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IS THE PHENOMENON OF NON-INTENTIONAL
“SELF-OTHER” RELATION POSSIBLE?

ABSTRACT

This article is dedicated to possibility of overcoming the subjectzobject ontol-
ogy, which is based on intentionality. The author proves:that such dualism is
rooted into the transcendental level. The transcendental Tevg] makes possible
our empirical experience on the basis of subject-object relatons. The author
considers Parmenides’ famous sentence “For it is the sdme thing that can be
thought and that can be” and Husserl’s well-known claim “Back to things
themselves!” as essential for possibility of discgvering:gon-intentional rela-
tion between Self and Other, between human being.and nature/cosmos. There
are the division and the rupture between subject and object in a natral attitude.
Parmenides and early Husserl show the way o-the truth as a wholeness without
subject and object.

The fundamental concept of Husser!’s phenomenoclogy is the concept of inten-
tionality. The intentionality is a characteristic of consciousness, which defines
its tendency towards objects. Conscicuisness does not exist with any relation to
other objects.

Before introducing the concept of intentionality by scholastic thinkers of the
Middle Ages (Brentano in the nineteenth century and Husser! in the twentieth
century), the concept of will was widely used. The meaning of the last abso-
lutely coincides with the meaning ‘of the concept of intentionality. If we long
for something or somebody, we want to seize an object, namely an intentional
object. As well as “will” intentionality connects Self with objects, which may
be found in the world. Such connection we can define as relation between Self
and Other. That is why a relation is always the intentional connection, namely
the “subject-object” relation,

It is known the reaction of Sartre and Heidegger to idealism of Husserl’s
transcendental phenomenology. They used the concept of intentionality for
creation of their own social ontologies of “Self-Other” relation.

In his work Being and Nothing Sartre deeply analyses the “Self-Other” rela-
tion. Other is always a threat for Self. Other encroaches on freedom of Self. It is

A-T Tvmieniecka (ed.), Analecta Husserliana CV, XX—Xx.
DOI 10.1007/978-90-481-3785-5_13, & Springer Science+Business Media B.V. 2010
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impossible to establish normal relationships with Others. That is why relgtion:
with Other is always doomed to struggle and hatred.

We find in Heidegger’s Being and Time a modified repetition of intei
social ontology. The “Self-Other/Others” relations are unreal in everyday 1i

life Self as Dasein always loses himself/herself and Others take away 1ts igif':'ing.
The possibilities of Daseins’ everyday life are determined by Others. Others
are the mode of existence of common sense in the world, which,Jost:personal
identity, namely Das Man.

Thus, neither Sartre nor Heidegger could create positive soeial ontology of
“Self-Other” relation on the basis of intentionality. The founders of philosophi-
cal hermeneutics and philosophy of dialogue set this task.: Hete we can include
the attempts of Levinas, who formulated phenomenoclogy of face without using
concept of intentionality. Levinas also ethicized Heidegger’s social ontology.

Gadamer, Buber, Levinas, Frankl and others tried to create social ontology of
“Self-Other” relation beyond intentionality. In order to.create non-intentional
social ontology they decompose intentional model:of ‘'Self-Other” relation.
After such decomposition we find the sphere of being-between in which Self
and Other meet one another. Exacty in this sphere of being-between Self
perceives Other as Thou and vise versa.

The positive experience of philosophical hermeneutics and philosophy of
dialogue, which are rooted in early Husserl’s early phenomenology, when he
called “back w the things themselves”, Ties in its dialogical principle. This
principle takes its origin not from transcendental experience of pure Self, but
from phenomenological experience of Self as being-between. Such experience
is ultimate.

Is the non-intentional relation “Self-Other” relation in the sphere of being-
between a new utopia? No, it is.not. We deal with ultimate experience beyond
everyday life, which is based on intentionality, egoism and pragmatism. As
Plato and Buddha said many years ago before Buber the human being is being-
between, metaphorically saying, between Heaven and Earth. Contemporary
phenomenologists and existentialists might return human being to the middle
position and therefore helpto re-find our own identity in the globalized world.

