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1
The Framework of Phenomenological Reduction: Poiêsis or Praxis? 
The interests that have pervaded Jacques Taminiaux’s lifelong work have chiefly revolved around ontological, political, and aesthetic issues. The relevance that the political axis acquired in his reflections and publications—motivated among others by his increasing interest in Hannah Arendt’s political phenomenology, including both her indebtedness to and her critique of Heidegger’s thought—allows us to point out that one of the main problems that has continually caught Taminiaux’s attention is the role of theory and praxis in philosophy as well as the relationship between them. This is quite clear, for example, in his focus on the retrieval of Greek tragedy by modern and contemporary German philosophers.

In his view, most German thinkers manifest—above and beyond their differences—an ontological reading of Greek tragedy (with the exception of Hölderlin), thus distorting its deepest and original sense as a “human intrigue.” In spite of the fact that, in contrast to such German thinkers, Plato deprives tragedy of its philosophical dignity and ontological rank, Taminiaux attributes their ontological interpretation to the fact that they re-enact Plato’s gesture: namely, the complicity that Plato establishes between theôria and poiêsis, thus interpreting tragedy as a preeminent metaphysical document. The relationship of this primal doublet (theôria-poiêsis) to politics—a relationship that distorts its essential practical character—is that the bios theorêtikos reserved for the wise is incarnated in the excellence of the polis, whereby the different strata carry out their different roles in view of the harmony of the whole. Rather than reviewing Taminiaux’s acute and close examination of German idealism, Schopenhauer, and Nietzsche, let us briefly focus on his reading of Heidegger on these issues. As in the other modern German philosophers he examines, Taminiaux observes a “Platonic filiation” ever since Heidegger’s early proposal of a “fundamental ontology” in Being and Time (1927), tracing it to his Rector’s Address (1933), Introduction to Metaphysics (1935), and Hölderlin’s Hymn: The Ister (1942). Taminiaux observes not only that Heidegger seems to interpret praxis beyond all relation to interaction and interlocution, but also that his revaluation of the role of art in politics is due to the fact that he confers the utmost importance upon poiêsis as an “internal potency in the human understanding of Being, of the Lichtblick,” namely, as a “high-ranked theôria” (Taminiaux (1995), 176). Summing up, if technê is related to inauthentic life and Vorhandenheit, there is another form of vita activa “intimately welded to an ample ontological theôria” (ibid., 179). And even in later texts (Hölderlin’s Hymn: The Ister), Heidegger still excludes the bios politikos and the vita activa, continuing to privilege theôria (ibid., 216–237).
Now our question on this occasion is how these reflections regarding the various faculties of the soul and their corresponding virtues, in their relatedness and oppositions (theôria-sophia, praxis-phronêsis, poiêsis-technê), are connected with our subject matter—the “ethical” (practical) dimension of transcendental reduction. Let us orient ourselves by considering some preliminary hints from Taminiaux’s (2004) reflections on Heidegger’s “metamorphosis” of Husserl’s phenomenological reduction (both eidetic and transcendental). Indeed, in spite of clearly distancing himself from Husserl’s account and its dualistic framework inherited from Plato and Descartes, Heidegger’s early Marburg and Freiburg courses prove that “reduction was at the core of his theoretical project” (Taminiaux (2004), 32). Taminiaux also stresses that for Heidegger, “reduction,” as the scientific and “basic component of phenomenological method,” is “never a technique. As soon as it becomes one, it has fallen away from its own proper nature.”
 Heidegger himself—closely following Husserl on this issue—rightly points out that the Methodenbegriff does not characterize the “what of the philosophical research’s object-contents, but its how” (SZ, 27).  Yet Heidegger leaves no doubt at all regarding what is and must be the only relevant Grundthema of philosophy, the correctly understood “Phänomen der Phänomenologie”: not “das sachhaltige Was der Gegenstände,” but the “Being of being, its meaning.”
 Thus on the one hand, the negative component of his version of reduction (“deconstruction” = Destruktion) must suspend “what blocks the way to the phenomenon,” namely, the concepts inherited from ancient ontology, in order to access the “original experiences” from which they stem; on the other hand, the positive component must launch “a construction in which the ontological structures”—the “existentials” that bring Being “into view in a free projection”—“are made visible” (Taminiaux (2004), 34). 

There would be an alleged advantage in Heidegger’s approach to reduction, for it is based on Dasein’s “radical individuation” rather than on the “universal and neutral criterion” of the cogito. Yet Taminiaux asks whether Heidegger’s version does not entail the same difficulties as Husserl’s. Indeed, his close analyses of Heidegger’s indebtedness to Husserl’s first and sixth Logical Investigations—analyses inspired by Derrida’s (1967) account in La voix et le phénomène, although differing somewhat from the latter’s conclusions—show that new yet similar contrasts and dualities rend apart “the discourse of the speaking Dasein,” introducing a radical chasm between indication (logos sêmantikos) and genuine meaning (logos apophantikos), between ordinary (communicative) discourse (Gerede) and authentic (solitary) primordial monologue, or even between Sicht and ontological Durchsichtigkeit.
 Thus even if, according to Taminiaux, Heidegger’s question “who is the Dasein” replaces Husserl’s basic question “what is Bewusstsein,” Heidegger’s conclusion is arrived at only within “the solitary vision by Dasein of its own mortality”; moreover, Taminiaux is of the opinion that “it is not an exaggeration to claim that the contrast” he has just sketched “entails as many difficulties as those implicit in Husserl’s concept of reduction” (Taminiaux (2004), 44).
Thus the primal motivation for the following proposal stems from my interest in finding out whether this appealing and well-argued reading of the Greek and Platonic connivance between theôria-poiêsis in contrast to the fragility and contingency of human practical judgments and the human intrigue of our worldly abode—a reading retrieved by modern and contemporary German philosophers, including Heidegger—is in seamless consonance with the canonical contemporary interpretation of Husserl’s transcendental phenomenology and reduction. Or do we already find ourselves in a situation in which an alternative reading could be risked? In my view, what has characterized the success of Taminiaux’s original and piercingly acute reading of the history of philosophy is above all his close and severe scrutiny of texts transmitted by the tradition, in dialogue with our experience of the “matters themselves.” It is in the wake of this essential and everlasting teaching that I risk an alternative reading of the phenomenological reduction, and specifically of its transcendental version, as an eminently practical—namely, ethical—achievement (Leistung), driven by a practical virtue, responsibility.

2
A Unitary View of Husserl: Beyond the “Conventional” vs. the “New” or the “Other” 
Before briefly addressing the specific matter of the transcendental reduction, I will first sketch a rough draft of my general view of the main purposes and scope of Husserl’s idea of philosophy, in order to provide the framework for my interpretation.

