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SYNOPSIS

An exposition is aiven of Husserl's phecnomenology. Particular

attention is drawn to the eplistomclogical and ontological aspects of

this approach and te “he mcthod by which Husserl secks to &chisve

indubitable knowledqge. It is in this contoxt that we elucid;te our crucial

cancepts of horizon and the relationship betuween meaning and significancs.
There follows a consideration of the major objections against

phenomenoloqgy, most of which are scen to be refutcble. In this context

we criticise the adequocy of Uittconstein's objections to essentialism

and, implicitly, phenomenclogy and demonstrstc how Litfcenstein has to

introduce essentialist concepts into his ouwn philosophy.

From our point of view, the crucial objection against phenomenology

is that it is solipsistic. Ue conclude that this charge is justified in
the case of Husserl and that his concept of the lebensuelt is a
mystification of the common=-sense concept of culturc. However, uwe

leave open, at this stage, the possibility of this inzcdeqQuacy being a
consequence of Husserl's use of phenomenclogy rather than as endemic in

this approach.
There follows a critique of attempts within sociology to resoclve the

problem of intersubjective understanding. Those arc divided into the

nominalist tradition, represented by Uinch, Weber and Schutz, and the

recalist tradition excmplified by Simmel end Scheler.  Althougn the

realist tradition is shouwn to be superior, both are found to be inadequate.
This is because both fail to establish intersubjective understending and
tend to substitute ego-aggrandisement end effective solipsism.
Consequently, neither can aspprehend the experience of the distinctivcness

of other subjects or our experience of ourselves as both individual and

community. Particularly in thes nominalist tradition, this leads to the

fallacious perception of the other as totally passive. This discussilon



involves a critique of empathlic and analogic thoories of intersubjective

understanding,

Finally, we demonstrate thet the problam of intersubjective
understanding can be resolved through & revised phanomenolégy, an
essential rcalism, Our discussion pleces intersubjective Kknowledge
within the context of & critique of knowledge <5 such. Cenuine
intersubjective knowledge is shown to bc syrnonymous with the

primordial knowledge of universal rationality and therefore inter-

subjective consciousness is Transcendental consclousnass. Thus
intersubjectivity is seen to be prior to subjectivity. Je counteract
the view that knowledge, including knowledge of others, is tihe product
of a uniquely active consciousness by arguing a reciprocal orilentation
between consciousness and object which is fulfilled in experiznce.

The establishment of the inter-relationship between inter-
subjectivity and subjectivity results in the "Person" being identifled
as the object of sociological enquiry. Cur ides of the priority of
sociological Kknowledge is explained and justified. THe critical
possibilities of pﬂenomenological socioloqgy are clarified. Finally
we define ths role of essence in sociol;gy, contrasting it with the
ldeal type, showing essence to be both the origin and conclusion of

enquiry and the means of conveying our knowledge to others,
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INTRODUCTION

The central concern of this thesis is with the possibility of

reliable intersubjective understanding. That is, a consideration of
the problem of whether such understanding is insvitably limited to
self-projection or whether there is any sense in which we can achieve
understanding of others in themselves.

Although this problem is critical for sociology, particularly
Verstehende or interpretive socciology, we intend to show in chapters 4,

5 and 6 that it has not been resolved satisfactorily within sociology.

It is our contention that we must turn to philosophy in order to
answer this problem. This is, partly, bscause the problem has been more
extensively considered in philosophy than sociology but also, principally,
because this problem is part of the wider question of ths epistemological
status of knowledge as such and this typically been discussed within

philosophy. This is not a particularly radical departure because all
sociological enguiry involves assumptions concerning the possibilities
and status of our knowledge of others. We are simply seeking to make
explieit what has previously been largely implicit,in sociological

discourse, by reference to philosophy, and in doing so we intend to

offer a rational solution to a problem which has tended to be only naively,

and indirsctly considered.

We make no apologies for this philosophical conslderation of a
sociological problem .  All knowledge is one, and it would be a grave
error to reify convenient or professional demarcatlons betueen different
spheres of knowledge to the level of necesSary and inviolable distinctions.

The problem of intersubjective understanding belongs to both philosophy

and sociology. Thus, sociological problems are not 1gnored, but in our

view, are clarified and made amenable %o resolution by being considered

within the framseswork of philosophical, as well as sociological, discourse.