In the following text we would like to present some reflections on nature
of non-intentional relations. ‘Those reflections are not presented systematically
because they still remain unelaborated. We only get close to understanding of
non-intentional relations between Self and Other, between Me and the world.

Fixation on.concepts they call “knowledge”. Such fixation implies the for-
mation of idols. In: fact, man can be devoted to certain conceptions which
“explain” the world and a human being. But such explanation is only an island
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in boundless ocean of cognition. Gradually this island is absorbed by igno-
rance and then man falls into an abyss of uncertainty. Falling man grasps
constructed concepts. And therefore the process of cognition lasts infittitely,
the knowledge is doomed to turn into ignorance. Why does it happen? We can
expend our knowledge endlessly, but it always remains incomplete. The'sphere
of ignorance is bigger than the sphere of knowledge. This incompleteriess of
knowledge is connected with the fragmentation of human cognition aid its
specialization. An individual always cognizes something and:

goes over the surfaces of things and experiences them. He brings back from.them some knowledge
of their condition — an experience. He experiences what there is to things, Foriwhat they bring
to him is only a world that consists of It and It and It, of He and He afid She and She and It. T
experience something.]

On the other hand, the human knowledge is limited and those limits are con-
nected with the innate structre of cognition of the huinan being. Thus, a
human being can expend the limits of his/her own. cognitive structure, but
he/she always remains inside those limits. It is notEnoughonly to expend limits
of knowledge in order to overcome the doubt.

Kant in his Critics of Pure Reason showed that human cognition depends on
certain built-in pure conceptual schemes of coinmon sense:

.. the categories, without schemata are merely functicfis of the understanding for the production
of conceptions, but do not represent any object. This significance they derive from sensibility,
which at the same time realizes the understanding and restrigts i

Such dependence of the cognitive process prevents from obtaining knowledge.
We as human beings capable of bothithought and perceptual experience, but
these capacities are inextricably interrelated. Husserl’s phenomenology makes
an attempt to transcend that dependence. Husser] emphasizes the importance
of contemplation, but not cognition;:hecause we can contemplate a things’
essence. His claim “back to things“themselves!” means that we should return
phenomena back o their sourée;

If the world (worlds) wheéie I (we) live is (are) conditioned before, then
what is the mechanismiof such: a conditioning? The world is conditioned
as Lebenswelt, and it is ndLinimy power o change it. The conditioning of
Lebenswelt is comprehended by contemplation. Contemplation helps man to
return to essence. When human being lost himself in the world he/she wants
to change it, because-he/slie cannot live in non-sense and absurdity. The condi-
tioning of the country: where I was born, the conditioning of family where I was
brought up, the conditioning of the culture where I grew up, the conditioning
of the language which I learned to communicate and cognize the conditioned
world, the cenditioning of events which took place and which will take place
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in my life, we cannot explain but through reincarnation. The conditioning of
Lebenswelt may be considered as task to be solved in the given incarmatign
of god-self. But Husserl’s transcendental Ego is not god-self. Husset] says
about contemplation of transcendental Ego, but he never said that transcenden:
tal Ego is the Other within Me. God-self is ultimate selfhood of humarn:being.
Such ultimate selfhood is human being. The Other which reincarfiates, which
is allotted to the superior capacity to contemplate. The essentials of Lebenswelt
come into light through contemplation (in Ukrainian the world —'svit?:derives
from the word “light” — “svitlo” and therefore the world is illuminated, it is
not dark). If my eyes are light then I look at the illuminated world and see
its truth as unhiddenness — GAf@sta. Physical eyes turn into the eyes of god-
self, thus they grow light. The physical eyes in the contemplation can only be
light because the god-self looks through them. Then the world shines in its
clearness. But what is connection between the conditioning and clearness, illu-
mination and darkness? Without contemplation the world is not illuminated; it
is dim and unclear, but these are my eyes and my reason clouded, the reason
which did not turn into god-self”s reason. The light is always essential, i.e. it
is not casual. It is immanent to the world, and when we contemplate, this light
Hluminates an individual, which is indivisible from inside, not from outside
{in Ukrainian “from inside” — “z seredyny” means:“from the middle™).

