trait situated in the We and in everyone is normality which, however, first comes into relief as such through the co-occurrence of the abnormal” (H 15: 183). In rupturing our expectations, calling our independence, our “ownness” into question, the home is constituted as such through the alien, and the alien through the home.

Home and alien are constituted as limit-phenomena. It is not that one encounters these limits as such through appropriation and transgression, but rather, in and through the appropriative and transgressive constitutive modes, the limits arise as limits.

The limits peculiar to the home and alien arise because the alien is not given to the home in a way that the home is given to itself. Husserl describes this mode of givenness or accessibility as accessibility in the mode of genuine inaccessibility and incomprehensibility (H 15: 631). Even phenomenology and the phenomenologist, Husserl asserts, are situated within the historical density of the home. This means, first, that generativity takes on the form of home/alien such that generativity itself is given as home. Second, the phenomenologist can never completely objectify the limits of home and alien, that is, stand above home and alien or control generativity since the phenomenologist himself or herself is located within the generative process, describing the structure of generativity as it is generating. Third, generativity is “given” as the structure home/alien. But the “whole” home/alien structure is only experienced as such from within the liminality of the home in relation to the alien, and in this regard given with a certain liminality. And because generative phenomenology is in most instances the most concrete mode of disposing oneself to the things themselves, and because there is nothing more encompassing than generativity, the very structure of home/alien is constituted essentially in the liminality of experience.

Section 2. Verticality and Question of Limit-Phenomena

I would like to qualify the conclusions reached earlier. I do this by observing the problem of liminality when different modes of givenness or different kinds of evidence are in play. In particular, I do this by appealing to the relatively straightforward example of the givenness of the other person, beginning with Husserl’s understanding of Fremderfahrung or the experience of the alien or stranger.

When Husserl begins to explicate the meaning of the alien, the radically other person, he does not assert “what” it is—as if to begin in a natural attitude description of the “Other” or the “alien.” Rather, as a phenomenologist, he inquires into how the other is given to me from a first-person perspective. When he does this, he has to ask after the modes of givenness or the modes of accessibility of the alien or the stranger. The presupposition here is that givenness is what I have called elsewhere “presentational” givenness.

Presentation (either “Gegenwärtigung” or even “Vergegenwärtigung” as presentification) is a type a givenness that is more or less dependent upon my power to usher things into appearance, either through the power of my “I can” or my “I think.” When I intend an object, an object gives itself (whether or not it is the object I intended) in such a way that it points further on to new ontic themes and new horizons. However, presentation is not at all tied one-sidedly to the subjective aim, since it encompasses the givenness instigated by the object or objectlike structure: The affective force of the object can provoke my intending; the object itself can function as a lure that guides experience. What appears does so within the economy of concealment and appearing, provoked either by the subject or the object. There is, of course, nothing wrong with this mode of givenness, since it describes a genuine dimension of our experience that concerns the relative givenness of things in the economy of appearing and concealing, prominence and hiddenness.

Now, Husserl’s contention is that the lived-body of another animal being, but especially the personhood of the other person, is not given like an object. Even if an object is not given in a present perception, in principle it can be, namely, if only I look at it, touch it, smell it, taste it, or hear it, in the proper context or at the proper time. Even if I cannot get all of it at once, it will give itself from a side with referential implications that at a minimum protend a co-given backside or interiority not yet present, but in principle presentable. It is susceptible to a constitutive duet of a negotiation of sense-givenness and to a verification that not only unfolds concordantly over time, but that is intersubjective.

But the Other person, the alien or “Fremd,” is never given like an object in the first place. Not only is the alien not given now, but it is never in principle given “now” at all. So, when Husserl inquires into the way in which the stranger as such is given to me, he resorts to the following phenomenological formation: “Alienness means accessibility in genuine inaccessibility,” in the mode of incomprehensibility.15 This is another way of saying that the Other person is given as not being able to be given, or the stranger as stranger is experienced as not being able to be experienced.

This presupposes, however, that there is only one mode of givenness, namely, presentation, rendering the alien essentially on the limit of givenness: experienced as not being able to be experienced, given as not being able to be given. The Other person, the alien, is essentially liminal from this perspective of presentational givenness. The Other person is experienced only as “rupture,” as “discordance,” as “absence,” and so on.

But when we consider that the noesis:noema structure does not exhaust intentionality; when we consider that perception and judgment do not exhaust cognition; when we consider that there are other modes of givenness and evidence that have their own structure—for me, “vertical” modes of givenness—then the situation for phenomenology and liminality changes dramatically.

This openness to other modes of givenness is indeed suggested (and perhaps even presupposed) by Husserl himself. As I treat in the final chapter of this work, Husserl’s notions of the “call,” loving, the modality of the “absolute ought,” and modalizations concerning these experiences presuppose and even require a unique notion of person that he has not developed elsewhere—which he evokes but does not explicate. The point is that in these instances and expositions, he does not take the other person simply in a liminal manner of givenness as “inaccessible,” or in the mode of “incomprehensibility”—though it does make sense from the perspective of presentation—but takes the other and myself, too, as a rich personal presence, as “absolute” or “unique,” given in the modality of an “absolute ought” through the experience of loving. Loving, however, belongs to a different order of givenness, namely, revelation, which I have attempted to show in different works;16 it is an order of givenness that Max Scheler has suggested—and to whom Husserl occasionally appeals—as the “order of the heart,” or the “ordo amoris.” In short, the “absolute ought” that Husserl introduces is a modality given in the mode of givenness called “revelation” peculiar to the person.

Thus, what appears as a limit-phenomenon and what can appear as a limit-phenomenon depend not merely on a shift in method, but an attentiveness to different modes of evidence. The person is given as “alien” or “stranger” in the mode of inaccessibility, where presentation is concerned, but as “unique” or absolute in the modality of an absolute ought, where revelation is concerned.

Conclusion

By taking different phenomena such as birth and death, animality, and the generative structure of homeworld/alienworld, I have attempted to describe the ways in which limit-phenomena are constituted. Moreover, by considering various methodological dimensions of openness, limit-phenomena were interpreted not as arbitrary, but as necessary qua relative to a certain kind of phenomenological disposition. But in moving through deeper and deeper levels of openness, the limits that surfaced in the earlier stages turned out to be inessential limit-phenomena. The co-constitutive relation of home/alien through which generativity clarifies itself, however, was seen as an essential limit-phenomenon. Within revelatory givenness, nevertheless, the alien in relation to the home opened to the dimension of person as absolute in an emotional mode of givenness called loving. In this regard, the liminal inaccessibility of the alien is given as overabundant presence of the unique person in the modality of an absolute ought.

In chapter 2, I examine one particular set of “limit-phenomena” that I only touched on here, namely, birth and death. Here, I consider the ways in which these limit-phenomena are modified in terms of their liminal character from a bi-lateral phenomenological immortality to an emphasis in generative phenomenology to phenomenological natality.
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Chapter 2

From Immortality to Natality in Phenomenology

The Liminal Character of Birth and Death

In this chapter, I treat the issue of “phenomenological immortality,” the insight that arises within a genetic phenomenology that transcendental subjectivity is neither born nor dies. I connect it to what I term “phenomenological natality.” It is an essentially related matter that emerges within a generative phenomenology, namely, not only that birth and death become phenomenologically significant for meaning-constitution, but that birth or natality becomes the more significant constitutive feature within a generative phenomenology.

The former theme arises in what is to my mind one of the most interesting appendices in the Analyses Concerning Passive and Active Synthesis, namely, Appendix 8: “The Apodicticity of Remembering.” Husserl also brushes up against this problem of phenomenological immortality almost a decade later in a working note, now within the context of a deepened insight into generative origins. In addition, it is treated as a theme (around 1930) in one of the newest collections of Husserl’s manuscripts assembled under the title of “Limit-Problems” (see chapter 6).1

My goal in this chapter is fourfold: first, to explain the meaning and import of phenomenological immortality; second, to illustrate how natality becomes a phenomenologically significant matter; third, to suggest how phenomenology opens itself to dimensions of mystery and hope from natality; and finally, to conclude that phenomenological immortality must be situated within phenomenological natality, and not, for example, mortality.

Section 1. Immortality and Genesis

Why and how phenomenological immortality becomes an issue for Husserl at all must first be situated in the project of the Analyses and within the context of the passive genesis of meaning. Let me follow Husserl’s curt exposition of immortality, and then expound upon it more freely.

Husserl’s reflections on the phenomenon of immortality come to light within what he terms a transcendental aesthetic. The project of a transcendental aesthetic emerges from an immanent critique of logic. By examining the sciences, and logic in particular, Husserl discerns an animating teleological orientation, a sense that has either been abandoned or forgotten in the very practices of those sciences. Though forgotten, it nevertheless persists as a vocation, the vocation of the critical self-justification of reason (Analyses, 1, 8, 387).

A transcendental aesthetic accomplishes tremendous transcendental-phenomenological preliminary work insofar as it prepares and reformulates the bases of a transcendental logic (Analyses, 7). For this reason, a critique of the ideal structures of logical reason, which takes as its point of departure the investigations into a formal and transcendental logic, demands a transcendental aesthetic as an investigation of the origins of truth. Such preliminary work entails, in part, tracing the achievements of thinking back to their genetic origins in passive, pre-cognitive syntheses. In moving from the dimension of the constituted to the constituting, Husserl incorporates a regressive, archeological movement from the active cognitive dimensions to the passive kinesthetic ones.

Focusing on the objects of possible perception that have the sense-form of time and the sense-shape of spatiality, a transcendental aesthetic investigates how sense unities are constituted through associative syntheses as the content of time-consciousness. The syntheses are called “passive syntheses” because (contra Kant) the kinesthetic sphere of experience already yields sense and evidence and is not without epistemic import (just as for Husserl intuition is not foreign to judgment).

Once we have reached back to the origins of the great world of constituting life, we describe this life, explains Husserl, “by beginning from below and ascending upward, to show how genuine thinking in all its levels emerges here, how it is motivated and is built-up in its founded accomplishment” (Analyses, 32). Following the passive propagation of sense through the modulations of the affective force of things exerting their allures, Husserl examines how sense comes on the scene as a “pre-constituted” or “pregiven” affective unity that elicits the attentive regard in order to be constituted as such, that is, egoically. Through many layers of passive association, through the activity of remembering and expectation, I gain the object as a “true being,” as an in-itself-for-me. This is one way in which the project of a transcendental- phenomenological aesthetic works toward founding a transcendental- phenomenological logic. How an aesthetic can found a logic depends on finding the ways in which judicative meaning depends on structures of perceptual/kinesthetic sense.

Having situated the sphere of engagement where Husserl arrives at the insight into phenomenological immortality, let me now examine the question of immortality more explicitly. While the issue of immortality first arises with respect to evidence in perceptual consciousness as passive experience, it will be with respect to remembering as a temporal egoic act that immortality becomes an issue for the subject as such.

In external perception an object is given in evidence. In terms of the form of time, the present is necessarily fulfilled. Whatever was intended, however it was intended, even if my protentions or expectations were disappointed or in doubt, something arises in the present. Perception, of course, always promises more than what it can deliver, namely, the complete object in itself, because the perceptual presentation of the object is always accompanied by empty horizons. This means that there is room for something else to appear otherwise than expected. But even if this does happen, even if I am disappointed by the new appearance, something emerges in the present to “throw its opponent from the saddle” writes Husserl suggestively, and we are again conscious of something (new) in the present, in evidence, even if without apodictic certainty (Analyses, 68). This is another way of saying that even if the presently enduring object or occurrence, like a tone, ceases, the process of the enduring itself cannot cease; the enduring is “immortal.”

Something can usurp something else as the new enduring thing, even if for a moment, because the cessation itself, as the cessation of the object, presupposes a non-cessation, which is to say, it presupposes consciousness to which the cessation is given (Analyses, 466–67). Husserl writes: “Just as the cessation is conceivable only insofar as it is in process, though the cessation of the process itself is inconceivable, so too is the beginning only conceivable in process, though not conceivable as the beginning of the process” (Analyses, 468).

Following Husserl, we can say that consciousness of the present is immortal. But this, we soon find, is too narrow of a scope because this immortality shows itself up paradoxically as “only momentary.” Even if we just consider immanent perceptual consciousness of the present, which is apodictic for that instant, Husserl still asks the leading question: “But what good is it, since its validity is only momentary?” (Analyses, 155). This is the motivation for introducing another temporal act that deepens and broadens the problematic, this time an egoic one, namely, remembering.

The present perceiver is oriented toward something that emerges affectively in the perceptual field such that the phenomena organize themselves according to primordial laws of association. In these cases, we have precisely the affective formation of sense-unities. There are many ways that such affective formations can emerge, among them, the propagation of sense through affective transference in the living present (similarity, uniformity), some that are retroactive in the retentional field, and some that are more explicitly protentional accomplishments. This orientation can yield, moreover, to a passive discernment of the phenomena by exhibiting a slightly higher awareness of affective force, which is more than being oriented toward or being oriented by; it is a distinctive discernment of and within the phenomenal field. Further, I can be receptive to the affective force by attentively turning toward the object. This turning-toward is regarded by Husserl as the transition from passivity to activity. While Husserl regards turning-toward as a kind of proto-activity, the status of activity must be qualified. It must be qualified because intrinsic to the awakening is a submission that lies at the basis of an initiating egoic movement of turning-toward. Presupposed for this active turning-toward is not only the sphere of passively pre-constituted objectlike structures, but the submission of the ego to the affective field. Now, when a reproductive act of remembering is motivated (e.g., by something prominent in the present linking up spontaneously with something retended), the egoic dimension of activity is “awakened” and the sphere of present consciousness and mere objectlike formations are transcended by a more encompassing, deep, temporal life and by the emergence of objects per se.

Husserl’s appeal to remembering is an appeal to an egoic identifying activity that can repeatedly come back to the same presentation beyond the living present and to an identical self of the object as its in-itself or true being (Analyses, 155, 297–98). This is also initially the significance of entertaining the apodicticity of remembering, since it goes beyond the putative immortality of momentary consciousness. Affective awakenings or affective interconnections are understood by Husserl as “associations” and include passive syntheses that accomplish unity and diversity (through pairing, similarity, uniformity, heterogeneity, fusion and contrast, etc.). Although this is the case, Husserl tends to favor the affective awakening that is a specifically iterative reproductive temporal act, since it confers a selfhood of the object over time.

Remembering is favored because it is the reproductive act that reaches back to the intentional horizon belonging to the beginning of the remembered enduring object—a horizon that was retended and that can be awakened through an affective prominence and can be turned toward in a temporal memorial act. Through iterative remembering, we arrive at an identical unending time in the mode of unending past. This unending past necessarily varies, since all past times necessarily vary with respect to the present with which it is affiliated. “But,” continues Husserl, “with the change of these modes, there is the one unending time to the extent that it is already past, and every position, every expanse of this time, is absolutely fixed and identical, namely, identifiable again and again with complete certainty as the same” (Analyses, 468–69). From this, Husserl concludes that the whole of transcendental life and the transcendental ego—and not just transcendental consciousness limited to the momentary or lived present—cannot be born, cannot die, and is eternal. Accordingly, belonging to this Now that I am is a past horizon that can be unfurled to infinity; and this means, with respect to the past, that the transcendental ego was eternal (Analyses, 469).

Similarly, every Now also has a future horizon constituted through expectation that anticipates a new Now. I not only expect a Now to arrive, but I expect a whole flux and its streaming-off into retended pasts that can be remembered. This directedness of the future, Husserl observes, fashions the futural bent of subjectively oriented time, oriented, that is, toward the mobile zero-point of the Now in relation to which I stand as the perceiving ego. The futural “what will be” is something identical that can be initially identified in repeated egoic anticipations of perceptions. These anticipations can only be fulfilled through the occurrence of presents and through the identifying processes of remembering after the perceptions have elapsed. “Thus, what will be must become present and past, must become identifiable time” (Analyses, 469).

Something will occur; this is my expectant conviction, even if my expectation of this Now gets disappointed. What never gets disappointed however is the form of an expected present; I experience not only possibilities, but the necessity of fulfillment. While what is expected can never be apodictic, with respect to its form, expectation is apodictic. The structure of the constitution of new presents and of progressing time-consciousness is an experienced necessity. The ego lives on and necessarily has its transcendental future before it, concludes Husserl, and therefore it is inconceivable that the transcendental ego would cease (Analyses, 467, 470). Transcendental life necessarily experiences unending futural time, which is to say, the transcendental ego will be eternal.

Husserl is quick to add on more than one occasion that to say transcendental life is immortal is not to say that the human being is immortal. On the contrary, only the human being in the world can be born and can die. Birth and death, the emergence of human beings in the world, their disappearance from nature through creation and destruction, all of this is entirely compatible with the transcendental immortality. The transcendental subject, however, “does not die and does not arise; it is an eternal being in the process of becoming” (see Analyses, 467, 469, 471).

After having given this exposition of Husserl’s suggestive assertion that the transcendental ego is immortal, let me raise the following obvious objections: True enough, Husserl is making no assertions here as to human immortality; he even explicitly says that the soul of the body is not immortal. But hasn’t he gone too far by asserting that we, as transcendental subjects, do not experience our own finitude and hence our own (phenomenological) mortality? If phenomenology is to describe the constitutive powers and limits of the human being as they are often presupposed and taken for granted, and in this way arrive at transcendental life, hasn’t Husserl actually missed an essential feature of our experience?

In order to address these objections, it is first necessary to situate Husserl’s observations in the context from which they arise. We must then ask how, within this framework, transcendental life is given to itself.

The first response concerning the context of Husserl’s reflections is an immediate one: Husserl’s reflections arise within the context of a genetic phenomenology. A genetic phenomenology extends beyond the static snapshot of the present or even of the living present with its structure, primordial impression-retention-protention, because it has as its scope genesis, that is, the process of becoming or self-temporalization. So, whereas a constitutive static analysis is unable to account for constitutive disruptions that occur beyond the living present, a genetic analysis can give constitutive accounts of experiences like sleep, fainting spells, inhibitions of the lived-body, discordances in kinesthetic movements, because, in part, its range is broad enough to allow these experiences to be meaningful (or non-meaningful), that is, to be experienced precisely as disruptions of overarching concordances of sense, or even as the instigation of new concordances.

This scope of genetic phenomenology to which I just alluded is monadic genesis, the self-temporalizing process that encompasses passive formal time-consciousness (impression, retention, protention), passive syntheses of association, egoic acts of remembering and expectation, the dynamic of apperceptions, lived-bodily kinestheses, the accruing of habits, the anticipation and formation of types, in short, the lived genetic density of the subject as a dynamic orientation. Within genesis, we can trace the motivations of the emergence of a mode of consciousness, how a phase of the subject arises and coexists in a unity of becoming.

Genetic phenomenology will therefore treat the concrete transcendental self-temporalizing subject or monad as “facticity” (cf., Analyses, 647). In fact, in a manuscript (published in the Analyses) Husserl describes precisely this self-temporalization of becoming as monadic genesis, “a genesis in which the unity of the monad arises, in which the monad is by becoming” (Analyses, 640).

This is not the place to develop Husserl’s characterization of the monad or monadic facticity. Let it suffice to say that the monad is a living unity of affections and acts integrated into a unity of becoming; as such, it is given fully in each moment in its continual temporal becoming, while not being exhausted in any moment. Accordingly, there are no constitutively decisive gaps in a monad; if this were the case, we would have two separate monadic streams, uniform with one another perhaps, but not one unique identical monad. “The ego,” writes Husserl, “is absolutely identically the same, and belongs to each point of this time, and yet is not extended in it” (H 14: 42–44). Finally, and related to the former point, the monad is absolute. It is absolute in two ways.

First, the monad is “absolute” by virtue of its uniqueness, that is, the uniqueness of its concrete dynamic self-temporalizing orientation. Accordingly, the principle of individuation of the monad is due not to the material structure of the subject, but to its unique, creative temporalizing orientation and sedimented history, its dynamic genetic density.2 This unique temporalizing-temporalized orientation makes one monad irreducible to another. Each monad is absolute in the sense of being unique, where uniqueness (or absoluteness) cannot be identified with particularity or universality.

There is yet another, second sense in which the monad can be said to be absolute. If, within a static phenomenology, it is consciousness that can be said to be absolute—as Husserl claims in Ideas I—then by deepening phenomenology’s scope, it is within a genetic phenomenology that this static “absolute” has to be undone. This is actually Husserl’s claim as early as Ideas I (e.g., § 81), a claim that was recapitulated by the 1920s. The monad as factical becomes the ultimate source (Urstätte) of meaning (and not consciousness). By this I mean the following: Not only is the monad affected by objectlike formations in the world, which in their own way provoke sense from the side of the matter itself (cf. Analyses, 90–91), but the monad is self-affecting in being affected; there is not only a give and take or constitutive negotiation between the subject and world that we can call “givenness”; the monad includes a dimension of self-constitution that we can call “self-givenness.”

The question before us now concerns the manner in which the monad or concrete transcendental ego is given to itself. The monad is given to itself as self-temporalizing in acts and affections. As self-temporalizing, it is not given as filling time. Of course, the transcendental subject can find itself in time after the fact, as it were, as past. Through the process of self-temporalization, the immanent stream of time is the primordial source for the “first transcendent,” namely, the transcendent self, which is primordially instituted in the immanence of original time, and then comes to self-givenness through rememberings (Analyses, 256). But in the very functions (perception, retention, protention), and the very acts (remembering, expectation, etc.), one is also given precisely as the source of time and as unable to be posited completely like an object: I am not temporalized from the outside, locatable in objective time, since I am the source of that time. To attempt to locate the self-temporalizing process in time would be to presuppose object-time as the already-constituted standard, and then to apply it to ourselves as the measure of our mode of temporality, becoming forgetful of ourselves as self-temporalizing in this very process.

Self-temporalization is both auto-temporalization, in the sense that it goes on without the active engagement of cognitive acts, and self-temporalizing, in the sense that “I attend” the passive and active operation of the temporalizing process implicitly, even if, at another level, there is egoic activity as the semi-agent of executing temporal acts, like remembering or expectation.

If the monad is “absolute” in the senses outlined earlier, then we have to inquire into the constitutive parameters of self-temporalization. In particular, we have in mind the question concerning Husserl’s claims about the immortality of transcendental subjectivity. If the monad is absolute, then, of course, it cannot be constituted by anything outside of itself. Here by “outside of itself” I am thinking of time as already constituted (i.e., self-temporalizing does not fill time and is not located in time like an object is located, writes Husserl). But this “outside” also concerns the scope of the self-temporalizing process itself. A genetic phenomenology does not somehow arbitrarily impose the limits or scope of analysis on the matters, and then merely assert: “This is all we will treat; from here on we will leave out the problem of birth and death as constitutive problems.” Rather, the method takes its clues from the givenness of the matters themselves, in this case, from the self-givenness of the monad in the self-temporalizing process.

I am self-given to myself. On the one hand, this is an entirely legitimate phenomenological observation. Following out this observation, it is possible to say that, phenomenologically, I am given as absolute, I am the source of meaning and I am the meaning source of myself. To that extent, I can be considered to be constitutively self-grounding. To the extent that I am self-temporalizing and self-grounding, I cannot simultaneously be constitutively before or after, that is, outside of myself—again, where the process of self-temporalizing is concerned. Thus, not only do we encounter “a genesis in which the unity of the monad arises, in which the monad is by becoming” (Analyses, 640), but “an eternal being in the process of becoming” (Analyses, 471; my emphasis).

The transcendental subject is immortal, and phenomenological birth and death cannot become constitutive problems. I only experience myself, and my transcendental life only gets meaning, as self-becoming in the process of becoming. I am transcendentally independent. This is not to say that I am, transcendentally, not dependent upon other monads. Husserl recognized this clearly in his genetic phenomenological analyses with respect to the compossibility of monads as essentially, concretely interdependent (see Analyses, 635 ff.). Each monad is interdependent with others as each is absolute, as each is eternal, immortal, self-grounding. This does not point to an individualism, but to an essential interdependency of absolute self-grounding monads.

I mentioned earlier that it is legitimate to inquire into self-givenness, and on the basis of this, to describe transcendental subjectivity as absolute. The extent to which it is not legitimate, or better, the extent to which it is arbitrary, is the extent to which these phenomenological reflections stop too short. In the next section of this chapter, I follow Husserl’s extension of these phenomenological reflections on phenomenological immortality to the insight into Generativity, and in the final section, into the implications it has for phenomenological natality.

Section 2. Natality and Generativity

Phenomenological immortality is not the final word for phenomenology because there is something that escapes the sphere of self-temporalizing genesis, and hence the transcendental eternity of the subject. Penned in the early 1930s, also in a working note, Husserl revisits directly, if only laconically and incompletely, the issue of birth and death. This time, however, they are entertained as constitutive problems. His title of these terse reflections reads: “Problem: Generativity—Birth and Death as Essential Occurrences for World-Constitution” (See Husserl, H 15: 171–72). Husserl asserts that it must be shown that birth and death must be valid as constitutive occurrences for the very possibility of constituting a world, that is, as essential elements for a constituted world, which is to say, Generativity with birth and death (H 15: 171).

For birth and death to be constitutive features at all, the scope of phenomenological analysis must extend even beyond genesis, that is, the genesis of the transcendental subject as self-temporalizing. But again, if this is not to be just an arbitrary imposition of a broader context on the phenomena, there has to be something guiding the phenomenologist to discover and implement the broader scope.

Husserl’s point of entry into these reflections is the problem of intersubjectivity. Implicitly returning to the concrete monad, now within a social context, he writes that the extent to which ‘alien’ memory coincides with a possible memory of my own, and the extent to which my memory only has the limit of forgetting; further, the extent to which my incapacity of memory is merely forgetfulness (which simultaneously leaves open the potentiality of the memory of forgetting), “to this extent we do not do justice to a constitution of the world. That would indeed be as if generativity, with birth and death, were an incidental fact of the world” (H 15: 171). Thus, as long as we only consider the self and the other as merely contemporaneous, each uniquely a process of self-temporalizing that cannot constitutively leap before or after the self-constituting process itself, we cannot consider birth and death as constitutive features. They are not given within the concordance of the self-temporalizing process. They remain only empirical facts of the world that are peculiar to human beings as natural subjects and are not peculiar to transcendental subjects.

Given his deepened reflections on intersubjectivity, however, it would not be wrongheaded to assume that it is Husserl’s analyses of the experience of the alien, and more profoundly, his analyses of the inter-dynamics of homeworld and alienworld that allow him to treat within a broader concordance the constitutive features of birth and death, thus transcending the sphere of self-temporalizing genesis. This would be the case because now the problem of intersubjectivity is framed not merely in terms of a synchronic community of monads, but in terms of geo-historical, social, normatively significant lifeworlds, namely, homeworlds and alienworlds—a sphere of experience initially broached as a deepened investigation into a transcendental aesthetic.3 The smallest generative unit of a homeworld Husserl considers to be the intergenerational home of mother or parent and child. Other dimensions of home and alien would be intergenerational communities that might extend globally, spiritually (and, non-biologically), politically, economically, and historically (e.g., the homeworld of Judaism, Christianity, Europe).

Within these generative intersubjective considerations, the self’s constitutive powers are now seen to encompass the appropriation and disappropriation of pregiven acquisitions—acquisitions that always remain in the process of being acquired, be they language, traditions, ways of walking, and so on. Further, I am immediately given over to a world with others, exposed before them; I become constituted through my other home-companions, for example, through stories that are told, games that are played, rituals that induct me into the homeworld. My transcendental home-companions extend to my progenitors and successors: for example, through my birth, my parents take on a new constitutive sense, namely as parents; or alternately, I as a concrete monad get constituted differently, now as father or mother through the birth or adoption of my child—something that could not be said within the scope of the “genesis of becoming.” In Generativity, we share with others a “generatively communicative time.” All these things and more go into the constitution of my constitutive “place” qua generative place in the homeworld (cf. e.g., H 15: Appendix X and Text No. 14).4

Suggested here, then, is that by virtue of the trans-generational, historical home into which I emerge as a constitutive home-companion, my birth and death become constitutively significant. They emerge here as constitutively significant because it is the generative nexus that is itself constituted iteratively—an iterative constitution that transcends remembering peculiar to self-temporalization. As it concerns the question of apodicticity, we have a new intersubjective framework within which something is going to be able to count as an object. It is not just something that escapes a now, not an iteration that can be appealed to through remembering merely and that yields something that counts as a genuine object for me. Rather, it is the possibility of an apodicticity that emerges in a geo-historically, normatively significant homeworld in its encounter with alienworlds. Only in a normatively significant, intersubjective homeworld (not a neutral lifeworld or abstract plurality of lifeworlds) can an object in its fullest sense be given as such. Only now can we raise the question concerning apodicticity; only now can the “tremendous preliminary work” of a transcendental aesthetic yield investigations and descriptive results concerning a transcendental logic.

Section 3. The Phenomenological Precedence of Natality

Let me turn back to the problem of transcendental immortality and natality that arises within this context. There is much more to be said on this issue than I have intimated by these brief remarks. As helpful as such considerations are, and as accurate as they may be, I do not believe that they can be decisive for these considerations of phenomenological immortality and phenomenological natality. For them to be decisive, we have to take a step beyond Husserl using clues he has left here and there in his writings on Generativity.

Let me begin by reposing the question: How am I given to myself? From the perspective of the insights into genesis and genetic phenomenology, we can respond by saying that the individual is given to himself or herself as self-temporalizing and as self-grounding. But this phenomenological immortality, which is eternal within its own nexus of genetically formed temporalization, itself stands in relation to a “generatively formed temporalization” (H 15: 138 fn. 2; my emphasis). Within genesis, the self-temporalizing individual is given to itself by itself; it is self-grounding; within Generativity, the self-temporalizing individual is given to itself “from” something outside of itself, “from” or “by” Generativity. Accordingly, if monadic genesis can be described as absolute within genetic phenomenology, it is Generativity that has to be described as the newer, deeper, absolute within a phenomenology that takes its clues from the givenness of Generativity. Generativity becomes the new absolute in relation to which the absolute self-temporalization is given to itself as such. Remaining within a phenomenological perspective, we are trained on the manner of givenness. The inquiry into givenness can yield the question concerning self-givenness when birth and death are at issue. I continue to inquire after “how” I am given to myself. Here we detect a shift in response; now it concerns Generativity and not the self.

Because the self is given to itself in Generativity, birth and death have to become constitutive concerns. But if I am given to myself in such a way that birth and death are constitutive occurrences, then I cannot be the ultimate source of meaning and I cannot be self-grounding. The ultimate source of meaning is Generativity in relation to which monadic genesis gets its meaning. As self-temporalizing, I am grounded in Generativity, which gives me to myself. Yet this Generativity is not biological or vital, but a spiritualizing-temporalizing process (cf. H 15: 174–85). I am placed by Generativity in relation to Generativity, and this has to be taken into account in any phenomenological analysis of individuation.5 Accordingly, within a genetic perspective we could say the following: “I am eternally given to myself as self-giving” or “I give myself to myself, eternally.” Within Generativity, however, we would have to say the following: “(I am) given to myself by Generativity as self-giving.” It is not that we lose the self (or as we might say, “transcendental subjectivity”) as absolute, but the meaning of this self is transformed because it is given to itself as “absolute” from a deeper absolute, Generativity.6

When we considered self-temporalization, it made sense to assert that the transcendental subject is immortal: Concerning the past, we could say with Husserl, I was eternal; concerning the future, I will be eternal. There is symmetry here with respect to past and future. Within Generativity, however, we encounter a different structure. Let me explain.

When I inquire into my self-givenness, I find myself as taking up Generativity, without any constitutive gaps, without any neutrality outside of Generativity. Here I am: My functions and actions are already the taking up of Generativity through which I am given to myself. In this way, I originate my origins without being before my origins. On the other hand, in a generative sense, I am before my origins because I am “within” Generativity from the start, and I take it up as it is given “before” me, or given when I already come on the scene. This is how I participate in more than myself. I am already before my origins as being given to myself by Generativity. In this sense, my own origin becomes a constitutive problem. I reflect on origins of the world. The world becomes a “problem”; I become a “problem.” But I become a problem because I am already beyond myself, as given to myself. It is this problematic nature that is my individuated finitude; finitude does not arise from my empirical birth or death.

We are witness now to a different structure than what we encountered with respect to the genesis of becoming. First, “mystery” becomes constitutively significant. Here we can say phenomenologically: I am given to myself. But unlike the case within genesis, here the “motivation” (to use the phenomenological term mentioned earlier) for my emergence cannot be traced back; it is not clear and perhaps may never be clear; nevertheless, I am given to myself—this is apodictically certain, that is, it cannot be “crossed-out,” it is undurchstreichbar. (Why I was given to myself, what my purpose is, etc., all these and similar questions are dependent on the former phenomenological insight.)