(ii)

Differences in terminology or the respective quality of the debates

should not blind us to the fact that the problem is the same for both
traditions and that the proferred solutions are comparable, involving

commitment to epistemological and ontologicsl positions.,

The philosophical tradition through which we @eek a sclution to the
problem of intersubjective understanding is phenomenology. The reasons
for this are partly bioqgraphical, The author, @ sociologist by training,
set out to do a conventional piesce of research in the sociology of
religion bringing to bear the traditional apparatus of such research,

questionnaires, interviews, sample surveys stc. I realised that such
techniques do not guarantee the adequacy of our understanding of others,
that they are based on naive assumptions concerning the unproblematic

nature of such understanding and that the air of intellectual respsctability
and rigour associated with these techniques prevents a thorough
investigation of the problem of intersubjective understanding. My

slight familiarity with phenomenology at that time (1968-69)*-suggested

that it could offer a solution to this problem.

Our claim that this view is confirmed by the present work may seem
perverse in view of the persisting criticism that phenomenology is
incorrigibly solipsistic; that it cannot account for our experience of
other subjects, that it cannot validate our knowledge of other subjects
as ‘distinctive from knowledge of self etc. However, this weakness is not
limited to phenomenology for it is to be found in all philosophy.

Nevertheless we will show, in chapters 3 and 7, that, although this

charge can be sustained in relation to the major tradition of phenomenology,
it is possible to devise a phenomenological method which can establish

intersubjective knowledgse, without compromising the phenomenological goal

* This was just before phenomenology, in its Schutzien version, became
popular in sociology.
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of basing all knowledge on reliable, fundamental data, thus guaranteeing

the reliability and nature of our understanding of others in themsselves.
This revised phenomenology therefore promises the possibility of a
sociology which can, by using this method, apprehend others in themselves,
rather than our ouwn self-projections, and thus a sociology which can fully
apprehend our social being. At the same time, we will show that our re-
vised phenomenology is truly phenomenclogical in that it adheres fully

to phenomenology's, radical critical programme. Indeed, it will be

shown that revised phenomenoloqy avoids those naive assumptions which

have compromised the authenticity of current phenomenology and which

make it vulnerable to the charge of solipsism.

It is appropriate to begin our enquiry with an exposition of the
nature of phenomenology, and this will be done by reference to the ideas

of the founder of phenomenology, Edmund Husserl. His work forms the

focus of chapter 1.



CHAPTER ONE

A CONSIDERATION OF HUSSERL'S PROGRAMME FOR PHENOMENOLOGICAL PHILOSOPHY

In this chapter we intend to discuss the origin of Husserl's

nhenomenology, @s a means of attaining absolutely valid knowledge, in

his opposition to the theories of knowledge of relativistic scepticism
and naive realism, We will also clarify and comment upon the epistemoloqy
on which the phenomenological method is based. Finally, we will consider

the phenomenological method itself with a view to clarifying Husserl's

special terminology and expounding the logic behind the method.

Although this chapter is largely descriptive and has the principal
aim of conveying the nature and logic of phenomenology we will also,
when appropriate, criticise Husserl's procedure and present, in 8

preliminary fashion, our arguments concerning the problems which are

raised.

RELATIVISH

It is important to note that Husserl arrived at his conception of
phenomenology by reacting against his initial adherence to psychologistic
and relativistic conceptions of knowledge in that he saw these positions

as lesading to logical absurdities. In particular, that the acceptance

of relativism requires a further acceptance of absolute knowledge, the

possibility of which is denied in relativistic theories. That 1is,
relativism has to both affirm and deny the possibility of absolute, non-
relative knowledgs. This is so because, in order for relativistic
arguments to be accepted as binding on others, it is necessary for them
to be regarded as non-relativs. Thus, any relativism asserts the
necessary limitation of all knowledge except, and this is purely
arbitrary, itself. Therefore, any relativistic conception of
knowledge, in order to gqualify itself as knowledge, has to assert that

211 other knowledge is relative, but that the statement that all



knowledge is relative has the privileged position of absoluite validity

and is theréefore non-relative. Thus, statements which claim that all

knowledge is relative presuppose that the person making the statement
has achieved a totally reliable and non-relative perspective from which

the relativistic nature of all other knowledge is clearly and
necessarily revealed.
Equally, Husserl saw that relativistic ideas of knowledge resulted

in a thoroughgoing scepticism towards knowledge in general. Such

scepticism was ultimately self-defeating for it would lead to doubt
concerning the origin of the sceptical idesa.