The middle is the being-in-between. Thus, an individual illuminated from
inside or from the middle of its inner space realizes itself as being-in-between.
In the state of such illumination the visible'inanifests itself as the truth, which is
unhiddenness. This truth discovered by thinking, because the one who thinks is
being-in-between. According to Heidegger, Lichiung of being becomes evident
when truth of mine being-in-betwgen; is opened and human being is this ray.
To be in Lichfung of being, as being-in-between, means to be illuminated from
inside by god-self.

But contemplaton is impossiblétwithout passionlessness. Contemplation
is based on it. Freud showed:that despite technical progress of society and
growing welfare civilized:petson ‘tremains a savage on the emotonal level
Everything irritates him/her, he/she constantly feels offended, flies into a pas-
sion. Those passions do nét:allew a man to contemplate the beauty of the world
and a human being. /Did nat Jesus teach to be passionless saying: Bus [ rell
you not to resist an evil person. But whoever slaps vou on you right cheek,
turn the other to him.alse’ [Matthew 5:39]. Bur I say vou, love vour enemies,
bless those who curse:you, do good to those who hate vou, and pray for those
who spitefully yuse vou and persecute you [Matthew 5:447. We can see that
passionlessness permits o stop the violence, that is, tearing the vicious cit-
cle of violeticg, Alsdo Buddha says that our relationships with others are not
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accidental. They have a deep meaning, because are determined by karma; Wi
should make a good to all people who meet in our life. This is possible o
the state of contemplation. When it is achieved then there are consciousiess,
conscience and freedom. When they appear simultaneously then it is love.

During contemplation the representations of things are absent. We.have
immediate sight/vision of things as things without any represéntations or
images. Contemplation is not a part of cognition. When we cognize things
then they become objects. We cognize through representations, But-what is
the connection between contemplation and thinking? Undoubtedly;:thinking
is thoughtless, because thoughts are representations of thingssHere we fol-
low Heidegger, who said: “thinking keeps thing in it essence”.”* The essence
of thing is being. Thinking is not reflection. Reflection=always forgets about
essence of things. In the state of contemplation we can see:the essence of
things, which become obvious on the crossroad of Earth and Heaven, eternal
and temporal. That is why Heidegger searches primerdial language, which can
make obvious essence of things. The things are met-only:at the middle way,
because a human being is a middle way. Thus, phenomenology is laying the
middle way. When Kant said about “thing in itself?, he:wants to say that spec-
ulative philosophy can say nothing about thing, but about an object. As soon as
a human being loses the middle, then it begins t6reflect, seeing only objects,
not things. The task of phenomenology is to'bring a human being into the state
of contemplation. Contemporary philosophy is speculative and analyzes only
objects, because is grounded on reflection: s sentenices are analytic. Scientific
cognition and analytic philosophy discover only objects, not things, because
they are intentional. Thus, Buber writes:that;

In our time there predominates an analytigal, redtigtive, and deriving look . .. This look is analyti-
cal, ... since it treats the whole being as puttogether and therefore able to be taken apart — not only
the so-called unconscicus which is accessible toiglative objectification, but also the psychic stream
itself, which can never, in fact, be gra¥ped 3¥an.object. This look is a reductive one because it tries
to contract the manifold person, wiia:is sourished by the microcosmic richness of the possible, to
some schematically surveyable and.recurrént structu res.?

Beyond the reflection and analysis is thinking. Only common sense reflects,
but reason thinks. Does thinking lose common sense? Obviously, no. We only
wanl to say that contemporary science and philosophy are based on reflective
common sense. Probably, here is a core of its crisis. Reflective common sense
cognizes a surface ofreality; it does not pose a question about the essence of
reality. Common.sense-isicorporal, because it takes care of its own security. An
individual as a physical body with the psychic reactions on the exterior irritants
preserves himself'as body. Here is the logic of common sense. Common sense
is always intentional /because it strives for objects, which it snatches away from
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space in order to use them. Common sense neutralizes everything that leads a
human being upwards.

