The function and role of positivism in Husserl
‘What is science?’ is an opening question of Husserl’s phenomenology. The double signification of the ‘is’ here expresses an essential Husserlian distinction between factuality--what science is like in fact—and ideality---what it should be like in ideal. The so-called de facto science, according to Husserl, that is, science in practice, deals with nature as a unity of spatio-temporal beings; in it, everything is rendered to a variable dependent upon psycho-physical nature in causal relations whether logico-deductively or empirico-inductively.
 Nature as the single independent variable of all scientific inquires, causation as its final explanatory destination are essential presuppositions which found naturalism, i.e., “naïve realism,” at which Husserl consistently spills out his lament and contempt. The naïveté of the sciences of nature derives from the positivist thesis that the subject matter of science is given as some sort of empirical body and thus objectivity lies in the empirical in themselves; the consequence is a wholesome reduction of nature into a physical reality and technical infinitization toward exactitude; along the same line happens naturalization of consciousness and reason, as if they were an object of nature in need of technical treatment. Husserl diagnoses this naturalistic positivism as a main source of skepticism and relativism dominating the European intellectual culture of his time. 

Referring directly to the ancient Greek definition of science, Husserl redoes the meaning of science on the basis of ε̉πιστήμη holding absolute, unconditioned truth based upon “inner evidence”: Absolutely certain knowledge is the de jure form of science, which is pure or in later terminology transcendental phenomenology. This science has an innate obligation for directing toward pure ideas and normative telos. Objectivity of science counts on ideality which prescribes reality in apriori fashion. Science must not exhaust itself with explanation of the real by a theoretical calculus but go beyond its practice in order to investigate its ultimate grounds. In other words, the highest concern and priority of science is, not a discursive thematizing per se, but a “validating” of all that is involved in the whole procedure of thematization.
 How to validate objectivity of facts, not deduction of facts themselves, is the everlasting normative ideal interest of science. 
What is at issue is that the task of validating objectivity as such is something of which positive sciences are incapable. Husserl asks: “How can the play of consciousness whose logic is empirical make objectively valid statements, valid for things that are in and for themselves?” 
 Along the story, Husserl problematizes, above all, positivistic objectivism which regard “facticity”(Tatsächlichkeit)”
 of facts as objectivity in and of itself. Phenomenology deprives such facticity fundamentally susceptible to the empirico-psychological of the ‘right’ of validiation. 
Since The Logical Investigations, essence, in Husserl, has always meant intentional meaning essence whose specific universality stands against particular individuality of a factual datum. While reality characterized by spatiotemporal existentiality delimits matters of fact, essence is an irreal being which is not governed by the limitation of sensation and causality; it is a sense-bestowing operator for an object in order for it to become known as an object meant such and such. Essence points thereof to an “epistemic essence”
 owing and thanks to which I can claim that I know an object always in unity; it is a pure Idea as such, in Platonic sense indeed. 

In this context, the famous positivist motto ‘See only facts’ now turns into the phenomenological injunction ‘see an essence’; in other words, seeing a fact only, does not do the job—object is not something existing out there to be discovered in phenomena but constituted into an object of knowledge; one must see beyond fact, must get over phenomenality in order to do justice to such objectivity as the source of our credible conviction on this world as ‘truly objective’. Objectivity instead of being psychical-conceptually mediated facts, its essence that inaugurates objecthood is to be directly seen, namely, “ideated”
. Concepts and categories, i.e., the universal in itself is now intrinsic part of factual intuition. The validity of facts as final evidence is suspended thereof. The concept of evidence is functionally revised in Husserl into the notion of ‘original self-evidence.’ No other evidence than self-evidence works for validation. Insofar as the problems of validation of science arise out of the crack of the unity between ideal theoreticity and practical normativity, insofar as what matters is how to lawfully justify laws and principles, the rational boundary of justification of science cannot be confirmation of a theory by empirical data, as logical positivism sets out, for instance, but should be a complete freedom from any demand of justification whatsoever. The ultimate grounding point that needs no more, no other ground is thus required for the only solution for the justification problems of science: a self-grounded, self-originiated, universal being of essence is self-justified; it is immediately clear evidence—it self-evidently is. 
This notion of ‘self-evidence’ as self-sufficiently-being-there, as the absolute beginning source of knowing, works with consistency throughout Husserl’s whole period from The Logical Investigations to the last piece “The Origin of Geometry”. With the transcendental turn of his phenomenology, the concept is extended to the pure eidetic consciousness, i.e. the transcendental “philosophizing ego” who is questioning the givenness of objectivity of the world. What motivates a rational mind to epochē is the insufficiency and incapability of the Cartesian deduction of the certitude of “I am” from the discovery of cogito as absolute evidence for objectivity. What the ego encounters through the epochē, i.e., the ultimate “residuum,”
 is a pure from of intentionality of cogito; such encounter with the pure consciousness as such is a “transcendental experience”; it is not an ontic experience of an object but a laying-bare of the universal structure of all objective experiences. Objectivity of the world is not going to be deduced within the confines of reality, but to be validated by Pure Subjectivity as such: it is the absolute epistemological point of departure, for it is given self-evidently.