Since the first publications of Husserl’s posthumous works in the Husserliana volumes in the 1950s, the “conventional” view of Husserl’s transcendental phenomenology as an intellectualistic Cartesian philosophy, in rough contrast to Lebens- and Existenzphilosophie, has slowly started to change.
 In my view, the publication of Husserliana LXII, entitled Problems at the Frontiers of Phenomenology: Analyses of the Unconscious and of Instincts, Metaphysics, Late Ethics. Texts from the Nachlass,
 will finally enable a coherent, unitary view of his thought that integrates all of its various dimensions.
 It is well known that the so-called “conventional” view stemmed from Heidegger’s appraisal and critique of transcendental phenomenology and its concept of reflection, a critique underway ever since his 1923–1924 Marburg Lectures.
 Burt Hopkins has recently demonstrated that in these lectures Heidegger retrieves Natorp’s 1914 neo-Kantian critique of Husserl’s account of the “scope” of phenomenological reflection—namely, that it is simply impossible to gain access to the living stream of consciousness without freezing and distorting it—for his own very different hermeneutical purpose, which is the “indictment of the very possibility of Husserl’s conception of transcendental phenomenology as radical philosophy” (Hopkins (2015), 2-3). In spite of the fact that Heidegger’s early interpretations stemmed from a fragmentary (albeit keen and acute) reading of a small percentage of Husserl’s work,
 his brilliant teaching and the impact of Being and Time, as well as his skilful manipulation of his proximity to the “Master” in order to obtain the latter’s support to succeed his chair in Freiburg, may easily explain why these interpretations spread so rapidly as the most authoritative and canonical among his disciples and followers. Husserl’s own initial and quite severe terminological and expository deficiencies in introducing his nascent transcendental phenomenology, and his incapacity to convey his idea of philosophy by integrating his lifelong investigations into a coherent “philosophical system” wherein transcendental phenomenology was supposed to be only one—albeit basic—component, isolated Husserl from many of his contemporaries. So in spite of the timid allegiance to Husserl and his phenomenology expressed in Being and Time, this may also explain some of Heidegger’s harshest expressions, registered in his correspondence, regarding the “Master’s” allegedly zero philosophical value.
 Indeed, Heidegger wrote to Karl Jaspers in 1923: “Husserl has arrived totally out of control—indeed, if he ever was ‘in control,’ which more and more I have begun to doubt of late. He goes from pillar to post, uttering trivialities that would make you weep. He lives off his mission as ‘Founder of Phenomenology’, but nobody knows what that means” (Hopkins (2001), 127; San Martín (2015), 33). 

In sum, Heidegger’s appraisal was retrieved and transmitted mutatis mutandis in Germany by Georg Misch (1929) and the hermeneutical tradition, such as Gadamer and followers. Jean-Paul Sartre introduced it in France, alongside the opinion that the Husserlian notion of reflection is essentially objectifying, whereas our most original phenomena or experiences are either non-objective or pre-reflexive. In Spain and later Latin America this reading was spread by José Ortega y Gasset and José Gaos.


Very early, before the first Husserliana volume was published in 1950, the contrast among Husserl’s publications produced their first bewilderments; one example was the contrast between the (1900–1901) Logical Investigations and the work published in 1913. Indeed, parallel to his 1900 demolition of logical psychologism, Husserl first understood phenomenology as descriptive psychology, meant to elucidate the correlation between the objective validity of (logical-mathematical) scientific discourse, on the one hand, and its realization in mental, subjective processes on the other, or between logical truth and epistemological certainty. But soon after, facing the unresolved difficulties of his psychological-descriptive method, he realized that the problem of correlation concerns the intertwined totality of human experiences (theoretical, volitional, and emotional) in their universal correlation with the surrounding world. Thus quite early the scope of his philosophical project became considerably broader, and his descriptive method was radicalized in the direction of a transcendental phenomenology. However, his attempt in Ideas I to begin to disclose what he had achieved by 1913 was understood neither by those who were seeking objective validity at the expense of the subject’s “exile” or “banishment” (namely, by logicians such as Frege), nor by those who had already vindicated a new approach to metaphysical problems and to the concretion of existence, life, or history, an approach that set the course of 20th century continental philosophy (triggered mainly by the Baden school of neo-Kantians, Dilthey, and Heidegger himself).

When Husserl published his lectures On the Phenomenology of the Consciousness of Internal Time (Hua X) in 1928, Formal and Transcendental Logic (Hua XVII) in 1929, and the first four Cartesian Meditations (Hua I) in French in 1931, his readers did not wholly perceive how these new works were connected with Ideas I. The bewilderment was even greater since on the one hand, Husserl requested Heidegger—who had published Being and Time the previous year—to take care of the edition of his time lectures, but on the other hand, both Formal and Transcendental Logic and the Cartesian Meditations seemed to radicalize the logistic and idealist project of transcendental phenomenology. For decades, Husserl’s interpreters therefore failed to understand either how and in what sense the exposition of transcendental phenomenology during the 1920s acquired increasing depth and scope beyond what he had expounded in 1913, or why this did not mean a mere “change of course” regarding the former stage, let alone its rebuttal. Finally, in 1936, when Husserl published the first two parts of the Crisis of European Sciences and Transcendental Phenomenology (Hua VI) in Belgrade, interpreters were even more perplexed. Some believed that Husserl had undergone a decisive spin abandoning his initial transcendental phenomenology, his alleged anti-historicism, and his logicism of essences.


With the publication of his posthumous work in the Husserliana volumes, several interpretations ensued: first, the sheer denial of the possibility of “another” or a “new” Husserl; second, the detection of contradictions such as paradoxes or tensions within Husserl’s philosophy (a view earlier anticipated by Merleau-Ponty); and finally, the allegations of an “evolution” in his thought (coherent or not, opinions have differed), and according to some scenarios, an evolution that had even been influenced by his brilliant disciple—Heidegger himself. 


The first interpretation was that by José Gaos, who translated the Logical Investigations into Spanish in 1929, the Cartesian Meditations in 1942, and Ideas I in 1949 (“destined to the ‘philosophers’ museum’”), as well as Heidegger’s Being and Time (“the summit of a still living and current philosophy, bustling with a conceptual gestation”).
 Ortega y Gasset and Gaos were influenced by Heidegger’s interpretation of Ideas I thanks to Georg Misch, as Nelson Orringer suggests.
 Ortega y Gasset even purported that Husserl’s Crisis had not been written by him, but by his assistant, Eugen Fink.
 Similarly, in the 1963 XIII International Philosophy Congress in Mexico, where a “Symposium on Husserl’s Notion of the Lebenswelt” took place, attended by Ludwig Landgrebe, Enzo Paci, and John Wild, Gaos—sticking to his Cartesian view of Husserl—refused to admit that transcendental phenomenology had any relationship with the historicity of the Lebenswelt (Landgrebe), with the lived body (Wild), or with Marxism (Paci), which flustered him the most (Zirión (1999), 35; San Martín (2015), 53).

The second interpretation concerns the difficulty some interpreters have had in reconciling what appears to be contradictory and inconsistent directions that the author of Ideas I arbitrarily and belatedly introduced into his philosophical project with the Crisis. This is the case with Merleau-Ponty, the first external researcher at the Husserl Archives in Leuven in 1939. Concerning the very difference between Husserl’s published works and his posthumous manuscripts, Taminiaux remarks that, for Merleau-Ponty, “to interpret Husserl’s evolution means to underscore the contrast between the clear program of transcendental phenomenology and the obscure and infinite patience of the manuscripts and to recognize in them an at least tacit rupture with the logicism of the philosophy of essences and the growing awareness that the phenomena resist any return to the classical effort at intellectual adequation.” (Taminiaux (1985), 117–118).
Finally, when authors such as Nam-In Lee (1993) observed that Husserl attempted to give a unitary explanation to the thematic spectrum that stretches from neuronal levels to monadological intersubjectivity, this apparent “evolution” has been interpreted by some, like Gérard Granel, as a consistent yet “absolutely paradoxical” and “desperate” attempt to resuscitate and update an “ancient scene” of an “ancient theatre,” an endeavour that is only possible due to the “total indeterminacy” in which Husserl leaves the “concept of life”: “Surely, the perpetual transition of one constitutive ‘stratum’ to the other (…) allows one to make everyone happy (contenter tout le monde et son père), as the story-teller ironically says. (…) Thus after first having satisfied the scientistic tendencies of that which he claims to be philosophy, Husserl immediately dedicates himself, thanks to the oscillating game of constitution, to a comforting interpretation for the opposed (and co-ruling) tendencies of the personalistic-spiritualist kind” (Granel (1995), 141–145).
However, with the 2014 publication of Husserliana XLII, we have at our disposal texts that allow us a glimpse into the Husserlian philosophical project from 1908 to 1937 in its full scope and complexity. Indeed, many of its topics had appeared in puzzling dispersion in previous volumes of the collection. However, the project now appears as a “philosophical system,” not in the traditional speculative sense, but as a first draft of a “systematic field of work” (an Arbeitsphilosophie). In this “idea of philosophy” as a “universal and ‘rigorous’ science in a radical sense,”
 “transcendental phenomenology”—in “radical self-meditation” and thus devoted to the eidetic description of the “constitutive transcendental life” laid open by transcendental reduction (in its static and genetic modalities)—occupies a central place as “first philosophy” (Hua VIII, 4), for it offers the “ultimate foundation”—that of “ultimate self-responsibility”—upon which such a “system” or “idea of philosophy” should be built (Hua V, 139 [406]). Already in 1914, in a draft of a letter to Karl Joël, Husserl states that he is “in no case reducing philosophy to a theory of knowledge and a critique of reason in general, much less to a transcendental phenomenology.”
 In his 1929 article for the Encyclopaedia Britannica he pinpoints an idea that he had been pondering since 1908: that “phenomenology rigorously and systematically carried out (…) is divided into eidetic phenomenology (or all-embracing ontology) as first philosophy, and second philosophy, the science of the universe of facta, or of the transcendental intersubjectivity that synthetically comprises all facta. First philosophy is the universe of methods for the second, and is related back into itself for its methodological grounding” (Hua IX, 298–299 [177]). On the other hand, “second philosophy” corresponds to one of two senses that the concept of “metaphysics” has for Husserl, namely, as a “philosophy of reality” (Wirklichkeitsphilosophie) or a “factual philosophical science” of “existences” (Metaphysik als absolute Wissenschaft von der faktischen Wirklichkeit—Hua XLII, 229) that will allow a metaphysical interpretation of the world given in experience. But “a factual philosophical science” can provide “the guidelines pointing to the metaphysical ideas of God, freedom, and immortality, etc.,”
 namely, to “metaphysical” problems in a second, “ultimate and higher sense,” to the “highest and ultimate questions” that correspond to the Kantian postulates and to the properly ethical problems that have been dealt with by the great philosophers of the past.