Do we have apodicticity with respect to the future? For example, can we say apodictically that “I will be taken from myself?” Is a not-being-taken-from-myself undurchstreichbar? Let us recall that we are not speaking simply of empirical birth and death, but that we are speaking phenomenologically. To assert something about the future in this regard would amount to being able to experience this being-taken-from-myself, and we cannot too hastily claim that being-taken-from-myself is equivalent to empirical death. We cannot identify these two out of hand, first because we do have the apodictic evidence of being given to ourselves. If you like, this being-given is a phenomenological given. We are given to ourselves as absolute, as the source of meaning in relation to the world and so on.

Second, since individuated finitude is not reducible to material nature, but is intrinsically tied to being given and for Husserl to the free activities of the monad in and through its self-temporalizing process, empirical death cannot ipso facto be a phenomenological being-taken-from-myself. Because individuation is rooted in a being given to oneself formed through a spiritual-temporalizing process, vital death does not automatically mean that I lose this individuated uniqueness. Accordingly, empirical death cannot mean that the concrete monad is stripped of its absolute character such that it would be merely relative, as relative to Generativity. Of course, this is not to assert that I will not be taken from myself, either. What we can say is that in our given monadic absoluteness we are relative to Generativity as the absolute source of our experienced absoluteness. We can say nothing apodictically with respect to the future on this issue. Phenomenologically, mortality cannot be decisive.

This being said, on the basis of this individuated structure, we do have grounds to assume that we will not be taken from ourselves, that being given as absolute ourselves and relative to the absoluteness of Generativity as the source, we will somehow endure. This opens up to the dimension of hope. It is essentially different from asserting, within genesis, that I will be eternally. Thus, whereas the dimension of the past as birth yielded the constitutive problem of mystery, the dimension of the future as death yields the constitutive problem of hope.7

Conclusion

Allow me to conclude by entertaining the question concerning the place of birth and death as liminal and constitutive problems. I noted earlier that there is a constitutive asymmetry of the past and future that corresponds neither to the symmetry with respect to transcendental genesis nor to the symmetry with respect to empirical birth and death. While we do have apodicticity where birth is concerned—I am given to myself, although I can find no motivation for it (hence the constitutive phenomenon of mystery)—there is no apodicticity concerning the future. Just as I cannot assert that I will be eternally, I cannot assert apodictically that I will be taken from myself, and that my individuation will dissipate with my death. This is not to say that death is not a transcendental or constitutive feature within Generativity; it is. Rather, the evidence for it is not decisive or apodictic like it is for birth. Consequently (and to use Heidegger’s expression), being-toward-death cannot be an apodictically constitutive phenomenological feature, even if we expand our scope from genetic self-temporalization to generative considerations! Only a phenomenological mortality could have as an apodictically constitutive feature being-toward-death. And although I do not want to equate “natality” here with Heidegger’s “thrownness,” at least the extent to which his understanding of thrownness entails a not being self-grounding, thrownness cannot be subordinated to being-toward-death, but just the reverse. There are no decisive experiential grounds for phenomenological mortality, and phenomenological mortality could give no decisive response to, let alone resituate a phenomenological immortality.

Instead, what becomes the new guiding feature for phenomenology is natality, the phenomenological meaning-orientation of birth. Only phenomenological natality can respond to or convert a phenomenological immortality such that immortality is integrated into and situated by natality.8

NOTES

1.Especially part 1: Phänomenologie des Unbewusstseins und die Grenzprobleme von Geburt, Schlaf und Tod [Phenomenology of the Unconscious and the Limit-Problems of Birth, Sleep and Death]. In Edmund Husserl, Grenzprobleme der Phänomenologie: Analysen des Unbewusstseins und der Instinkte. Metaphysik. Späte Ethik. Texte aus dem Nachlass (1908–1937), Husserliana 42, eds., Rochus Sowa and Thomas Vongehr (Dordrecht: Springer, 2014).

2.See later, chapter 5, on individuation.

3.See my Home and Beyond. On the point concerning the problematic of homeworlds and alienworlds belonging to a transcendental aesthetic, see H 15: 214, 234 ff.

4.I have treated these and similar issues in chapter 1. Let me also recall that even though Husserl’s “Kaizo” [“Renewal”] articles were written in the 1920s, and hence in the period of his genetic phenomenology, many of their themes are actually generative and included the leading topic of “renewal” or rebirth. See Edmund Husserl, Aufsätze und Vorträge (1922–1937), Husserliana 27, eds., T. Nenon and H.-R. Sepp (Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers, 1989). And see Home and Beyond, chapter 12.

5.See chapters 5 and 6.

6.See the implications of this thought in my Phenomenology and Mysticism.

7.See my Moral Emotions, especially chapter 5.

8.It is worth remarking as a concluding note that the issue of birth and death would have to be evaluated quite differently if taken up from a Zen Buddhist perspective—a perspective that I am precisely not working here. Seen from the perspective, not of Generativity, but of sunyata (emptiness) or zenki (undivided activity), Dogen writes for example: “ ‘Emancipation’ means that in birth you are emancipated from birth, in death you are emancipated from death. Thus, there is detachment from birth-and-death and penetrating birth-and-death. Such is the complete practice of the great way. There is letting go of birth-and-death and vitalizing birth-and-death. Such is the thorough practice of the great way.

“ ‘Realization’ is birth, birth is realization. At the time of realization there is nothing but birth totally actualized, nothing but death totally actualized.” [Dogen, Moon in a Dewdrop: Writings of Zen Master Dogen, ed., Kazuaki Tanahashi (New York: North Point Press, 1998), 84.]


Part 2

Generative Method

In this part, I consider explicitly the limits of phenomenological methods and how phenomenology can also be open to the phenomena in ways that point beyond those limits. This requires considering the relation between what gives itself in the manner that it gives itself, and the disposition toward the “what” and the “how” of givenness that is receptive to them.

These considerations of method provoke a number of questions for phenomenology. For example, are there some matters given in experience that can only be “given” to the phenomenologist in a certain way? Do some have to be described in terms of a static analysis of structures of experience, whereas others avail themselves to temporal unfolding? Can some be given on the limit of experience from one approach, but be open to more direct experiencing and description in another? Finally, do some dimensions of meaning only appear according to regular, lawful structures, while other ones can only be addressed, not only with a description of becoming, but with a new language of creative, originating generative development and generativity?

These are questions that Husserl both implicitly and explicitly approaches in his Crisis writings. They indeed belong to the entire Crisis collection but were not originally published in the first volume—the volume with which most of us students of Husserl are already familiar. Such issues of generativity and the prospect of a generative phenomenology that emerge within Husserl’s Crisis writings occupy the first part of this second part, namely, chapter 3. One of the implications of this analysis is that the very phenomenologizing activity itself that describes the phenomena is in some sense integrated within the normative movement of generativity from which the phenomenologist emerges and toward which the phenomenologist is oriented.

The chapter following this one, chapter 4, puts Husserl’s “Generative Phenomenology” into dialogue with Hegel’s Phenomenology of Spirit. Returning to the questions posed earlier, I suggest that Generativity for Husserl is not just a structure of experience; it does not designate something that can only be repeated in experience. Rather, Generativity and generative experience in phenomenology entail, critically, the very generativity of structure.


Chapter 3

Generative Problems as Limit-Problems of the Crisis

Edmund Husserl’s Crisis was not only one of his most important formulations of an introduction to phenomenology, but also the inspiration for a plethora of studies that have helped shape the direction of thought in the twentieth century, from Maurice Merleau-Ponty’s Phénoménologie de la perception1 to Jürgen Habermas’s Theorie des kommunikativen Handelns.2 It is well known that the problematic surrounding the Crisis occupied Husserl during his last years, from 1934 to 1937. The first critical edition of these reflections was prepared by Walter Biemel and published in 1954 as volume 6 of the Husserliana series bearing the title Die Krisis der europaischen Wissenschaften und die transzendentale Phänomenologie. Eine Einleitung in die phänomenologische Philosophie.3

As one might suspect from a philosopher who bequeathed nearly 45,000 stenographed manuscript pages, however, we have not heard the last of Husserl on the celebrated “Crisis” issue. Another installment of the Crisis problematic is a collection of supplementary writings.4 There is much to be learned from a text of this sort; it both placates historical curiosity about the extant material on the Crisis and piques thematic interest in topics the Crisis only promised to treat. In the following pages I discuss this second Crisis volume in four stages. First, I give a basic introduction to the Crisis problematic; second, I discuss the composition of the new Crisis selection and its standing in relation to the first Crisis edition. After offering an overview of the material included in this supplementary volume in my third section, I conclude by suggesting the direction that Husserl’s incomplete Crisis might have taken.

Section 1. The Crisis Collection

The condition of Husserl’s research manuscripts has been explained in many works and need not be repeated in detail here.5 In place of such an ambitious undertaking, let me simply emphasize some of the salient points surrounding the Crisis collection and, in a more cursory fashion, highlight the circumstances involving its emergence.6

According to an outline for the Crisis prepared by Husserl’s close assistant Eugen Fink (with whom Husserl held daily consultations), the Crisis was to be divided into five parts.7 The first two parts were originally published in an international journal entitled Philosophia8 and were later reprinted in the critical Crisis edition. They are entitled, respectively, “The Crisis of the Sciences as Expression of the Radical Life-Crisis of European Humanity” and “Clarification of the Origin of the Modern Opposition between Physicalistic Objectivism and Transcendental Subjectivism.” For part 3, divisions A and B of the Crisis, the situation is somewhat more complicated. Let me explain.

After Husserl had assiduously reworked part 3—already months past his deadline for publication—Fink apparently forwarded the typescript to the editor of Philosophia, Arthur Liebert.9 After writing more amendments and supplements to this draft, however, Husserl once again rethought the conception of the “most mature results of [his] life’s work of over 40 years.”10 In true Husserlian style, by trying to nail down an adequate conclusion to part 3, Husserl amassed writings that he conceded would far exceed the space of two volumes of Philosophia. According to a letter to his former student, Jan Patočka, sheer length was one reason Husserl thought it necessary to alter his plans for a conclusion to this work, and to reevaluate how the Crisis should be divided.11 Citing delays in thinking and writing that were due to health, the tremendous difficulties related to the themes in the “Crisis,” and the formidable task of his new way into transcendental phenomenology—to say nothing of the sheer volume of his text—Husserl requested at the end of June 1936 that Liebert return the typescript.12 part 3 never reached its final form, in Husserl’s view, and was never published in Philosophia.

What became of the proposed parts 4 and 5? The material for these parts remained in the form of supplementary reflections, and parts 4 and 5 were never composed as such. Nevertheless, given that Husserl did want to revise the copious material in part 3, and given that there are extant manuscripts provided in Smid’s edition that fit the general headings of parts 4 and 5 as advanced in the prospectus, it does seem possible at least to suggest what may have occupied further work on the Crisis. I return to this problematic in my third and fourth sections. Here I simply want to remind the reader that in place of parts 4 and 5, Biemel’s critical edition of the Krisis is supplemented with three treatises (including the “Vienna Lecture”) and twenty-nine appendixes (one of which is the famous “Origin of Geometry”). This material both reformulates and develops issues in the main text, and offers a glimpse into themes not yet developed.

Section 2. The Supplementary Volume of the Crisis

For those readers who enjoy the incomplete, inchoate, and sometimes-fragmentary character of works, the second Crisis volume will not be a disappointment, since it continues in the style of the supplementary treatises and appendixes found in the latter half of the first Crisis text. While it does not have the choppiness, say, of the working notes found at the conclusion of Merleau-Ponty’s Le visible et l’invisible,13 this supplementary volume does not sport sustained documents like the main part of the earlier Crisis volume, save perhaps a couple of contributions including the Prague lectures and an extended foray into the problem of teleology in the history of philosophy. Adding to the dense, uneven style of Husserl’s writing is the incongruous length of the pieces making up this collection: some of the texts penned by Husserl cover no more than two printed pages, while another is nearly sixty pages in length. If, as David Carr has suggested, the first Crisis volume can hardly be said to “flow”—even after Carr provided the English reader with a superb translation and refined Biemel’s already cogent editorial undertaking—then this assertion holds even more so for the supplementary edition of the Crisis.

This is no fault of the editor, Reinhold Smid, as many who have labored through the laconic and trachytic style of Husserl’s research manuscripts would happily confirm. The total of thirty-four texts for volume 29 of Husserliana is arranged by the editor chronologically within the parameters of the Crisis years, 1934–1937, an order that Smid states also corresponds to the content of the writings.14 This ordering reflects the editor’s avowed historical perspective, which more than facilitated collating a prodigious assortment of unpublished material composed by Husserl in the framework of his Crisis reflections.15

In editing the original Crisis volume, Walter Biemel deemed it simply impossible to publish all the research manuscripts stemming from the K III manuscript group, a group making up only a small part of Husserl’s Nachlaß. Husserl, who thought by writing, would often begin by building up his “momentum,” so to speak, that is, by repeating what he had already drafted. Along the way he would suddenly hit on a new insight, and then develop it.16 This style of work means that for readers (and editors) there are inherently numerous repetitions, overlaps, emendations, and supplementations. To include all this Crisis material in a single edition simply would not have been feasible. The fact that Biemel had to be so selective for his edition of Husserliana accounts for one reason why so much supplementary material was left over for at least another volume.

Likewise, when editing the Crisis supplementary volume Smid’s goal was very close to that of Biemel, namely, to provide material that would not duplicate writings already published in the Husserliana series and to select the most important material connected with the origin and development of the Crisis. Thus once again, this edition of more than four hundred printed pages does not exhaust all the Crisis material. Still, it does significantly help to clarify the different work phases on the Crisis, as well as to supplement the first Crisis volume.17 The fact that Husserliana 29 is a supplementary collection means, of course, that it too has direct connections to the main text of the Crisis, and that the new supplements intertwine with those of Biemel’s edition.18

The hope for such a presentation as volume 29 is that possible directions might be sketched that suggest how the Crisis would or could have continued, and to offer a look into new themes that either enrich or perhaps challenge assertions found in the main Crisis collection.19

Section 3. The Extended Crisis Problematic: Normativity and Critique

The present Crisis supplementary text has four divisions. In order to provide a basic overview of the material, let me simply state generally the subject matter of these divisions.20 To do this I follow the editor’s ordering of the sections to the extent that this is possible.

Division 1 of Husserliana 29 bears the title Vorstudien or “Preliminary Studies,” and spans August 1934 to November 1935, just prior to HusserI’s Prague and Vienna lectures. On the whole, these writings treat the problem of “generativity,” in brief, the problem of geo-social-historical becoming. Since I regard the majority of this material as belonging to the incomplete parts 4 and 5, let me avoid unnecessary repetition by postponing a discussion of this material until my fourth section, and let me move immediately to a discussion of division 2.21

From the predominantly historical reflections that occupy division 1 of this supplementary volume we turn to division 2, whose emphases lie primarily on psychology and a static analysis of the lifeworld. These writings stem from November 1935 to the summer of 1936.

The Prague lectures, which Husserl held in Prague during November 14 and 15, 1935, formed the basis of Husserl’s work on the Crisis. They are edited here as text no. 10. In distinction to the Vienna lectures, which located the primordial institution of philosophy with ancient Greece merely, the Prague lectures cite two sources of sense for the “spiritual form of Europe” and its immanent teleology, namely, Greek philosophy and Judeo-Christian Monotheism.22

As we shall see, the renewal of human existence is rooted, for Husserl, in a radical reform of transcendental philosophy.23 In these lectures the latter is inextricably tied to “a radical reform of psychology (see H 29: 109–10). Husserl characterizes the history of psychology as a history of crises, and attentiveness to these crises can assist the development of a genuine transcendental philosophy (H 29: 122). It is to this end that Husserl offers a historical critique of these crises through figures in the history of philosophy from Galileo to Brentano.

With the exception of the Prague lectures, division 2 of Husserliana 29 is a collection of drafts, appendixes, and emendations to Crisis part 3 that Husserl was preparing for publication. Of those texts that deal with psychology and its relation to transcendental philosophy, Husserl’s analyses hardly go beyond the impasse reached in his Encyclopaedia Britannica article from 1928.24

Simply stated, the problem is this: On the one hand, Husserl understands psychology as a “way” into transcendental philosophy. Psychology is still “mundane” because it takes the psyche for granted, does not transform the psychologist himself or herself into a “phenomenon,” and does not inquire into its modes of givenness or modes of sense-giving; it is still exercised prior to a “transcendental opening” and requires a “transcendental conversion.” Nevertheless, since psychology can still be mundane and disclose the intentional character of the psyche in its eidetic necessity, it can function as a bridge to transcendental philosophy (H 29: 120, 169–70, 175, 203, 209).

On the other hand, Husserl takes pains to avoid the conflation of psychology in the mundane attitude with a “naive naturalistic,” mathematized psychology (H 29: 132, 175, 203). In order to distinguish radically the natural from the naturalistic attitudes, Husserl thinks a “first reduction” is in order. This “reduction” is itself curious, for it still allows the psychologist to be “interested” (H 29: 171). Moreover, while Husserl wants phenomenological psychology to treat the region “psyche,” and transcendental philosophy to be universal, Husserl goes so far in the opposite direction of naturalism that he becomes unable to differentiate “phenomenological psychology” from transcendental philosophy in a way that is meaningful. He is led to assert that psychology, too, is universal, that the psychologist is likewise an “uninterested observer,” that he or she, once more, exercises the epoché and reduction, and becomes a “phenomenon” (H 29: 128–29, 171–72). As a result, we are left wondering precisely what role phenomenological psychology really serves, and if it does have an essential role, how we are able to distinguish it from transcendental philosophy. I take up the significance of psychology in relation to anthropology and transcendental phenomenology later. Let me now address another major theme of division 2 of this supplementary Crisis edition, namely, the lifeworld.

The concept of the lifeworld is perhaps one of the most renowned features of Husserl’s Crisis reflections. On the whole, and with some important exceptions, the type of analyses of the lifeworld provided in this division is static. By static I mean that either (1) they are constitutional analyses that abstract from the dimension of temporality altogether, inquiring into modes of sense formation and layers of validity (Geltungsaufbau); or (2) they are structural analyses that investigate invariant types, or material and formal essences, through eidetic method. In this case the investigations are mundane.

As in the main Crisis text, four prominent modalities of the lifeworld can be found in this supplementary volume. Let me enumerate them as follows. First, the lifeworld is the world that is in principle intuitable, experienceable, concrete, and original. This is the lifeworld as it is given in evidence immediately and directly as contrasted with the objective-scientific world and theoretical constructions.25 Second, the lifeworld is portrayed as a foundation or “source” of sense upon which the objective sciences build. It is literally called here the “sub-scientific lifeworld” that the sciences naively take for granted and exploit in their accomplishments (see H 29: 143, 176–79, 186–89, 214).

Third, the very contrast that Husserl belabored, namely, that between the lifeworld and the scientific world, between concrete and objective accomplishments, is called into question. Since scientific validities and theoretical praxis also “flow (back) into” (einströmen) the lifeworld, and since active accomplishments become sedimented, presupposed and habitual, the lifeworld itself integrates scientific truths and becomes expanded. Husserl writes: “Thus, our concept of the lifeworld begins to totter. And is this not also the case with our concept of intuition, with our concept of evidence?” (H 29: 214). The result of this moment of lifeworld analysis means that lifeworldly truth is relativized, and the lifeworld becomes the realm of subjective-relative evidences (H 29: 161, 177, text no. 17).

Finally, the lifeworld is regarded as the world of invariant and a priori structures, resolving “some paradoxical relativizations of the concept ‘lifeworld’ ” just mentioned earlier. To the concept of the lifeworld as an a priori belongs the task of a lifeworld ontology. An ontology of the lifeworld is a leading clue to the particular sciences and to transcendental phenomenology.26 Since I treat it in some detail later, and also as what might belong to the unfinished part 4 of the Crisis, let it suffice to have mentioned such a lifeworld ontology in passing.

Throughout appendixes and emendations to Crisis part 3 on the topic of the lifeworld, Husserl comes back again and again to different modes of intersubjectivity as social forms of the lifeworld. These forms are expressed in terms of broader or narrower lifeworld communities such as family, town, polis, nation, familiar others called “homecompanions” or “homecomrades,” who belong to a specific homeworld, and alien others who belong to a particular alienworld.27 Put differently, the problem of intersubjectivity is seen as endemic to the problem of the lifeworld such that Husserl must at least implicitly challenge the significance and feasibility of an egological reduction. He writes, for example, that without the modes of givenness of the other for me, and of others for others, there would be no lifeworld at all, and no ground (Boden) for idealizations or theoretical constructions (H 29: 182).

The intersubjectively constituted lifeworld is the most presupposed of all presuppositions and is never made thematic in our everyday activities: In its transcendentally disclosed modalities as “world-horizon” (Welthorizont) and “earth-ground” (Erdboden), the lifeworld is never given like a thing is (H 29: 141, 191, 193–94, 217). The task of transcendental phenomenology, according to Husserl, is to regard the lifeworld as world-horizon and as earth-ground, that is, thematically as such through the epoché and reduction. This makes the intersubjective accomplishments of the sense “world” problematic in a positive sense, that is, as not taken for granted (H 29: 168, 225; and text no. 18).

Division 3 of this supplementary volume concerns manuscripts from the summer of 1936 designated for reworking part 3 of the main Crisis text and for working out the conclusion of the Crisis treatise. To this extent, they are similar to those writings in division 2.

If one could specify a single underlying theme in the majority of texts making up division 3 of the supplementary volume, it would be the notion of “world.” On the one hand, Husserl analyzes the concept of world in a constitutional regard by examining the manifold ways in which the sense “world” is accepted, from individual active and passive modes of intending things in the world to intersubjective and temporal modes of constituting the world as an anthropological world. Throughout these modalities the world is constituted with the sense, natural world, scientific world, ideal world, practical world, everyday world, historical world, cultural world, and so forth (H 29: text nos. 22, 26, 28.). On the other hand, the world is regarded ontologically as a totality of facts. As I point out later, the world viewed as a universe of facts or pure realities is gained by abstracting from the world’s internal teleological structure.28

Intimately related to the theme of “world” in these reflections is Husserl’s methodological approach. Rather than carrying out Cartesian reflections, which entail bracketing the world “in one stroke” in order to progress from an indubitably given ego, Husserl undertakes regressive critical analyses. He does this by questioning back to the problem of the world as presupposed in manifold life activities. In carrying out a regressive procedure Husserl demonstrates not only a concern for Kant, but also a style of inquiry inspired by Kant.29

Implicit in this style of regressive questioning back are genetic and generative methods that allow Husserl (1) to examine teleological structures with respect both to the lifeworld and to philosophy (e.g., text nos. 24, 26, 27), and (2) to use anthropology and the anthropological world as a way into transcendental philosophy rather than using psychology and the psyche (e.g., text no. 28). I take up the teleological structure of the history of philosophy when I summarize the next division, and the text on the anthropological world and generativity in section 4. At this juncture I simply want to note that what differs from the collection of essays that make up division 2 and those presently under discussion has to do with the difference between a static method, on the one hand, and genetic and generative methods, on the other.

As both a précis of Husserl’s reflections on teleology in division 3 and a transition to the theme of teleology in the history of philosophy occupying division 4 of this supplementary Crisis volume, let me focus briefly on two interrelated texts, one concerning the teleological structure of the lifeworld and the descriptive sciences (text no. 26) and the other concerning the laws of propagation (text no. 27).

Husserl depicts a descriptive science as having two essential traits. First, if science is to be descriptive, it must describe what is given in intuition. While one must attend to what is perceptually presented in experience, this cannot be all. A merely “static” grasping of things would miss the temporal dimensions of the thing given in experience, dimensions that are also relevant to this thing’s sense and to its description.30

Descriptive science, argues Husserl, has another side that intrinsically belongs in history. To use his example, if botany is undertaken descriptively, it can only proceed from the perceptual world; but botany became botany through the primordial institution of the first botanists who had grasped botany as a goal and a task, becoming the progenitors, so to speak, of the broader community of botanists. Because this is the case, the present perceptual environing-world that the botanist describes today is implicitly the historical environing-world that refers back to that historical time of the first botanists, as they experienced it, and to what they saw in plants to describe (H 29: 312).

Carrying out such a descriptive enterprise, however, is not the mere appropriation of what was set forth. Instead, the botanist, to stay with the same example, judges critically what was experienced in the earlier generations. Such a critique is not only directed toward the past, but also toward the future, that is, to elaborating the sense of botany in order to improve upon it, or reform it according to its sense within experience. Accordingly, not only does descriptive science entail present experience, but it also involves historical “responsible critique,” which is immanent and simultaneously future oriented (H 29: 313–14). Descriptive science, therefore, is not merely “descriptive,” but also “normative” because it strives to direct the development of sense.31

Critique is necessary for science understood in its historical framework because in order to classify something, its dynamic internal sense must also be understood. As Husserl writes, “Classification is not merely a logical game of concepts, but a law of teleology (H 29: 320). Such a law of teleology is taken up briefly by Husserl under the rubric of the law of propagation (Fortpflanzung). To do this Husserl implicitly draws on his analyses from 1917 to 1921 concerning normality and abnormality.32

Correlative to a descriptive science that attempts to grasp its “object” in its becoming is the internal teleological movement of the object itself being described. While Husserl does investigate normality and abnormality on various levels of sense constitution, restricting it at times to an individual sense organ, a teleologically normal living being is possible only in a teleological whole of such beings, namely, a species (H 29: 317). As Husserl writes elsewhere, and as I have indicated in chapter 1 concerning the question of the animal in Husserl, normality occurs in the context of a species such that one cannot say, for instance, that eagle normality is more or less normal than human normality.33

Normality is essentially an intersubjective notion, not defined in advance, and is the very relation of living beings to their environing-world and to other living beings of the same type. As a relational concept, normality is a constitutional notion (not therapeutic or psychological), characterizing those modes of sense-formation that are concordant, optimal, typical, and familiar. The crucial point Husserl wants to examine in the text under discussion concerns the emergence of a new concordant and optimal order with a unique teleological sense. Therefore, out of living beings of a particular species a being of a new kind can emerge with a different relation to its environing-world and to its co-beings. This is what Husserl calls Urzeugung or “primordial generation.”34 Certainly the teleological sense does delineate the arena within which actions have sense for a particular species. This is simply to say that the chances for meaningful interaction are better when activities are “normal,” that is, in accordance with the guiding sense. From this perspective, action that deviates from the “normal” can be called constitutionally “abnormal.”

This abnormality, however, can institute a new “concrete teleological sense,” and thus a new normality despite the fact that it simultaneously refers back to the old order. Husserl writes that “the primordial institution of wolf means that this abnormality in the earlier generation of the species stably creates the new teleology ‘wolf’ through the stability of the new teleological circumstances” (H 29: 319). With the emergence of a new teleology concretized in a new species, we have a coexistence of species and normalities, and perhaps also a conflict of normal orders that are not determined in advance and are still in the process of becoming. From the perspective of the “previous” order, the new sense is a departure; from the perspective of the new order it is both a concordant and optimal rival at the same time that it is the latter’s fulfillment.

The discussion of teleology in the lifeworld, of the law of propagation, and of the task of descriptive science is important not only for the preeminent theme of division 4 of Husserliana 29, but also for the Crisis project in general. What is at stake is a descriptive science called “transcendental philosophy,” on the one hand, and humanity, on the other. By critically examining the primordial institution of philosophy and its teleological sense, and by interpreting the immanent sense of humanity, transcendental philosophy, according to Husserl, is in a position to realize the intention of the sense “philosophy,” and to help direct the course of humanity through a reform of its original sense. In this regard, transcendental philosophy is not only descriptive but also normative.

In the longest contribution to the Crisis supplementary volume, which is included in division 4 among other pieces composed between January and the summer of 1937, Husserl treats the notion of teleology in the history of philosophy. Judging from the thematic prospectus for part 5 of the Crisis—the task of philosophy as the self-responsibility of humanity—the extended reflections included in this piece would most likely have occupied the final part of the Crisis.35 When reviewing this division, therefore, I will also be pointing to the topic of Crisis, part 5.

Philosophy, according to Husserl, is a possibility humanity has of being self-responsible. To this extent, the interpretation of the history of philosophy is an interpretation of the history of humanity becoming self-responsible. One can view this history purely descriptively, that is, simply as a history of facts (Tatsachen); this is a necessary, first approach, Husserl contends, as long as one does not focus one-sidedly on it as a “fact-fanatic” (H 29: 363, 396, 403, 406). Within this history of facts or “outer-historicity” there lies a hidden “inner” teleological unity, an “immanent historicity” that runs through the history of philosophy even though one may never encounter it as such (see H 29: 396, 405, 417). Simply by living in a philosophical tradition, or by appropriating the task of philosophy, one appropriates its goals, its anticipations, and hence, at least naively, its teleological sense. This is one reason why, for Husserl, the history of philosophy is never merely a matter of ascertaining facts or discussing historical figures and their texts. Philosophy, particularly the history of philosophy, is concerned with developing philosophy’s very sense, and is thus becoming responsible for the development of humanity (H 29: 373, 396, 401).

Grasping the teleological sense operative in the history of philosophy is an interpretive process that is made possible by a special “teleological-historical” reflection which is a questioning back (Rückfrage). In light of his new “historical way,” Husserl criticizes his Ideas I, which lacked an historical questioning back, because in it he allowed the historicity of the philosophical task to function in and through his observations, but without his making explicit the inner historicity of philosophy in doing so (H 29: 399–403, and text no. 34). What enables one to reactivate the sense of the philosophical task is not the reawakening of its primordial sense through a mere genetic, personal memory (Erinnerung), but through a social, historical, or generative memory, remembrance (Gedächtnis). Remembrance as generative memory is an “awakening of the historical past in the community” through historical reflection (Besinnung) as a reflecting back (Rückbesinnung) (See H 29: text no. 30, and 344–45, 382).

Husserl maintains that philosophy is the idea of a unitary task that has been handed down intersubjectively from certain “first philosophers” who made the realization of philosophy their life’s vocation. Through an attitude of openness to what is other or alien, philosophy was primordially instituted with the Greeks as a fully new universal wonder or thaumazein, and as a revolution in the sense-formation of the world: Philosophy strove to overcome the intentional interestedness and its limited ties to a particular world in favor of disclosing the world as a whole in truth and knowledge (H 29: 363, 388). Willing or intending the one world through a suspension of relative beliefs and interests instigated, in turn, a theoretical task, a futural idea of philosophy guiding present actions (H 29: 366–70, 386–89, 390–92).

Such an institution of the task of philosophy is what Husserl calls an “absolute” primordial institution and can be distinguished from what he refers to in another text of division 4 as a “relative” primordial institution (text no. 33). By the former Husserl understands, for example, the idea of philosophy as instituted by the Greeks; as an example of the latter he cites the “new primordial institution” of philosophy that took place with Descartes and hence the modern idea of philosophy (H 29: 399, 420, and text no. 33).

Where the primordial institution is new but also relative, Husserl suggests that we have a transformed institution (Umstiftung) of sense. Therefore, while we can see in Kant the primordial institution of transcendental philosophy, the new institution of sense is simultaneously a fulfillment and transformation of the ancient idea of philosophy (H 29: 417, 419–20). Because the sense of philosophy undergoes transformation, philosophy is compared to artwork, and characterized precisely as an infinite work (Werk) in the process of becoming; it is an integral whole that takes up past accomplishments in the form of a new sense structure (see H 29: text no. 24, especially, 287; see also, 408).

The very possibility of an Umstiftung means that teleological sense is open and historical. On the one hand, a telos becomes a telos when it is instituted through historical facts or events; hence Husserl alludes to Goethe’s famous phrase, “in the beginning was the deed” (H 29: 399). From that actual institution, the present deed already reached beyond itself, sketching possibilities for its fulfillment and guiding the present actions from the futural telos: The teleological sense of philosophy is a finite beginning of an infinite task for future generations.

On the other hand, the anticipated telos is neither given in advance nor fulfilled by a blind drive. What is instituted is only a vague directedness, a “first inkling,” such that the telos is something still to be completed. In the case of Descartes, there is a new formation of philosophy that continues the same idea of philosophy, even if unclearly. Moreover, the idea of philosophy did not trap Descartes, either. Husserl maintains that a sense only functions teleologically if it becomes a teleology, that is, if we make it a teleology by reawakening it through active participation (see H 29: 397–403, 405, 408). Accordingly, it can also become a “dead historical acquisition” in the sense that it is “never again renewed originally”; whether through thoughtlessness or the technologizing of method peculiar to the exact sciences, its sense can be lost in favor of a surrogate sense (H 29: text no. 3, 35; and see 149). While Husserl does not state it in the context of these reflections, such a “surrogate” sense would also have to be viewed as a possible Urzeugung, that is, as the positive possibility of primordially generating a new sense.