Cognition is grounded on subject-object relation, therefore it is fragien-
tal and partial. Contemplation helps to comprehend a wholeness of subject
and object and its common essence. Cognition grasps only outer chariagteris-
tics of objects. Individual is intentionally connected only with a.few objects.
Intentional connection is selective; it does not include all variety of objects. So
intentional act of cognition is fragmental and cannot comprehend plenitide of
reality. Tt is true that private property emerges on the basis of intentionalicy.
Private property is the closed significative sphere. If an individual compre-
hends wholeness then he/she does not have a sense (o apptopriate anything.
Therefore intentionality alienates a man from wholeness and makes individuals
fragmental. As Buber puts it:

Egos appear by setting themselves apart from other egos. The puipose of sétting oneself apart is to
experience and use, and the purpose of that is “living” — which meanis:dying one human life long.5

Phenomenological reduction looks like meditation; but meditation is the obser-
vation, which includes all phenomenon of life. In the state of observation you
are contemplating wholeness of being. After phenomenological reduction you
become transcendental Ego, which is a spring of all senses and all phenomena.
In this state Ego becomes stronger; it sttengthens its power and nothing will
make it to accept others. On the other hand, we can interpret transcendental Ego
as an observer, which stands before the observable. In the state of transcenden-
tal reduction the observable is a product of transcendental Ego. Husserl in the
beginning of his philosophical activity claimed “Back to things themselves!”
It is true, that in meditative state-we come back to things themselves, that is,
to essence. We know about Sartre’s critique of Husserl’s transcendental Ego in

the essay The franscendence of Ego! An existentialist theory of Consciousness.
Consciousness does not contain any ego-centered elements. It is spontaneity.
If consciousness does not contain any Ego, I and Me, then it is beyond sub-
ject and object, which forim the intentionality; it is beyond the observer and the
observable. Consciousness is-non-intentional, because it encloses everything.
It is an undivided field, which belongs to world (as a human being is being-
in-world, then it cannot separate itself from world). As Robert Kirkpatrick and
Forrest Williams put it with regard to this:

On this view, the“gharacter of the object of any consciousness regains its independence for
phenomenological invéstigation and becomes analyzable in its own right (as in the original
phenomenologiéal theory: fimen‘[ionality].6
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Intentionality comes into being when takes place a division. The divigion:
rises, when we objectify world and become egos. As formulated by Witliam
Desmond:

We need equilibrium beyond objectifying science and idiosyncratic individuality. We need:a certain
doubling of existential and systematic thinking. This is true task for philosophy as phenemenoclogy
of being-hetween.7

Is there a possibility of non-intentional relations with Other? - Such:-possibil-
ity exists, when subject-object relations are overcome. Martcel, Buber, even
Sartre try to transcend subject-object relations. It is quite diffiedlt to explain
the nature of non-intentional relations, because they represent some kind of
wholeness. The wholeness cannot be objected. Here wehave deal with mys-
tery (G. Marcel). We agree with Wittgenstein that if we canmot speak about
something, then we should be silent. Intentionality which establishes subject-
object relations are ontic, not ontological, in Heidegger’s sense of word. The
ontological is more fundamental then the ontic. On the ontological level we
can contemplate phenomena themselves. The phenomenon cannot be an object
of experience. The contemplation of phenomenon:is not experience, because
phenomenon is not an object. We can expetience only objects. Since Francis
Bacon the contemplation is announced as passivé:zBut contemplation as Greek
theoreia is the highest level of human being. On contemplative or theoretical
level a human being has a pious observation of everything.