Husserl already starts sketching this metaphysical and ethical horizon when he begins to develop transcendental phenomenology, but he keeps it in reserve in his courses (in the case of ethics) and in his manuscripts from 1908 and 1909 on.
 The reason for this is that he first wishes to lay down the basis of an “elementary grammar” for his transcendental phenomenology, which is precisely not only what he attempts in Ideas I, but is also the task to which he voluntarily limits himself (Selbstschränkung). However, the metaphysical and ethical problems lie “much closer to [his] heart,”
 and comprise the “realm of desire” (Reich der Sehnsucht) towards which his work had been oriented since the beginning.

Now those ethical and metaphysical problems are high-level problems (Höhenprobleme) lying at the “frontiers” and “limits” of transcendental phenomenology, namely, “problems that lie at the ultimate and highest levels” whereby Husserl aims to “complete” his “philosophical system.” These “plausible metaphysical constructions” lie “beyond the limits of phenomenological description,” and may even modify the original concepts of the monad that are based in intuitive givennesses.
 Thus they lie beyond what transcendental phenomenology can offer within the limited scope of the reduction. Ideas I nevertheless offers an initial “map” (eine erste Landkarte) of the infinite labour involved in building up, “from bottom to top” (from the “intuitive givennesses” to the “abstract heights”), the topics related to birth and death, to the beginning and end of transcendental constitutive life, to the meaning of the world and of history, to the ultimate being of the objectified human “I” and “we,” to God as creative principle of the universe and of its teleological development, to the sense of the relation of the world with God, to the factum of transcendental intersubjectivity, to the ethical-religious problems, and finally, to the universal teleological problem that includes all of these themes.

In the opposite direction, other deeper Grenzprobleme typified as Randprobleme are also connected with transcendental phenomenology. They too lie beyond what is “normally” experienceable and intuitively describable (including such topics as birth, death, generativity, animal existence, drives, instincts, the unconscious, the sedimented background of consciousness, sleep without dreams, and the “afterlife”), and are attained by the “archaeological”—deconstructive and reconstructive—work of genetic and generative analyses, namely, by an Abbau and an Aufbau.
 In Husserl’s view, both types of Grenzprobleme, in spite of finding themselves moving in opposite directions, are inwardly connected by the umbilical cord of a universal teleology giving Husserl’s philosophical project a Leibnizian profile (cf. Hua XLII, xxx–xxxi). This teleology makes possible the connection between the problems of birth and death and the questions concerning our origin and destiny, the finitude of life, and its final end. It also makes possible the connection between the problems of the unconscious, sleep, and wakefulness, on the one hand, with the idea of a “last sleep” or the “last fall into unconsciousness” or death on the other. And finally, it enables the phenomenologist to deal with the domain of drives and instincts, since unconsciousness and early childhood are teleologically oriented towards adulthood—namely, towards conscious, rational, and responsible modes of life whereby humans are able to raise the big teleological questions regarding individual and communal development, the final sense of humanity, and the ultimate meaning of the world as a whole.

3 
Not a Mere Methodological Tool
Hence ethics has a systematic locus in Husserl’s proposed “idea of philosophy,” which is to be developed upon the basis of transcendental phenomenology, yet transcends its boundaries. His conception of what this discipline should look like also undergoes a radical but consistent development since its first formulation in his Göttingen lectures (Hua XXVIII, 136–137), which have also been deeply misunderstood. Indeed, his initial conception of ethics as a Kunstlehre—namely, as a group of rules that serve to attain the supreme goals of action—is founded upon the formal a priori laws and principles of a “pure ethics,” understood as a “formal axiology and practice” that hold the conditions of possibility of every rightful valuation, action, and orientation to rightful goals—parallel to the formal laws and principles of “pure formal  logic” that hold the formal conditions of possibility of all true knowledge and objective being. However, the “formal categorical imperative” in accordance with the laws of “formal axiology” (especially its “law of absorption”) requires a material complement to determine what is the “best possible” course in concrete situations. Husserl does not propose a material hierarchy of values (according to their contents) with universal validity for all times and places, without regard for “situation and contingency.” Only circumstances determine in each case what kind of good should be regarded as the “best possible.” Later, when his phenomenology incorporates genetic analyses, his notion of ethics evolves into the “life form of an authentic humanity” that takes into account the decisions that affect the future of individual and collective persons, and of historical nations and cultures. The categorical imperative is then formulated differently: “Be a truthful human being; lead a life such that you may justify it in a reasonable (einsichtig) manner, a life out of practical reason” (Hua XXXVII, 36). Finally, still struck by the loss of his youngest son in Verdun and in his later period, Husserl’s confidence in reason—albeit in “reason” always broadly understood as an intertwining of faculties, and as teleologically connected with instincts—becomes shaken. He argues that rationalism, with all of its justifications—no matter how broadly or diversely rationalism may be conceived—is inevitably erected upon the dark irrational background of nature and history, of the deaths of individuals and of humanity, and of the ominous possibility of the universe’s destruction. It is even erected upon the possibility of revealing the ultimate futility of every action and production, and of humanity’s possibility of a “permanent accumulation of rational values.” Thus in his final texts, Husserl considers that the ethical motivation of right and valuable actions, in every case and in concrete situations, is love in its diverse forms, motherly love but also the love for our neighbour being its paradigmatic forms (Hua XLII, cii).
This, in short, would be the extremely condensed itinerary of Husserl’s notion of ethics as a philosophical discipline. However, the issue on this occasion is the ethical dimension of Husserl’s “transcendental reduction.” And here any misunderstanding surrounding this concept seriously compromises the reception of Husserl’s phenomenological project, for it is not possible to understand one without the other (Hua V, 139–140 [406–407]). 