Making a teleology a teleology entails a critical relation to the history of philosophy as a stock of presuppositions. Since the sense of philosophy’s task is not given once and for all, and since it undergoes transformation and is thus contingent, it requires a critical reflection for its development—what Husserl refers to as an immanent critique. Without such a critical relation to the history of philosophy there simply would not be philosophy, for there would be no responsibility for the emergence of a philosophical task, which is the self-responsibility of humanity. In the final analysis phenomenology becomes for Husserl an ethical project as normative critique.36

Anthropology as a Leading Clue to Generativity

In the previous section, I provided a schematic overview of the new supplementary volume’s content, selectively highlighting the diverse themes presented in division 4 that make up Husserliana 29. On the basis of these supplementary writings, I would like to suggest the direction in which HusserI might have continued his Crisis reflections. In particular, since it is highly probable that the topic of part 5 would have at least included the material from division 4 on self-reflection (Selbstbesinnung), teleology, and the responsibility for humanity just discussed, I would like to focus on the more ambiguous and more elusive themes of part 4.

In addition to an array of texts from division 1, I draw primarily on two texts, one from division 2 entitled “The Ontology of the Lifeworld and the Concrete Sciences” (text no. 11, December 1935), and another included in division 3, “The Anthropological World” (text no. 28, August 1936). In doing this, I first discuss a lifeworld ontology and the delimitation of a privileged mundane science, anthropology. Second, I take up the constitutional matter of generativity disclosed through this mundane science (anthropology) as a regressive leading clue to transcendental historicity and transcendental intersubjectivity pursued in a generative phenomenology. Only within the context of a generative phenomenology can the teleology of history and the philosophical task of responsibility for humanity be at all meaningful. Let me emphasize that this is a systematic interpretation of these ideas and does not necessarily follow the chronological order in which they were written or edited.

According to the proposal for part 4 of the Crisis, Husserl was to continue the direction of his reflections by beginning to articulate the relation of the particular sciences to a unifying transcendental philosophy. This was to be developed (1) by taking the particular sciences such as psychology, biology (and anthropology) as examples of the relation between mundane and phenomenological problems, (2) by conducting an ontology of the lifeworld and a phenomenology of idealization, and (3) by describing the “unity” of science as the unity of a universal correlative system. For reasons that will become clearer later, an ontology of the lifeworld is the most fundamental of these projects.

In the main Crisis text Husserl briefly alluded to an ontology of the lifeworld as the “great task of a pure theory of essence of the lifeworld,” that is, as the general doctrine of formal and material essences of onta, whereby the world is initially understood as the totality or universe of these lifeworldly beings (H 6: 144–45; Crisis, 142–43). The task of disclosing lifeworldly invariant structures, essential types, and so forth, is carried out, Husserl specifies, in the “natural attitude” without transcendental interest (H 6: 176; Crisis, 173). The main text of the Crisis thus does offer us a glimpse into the problematic of a lifeworld ontology, but because it is so fleeting, it is easy to miss the profound implications it has for other sciences, and for its relation to transcendental phenomenology. The import of its function can be gleaned from two more detailed manuscripts included in the supplementary Crisis edition.37

Where a lifeworld ontology is concerned, Husserl begins by citing two types of idealization that have dominated our Western world view. The function of the first idealization, which Husserl locates in ancient Greece, can be gauged by its two consequences. First, by idealizing our experience and capabilities, the finite environing-world (peras) is transformed into a world in infinitum. This provokes a further transformation. The Earth as earth-ground, Gaia, which is in principle not experienced as an object, loses its formless character: The first view of nature, which had understood the apeira mythically as godly powers from which things had their origin, is inverted such that Earth becomes a disempowered, mere finite thing among things.38 The second idealization is more familiar to us from the main Crisis work. It concerns the process of the mathematization of nature, inaugurated by the modern technologies of Galileo and creating a homogenized infinite world.39

With respect to these idealizations the task of an ontology of the lifeworld is twofold. First, it can rehabilitate both the subjective-relative character of experience, which is rooted in finite environing-worlds, and it can disclose the world as a whole or a universe of finite beings. Second, it can sketch out a different way to overcome the subjective-relative character of experience in favor of common structures of experience. Thus, rather than quantifying experience and abstracting from it in order to reach universal “objective” truths, a lifeworld ontology goes back to the world as a concrete reality and examines its invariant styles or typicalities. It does this through eidetic analyses that seize on an exemplary style or type exhibited in the concrete object and to which the particular object is bound as to its essence (H 29: 145, 151). Determining the a priori structures of existence requires “a long path of reflection” and demands a constant questioning after the conditions of the possibility of identity and how this identity is open.40

The ultimate identity for a lifeworld ontology is the world as a universe of concrete beings. This notion of world stands in contrast to the conception of world that the positive sciences posit, “the mathematically idealized spatio-temporal infinite world” (H 29: 155). Because a lifeworld ontology functions as the basis from which one can undertake other sciences of being, Husserl considers it to be more than “a” fundamental ontology. As a probable barb to Heidegger, Husserl writes that “the ontology of the (not yet idealized) lifeworld precedes all ontologies as the true fundamental ontology” (H 29: 151).

The function of a lifeworld ontology as a search after invariant, universal structures of being and of the world as a whole is related to a further point. When the sciences proceed by the method of quantification, they fail to inquire into the original accomplishment of mathematical idealization as a method, and likewise take for granted the results of their analyses. For example, physics, charges Husserl, regards nature as a collection of physical bodies (Körper); sciences of the body treat the body as if it were, too, a mere physical thing (Körper)in a field of physicalistic causality; and empirical psychology “measures” processes of the psyche, resulting either in a reductionist determinism or in an abstract spiritualism. The social and political sciences simply presuppose and project this model of the mathematized body onto a communal level; the “body politic” only exacerbates the problem. In short, both the subject matter and the methods that the diverse sciences employ presuppose a style of mathematization.

Husserl does not want to throw the baby out with the bath water, as it were, by relinquishing physics, psychology, or political science; rather, he wishes to submit them to a critical evaluation by determining anew the a priori regions of investigation (H 29: 145–48, 321–24). Most generally, a lifeworld ontology yields regional eidetic analyses or regional ontologies that enable one to arrive at essential structures of existence around which the particular sciences can develop free of the bias of quantification and objectivism. Husserl began such a regional investigation in his Ideas II, which initially examined the regional a prioris, nature, psychophysical being, and spirit.

A lifeworld ontology is the “fundamental science for all sciences of the world,” because elucidating the essential structures of existence co-determines the respective sciences. Husserl writes that the ideal would be a universal science of the world (under the new formation of the primordial concept of philosophy) in concrete particular sciences (Einzelwissenschaften); these would be distinguished according to the divisions that are gained a priori, namely, divisions of the concrete world in its essential regions; “in these regional sciences [one is] constantly guided by the entirely [and] systematically interpreted a priori of the world as the totality of concrete beings” (H 29: 147). Guided by a lifeworld ontology, biology, for instance, would replace physicalism by considering the essential interrelation of psychic life in the lived-body (Leib) as well as how the lived-body is open; it would not regard animal life (which includes for him human life) as a physical body with a coincidental soul that arbitrarily happens to occupy the Earth.41

Husserl does refer to biology and psychology as sciences that are founded in a lifeworld ontology, but they are not the most fundamental of the particular sciences. This comes as somewhat of a surprise given Husserl’s avowed preoccupation with psychology and the privileged place it had held for so long as a way into transcendental phenomenology, even in part 3 of the Crisis. What science should precede even psychology? The answer, suggested in Husserl’s analyses, is anthropology (H 29: 157). There are two basic reasons in my view why anthropology precedes psychology, not to mention the other sciences. The first reason concerns the “fundamental concepts” of normality and abnormality, and the second concerns anthropology as a leading clue to the phenomenological or constitutive matter of “generativity.”

Normality and abnormality, as I have alluded to earlier, are notions that describe the constitution of our experiences of objects, the world, and ourselves as concordant and discordant, optimal and non-optimal, typical and atypical, familiar and unfamiliar. They are not based on averageness; rather averageness is a consequence of normality and abnormality. The constitutional problems of normality and abnormality are related to an ontology insofar as they concern, at heart, the problem of identity and difference—that is, how something can be identical for us, and common to us, because of and despite diverse ruptures over time. It is not necessary, nor possible at this time, to engage in an extended discussion of these notions here.42 Important to note is that anthropology is privileged because it concerns human normality and abnormality. Human experiential normality is a necessary starting point for Husserl because there is no normal nature in and of itself, nor are there eternal standards against which humans are to be measured. Normality and abnormality arise through a lived relation with the world and others, and it is from and through our lived human normality or abnormality that we as humans can encounter the normality and abnormality of other species incommensurate with our own (H 29: 157–60).

One may object, however, that psychology too, indeed psychology first and foremost, treats normality and abnormality. The first part of this statement is certainly true, namely, that factually psychology does concern itself with normality and abnormality. In fact, we are probably most familiar with these problems from psychology. But to reassert this familiarity as a justification for precedence would only serve to reinforce our same inveterate assumptions. It would not inquire into how psychology approaches its field of problems, nor would it articulate the parameters within which psychology takes up the problems of normality and abnormality.

Psychology, even phenomenological psychology, is focused on the individual subject or the individual psyche, and at most treats a contemporaneous field of individuals, as in “mass psychology.” In Husserl’s language, its strictures are necessarily the genesis of individuals within the parameters of birth and death. Accordingly, psychology belongs within the realm of a genetic analysis.43 Genesis, however, is not the ultimate and most concrete mode of becoming, and genetic phenomenology is not the final court for determining normality and abnormality.

First, although I can discern a normality within the genesis of an individual life, an individual is intersubjectively “normal,” in Husserl’s constitutive sense, in and by virtue of a normal community or lifeworld, that is, homeworld (H 15: 142, 155). In his treatise on anthropology Husserl writes, “The a priori prescribes that the world can only be identical for us in such a way that it is given to us as a normally appearing world of a normal subject-community, from which everyone can already have his normality and abnormality.”44 Anthropology has an advantage over psychology because it begins with community and does not proceed, as psychology does, on the basis of individual normality and abnormality, either treating the individual as isolated from community or then expanding this individual normality to a community as a collection of individual normal subjects.45 Moreover, anthropology examines lifeworld communities over the generations and in terms of their geo-historical environing-worlds.

I think there is good sense in Husserl’s designation of anthropology as a fundamental science for other sciences, whether or not he had specific examples in mind. Anthropology is distinctive because it regards normality and abnormality as essentially intersubjective notions and because it begins with an intersubjective setting in a way that psychology (and physiology) does not. It does not just bear on individual facticity, but on geo-social history and traditions. Beginning from the context of social-historical normality and abnormality in anthropology, one can then move to individual normality and abnormality (psychologically, physiologically, biologically, etc.) in concrete relations of individuals to their environing-worlds and co-subjects (H 29: 20–22).

This brings me both to the second reason why anthropology can take the lead as a mundane science, and to the second main theme of this section, namely, generativity. It is also at this point that we have to move from predominantly ontological and “natural” concerns to predominantly phenomenological ones. I mentioned at the outset of this section that Husserl characterized an ontology of the lifeworld as a great task. In the space of just a few lines from this designation in the first Crisis volume, Husserl speaks of a “very much greater task” that concerns a lifeworld ontology, but nevertheless goes beyond it. This greater task is a transcendental phenomenology of the lifeworld.46 It evaluates the matters exposed in a lifeworld ontology through a constitutive questioning back (H 29: 152, 173, 327, 329). Although a lifeworld ontology works hand in hand with a constitutive analysis, it itself is mundane because it presupposes the beings it describes.

Anthropology, conducted also as an ontology, presents us with diverse structures of human existence in the latter’s environing-world. These structures include cultural phenomena such as rituals, social habits, language, landscape, traditions, stories, myths, which have been handed down and appropriated through the generations. In anthropology, however, the constitutive import of these aspects of geo-socio-historical life is not grasped. According to Husserl, it is through transcendental phenomenology that the anthropological world is disclosed in its constitutive dimensions. Put differently, transcendental phenomenology does not (yet) describe what the anthropological world is, but the ways in which the anthropological world takes on sense (H 29: 329–31). The various ways in which the anthropological world is constituted are captured by Husserl’s locution, “generativity.” Generativity (Generativität) in this regard is the process of historical, intersubjective movement over the generations, thus as the process of “generation” of meaning. The primary loci of this generational movement are normal and abnormal geo-historical lifeworlds, or what Husserl calls in a constitutional regard, respectively, “homeworld” (Heimwelt) and “alienworld” (Fremdwelt).47

With anthropology guiding the constitutive problematic, one does not begin with an egological reduction, but with geo-historical intersubjectivity. The “generative framework” is one reason why communication can become a constitutive feature in the constitution of a shared world. But it is also the reason why Husserl can entertain the emotional sphere and in particular the prospect of loving as constitutive of an interpersonal Liebesgemeinschaft or loving-community.48

To stay within the context of this supplementary volume, it is possible to say that such a shift in phenomenology toward generative constitution occurs because the scope of phenomenological description is not merely the unity of a life, but the “unity of a tradition,” the “unity of historicity” bound to specific geographical territories (H 29: 9, 16, 57, 60, 258). Husserl writes: “The most original lifeworldly sense is the sense of a historical community, for instance, a community living together generatively in a people with a tradition,” as they are co-foundationally intertwined with alienworlds (H 29: 211; 11, 42, 63, 198–201). The point here is that the scope of analyses shifts to a generative context.

By disclosing the anthropological world normatively and constitutively in the co-relative structure, homeworld and alienworld, Husserl is able to extend the dimension of sense-constitution beyond constituting subjectivity to constituting intersubjectivity. In this case, however, transcendental intersubjectivity becomes broader than a psychological account precisely as a living tradition. Some modes of appropriation include narrative storytelling, learning a language, work, rituals of initiation, style of dress, communal celebrations, and shared habits. Now sense or validity is said to stem from a home tradition, and not from consciousness. The process of constitution is seen not as egoic sense bestowal, but as the taking over and taking up of pregiven sense bequeathed to me and to us. This means that phenomenology as transcendental critical philosophy must be critical in terms of what is precisely presupposed in this appropriation—since it can be and most likely is taken for granted. But shape of this critique and constitutive responsibilities take on new meaning for phenomenology.

Put still differently, appropriating a tradition amounts to more than merely understanding it, for a stranger can always understand our tradition without taking it up (H 29: 13–14, 40, 373). On the other hand, appropriation is not the ultimate mode of co-constitution, for as suggested earlier, we can live in a homeworld and contribute to its de-generation by merely taking over its sense uncritically. Required for generative co-constitution is a critical relation to our tradition.

What enables us to take up such a critical “phenomenological” relation of appropriation? For Husserl, the critique of our own world issues from various encounters with alienworlds but this openness is more precisely the opportunity to pursue critical self-reflections, displacing and replacing the home in an irreducible interpersonal context.49 One way of taking up this critical task of generative co-constitution, where Husserl is concerned, is as a philosophical task, and in particular, as a way of examining historically the teleological sense of our tradition.

In the earlier Crisis collection Husserl employed the term einströmen, or “flowing (back) into,” to refer to all accomplishing activities, scientific as well as extra-scientific interests, that flow back into the lifeworld and constitute it as the soil for future activities. In the present collection the term is applied significantly to “the transcendental.” That is, Husserl discusses the “mundanization of the transcendental” (Verweltlichung des Transzendentalen), a mundanization that even includes “phenomenologizing activities” themselves.50 This leads Husserl into the generative problems of “transcendental historicity” and of “transcendental, constituting intersubjectivity.” An implication of this “flowing into” is that the phenomenologist takes a critical stance within various homeworlds and in relation to alienworlds as a participation in an ongoing generative process. For Husserl, this is a matter of self-responsibility as the responsibility toward humanity; accordingly, philosophy as critical becomes a normative task as an ethical project. That there may be many ways of becoming more ethically human is certainly entailed by Husserl’s analyses of normality, abnormality, and teleology, if it is not explicitly stated by Husserl. In any case, such an ethical responsibility is the sense in which Husserl speaks of the philosopher as the “functionary” of humanity.

Conclusion

Let me conclude by simply emphasizing the relation of part 4 of the Crisis, as I have reconfigured it here, to the project of part 5. Based largely on material presented in the supplementary Crisis volume, I have suggested that a certain systematic movement belongs to the incomplete part 4 of the Crisis. The direction is roughly this: It begins with an ontology of the lifeworld, extends through a science of the anthropological world via the concepts of normality and abnormality, and concludes with a transcendental phenomenology of generative sense constitution. It is only after having clarified generative sense constitution, which is geo-social-historical movement, that the questions involved with a critical and responsible reflection or Besinnung on the teleology (or teleologies) of human history can be posed. Part 4, then, would set up the problem of and the necessity for a critical generative undertaking, which is a communal enterprise, executed historically-teleologically, and descriptively-normatively. This Husserl understood as the task of philosophers, taking up the responsibility for the generation of humanity. It is precisely this latter topic, I suggest, that would have occupied part 5 of Husserl’s Crisis meditations.

Given this possibility of a generative phenomenology that takes into consideration the development of history, intersubjectivity, and normative teleology; and given that the philosopher as phenomenologist has a direct role to play in the responsible retrieval for the essential becoming of humanity and its flourishing, what would be the relation between the generative phenomenologist and generative phenomenology, on the one hand, and another phenomenology that also treats similar dimensions of experience and world-historical reality? Are there similarities between a generative phenomenology as suggested by Husserl’s work, and, for example, a “phenomenology of spirit” as articulated by Hegel? Is there an advantage to one over the other? It is to these questions that I turn in the next chapter in this section concerning phenomenological method.
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Chapter 4

Spirit and Generativity

Phenomenology and the Phenomenologist in Hegel and Husserl

In this chapter, I treat the role and contribution of the phenomenologist, and the phenomenologist’s relation to history and intersubjectivity. This may seem to be a straightforward enough topic. After all, isn’t the role of the phenomenologist to describe the phenomena, whatever they may be? Isn’t his or her contribution the uninterested articulation of what he or she sees? As many know, the situation is actually much more complex than this, for just what the phenomena are depends, at least in the case of Husserlian phenomenology, on the methodological strategy or strategies employed: whether one investigates the phenomena within an ontological or constitutive framework, or from static, genetic, or generative research perspectives. In fact, it is precisely this last mentioned dimension—the generative dimension—that motivates the question concerning the role and contribution of the phenomenologist.

A generative phenomenology concerns generativity, the meaningful movement that has come to expression as the interrelation of geo-historical, social, and normatively significant lifeworlds, or homeworlds and alienworlds. I have already explained this movement in earlier works, as well as alluded to it in the previous chapters. While I mention them later in this new context as markers for my analysis, the point I want to make is that if generative phenomenology is to be something decisive and worthy of our pursuits and if it is to make a contribution to phenomenological philosophy, then we cannot refrain from raising the following considerations.

Even though the disclosure of a generative phenomenology is relatively new where Husserlian phenomenology is concerned, generative phenomenology is not the first phenomenology to have treated the problem of geo‑historical movement that is intersubjectively and normatively significant. Hegel also had a phenomenology that addressed the concept of social-historical movement, that is, a “phenomenology of spirit.” Since we already have Hegel’s phenomenology, is there any point to taking up a generative phenomenology instigated by Husserl? Why not just stay with Hegel’s phenomenology and forsake a generative phenomenology? Or can a generative phenomenology make a decisive contribution beyond a Hegelian phenomenology of spirit?

These questions have to be addressed if pursuing a generative phenomenology is to be justified, and if generative phenomenology is ultimately going to have contemporary import for phenomenological philosophy as well as a vast array of contemporary social issues.

While it is not an overworked issue, the inquiry into the relationship between Hegel and Husserl is far from new. Interest in their rapport was spurred primarily in France, and in particular, through the reception of Hegel via Alexandre Kojève and Jean Hyppolite, and through the introduction of Husserl by Emmanuel Levinas, Maurice Merleau‑Ponty, and Jean‑Paul Sartre. Having sensed an implicit affinity between these two figures, Hegel and Husserl, and their philosophical projects, there have been numerous attempts to flesh out their points of convergence, as well as their significant divergences.

Rather than engaging with this literature here, let me highlight two points.1 First, what these commentaries have in common on the most basic level is an interest in Husserl and Hegel, together with the suspicion, if not the conviction, that the connection between central notions like consciousness, experience, reason, science, phenomenology is more than nominal. Beyond certain overlapping themes, nevertheless, their interpretations vary widely. Second, there is one other feature that these studies share. In carrying out their comparisons, they assume a truncated view of Husserlian phenomenology when matching it with that of Hegel’s phenomenology, and Hegel’s philosophical project, generally.

My study in this chapter differs from the preceding works in this very important regard—it is a difference that I believe not only justifies taking up the question concerning the role and contribution of the phenomenologist in terms of spirit (Hegel) and generativity (Husserl) but makes such an endeavor fruitful: My approach does not begin by restricting my analysis to Husserl’s early published work, to limiting Husserl’s phenomenology of intersubjectivity to his “Fifth Cartesian Meditation,” or even to the first Crisis collection. For as we saw earlier in the last chapter, even this collection is a selection from a much larger body of work that itself belonged to a more encompassing “Crisis” project.

Rather, this critical comparison treats Husserlian phenomenology from the perspective of a generative phenomenology that views Husserl’s writing systematically as a whole, and elaborates upon a more encompassing perspective of his writings. The guiding questions, then, are these: What is the relation between a phenomenology of spirit and generative phenomenology? Which of them treats more accurately the phenomena of historicity, facticity, alterity, and the social world? What are the vectors of intersection? Does one style of phenomenology have an advantage over the other? What do these approaches mean for “phenomenology”?

In order to see if a generative phenomenology takes a decisive step beyond a phenomenology of spirit, it is important, first, to be very clear just what the phenomenologist of spirit does and what it entails. It is all the more important to undertake this task here because the role and contribution of the Hegelian phenomenologist is seldom treated in the literature on Hegel (or on Hegel and Husserl), and if it is treated, then only incompletely or vaguely. An evaluation of the Hegelian phenomenologist of spirit, then, will occupy the exposition of section 1. Due to restrictions of space, however, this will have to be presented summarily. In section 2, I outline the tenets and import of generative phenomenology, and discuss what it means to do philosophy as a generative phenomenologist. This allows me in section 3 to specify the meaning of phenomenology by considering the relation between generative phenomenology and a phenomenology of spirit.

Section 1. Hegel and the Phenomenologist of Spirit

Hegel writes that God dwells in the details. If this is true, then my exposition will be an ungodly piece. For expressing the nature of Hegelian phenomenological method in this short space requires emphasizing the general movement of Hegel’s Phenomenology of Spirit over the minutiae of his exposition, though certain facets of his exposition will play an important role. I summarize Hegelian phenomenology and the Phenomenology of Spirit in six steps. Roughly speaking, after describing the Phenomenology as a peculiar type of science, I take up the role and contribution of the Hegelian phenomenologist, and the problem of a phenomenology of spirit. I end this section by discussing phenomenology and its relation to history, and conclude it with Hegelian phenomenology’s and Hegelian phenomenologist’s place in the generation of historical meaning.

Phenomenological Science

What we have today as the Phenomenology of Spirit2 was originally entitled by Hegel, The Science of the Experience of Consciousness. It was, moreover, the title of a book whose main content was to be Logic. Only after it took on ever greater proportions, and only after Hegel grasped the movement of the work from the result of the experience did he replace the former title in 1806 with the “Phenomenology of Spirit.”3 Despite this title change, however, the Phenomenology remained a science of the experience of consciousness (Phänomenologie, 32, 74). In what way is the Phenomenology connected to science, and more specifically, to the science of the experience of consciousness?

The claim to the Phenomenology’s scientific character is ostensibly at odds with Hegel’s assertion at the conclusion of the Phenomenology that opposes the Phenomenology to Science (Phänomenologie, 562). But we find at least three meanings of science where the Phenomenology is concerned. The first and most obvious meaning of science is pure Science or Logic and is accordingly found at the conclusion of the Phenomenology: It requires an absolute beginning; it must be presuppositionless and must move in the element of conceptual thinking; it is the result of phenomenal knowing’s demarche.4

The second mode of science is “phenomenal science” or science as it is begun by consciousness, expressing its truth claims according to its (consciousness’) phenomenal, limited form.5 This form of science would be beginning or implicit science and would presuppose a ground of its knowing. Since consciousness itself distinguishes between the object being in-itself and the being of the object for consciousness, this distinction or tension is peculiar to consciousness. That is, consciousness in all its manifestations is intentional, simultaneously the diremption and correlation of knowing and being, of the for‑itself and the in‑itself (Phänomenologie, 32, 70).6 This diremption of knowing and being Hegel equates with both experience and time (Phänomenologie, 32, 72, 558). Since Spirit and likewise Science manifest themselves in the element of consciousness, they do so in time and accordingly have a history. The path of the Phenomenology is simultaneously the progressive recollection of this history and the overcoming of this intentional structure, working through and going beyond the element of consciousness to the elemental “ether” of thinking. Such a diremption is portrayed as completely internalized at the conclusion of the Phenomenology, and it is for this reason that Hegel writes provocatively that time is overcome (Phänomenologie, 557–58, 562). What Hegel means by this will be discussed later.

The movement to overcome the diremption of self and being, and to find agreement throughout despair and triumph, between consciousness’ knowing and the appearing object that consciousness posits as alien, is experience (Phänomenologie, 32). For natural consciousness, however, this movement is not experienced as a necessary self‑appropriation.

Finally there is what we could call “phenomenological science” undertaken by the phenomenologist as a descriptive enterprise, whose beginning is absolute but not entirely presuppositionless. The scientific character here consists in the exercise of restraint on the part of the phenomenologist, the practice of disinterestedness, and the ability to witness necessary connections. This third type of science that concerns the Phenomenology of Spirit will become clearer in the next subsection.

The Role of the Hegelian Phenomenologist

Perhaps the most perplexing feature of the Phenomenology, one that confounds every beginning reader, is that the Phenomenology is expressed from two perspectives simultaneously: experiencing natural consciousness and the philosopher. But just because there are two perspectives does not mean there are only two sciences: phenomenal and conceptual. As I have suggested, there is a third, namely, phenomenological science. Let me turn now to this third sense of science.

Addressing a prevalent misnomer, Kenley Dove emphasizes that Hegel’s “method” is not dialectical.7 What is dialectical is the experience of consciousness itself, the internal movement of knowing as it appears; and we note that the new object that arises haphazardly for naive consciousness is also a necessary modification of the experiencing subject qua his or her posture toward objectivity.

While the movement of consciousness and its object is dialectical, phenomenological method, on the other hand, is not; it is descriptive and presents the experience that consciousness has. The Hegelian phenomenologist must resist the temptation to manipulate the phenomena—modes of appearing knowledge and their truths—and must instead abandon his or her freedom to the phenomenological content itself: what Hegel calls “the thing itself” (die Sache selbst); the phenomenologist allows himself or herself to be moved through its (the thing’s or matter’s) own nature and to detect an immanent lawfulness that Hegel calls the dialectic (Phänomenologie, 24, 74).

Since the phenomenologist cannot intrude in the movement of the appearing shapes, he or she likewise cannot impose his or her criterion to assess the truth of their (the shapes’) knowledge. Accordingly, the phenomenologist cannot begin science by providing the absolute ground for pure science; he or she does not exercise a critique of natural consciousness. Instead, the assessment unfolds by way of “immanent critique.” Consciousness itself gives its standard to itself, and phenomenological investigation exhibits the comparison of consciousness with itself (Phänomenologie, 71). Because consciousness is both consciousness of the object and conscious of itself, this comparison consists in viewing whether knowing is adequate to its object or whether the object is adequate to the knowing, for consciousness will have to continue changing its knowing or its object to make the correspondence adequate. The movement is precisely experience and is the motive force for the dialectical progression that the phenomenologist describes (Phänomenologie, 73).

The Contribution of the Hegelian Phenomenologist

If the role of the phenomenologist is the unbiased description that does not add anything to the phenomena, and if it is experiencing consciousness that does the work, what kind of contribution does the (Hegelian) phenomenological philosopher make? In clarifying this point, it will be helpful to state the obvious: While Hegelian phenomenology concerns natural consciousness, phenomenological description is not carried out by natural consciousness. It is carried out by the phenomenological philosopher. This is to say that it is only by virtue of the phenomenologist that natural consciousness can come to the fore as such. Prior to the phenomenologist, there is no “natural consciousness.” For it is too embedded in the immediacy of experience to recognize experience. This is why Hegel portrays the phenomenologist and the philosophical “We” as distanced from natural consciousness: “Precisely because it is familiar, the familiar as such is not recognized,” and thus uncritically taken for granted (Phänomenologie, 28–29).

Thus, one of the contributions that the Hegelian phenomenologist makes is precisely to bring forth natural consciousness as such. In this way and only in this way does the phenomenological philosopher “provide” a ground for science, namely, by allowing natural consciousness to come to the fore as such. For this reason Hegelian science (beginning with phenomenological science) cannot consist in analyzing “raw” data. For natural consciousness, its modes of knowing and its “objectivities” are conceptual from the very start. Accordingly, in order to do conceptual philosophy (pure Science or Logic), one must first do phenomenological philosophy, which exhibits natural consciousness and its way to speculative philosophy. “This observation of the matter [Sache],” writes Hegel, “is our contribution [Zutat] whereby the series of experiences of consciousness raise themselves to scientific progression, and which is not for the consciousness that we observe” (Phänomenologie, 74).

The phenomenologist as scientist occupies a unique and precarious position. It is unique because the phenomenologist must move with the element of consciousness and at the same time in the element of knowing. It is precarious because, on the one hand, like natural consciousness, the phenomenologist is bound by experience; he or she follows its course. Whereas the former experiences the helical movement from within, the latter simply re-experiences the movement. The phenomenologist does not move in immediate existence, but with it as a recollection of it.

On the other hand, like the speculative philosopher, the phenomenologist moves in the element of knowing; he or she conceptualizes consciousness and its conceptions of existence. But whereas the speculative philosopher thinks thought simultaneously with being, where experience as such is surpassed, the phenomenologist thinks experience; whereas logic concerns the system of categories (of being, essence, and concept) as determinate concepts, phenomenology concerns the system of appearing knowledge as determinate shapes of consciousness; finally, whereas the speculative philosopher undertakes an onto-logy (which presupposes the reconciliation of being and knowing), the phenomenological philosopher undertakes a phenomenology (where the relation between being and knowing is precisely at issue). By moving with the element of consciousness, phenomenology prepares the element of knowing for oneself and for others. Hence, the philosopher and the project of an ontology presuppose the work of the phenomenologist, which is to say, there are historical and experiential presuppositions to absolute knowing (if not also philosophical ones).

In sum, the contribution that Hegelian phenomenology makes hangs in the balance between (1) productively exhibiting natural consciousness by tarrying along with the element of immediate existence and (2) not intervening in the movement of natural consciousness by patiently observing it within the element of mediated conceptual knowing. Accordingly, while one can say that the Phenomenology as a text is dialectical through and through, phenomenology as a method—by contrast—is strictly descriptive.

Phenomenological Agency

So, if phenomenology is descriptive in terms of method, who is involved in the description? Phenomenology, as the science of phenomena, does not begin explicitly from pure Science, but is the latter’s development. For consciousness alone, this beginning is not truly absolute, mediated. It is only absolute from the perspective of another consciousness: from “our” perspective.

The ubiquitous first-person plural—the “We,” the “for us,” the “our”—plays a constitutive role in the Phenomenology of Spirit, both for the latter’s beginning and for the formation of individual natural consciousness. The “We” is pre‑thematically posited by consciousness as the necessary condition of its claim to absoluteness. Consciousness as the immediacy of Spirit is not yet mediated, but posited in its immediacy as beginning.8 Yet the “We” also has another function, which at first seems alien to the latter. The “We” that Hegel invokes is his readers. What is the status of these readers?

Hegel’s exposition requires a twofold task of his readers. On the one hand, in using the inclusive “We,” Hegel is making us his philosophical interlocutors. Like Hegel, we are called to see the internal, dialectical movement and necessary progression of phenomenal knowing. When Hegel uses “We,” he implicitly places us, like himself, at the end of the movement, where the whole as such is intelligible.

While we are like Hegel in this omniscient regard, however, it is important to note that We cannot add anything new to what Hegel has already described—not because we must conform to Hegel—but because like Hegel, we must conform to the thing itself. One Hegelian phenomenologist of Spirit, in observing, will see the same thing as another. Even though Hegel does seem to be the more decisive player here, strictly speaking, there is nothing decisive about Hegel’s contribution qua the singularity or uniqueness of Hegel.