 The transcendental experience is no more than the work of an insight into this self-evidence. 
Despite its self-conscious, sometimes even hostile, differentiation from positivistic objectivism or logical positivism which was a rising wave of the age, the ideas of objectivity ultimate and givenness as the nature of evidence are not at all a phenomenological novelty. The phenomenological problematization of positivistic objectivity was never a rejection of objectivity per se; the question was how objectivity can be determined ‘genuinely’ objectively; the critical gunpoint was rather directed at the alleged inability of positive sciences to pull up positivity to the level of ideality. Objectivity is still in and of itself an absolute criterion for scientificity as the ultimate in itself. In Husserl its epistemological function becomes even more strengthened and rigid, for objectivity is now something that “manifests itself cognitively as so being, must precisely become evident purely from consciousness itself.”
 Objectivity, emerging directly from consciousness, is givenness itself, that is the givenness of intentional subjectivity and its universality. Though not givenness of a thing in its sensuality, it is givenness of pure Ideas, of pure consciousness, in its pure formality. 
In consequence, the Husserlian battle cry ‘Toward the things themselves’ paradoxically amplifies even more the era’s positivistic outcry echoing  from nature to history: ‘to facts themselves, facts as they actually are!’ What happened is not a substitution of subjective idealism for objective realism, but rather a normative idealization of objectivity by transforming transcendental subjectivity as such to an a priori given Fact. One can and should go to the things themselves, precisely because ideal objects are given with the intuitively given object-things. The legitimacy of the objective world of sciences is founded on intuitibility, i.e., perceptibility: any scientific cognition in the end corresponds to the presentation of something as real in perception. However, a multitude of perceptive experiences comprising contingency of appearances converge on the recognition of an object meant always as one and the same, precisely with a perception of the universal necessarily attached to the perception of the thing given. Such is how the things in themselves having the fate of being first given in intuition immediately come to consciousness.    
The positivistic “injunction to follow facts”
 becomes rather more authoritarian than ever in phenomenology, when the critical focus is on positivist unfaithfulness to the ideal telos of science, namely, the essentializing of reason. Ideation is under pure rational power; pure ideas are not to be waited for confirmation with the coming of factual evidence. The substance of cognition should be there as always already self-proven, namely, that ideality and logos per se are given as the nonempirical primordial Fact, self-proven. What has been done is an injection of a priori apodicticity into facticity. Now the positivistic ‘actualiter-being-itself-there’ as empirically conditioned evidence turns into the phenomenological “Originaliter-being-itself-there”
 as unconditioned self-evidence. In this line of thought, what is under absolute protection is the positivist full credit to the given.  
Adorno, in his impressive analysis on Husserl, Against Epistemology, sharpened out well such positivistic drive of phenomenology. He is quite accurate in saying that “givenness has been held up as a model for all cognition since the Logical Investigations.”
 He goes on to say: “The terminology of this vacillates between sense intuition and the contents of all lived experiences as the immediate facts of consciousness.” Adorno heeds the fact that phenomenology obtains its concept of givenness precisely from the positivistic fascination with ‘datum’.
 In fact, the phenomenological delimiting of datum as that which is to be immediately given in intuition is a fundamental demand for the possibility of positive natural sciences. The phenomenological abstention from the real in favor of the irreal is possible only and precisely for the reason that phenomenology is devoted to the positivistic meaning of the real as always having a connotation of entity and its perceptibility of any extent. The change has come to pass onto the material of insight, that is, what to be intuited has been shifted to essence from appearance; however, still the first priority lies in the manner of the insight; it is the insight into givenness, whatsoever.  No doubt is this the basis of a certain parallel between the positivistic common sense that nature’s objectivity can be authorized upon the real and the logic of phenomenology that ideal objectivity should come out of transcendental Facts. 
Going back to the beginning, the phenomenological agenda to rehabilitate normativity of ideal science reaches a project to make certain the primordial theoreticity of scientific activity: the​ōria upon pure ideas performs normatively—pure theoreticity as such is an ideal norm for genuine science. Pure subjectivity as primordial facticity secures objectivity in ideality. Phenomenological purification of datum from particular individual entities into a universal essence, of objective reality into transcendental subjectivity paradoxically follows positivistic rules: its unquestioned determination of givenness per se as something to be protected without question, its decision to make objectivity correspond to truth.    
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