Indeed, one can easily conclude that it is a concept severely burdened by an inherited and unacknowledged metaphysical dualism. Or one might claim that it is an epistemological technique at the service of an intellectualistic philosophy that prioritizes theoretical over practical and evaluative reason, and is thus a mere technê at the service of the classical doublet theôria-poiêsis, cleanly cut off from all human praxis enmeshed in doxic (contingent, finite) conditions. Transcendental reduction’s subjective turn inevitably seems to lead to an egological solipsism whereby the subject is cut off from the world and its human plural condition, thereby dissociating the philosopher’s task from all intermingling with a pre-given transcendence. Furthermore, in connection with the eidetic reduction (which is frequently confused with the transcendental reduction), one can wonder whether its “neutral universalism” overwhelmingly dissociates the philosopher from all factical conditions, additionally entrapping philosophy in a sceptical subjectivism and relativism. In fact, some philosophers of ethics—for example, Max Scheler (see Hart (1992), 46) or Bernhard Waldenfels—have characterized the transcendental reduction as incompatible with ethics, because they assume it to be essentially egocentric. Waldenfels (1971), 308, is even of the opinion that “a radical ethics shatters the transcendental scheme.”

But since these matters are essential philosophical problems that Husserl himself continuously re-examined, never offering conclusive and satisfying theses to be simply repeated or directly applied, we may reassume his “work in progress” by bringing his different analyses into relation with our own reflective examination of the various ways in which we experience the surrounding world, others, and ourselves. This is also possible “when one confronts and supplements a thinker’s well-known and central thoughts with his or her less well-known or seemingly peripheral ones,” as James Hart (1992), xii, once indicated when he developed, in the spirit of a transcendental phenomenological scholasticism, an ethics and a social philosophy secundum sententias Edmundi.

In my view, the ethical dimension and the notion of responsibility are not secondary, but essential to the transcendental reduction, and a fortiori to Husserl’s transcendental phenomenology, for an ethical pathos underlies all his theoretical interests. I also believe that this phenomenological pathos, this passion of thinking driven by responsibility, remains faithful to the world of human affairs—as Taminiaux seems to demand, in the wake of Hannah Arendt—and does not inevitably remain dissociated from it. This is what I hope to show in what follows.

4
The Idea of Philosophy as a Self-responsible Rigorous Science
To show this I must first recall that according to Husserl, philosophy is co-extensive with reason. In §73 of the Crisis he states that philosophy “is ratio in the constant movement of self-elucidation,” namely, a “struggle of ‘awakened’ reason to come to itself, to an understanding of itself (...). <To say that> philosophy, science in all its forms, is rational—that is a tautology” (Hua VI, 273–274 [338–339]). Undoubtedly, a Hegelian reading of these passages is quite possible due to their teleological atmosphere, as if Husserl were referring to a historical process wherein individuals are submerged, driving the irrational “in itself” towards the ultimate transparency of a spiritual “for itself.” But Husserl’s thought is quite unlike Hegel’s mainly conceptual, speculative teleology; in Husserl’s view, sensuous intuitiveness is the basic component of phenomenological experience. A theoretical primacy could also be read into these passages. If one follows the Kantian hiatus and compartmentalization between the “form and principles” of “pure speculative reason” and those of “pure practical reason,” and characterizes the vita contemplativa and the vita activa as essentially different (as Hannah Arendt apparently does), then one could speak of a dominance or subjugation of one over the other. Yet it could be that here Husserl is actually erasing the Kantian hiatus. Let me explain. Indeed, since 1902–1903 he is quite aware that if he ever wishes to shape his idea of philosophy, he has to carry out a radical “critique of reason.”
 In 1906 he clearly states that such a critique must embrace every sphere of reason: the theoretical, practical, and evaluative in general.
 And until the end he unwaveringly maintains “that reason allows for no differentiation into ‘theoretical,’ ‘practical,’ ‘aesthetic,’ or whatever,” and that humankind “is rational in seeking to be rational,” in “striving toward reason,” since “reason is precisely that which [humans] qua [humans], in  [their] innermost being, [are] aiming for, that which alone can satisfy [them], make [them] ‘blessed’” (Hua VI, 275 [341]). His Crisis also points out that the problems of reason—of true knowledge, true valuation, truly good deeds, of history’s sense or reason, of God as absolute reason, of the immortality and freedom of the rational soul—are all metaphysical problems in the broadest sense, precisely those that positivism “decapitates” (Hua VI, 7 [9]). In his view, “knowledge, when seen in its full extension, contains reason and unreason, the intuitive and non-intuitive, etc., the total sphere of judgment, the predicative and pre-predicative, all sorts of egological acts of belief, (…) and all the modalities of belief. (…) <Nevertheless> (…) there still remains a fairly rich residue of other genres of egological acts, such as loving and hating, feeling pleasure or rejection, desiring, longing, willing” (Hua VIII, 193).
In this way the cognitive and non-cognitive domains are teleologically intertwined in Husserl’s notion of the “rational.”
 As Taminiaux remarks, however, since “for phenomenological reasons,” the most important continental thinkers of the 20th century “judged it necessary to explain themselves with Heidegger” (Taminiaux (2002), 7), Husserl’s phenomenology has been criticized for defending an intellectual rationalism or an imperialism of theoretical reason over the rest of the life of the mind. Admittedly, Husserl did argue that knowledge—“in the attitude of judgment and its logical forms”—is what “guarantees the authenticity of the value and virtue of the goal attained” (Hua VIII, 25). But in those same contexts he asserts that the “supreme justification,” the “highest and ultimate responsibility corresponds, in knowledge, (...) to the achievements (Leistungen) of affectivity, which are ultimately constitutive.”