Phenomenological description is open to all and any of us. Hegel just happened to have done it first, with appropriate acuity, when the moment was ripe. I take up the latter issue under the next subheading. Let me stress now that phenomenological philosophy, here, could not take place before Hegel because all the shapes of consciousness had not yet manifested themselves. The extent to which Hegel’s description goes beyond his historical situatedness is the extent to which the Phenomenology describes conceptual shapes of appearing consciousness that only seem contingent when not comprehended. Again, whether or not we contingently precede or succeed Hegel is not at issue; important is that we follow what Hegel describes (which is what Hegel himself had to follow in observing). If we were not to describe in this way, or if we were to describe alone (or even if Hegel were to fail), we (like Hegel himself) would remain pre‑conceptual, and to this extent “pre‑Hegelian.”

On the other hand, Hegel’s usage of We is not an assertion; it is an invitation, an invitation to become the We of philosophers that we are implicitly. The invitation is to disclose ourselves as natural consciousness, to begin the process of knowing by participating in the drama of phenomena, and in particular, of consciousness on its way to absolute knowing. By explicitly working through the conceptual path of appearing knowledge and its postures toward its objects, we become philosophers. And in doing this we realize that We are posited or presupposed by natural consciousness.9

The Problem of Spirit

While Hegel’s Phenomenology remained a science of the experience of consciousness, he did after all retitle it the Phenomenology of Spirit. Having initiated an explanation of the role and contribution of the phenomenologist and phenomenology as methodology, it remains to be seen why phenomenology for Hegel is essentially a phenomenology of Spirit, and second, what relation phenomenology has to history and the latter’s immanent teleology. This is important because it will enable me to compare spirit with generativity in Husserl, as well as to describe the relation between individual consciousness and history within a generative phenomenology.

There is an obvious tension with respect to Hegel’s Phenomenology that concerns the relation of the phenomenologist to spirit. In short, there appear to be two parts making up the Phenomenology, one that concerns natural consciousness qua the individual, and another that treats the developmental life of humanity within communities; the first, consciousness, the second, world; the former made up of exemplary moments, the latter of real historical events.10 Given that there is a coexistence of these two movements, one can legitimately ask whether phenomenology is essentially a phenomenology of Spirit, whether it does in fact conclude with “Reason” as appears to be the case in the Encyclopaedia,11 and whether there is an intimate relationship between phenomenology as a method and the Phenomenology of Spirit. Are there essential connections that would qualify the science of the experience of consciousness as a phenomenology of spirit? I believe there are, and they can be delineated as follows.

First, while the Phenomenology is a science of the experience of consciousness, it is not limited merely to a description of individual experience: Phenomenology describes all modes of experience had by natural consciousness, theological, practical, aesthetic, communal, political, moral, religious, and so on.12 Thus, it makes sense to say that the Phenomenology of Spirit describes the experience of spirit in the element of consciousness.

Second, the We that is Spirit is already involved from the very start in phenomenological description. For the We or Spirit is posited or presupposed by consciousness for its development. When consciousness becomes aware of its historical presuppositions, not just of a particular culture, but of world history, it reflects them and what it presupposed in the beginning, namely, the “We,” Spirit. Becoming explicitly aware of Spirit’s “position” (Setzung) in the movement of natural consciousness is not only the appropriation of our own Substance, but it is also the self‑consciousness of Spirit, Spirit becoming for‑itself (Subject) what it is in‑itself (Substance). A phenomenology that would only treat individual consciousness—and not also the I that is We and the We that is I (Phänomenologie, 140)—would itself be “natural” in the sense of naive or limited.

Third, before Spirit becomes self‑conscious, Spirit is necessarily historical. “Time,” writes Hegel, “is the Concept itself that is there and that presents itself as empty intuition to consciousness; Spirit therefore appears necessarily in time, and it appears so long as it has not grasped its pure Concept in time, that is, so long as it has not annulled [tilgt] time.” For Spirit that is not complete, that is, that is historical, time appears as the destiny and necessity of Spirit (Phänomenologie, 558).

Absolute knowing does not appear “before Spirit has come to this consciousness about itself’ (Phänomenologie, 557). It is destined to express itself in world‑historical terms. It is these world‑historical events that usher in Science as speculative philosophy, after Spirit has realized itself in history. Because finite Spirit and absolute Spirit appear in time, manifesting themselves historically, a Phenomenology that is concerned with describing experience in all its modalities and thus leading natural consciousness to Science must describe historical modes of Spirit.

Fourth, Hyppolite argues that although Hegel had not envisioned the moments of Spirit at the time of the “Introduction,” he was guided by the very movement of natural consciousness in the form of individual reason to describe Spirit.13 The fact that Reason is pushed internally to become a world for itself—initially in the shape of objective Spirit, the finite Spirit of a people, or again, ethical substance as the truth of Reason—allows Hyppolite to contend that Hegel is led, perhaps despite himself, to write a phenomenology of Spirit, where all spiritual phenomena would be described from a phenomenological perspective.14 The fact that Hegel was forced by the nature of the “thing itself” speaks all the more for the internal necessity of a phenomenology of Spirit.

Finally, from the perspective of natural consciousness, it would seem as if “Consciousness,” “Self-Consciousness,” and “Reason” would be the concrete shapes, since from the beginning Spirit is only posited and hence abstract. This point of view would lend credence to the contention that the first three chapters actually make up the primordial core of the Phenomenology, and further that the chapters beginning with Spirit would be appendages added on to this foundation.

But from the perspective of the end, of realized Spirit, Hegel actually inverts this priority in terms of concreteness. In other words, it is Spirit that is concrete and actually founds individual consciousness. Hegel writes: “Spirit is thus absolute, real Being, self-supporting…. All previous shapes of consciousness are abstractions from it; they are that which it analyses, distinguishing its moments and dwelling with them individually” (Phänomenologie, 314, my emphasis added). For this reason, Hegel can assert that the isolation of such moments presupposes Spirit and subsists in it; or again, the isolation exists only in Spirit, which is existence. Hegel continues by naming these isolated moments as “Consciousness, Self‑Consciousness, and Reason” and notes that in this isolation the moments only have the appearance of independent of existence. In fact, as isolated, the individual shapes actually presuppose Spirit (Phänomenologie, 314–15).

The Relation of the Hegelian Phenomenologist to History

These observations suggest the peculiar relation that the phenomenologist has to history. If our concern is with the development of philosophy, then we cannot simply move from Reason to the element of conceptual thinking or absolute knowing. Philosophy is a result that coincides with the thinking of a particular age, and individual consciousness cannot reach absolute knowing unless it becomes conscious of the “Spirit” of the times.15 Hegel is convinced that his age was one of transition, ready for absolute knowing (Phänomenologie, 15). Absolute knowing is the fruit of this new age and will not manifest itself until Spirit has achieved self‑knowledge, which is the result of human experience.

The standpoint of the phenomenological philosopher is only attainable from the dawning of the new age, which is achieved historically and in world history. Describing the history of the experience of consciousness from this standpoint of the “end,” the phenomenologist can assess the immanent teleology of world‑history and decipher its meanings. And it is from this perspective that Hegel can detect the movement he so propitiously described as “dialectical.”

It is possible to detect the movement of world‑history because in fulfilling itself it has eliminated time. Temporality, as noted previously, is peculiar to the structure of experience in all its modalities, the diremption of knowing and being, of certainty and truth. The Phenomenology is the progressive (and dialectical) overcoming and internalization of this structure. When Spirit becomes for‑itself what it is in‑itself, that is, when the separation in experience is overcome and internalized, the form of time is also overcome, internalized. If temporality is the destiny and necessity of Spirit when it is not complete within itself (Phänomenologie, 558), then when it has manifested itself historically, in experience, it overcomes this temporal form.

Does the overcoming of temporality, be it annulment or internalization, mean the end of history? If we mean by “history” the manifestation of Spirit in determinate shapes of consciousness and world that still harbor the opposition between being and knowing, then the answer for Hegel is clearly “yes.” Here history is a necessary modality of incomplete Spirit; absolute knowing, which coincides with completed Spirit, is the “end” of history as a necessary modality of Spirit.

However, this does not mean that nothing else happens. We do continue to live aesthetically, religiously, practically, morally, perceptually, self‑consciously, reasonably, and so forth. Hegel’s point is that human experience has exhausted the shapes of this consciousness and world experience; all of the shapes have been disclosed, individually and communally. These shapes may indeed continue to be disclosed differently in terms of their particularity. For example, the master/slave dialectic can be expressed now as a struggle for recognition between the capitalist and the proletariat, later between men and women, in other times between the educator and the student, and so on. Even though new struggles may emerge with different nuances, they have the same sense or meaning structure, namely, as a struggle for co‑recognition, and so on. The same would ostensibly hold for the shapes of world‑history now that they too have been manifest.

What is crucial, however, is that while new particularities can take place, there is essentially no new generation of meaning. There is only a repetition of meaning.

This implies, moreover, that the phenomenologist’s task is essentially over. Certainly, one could always write new “Phenomenologies.” In some cases, one could express the shapes differently, emphasizing these particularities over others; in other instances one could employ different historical exemplars as long as their meanings have already been manifest, and as long as one adheres to the same dialectical necessity and connections. But a new epoch would not require a new phenomenology. The work of these phenomenologists would be insignificant because they no longer contribute to the generation of meaning, even if in a seemingly modest way—as Hegel did—by making the implicit explicit. From the position of a disengaged observer, the most phenomenology could be now is a mere repetition of meaning. Hegel’s uniqueness lies in the fact that such a phenomenology could not have taken place before his time, and that he happened to be the first phenomenologist of Spirit on the scene. On the one hand, this makes Hegel’s position as a phenomenologist absolute; on the other hand, however, it renders Hegel as this specific phenomenologist a matter of indifference.

Let me now summarize the main results of this inquiry into the phenomenologist of spirit. I approached the role of the Hegelian phenomenologist of Spirit by showing in what way the Phenomenology of Spirit implies a peculiar scientific task, and by interpreting the methodological strategy of the Hegelian phenomenologist, as well as the role and the contribution of the phenomenologist in relation to “Spirit.” Here are some of the salient elements peculiar to this role and contribution.

We found that the Hegelian phenomenologist alone is responsible for bringing to expression natural consciousness as such, and that the phenomenologist is bound by the experience of natural consciousness in the sense of following its course. The phenomenologist, however, does not participate in experience as it is lived. Not dwelling in the element of consciousness, the phenomenologist moves in the element of knowing. Phenomenology can only begin when the new age is achieved historically and in world history, but the phenomenologist is “outside of time” in the sense that he or she stands with completed Spirit. Spirit is concrete and founds individual consciousness such that a phenomenology that would only treat individual consciousness would itself be naïve, “natural,” or limited.

Moreover, the Hegelian phenomenologist functions purely descriptively, observing “neutrally” the “thing [Sache] itself,” which is the dialectical movement of Spirit manifest as experiencing natural consciousness. Thus, the phenomenologist does not take a normative stance in relation to the development of history. We saw, further, that while each phenomenologist must “work through” the long path of Spirit, which is world‑history, there is nothing decisive about the particularity or facticity of the Hegelian phenomenologist. The phenomenologist describes the exhausted shapes of conscious and world experience, but the phenomenologist does not contribute to the generation of meaning; the meaning of history and its meaning structures have already been generated.

The question I would now like to pose is the following: Does the role and contribution of Husserlian generative phenomenologist differ significantly from the Hegelian phenomenologist of spirit, and if so, how? To respond to this question I will have to determine whether the generative phenomenologist is essentially restricted to mere description, whether there is a participation of the phenomenologist in the things themselves, and how the generative phenomenologist is related to intersubjectivity and to history.

Section 2. Husserl and the Generative Phenomenologist

Having described the unique role and contribution of the Hegelian phenomenologist, I turn now to the role and contribution of the phenomenologist within Husserlian generative phenomenology. Because I have already treated the dimension of generative phenomenology and its evolution in some detail in the previous chapter and in other studies as well, I focus here on the generative phenomenologist as it relates specifically to the characteristics highlighted earlier where the Hegelian phenomenologist is concerned. This requires highlighting five aspects of generative phenomenology.

First, I delineate phenomenology’s movement from consciousness to world, from the individual to intersubjectivity, and the movement from static to generative phenomenological methodologies. I then, second, discuss the concreteness of generative phenomenology, followed, third, by a brief reminder of the role of teleology and history in a generative phenomenology; in a fourth subsection, I show in what way Husserlian phenomenology is not merely a descriptive but a normative enterprise. The final subsection discusses the place of ethical renewal, crisis, and critique in a generative phenomenology. This will entail characterizing the phenomenologist as participating in the generation of history.

The Significance of Generative Phenomenology

At first glance, the phenomenology of Hegel seems to have a clear advantage over that of Husserl; if the interpretation of Hegel’s Phenomenology that I have offered earlier is correct, then (Hegelian) phenomenology is inherently a phenomenology of spirit, which is to say, it is inextricably tied to the problem of history and intersubjectivity. Husserl’s phenomenology, on the other hand, is notorious for its methodological solipsism and its putative inability to treat questions of the social world in any meaningful manner. Even Ricoeur—who limits himself to the Fifth Cartesian Meditation in his comparison of Husserl to Hegel—finds it necessary to supplement Husserl’s phenomenological theory with the empirical dimension of Max Weber’s work in order to match the profound insights of Hegel.16 Thus, any meaningful attempt to come to grips with the role and contribution of the phenomenologist in Husserl is going to have to account not only for Husserlian phenomenology’s intrinsic ability to handle the phenomenon of history and the social world, but also for the irreplaceable singularity or uniqueness of the phenomenologist.

The difficulty in assessing the role and contribution of the phenomenologist in Husserl is exacerbated by the diverse ways in which Husserl articulated phenomenological method. For, as opposed to Hegel, there is not just one “introduction” to phenomenology and a possible revision of its place in a philosophical system, but for many at least three explicit (if not more) introductions to phenomenology.17 By the time of his last “introduction,” there is also a reevaluation of phenomenology’s world‑historical significance. These three introductions mark the progressive transformation of phenomenology’s shift from the problem of consciousness to the problem of world, from the description of individual sense-constitution to the normative participation in the generation of historical meaning. These introductions are already well known: Ideas I (which took its methodological starting point as consciousness), the Cartesian Meditations (which was expressive of the fundamentally ambiguous approach of a phenomenological psychology), and finally, the writings surrounding the Crisis of the European Sciences (which took phenomenology’s starting point to be the “lifeworld”).

Although these “introductions” to phenomenology do mark a transition from consciousness to world, they themselves do not give us the “internal” relation of consciousness to world that we find in Hegel’s Phenomenology. The internal relation becomes clear only if and when we shift our focus away from the so-called introductions, and turn toward the more decisive movement of Husserlian phenomenology. This movement is traced, in part, by three strategies Husserl employed for approaching the matters themselves: static, genetic, and generative phenomenological methods. Ultimately, it is within a generative phenomenology that phenomenology as a whole can account for the mutual development of individual and communal spirit (of “consciousness” and “world”); it is through generativity that structure and historical development make sense.

For the purposes of this chapter, let me recall and resituate these different dimensions of phenomenology. Static phenomenology can inquire into how sense is constituted, examining the roles of intention and fulfillment; or it can presuppose this sense and merely describe the invariant noetic and noematic strata. That is, it can treat invariant “structures” like intentionality, noesis, noema, mundane typicalities, regions of being, and even modes of givenness in time-consciousness itself (like protention and retention). But in either case (in either constitutional or structural static analyses), there is no question of “internal” temporal development.

A genetic phenomenology concerns the temporal becoming and unity of sense. It can trace the genesis of sense on the “passive,” “aesthetic,” or lived‑bodily perceptual level, or on the “active” judicative level or level of reason, as well as the transition from passive perception to active egoic rationality. Finally, genetic phenomenology has as its parameters the development of sense and meaning within the problem of self-temporalization and, ultimately, facticity. However, genetic phenomenology can also treat—within the span of an individual life—a plurality of individuals or the temporalization of selves, specifically, as a contemporaneous community of individuals. It is on this genetic level of phenomenology, characteristic of Husserl’s phenomenology between 1917 and 1929, that the phenomena in Husserl’s descriptions most resemble the phenomena treated by Hegel in his chapters ranging from “Consciousness” to “Reason.” In other words, Husserlian genetic phenomenology can also treat both the “shapes” and constitution of experiencing consciousness from individual sense certainty to a communal interactive “We.” Good examples of this are the constitutive and structural analyses of Ideas II, the Analyses Concerning Passive and Active Syntheses, to some extent the Kaizo or “Renewal” essays, and the writings surrounding the Fifth Cartesian Meditation. At the limit, Ricoeur takes Husserl this far in his comparison with Hegel.

The crucial point, however, concerns phenomenology’s ability to handle a more open sense of Spirit (than treated, e.g., in Ideas II); that is, the question concerns whether transcendental phenomenology can treat the phenomena of individuals, of worlds, or of communities in the process of historical development, where Generativity is itself a new “absolute.” This is where the discovery of a generative phenomenology becomes not only pertinent, but decisive.

In distinction to a genetic analysis, which is restricted to the becoming of individual subjectivity, a synchronic field of contemporary individuals, and intersubjectivity as founded in an egology, generative phenomenology treats phenomena that are historical, cultural, intersubjective, and normative. Ultimately, the matter or Sache of generative phenomenology is “Generativity.” For Husserl, generativity means both the process of becoming, hence the process of “generation,” a process that occurs over the “generations” as socio‑geo-historical movement, and becomes Husserl’s new “Absolute”—beyond static consciousness, beyond the self‑temporalization of the monad. Many of the “matters” peculiar to a generative phenomenology are “liminal,” as we have seen in chapters 1 and 2; that is, they are described at the limits of what can be “given,” for example, the alien, birth and death, animality, the contribution of language. Let me briefly return to some of these liminal and generative phenomena, and cast them in a slightly different light in order to show their place in the evaluation of Husserl’s generative phenomenology in relation to Hegel’s phenomenology of spirit.

Phenomenological Co‑Relativity of Homeworld/Alienworld

In order to account for the constitution of objectivity, Husserl’s reflections led him to the question of communally shared space and time. But this guided him, in turn to an inquiry into the constitution of normal and abnormal geo‑historical communities, rather than simply the constitution of normal and abnormal individuals.18 As emphasized earlier, these notions of normality and abnormality were understood not in a psychological or statistical manner, but as constitutional problems respecting the accomplishment of sense‑unity in difference. It was in this context that the concept of the lifeworld was disclosed as a provisional notion. It became more concrete by being clarified (1) transcendentally as world‑horizon and earth‑ground and (2) normatively as homeworld and alienworld.

The homeworld is a normatively significant lifeworld that is co-constituted in relation to an alienworld. The alienworld is a lifeworld that is normatively atypical, unfamiliar, or normatively significant in ways that differ from the home, but through which the homeworld is simultaneously constituted as home. The notion of home for Husserl is irreducible to the foundational status attributed to the ego and is not an “original” sphere. It is from the very start intersubjective and co-constituted by the alien. Through this co-constitutive co‑relativity, we experience a constant becoming alien of the home. Homeworld and alienworld coexist as co-foundational, but in a relation of axiological asymmetry. I can only experience the alien as alien from the home as toward the alien. The implication, as I suggest later, is that alienness cannot be overcome or integrated without losing the home as home. Thus, within a generative phenomenology, home and alien are fundamentally irreducible and co-generative. For this reason, Husserl’s phenomenological descriptions of homeworld and alienworld and of their fundamental constitutive co‑relativity forcefully challenge the conception of a “one world” that could supervene upon the co‑generational structure, homeworld/alienworld—though in many contexts, Husserl never gave up the notion of the “one world.”

Liminal Experiences of Appropriation and Transgression

As we saw in chapter 3, there is a pre-critical way in which meaning is constituted generatively, and a critical way. Pre-critically, Husserl writes of the sedimentation of a tradition (not simply of an individual past), and of reawakening and reactivating an historical past. Appropriating bequeathed sense is an historical process of taking up previous acquisitions.19 While appropriation is an explicit relation to others as homecomrades of a homeworld and is implicitly the constitution of the alien of an alienworld, it is always more than merely understanding one’s own tradition, for an alien subject can understand our tradition without taking it up (H 29: 13–14, 40, 373). In any case, it takes account of the way in which those who preceded us, now, and those who follow us, now, can be integrated intersubjectively—something that “empathy” (Einfühlung) in earlier Husserl could not do.20

Husserl hints at two broad types of encounter with the alien: occupation and transgression. Whereas occupation (conquest, conversion, etc.) merely extends the limits of the home such that the limits are not experienced as such, “transgression” is the encounter of the alien from the perspective of the home where the limits of the encounter are left intact. Transgression is a positive movement of liminal experience where the limits are recognized. It is in this context that violence would be understood for us as a violation of limit‑claims.

If we were to examine transgressive experience abstractly, we might conclude that transgression would be an encounter with the alien that simply abandons the conditions of the home for the encounter; it would be a kind of violation of limits. As opposed to occupation, which remains “within” the home, this misleading assumption would posit the movement as abstractly crossing over. But generatively considered, transgressive experience does not leave home in going beyond; transgressive experience is a crossing over from within.21

A critical appropriation of the sense that stems from a tradition might demand a disappropriation of sense, depending on the orientation of that sense, namely, if it is optimal or non-optimal in an intersubjective way. But this would be evaluated according to a transgressive experience that encounters the alien or the stranger as alien from within the home: either in the sense of welcoming the alien or in the sense of being responsible for the generation of Generativity by being responsible for the alien (and in this way for the home). While Husserl does not state it in this way, there are resources from his analyses that do point in this direction. It would fall under the rubric of rational critique in earlier Husserl, but loving and the absolute ought in some of his later writings (see chapter 6).

The Concreteness of Generative Phenomenology

Although I have made this point earlier concerning the concreteness of generative method, I revisit it here briefly because in its own way it follows a movement that allows for a comparison with Hegel’s phenomenology—though for Husserl it is framed differently. It has to do with the privileged role of generative phenomenology in relation to static and genetic methods.

It was characteristic of Husserl’s thought, methodologically, to begin with what he interpreted as “simpler” and then move to what was more “complex.” This is why he often privileged the static over the dynamic as a starting point for phenomenological investigations. In terms of the development of phenomenology, this meant that on the whole Husserl began clarifying static structures of conscious intentionality as “most basic,” then moved to temporal analyses of the individual; it was only after he thought he was ready to move on that he broached the question of history and intersubjectivity over the generations. The former “lower levels” were construed as a Leitfaden or as leading clues to the later “higher levels.”

But by the time Husserl undertakes generative analyses, he recognizes a reversal (granted, perhaps not as quickly and forcefully as he should have): static constitutive analyses are abstract and not the most basic given the disclosure of genesis (and generativity); static phenomena like consciousness are not independent, but dependent structures. More concrete phenomena, for example, are those that express the normality and abnormality of the lived‑body, self-temporalization, and monadic individuation or facticity; “absolute consciousness” is seen as abstract in relation to the “true” absolute of self‑temporalization (H 3: § 81). But where temporalization is concerned, self-temporalization is founded in a deeper ground, revealing self-temporalization as “abstract” in relation to a movement that is still more concrete. Husserl writes: “If we put generation into play, then in terms of concretion, this progression is also a concretization of the remaining co‑humanity, mother, i.e., parents and child, etc.; and at the same time we have a more concrete, generatively formed temporalization and historical environing‑world” (H 15: 138 fn. 2).

Just as static phenomena are abstract when viewed from the perspective of genesis (H 14: especially, 34, 43, 47), viewed now from the standpoint of generativity, self‑temporalization of the individual, synchronic intersubjectivity “within” a generation, and so on, are understood as “abstract historicity”; it abstracts from Generativity disclosed as the co‑foundational relation of homeworld/alienworld. But, again, all this is discerned from the disclosure of Generativity. This is how we can notice a discursive shift in Husserl when describing the phenomena: on the one hand, the lower and more basic, and the higher and complex—and on the other, the abstract and concrete (whereby the lower phenomena are now “abstract” in relation to the concrete and the more fundamental, which were previously “higher” and founded). Now we find: (1) Generative phenomenology whose matter is generativity is the most concrete dimension of phenomenology; it concerns intersubjective, historical movement. (2) Genetic phenomenology treats generativity shorn of its historical/generational dimension. It can still be distinctive with its own sphere of description; self-temporalization is absolute but as grounded in generativity; the spatiality of the lived-body is absolute in relation to the spatiality of things, but as a ground body, it is grounded in the Earth as ground (Erdboden). (3) Finally, generativity can be addressed statically shorn of all temporal becoming. This would be a static analysis that treats generativity in terms of structure, or again, the structure of generativity.22

My goal in briefly sketching the various dimensions of Husserlian phenomenology has been to intimate how generative phenomenology can intrinsically approach the phenomena of intersubjectivity, historicity, and other “spiritual” phenomena. I would now like to tackle the questions: What role does the generative phenomenologist have in relation to history? What contribution does he or she make? How does the generative phenomenologist not merely observe or describe, but participate normatively in generativity?

From Descriptive Structure to Historical Teleology

As we saw in chapter 3, the role of the phenomenologist in generativity is only hinted at in the first volume of the Crisis collection but is fleshed out more concretely in the third intersubjectivity volume (H 15), the A, C, and E manuscripts, and in the “supplementary” Crisis texts (H 29).

Since the Logical Investigations, Husserlian phenomenology has been renowned as a descriptive science.23 In this respect, Husserl understood phenomenological method very much the way Hegel did, namely, as a faithfulness to the way in which the things themselves present themselves. This descriptive enterprise began for Husserl as a static endeavor, focusing on the structures of things and the constitution of meaning; only gradually did the static descriptive pursuit yield the temporal dimensions implicit in the phenomena’s structure. When Husserl did make his explicit “genetic turn,” he did so with an attentiveness to the problems of development: the phenomena of style, pattern, habit, affectivity, and especially teleology become prominent. For when one describes the thing’s structures, one also describes, even if implicitly, its internal teleological movement: “Classification,” observes Husserl, “is not merely a logical play of concepts, but a law of teleology” (H 29: 320).

Due to the teleology inherent in structure, Husserl wants to maintain that all descriptive sciences, whether botany, biology, anthropology, or philosophy, belong on the side of history (H 29: text 26). Within an “outer” history of facts and essences, there lies an inner teleological coherence or “immanent historicity” (H 29: 396, 405, 417). What Husserl did in his later work was to make this historical-teleological dimension explicit in his reflections.

Let us recall that as early as 1912, but especially in the years following 1917, Husserl connected the notion of teleology with the phenomenological relational concepts of normality and abnormality. In describing, say, a particular act, the phenomenologist can detect what is functioning as a norm or a telos, which is to say, an inner teleological sense. This sense is constitutionally normal (or abnormal) depending upon whether it is concordant, optimal, typical, or familiar in relation to other acts (past or present), to a task, to an event, or within the context of an individual’s environing-world or community.

While Husserl’s genetic descriptions focus on individual acts, the function of sense organs, and lived‑bodies, his generative descriptions take up the social and historical dimensions of constitution in lifeworld communities, specifically, in terms of homeworlds and alienworlds. In the latter case, Husserl is concerned not merely with primordial institution of sense, but with “primordial generation” and creative, historical emergence.

When modes of comportment veer from what is concordant, optimal, or typically familiar, they can be called “abnormal” with respect to the constitution of sense (and not, for example, with respect to psychopathology). The simplest case of such an abnormality is an anomalous deviation, constituted as such by its reference back to the “normal” (the concordant, the optimal, etc.) as its telos. Husserl notes, however, that this constitutional deviation does not mean simply and unequivocally that it must only refer back to the normal (teleological) order, or that the present normal order must remain a norm. Rather, an action or a pattern of action that actually occurs in fact can simultaneously institute or generate beyond itself a new “concrete teleological sense” and thus a new normality and a new telos.

In some instances this may mean that the previous normal order becomes now abnormal in relation to the new normative disclosure. Rather than the “abnormal” serving as an index to the norm, it actually subverts or inverts the relation such that the previous abnormal becomes the new norm, “hyper-normal,” as he writes. It is now normal, and the old norm in relation to the new normal now becomes abnormal. Husserl’s examples of this transvaluation range from the institution of a new perceptual teleology (through, say, optical surgery) to the generation of a new species. (We saw the latter case in chapter 3 in relation to the “the primordial institution of wolf.”) Accordingly, there is a generation of a new normal teleological order, a new meaning structure that, in relation to the past concordant order, was abnormal and referred to another telos; now, however, it institutes a new norm and new teleology.

In order not to lose track of the relation of Husserlian phenomenology to Hegelian phenomenology on this score, let me briefly relate this interplay of the normal and abnormal to what we have learned from Hegel’s phenomenology. Despite the radicalness of the “transvaluation” suggested by Husserl, the transcendence of norms may be no different in Husserl’s phenomenology than one described by Hegel in the interchange between the essential and inessential, the necessary and the contingent, the new object of experience and the experience that is aufgehoben or sublated. For in the example given earlier, Husserl describes the way in which a new hegemonic normality integrates the old order into its overarching teleological directedness.

For certain aspects of our experience, this is undoubtedly true. But Husserl says still more. In the institution of a new order through what was previously an anomaly or an abnormality, it is possible to institute a new normality “in spite of the reference back to the earlier norm.”24 In other words, the transcendence of previous norms and previous orders does not necessitate a monolithic replacement of a previous normality with a new one. Different normal orders may exist simultaneously, both pointing to their own telos and being implicated in another. In the case of the lived‑body, but especially in the constellation of the social world, there may be more than one norm functioning at the same time for the same act, event, form of life, and so forth. Thus, Husserl accounts for the constitution of a conflict of normal orders in experience. It is perhaps no coincidence that when he takes up the personal and interpersonal spheres in terms of loving and vocations, he ruminates about the modalizations that can occur in the “clash of absolute oughts” (see chapter 6).

This is certainly a provocative contribution on Husserl’s part to the theory of normality and abnormality, and indeed the social world, but it is not clear if and in what ways it would necessarily go beyond Hegel. Let us recall, further, that even though the movement in Hegel’s Phenomenology from Consciousness to Self-Consciousness, and then to Reason appears as a progressive temporal overcoming, Hegel is really describing different dialectically related shapes of consciousness. To be sure, he does point to the genesis of one shape from another, but because these shapes are at the same time modal meaning-structures, Hegel does not rule out their coexistence. Concretely and in history, modes of self‑consciousness can be simultaneously present with modes of conscious life, even though from the perspective of consciousness, self‑consciousness might have been seen as abnormal; from the standpoint of self‑consciousness, “mere” conscious life can be seen as a co‑present outdated or surpassed order with a different teleological sense. It is not clear from Hegel, though, whether there is only a mere coexistence of norms, or a conflict of norms as in Husserl, and what that would mean for the development of Spirit.

Before adjudicating this issue, let me turn to the way in which Husserl conceives descriptive sciences implicitly involved in history. This will speak more explicitly to the historical and normative role of generative phenomenology.

As we saw in chapter 3, in order to elucidate the historical‑teleological dimension of philosophy and, in particular, of phenomenological philosophy, Husserl discusses the descriptive sciences in general, which are ostensibly removed from the issues of normativity and teleology. When he took up the example of botany, Husserl wrote that when a botanist describes plants, he or she begins with the world at hand. But when the botanist actually describes plants in the present world, he or she also takes up botany in its primordial institution with the first botanists, and hence is implicitly involved with a broader historical community of botanists and in the experience of their world (see H 29: 312).

Moreover, at least functioning implicitly in the descriptive work of the botanist is an appropriation of the initial telos as valid or invalid. As mentioned earlier, even when one classifies something, one also implicitly grasps its dynamic, internal sense, its teleological orientation. In accepting it, one assumes that the original sense of the project is appropriate and thus affirms the norm. One takes a position with regard to it. In not accepting the sense, or accepting it roughly, one is engaged in the process of redirecting its sense, doing things differently, reforming with contemporary contexts of meaning according to a different futural norm. In attempting to guide present experience from the anticipated norm, the future becomes determinative of the present and thus implicitly opposes the primacy of the present in a putative pure structural description.

In reforming botany, for example, one is orientated not only toward the past and the present, but also toward the future from the future. What seems to be only a descriptive enterprise of the present implicitly has an historical communal dimension, meaning here, a directedness toward an open intersubjective framework (see H 29: 312–14). But what distinguishes the phenomenologist from the botanist?

In order for botany to function as botany, it does not have to be explicitly aware of what it is doing. But the phenomenologist does. According to Husserl, the phenomenologist is not only involved in the descriptive situation communally, historically, and normatively, but in a critical manner.