Wholeness becomes hidden when the abserver (Me) and the observable
{object) come into being. They are united intentionally. This means, that the
observable exists due to the observer. The latter is a source of sense, because
it brings sense into the observable: The
able to reveal itself, to show its own sense. Due to that intentional relation
between the observer and the observible, the latter is always an object, but not
a phenomenon. Intentional relatons:are bipolar relations. Every pole of inten-
tional relation considers itselfiag separated absolute. How can a human being
stop to produce bipolar relitions? Only if it stops to objectify himself/herself.
In the history of philosephy we. see many attempts to come to non-objective
being, which would be uitity. of subject and object in Oneness, for instance,
in Plato’s and Hegel’s works. But speculative philosophy never comes to i,
because: “Thoughts™iand “things” are names for two sorts of object, which
common sense willialways find contrasted and will always practically oppose
to each others.®

It is wue that speculative philosophy is based on hostile opposition of the
subject-object schiasm. This hostile opposition comes from everyday life,
which is based on patural attitude. Nawral attitude always accepts world as
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object-world and subject as oppositional pole to the object-world. Tt is not; har:
mony, but the hostile opposition of poles that reciprocally challenge each other
to combat. Can we transcend opposition of poles, that is, opposition béiween
subject and object? Can we obtain state which contains neither subject nor
object? Even unity of subject and object on transcendental level remaing intei-
tional, as philosophers of dialogue have shown. The subject-object division is
based on more fundamental division between thought and being.

We need new ontology beyond old subject-object ontology. This fiew ontol-
ogy will be based on unity of thinking and being, as Parmenides said: “For it
is the same thing that can be thought and that can be”.” Parimenides’ words
appear strange nowadays, as there is no other ontology excépt subject-object
ontology. Subject cognizes object through representations, It brings into the
world its own view of the world. It is well known that Husser] set a task
to avoid this subjectivation of cognition with the help:of phenomenoclogical
reduction. As a result of such reduction an individual goes'up to the transcen-
dental level, that is, the level of Pure Me. The Pure“Me iis devoided of any
psychic phenomena: emotions, representations, ifhages. The Pure Me or “pure
consciousness”, according to Husserl, may be associated with consciousness-
power, which does not include any material things (Sri Aurobindo); it may
be also associated with Logos, Divine Word, the seed of which is in every
heart (Annie Besant); it may be identified with unity of Atman and Brahman
as ultmate liberation { Vivekananda); it can be compared to grace of “the poor
iy spirit” (Jesus Christ). But all these associations, comparisons and identifi-
cations do not correspond to the result of phenomenological reduction. The
ultimate liberation, the grace, the germination of seed in a heart in the state of
phenomenological reduction is impossible. It is connected with fact that phe-
nomenological reduction brings individual to Me, which maintains its power
and bids for absoluteness. The Pure Me tends to become its own idol. It remains
intentional in its absolute power to attach the significance to phenomena from
higher, transcendental point of view.

Let us return to Parmenides’ words: “For it is the same thing that can
be thought and that can be”. These words do not mean identity of thinking
and being, that is, that_thinking subject is correlative with being as object;
Parmenides does not speak of the sameness of subject and object, he does not
even speak that subject dissolves in the object. It is impossible to compre-
hend the meaning of Parmenides’ words in terms of subject-object ontology.
Any relations between subject and object cannot reveal meaning of this sen-
tence. Does it mean: that we should go beyond dualistic paradigm? If we wy
o go beyond this subject-object ontology we go up to the transcendental level.
As we havesmentioned above, this will not bring any changes, because the
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transcendental level constitutes the pure observer, which is in the basi
Empirical Me, that is, in the subject. The transcendental is not the abs
The wanscendental immediately creates Empirical Me. If we speak of the ele—
ments of cognition, then the abstract element is not used in the everyday life:
For mstance, “Commandments of God” are abstract and are not followed.in
empirical life. An individual may be well-informed about them, but'theydo not
mean anything in his/her life. So the abstract element of cognition is empty.
The transcendental element is actually cognizable and gets immediate” appli-
cation in empirical life and professional activity. Thus, the transcendental and
empirical are interconnected. The transcendental leads a man datof the state of
uncertainty, because it brings some direction into life, but.only in the limits of
subject-object ontology. That is why the transcendental -attide is pragmatic,
that is, it is oriented towards result, which we obtain in theprocess of self-
maintenance of Pure Me. But this attitude of Pure Medoes not overcome the
rupture between the given and the ideal. Pure Me tries to get rid of the given;
it begins to protest. The conflict between the given and the ideal causes rev-
olutions and wars in the name of ideals of Pure'Meg. The idealism, which is
connected directly with the transcendental level;:Pire Me are not sincere but
hypocritical, because the majority of idealists.who try to maintain purity of Me,
its ideals, become dictators and cruel tyrants.