In addition, at a deeper level, the “motivation of the beginning philosopher” is “responsibility,” a function of practical reason. It is interesting that in a 1919 letter to Arnold Metzger, Husserl explicitly states: “I do not consider truth and science as the supreme values. On the contrary, ‘the intellect is the servant of the will,’ in the same way that I am the servant of those that configure our practical life, as leaders of humanity” (Hua Dok III/4, 409 [361]; cf. Hua VIII, 201). And earlier, in his 1910–1911 lectures on Logic and Theory of Knowledge—notwithstanding his avowal that he has nothing yet in the direction of a scientific ethics, praxiology and axiology—he points out that the highest interests of humanity depend on building these disciplines. Thus the most valuable personality is the one that orients and configures itself and the world through practical reason, in conformity with the highest rational ideals (see Hua XXX, 303–304; Hua XXVIII, xliii–xliv). Consequently, “theoretical reason is itself a particular form of practical reason, and nevertheless one that can as such take charge of practical reason (and also of itself).”
 And thus “theoretical reason is theory of practical reason and is itself a component of actual practical reason” (Ms. E III 4, 13b).
Now if philosophy is servant of the will and philosophers are the “functionaries of [humanity]” (Hua VI, 15 [17]; Hua VIII, 198, passim), this does not mean that philosophers should immediately dedicate themselves to political life, but rather that they should “provide a solid foundation for the practical philosopher’s Zielgebung,” and set the “bedrock of the essential structures of being human, on which authentic moral philosophy can be built” (Husserl (1981), 359). The call to an ethical-cultural renewal, being nourished by philosophical responsibility, is oriented towards the theoretical goal of an absolutely founded knowledge and towards the practical goal of forging a humanity that “continually wishes to live and be in truth and genuineness” (Hua IX, 299 [177]).
The idea of philosophy, insofar as it concerns the life of reason itself (Hua VIII, 17–26), understood in this holistic sense, has an absolute value and is an absolute idea. In consequence, it embraces in one synthetic unity (Ms. E III 4, 13b) every human achievement endowed with sense or validity, whether scientific, practical, axiological, artistic, or other (namely, concepts, values, or norms). Despite their “compartmentalization” since modern times (especially by Kant and the neo-Kantians), all of the special sciences are in Husserl’s view parts—as living branches—of the unique tree of philosophy or of the authentic universal science (Hua XXIV, 241; Hua I, 44, 46 [2, 4]). Thus theoretical philosophy deals with the cognition of things; practical philosophy deals with human action or praxis as well as with norms and obligations; and axiology deals with ethical and aesthetic values. Yet cognition is never devoid of valued decisions, decisions are never devoid of valued cognitions, and valuations are never devoid of cognitive volitions. Husserl’s Leibnizian sense of a universal ontology as the concrete theory of “possible being,” etc., embraces precisely this sense of reason (Hua V, 139 [406], Hua XXVIII, 170–176, passim).
If philosophy as transcendental phenomenology is the source of a double ultimate justification—a justification not only of the totality of knowledge and culture, but also of itself—it is because it draws its ultimate rational justification from the most radical and absolute self-responsibility, which is itself of an essentially emotional and practical character (Hua VIII, 195–196). But its task is endless—never fully satisfied—and can only be conceived as a limit-idea or telos that lies in infinity, achieving only partial, imperfect, and temporal validities during an endless historical process. It thus resembles Plato’s eros in the Banquet. Husserl himself compared transcendental phenomenology to love (Hua VIII, 14, 196). Thus he believes that he shares with Plato a similar view of philosophy—both at its archê (as the “motivation of the beginning philosopher”) and at its telos (as a life devoted to the tasks of reason)—such that the theoretical dimension is founded on the practical dimension of an absolutely responsible will.
 Thus “philosophy (...) finally (…) discovers that this rationality is an idea residing in the infinite and is de facto necessarily <only> on the way” (Hua VI, 274 [339]). Furthermore, “phenomenology demands that the phenomenologist foreswear the ideal of a philosophical system and yet as a humble worker in community with others, live for a perennial philosophy [philosophia perennis]” (Hua IX, 300–301 [179], first italics mine). In Husserl’s view, Descartes gave this idea a new impulse at the beginning of modern times (Hua VI, 71–74, 76–80 [70–73, 75–78]; Hua VIII, 3–4), renewing it with the element of a “supreme and ultimate self-meditation (Selbstbesinnung)” related to a supreme and ultimate self-responsible striving out of a spirit of theoretical autonomy and practical freedom (Hua VI, 5–6 [7–8]; Hua I, 44 [2]; Ströker (1991)).
In sum, ever since 1905, when Husserl first began formulating his idea of philosophy as a rigorous, universal science of apodictic knowledge and absolute beginnings or ultimate foundations, the misunderstandings of his project as intellectualist have continually been reinforced (Hua XXV, 3–62 [71–147]; Hua V, 148 [415]).  And this was so in spite of the fact that ever since 1900–1901 he had seen not only that the discourse of objective and modern sciences, whether theories of science or formal logic (Hua XVIII, 230–258 [144–161]), excludes all reference to a responsible, intersubjective cognitive community at the basis of their achievements, but also that such sciences are unable to ensure a radical justification for the unity of knowledge. Instead, the truly radical philosophical task is to interrogate the essential and common origin of all of these scientific and cultural achievements in the human sense-giving lived experiences (such as cognitions, volitions, and feelings) without which there would be neither science nor culture.
Husserl’s teacher, Franz Brentano, had thought that since the psyche and its mental experiences are found at the basis of all possible theoretical, normative, or evaluative concepts, this philosophical task belonged to a descriptive psychology. This was the origin of Husserl’s interest in the “subjective turn,” yet he rapidly detected the flaws involved in the current interpretations of his time. Indeed, philosophical psychologism—whereby psychology was considered the philosophical discipline founding all other sciences, including logic—was popular in the 19th century. Its main arguments were as follows. 1) Psychology is the natural science of the psychic cognitive processes, experiences, and mental data at the basis both of formal logic and of the rest of scientific disciplines. As such, it imitates the model and methods of physics. 2) If physics deals with bodily nature, psychology deals with psychic or mental nature; as a consequence, knowledge is considered a causal, thing-like relation between an immanent, mental reality and a transcendent reality. Finally, 3) the scientific and cultural disciplines infer their concepts, axioms, theories, norms, and values by induction and generalization from the individual mental processes dealt with by empirical psychology, so that their sense and validity depends on contingent facts of psychic life. “Logical psychologism” is thus born from a naturalistic rendering of Kant’s thesis, of which two main modalities may be distinguished: the “weak” one—according to which the theoretical foundations of logic derive from psychology, making the latter the necessary but not sufficient condition of logic—and the “strong” one, according to which logical laws describe mental processes (for instance, J.S. Mill had stated that logic is a branch of psychology). A consequence of logical psychologism was the non-distinction between subjective presentations and their objective correlates.

But in his 1900 Prolegomena to Pure Logic, Husserl pointed out several problems and paradoxes in philosophical psychologism, such as the following. 1) Psychology is supposed to found physics (as well as all other sciences), yet psychology is moulded after physics. Aristotle called this type of reasoning husteron-proteron, a fallacious argument in which the proposition to be proved is assumed as the premise. 2) The mind-body dualism leads to the “paradox of transcendence” (Hua II, 27, passim [22, passim]; Hua XXIV, 208–211) and to scepticism, a problem that affects every classical theory of knowledge. Husserl summarizes it as follows: “How are we to understand the fact that the intrinsic being of objectivity becomes ‘presented,’ ‘apprehended’ in knowledge, and so ends up by becoming subjective? What does it mean to say that the object has ‘being-in-itself,’ and is ‘given’ in knowledge? How can the ideality of the universal qua concept or law enter the flux of real mental states and become an epistemic possession of the thinking person?” etc. (Hua XIX/1, 12–13 [169], italics mine). 3) If the objective and transcendent conceptual system of scientific disciplines is being inferred from individual and contingent subjective psychic processes, such disciplines should renounce their claim to any a priori meaning and validity. Naturalistic psychologism, which demands general and apodictic validity for its own theses, thus implicitly annuls itself, denying reason in reasonable terms. The paradox of transcendence cannot be solved by natural science.

Thus the subjective turn must be totally reinterpreted in a threefold way in order to carry out the idea of philosophy: 1) beyond any data obtained from biology, physiology, or empirical science, subjectivity should be examined as the transcendental origin of all sense and validity of being, revealing science, culture, and history as human products; 2) the mystery of the transcendental correlation between the cognitive, evaluative, and practical life of the subject and their corresponding correlates (the latter understood both as unities of meaning and as objectivities sensu stricto) should be interrogated; and 3) the ideal nature and status of values, norms, concepts, and scientific objectivities should be recognized.

The origin of transcendental phenomenology’s framework—as eidetic science of the correlation between transcendental consciousness and the world
—is the attempt to solve “the enigma of all enigmas” (Hua VI, 12 [13]) related to the correlation between transcendence and immanence in general, thereby definitively shaping the very idea of philosophy. Husserl believes that it is only when this enigma is solved that the authentically philosophical issues can be resolved: the “questions of the meaning or meaninglessness of the whole of this human existence, (...) about reason and unreason or about us [humans] as subjects of this freedom (...),” namely, the “problems of reason,” such as true knowledge, genuine values, truly good ethical deeds, “the meaning or reason in history,” the sense of a divine absolute reason, the reason of the world, or in sum, all the “metaphysical” questions in the widest sense of the word (Hua VI, 5, 7 [6, 9]).
5
The Vicissitudes of Reduction
Simple introspection does not suffice to resolve the mystery of the correlation between subjectivity and objectivity. Husserl believes that it is necessary to abandon the natural attitude by adopting a critical-sceptical attitude. This goal is attained by the much discussed transcendental phenomenological reduction (Hua XXIV, 184–188)—the first aspect of the phenomenological method—that is to allow us to gain access to and then to describe the subject’s transcendental life. Within the natural attitude we only attain the mind as a worldly entity or event, different from physical bodies (though cognitively connected to them by externally observable relations). With the reduction, however, once the sceptical epochê disconnects the natural attitude, the anonymous functioning life of the subject is uncovered as a complex, stratified, intentional correlation between subjectivity and objectivity, temporally stretching out along an open-ended infinity of synthetic experiences.
Another aspect of the phenomenological method consists in intentional analysis based on an intuitive description of the multiple threads of sense-constituting subjective life. Additionally, such description seeks to be “eidetic”—namely, it strives to highlight the essential structures and functions of the Heraclitean flux of consciousness, infinitely open to the past and to the future, and especially the structures of intentionality and temporality.
 Such analysis does not entail a “disengagement” from its factical individuation, but focuses on its structural (typological) understanding.