In light of Husserl’s sensitivity to the teleological-historical dimension of transcendental philosophy, Husserl grew critical of his earlier approaches to phenomenology, especially in Ideas I, for having utilized the implicit teleological sense of philosophy that was operating throughout his reflections, but without undertaking a special “historical‑teleological reflection” making the primordial institution of philosophy and its communal historical sense an explicit problem (see H 29/text 34, “Zur Kritik an den Ideen 1”). By regarding the institution of sense historically (and by explicating it in terms of three modes of sense‑institution (absolute primordial institution, relative primordial institution, and transformative institution), Husserl became much more attentive to the historical atmosphere in which he, as a transcendental phenomenologist, attempted to carry out philosophy (H 29: text. 34, and 399–403).

For those of us who wish to adjudicate between a phenomenology of spirit and a generative phenomenology on the question of normativity and teleology, this means that we cannot rest simply on the level of a phenomenology of spirit and a generative phenomenology; rather, if there is a significant difference between these styles of phenomenology, it will have to be discerned with respect to the role and contribution of the generative phenomenologist in relation to the phenomenologist of spirit.

The Normative Role of the Phenomenologist within Generativity

Unique to Husserl’s account of phenomenology is the involvement of the phenomenologist who describes these different teleological orders in the teleological movement itself. How is it possible for the descriptive transcendental phenomenologist to take on this participatory role?

It is well known that Husserlian phenomenology operates with a distinction between the “natural” and the “transcendental” attitudes. The natural attitude is an accepting posture through which one approaches objects and the world. It is a straightforward way of taking the validity or the sense of the world for granted, an attitude shared equally by the everyday wanderer down a country path and the theoretical physicist. Due to the implicit acceptance of sense or validity, this natural attitude is called “naive” or “mundane.”

The transcendental attitude is the effort to hold in abeyance the validity of the world, “bracketing” its sense in order to disclose how objects and the world take on sense, that is, in an effort to investigate the modes of sense‑givenness and sense‑constitution. Because the phenomenological philosopher does not wish to presuppose the world’s already-constituted sense, the phenomenological standpoint is often designated as “disinterested.”

Transcendental phenomenology, it may be objected, can never attain the historical, participatory significance it wants (or that I am claiming for it) because it puts itself outside of history, and claims to stand above it in a disinterested fashion, practicing the reduction, “bracketing” the validity of the world, others, history, and so on.

Although there are some hints of it earlier (which I mention later), it was not until his generative investigations that Husserl began to call into question the rigid distinction between the transcendental and the mundane, as well as the posture of disinterestedness. Husserl came to explore the implications of generativity by noting that phenomenologizing activity itself is taken up from the “inside” of generativity: “The phenomenologist and phenomenology themselves stand in this historicity” (H 15: 393).

This means that the phenomenologist can never entirely stand above the generative framework because in the very activity of carrying out transcendental phenomenology, the phenomenologist is carried into the phenomena. This is another way of saying—in distinction to the Hegelian phenomenologist of spirit—that generative phenomenologizing activity itself introduces a change in the phenomena as it is being described, affecting the way the phenomena “appear” and are constituted, as well as the constitution of the phenomenologist himself or herself. Phenomenologizing activity is taken up from “within” that generative framework. Accordingly, the phenomenologist is always already directing the generative framework. Husserl’s point is to do it critically and reasonably (H 27: 4).

Here is the double bind in which the generative phenomenologist is situated. If he or she leaves the teleological‑historical dimension of sense-constitution out of account and merely presupposed, the philosophical perspective will be “naive,” “mundane,” uncritical; it will not be phenomenological— in Husserl’s sense of the term. If, however, the phenomenologist takes this movement into account, the phenomenologist realizes that the “transcendental” phenomenological activities are ushered back into the world. This means that one can never get back to an absolute primordial institution of the generative framework, if we mean by this the identification of a fixed origin obtained from a completely external perspective. This is what Husserl realizes cannot be accomplished when he suggests that phenomenology is carried out within the historicity of a homeworld. But the very extent to which this (abstract) origin retrieval is impossible is the same extent to which the generative origin is always with us as phenomenological philosophers. For this “origin” is originating generatively, and because it is an ongoing process, it has never left us when the generative phenomenologist turns to describe it or to take it up.

Now, the fact that the generative phenomenologist is already implicated in generativity when describing generativity can be an excuse to lament the inefficiency of the phenomenological reduction, which can never be complete, or it can be an occasion for an added task. For Husserl, this task is understood primarily as an ethical one, as the responsibility for the “active” co‑constitution of the generative framework, or again, as a critical responsibility for the renewal of humanity. It is in this regard that Husserl characterizes the phenomenological philosopher as a “functionary.” Like Hegel, who requires the reader to participate in the unfolding of Spirit, the Husserlian phenomenologists are required to see the phenomena for themselves, and not merely take for granted what Husserl says or writes. But for the Husserlian phenomenologist, the particular facticity of the phenomenologist becomes a matter of importance and not, like for the Hegelian phenomenologist, a matter of indifference. All phenomenologists are “called” to be functionaries of humanity in their own unique ways.

Ethical Participation, Critique, and Crisis

Phenomenology as transcendental philosophy—a philosophy concerned with the constitution of sense and its structures—begins as a distinctive type of descriptive science. Like the pre-Socratic philosophers, Husserl has cosmological and epistemological concerns insofar as they relate to disclosing the “world” as a whole in ever opening horizons, a project instigated by wonder or thaumazein. But because the world also includes forms of life that constitute the very sense of that world, Husserl moves beyond the pre-Socratic philosophers to what is distinctly “Socratic” and “Judaic” namely, a concern with humanity within an ethical context (H 29: 109, 331).

In other words, Husserl understands the matter of phenomenology—and what I am referring to here as the matter of a generative phenomenology—to be generativity, developing concretely through world‑constitutive humanity. Moreover, philosophy, especially transcendental philosophy, is humanity’s way of becoming self‑responsible for its own generation and the sense of the world. Accordingly, the interpretation of the history of philosophy is tantamount to the ways in which humanity is becoming self-responsible (H 29: 373, 396, 401). By realizing the sense of philosophy, one is implicitly engaged in the task of directing the course of humanity.

Husserl saw phenomenology as the ethical project of taking responsibility for the renewal of humanity already in his Kaizo or “renewal” articles, as mentioned earlier. More specifically, renewal requires a “critical attitude,” not only being directed back to explicating what is latent and assumed in our present actions. This would only be a backward looking “making patent.”25

The project of renewal, instead, assumes both the ability to experience a crisis in the generation of sense and the ability to undertake an Umstiftung or transformative institution of sense. In order for the formation of sense to undergo a crisis, an “absolute primordial institution” of sense cannot be absolute in the sense of being final, exhaustive. Its normative functioning is only a “first inkling” that needs to be worked out so that it can become what it had projected, that is, to become what it is. In order for it to function teleologically, it must also be made a telos in our actual practices (see H 29: 397–408). That it will continue to function teleologically is not given in advance, for it can become just a “dead historical acquisition.”

The project of renewal, then, presupposes the possibility of some norms and meaning‑structures losing their efficacy; something else has creatively emerged and taken the place of other norms such that the formerly efficacious ones are now “retroactively canceled out” in light of new disclosures.26 Put differently, in order for norms to be eclipsed and to die out as norms, or at least to have the possibility of competing, opposing alternatives, there must be creativity in history. Practicing a critical attitude becomes that much more imperative because the phenomenologist as such can never entirely leave his or her homeworld(s), which is/are tied inextricably to alienworlds, co-constituting the generative framework. While there can be “others” within the home as typically familiar, this is constituted through “alienness” that cannot ethically be overcome or reduced to the home. The liminal character of this experience, where the limits are left intact, as we saw earlier, is through the process of “transgression,” as a crossing over or encountering the alien from within the home (even though factually an alien may come to us, say, by entering our home, even though we may encounter the alien through stories told of travels or by traveling to a distant land).

Alterity for Hegel is ultimately comprehended. But even epistemically, in terms of presentation (not going to the emotional sphere of loving, yet), alienness for Husserl is accessible in the mode of inaccessibility and incomprehensibility. The generative relation that is invoked here is not itself a thing to be encountered, but emerges as such through the encounter of the home with the alien, through a “liminal experience.” The challenge is having to speak of the whole generative framework expressed in terms of homeworld and alienworld from within the perspective of the home without resolving the tension of home/alien and thus closing off the unique modes of expression peculiar to the alien which may call the home into question. Crossing over from within is the phenomenological sense of “cross cultural communication.” Something like the earlier Gadamer’s “fusion of horizons” would depend on the latter. The goal of cross-cultural communication cannot in the first instance be that the alien understands me, but that by developing the position of the home, the alienworld is thrown back on itself and can understand itself more deeply and become “itself.” This encounter with the alien from the perspective of the home, then, allows the home to be critical with respect to its own self.

Finally, I have described generativity as the generation of historically significant meaning that is expressed as the irreducible and irreversible relation of homeworld and alienworld, and generative phenomenology as a description of and participation in this relation from the home toward the alien. If generative phenomenology is to be sensitive to its own situatedness and to communicate generativity, it cannot take the problem of generativity for granted, and it cannot address generativity as if, for example, the problem of “nothingness” were of no consequence to the East and as if the “nothingness” disclosed by Zen Buddhism could simply be integrated by generativity.

This is not the same as asserting from the Abrahamic traditions, that generativity is simply a “narrative” of the West. To put it forth as one narrative among others would be to relativize the home (and the alien) and to presuppose that I could somehow escape the generative density of the home; it would be to abstract the home from the relation, comparing it to Zen Buddhism or more generally “the East” by some overarching putative neutral term; and it would amount to saying that the radical problem of “nothingness” is just their “narrative” (which would only redouble the problem because it would impute the structure of narrative to nothingness, which is itself highly problematic). Instead, it is precisely in the face of nothingness that generative phenomenology can describe generativity, for to communicate generativity cross-culturally in this context demands doing so within generativity in the face of nothingness. Cross-cultural communication as a crossing over from within entails describing the generative framework fully from the home as it is open to being called into question by the alien in and through the liminal encounter with the alien.

There are indications in Husserl’s later writings that the instigation of philosophical reflection is occasioned not simply by our “wonder” at the world, but by being called into question by the alien through transgressive encounters with the alien. This encounter spurs both responsivity toward the alien and the attitude of critique in relation to one’s own homeworlds. The phenomenologist can practice an immanent historical critique in order to illuminate opposing alternatives of sense-constitution, or in order to renew certain norms as functional for us, or even to reject them as no longer consistent with whom we understand ourselves to be. Renewal for Husserl entails practicing this critical attitude from the perspective of the future in relation to the present. In the encounter we are left with various normative conflicts. “Is this what our life means?” “Is this the direction implied by our path?” What are the other possibilities?” “How do we reconcile our style of life with that of the alien?” “Can we integrate the alien normativity into the home?” “Can we convince the alien that the normativity of the home can be shared, even by them?” and so on. But sometimes we are left with irresolvable conflicts, as Max Scheler calls them, “phenomenological conflicts” which are the deepest conflicts of all, and all one can do, ethically, is let the other persons “be,” and allow them to go their distinctive ways. In this case, we might be left with what Husserl alludes to as the tragedy of the conflict of absolute oughts (H 42).

Section 3. Crisis and Contribution in Husserl and Hegel

To highlight the significance of the phenomenologist’s historical critique within generativity, it will be helpful to identify an important difference between the generative phenomenologist and phenomenologist of spirit. For Hegel, only natural consciousness can experience crises; indeed, it does so at every turn of the dialectic. The phenomenologist of spirit, however, does not experience crises; there are no crises for the Hegelian phenomenologist because the latter simply recounts the immanent and necessary logic that took place in the experience of natural consciousness and carries out the description from the standpoint of the complete disclosure of meaning‑structures.

On the other hand, for Husserl, the generative phenomenologist does experience crises; in fact, rather than seeing his present as the culmination of historical meaning like Hegel, Husserl understands his present situation as a crisis of humanity, not as its completion. The generative phenomenologist’s role is to respond to the crises through critique, renewal, or transformative institution.

Admittedly, Husserl’s term “renewal” from the 1920s may suggest an attitude of merely looking back in an effort to rehabilitate already-existing meaning‑structures; thus, one would have to question to what extent renewal is creatively oriented toward the future. I have tried to indicate in what sense renewal is creative or originating, or at least in what sense it presupposes an open structure. But if the expression “renewal” is problematic, the generative phenomenologist must still take a position with respect to the way sense is constituted, preferring this way to that; he or she must be engaged in how sense ought to take shape. For this reason the singularity or uniqueness of the generative phenomenologist is essential.

In describing, the phenomenologist does not just detect a latent historical teleology but becomes critically involved in its directedness. For considered generatively, the constitution of sense concerns the future orientation of sense, which is to say, the generation of new historical meaning-structures. Husserlian phenomenology takes a decisive step beyond Hegelian phenomenology, in my view, because the phenomenologist does not refrain from “making a contribution,” but actively and critically takes up the generation of intersubjective historical meaning from within generativity as it is taking place. The generative phenomenologist is not concerned merely with the structure of generation, but with how one generates structure.

Conclusion

In order to depict the role and contribution of the phenomenologist within what I have designated as generative phenomenology, I have briefly introduced the significance of generativity found in Husserl’s phenomenological observations. I then noted the transition, within phenomenology understood as a descriptive enterprise, from its focus on static structures to teleological‑historical movement. This section was followed by an attempt to indicate how the generative phenomenologist is situated within generativity, and to suggest how the historicity of generative phenomenologizing itself shifts phenomenology from a descriptive to a normative axis as a critically and ethically responsible endeavor. I cannot say more about this phenomenological project here, the ways in which one would have to take it beyond Husserl’s bold, but equally sketchy articulation of generativity. I would like to conclude by simply highlighting what, in my judgment, are the significant points of contrast between a phenomenology of spirit and a generative phenomenology.

First, a phenomenology of spirit requires only one phenomenologist in the sense of any indeterminate phenomenological philosopher. But since the generative phenomenologist and phenomenology stand within a specific historicity or specific historicities (within the historical development of homeworlds to alienworlds), the singularity or uniqueness of the generative phenomenologist is essential: as the historicity of the situation changes, the phenomenologist must critically describe and normatively participate in the generation of intersubjective and historical life. Moreover, the phenomenologist must continually account for the changes that he or she introduces into generativity.

Second, because the project of a generative phenomenology is situated within generativity, generative phenomenology cannot end with Husserl in the way a phenomenology of spirit ends with Hegel. That is, phenomenology becomes a communal effort, not just among contemporary phenomenologists, but as a project handed down and appropriated over the generations. Phenomenology itself is modified according to the historicity of the times and in terms of the facticity of the individual phenomenologists, as oriented toward the constitution of intersubjective meaning.

Third, while there is something clearly identifiable as Hegelian phenomenology, by the time one reaches a “generative phenomenology,” the attribution of phenomenology to Husserl becomes more ambiguous. Factually, generative phenomenology was never “contained” fully within Husserl’s writings. But more importantly—essentially we might say—in order for generative phenomenology to be generative phenomenology, it must go beyond being “Husserlian” phenomenology. I do not mean this in the sense that “Husserlian” phenomenology is defective, like Schutz, Habermas, Adomo, or even Ricoeur might use the term. Rather, it belongs to the very structure of generative phenomenology that it goes beyond itself. Perhaps this sheds new light on the oft‑cited phrase that the phenomenologist is a “perpetual beginner.”

Finally, the Hegelian phenomenologist at most can only describe new factical events that express the same meaning‑structures that have already been accomplished. Or put differently, any subsequent phenomenologist would only have the task of repeating or imitatively working through what the first phenomenologist already observed retrospectively, in order then to begin “philosophy.” At most he or she would describe the repetition of meaning‑shapes in new events. Moreover, if for Hegel all the meaning‑structures had not been exhausted, it would still remain a question whether the phenomenologist would be involved in the generation of new structures, and whether there would be any occasion at all for the phenomenologist to appear on the scene. For Hegel places the phenomenologist at the historical, that is, experiential completion of those shapes, and from the standpoint of non‑experiential knowing. Accordingly, it is impossible for the Hegelian phenomenologist of spirit to experience crises.

For the generative phenomenologist, however, the structure of generativity precludes such a closure, either conceived of as an overcoming of alienness, or as an exhaustion of meaning-structures. The generative phenomenologist— or more accurately—generative phenomenologists in their uniqueness and within their historicities experience crises according to future possibilities and are consequently involved in the critical project of generating (and not merely repeating) meaning‑structures. This, again, places the role and vocation of Husserlian phenomenologists as functionaries of humanity.

Notes

1.Studies in these directions can be outlined in a cursory manner into four basic strategies.

First, there are those—inspired by Husserlian and post‑Husserlian phenomenologies— who attempt to bring Hegel into the contemporary discourse of phenomenology, and to explore how Hegel either fits into this movement or possibly goes beyond it. Herbert Spiegelberg and George Schrader are representative of this pursuit. Whereas Spiegelberg wants to assess whether Hegel fits into the conception of phenomenology defined by twentieth-century thought, Schrader wishes to acknowledge Hegel’s original experiment in phenomenology in order to see how it can contribute to this contemporary movement. See Herbert Spiegelberg, The Phenomenological Movement: A Historical Introduction (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1982, 3rd revised edition), especially 124. And see George Schrader, “Hegel’s Contribution to Phenomenology,” The Monist, 48/1 (1964), 18–33.

Inversely, there is a strategy of measuring Husserl against Hegel’s profound insights into history and the “dialectic.” In this second group we find Theodor Adorno’s creative endeavor to read critically the Hegelian dialectic into Husserlian phenomenology. Similarly, Robert Williams wants to show the continuing relevance of Hegel where the question of the social world is concerned, and asserts that Husserl never gets as far as Hegel. See Theodor W. Adorno, Against Epistemology: A Metacritique. Studies in Husserl and the Phenomenological Antinomies, trans., Willis Domingo (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1983). And Robert R. Williams, Recognition: Fichte and Hegel on the Other (Albany, NY: SUNY Press, 1992), especially 285–90. But also see his more sensitive comparison between Hegel and Husserl, 95–103.

One can also find, thirdly, the attempt to synthesize the efforts of both Husserl and Hegel, and to raise them to a new form of phenomenology. Gerhart Schmidt’s article provides a clear example of this strategy. See Gehart Schmidt, “Essai de synthèse d’une method phénoménologique,” in Phénoménologies hégélienne et husserlienne. Les classes sociales selon Marx, ed., Planty-Bonjour (Paris: Centre National de la Recherche, 1981), 37–46.

Finally, there are efforts that compare Husserl and Hegel on a spectrum of thematic topics (like Reason, history, intentionality, intersubjectivity, and even the unconscious). These include (1) themes that are implicitly found in both thinkers and (2) themes mentioned or featured prominently in their respective philosophies. For an explication of the fundamental function of the “unconscious,” see A. de Waelhens, “Réflexions sur une problémenatique husserlienne de l’inconscient, Husserl et Hegel,” in Edmund Husserl 1859–1959: Recueil commémoratif publié à l’occasion du centenaire de la naissance du philosophe, eds., H. L. Van Breda and J. Taminiaux (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1959), 221–37.
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On the role of Reason, see Jean Ladrière, “Hegel, Husserl, and Reason Today,” The Modern Schoolman, 37 (March 1960), 171–95; hereafter “Reason.” Where specifically Husserl’s Ideas I and selected passages from Hegel’s Phenomenology are concerned, see J. Rolland de Renéville, “Itinéraires phénoménolgiques,” in Phénoménologies, 19–24. For a discussion of that place where the reflexivity of consciousness is thematized, see D. Souche-Dagues, “La dialectique de l’intentionalité, in Phénoménologies, 25–36. Regarding the central notion of intentionality, see Alphonse de Waelhens, “Phénoménolgie husserlienne et phénoménologie hégélienne,” in Existence et signification, ed., Alphonse de Waelhens (Louvain: Editions E. Nauwelaerts, 1958), 7–29.

And finally, concerning the important relation of intersubjectivity and phenomenology vis-à-vis Husserl’s Fifth Cartesian Meditation and Hegel’s Phenomenology, see Paul Ricoeur, Hegel et Husserl sur l’intersubjectivité, in Phénoménologies, 5–17. More recently, see Tanja Stähler, Die Unruhe des Anfangs: Hegel und Husserl über den Weg in die Phänomenologie (Dordrecht: Kluwer, 2003).

2.G. W. F. Hegel, Phänomenologie des Geistes (Hamburg, Meiner, 1952); hereafter, Phänomenologie.

3.In fact, the former title was only left in due to a mishap. See Otto Pöggeler, “Die Komposition der Phänomenologie des Gesites,” in Beiträge zur Deutung der Phänomenologie des Geistes, ed., Hans-Georg Gadamer (Bonn: H. Houvier, 1966), 27–74. See 31, 35, 43, and also, 44, 50–51. See also Otto Pöggeler, “Zur Deutung der Phänomenologie des Gesites,” in Hegel-Studien, Bd. 1 (1961), 255–95. On this point, see especially 271–72.

4.See Hegel, Phänomenologie 33ff., 40ff., 561–64. See also Kenley Dove, “Hegel’s Deduction of the Concept of Science,” in Hegel and the Sciences, eds., Robert S. Cohen and Marx W. Wartofsky. Boston: Reidel Publishing Company, 1984), especially 273–75.

5.See Dove, “Hegel’s Deduction,” 276–77.

6.As the German term for “consciousness” suggests, namely, Bewußt‑sein.

7.Kenley Dove, “Hegel’s Phenomenological Method,” in Review of Metaphysics 23/4 (1970), especially 615, 622.

8.See Dove, “Hegel’s Deduction,” 273.

9.Individually, we may be at different stages or “shapes.” And as natural consciousness, we would be lacking the necessary connections as dialectical progression. This is why to some extent it is irrelevant where we pick up the development of phenomenology. The point of the Phenomenology is the systematic unification of these shapes and their necessary (dialectical) progression, and by this, the liberation of limitedness and naturalness. But as the phenomenologist, the conceptual articulation of these shapes must start with an absolute, albeit immediate beginning. This beginning is provided by consciousness itself, but is known as such by the phenomenological philosopher by virtue of his or her retrospective observation.

10.Within the Phenomenology, the tenor of the first three chapters, “Consciousness,” “Self‑Consciousness,” and “Reason,” is different from the latter three, “Spirit,” “Religion,” and “Absolute Knowledge.” In the former instance, the shapes of consciousness (e.g., the master, the slave, the stoic) are exemplary and serve to illustrate the sense of a conceptual moment. While the shapes within each moment (say, “Consciousness”) are successive, the moments themselves (e.g., Self-Consciousness and Reason) are not. It is true that the moments had to have occurred concretely at some time, but in order to illustrate their meaning it is not necessary to draw on the particularity of actual historical events.

In contrast, the shapes described in the latter instance do coincide with a certain historical development. In Hegel’s introductory pages to “Spirit,” he specifies that these forthcoming moments are to be distinguished from the former ones by the fact “that they are real spirits, genuine actualities, and instead of shapes only of consciousness, shapes of a world” (Phänomenologie, 314–15). As real world shapes, where “world” is understood as a whole of individuals living in a community, Hegel includes the Greek polis, the Roman Empire, and the French Revolution.

11.By 1817 Hegel’s Encyclopaedia of the Philosophical Sciences expunged “phenomenology” from the System as a unique part, and the final revision of the Logic in 1831 echoed Hegel’s later conviction that the Phenomenology would no longer serve as the first part of the System. The status of phenomenology is further complicated by the fact that in the Encyclopaedia “phenomenology” extended only to “Reason,” and not to “Spirit,” implying that the sections on Spirit were inessential to the project of a phenomenology.

12.See Jean Hyppolite, Genesis and Structure of Hegel’s Phenomenology of Spirit, trans., Samuel Cherniak and John Heckman (Evanston, IL: Northwestern University Press, 1974), 41.

13.Hyppolite, Genesis and Structure, 69–70.
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18.Husserl writes in a Manuscript from 1931 (B III 3, 41b): “Das erste Normale ist also <das> der einstimmigen Heimwelt and das der ihr zugehörigen Subjekte, die in Beziehung auf sie stimmen.” So, basically: The first normal is the normality of the concordant homeworld, and the normality of the subjects belonging to the homeworld, who are in accord with one another as in relation to the homeworld. And see H 15: 142, 155; H 15: 138 ff., and 233.

19.See, for example, Husserl, H 15: 463–64.

20.See, for example, H 15: 472–75; 218 ff.

21.See Home and Beyond, especially 172, 179–82, 239.

22.In a different context Landgrebe also detects a reversal of sorts. He suggests that the region of “Spirit” in Ideen II founds the region of psycho‑physical being and “nature,” even though the region Spirit follows the latter in terms of exposition. “Seinsregionen and regional Ontologien in Husserls Phanomenologie,” in Ludwig Landgrebe, Der Weg der Phänomenologie: Das Problem einer ursprünglichen Erfahrung (Güttersloh: Mohn, 1967), 146 f.

23.See, for example, Husserl’s “Einleitung” to Logische Untersuchungen. Band II: Untersuchungen zur Phänomenologie und Theorie der Erkenntnis, I. Teil, (Tübingen: Niemeyer, 1968).

24.Ms. D 13 I, 175a: “(Doch ist es denkbar, daß die leibliche Änderung auch ‘bessere’ Erscheinungen ergibt). Wer ein pathologische Sinnesorgan ursprünglich hatte, wer seine erste Konstitution mit Erscheinungen geleistet hat, die anomal sind,—aber bei nachträglicher Gesundung des Organs wird eine neue optimale Erscheinungsgruppe derselben Dinge konstituiert, und die bestimmt nun trotz der Rückbeziehung auf die frühere Norm, die fur die Durchhaltung desselben Dinges notwendig ist, im weiteren Leben, (was das Ding selbst ist.)” (My emphasis). [It is indeed conceivable that a bodily change yields “better” appearances. Whosoever originally had a pathological sense-organ, whosoever had accomplished his initial constitution with appearances that are abnormal—but with the subsequent return to health of the organ, will have constituted a new optimal group of appearances of the same thing; and this will now be constituted [as such] despite the reference back to the previous norm, which is necessary for sustaining the same thing in the further course of life (what the thing itself is).]

25.For example, in Analyses, §§ 13–15.

26.See the description of this process in Analyses, § 7.


Part 3

Individuation and Vocation

The observation that the structure of generativity entails the generativity of structure raises significant questions concerning the identity or objectivity of objects in a lifeworld; and it raises similar questions concerning the “identity” or the individuation of the person in an interpersonal nexus. Who is the person or who are the persons for whom those objects are relevant in experience? In what ways are persons given to themselves and to each other? Do persons belong to one lifeworld or to many? Do persons belonging to a homeworld or to several homeworlds have the same access to the essential structures that are available to others in their lifeworlds—what are constituted for homeworlds as alienworlds?

In chapter 5, I describe how an object becomes distinctively individuated and particularized through temporal and associative syntheses. This functions as a prompt to pose the question concerning the individuation of the subject who experiences these objects and the latters’ essential structures. It is at this point that the question concerning intercultural access and the generative structure of experience becomes particularly poignant: Are there decisive or definitive limits to the experience of essential insights given the radical character of individuation and the distinctiveness of lifeworlds as homeworlds and alienworlds?

Chapter 6 takes this discussion of individuation, evidence, and intersubjectivity one step further by elaborating upon Husserl’s writings that deal with the individuation of the person or “vocation” and the modality peculiar to the givenness of the person. The absolute value of person is given in the manner of an absolute ought; this is evident callings, where most profoundly the call and the reception of it is qualified through loving. Since the call is taken up through a calling or callings in a radically unique or personal manner, the problematic of vocation pertains to the problem of individuation in a more concrete manner. This raises for phenomenology the question concerning evidence (of grasping and receiving callings), as well as the modality of that call and possible personal modalizations in experience.

In short, it opens for phenomenology the problem of evidence as a matter of vocation for a phenomenology of the person. Whereas the problem of vocation would have to appear on the limit of phenomenological description where givenness is understood as presentation, Husserl at the very least presupposes a different mode of givenness—which I call revelation—that has its own kinds of evidence, modality (as the absolute ought), and modalizations of that experience.


Chapter 5

Individuation and the Possibility of Decisive Limits to Experience

When we speak about understanding other people or sharing their insights, when we claim that other persons or other cultures are so radically different from our own that their realities cannot speak to us in a meaningful way, and when we claim to have access to mind-sets in the past, we operate implicitly with notions of individuality, community, temporality, and indeed, we presuppose something about the nature of essences and our access to them. It is here that we encounter some of the most difficult ontological and epistemological questions bearing on intersubjectivity. For example, is there a cognitive identity of spirit guaranteed to all communities so that in principle we can all see the same things in the same ways? Or are there instead irreducibly different spiritual and mental structures that can lead to a growth or diminution of the individual and collective subjects’ spiritual powers and limits so that we are compelled to speak of an essential incommensurability?

This chapter attempts to clarify such intersubjective experiences and pressing questions, not by appealing immediately to areas and disciplines like communicative ethics or ethnomethology—which also handle such issues—but by tackling some very basic assumptions about “individuation.” Individuation concerns both how objects (ideal or empirical) are given temporally and spatially (which I treat in section 1), and how subjects are temporalizing and temporalized (the theme of section 2). The descriptions of how “objects” and “subjects” are individuated allow me then to pose and to respond to a series of questions concerning the limits to cross-cultural and cross-historical understanding (section 3). Even though Husserl does not pose these questions that concern how we understand one another within the context of individuation (though similar questions are entertained in other works concerning vocation, as I show in the next chapter), I nevertheless follow his lead here because of his concerted efforts to explicate the core of individuation through the structure of temporality.

Finally, let me explain a precision in terminology that I use for this chapter. While the expression “individuation” concerns the constitution and givenness of both “objects” and “subjects” for Husserl, I employ the following distinction for the sake of clarity. I use “individuation” to refer to the very general sense of the problem-field that could be accommodated by expressions like concreteness, individuality, particularity, singularity, uniqueness. Concerning the “object,” however, when the issue is the temporal placement of time-consciousness (and possibly of spatial location), I follow Husserl’s lead by using the expression “individualization.” When it is a matter of the instantiation of an essence, as it were, I use the expression “particularization.” The process of individualizing-particularizing is therefore to be understood as the “individuation” of the object. I keep the expression “individuation” for the process in which the subject becomes psycho-physically singularized or personally unique. But again, the latter becomes most concrete when individuation is a matter of vocational experience.

Section 1. Individuation of the Object

Representing a later attempt to deal with the issue of individuation (later, for example, in relation to the 1905–1907 Seefeld writings),1 Husserl’s Bernau “Time Manuscripts” from 1917/1918 makes the issue of individuation an explicit theme. Among other things, these manuscripts examine how empirical individual and essential objects are given temporally, as well as the relation between these orders of experience.2

According to Husserl, all empirical objects, immanent or transcendent, are constituted in the immanent form of time. The form of time so penetrates the individual object itself that one can use the expression temporal modalities—present, past, future—as synonymous with modes of individual existence (H 33: 297, 321). No object can show itself or be known in any way without it being given with some temporal position or duration (H 33: 316–17). Of course, two objects can appear simultaneously, like two red flashes in the sky, each one being “now.” In this case, a second character, the character of being-here, individualizes the object, but it essentially presupposes the “first and most radical character of individual existence,” namely, the temporal placement now (H 33: 292).

The temporal placement of the immanent object “now” by time- consciousness—“the originating source point of individuality”—and secondarily its placement as “here” constitutes an object as this individual object, distinct from every other object (H 33: 292). In being this, now, here, it becomes actual, existing. “Every actual individualization,” writes Husserl, “has this curious feature, namely, that it transgresses the pure sphere of possibility and at the same time encompasses a positing of existence” (H 33: 301).

Even as the object slips into the past retentional phases, even as its affective force wanes (an affectivity that is at its apex in the present, according to Husserl), even if it is recovered through egoic, iterative acts of remembering, the individual object will guard its temporal position in and through which it appeared at this one time (einmalig) and which made it individual (cf. H 33: 300–301). Individuation bears directly on empirical objects because of their “Einmaligkeit,” their individualizing placement in time, and secondarily on their spatial differentiation. With respect to Einmaligkeit, essential objects are not, qua eidetic objects, individualized. They are, however, given to consciousness. The question for me concerns their distinctive mode of givenness and their qualification as temporal. How is the essence given? To respond to this question, we need to examine the process of particularization, that is, how essences become particularized. Ultimately, although it is possible to distinguish between the processes of individualization and particularization, I maintain that given the concrete richness of the phenomenal field, the problem of individuation remains abstract without also bringing into play the particularization of the essence along with temporal individualization.