Another situation is possible, when on the'transcendental level an individual
discovers for himself/herself the preconditions of moral order, that is, certain
moral principles. A man is creature that submits to the ranscendental dimen-
sion of everyday life. The wanscendental: dimension of everyday life forces a
man © act morally, so it is repressive. The zanscendental causes are the moral
imperatives (Kant). Kant supposed that a
submmits to the moral imperative: fAct'so ﬂiat the maxim of thy w111 can always
at the same time hold good as a principle of universal legislation.”!"

The transcendental level egtablishies the moral order. Thus self-willed man
becomes a man of good will;"so far as he/she overcomes the improvidence of
his/her own behaviour. Whenwe speak about the transcendental conditoning
of life, we mean that it i§ constitative for experience and makes an individual
awakened but not conscious! |

In order to become conseious, an individual should understand that, in fact,
neither observer nor the observable exists. Consciousness appears when think-
ing and being are wgether. Let me give you an example of identity of thinking
and being. In the Frenchifilm “Button Rouge” a man comes into the room, in
the middle of which:there is a red button. Different phantasies enter the head
of this man when he.looks at the red button. He imagines that when he pushes
it, an explosien follows. He also imagines that this button may be a signal
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for waiter that will bring him dinner etc. Finally he decides to push the. but-
ton and what happens? The button switched on the light. The individual gives
reign to his imagination in this situation bringing into it something impossi-
ble. Thus images, representations, associations, opinions separate an individual
from being. When thinking and being are together, then there is a cledar:vision
of the truth: a simple button for switching on the light. We have already men-
tioned that thinking is thoughtless, while thinking and being are together; in
this case thinking does not include any images, it does not make any asso-
ciations, it does not trace any analogies, it does not compare anyvthing. And
Parmenides, not without reason, names this way — the way of truth. Because
the truth is that the red button serves for turning on the light, and that is its only
function. Otherwise, an individual goes the way of assumption, opinion.

We may conclude that cognition obtains knowledge, assumptions because
it is based on the subject-object ontology, which takes its origin in the tran-
scendental sphere. The wranscendental sphere is a domain, which gives the
possibility of subject-object division a prioti, though, in fact, there is no such
division. This sphere makes it possible to mouldone’s views, since it refers a
subject which views the world to an object. Pay'your attention to the fact that
Kant in his works does not mention the truthg he writes only about knowledge
which is formed as a result of synthesis of:a ptierl commonsensual schemes
and sense data. In the words of Kant:

Thus, the schemata of the pure conceptions of thg:.understinding are the true and only condi-
tions whereby our understanding receives an app: atid jects, and consequently significance.
Finally, therefore, the categories are only cap: irical use, inasmuch as they serve merely
to subject phenomena to the universal rules of si8, by means of an a priori necessary unity
(on account of the necessary union of all céfig in one original apperception); and so to
render them susceptible of a complete c one experience.]2

Simultaneously, in the practi
as the law of behaviour. For

re the moral imperative is proclaimed
s¢endental philosophy the truth is “thing in
itself”, that is why Kant doé mention it. But the question arises: why did
ancient Greeks consider {riagh 16 be unhidden? Because thinking and being
are identcal. Se, we may conclisde that man does not think and he/she is not
Home sapiens. The truth 1 Knowledge that appears on the basis of full or
partly transcendental:synthesis of commomsensual schemes and sense data. It
is this ranscendentalkigynthesis that hides the truth and prevents from the con-
templation of it. The.majority of scholars consider that thinking consists of
representations, opiniensiand images, but it is not thinking, which is not being.
How can we nar thinking, which excludes representations, opinions and
images? It is contémplation. What can we contemplate? The truth, which is not
conditionedby, anydiing. It merely is (is derives from fo be).
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IS THE PHENOMENON OF NON-INTENTIONAL