Always dissatisfied with his formulation of the transcendental reduction, Husserl explores several ways to implement it, all of them related to his debate with modern philosophy, such as the ontological way, inspired by Kant’s “Copernican turn,” and the psychological way, inspired by modern English empiricism (from Locke to Hume). Better known—albeit abandoned by Husserl himself, yet falsely interpreted as the oldest and weightier approach, and moreover, as an approach that could rightly be termed “intellectualist”—is the Cartesian way, inspired by Descartes’ first two Meditations on First Philosophy. However, since 1906–1907 Husserl gradually but explicitly distances himself from Cartesianism, for his reduction is not undertaken in the service of building a new science according to a mathematical paradigm, as is the case with Descartes. Transcendental reduction is neither a doubt, nor a thesis, nor a judgment (Hua XXIV, 214; Hua III/1, 64 [59]). It only “seeks to ‘elucidate,’ it does not seek to ‘deduce’ nor lead towards laws as explicative foundations, but simply tries to understand what lies in the sense of knowledge and its objectivity” (Hua XXIV, 190, italics mine). An additional departure from Descartes takes place around 1910–1911 (Hua XIII, 159–183 [53–78] when Husserl becomes aware that the immanence attained by the reduction has the form of an unlimited temporal flux that stretches beyond the actual and immediately given intentional experiences, thereby embracing their absent past and future components, which are potentially implied and synthesized with the actual components. Husserl accordingly remarks that if the realm of the “given” is reduced to the purely actual, present, and adequate experiences, we have “nothing whatsoever” (Hua XIII, 160 [54]).
Husserl clearly formulated his misgivings regarding the Cartesian way around 1923–1924, anticipating many of the later critiques addressed to the transcendental reduction by his followers. Indeed, he acknowledges that the Cartesian way gives the false impression that phenomenology is not able to recover the objective world after the reduction declares its hypothetical annihilation, whereby only transcendental subjectivity remains as a sort of residual portion of the world (Hua VIII, 432–433, passim). The fictional hypothesis of world-annihilation can only make sense within the phenomenological attitude as a mode of understanding how our belief in the world is forged. He also adds that it gives the false impression of leading to solipsism, for it does not describe how the world in its totality is in fact the correlate of intersubjective experiences. In spite of that, the title of his 1929 “Paris Lectures” and his 1931 Cartesian Meditations could lead one to believe that Husserl was still using the Cartesian way, reinforcing Heidegger’s reading of Ideas I.

Husserl is certainly indebted to Descartes for two inspiring ideas: 1) the exemplary nature of the subjective turn, and 2) the idea of reforming philosophy as a universal and autonomous science based on ultimate foundations. However, he never simply retrieves the Cartesian way, for the aim of his reduction is not to annihilate the world, but to clarify its sense. He also radically distinguishes between the psychological ego (a worldly residue) and the transcendental ego. Furthermore, the ideal of a universal science of ultimate foundations also stems from the Greek tradition, and it is not modelled after an existing science such as mathematics. The intentional and temporal implications of transcendental experience prevent any phenomenologist from attempting an immediate or adequate approach to the transcendental realm. Finally, Descartes did not even imagine the need for a “transcendental critique of experience” that would justify the extension of the limited and apodictic validity of certain indubitable experiences to the open-ended totality of transcendental experiences.
 

In sum, the transcendental notion of foundation is alien to the mathematical type of rational inference that places the ego—immediately grasped in an intuitus mentis—as the axiomatic premise of mediate deductions. Thus Husserl’s strategy carries out “a fundamentally essential deviation from the Cartesian course” (see Hua I, 68–70 [29–31], especially 69 [31]). Rather than employing what is traditionally understood as the “Cartesian way” (which evokes the vices of dualism, scepticism, and solipsism), these later texts use an alternative strategy—also inspired by Descartes’ first two meditations—that is guided in general by the idea of a universal, ultimately founded science, and characterized by employing a radical self-meditation. Such characterizations are formulated by Eugen Fink in 1932 with Husserl’s approval (Fink (1988), Hua Dok II/2, see 10–63, 134–192, passim). 
6
Transcendental Reduction as Ethical Renewal
Although I have highlighted the ethical dimension of Husserl’s idea of philosophy as transcendental phenomenology, the ethical character of transcendental reduction is not yet justified, and to do that we have to go beyond Husserl’s initial intentions and expressions. In the first of his 1922 London Lectures, he wishes “to characterize this turn towards subjectivity as an ethical-cognitive one, although it was not introduced by Descartes as authentically ethical. Precisely what is lost with him is the specifically ethical side of Plato’s philosophical ethos: in Descartes, theoretical philosophy becomes sufficient unto itself.” However, “(…) the Cartesian notion of the philosopher preserves the radicalism that belongs to the essence of ethical consciousness, and has a form that I wish to value, one that truly admits of being interpreted ethically or founded ethically.”
 Descartes does indeed proclaim that every human being is summoned once in his or her lifetime to abandon a naïve mode of existence and decide, by means of a radical, autonomous, and responsible meditation, to take charge of his or her life. Thus even though Descartes does not thematize the connection between his epistemological project and an ethical renewal, his work opens the only way “whereby human beings can become truthful and ethical human beings” (Hua XXXV, 58), resolving themselves for a new way of life, absolutely justified and expressed by an ethical-cognitive regulative idea. For Husserl, a consequence of that decision is the Cartesian demand to overthrow (Umsturz) all former unfounded and unjustified convictions. Thus “what the beginning philosopher first requires are ‘meditationes de prima philosophia,’” which are to provide the entrance gate to philosophy (Hua XXXV, 60). Seen from the natural attitude, transcendental reduction seems to be a merely epistemological resource whereby we abandon our essential engagement with the world, leaving us in a sceptical solipsism. Paradoxically, however, it can only be fully understood once we have attained the transcendental attitude to which it gives access. Obviously an ethical reduction is also possible within the natural attitude, such as is expressed by the Socratic motto “know thyself” (gnôthi seauton). This takes place each time we resolve not to live passively, being carried away by pre-given validities or blind instincts. Thus even within the natural attitude one can abandon the passivity whereby one lets oneself go and blindly follow one’s inclinations, and one can strive to ascend towards activity, towards a critical and evaluative life whereby one is able to choose consciously (see Ms. F I 24, 70b). Yet it is only thanks to the ethical dimension of transcendental reduction that one is able to perceive the continuity between ethical life within the natural attitude and the self-responsible awareness brought about by transcendental life. The possibility and actuality of ethical responsibility in the natural attitude is neither denied nor diminished; it simply does not have the same sense, nor it is interchangeable with the ethical responsibility pertaining to transcendental life, in the sense that, in Husserl’s view, the latter is comparable to a total existential transformation, similar to a religious “conversion” (Hua VI, 140 [137]).
Indeed, it is only thanks to transcendental reduction, which may be understood as a resolution to adopt an authentic life in this radical sense, that the subject—and this includes the subject who lives a good and responsible life in the natural attitude—first discovers that its life is transcendental, namely, sense-constitutive. Transcendental reduction unveils this sense-constitutive activity and enables the subject to take responsibility for it. In this precise sense, it differs from any worldly responsibility, bearing “within itself the significance of the greatest existential transformation which is assigned as a task to [humankind] as such” (Hua VI, 140 [137]). The metaphor of the opposition between the “life of surface” and the “life of depth” illustrates the contrast between the natural attitude and the transcendental attitude.
 Husserl implicitly refers in the Crisis to Helmholtz’s well-known image of a cylinder projecting its shadow from two of its sides upon two plane surfaces: from one of the cylinder’s sides the projected shadow will appear as a rectangle; from its bottom, the projected shadow will appear as a circle. None of the cylinder’s surface projections represents its true nature. Thus only the “life of depth” promises to unveil the primary sources of meaning, “the realm, never before entered, of the ‘mothers of knowledge,’” according to a myth of Goethe’s Faust.
 Transcendental reduction is therefore more than a mere methodological tool to gain access to a new region of experience; it also involves the decision to become conscious of our own universal productivity in our relation to the world’s horizon, namely, it is an invitation to “know what we’re doing,”
 a somewhat violent summons to authenticity calling us to assume, in an act of bravery, the “risk” of “dying” (meletê thanatou) to the natural life of constituted objectivities or graspable certainties, in order to be “born” to the difficult commitment to the ethical ideal of absolute self-responsibility.