From the point of visw of our concern with the relevance of

Husserlian phenomenology for sociology it is necessary that we take

account of his criticisms of relativism within the social sciences as

developed in his discussion of Dilthey's Weltenschauung philosophy.
Husserl sees this as being based on the idea of history as an sver-
changing stream of spirit within which there are no enduring entities,
thus all knowledge is seen as located within an inconstant flux. This
perception is, in DBilthey's view, reinforced by the existence of
competing philosophies and the great variety of historical forms, each
one having its own particular and unassailable truths. Thus, in
Dilthey's words, "the formation of a historical consclousness destroys

.ese a belief in the universal validity of any of the philosophies that

have undertaken to express in a compelling manner the coherence of the

(1),

world by an ensemble of concepts"

Husserl's response to cultural and historical relativism as

exemplified by Dilthey is not convincing 1n all its parts. The main

objection which he raises against it is, its tendency to relativism

and sceptical subjectivism but to simply assert as Husserl does the



unacceptable conseguences of a position does not mean that thse visuw

opposing that position, in this case the possibility of absolutely

valid knowledge, is correct. However, Husserl is correct in asserting
that the possibility of a validity in itself as an object for conscious-
ness is not denied by the non-realisation of such valildity in history

or culturs. Developing his critique, Husserl points to the contradiction
in historical relativism, which is common to all relativisms, that in

its own terms its statements are unreliable because, in time, they may

be rejected. Expanding upon this idea of the self-imposed inadequacies
of historical relativism, or historicism as he occasionally terms it,
Husserl criticises this approach for reaching conclusions concerning

the nature of validity which it cannot justify. This is because, in
judging the relative validity of an historical form, historicism must

use non-historical sources of knowledge and judgements, ie. philosophy and,
furthermore, a philosophy which has the ability to make judgements
concerning absolute validity and uwhich must thersfore possess the idea of
an sbsplute validity. A purely factual approach cannot pronounce on

the relationship between the valid, grasped as a concept, and its historical
realisations. It cannot decide "whether or not thers sxists, to speak
Platonically, between (the valid and its historical realisations) the
relation batween the idea and the dim form in which it appears"(z).

Thus, in asserting the contingency of historical forms, in denying
absolute validity, historicism must assume that absolute validity can

be thought and can be realised in order for its statement that no

single historical form can be said to possess absolute validity to

make sense.

In generalising this argument we rsalise that if we can refute

claims to absolute validity we can do so only on the grounds that ue



know what the absolutely valid would leook like and that the object under

consideration does not fulfill these criteria. 1In similar fashion the
judgement that problems have bsen incorrectly posed presupposes prior
knowledge of the correct mode of asking guestions., This is so because
relativity, like incorrect procedure and error, is a neqative cateqory
and therefore in itself it is insubstantisal, Such catengories are
simply denials of certain states of affairs e.g. absolute validity,
correct procedure, truth, and are comprehensible only in so far as the
conditions whose presence they deny are understood, This is not to
state the illogical conclusion that because relativity can be argued,
absolute validity exists, but simply that the relativistic argument,
because relativity is a negative cateqory, presupposes the idea of
absolute validity and if absolute validity is thinkable then its

X
recognition within our experience is a real possibility .

Thus, Husserl advances two objections against relativism; the

necessary self-contradiction in relativistic statements, that is, the
fact that they have to assume the possibility of that which they deny,
and the necessary admissian, within the relativists argument, of the
possibility of absolute validity, Therefore, sven if the first
objection is overlooked, assertions that knowledge is relative can be
regarded only as contingent, not necessary, statements that so far the
idea of absolute validity has not been realised in our experience of this
sphere of knowledge. As Husserl points out, this tells us nothing

about the likelihood of the future realisation of absolute validity.

Husserl further rejects the claim that historicism is able to make

* The relationship to knowledge of negative categorise such as error,
can be summed up in the idea that in order to recognise a judgement as
fase it is necessary to have prior knowledge of the gqualities of a true

judgement, whereas in order to recognise a judgement as true it is not
necessary to know what an erroneous judgement would look like,



comparative judgements through an understanding of a particular form, by

grasping not only the form's sense but also its relative worth.
However, every senior science student at school knows as much, if not

more, about the universe than Newton, but he was great, they are not.

Situations such as this are taken by Husserl as evidence that the

principles of even relative esvaluation lie in the ideal sphere which is
presupposed by the historian and that the norms for such evaluations lie

within the ontology of each region, for the mathematical in mathematics,

for the artistic in art etc., and are not reducible to other ontologies

such as history or sociology.