The particularization of an essence—as distinct from the process of individualization—concerns the instantiation of the essence in a particular entity bearing the essences’ scope (cf. H 33: 300). If individualization is the direct result of the temporal placement of time-consciousness (and secondarily, of spatial location), then the particularization of an essence is an indirect result of time-consciousness as a placement of the individual object in a temporal (and possibly spatial) position. It is one of the founding insights of phenomenology, already detailed in Husserl’s “Sixth Logical Investigation,” that an essence can only be given, as Husserl also puts it in the Bernau section on individuation, in a kind of “Zusammenschauen” (H 33: 310) or “polythetic act” (H 33: 321). According to the Logical Investigations, an essence can be given only on the basis of a temporal or spatio-temporal empirical object of experience as it is given in “simple” perception. Essential insight or the consciousness of essence (Wesensbewußtsein) therefore is founded in simple perception. Whereas an empirical object can be given as it is without putting into play still more basic acts and thus does not itself presuppose still other constituted objects (hence it is simple and founding), an essential object presupposes the givenness of an empirical one in order for the essence to be given (hence is founded). In this way, the essence is said to be a surplus over the empirical object and essential insight (as a mode of categorial intuition), a surplus over simple perception.3 Although it is a surplus in this way, an essence can only be given in and through a particular, while never being reducible to it.

Taken as a whole, essential insighting is said to be “polythetic” because two kinds of seeing are in play in order for the essence to be given, an empirical one, and simultaneously in and through this, an eidetic one. Moreover, while an essence can be given in and through several particular individuals, only one particular instance is needed for the essence to be given as such. To assert that the essence is capable of being given in any temporal position or in any particular instance is another way of saying that any particular within a scope of possibilities can serve as a conveyer of the essence. Some, however, may be better conveyors than others; some may be “exemplary.”

Furthermore, this particular instance (or instances) through which an essence is given need not be “real.” An imaginary particular example can also yield eidetic insight and function as a conveyor of the essence.4 It is just that the act of imagination is only a “quasi-perception”; the object has “quasi-being” since it is given in the mode of “as if” it were real; it is “quasi-temporal” since it is given as “as if” it were temporally determined, for example, as present (cf. H 33: 341–42, 349–50).

How is the temporality of essential objects different from empirical objects, and can the former even be predicated of temporality? If we identify temporality with the temporality of individual objects, then it would make perfect sense to assert that the essence is not extended in time, since it does not diminish or come into being like a sensuous object; it is given in time, but time does not belong to the nature of the essence itself (H 33: 311). If, for example, duration is a stretch of time with individual determinate temporal positions, then duration cannot be a determination of the essential object (H 33: 321–22; 316).

But if immanent time is the form of givenness of all objects, the kind of surplus of eidetic objects over the temporality of empirical objects does not mean essential objects have no relation to time; rather, it suggests that their temporality is not of an objective order (H 33: 321; 316–17). Accordingly, when we see a universal, the universal is given with a temporal duration, but this duration plays an entirely different role from the duration in which an empirical object appears (H 33: 311). An essence has its “Allgegenwart,” its omnipresence in time, capable of being given in any temporal position (H 33: 311–12).

A concordance of temporal appearings does not constitute the essence’s identity just as different times do not extend its duration, since in one temporal instance, the essence is given everywhere as identically the same (H 33: 310). So, when the essence is grasped in repeated acts, we do not have different universals that are grasped and then associated; rather, the essence is given in a complete identification as identically the same in different temporal positions and as something that does not have longer or shorter duration.

Individual particular objects can only be the same—hence particular instances—insofar as they endure continually through different temporal positions, concordantly. If they suffer discordance, they could remain the same only by virtue of an overarching concordance. Otherwise, they would be “different” objects, uniform or similar to each other (H 33: 321–22). By contrast, an essence is given incidentally in such a time, since different times do not extend its duration, just as one particular time does not diminish its duration. “On each temporal position a uniform individual is possible idealiter, and anything uniform with it could serve just as well” (H 33: 322). For example, I may consume bread, and the bread can be said to endure as long as a certain amount of it has not been eaten. But the essence of bread is not thereby consumed in the eating of the bread. I cannot parcel out the essence “bread” in time to make it last longer.

Although within the problem of individuation, the process of individualization can be treated apart from particularization, where the concrete actual entity is concerned, individualization and particularization cannot be separated. We can see an intimate relation between individualization and particularization already on the passive level of experience, where by “passive” I mean a kind of pre-egoic, pre-judicative, anonymous dimension of experience.5 To examine this more precisely, I turn to the “materialization” of time-consciousness, as it were, to a deepening of time-consciousness as a phenomenology of association.

Time-consciousness is the primordial source for the constitution of unity of any individual object. If we stay with the bare form of time, which is explicated in terms of its temporal modes of present, retention, protention, coexistence, and succession, we are able to treat the necessary individualizing temporal form of all single objects and pluralities of objects. “But,” writes Husserl, “what gives unity to the particular object with respect to content, what makes up the differences between each of them with respect to content … the analysis of time alone cannot tell us, for it abstracts precisely from content” (Analyses, 174). For Husserl, the formal analysis of time does not yield the necessary synthetic structures of the streaming present and of the unitary stream of the presents; this concerns the particularity of content.

It is in terms of a phenomenology of association or the materialized form of time-consciousness that we can elucidate the intimate relation between individualization and particularization, for example, how an individualized entity can simultaneously be the particular entity homogeneous to another individualized entity that is also a particularization of the same essence.6 It is this that is at the heart of the problem of unity and difference of individuation— where individualization and particularization are concerned. We can examine this, for instance, in the case of the syntheses of homogeneity.

Let us take a simple case of transcendent objects emerging in the streaming, living present, for example, two red triangles. Prior to making any comparison, the triangles link up forming a uniform pair with respect to redness and being triangles. Here color (red) distinguishes itself from figure (triangle) such that the two respective moments of red come into relief and exercise an affective force (Analyses, 178). If we change the example so that we have two triangles, one darker red, one lighter red, or more drastically, one red, and one blue, we would have uniformity with respect to triangle, but similarity as a whole, since a dimension of contrast or “fusion-at-a-distance” would intervene as constitutive of the appearance. (The same could be said mutatis mutandis for immanent objects, say, two notes, a “C,” e.g., one staccato, one legato.)

How do such forms of connection occur? How are the individualized entities also uniform or similar to each other, and thus particular instances of the same essence? At times, Husserl appeals to a “binding term,” a “bridging term” or a “term of identity”; other times, he just cites the syntheses of homogeneity as the source (see Analyses, 178–79, 184). In and of themselves, both of these responses are unsatisfactory: they are unsatisfactory in the first instance, because an implicit appeal is made to a kind of neutral “third” entity by which the two instances are seen in common; they are unsatisfactory in the second, because simply stating the fact of syntheses pertaining to homogeneity merely presupposes what it should explain. Instead, we have to observe how the synthesis of homogeneity works.

In going from one present to the next, an individualized entity is held in retention, allowing the consciousness of a succession and thus a formal unity that is constituted by time-consciousness; but this individualized entity is also the bearer of a materially relevant character, say red or triangle. Thus, this individualized entity is the particular conveyer of “red” and “triangle.” Not being exhausted in the individualized/particular instance of the thing, an essential structure can function as the same for other nuances—not arbitrarily other nuances, however, for the particularizations are still bound by the essential structure.

While the particularization of the thing is a restriction of the essence, it simultaneously opens up a depth or richness that transcends it as a surplus. It is this “surplus” or “essential structure” that continues to be functional: Through the simple seeing of this individualized red triangle, the essences, red and triangle, are also self-given allowing them then to become the “what” or the “common features” of the other individualized red triangle. The individualized- particularized entity may be prominent for itself and exercise an affective allure in going from one present to the next, or red and/or triangle may become prominent only after the two are linked up in uniformity or similarity (Analyses, 174–89). In either case, the synthesis of homogeneity can only take place because the essence is “self-giving” through an individualized-particularized entity such that it leadingly guides the perceptual train, which unfolds in associative syntheses (of homogeneity, heterogeneity, etc.).

To get to an essence through one thing is to get to all things of that essence. In being intimate with one thing, I am always already intimate with all the others, even though I have never directly encountered the others. This operative dynamic of eidetic insight enables me to shift my gaze from this thing now and here to “the same” in the other thing, as they are held in a formal unity through time-consciousness. Therefore, some possibilities will be more “alluring” than others and exercise a stronger or weaker affective force. Here the affective force will radiate out from the particular individual in such a way that it accentuates objects that will fulfill the conditions for forming a configuration. This process can take place in the living present, but it can also radiate back retroactively more explicitly into the retentional spheres, or can be more trained on the future (Analyses, §7).

When we examine the phenomenon not just in terms formal time-consciousness, but the materialized form of time qua content in terms of associative syntheses described in a genetic phenomenology, the process of individualizing cannot stand alone; it must be integrated into the problematic of particularization. The concrete actuality is individualized and particular—“individuated.” This in turn points to the passive, operative nature of eidetic insight as it functions guidingly in passive perceptual processes, and allows us to understand how the individualized-particularized given entity can connect up in syntheses of homogeneity with another.

This deeper genetic operative dynamic of eidetic insight has several important implications for our understanding of individualizing as a temporalizing process. As individualized, objects are particularized, and in and through this individualized-particularization, they convey essential structures that in turn function guidingly for further constitution. Only in relation to the subjective vector can individualization-particularization in the objective vector at all be an issue, since they only “make sense” in relation to a “subject” to whom objects are given. For this reason, I turn to an explication of individuation where the subjective vector of experience is concerned.

Section 2. Individuation and the Subject

Individuation pertains not merely to the side of the “object,” but also to the “subject.” While the Bernau manuscripts do treat the issue of subjective individuation in terms of the individuation of consciousness itself, Husserl tackles the problem of subjective individuation more directly just a few years later in the context of genetic investigations, namely, in 1921, in the B III 10 and E I 6 manuscripts.7 Because these two sets of writings deal with the problem of individuation from two different “sides” of the intentional relation, and because they both occur within the framework of a genetic phenomenology, they can be seen as complementary investigations. (The problem of individuation as it concerns a generative phenomenology and the matter of vocations in the modality of an absolute ought where the unique person is at issue is treated in the next chapter.)

The individuation of consciousness is accomplished as self-temporalization in and through the temporal constitution of objects as individualized and particularized. Husserl remarks, for example, that the peculiar nature of consciousness is such that consciousness not only makes possible time-constituting accomplishments, but in such temporal accomplishments it is individual; it only has existence or individual actuality by constituting itself as individual actuality in time-consciousness; consciousness “is” or rather, “I am” concretely actual, a “necessary fact,” in the unity of becoming as a streaming flow (H 33: 131, 128). I have noted previously that already in Ideas I Husserl maintained that mere consciousness, which was disclosed in a static analysis as the transcendental “absolute,” is not what is ultimate; rather, as self-constituting, “absolute” consciousness has its source in what is ultimately and truly absolute, namely, the self-temporalizing I (§ 81).

By the time Husserl makes genetic analyses and genesis explicit methodological and thematic topics, subjective individuation gets refined as “monadic.” A monad is a living unity of wakeful and concealed life that executes acts and undergoes affections, and whose abilities and sedimented dispositions are integrated into a unity of becoming. By a unity of becoming, Husserl means an integral “unflagging genesis” that permits no “gaps”; the monad cannot rest outside of the genesis itself or take a stand above it, as if to begin an absolutely new becoming (Analyses, 635–36; H 14: 43). Instead, the monad becomes what it is by living in and through these acts and affections, eventually gaining its own formative characteristics.

If we wish to be more precise and inquire after the manner of subjective individuation, we need to examine the unity of genesis as the unity of monadic being which is constituted temporally as a dynamic directedness. Let me note here that for Husserl the monad is in no way to be understood in an atomistic manner, and moreover, that monadic communities are not composed of an arbitrary collocation of individual monads. It would be a further mistake to think that individuals and communities are individuated merely materially. To make these points, let me emphasize the two approaches to individuation that Husserl pursues.

The investigation into subjective individuation, according to Husserl, must straddle two approaches: It must investigate individuation where the monad is taken (1) as immanently constituted and (2) as absolute. In the first instance we are concerned with the necessary form of the unity of filled time, with what gives a necessary unity to the succession and simultaneity of every phase of the monad. Here we would include laws regulating sequences of certain events in the stream of time-consciousness, for example, the interconnections of impressions, how retentions are connected to lived experiences that have already elapsed, and how the non-intentional retention joined to the impression sketch out together a futural orientation in the protentional mode of consciousness, be the latter fulfilled or unfulfilled.

This first step entails observing the process of becoming in the temporal stream, which is itself an originally constitutive becoming. It entails, explains Husserl, attending to “motivations,” namely, how one mode of consciousness arises out of other phases of consciousness, and how they coexist as a unity (Analyses, 644–45). This also extends to genetic laws of apperception, that is, the emergence of lived experiences that are intentionally related to something given, which is not itself self-given in these lived experiences.8 Finally, it embraces laws of association, namely, the manners by which sense unities are formed passively and pregiven in such a way as to solicit an active turning-toward, a remembering of some past event, or again motivating some future expectation. Given these avenues of inquiry, we can say that the monad is individuated or temporalized, in part, through the stream of time-consciousness with its proximate temporal horizons and its patterns of being affected and turning-toward.

An investigation into subjective individuation also examines the manner in which the monad is absolute. The absoluteness of the monad refers in part to its freedom, in part to the unity of its genetic becoming as its history, in part to its irreducible uniqueness (Einzigkeit). Through its freedom, it can execute creative, spontaneous acts; it can live through its past in rememberings, it can excavate, so to speak, its sedimented, hidden knowing or habitual structures, and so on. When I am given to myself Now, as currently enduring, writes Husserl, and if I turn back toward my past acts or affections, I grasp myself as enduring and as the absolutely identical ego of phases of its duration that have passed on (see H 14: 42). This is the extent to which the monadic ego is self-constituting temporally and not constituted like an object that would be untainted by any sortie into time.

As self-temporalizing, the monad is not given as an object in time. But, through its self-temporalization, the subject can appear in time. Through the process of self-temporalization, the immanent stream of time is the primordial source for the “first transcendent,” namely, the transcendent self, which in the immanence of original time is primordially instituted, and then through rememberings comes to self-givenness (Analyses, 256). As such, the monad is both self-temporalizing and temporalized in and through its constitution of and being affected by individualized and particularized actual occurrences (individuated objects).

Since the monad is given fully in each moment in its continual temporal becoming, while not being exhausted in any moment, there is still one unique subject with one unique time living through manifold acts and affections. Thus, as I indicated earlier, in the unity of the monad there can be no lacunae, and no resting points. If this were the case, we would see (at least) two different monadic streams and (at least) two different monads, though their temporal forms would be uniform with one another. Instead, the absolute being of the monad consists in a multifarious streaming as one unique monad that bears its history in a dynamic directedness. The individuation of the monad for Husserl concerns its unique temporal duration, with all its richness and differentiation consolidated in a unity as a unique temporalizing directedness of becoming. In short, the principle of subjective individuation is not due to the fact that “I” am materially or spatially distinct, but rather to what we might call the self-temporalizing-temporalized monad’s dynamic density in genesis.

How does the temporality of the monad as individuated differ from the temporality and individuation of objects? The individuation of the monad is different from that of objects in at least five respects.

First, although the duration of an object can be said to begin and end, and be located in time, the monad does not begin or end; it does not authentically “fill” time.9 As we saw in chapter 2, the subject, phenomenologically considered within a genetic register, is not born and does not die; it is not a being in time, because as self-temporalizing it is self-given as the source of time. So even though, genetically understood, one can endure through constitutive lacunae like fainting spells, sleep, day-dreaming, one cannot constitutively leap behind oneself to posit a time before the primordial constitution of time.

Second, in order for the subject to be self-temporalizing as a primordial source of time, it must be free to vary itself through time; the “core” of the monad can vary its orientation, and through its dynamic directedness, it remains identically unique. Whereas I can vary the essence through imagination or eidetic variation and whereas it lies within my freedom to actualize an essential structure or to take a perspective on this realization, the essence cannot vary itself (cf. Analyses, 51–52). This means that for the subject, eidetic insighting is a creative possibility through which something new can emerge that was never seen before.

Third, an object is identical insofar as it has enduring phases that fulfill and extend over the duration and, depending upon the circumstances, is altered or remains unaltered. That is to say, it can be different with respect to content in different phases, or it can remain uniform to itself in all its phases, and finally, it can be uniform with another object. The monad, however, is absolutely identical throughout the alterations as an integral directedness. It endures, but genuinely speaking, it is not uniform with itself or to another. There are no phases of its duration that could repeat something uniform to it. Although the subject can alter itself, as absolute or unique, it cannot be separated into two uniform egos like a tone can be separated into two uniform tones. “The ego,” observes Husserl, “is absolutely identically the same, and belongs to each point of this time, and yet not extended in it” (H 14: 42–43; cf. 43–44).

Fourth, whereas essences are universal and become realized in particulars as one-time (inmalig) instances of them, but can be repeated as the same in all actualizations of its leeway, the monad is unique (einzig) and cannot be repeated idealiter in all instances of its scope. The monad is not a particular instance of the universal monad that could just as well have been or be another particular somewhere else or at some other time. Moreover, it lives in and through its actions and affections; it is a genesis, writes Husserl, “a genesis in which the unity of the monad arises, in which the monad is by becoming” (Analyses, 640). As such, the moment becomes an “index” to its whole life. So whereas we would speak of an object being realized as the same through a concordant series of appearances, where the subject is concerned, we would speak instead of an “internal coherence.”

Finally, whereas the individuating principle of an essence is not only time, but can be matter and spatial extension (e.g., in the case of “external” objects), the individuating principle of the subject pertains to the dimension of self-temporalization and the genetic density of its spiritual becoming.

So far, I have only considered what regulates the individuation of a single subject. But individuation also pertains to collective subjects or communities (Analyses, 642). I mentioned earlier that monadic individuals and communities are not individuated merely materially. It is true that as human beings we all share basically the same kinesthetic and perceptual structures, and share the same Earth-ground as our aesthetic basis. But this is precisely why these features cannot function as principles of intersubjective individuation. Rather, communities of compossible monads—as Husserl calls them—are held together as a collective unity through their spiritual-historical orientations.

If the individuating principle is not matter merely, but the spiritual- temporalizing process, then we would have to speak of an individuated collective monad “in” which the cohorts share certain fundamental orientations, or in the terminology I use here, operative essential insights. These insights are constitutively “normal” for those cohorts who make up the collective monad: They are concordant, optimal, typical, and familiar. Husserl’s later term for this collective monad was the “homeworld”—a geo-historical, normatively significant lifeworld. In relation to the homeworld are constituted “alienworlds” as constitutively abnormal, that is, as discordant, non-optimal, a-typical, and unfamiliar (or any combination thereof)—as experienced by the home. A monadic community is individuated as a collective monad bearing these normatively significant qualities, precisely as home. As constituting a “homeworld,” a collective subject will be able to admit or dismiss essential possibilities relative to its own constitution.

Section 3. The Question of Liminality, Incommensurability, and the Possibilities of Decisive or Definitive Loss

In section 1 of this chapter, I treated the notion of individuation as it pertains to objects. Concrete actual objects are both individualized through time-consciousness by being placed in a temporal position and secondarily by their spatial placement. As I noted earlier, individuated objects are also particularized. In and through this individualized-particularization, they convey essential structures that in turn function guidingly for further constitution. Only in relation to the subjective vector can individualization-particularization in the objective vector at all be an issue.

In section 2, I attempted to flesh out the subjective vector of individuation in terms of the individuation of the monad, individual and collective. The principle of individuation of the monad was attributed to its unique, creative temporalizing orientation and sedimented facticity, and its dynamic genetic density. Only in relation to the objective vector can the problem of the individuation of the subject be fully addressed.

Given the integral relation between the object-oriented temporalized individualization-particularization and subject-oriented temporalizing- temporalized facticity, the questions before us now pertain to the implications that this understanding has for a deeper treatment of individuation.

From a phenomenological perspective, essences are given in such a way that their operative nature need not be an explicit taking-cognizance of and, in fact, very often is not. Let me give some examples of the guiding process of operative insights, first by casting the individualizing-particularizing process and operative eidetic insight in terms of the synthesis of homogeneity to which I referred earlier.

I recall reading a novel (Bulgakov’s The Master and Margarita), and a strange and unexpected idea, namely, “movement” popped up while reading a passage on memory. I continued to read and the idea surfaced in another passage, this time as it concerned the passage between the future and the past, and so on, without seeing any direct connection between the passages. I then stumbled on a turn of phrase in a passage that was particularly striking. To put it in Husserlian terms, this particularity did not merely become affective for itself, but in one stroke accentuated a string of passages, radiating back into what I had read: A whole chapter became retroactively accentuated according to this idea of “movement” that happened to become prominent in this one instance. Through this, I became attentive to the entire “point” of the book from this perspective; “its” particularities became alive, and I became especially prone to other particularities of the same sort, whether they were exhibited more forcefully or more feebly.10 I discovered retroactively the problem of movement: at first through memorial movement, then imaginary movement, then historical movement, then revolutionary movement, and so on. Even if one only becomes cognizant of the fact that something has been functioning in leading manner through the violation of the insight, the negation of it is only possible because an essential insight has been operative all along.

Take Husserl’s own work as an example. Beginning with the situation of formal logic and the factual sciences of his day, Husserl became attentive to a sense of betrayal and dissatisfaction (since, he writes, the sciences do not leave us “wiser and better” as is their pretension). Internal to them, Husserl was able to detect an animating sense, a vocation of the critical justification of reason as their intrinsic orientation.11 Further, even if we were never to encounter this idea as such, it nevertheless functions efficaciously by giving the sciences their internal orientation. So, concludes Husserl, if the sciences persist in regarding their objects and themselves in a fragmented manner, if they regard themselves as self-subsistent, this can only be an expression of their detachment from their own orientation that ultimately gives them meaning (see Analyses, especially part 1). Seen more generally, it would be possible to find similar connections that animate other works, that occur in aesthetics, in a preference of activities, in habits of mind, in spiritual practices, even obsessions with regard to it.

Another way of discerning this operative essential insight might be by attending to a pattern of action or seeing, and thereby identifying this pattern as a leading essence. In this case, I could through, say, deep reflection, meditation, psycho-analysis, and so on, become attentive to it as such, regarding it further as my or our style, and more deeply perhaps, as my or our “way.” As we will see in the next chapter, Husserl tends to identify this way as a “vocation” or “calling.” Individuation would initially be given to me as a good-in-itself-for-me (Scheler’s expression), but it would also be a process that I “actualize” through the genetic density of this unique orientation which “becomes me” (in both senses of the expression—I become this, and it “suits” me as my way). In my view, this is essential for our understanding of the problematic of individuation—but that will be the topic of chapter 6.

Here, however, I want to emphasize that although the essential insight that operates in a guiding manner operates in relation to me, this relational character does not imply that it is merely relative or “subjective.” It could only be “subjective” or later “historicized” if the patterns, rules, or stylization of behavior were to originate from the subject himself or herself, merely. They are not reducible in this way, however, because they come as from “outside” the subject and have an integrity all their own. Certainly, I can always “violate”; this particular essential insighting is not definitive in this sense. However, such a violation comes from another kind of self-evidence that supplants “now” what was formerly guiding me, even if this new self-evidence is not clear.

An essence or a priori structure is given through a type of insight in which such structures guide the ways we conceive things, analyze them, regard or judge facts about our world, and the latter become “determined” in accordance with these a priori essential interconnections. Husserl did identify a unifying eidetic insight that when properly understood unites all inter-monadic communities, namely, Reason. Under this view, it would be possible for all individuated communities to realize the same insight in fundamentally the same way. By its nature, access would not be limited. Subjectively speaking, the collective monad would extend to all human beings, and the insight guiding such an individuation would be intrinsically the same for all. At least on this score, but not on all scores, there would be one individuated collective subject. This would not be to say that there could not be other insights functional, but given this one as universal, it would secure the individuation of one collective subject that could also be actualized by each of us, individually.

But is this all we can say? Or put differently, does this say too much? Do not the insights Husserl begins to explicate lead us at least to the possibility of incommensurate world views unique to individuated individual and collective subjects? Are there not, for example, cultural limits given the normatively significantly, geographical and historical irreducibility of “homeworlds” and “alienworlds”? Let me examine the situation more closely.

The essence as an a priori structure, on Husserl’s account, is irreducible to one’s subjective disposition; an idea is not an evolutionary, pragmatic tool that is “useful” in some instance. An essential insight is irreducible to inherited characteristics.12 Eidetic insights, however, do function guidingly in a way that constitutively inform how I “take” reality, how essences get realized, how things, even monads and the collective monads, are individuated. This process viewed historically and intersubjectively stylizes and typifies the very way of “seeing” and the very reality seen. So, at least according to Max Scheler, far from guaranteeing the logical identity of the rational mind in all communities, the operative dynamic of eidetic insight yields different spiritual and mental structures that can lead to a genuine growth or diminution of the individual or collective subject’s spiritual powers and limits.13 This is why there can be distinctive homeworlds and alienworlds. This is also why it is possible to speak of cultures and groups of peoples that, on the one hand, share basic presuppositions of reality and, on the other, have different paths of access from the realm of facts to the essential structures of reality.

While it is true that the realms of “matters of fact” are different for all human beings and all groups, the range of eidetic insights that belong to different individuated subjects or collective monads can also be different in kind without destroying or mitigating the a priori, self-evident character of these insights. It is just that they are universal only for those who “can” have these insights. For even if there were a realm of essences on the basis of which all possible worlds and actualities of matters of fact are fashioned, spiritual acts and their laws (which have been formed by the operative dynamic of eidetic insights) can be structured differently with respect to everything that goes beyond the purely formal fundamental determinations of objects as such, since everyone—and all the more so where communities are in question—has a different path of access from contingent facts to the realm of essences.14

The question remains however: Just because there are different paths of access, does this mean that we cannot all have access to the same sphere of essences given in and through these matters of fact? After all, isn’t that precisely the character of the essence, to be able to be given everywhere as identically the same in different incarnations? Does this not characterize the essence’s peculiar temporality in distinction to the temporality of the individual objects?

The shortcoming of the latter series of questions (and it is only that—it stops too short) is that it does not simultaneously take into account the individuation of the subject, individual or collective, to whom these objective individualizations and particularizations are meaningful and in relation to whom they become constituted. Through the individualized-particular realities, our unique styles of seeing guide the makeup of our realities; this in turn reverberates as the matters of fact through which the essences can be given as enticing for further realization. Our types of seeing and concrete matters of fact serve as springboards for eidetic insights such that collective subjects become sculpted in their individuation. As Scheler has persuasively argued, through the implicit and explicit renewal of these insights, the collective persons can become so distinctive, their systems of knowledge so peculiar that it would be quite possible for there to be an essence for only one individual or collective person’s insight, or better, for there to be an a priori essence that only one individual or one collective monad “can” have. The individuation might be so profound, and the self-evidence of a world view or ethos of one individual so non-negotiable for another, that all possible ways of co-seeing are just plain exhausted. In this respect, there appears to be at least the possibility of limits to eidetic insights inherent in the temporalizing process of individuation.

One could reply, nevertheless, that even if such limitations were possible, there are ways of overcoming them. I can think of two here: (1) by detecting patterns that animate expressions, actions, and so on, and (2) by conversion. In the first case, one can always attempt “to understand” another person or culture. This would not have to amount to resurrecting a rationalistic principle of universally valid knowledge, persuading another person of its validity, persuading ourselves of another’s validity, or finally, subordinating individuated subjective communities’ insights to a “higher” principle of provability or demonstration. Rather, it would entail discerning behind the express judgments, conscious beliefs, and self-assertions of an individual or collective subjects, those prevailing operative a priori essential structures that are guiding, governing, and moving the individual or collective subject.15 All this goes, however, to understanding another “world,” not directly seeing the same essential structures.

In the second instance, the possibility of access to the same sphere of essences would be reserved for something like an authentic conversion. For example, learning another’s language, participating in a community’s rituals, studying its literature, secular or religious, will itself not “produce” the insights, but it could become just the right “springboard” and facilitate the movement of insight so that, spontaneously and creatively, we, too, do see “in the same way.” But now, rather than examining the essential structures from the outside, as it were, the insights would be articulated from the inside of the experiencing; it would not merely be knowledge of the experiencing.

For example, I can read an erudite commentary or history about, say, the mystics, and recognize a discernible difference between this and the accounts of the mystics themselves who are describing the experiences from the inside of the experience of the Holy. There could be a further difference between those reading and sensing a difference, and those who spring to these ways of seeing (i.e., being touched by God, as Augustine might say). The crucial point here is that in the case of conversion, one does it through one way that is historically decisive, and not another (i.e., as a Jew, Christian, Muslim)—or, to make the contrast even more profound and decisive, as a monotheist in the Abrahamic tradition converting to Zen Buddhism. Now the God of Abraham is no longer “home,” nor can this God be “home.” There would be a profound modification of individuation and realization of the world such that the tenor of my being and the world’s being shifts: Now even to speak of my “being” or the world’s “being” would become if not meaningless, then at least illusory.

These two considerations—the detection of patterns animating expressions, actions, and so on, and conversion—point to the possibility of overcoming possible limitations to eidetic insight. Allow me to conclude by taking these reflections on the temporality of individuation one step further by entertaining a possibility that a sphere of essences may be unattainable by anyone.

I intimated earlier that while an essence is not reducible to history, it only comes forth in and through history. The example of conversion mentioned earlier works well for those who are contemporaneous with others, no matter how familiar or alien. But what about the case where a particular “path of access” is lost: an idiosyncratic collection of art works might be completely destroyed, and the artist long since dead; a community—its language, literature, rituals, its infrastructure, and all its “matters of fact” that convey a sphere of essences—all this could be annihilated or culturally assimilated such that merely “adapting” to its natural milieu may not creatively renew its essential acquisitions. Again, this would have to be more than merely reactivating a forgotten sense, where the access to it would be sedimented, for example, in our own tradition. If such a path of access was lost—and it has probably happened in more cases than we would like to admit—these insights might never be recuperated, not just factually, but in principle, due to the loss of the genetic density of that unique and irreducible way of seeing and living.16 (Think here of being present at the end of a “way,” as portrayed in Herzog’s 1984 film Where the Green Ants Dream, where in a particular instance there is only one person left to speak “his” language and with no one left to understand him.) Given this dynamic, temporalizing movement of individuation, objectively and subjectively, we might be unable to see what other peoples and other ages have seen, and the loss or exclusion of a way of seeing would constitute a diminution in essential insighting, the process of individuation, and ultimately the spiritual growth of humanity.

In the terminology I am using here, such a loss would be definitive with respect to the personal presence and the unique path of access to a sphere of essences on this level of individuation; the collective person could never be replaced, the unique path as a way of being, never restored. As such, it would be a tragedy. I suggest that it is decisive with respect to the sphere of essences for the same reason, namely, it is a negation of personal presence and a loss of this unique path of access to a sphere of essences. Insights into the sphere of essences might never be regained, and in all likelihood they would not, because the circumstances would not be the same through which the insights were originally actualized, individualized, and particularized. But my question is this: With respect to the sphere of essences, could such negating of collective persons or such losses of ways be counted as definitive, if we mean by definitive that it is ruled out, in principle, a priori as absolutely foreclosed?

However unlikely it is that we would or could ever gain access to those unique spheres of essences, I think nevertheless that ultimately it could not be definitive—in the sense that I have specified earlier. This conclusion is grounded in the creative, spontaneous movement of eidetic insighting. Without any intention of trying to rediscover a lost “something,” without any “reactivation” of a forgotten sense, and without access to those same paths that convey a sphere of essences, an historical moment could emerge in which this lost sphere were discovered, even if it were never experienced as a re-covering, a re-awakening, or a re-discovery. (In fact, given our historicity, it could never be experienced by us as a recovering, etc.)

True, the paths of access would not be the same—this belongs to the manner of the essence—but the sphere of essences would be identical, only individualized and particularized differently. They may be brought into being and neglected, dismissed (perhaps as they were before), taken as significant, and/or lived as a “new” way of life. But however it were to be taken up, due to the emergent and operative nature of eidetic insighting, a new disclosure may arise, introducing a novel subjective individuation and objective individualization and particularization.

So, to give a more poignant example, if Western civilization were completely destroyed, with no traces of it remaining (for us, an abstract hypothesis, I know), it is conceivable in principle that insights into, for example, binary oppositions or the law of non-contradiction could surface once more, without trying to retrieve them or without ever knowing about them. Of course, it might never happen; and this would be due to the decisiveness of the historical, cultural density that we live through and that lives through us, which were expressive of those insights and which served as paths of access to those insights. My suggestion, however, is that admitting this “hard” decisiveness of individualization and particularization, we cannot rule out in advance and a priori the spontaneous emergence of such insights through a new, creative emergence.