Two problems still remain to be mentioned. The first concerns the practical nature of the reduction. Reduction introduces us into the phenomenological attitude as the attitude of an impartial spectator who merely “describes,” but does not “constitute,” transcendental life itself. Instead, a sense-constitutive, active, and transcendental life is a fundamentally practical one. Thus Husserl understands, for example, that the sciences’ theoretical activity is a theoretical praxis; this is one of the meanings of “constitution.” An impartial spectator, on the contrary, would only contemplate and describe such constitutive activity. Therefore we must distinguish between the voluntary resolution to perform the transcendental reduction in order to reflectively adopt the phenomenological attitude, and the transcendental phenomenological attitude itself that performs the description.
 In other words, after the transcendental reduction, the phenomenologist (namely, the divided or split transcendental subject) recognizes and describes the essentially practical character of his or her own life. However, Husserl believes that although the phenomenologist can freely change attitudes at will, returning to his or her daily chores and interests in the natural attitude (as a family member, etc.), once someone has accomplished the transcendental reduction, he or she will never remain the same: the epochê in question is entirely different from, for example, that of the mathematician who returns home after having worked at the office in the “mathematical attitude,” or from that of a cobbler who returns to home and family after working with customers’ shoes in the shop (Hua VI, 140 [137]). If the transcendental reduction is paramount to an “existential conversion,” the phenomenologist’s daily theoretical, practical, or evaluative “position-takings” (in the natural attitude) will have a deeper sense of self-awareness and self-responsibility. I believe this is the sense in which Husserl speaks of phenomenologists as “functionaries of humanity.”

The second problem concerns the pertinence of qualifying the act of reduction as “morally good,” especially inasmuch as it is able to reveal the radical self-responsibility involved in transcendental correlation only after it has been accomplished. Once again the “motivation of the beginning philosopher” comes to the fore. As Husserl points out at the beginning of the Cartesian Meditations, once all existing knowledge has been overthrown, there still remains the “ideal of an apodictic life”—at least as a general and guiding final goal. “The reduction is thus an act of fidelity to the real possibility of the ideal” (Hart 1992, 34). And if it is excessive to qualify transcendental reduction as a morally good act, the reduction does at least act as servant of the will by playing the responsible role of elucidating the cognitive, practical, or axiological constitution of sense. As Donn Welton formulates it in one of my favourite characterizations, the purpose of transcendental reduction “is not to dissolve the world but to break its fetishism (…) in order to gain its presence and to open its meaning” (Welton (1977), 54–55), while at the same time forestalling every naïve commitment to the world in order to interpret it under a new light. Thus although transcendental reduction is an act of solitary resolution that splits the ego into a subject that is naïvely interested, on the one hand, and an uninterested spectator on the other, it is only from the standpoint of the latter and its new “interest” that one can learn how this transcendental life is intersubjectively committed to the world. Indeed, this procedure is quite the reverse of Heidegger’s movement from inauthentic existence (the “towards-which” of the being-in-the-world-with-others) towards authentic existence (in the solitary, primordial monologue “for-the-sake-of-which,” “the very Being of Dasein”). Instead, Husserl proposes a seemingly solipsistic procedure that involves momentarily suspending the general thesis of the natural attitude (wherein communities are merely perceived as “the serious mutual exteriority of ego persons,” “in a pregiven world”) in order to discover our transcendental life as “intentionally related” to our “surrounding world” in an intentional intertwining with the lived experiences of others—both synchronically in the present and diachronically in a historical “being-in-another, being-with-another, being-for-another” throughout the generations
—or in other words, in “an inward being-for-one-another and mutual interpenetration” (Hua VI, 346 [298]).
Finally, I believe that the unveiling of the sense-constitutive life through the reduction may in principle foster political and intercultural tolerance, not only because the habit of displacing attitudes disposes us to displace or shift our own initially held sedimented standpoints towards different and alien ones, but also because it reveals the unilateral, incomplete, provisional, perspectival, and open-ended character of the subject’s encounter with the world and with others:

The Delphic motto, ‘Know thyself!’ has gained a new meaning. Positive science is a science lost in the world. I must lose the world by epochê, in order to regain it by a universal self-examination. ‘Noli foras ire,’ says Augustine, ‘in te redi, in interiore homine habitat veritas’.”
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� R. J. Rizo-Patron de Lerner is a Professor of Philosophy at the Pontifical Catholic University of Peru, Lima.


� See especially Taminiaux (1995). Yet his concern for the relationship between modern and contemporary German philosophy and classical Greek thought is traceable ever since Taminiaux (1967).


� Taminiaux (2004), 33; see also Heidegger (1972), 27 (henceforth SZ).


� “Der phänomenologische Begriff von Phänomen meint als das Sichzeigende das Sein des Seienden, seinen Sinn, seine Modifikationen und Derivate” (SZ, 34–39; here 35).


� Taminiaux (2004), 43–44; Taminiaux is referring to SZ, §§16, 18, and 31.


� This expression—the “conventional comprehension” of Husserl’s thought—was introduced by San Martín (2015), especially 31 ff., inspired by Welton (2000), who introduced the contrast between the “established interpretations” and the “new Husserl.” These views were later developed by the contributors in Welton (2003).


� Volumes from Husserliana—Edmund Husserl Gesammelte Werke, Husserliana Dokumente, and Husserliana Materialien—are cited as Hua, Hua Dok, and Hua Mat, respectively, with Roman volume numbers and Arabic page numbers, followed parenthetically by the page number of the translation, where available. Full information for individual works is included in the References, listed by volume number in the series concerned.


� I have started drafting this attempt myself in several recent papers: Lerner (2015b), (2015c), (2016).


� For example, Heidegger minutely criticizes Husserl’s Ideas I  (Hua III/1) in his 1923/24 and summer 1925 lectures (Heidegger (1994) and (1979), respectively).


� Indeed, he seems to have read only the Logical Investigations (Hua XVIII, XIX/1, XIX/2), Ideas I (Hua III/1), and—according to his own testimony—some manuscripts, among them those posthumously published as Ideas II (Hua IV) and, during the 1920s, the 1904/05 lectures on time-consciousness (Hua X), which he published in 1928.


� This he clearly states in a 1923 letter to Karl Löwith that Hopkins (2001), 127 transcribes: “Looking back from this vantage point to the Logical Investigations, I am now convinced that Husserl was never a philosopher, not even for one second in his life. He becomes ever more ludicrous.” Also cited by San Martín (2015), 33. 


� See Zirión (2013), 6, 9. In contrast to the careful and excessively literal translation of Being and Time, and to the years Gaos dedicated to this work (he had finished it by 1947, but continued to work on it until its publication in 1951), the Gaos translation of Ideas I proved to be inaccurate and hastily done (Zirión 2013, 8, n. 8, 9).


� Orringer (2001), 149, cited by San Martín (2015), 64. In the abstract that heads this paper, Orringer asserts that “the influence of Georg Misch, disciple of Dilthey, explains since 1932 Ortega’s views on Husserl’s epoché and Heidegger’s analytics of Dasein” (see http://dialnet.unirioja.es/servlet/articulo?codigo=620844).