n When an individual contemplates the truth then the division between “p
w tical” and “theoretical” knowledge does not appear. Because the t

an gimultaneously an action. Thus the truth liberates an individual from,
HM

#s  of tuth makes an individual conscious. What is consciousness in es
w6 The consciousness does not need the observer and the observable;
w7 gubject and the object. We can compare phenomenology and esotericisr
as  in those limits, in which phenomenology tries o overcome the ruptute
# Self and world, tries to come back to thing themselves, that is; to thesense and
s the truth, which is the same for Gods, angels and men: “Whatii§ tue is abso-
+ utely, intrinsically true: truth is one and the same, whether men of non-men,
sz angels or gods apprehend and judge it.”!?

an In other aspects they differ, because phenomenology stops‘on the transcen-
#4 dental level, meanwhile as esotericism goes ahead, to:the ranscendent level,
#5 where the strange things happen, which seem to be absurd for wanscenden-
#¢  tal phenomenclogy and naturalistic sciences. For exaimple; the contemplation
«7 without the observer and the observable, the thifking and being are the same
a  things, the wholeness, which does not include néithér subject nor object.

419 I would not like to make categorical conclusion, asthere is a certain task for
a2 an individual, the task of development. We.'cari‘suppose that human being is
#1 unfinished being. Thus the transcendental Jével of cognition is fransitional.

a2 But nobody can force an individual to develop. The phenomenology may
#1 discover the structure of individual up to the transcendental level and shows
2 conditioning of our behavionr and knowledge, the mode of reflection where
#5  there is no freedom. And if an individual wants to remain on this level this is
#6  up to him/her. But those of us who decide to go ahead, should understand that
1 freedom is not given gratis; it demands the radical changes and the one, who is
#8  afraid of them will not go further then:the transcendental level.

429

s The Author is Associate Professor of Philosophy Department ai National
w1 University “L'viv Polytechnika’
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436 Martin Buber (1970}, Introduction Walter Kaufmann and trans. Charles Scribner’s Sons, p. 55.

1
av 2 Immanuel Kant, http: /fwwiw.gutenberg.org/dirs/etext03/cprrn10.1xt.
3 Martin Heidegger (1962), trans. Macquarrie J. and Robinson E., p. 39.
Martin Buber (1965), ed. Maurice Friedman and trans. Maurice Friedman and Ronald Gregor
Smith, pp. 80-81.
4w 5 Martin Buber (1970), Introduction Walter Kaufmann and trans. Charles Scribner’s Sons, p. 112.
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THOR KARIVETS

& Translator’s Intreduction in Jean-Paul Sartre, The Transcendence of the Ego: An Existentiali
Theory of Consciousness, translated and annotated with an introduction by Forrest Willia
Robert Kirkpatrick (New York: Octagon Books, 1972), p. 22.

7 William Desmond (1995), p. 45.

8 william James (1912), p. 1.

% Parmenides, http:/fwww.davemekay.co.uk/philosophy/parmenides/parmenides.on. natUre:php.
19 Immanuel Kant, http://philosophy.eserver.org/kant/critigue-of-practical-reaso £x1.

' We make difference between the nations of “awakeness” and “consciousness”. Whena man
does not sleep hefshe is awake, that is, he/she is able to perceive the objecty of the world and
himselt/herself as a subject that confronts these objects. But notion of “consciou$iess” means the
overcoming of this confrontation and the perception of wholeness which is.beyond subject-object
relations.

12 Immanuel Kant, http:/fwww.gutenberg.org/dirs/etext03/cprrn10.txt.

12 Edmund Husserl (2000), trans. J. N. Findlay with a new Preface:iby Michael Dummett and
edition with a new Introduction by Dermot Moran, p. 79.
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