Conclusion

This chapter took up the possibility of limits with respect to intercultural encounters by starting with an investigation into the phenomenon of individuation. I attempted to show that a genetic phenomenological analysis allows us to see how the object is individualized (temporally and perhaps spatially) and particularized (as instantiation of the essence in a particular entity bearing the essence’s scope). This in turn points to the passive, operative nature of eidetic insight as it functions guidingly in passive perceptual processes. However, only in relation to the subjective side of the intentional relation can individualization-particularization in the objective vector at all be an issue, since they only “make sense” in relation to a “subject” to whom objects are given.

After examining how subjects as self-temporalizing are individuated through a temporalizing and temporalized process in their dynamic genetic density, I considered the deeper issue of individuation pertaining to individual and collective persons who might be individuated differently, and in fact so differently, that our access to the self-evidence of world views belonging to others, the prospect of “co-seeing,” might be ruled out. Does there exist the possibility of limits to eidetic insights inherent in the temporalizing process of individuation? Are there essential limits to cross-cultural and cross-historical understanding? I suggested that while it is conceivable that there may be decisive limits concerning our access to another culture, it is conceivable that these limits may not be definitive.

This analysis and these conclusions point to normative dimensions of who are as individual and collective persons; these are dimensions that have been addressed by Husserl in a novel fashion in some of his writings under the rubric of vocation, the modality of the absolute ought, the modalizations of experience on this level, the notion of person, and loving. In the final chapter of this work, I address this constellation of issues surrounding revelation of the person and vocational experience.
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Chapter 6

Vocational Experience and the Modality of the Absolute Ought

In the previous chapter, I began with the problem of individuation as it relates to individualized and particular things, and suggested that this individuation, which takes place on the “object”-side of the intentional structure, implicates and is related to how the subject is individuated. The complex issues concerning the ways in which the person is individuated as unique were only hinted at in the last chapter, though I gestured toward them under the rubric of vocation. It is in this chapter that I approach the matter of vocational experience.

Vocation is something that everyone deals with in one way or another, even if it does not occur under that particular heading. It seems to be such a common experience, and yet it is so radically peculiar to each individual person. Often the problem of vocation arises in the form of existential questions like: “Who am I?,” “What is my place in the world?,” “Where am I going with my life.” It comes to the fore in implicit affirmations like, “I could be doing something else that is more ‘me,’ ” or in having a predilection or aversion for one activity over another. It surfaces in feelings of being “at home” with what I am doing now or in feeling “ill at ease” in a job, or again, in a negative affirmation: “I cannot do otherwise and still be myself.” It emerges in repudiations as we face irreconcilable choices. It can also emerge in decisions that can affect both who I am and who others are. It comes to the fore in certain emotions like shame or guilt, emotions that throw us back on ourselves—and give us a sense, at least implicitly, of who we are.

In a recent collection of writings given the main title “Grenzprobleme der Phänomenologie” or “Limit-Problems of Phenomenology,” we see Edmund Husserl confronting the experience of vocation and a series of related problems like those mentioned earlier.1 He does not arrive at these through abstract speculation or metaphysical commitment, but through phenomenological descriptions of sometimes unrelenting worries and personal concerns. At times he resorts to terms, expressions, and concepts that he appropriates from others, pressing them into service for his own expositions.2

For Husserl, the problem of vocation is related to the problem of evidence, namely, how I am given to myself and how others are given to me in a personal manner. Vocation is centered around four main and intertwining notions in this work: the ought as the “absolute ought,” the call, loving, and person. The absolute ought is given through a call, where most profoundly the call and the reception of it in terms of callings or vocations is qualified through loving. It is this dynamic, and specifically loving, that yields the genuine core of the person as interpersonal and opens the problem of vocation for a phenomenology of the person. In this way, Husserl’s evocation of an absolute ought as the manner of givenness of the absolute value of person, given in the interpersonal nexus of loving, is suggestive of a phenomenology of vocational experience.

Just as descriptions of experience that transcend a static phenomenology (i.e., genetic phenomena) required Husserl to distinguish and formulate a genetic phenomenology, and just as the evocation and description of generative phenomena suggested and demanded the formulation of a generative phenomenology, so too, in my view, do we have a similar situation here.3 If we are not simply to dismiss these very rich experiential discussions by Husserl as indiscriminate subjective musings, then the constellation of concepts and experiences articulated by Husserl require putting them into play with one another, making appropriate new distinctions, and providing a phenomenological context in which they not only take their place but also make overall phenomenological sense.

In order to take this next step in phenomenological analysis, I take Husserl’s writings in this chapter as leading clues to phenomena that have to be developed. This is why I rely, in part, on my previous development of phenomenology and the problem of evidence in recent work concerning verticality and vertical givenness. In particular, I suggest that the notion of person as absolute value, the absolute ought, the call in the vocational sense, and loving belong to a mode of givenness that is distinctive from presentational givenness; they presuppose a style of givenness that has its own structure of evidence, modality, and modalization. It is a kind of givenness I have begun describing in an earlier work, the “revelation” of the person as interpersonal.4

Husserl addresses the problem of evidence within new territory, that is, within territory that is different from that which we tend to associate with Husserl, and in relation to what phenomenology was able to handle outside of a generative phenomenology. That is why the cluster of experiences mentioned earlier like loving, the person as absolute, the absolute ought, and the call and callings might appear as “limit-problems” or “limit-phenomena.”

The problem of evidence is articulated within the personal sphere of experience as it concerns the unfolding dynamic givenness of both another person and myself as absolute value in the manner of an absolute ought. When Husserl tackles the matter of the absolute ought and its related notions, he is dealing implicitly with a different style of givenness and evidence than that with which he customarily deals. Because Husserl’s own contributions are not very extensive or developed in this regard, it will be necessary in some instances to interpret more freely with an eye to how Husserl’s observations fit into the whole of this work, understood within a generative phenomenology. Allow me to explain the context in which these peculiar notions take on sense so that it will better elucidate their possible meanings.

I have already mentioned in earlier chapters that what I term “presentation” is that style of givenness and evidence that yields perceptual (bodily, kinesthetic) sense and judicative meaning. However, Husserl evokes matters that do not fit squarely into this style of givenness. One option is to see all other kinds of experience (what he would call “non-objectivating acts”) as founded in presentational givenness (to which belong what Husserl calls “objectivating acts”). However, I have attempted to show elsewhere that there are experiences that do not map onto a presentational style of givenness and indeed are not founded in objectivating acts in this (Husserl’s) way, precisely because they have their own “intentional” style of givenness, their own structure of evidence, and so on.5 Interpersonal or “moral” emotions are examples of such acts that have a distinctive structure, and among them is loving.6 This style of givenness, to which such intentional experiences belong, I have called “revelation.”

By revelation, I understand a distinctive mode of givenness peculiar to the “person,” who is not given in the manner of an object; revelation is a kind of givenness that has its own style of evidence, corroboration, modality, modalizations, temporality, relation to otherness, and so on.7 Where the revelation of the person is concerned, we can discern primarily two types: Revelation can be qualified as self-revelation, namely, the revelation of what Husserl calls my “true” or “genuine” self-issuing in the phenomenon of vocation.8 There is also a mode of revelation where the other person is given as revealing- revealed and thus as “model” exemplifying the order of loving, values, the norms, and an ethos of a homeworld. This type issues in the phenomenon of exemplarity. In this chapter, however, I focus on the phenomenon of vocation and the complexity of issues relating to it. I reserve the discussion of exemplarity for another work.9

My contention is that since the mode of revelation has its own structure of evidence, it will also have its own structures of “modality” and its own problems of “modalization.” Let me put it differently. If there are experiences that are given in a perceptual manner, and if they have a logic of evidence, modalities, modalizations, and so on, we cannot assume that the modalities and modalizations peculiar to a different mode of givenness will have the same shape, form, or content that they do in presentational experience. In particular, my contention is that where the givenness (or revelation) of the person is concerned, there is a distinctive mode of givenness that is not susceptible to the traditional concept of modality belonging to a presentational mode of givenness. Or again, evidence, modality, and modalization have to be “rekeyed” according to the givenness of person. One such modality concerns the “ought,” and in particular, the “absolute ought” and its givenness. A vocational experience is one in which I am given to myself in the manner of an absolute ought. When Husserl uses the expression of the “absolute ought” in this way, as I suggest later, he is attempting to evoke a compelling demand that weighs on me to become who I “truly” am, but in a way that cannot originate simply from my own self-sufficiency.

For me, following Husserl, modalities are the ways in which experiences are lived in a straightforward manner. Within the sphere of presentation, they include necessity, possibility, contingency, motivation, and so on. Modalizations are disruptions or challenges to a straightforward acceptance of the given. To make this point, and to show the distinctiveness of this modality of the absolute ought, allow me to give a very brief background into the problem of modality. This is important because the evocation of an absolute ought is precisely a novel qualification of the phenomenon of modality as it appears in the mode of revelatory givenness. After this background (1), I distinguish in Husserl the ought-modality in the practical, praxical, and personal spheres (2). I then address directly the absolute (personal) ought as the modality peculiar to vocation (3), and examine the call as loving (4). Distinguishing modality from modalization, I suggest five ways in which the experience of the absolute ought are susceptible to modalization (5).

Section 1. Modality in Brief Historical Perspective

Modalities

To my knowledge, Aristotle was the first to have designated what the philosophical tradition knows as “modality”—which later came under the rubric of tropos and which Boethius translated with “modalis.” Aristotle distinguished the possible (dunaton), the contingent (endechomenon), the impossible (adunaton), and the necessary (anagkaion).10

Because Ockham thought that modalities should relate to propositions as a whole, and that any term that can be predicated of a whole proposition is a mode, rendering a proposition modal, he maintained that there were more than four (Aristotelian) modalities. This expanded list includes the “true,” “false,” “known,” “unknown,” “expressed,” “written,” “grasped,” “believed,” “opined,” “doubted.” A proposition is modal because a mode is added to the proposition, though not any mode is sufficient to make a proposition modal, for the mode has to be predicable of the whole proposition.11 Accordingly, for Ockham, “That which is possibly running is a man who is sitting” is not modal; it is non-modal or “de inesse” or “assertoric.” However, “Every cat is necessarily an animal,” and “That every cat is an animal is necessary” are modal propositions. Joachim Jungius (the German mathematician and logician), however, includes the true and the false as modal, but distinguishes a general mode (to which the true and the false belong) from a simple mode, which includes the possible, impossible, necessary, and not-necessary; there is also for Jungius a composite mode, namely, the contingent.12

The modern philosopher C. A. Crusius distinguished three modalities: the essential, the natural, and the possible.13 More significantly for us, but with different content, the influential philosopher/scientist J. H. Lambert proposed three modalities: the possible, the actual, and the necessary.14 These modalities, Lambert writes, belong not to propositions (in contrast to Ockham), but “these concepts belong in ontology” and do not depend merely upon the external form of knowledge.15

By contrast, Immanuel Kant, consistent with his transcendental turn, interpreted modalities not within an ontology, but within an epistemology as belonging to the province of the knower. Where the Table of Categories is concerned, he cites as modalities: possibility–impossibility, actuality–non-actuality, necessity–contingency (A 80/B 106).16 Where the Table of Judgments is concerned, he cites the problematic, assertoric, apodictic judgments in relation to the modalities of the content (the what) of judgment: as possible (can), actual (is), and apodictic (must). Thus, Kant distinguishes modes of judgment from the content of the judgment such that modality applies not only to judgment but also to things.17

R. P. Wolff, rightly I think, insists that Kant wishes to convey that there is a subjective distinction among the three modal notions (possibility, actuality, necessity) whatever their objective identity. “The function of the categories of modality is to express ‘the relation of the concept [of an object of knowledge] to the faculty of knowledge [A 219]’.” Wolff draws from this that modality is a characteristic of the knower rather than the known. More precisely, he contends, for Kant modality is a characteristic of the relation between the knower and the known viewed from the side of the knower.18

I do not take issue with Wolff’s characterization of Kant regarding modality. In fact, I think he is correct, at least where the “metaphysical” Kant in concerned.19 However, if we examine modality phenomenologically with the insights into the structure of intentionality, and with the observation that the presentation of the object is the way in which the thing itself gives itself, then modality will have to be understood as a characteristic of the relation between the perceiver and perceived, the knower and the known, both from the “side” of the perceiver/knower and from the “side” of the perceived/known.20

At the very least, we can gather from the preceding gloss that concept of modality sketches a basic problem-field, but it has anything but a strictly unanimous history yielding a consensus among philosophers.

When we bring this discussion back to Husserlian phenomenology, we can assert that modalities are the ways of being that pertain to the experienced and the experiencer. We can find many examples of modality in Husserl: actuality, possibility (i.e., the eidetic range), impossibility, reality, contingency, necessity, probability, likelihood, motivation, and—on the side of the experiencer—the “I can” as the ability-to-do or kinesthetically as the ability-to-move—as well as their contraries.21

Modalities and Modalizations

Although Husserl sometimes uses modality interchangeably with modalization, there is an important distinction to be made, one that helps to clarify our experiences for all modes of experience, presentational or vertical. Modalities are the ways in which experiences are lived in a straightforward manner. Within the sphere of presentation, they include necessity, possibility, contingency, motivation, and so on. Modalizations are disruptions or challenges to a straightforward acceptance of the given. Thus, for example, if our standard of givenness were complete, adequate givenness in the “now,” then the “possible” would not be a modality, but a modalization. In a different register, while impossibility might be considered to be a modality, frustration at the impossibility of realizing a practical ought (or goal-determined action) might be a modalization, depending upon the context.

But if experience entails the fullness of the living present, or genetic self-temporalization, or generativity, then what is experienced as a modality and a modalization could shift (in the manner of what Eugen Fink calls an operative concept).22 This is why the situation even internal to Husserl is ambiguous! Generally speaking, modalizations concern the deviation from the experienced norm of lived experience. Accordingly, experiences like questionability, doubt, and conflict can be preeminent examples of modalizations. Whereas “the possible” might be a modalization for a static phenomenology, an open or enticing possibility could be experienced as a modalization, but from a broader perspective, I suggest, as a modality. Husserl is not unaware of such an ambiguity in understanding.23

Within a genetic phenomenology, where the normal is understood in the modalities of concordance, optimality, typicality, and familiarity, modalizations would be discordance (rupture, disappointment, etc.), the “non-optimal” or the “worse,” the atypical, and the unfamiliar. However these, too, are ambiguous because a modalization as a rupture on the level of concordance (namely, a discordance) can simultaneously become a new norm as “hypernormal,” and thus be understood as a modality of experience, to which the former norm now refers as its index (becoming, inversely, a modalization).24 For example, my inability to see the table in dim light, my inability to see the surprising color of the ball, my inability to make the climb, and so on, could be modalizations of the “I can” and would be such if they deviate from a constituted or experiential norm of experience. But a new pair of glasses could be both a rupture of concordant experience and usher in a new optimal, instituting a new norm, and constituting the former norm as abnormal or modalization.

I do not dwell here on these kinds of modalities. Instead, I want to inquire into how it is the case with different modes of givenness, those that cannot be subsumed under the mode of presentation, and that concern the phenomenon of personal vocation and the constellation of issues peculiar to it.

Let’s begin with the question of modality. How are we to understand modality in this case? We will see that in the revelatory sphere where persons are concerned, the traditional categories (necessity, possibility, contingency, etc.) are not entirely expressive of vocational experience within the sphere of persons. Instead, the modality concerns what Husserl calls the “absolute ought.” Allow me first to begin this exposition by describing the ways in which Husserl uses the expression “ought” (Sollen).

Section 2. Husserl and the Ought: Modality in the Practical, Praxical, and Personal Spheres

Husserl gives us many examples of the experience of the “ought” in the collection of writings entitled Limit-Problems, not all of which are the same.25 Although Husserl does not explicitly make these distinctions I am drawing here, his descriptions do require making a distinction between at least three different kinds of ought-modalities—modalities that belong to distinctive modes of givenness and spheres of experience.

One of them can be understood as founded in a presentational structure; it is one to which Husserl refers as the “practical” ought. The other two, which differ from presentational experience, belong to the order of “vertical” experiences. I call one of these the praxical in distinction to what Husserl terms the absolute. Praxical and absolute oughts belong to the sphere of the person. In terms of modes of givenness, the praxical belongs to what I have designated as “manifest” givenness, and the absolute or personal belongs to the revelatory mode of givenness.26 The latter admits of two kinds of revelatory givenness: (1) being self-revelatory and (2) being revelatory of the other person. These correspond respectively to the vocational and the exemplary absolute ought. Again, I focus here on the vocational dimension of revelatory givenness.

Practical Ought

For the purposes of a later contrast, let me summarize what Husserl calls the practical ought (that which belongs for me to the sphere of presentation). Husserl associates a practical ought with a range of experiences peculiar to practical intelligence: a task I undertake in order to achieve an end, a problem I solve concerning a practical possibility, and something that gives me pleasure doing it. He further tends to place the practical ought in the rank of use values (Nützlichkeitswerte). Thus, the practical ought is that ought that stands in the range of instrumental doings, functionality, pragmatic endeavors, or technical achievements. The experience of reliability, for example, is a modality that concerns the practical functionality of something and that follows the temporal and possibility structure (as founded in) a perceptual presentation.27

For example, when I engage in a professional trade, I enter into an historical tradition and submit to a standard of norms and set of practices that are already established according to which my doings must conform. There are steps I ought to take in a particular way, a way I ought to do them in order to reach that goal in the right way for that tradition and practice. In fact, I develop a skillset in order to achieve the desired end, guided by the task and according to the practical obligations stemming from the tradition. Furthermore, where the practical ought is concerned, I can choose this way or that as the best way to attain this or that goal. This “ought” modality can be qualified in a relative and conditional manner because it admits of an “in order to” structure (i.e., I “ought” to do this in order to achieve that end.)

These values that guide my practice, which become for me the practical oughts or obligations, are susceptible to being “absorbed” by higher values of pleasure and satisfaction because these oughts are relative to each other and can be compared to each other, predicable of being better or best within that sphere (H 42: 345–46). Correlative to the practical ought is a distinctive “call” of practical value and of the practical best (H 42: 350, 356). This is why conformity to the ought can be gauged as a “job well done,” as a “I could have done better,” or as a “that is the best outcome.” Conforming to these external criteria can give me satisfaction in varying degrees, but this is also something anyone could do as well and something from which he or she could derive satisfaction. As suggested by Husserl, because practical oughts are susceptible to a comparative relation and are oughts relative to one another, one ought can be “absorbed” by another in the choice between the two such that a practical ought can simply be abandoned for another practical ought. On a practical level of oughts, we can experience polar opposite values that lead us in two distinctive directions, and our task would be to choose the most “reasonable,” the “best” among practical aims.

Praxical Ought

In distinction to the practical ought, we can discern in Husserl’s descriptions another phenomenon that qualifies the ought as a praxical ought—though Husserl does not use this term. I call it “praxical,” however, not because it concerns techné, but because this ought concerns the integration of “spirit and action.”28 These oughts are given within a spiritual value range and are not susceptible to an if/then instrumental or pragmatic structure (like we find in the practical ought). Artistic activities like playing music, political events, playing sports, or the pursuit of truth by the scientist are included here. Their value is intrinsic to them, and they bear an “ought” insofar as I live them as enriching, not because (or simply because) they are a means to some end. I can go on a wildflower hike simply because of the intrinsic value of hiking or the beauty of the wildflowers that brings me joy. The value of hiking is realized in the performance of hiking, as it were; it is not intrinsically a value or an ought “because” it is therapeutic or good for my health. Although the latter might be a consequence, the praxical ought cannot be reduced to this; it still has its value independently of such a functional result.

In addition to the former praxical activities, Husserl gives the example of reading scripture. I read scripture, contends Husserl, not because it gives me one pleasure relative to another, or because it is a means to make me into a good person; however, insofar as it bears on me as person, like other “spiritual” activities, it is edifying and enriching, and it yields a joy in and of itself. Unlike the practical value that may be gauged in terms of the pleasure it brings in accomplishing something (or fails to bring, in which case it is to be abandoned), the praxical ought given in such spiritual values may instead serve to admonish me and make me feel my unworthiness (H 42: 345, 388). (This is similar to how shame might be deemed “indispensable” even if it is always given with a negative valence.29) Alternately, I may never feel satisfied in following out a praxical ought (and perhaps even less so with respect to an absolute ought). For example, I may be fully guided by the praxical ought of reading Shakespeare, experience joy, but never feel satisfied that I have gotten all of the nuances or done it justice in explaining it—though it continues to beckon me all the same.30

However, a praxical ought is susceptible to comparison, it seems, like when one performance of “Purple Rain” does not measure up to an earlier performance of the same—for whatever aesthetic reasons. This is because although it is a spiritual value, the work of art, say, does not attend its own manifestation “absolutely” in the way that a person attends his or her own revelation (as revealing-revealed).

Personal or Absolute Ought

We also find in Husserl’s reflections discussions of the absolute value of person and absolute ought, which are distinctive from practical and the praxical values and their ought-modalities (H 42: 375–76). The absolute ought relates to the person as absolute value.

The notion of person that we find in these writings differs in certain, though not in all, respects from earlier expositions. In Ideas II (1912–1917), for example, “person” is the correlate given within the personalistic attitude. Here, the person is understood as an ego or subjectivity who lives in acts and who can reflect on acts as a member of the social world. As centers of an environing world, persons not only exist in relations of motivations (and to this extent belong to a practical attitude); they also exist in relations of mutual understanding and communication, constituting a world of spirit.31

In the period of the Kaizo articles (1922–1924), Husserl develops the notion of person as ego act-center who executes free actions, but now the articulation appears more centered on the constitution of an ethical human being.32 It is the ethical form of life that guides what can become a genuine person and as a consequence, for instance, the genuine artist. For example, the genuine artist, writes Husserl, is not necessarily the genuine human being, but the genuine human being can (and can only) become the genuine artist when the way demands an ethical self-regulation. To say that the genuine human being is the human being of reason, or the rational person, means that the person exhibits the consciousness of the responsibility of reason and ethical conscience. It is in this context that the reader encounters the normative idea of the “best possible” with ethical resonance. As already mentioned previously, this is a concept that Husserl developed in his earlier genetic phenomenology as the “optimal,” where it concerns perceptual and kinesthetic normativity; it is applied here in terms of ethical normativity, the essential norms of reason, and in relation to the rationally responsible human being who lives in an attitude of radical critique.33

It is not that the notions of culture, religion, God, love, and vocation are absent in these former writings,34 but in the current set of writings under consideration, the notion of person acquires a different specificity. The person is explicitly described in Schelerian terms as absolute value and as given in the modality of an absolute ought. Furthermore, the person is given in acts of loving, is a member of an interpersonal loving community, and is oriented by the teleology of loving within a divine entelechy. Again, Husserl’s allusions to “person” mark not so much a different “Husserl” as much as different strands of his thought and analyses, offering different guiding threads and possibilities of development for phenomenology.

All absolute oughts are essentially grounded in persons as absolute value such that I am directed toward them in an absolute way (H 42: 377). To say that I am directed toward persons in an absolute way means that this directedness (which Husserl calls loving) is never a momentary act, but lived toward the dynamic core of the person “infinitely,” despite other types of finite limitations.35 These absolute oughts are expressed in norms only insofar as they are embodied in the person who exemplifies them.36 This intrinsic normativity that we find in the absolute value of person as expressed in the absolute ought is irreducible to practical or empirical foundations. Normativity as oughtness—and here a personal absolute oughtness—is not a statistical normativity.

Although Husserl tends to use the expressions “absolute value” and “absolute ought” nearly synonymously as a kind of shorthand, strictly speaking, we have to understand their relation in the following way: I am directed toward an absolute value (a person: self or other) in the manner of an absolute ought. It is not “my manner” being imposed on another person, but it is the person as absolute who reveals himself or herself (as we will see: “calls” concretely as loving) in the manner of an absolute ought. This is how the problem of the absolute ought belongs to a phenomenological investigation of modality. Husserl, then, sees the absolute ought as rooted in the absolute value of the person; it is neither “subjective,” since it is given from another, and it is not “objective,” since it can concern me, myself as not self-grounding, and another person as interpersonal.

Further, whereas anyone can in principle respond to a practical ought (within the parameters of material limitations and skillsets, of course), only “I” or only “You”—from the personal uniqueness of who I am or who You are—can be responsible toward the person appealing to us in the way of the absolute ought. It can never be a matter of im-personal indifference.

In the case of absolute oughts, Husserl suggests that there is no “comparison” possible between persons or, say, between the individual person and the collective person; one is not compared as better or best, since persons as absolute are neither things nor goals relative to one another. While a practical value can be absorbed or outstripped by another according to the context of usefulness, the absolute value itself cannot be absorbed by another in the sense of being made relative to it, or being made to serve as an index to the “higher” preferred practical value. Rather, if there is what Husserl calls a conflict between absolute values, absolute values remain absolute with absolute insistence, without one serving as an index to another. I take up this issue further under the section concerning modalizations.

Section 3. The Absolute Ought as the Modality Peculiar to the Revelation of Person: Vocation

The sphere of the absolute ought is grounded in the person as absolute value. It is the manner in which the absolute value of person is revealed as within the vertical mode of givenness, “revelation.” (Again, these are my terms, not Husserl’s, but they help to clarify and to underscore what is going on implicitly in his descriptions.) Revelation is similar to other modes of vertical givenness in the sense that vertical modes of givenness are de-limiting and “give” absolutes of some kind; though these modes are distinctive, they are all, like revelation, essentially distinct from presentational givenness.

Revelatory givenness, which pertains to the givenness of the person, has two dimensions: (1) the interpersonal dimension in the sense of the other person, who is given as absolute value and unique, and (2) the givenness of Myself as absolute value. I employ the concept of the “Myself” that I have developed elsewhere in order to evoke the dynamic, relational sense of the “true” or “genuine” self that Husserl uses.37 The former is not the direct topic of this chapter because I am concerned here with the problem of vocation as a personal elaboration of individuation, and the distinctive modality that bears on this dimension of experience. However, I do mention the former because Husserl regards it as a problem of loving, and this is peculiar both to the givenness of the other person and to “Myself”—and the latter is related to receiving and constituting the “call” and “callings” vocationally.

I understand the “true” or “genuine” self, as it relates to the problem of vocation, as the relational notion of the “Myself.” The “Myself” is the way in which I receive myself as from another, as I am given to myself as not self-grounding, and which therefore already includes a relation to some kind of “otherness.” I am revealed to Myself dynamically—where this revelation is a revealing and thus creative.38 It is important to note that even the “Myself” is interpersonal in the sense that I receive “myself” as from another. (I capitalize the “Myself” to emphasize the active reception of myself as not self-grounding, and as immediately interpersonal, which is foundational for the nominative “I.”) Thus, it is not the case that I simply posit myself in self-sufficiency (which would be symptomatic of pride), but I receive Myself as not self-grounding in relation to another such that I, as “Myself,” am unique, and originate myself in a unique way, personally, through creative acts as a dynamic orientation.39

Loving in an entirely personal way (i.e., on the level of my personhood) is being open in devotion to what I love in the deepest sense (H 42: 397). This is the case whether it is a loving toward the other person or toward myself as Myself. It is what Husserl calls an “absolute love” in the sense that it is an opening to an absolute value in the manner of an absolute ought, and in the sense that the tenor of the loving is itself absolute, unconditional, and toward infinity (H 42: 344). Personal loving is the opening to the person as revealed in his or her uniqueness or “Einzigkeitswert” (value of uniqueness). Loving in this regard “lets” other persons be/become who they are as absolute value in the manner of their absolute ought.40

As suggested earlier, personal loving can be (1) directed toward another person, “the pure and genuine love of person to person,” such that the core of the person can be given or revealed in this way as absolute value in the manner of an absolute ought (H 42: 354, 358). This can be understood as the love of neighbor or as the appreciation of the value of the other person (H 42: 287, 333, 337, 423, 432–35). It can also be (2) a process of living a life fully as a loving that is directed toward Myself as my absolute ought, vocationally, as from another, and as not self-grounding. Again, my task here is to clarify the modality peculiar to revelatory experience where vocation is concerned.

Husserl writes that the broadest concept of vocation coincides with the concept of this ought, namely, the absolute ought that has arisen in an absolutely personal manner (H 42: 354, 391). The absolute ought as “My” absolute ought bears on me uniquely in a way that it can impact no other, even if others have that same external shape of the ought. In my creativity, in my “freedom,” I originate this ought in a style like no other.

On the one hand, what exerts an unreserved claim on me from the beginning is “only there for me,” as a priori and absolutely, but not universally. It “individuates” me not as a particular thing or as a singular being of practical intelligence, but as unique. Even if this personal ought is the same “thing” for others too (Husserl cites being a teacher, a skier, a mother) and even if it can be a general type in this sense, insofar as it bears on me as person, it is for me absolutely, uniquely, and “for me alone,” that is, as for me bindingly, like no other (e.g., H 42: 355, 391–92, 396).

The vocational Myself, given in the modality of an absolute ought, is what Husserl tentatively calls my personal “essence.” He writes: “Corresponding to the absolute demands of the ought is an absolute in the personhood [of the person], a centrality of the [personal] essence” (H 42: 377, cf. 355). The term “essence,” however, is misleading, cautions Husserl, because this “essence” of the person is neither a thing nor a universal feature that could be the same for everyone. The person is absolute, unique, not universal, and never an object. The person becomes essentially-dynamically, generatively, who he or she is uniquely through acts; in this sense, the person is a “core” or “center” of acts. Furthermore, these oughts are absolute, again, not because they would be “universal” as the same for everyone, but because their bindingness issues from their own intrinsic quality pertaining to the unique becoming-being of the person. This is why Scheler employed the expression the “good-in-itself-for-me” (which could only be paradoxical for Kant), which is determinative of my personal way of being in a binding, absolute, and unique way.

On the other hand, I appropriate this “good-in-itself-for-me” in acts I initiate creatively through the values guiding me, through who I am, “Myself,” and as receiving, accepting, or rejecting Myself in my originating freedom. What is required of me through the pull of an absolute ought (as vocational experience) is not the same as a practical comparison of goods to discern what is better or what I could adjudicate from the outside as a disinterested observer or from multiple intersubjective perspectives. The pull of the absolute ought can demand of me something that bears on the value of personhood and that I in no way would recognize in the value comparison of what is better or best (H 42: 390). So although there are values relative to who I am or to what I do, being susceptible to comparison, and playing a role in choosing between particular actions, there is a distinctive realm of the absolute ought that bears absolutely on who I am vocationally. It is predicable neither of the singular nor of the plural because it is unique. There is simply no value calculus to determine an absolute or to determine which one could putatively be absorbed by another.

Since this vocational “Myself” is how I am given to myself as not self-grounding, Husserl can assert that I have an “absolute responsibility” to myself as “before God”: “the ought can only have sense when it is the call of God” (e.g., H 42: 353, 391 fn. 2). Here Husserl’s idea is that my individual personal, absolute ought takes on its fullest significance as interpersonal when I actively receive myself as not self-grounding, when I love according to this core, and when I, according to my abilities, cooperate in the generativity of values through the love of others and through the love of Myself as “before God.” As Jim Hart notes in relation to these writings, for Husserl “divine entelechy” is that expression for “the hidden but lived functioning ground of all that comes to light in terms of the teleology of presencing and agency.” Insofar as divine entelechy names this, “there is nothing more basic nor of greater interest nor more important for transcendental phenomenology.”41

When I experience an absolute ought of this kind, I “ought to” recognize it in such a way that I cannot go against it without abandoning the deepest core of Myself. The responsibility bears on not damaging or betraying my overall or deepest personal ought; other oughts pertaining to me, Myself, are not so much integrated with each other horizontally as they are expressive of the fundamental ought, and unified vertically in this de-limiting way (H 42: 396).42

An absolute ought is experienced as unconditional in a unique value ordering that can be overcome only through values and oughts on this level of experiencing as lived by this person (H 42: 377). It is not open to intersubjective adjudication in the way a perceptual object might be. Certainly, there can be “oughts,” even absolute oughts, that reveal themselves as on the way to ”My” absolute ought; I could live them as one after the other. But in the case of the latter, they would never be lived in way that could be open to intersubjective objective inspection. Nor could they be lived as something relative to be eventually overcome, like a finite task could be (H 42: 395).

Not only is there a loving the other person, as love of neighbor, there is also a genuine self-love that is irreducible to pride, a genuine self-love to be open to Myself as who I am to become. This entails the essential possibility that I can experience multiple absolute oughts for Myself, vocationally (H 42: 344, 401, 433). Thus, there can also be multiple oughts that bear on me absolutely, and even if they cannot be realized in an integrated manner, they would still be more than just “multiple,” since they could be lived as conflicting (H 42: 396, and see later under modalization).