� See San Martín (2015), 35: “Ortega (…) insists that (…) the text published by Husserl is in truth not his, but belongs to his disciple Fink, as can be deduced by the language and proposals.” San Martín quotes Ortega’s text “Notes on Thought: Its Theurgy and Demiurgy” initially published in 1942 in Argentina (Ortega (2006), 3–29), where his Husserl critique—previously known in his classes since 1929—appeared in print for the first time.


� “Philosophie gilt mir, der Idee nach, als die universale und im radikalen Sinne ‘strenge’ Wissenschaft” (Hua V, 139 [406]).


� “Ich reduziere keineswegs die Philosophie auf Erkenntnistheorie und Vernunftkritik überhaupt, geschweige denn auf transzendentale Phänomenologie” (Hua Dok III/6, 205).


� See the letter to Dietrich Mahnke, 25.02.1917: “All das ist vorausgesetzt, damit wir die aktuell gegebene Welt der Erfahrung, des Geisteslebens, die Welt, die da wirklich ist und die in den Wissenschaften in naiv-natürlicher Weise erforscht wird, absolut auszuwerten <vermögen>, ihren Sinn zu bestimmen und die Linien zu finden, die zu den metaphysischen Ideen Gott, Freiheit, Unsterblichkeit usw. hinleiten. Also zu einer absoluten Interpretation der gegebenen Welt, die zwar gegeben, aber philosophisch unverstanden ist” (Hua Dok III/3, 410).


� Husserl discovers his “transcendental reduction” in 1905, and in 1908 he already describes his phenomenology in terms of a “transcendental idealism” (see Hua XXXVI). Simultaneously, in two texts from 1908 and 1909 strongly inspired by Leibniz, he begins to outline his “metaphysics” on monadological, teleological, and theological problems (see Hua XLII, Text Nr. 10 from 1908–1909 and Text Nr. 11 from 1908).


� See the letter to Dietrich Mahnke, 5.09.1917: “[…] beschränke ich mich jahrzehntelang auf reine Phänomenologie und auf die Ausbildung ihrer Methode, auf die Lösung ihrer echten Grundprobleme, statt mich vorwiegend den meinem Herzen soviel näher gehenden religionsphilosophischen und sonstigen Transzendenzproblemen zuzuwenden” (Hua Dok III/3, 418).


� See the letter to Hans Driesch, 18.07.1917 (Hua Dok III/6, 60).


� Respectively, Hua XLII, xix (“die die Grenzen phänomenologischer Deskription überschreiten”); lxviii.


� See Hua XXXIX, 480: “(…) man bedarf einer Rekonstruktion von solchem (aber eine evident wesensmäßige), was nicht direkt erfahren und erfahrbar ist; und die originale Form der fraglichen Wesensstücke, der zu rekonstruierenden, ist natürlich die primordiale. Hier ist die große Frage die nach der Methode der indirekten Konstruktion, aber doch Rekonstruktion eines Reiches unerfahrbarer Konstitution.”


� According to Ullrich Melle, Husserl already registered the parallel tasks assigned to the different branches of a critique of reason in his 1902–1907 lectures (Ms. F I 26), partially reproduced in Hua XXIV, Hua Mat III, and Hua Mat V, as well as in a letter to W. Hocking from Oct. 11, 1903 (see Hua XXVIII, xxi–xxii). 


� See the 1906 notes in Husserl’s personal diary (Husserl 1956, reprinted in Hua XXIV, 442–449), as well as other documents of that time; see also Hua VIII, 23, 26. This conviction is already documented in 1902.


� “Here, on the other hand, all of those egological functions do not lie alongside one another, but interpenetrate each other” (Hua VIII, 193).


� Hua VIII, 25, 194. “Herewith universality emerges, whereby the reign of knowledge includes every sort of activity that originates in a sentient and willing subjectivity; admittedly a correlative similar involvement also <emerges here>, whereby the evaluative disposition (wertende Gemüt) and the striving will and action embrace the totality of subjectivity and all of its intentional functions” (Hua VIII, 193–194, italics mine; see also 23–25). If there were still to be any doubt, these lectures on First Philosophy stem from 1923–24, thus before the publication of Being and Time whereby Husserl first becomes acquainted with his former assistant’s real work.


� See Ms. A V 22, 19; see also Hart 1992, 21. We thank Ullrich Melle for allowing us to quote from this and the manuscripts referred to in the following for a preliminary version of this paper published in Lerner (2015a), 87–106.


� See, for example, Hua VIII, 197–198; Hua V, 138–140 (405–407); Hua IX, 299–301 (177–179); and Hua VI, 16, 273–276 (17–18, 338–341).


� Hua XXV, 8–15 (79–89). It should be remarked that in Husserl’s view, epistemological scepticism offers no real danger for science, for scientists pay no attention to it and simply continue in their endeavours. On the contrary, however, “concerning ethics, this doubt is more serious” (Hua XXIV, 216).


� In a 1906 manuscript in which he refers to Descartes, Husserl already includes the intentional object (see Ms. B II I, 47a, entitled Die Phänomenologie und Kritik der Vernunft. Phänomenologische Kritik der Vernunft). Nevertheless, he does not use the term “transcendental” in a proper phenomenological sense until 1908.


� See, respectively, Hua IX, 284 (165); Hua XXIV, 387; Hua XXV, 78–79; Hua III/1, §§71–75; Hua II, 49 (39); Hua III/1, §§76–86.


� Hua I, 177–178 (151–152). The naïveté in question concerns the notion of “absolute givenness” (introduced in 1907 in his five lectures on the Idea of Phenomenology, Hua II) that, as mentioned before, he identified as a problem in his 1910/11 lectures on the “Basic Problems of Phenomenology” (see Hua XIII, 160–169 [54–63])—namely, the fact that consciousness and self-consciousness are both temporal flows, so that “as soon as I want to seize what I have thus actually given as now, (…) it has already passed by. The Now has become a new Now, and what I wanted to find appears in it as gone by,” so that “the entire project of disengaging loses its meaning” (Hua XIII, 160 [54]). In my view, Husserl subsequently understands that the notion of “absolute self-givenness” must itself be interpreted and justified differently. In any case, Husserl recognizes the need for this “self-criticism” the moment that he actually starts working on his “first philosophy” (announced since the Introduction of Ideas I, 8 [22]), in Hua XXXV. The 1922 “London Lectures“ (Londoner Vorträge 1922), entitled “Phenomenological Method and Phenomenological Philosophy,” were originally published by Berndt Goossens as Husserl 1999; however, I will quote passages from those lectures as retrieved in Hua XXXV.


� Hua XXXV, 314–315; to put it another way, “a specific form of human life is included, as it were, in the sense of an absolute ethical requirement, [belonging to it] as an original regulative model” (Hua XXXV, 58).


� Here what is at stake is an opposition between surface (superficiality) and depth, rather than the Heideggerian opposition between authentic and inauthentic existence. 


� Hua VI, 156 (153); see also Goethe, Faust, “Finstere Galerie”, Part II, Scene 4, Act 1, 6216.


� “To know what we’re doing” is Hannah Arendt’s renowned expression.


� “As is the case with all undertakings which are new in principle, for which not even an analogy can serve as guide, this beginning takes place with a certain unavoidable naïveté. In the beginning is the deed” (Hua VI, 158 [156]); once again Husserl is referring to Goethe’s Faust, Part I, 1237.


� “All souls make up a single unity of intentionality with the reciprocal implication of the life-fluxes of the individual subjects (…); what is a mutual externality from the point of view of naïve positivity or objectivity is, when seen from the inside, an intentional mutual internality” (Hua VI, 260 [257]). Husserl deals with the problem of historicity (Geschichtlichkeit, Historizität) throughout the Crisis in relation to “generativity” (Hua VI, especially in §6, Abhandlungen II and III, Beilagen 3, 5, 13, 23, 24, 26, 27) and in manifold earlier unpublished manuscripts and courses. 


� Hua I, 183 (157): “Do not wish to go out; go back into yourself. Truth dwells in the inner [human being].” 
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