At this juncture, it is helpful to invoke a terminological distinction that Husserl makes between the call and a calling (Ruf and Berufung). This suggests a conceptual distinction between the vocation to be who I “am” and a vocation to be who I am in a particular way or ways as styles of doing. These are irreducible to one another, but intertwined and complementary. Employing the concept of loving that Husserl introduces in these writings in the context of vocational experience, we could say (again in my terms, not Husserl’s), that there is the vocational call “to be-love” that permeates or can be realized uniquely in and through a calling to do this or that as my vocational path or paths in loving. This is how, following Husserl, pursuing one’s (personal) vocation or vocations gives a life that higher value of dignity (H 42: 353 fn. 1). Ultimately, it is the same “whole” matter of vocational experience, but with two distinctive, phenomenologically discernable moments.

The vocational absolute ought therefore may be experienced negatively as “I don’t know who I am, but I am not that,” or more positively in the modality of an absolute otherwise: “I cannot be otherwise than this,” or “I cannot do otherwise” (than this way), or still negatively, “I wish I could do this, but I cannot.” The “I have to do something else now” or “I have to improve myself” is an absolute ought that is founded in the absolute ought of vocation as call (H 42: 389). “Absolute striving,” “absolute willing, absolute doing”—these are absolute for Husserl because they are revealed in a personal manner—again, not because they are universal; “absolute life” is that to which I am called and makes my life not only meaningful but also genuine (H 42: 408).

Husserl asks whether the absolute ought can be revealed and even realized if it appears as a mere coincidence or chance, for example, a chance of environment, of education and upbringing, of health and sickness, or of mental illness. I have not chosen my life, and cannot place my life in a choice—my entire natural world life with all its callings of absolute oughts (H 42: 409). The difficulty one faces here is that loving and the absolute ought (according to his analyses) are not arbitrary; the modality of chance does not fit the absolute ought like it would a practical ought. Thus, questions Husserl: “What overcomes death and fate? What constitutes ‘genuineness’? A life in absolute ought, that is structured through and through by absolute oughtnesses [Gesolltheiten] … that I embrace myself absolutely. What does this mean: deciding for an absolute ought?” (H 42: 434). All objects and values of objects that are created from our vocational actions, “vocational creations,” stem from an absolute ought (H 42: 353–54).

It is not entirely accurate to say that those oughts that find their place behind others lose “all their weight”; it is rather the case that their value remains value, only now they are held either in tension with other values that are also lived as absolute and unconditional, and so on (H 42: 377). The absolute ought revealed in the absolute value, for example, of the child is not susceptible to a choice that one could make by weighing another absolute value against the child. This is not because it is based in an individual decision that falls under a universal norm, as if she were accessible to just anyone as a disinterested observer; nor would she putatively be a “legitimate” absolute value now because her value became a product of a communal deliberative decision; it is not because, say, the mother has an instinct or a duty for her child; rather, ultimately, it concerns the irreplaceable and incomparable value-uniqueness of the child as a person and the absolute ought that reaches through the call of loving to, say, the person as a mother or father (H 42: 351, 354, 455).43

Husserl does seem to recognize that the value of my vocation, and what gives my life dignity, can also be accessible to others such that following out what constitutes an absolute ought for me can be given to others as an “objective value.” This could not be a kind of intersubjective adjudication, as if there were a disinterested panel of people overviewing my life. Rather, it could only be accessible in the loving (personal loving) of another toward my “value-essence.” This would demand what Husserl calls a “loving community” Liebesgemeinschaft (again, a term Scheler uses), or in more familiar Husserlian terms, a loving “homeworld”—a homeworld that also has a co-responsibility for the individual following out his or her absolute ought (cf. H 42: 353, fn. 1, 377–78). Only in this way could my vocation, for example, be lived interpersonally as my “absolute” for us all.44

Thus even the individual’s own absolute ought, “my” so-called intimate absolute ought is not a “private matter,” writes Husserl; absolute oughts are intertwined in the moral universe so that even if they do not build a single “universal” framework, as Husserl suggests at times, they do co-constitute what we can term a moral solidarity with one another and a religious solidarity with the Holy. This is correlative to a loving community or a union of loving.45 These absolute values constitute a realm of absolute oughts for all other empathizing persons (H 42: 377). My absolute striving is a branch of a communal striving, each lived in its own unique way as absolute toward the Absolute (H 42: 408).

Section 4. Call as Loving

We can ask phenomenologically how such an absolute ought can be given, and how I can be responsible to Myself, before others, and before God. The modality of the absolute ought as it concerns the core of Myself as not self-grounding is given as or through the call. Husserl terms this the “call of an absolute ought,” or the “absolute call of the ought” (H 42: 376, 389). The absolute call in the manner of an absolute ought is given and received in a radically personal way. This way, which is peculiar to the sphere of the person, is what Husserl calls loving (H 42: 346, 357, 377). We can extrapolate: This absolute ought as it pertains to Myself reveals me, Myself, as beloved. Loving is absolute in the sense that the nature of loving is open unconditionally, toward infinity, in an infinite manner, binding me to others and to Myself as absolute; it constitutes a moral universe of beloveds.

The genuine “I” loves, writes Husserl; and a genuine life is through and through a life in loving such that the genuine life in loving is a life animated by my (personal) absolute ought (H 42: especially text 28 and specifically, 395, 397, 423–24). While there are other ways of revelatory givenness (trusting, shame, guilt, repentance, etc.), it is most profoundly revealed in and through loving. Living as a person fully in the loving toward an absolute value that gives itself in the manner of an absolute ought is not just having a mere tendency toward something, Husserl observes. In loving, I am fully, but inexhaustively a presencing with the beloved, as living actively oriented, freely, dynamically, or creatively engaged in this devotion toward what is given as value. Loving, which exists only in this creative revealing-revealed orientation, cannot be reified, mechanized, calculated, partial, or disengaged, and remain loving (H 42: 436). The person who lives in the call of loving toward his or her calling in a loving manner (absolutely) essentially resists objectification.

When Husserl uses the shorthand of the “call of the absolute ought,” or the “absolute call of the ought” (e.g., H 42: 200, 376, 389, 409), what he means is that the call is received or experienced as an ought, which, when “personal,” has a uniquely distinctive absolute weight or tenor, vocationally speaking. Absolute values are such that I can only love myself when I follow them, and recriminate myself when I abandon their validity for me. But this is nothing that can be commanded or that can be undertaken as a joyless duty, since what bears on me as an absolute ought is taken up freely (H 42: 397, 434–35). Accordingly, I am free in hearing the call/calling and in pursuing it, in refusing it, halfway hearing it, or in turning away from it; but in all these cases, the value still flashes forth; and if it comes to me as an absolute call/calling, then it is received as an absolute ought (H 42: 359). For me, this is precisely because the absolute ought claims me in a nonviolent, insistent, compelling manner that invites a decisive appropriation. It is not necessity, possibility, contingency, motivation, and so on, that constitute the modality of vocational revelation; rather the absolute ought is the modality of vocational revelation (the nuances of which I only hint at in the summary of this section).

Even though it is not like an experience in a perception or judgment, the absolute ought peculiar to the person given in loving can still be considered to be an “experience.” (Husserl also asserts that the givenness of God can be considered an “experience” [H 42: 242].) We can ask after the evidence of the absolute ought that is given in this loving/calling non-calculative, but also non-perceptual and non-judicative absolute ought. Husserl gives a curious reply: “Every original absolute ought has something irrational about it” (H 42: 384).

What Husserl means by this statement, I propose, is that if evidence is equated with the presentational givenness of things in an epistemic manner (perceptual or judicative), and if this is “rational,” then anything outside of this cannot be received as a rational demand, and therefore cannot be “given” (H 42: 239). It is irrational in the sense that it is not universally accessible to all in the same way, namely, as “intersubjective objectivity.”

Yet, there is also at least an implication by Husserl that even being on the limit of (rational) givenness still somehow counts as givenness, and thus has its own cognitive (if not rational) structure. He is getting to an experience that is so radically unique, that it is “above” the universal, as it were. The only other term Husserl seems to have at his disposal is “irrational” in order to convey another order of givenness. However, this does not mean that it does not have its own structure or that it is not given in evidence, that it is not an experience, and that it does not have its own modalities and modalizations that are susceptible to phenomenological description.

If we hold to a dualism of reason and sensibility, then naturally this kind of evidence would have to have an “irrational” grounding. Husserl’s writings suggest, however, that there is different evidential grounding that is not rational, but also is not irrational either, since it pertains to a different cognitive order. Scheler calls this order, which has its own style of cognition and evidence, the “order of the heart.”46 The order of the heart has its own “vertical” modes of givenness, and revelation is one of those in which an absolute ought is given (though it can be susceptible to a disorder of the heart; see below, under modalization). It belongs to the emotional sphere and specifically and most profoundly, as revelatory of the person, loving. Life in the absolute ought is a life in pure loving that is becoming more and more complete and that becomes more and more expansive (H 42: 201).

The call, as suggested earlier, is ultimately connected to loving, since it is directed toward the person as absolute value (again, Myself included, through a genuine self-love); and as loving, it is oriented in an absolute manner (H 42: 202, 344, 346, 357, 385, 423). When this ought bears on the core of my being as person, it takes the form of an absolute ought because it is personal as interpersonal. Accordingly, Husserl insists that this is never just a private matter because it is intertwined with others in what we can term a solidarity of absolute oughts of unique persons.

Vocational experience is not a private matter because loving for Husserl is personal as interpersonal, “ambiguous” in positive, manifold ways. (1) It is a circulating co-loving as a unity of being-bound through loving and being called for one another in loving. I follow the call that penetrates to the deepest core of who I am, and through this or that calling, the love that is directed toward the personal core of the other in his or her calling. (2) As not self-grounding and as from another, Husserl holds that these responsibilities toward others and toward Myself are all in relation to a responsibility before God (cf. H 42: 354, 358–59). Within the ethical sphere, then, we can assert that everyone has the general vocation of becoming a “true person” (or what Paulo Freire would call the “ontological vocation” of becoming more fully human47) that imbues his or her special vocation or vocations, which in turn brings to expression creatively the true or genuine person. Accordingly, what we do in our particular vocations or callings as absolute oughts is aligned with the call of the absolute ought of personhood (H 42: 389, 454–55).

Where the other person is concerned, I can love him or her likewise as Himself or Herself vocationally in the dynamic sense of an absolute ought; this is irreducible to appreciating the value of the other according his or her psychic beauty, education, or proficiency at his or her occupation—even though these might indeed be involved in my appreciation of him or her (H 42: 354). Still, I do not love the other person because only she can do this—this would reduce the personal/absolute value to the practical or praxical, at best. While it is not a matter of the other’s qualities (what Jim Hart would call her “sortal” self48), it is also not just a matter of what the person is as an abstract person-pole. Rather, the core or absolute value of the person is given—for Himself/Herself and for others—in the way of the absolute ought. The absolute value of the person pertains to the core of the person in the way of this person. This is how his or her “good-in-itself-for-me” is simultaneously a “good-in-itself-for-us.” The binding character of the absolute ought does not mitigate my freedom. In fact, it issues in a new kind of freedom as being bound to another. Though Husserl does not put it in this way, some of his formulations suggest that my freedom is realized in being bound to others’ becoming who they are as we are becoming who we are before God.

Loving is directed toward this individual person who flashes forth in the manner of an absolute ought. The vocational absolute ought unfolds on three interrelated levels: I experience it (1) as bearing on who I am to be as an individual unique person, (2) as who I am in the moral universe with others interpersonally, and related to these, (3) in terms of how I become who I am through what I do in my life (like the calling of an artist, a father, a mother, a scientist). I pursue in this love the “call” of a “calling” such that I devote myself to the vocation.49

* * *

As a brief summary and extrapolation of what has been presented so far, let me say that the modality peculiar to the revelatory sphere is the “ought,” not necessity, possibility, impossibility, and so on. More specifically, where it concerns revelatory givenness, it is not a necessitating “must,” a duty, nor a commissive “shall,” nor even the deontic volitive “wish,” but the “absolute ought.” The absolute ought is a dimension of freedom since it is neither predetermined, nor compulsory, nor capricious, nor arbitrary. The sense of freedom is not one of sheer autonomy, but it introduces another sense of freedom as being bound to the person given in the manner of an absolute ought (another or Myself) interpersonally.

This absolute ought can further be qualified as compelling without being something compelled, or again, as non-violent insistence. It is the insistence of the call “to love” as to be-love in and through each calling, constituting me Myself as person in a loving community. In distinction to the presentational because/so “motivation,” and the practical if/then structure, we would have revelatory “insistence.”

Temporally speaking, the absolute ought as the manner of the absolute value of person does not share the temporal demand of “realize this now” as if that meant that a command to be done with it and to simply move on from it. Of course, even a perceptual fulfillment in the living-present does not conclude in a punctual present. In terms of the genesis of sense, it is retained as past with a concordance and an unfolding of protended fulfillment. But there is an important albeit subtle difference where the absolute ought is concerned. It is given temporally as urgency or exigency and from the perspective of our finite circumstances, “for always.” The urgency does not pertain to the past accomplishment, but to my personal becoming-being as who I ought to become, and as how I ought to turn from or toward myself to become this person.

Section 5. Modalization

In the final section of this chapter, I interpret briefly the phenomenon of modalization as it pertains to revelatory givenness, that is, to personal as interpersonal givenness, and more specifically as it relates to the modality of the absolute ought. Where the absolute ought is concerned, we can discern five main types of modalization. Some of these are suggested by Husserl, though even these remain undeveloped in Husserl’s own explication and description: (1) clash of absolute oughts, (2) ressentiment, (3) falling short or a betrayal of who I am, (4) contravening a preference, and (5) pride.

Clash of Absolute Oughts

The first modalization to consider is what Husserl introduces as a conflict between or a clash of absolute oughts. One of the most common examples he cites is the clash between the absolute value of child and of the country—no doubt alluding to his own personal experience of having lost his son to the German effort in World War I. Because persons are “absolute”—either as individual persons or collective persons—Husserl suggests that there is no comparison or essential choice between them; similarly, a so-called doubt of oughts does not figure here, either.

The experience of a multiplicity of absolute oughts does not necessarily constitute a modalization. That is, precisely as absolute, what is of absolute value is not necessarily limiting, but is essentially de-limiting and opening to other absolute values. Absolutes therefore “should” be inclusive, unifying in difference; they should not be exclusive. In fact, the deeper the absolute, the more inclusive it should be lived.50 As we saw earlier, Husserl wants to avoid using the expression of “absorption” when describing absolute oughts because, in part, it would imply that one absolute value would be subsumed by another. For lack of a better expression, we can say that it is possible for an absolute experience and absolute value to be more “encompassing” without this meaning that one absolute excludes another, subsumes it, or reduces it to a relative value.

While absolute values as absolute can be reconciled, a modalization arises when absolute oughts cannot be reconciled. If the latter is the case, it can issue in what Husserl calls a “tragedy of sacrifice” vis-à-vis absolute oughts as they retain their respective, unique absolute value (see, e.g., H 42: text 14, H 42: 352–53; see also 466); or again, it is experienced as a “tragedy of personal conflicts.”51 Given this situation of possible irreconcilability, Husserl asserts in an almost Kiekegaardian fashion: “And if I want to hold fast with all the might of my soul to the absolute ought—and this is itself an absolute volition—then I must believe absolutely that God exists. Faith is the absolute and highest demand” (H 42: 203).

Ressentiment

In order to explain the phenomenon of ressentiment as it relates to Husserl’s reflections, let me go into a little more detail in what I presented earlier under point 1.

In an explicit reference to Scheler, Husserl suggests that we prefer an absolute value without entering into a comparison, and without depreciating the one in order to prefer the other. Hence, if I “remain true to myself,” and if there is a personal/absolute conflict, I can prefer one absolute value without devaluing the other as absolute. If, however, a choice constricts the preferring movement (preferring as founded in the movement of loving), a tragedy and sacrifice could ensue (H 42: 435).

Art Luther suggests that preferring is the openness of the person ultimately toward God. Preferring is founded in loving and moves within the basic loving orientation; it is a movement in that full openness that takes note of distinctions in a hierarchical ordering as higher and lower, or deeper and more superficial, and it does not “stop” in the movement of displaying values. If the “preferring” were to hesitate or stop in this movement, this discerning movement would no longer be preferring, but would become a “choice” between or among values. Thus, preferring, say, clarinet to saxophone does not have to issue in a choice between them. In loving, I have the whole value range giving itself, ever deeper in loving in a way that cannot be predicted in advance. Thus, we can have loving without preferring, and preferring with the hierarchy present, without choosing. Choosing is the “pausing,” as it were, within the full loving orientation.52 The circumstances that Husserl describes as a tragedy or a sacrifice are due to the fact that we are in the presence of multiple absolute values exerting in their own ways their absolute oughts.

A different modalization from what was mentioned earlier can occur in the following way, a way that can be discerned as “ressentiment.”53 Ressentiment is a kind of implicit or unconscious deception of the heart lived implicitly as a reversal of values. Ressentiment occurs, for example, if I depreciate one value (e.g., strength) and elevate, say, “meekness” because I cannot obtain or realize strength. Ressentiment can occur in the inversion of value-spheres, for example, promoting use values over vital values in a preference and choice for functionality over life. In the situation at hand, ressentiment can occur as a devaluation of an absolute value in order to feel better about the preference or choice that concerns another absolute value, or even to alleviate guilt or a sense of tragedy, like Husserl described in the previous example. All of this can remain quite unconscious in the sense that I may not know explicitly that I am doing this.

Falling Short or Betrayal of Myself

A third possible modalization where the realm of the absolute ought is concerned is when I fall short of Myself (my true or genuine self), and in a moral modalization, “sin against myself.” There are at least two possible variations of this phenomenon. In one instance, following Husserl’s lead, I may have to do what is “not right” for me due to other absolute obligations, like choosing between absolute values when “there is no choice” possible. Going against an absolute ought constitutes a betrayal of my “true self,” and I find myself in a radical discord (H 42: 352, fn. 3; 356).

In another scenario, I can have clearly before myself my “absolute ought” in a vocational sense, and for whatever reason, I may be untrue to it and thus stray from my true self (H 42: 395). I would betray Myself in this case when I would not follow out with urgency and devotion my absolute ought. In both instances, not allowing myself to be most fully who I am is also not allowing others to be most fully who they are. There is likewise a genuine responsibility for other persons to become who they are, which is a genuine responsibility to Myself.

Contravening a Preference

What comes to me as value no doubt depends upon my hearing the “value-call” of the ought, and this is peculiar to my “order of the heart,” and culturally speaking, an ethos.54 There is a value-order that has its objective ranking, but in my actual life, I can prefer a lower value over a higher or deeper one, and live it as if the lower were higher or deeper (or as if the higher or deeper were lower) and not realize this consciously. This, again, would fall under the province of “ressentiment” (see point 2 listed earlier).

However, I could also contravene a preference toward a lower value such that I choose to live it as over a higher or deeper one. Although Husserl does not discuss this possibility, his invocation of value preference invites this consideration. I call this “contravening” a preference because while the preferring discloses the hierarchy—and presupposing that it is given with the well-ordered heart—one could still in his or her freedom go against this movement explicitly and in full recognition of what is taking place. (Some of the resulting symptoms of this might be embarrassment, shame, or guilt.) Like ressentiment, it is possible for this (1) to take place between value-dimensions, say, choosing a use-value over a life or spiritual-value, or (2) it could occur within the same value range (e.g., within absolute values giving themselves in various depths of absolute oughts.)

Now, when I examine the contravening itself, I open myself to what Husserl suggests is a “self-recrimination.” Self-recrimination in relation to such a contravening would be, for us, another kind of a modalization on this dimension of experience because it would arise from the experience of having affirmed a lower value over a higher one. It would be a modalization to the extent that it remains there and not be lived as a path to what we can call a “rectification.”

Rectification could be understood as a re-orientation toward my “true self,” and if this were the case, it would be similar to what Husserl describes in the context of his passive synthesis lectures as a restored concordance.55 Such self-recriminations could lead to such re-orientations, issuing in rectifications like repentance. Repentance, which is grounded in humility, is the way I receive Myself in the love of another.56

Pride

Finally, let me call attention to a modalization that concerns the modality of the “ability-to-be”—related to the phenomenon of the “ability-to-do” (the “I can”) that I cited earlier.57 The ability-to-be is not itself pride; it is not itself a modalization of freedom, responsibility, to say nothing of devotion, love, or humility. It is a basic experience that can be taken up, however, as a “lure” for pride. By pride, I understand the self-salient fixation on my ability-to-be, including others paradoxically by excluding them from the constitution of meaning and sense.58 It includes them because pride presupposes an interpersonal nexus in and through the exclusion of their contribution to the very advantage of “my” self-salience. Thus, pride would be a modalization in the interpersonal constitution of world meaning; it becomes a modalization by reifying what is given as absolute value and as not self-grounding, namely, Myself; but it is a form of self-dissimulation because it asserts myself as self-grounding in various ways and as if I were the sole or main source of meaning. Put differently, what is otherwise Myself as absolute value—as interpersonal, not self-grounding, and de-limiting—pride reifies as exclusive and as significant over others and their contributions. In this way, pride is a modalization of the modality my unique ability-to-be.

Conclusion

In this final chapter, I took up the phenomenon of the absolute ought as a “limit-problem” for phenomenology, and I attempted to situate it in a complex of interrelated “limit-phenomena” as introduced by Husserl, namely, loving, the person, and vocations. These are limit-phenomena, however, only if we adhere to one kind of givenness in phenomenology, namely, presentation. In my view, however, the descriptions of the absolute ought, the person, loving, and vocation, and others belong in general to a phenomenology of revelatory experience. With the conviction that phenomenology is in principle open to all types of givens and givenness no matter how they give themselves, I attempted to give an account of the modality presupposed in Husserl’s evocation of the absolute ought, and I suggested kinds of modalizations that would be peculiar to this kind of givenness.

Elaborating upon the experience of the “ought” advanced by Husserl, I drew a distinction between a practical, praxical, and absolute ought, where the latter is the manner of givenness of the person. The absolute ought is the modality of the givenness of the other person (the person as revealing-revealed), and it is the modality of self-givenness (or self-revelation) as the person, “Myself,” in a vocational sense. Finally, I distinguished from the question of modality, what I considered to be five main types of modalizations of such interpersonal experiences pertaining to the absolute value of person in the manner of an absolute ought. These, I suggested, can be understood as the clash of oughts, ressentiment, self-betrayal, contravening a preference, and pride.
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5.See Steinbock, Moral Emotions.
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12.Joachim Jungius, Logica Hamburgensis additamenta, ed., Wilhelm Risse (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1977).

13.Christian August Crusius, Weg zur Gewißheit und Zuverlässigkeit der menschlichen Erkenntnis, vol. 3 of Die philosophischen Hauptwerke (Leipzig: 1747; Hildesheim: Olms, 2010, 2. Reprint).
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16.That which agrees with the formal conditions of experience, that is, with the conditions of intuition and concepts, is possible; that which is bound up with the material conditions of experience, that is, with sensation, is actual; that which in its connection with the actual is determined in accordance with universal conditions of experience, is (that is, exists as) necessary. See Immanuel Kant, Kritik der reinen Vernunft (Hamburg: Meiner, 1965), A 70/B 95-A 83/B 109, A 218–19/B 266–67.
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19.For the distinction between a possible metaphysical and phenomenological Kant, see George Schrader, “The Thing in Itself in Kantian Philosophy,” in Kant: A Collection of Critical Essays, ed., Robert Paul Wolff (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1968), 172–88.
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22.Eugen Fink, “Operative Begriffe in Husserls Phänomenologie,” in Nähe unde Distanz: Phänomenologische Vortäge und Aufsätze (Freiburg: Alber Verlag, 1976), 180–204.
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29.See my Moral Emotions, chapter 2 on “Shame.”

30.This can be the case all the more so with respect my calling or the absolute value of another person and the ought compelling me toward her or him.

31.See Husserl, Ideen II, especially 172–211.

32.See Husserl, Aufsätze und Vorträge, especially 3–94.

33.See Anthony J. Steinbock, “The Project of Ethical Renewal and Critique: Edmund Husserl’s Early Phenomenology of Culture,” The Southern Journal of Philosophy, 32/4, (Winter 1994): 449–64.

34.Regarding the Aufsätze und Vorträge, see especially the appendices.

35.For example, the meaning of loving is such that when I love another, I cannot set predetermined limits on that loving: “I will love you for five years; after that we will see.” This makes no sense where the internal movement of loving is concerned. This holds likewise for forgiveness, repentance, and similar experiences.

36.See also Max Scheler, “Vorbilder und Führer,” in Schriften aus dem Nachlaß, Vol 1, (Gesammelte Werke, Vol. 10) ed., Maria Scheler (Bern: Francke, 1957), 255–344.

37.See my Moral Emotions.

38.When this relation and givenness is understood as loving, the Myself is qualified most profoundly as the “beloved.” I develop this in another work, Loving and the Beloved: The Dilation of the Heart.

39.A calling never takes place from the starting point of the “I.” This is the illusion of the “self-made man,” which is symptomatic of pride. I never call myself; we always take up a givenness, a calling as from another. The limit-case of a fully free person vocationally speaking is an abstraction, not because it is ideal, but because it misses the dynamic of being given to myself that I co-originate creatively (cf. H 42: 493).

40.In his exposition of Husserl’s “Phenomenology of Intersubjectivity,” Iso Kern has pointed out, for example, that Husserl describes several kinds of love: sexual love as a community of pleasure; nonsexual personal love and the personal community of love; the ethical community of friendship and Christian love and community of love, and related expressions of love such as forgiveness.

41.See Hart’s “Review” in Husserl Studies of Husserliana 42.

42.For the notion of de-limitation, see chapter 1; see also my Phenomenology and Mysticism, “Conclusion,” and Loving and the Beloved.

43.One problem in my view with Husserl’s exposition is that he sometimes treats the intersubjective value as something objective and accessible to all (H 42: 351). But this is a very limited sense of intersubjectivity and does not broach his generative understanding of intersubjective generativity of homeworld and alienworlds. Nor does it introduce the personal and interpersonal meaning of radically unique callings, or the ought of a collective person, which, however, he does suggest in his writings.

44.Husserl does tend here to write of an ever more encompassing synthesis of a most complete world and an expanding absolute ought. But to understand this, and the potentially problematic character of this view, we would need an explication of a generative phenomenology of homeworld and alienworld.

45.See H 42: 175, 224, 301–2, 313, 317, 391, 398, 432, 456. Although there can be a multiplicity of oughts and an absolute ought that guides a person in loving, so too can a homeworld be understood as a collective person that has its own absolute ought in an interpenetration and overlapping of homeworlds (H 42: 194, 342–43; 384 fn. 1).

46.This is of course in reference to Scheler, and I do this here because Husserl himself makes frequent allusions to Scheler’s insights in such a context. I have tried to show elsewhere that we do have an experience of this distinctive order of givenness that can be cognitive, but yet does not follow this order of epistemic rationality, hence the subtitle: Moral Emotions: Reclaiming the Evidence of the Heart.

47.Paulo Friere, The Pedagogy of the Oppressed, trans., Myra Bergman Ramos (New York: Continuum, 2001).

48.James G. Hart, Who One Is. Book 1: Meontology of the “I”: A Transcendental Phenomenology (Boston: Springer, 2009). And James G. Hart, Who One Is. Book 2: Existenz and Transcendental Phenomenology (Boston: Springer, 2009).

49.Husserl, H 42: 358, 384–85, 417. See especially texts 25, 27, 31, 32, 37 and their respective appendices.

50.“Religious wars” are all the more tragic because they ostensibly concern the “Holy” as infinite absolute.

51.See, for example, H 42: 333, 352, fn. 3, 356, 391, 407, 492, 624.

52.See A. R. Luther, Persons in Love: A Study of Max Scheler’s Wesen und Formen der Sympathie (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1972).

53.Max Scheler, “Das Ressentiment im Aufbau der Moralen,” in Vom Umsturz der Werte (Gesammelte Werke. Vol. 3), ed., Maria Scheler (Bern: Francke, 1955), 33–147.

54.Max Scheler, “Ordo Amoris,” in Schriften aus dem Nachlaß, Vol 1 (Gesammelte Werke, Vol. 10) ed., Maria Scheler (Bern: Francke, 1957), 362–65.

55.See Husserl, Analyses, § 6.

56.See my Moral Emotions, chapter 4.

57.Shame, guilt, embarrassment, and other diremptive experiences could, depending upon the context, be considered modalizations of this kind. The clue to their status as modalizations occurs in their essential negative valence, and more specifically in the tenor of the way in which I am given to myself: They reveal me to myself as having departed from “Myself.” This is, in part, why they are called diremptive experiences. See Moral Emotions, especially section 1. A reaffirming revelatory experience that would not be a modalization can be seen in the experience of repentance in which I “turn” to my “true self” as is expressed in the Hebrew term, “t’shuvah,” or in the Greek term “metanoia.” See Moral Emotions, chapter 4.

58.See my Moral Emotions, chapter 1 and chapter 9. There are still other factors and experiences that can mitigate vocational experience, ones that I cannot consider here. I have in mind being coerced to do something or undertaking activities through compulsion. It is also possible to consider the roles of “distraction” and “inattentiveness.” As temporal modalizations, we could examine “waiting,” ”avoidance,” or “putting off.”


Afterword

This work has shown that there are phenomena which can “appear” on the limit of experience, and that these phenomena are given in phenomenology as limit-phenomena. While they may seem to be inconsequential because they have a nonfamiliar phenomenal status, their very persistence on the limits of traditional ways of seeing and describing experience nevertheless testifies to their crucial importance in human experience. Furthermore, depending upon the specific methodological approaches, limit-phenomena can emerge as limit-phenomena or as “phenomena” with modified implications and import. We have also found that the latter might not always coincide with earlier “evidences.” Among the many examples cited in part 1 of this work, I highlighted in chapter 2 the specific case of phenomenological “immortality” and phenomenological “natality.”

The emergence of limit-phenomena in phenomenology, furthermore, sparks questions concerning method. Not only does it provoke an examination of various phenomenological specific methods, like static, genetic, and generative ones, but this complex of issues also allows us to consider “Generativity,” with Husserl, as a new absolute, and to suggest the formulation of a generative phenomenology as co-emergent with the problem of Generativity. This is the framework in which the problem of limits and evidence becomes transformed. Accordingly, the very manner in which we approach the “things themselves” in terms of Generativity reverberates in the critical generation of meaning through that very approach. Such an understanding requires examining our situatedness in the generative structures that the phenomenologist describes, and so implicates the multifaceted dimension of individuation. In a related manner, where the matter of individuation concerns “person,” this understanding prompts a phenomenological investigation into the dimension of vocational experience and a reconsideration of modalities and modalizations peculiar to this sphere of evidence that bears on the person.

In other works, I have been elaborating upon “Generativity” as Verticality. This has entailed describing different kinds of givenness in terms of “vertical” givenness. These modes of vertical givenness in human experience exhibit a variety and richness of distinctive dimensions and orders of givenness that have their own kinds of evidence, modalities, and modalizations: the religious dimension of experience (e.g., the experience of holiness), namely, “epiphany”; the moral dimension of experience (the experience of other persons, and oneself as person), that is, “revelation”—where “moral” means interpersonal and not necessarily a normative good or bad; the experience of objects as icons (“manifestation”), the aesthetic-incarnate dimension of experience (distinct from embodiment) and a mode of givenness that I call provisionally, “exposure”; the dimension of experience where the Earth as ground is concerned (“disclosure”), and the experience of elemental beings as of the “earth” (namely, “display”). They all have their distinctive manners of givenness.

Given that they all have their distinctive manners of givenness, and given that they are different from presentation, I would like to point to one other feature that puts them in the field of limit-phenomena. In this case, it relates precisely to vertical experiencing. These different dimensions of vertical experience just mentioned are also interrelated in a way that I have suggested as “de-limitation.”1

By de-limitation, I mean that each dimension of vertical givenness gives itself fully, completely as it gives (as it manifests, as it reveals, etc.), but in so doing, opens up to (de-limits) the others “because” all of them are expressive of infinite giving or infinite loving. De-limitation is the process by which the phenomena are fully themselves when they are not restricted to themselves (as if they were self-sufficient or self-grounding)—this would in fact be their denigration! They are fully what they are as themselves, but they are only what they are fully by being more than themselves in a narrow sense; they are liberated or opened up, and in this way fully what and how they are.

I will not trace the movement of de-limitation here, since I have suggested its movement in previous works and am developing it more explicitly in terms of loving and the beloved in subsequent works. I simply want to note at this point that the movement of de-limitation belongs essentially to the field of “limit-problems” for phenomenology, admittedly only alluded to in Husserl’s phenomenological investigations, but nevertheless opened up by him.

Note

1.See my Phenomenology and Mysticism, “Conclusion.”
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