Dilthey's response to Husserl, that the latter was, "A true Plato
who first of all fixes in concepts things that come and flow and then
supplements these fixed concepts with the concepts of "flowing"(3),
inadvertently reveals some of the weaknesses of the relativist's
position, The crucial term is "fixed", for the implication of Dilthey's
criticism is that things come and flow and should not be fixed 1in
concepts, yet it is true that "coming and flowing" is a concept with a
fixed, ie, definitive, meaning otherwise Dilthey would not be able to
use the expression in the expectancy of being understood. Thus, even
1f Dilthey's statement is an accurate assessment of Husserl's procedure
the latter can bse said to be only making apparent what is-implicit in
Dilthey's own acts of conceptualisation.

It should be noted that although Husserl formally rejected
historicism, his account of the history of philosophy and his

teleological justification of phenomenology in "Krisis"(d), with its

strong undertones of cultural relatiuism*} tends to follow the historicist's

Weltanschauunaoen approach. This is partly because, in "Krisis", Husserl

* This aspect of Husserl's work will be developed further below in the
discussion of his concept of the Lebensuwelt,



attempts to justify phenomenology on grounds of cultural relevance

rather than on pure logic as had been his previous proceduras. In

seeing the theoretical impulse, which motivates phenomenology's quest
for sbsolute data, as peculiar to the history of Uestern culture, Husserl
implies its irrelsvance to other cultures., It is possible that in an
attempt to retrieve phenomenology's claim to universal relevance, Husserl
identifies European culture as occupying a special place, almost a
leadership, in relation to other cultures, based on the belief that non-
turopean cultures have a burning desire to Europeanise.

However, it is not enough, as Husserl recognised, to expose the
absurdities of relativism for it could be arqued that, dus to the
limitations of our knouwledge, relativism may be absurd but inevitable.

In order to demonstrate relativism's redundance as well as its absurdity,
it is necessary to show that non-ralativistic, ie. universally valid,

knowledge is possible., It is the desire to demonstrate the
accessibility of absolute knowledge which is the motivating force behind

the phenomenological programme,

Before this programme is described it is necessary to clarify
briefly why Husserl's later work shows a tendency to relativism, in
particular, cultural relativism, although this discussion will be

expanded below. Absolutely valid knowledge is knowledge which is

necessarily true for all cognitive subjects and thus such knowledge is

universally available. However, in order to establish the community of
cognitive subjects it is necessary to demonstrate the accessibility of

other consciousnesses. This is the problem of intersubjectivity which

Husserl unsuccessfully spent much time in attempting, to resolve. It

is noticeable that after his failure to provide an adequate account of

reliable intersubjective knowledge in the fifth Cartesian Meditation,



Husserl's work adopted a more idealistic, subjectivist approach, in
which emphasis was placed on the acts of the isolated consciousness.,
In order to avoid the solipsistic tendences of this approach, he developed

the idea of the Lebenswelt or life-world, which when cleared of the

surrounding verbiagse, is seen to be the idea of cultures. However

reference to culture cannot resolve the problem of our knowledge of other

consciousnesses for the idea of culture does not establish, but presupposes
intersubjective knouwledge. Thus, having failed to establish inter-
subjectivity and, as a consequence, falling back on a belief in a
common-world which is identified with culture, Husserl reveals tendencies
towards that same cultural relativism which he condemned in Dilthey and
others. It is indicative of Husserl's failure to reallse thes extent of
this weakness that he made his criticisms of Dilthey at the same time that
he developed his concept ﬁf the Lebenswelt, and it is clear that Husserl
did not realise the extent to which he had compromised his anti-relativism
in his work subsequent to the Cartesian Meditations. This argument will
be developed bslow, but the point we wish to emphasise here is the crucial
significance of Husserl's failure to establish intersubjectivity 1in

relation to the fulfilment of the phenomenclogical idesl of revealing

absolutely valid knowledge because such knowledgs, necessarily, has to be

valid for all subjects,

[HE PHENOMENOLOGICAL PROGRANME

An initial problem in any attempt to define phenomenology is that
there is no single definition of this philosophy which would be
acceptable without qualification to all those who consider themselves

nhenomenclogists., Even Spiegelberg's(s) contention that although

phenomenologists disagree over their results they are more or less in

harmony concerning their method is challenged by Edia(ﬁ). A comparison



of the idea of phenomenology as expressed by Husserl with phenomenology

understood by van der Leeuw as description of what is seen and

Heidegger's notion of hermeneutic phenomenology and Sartre's existential

phenomenology confirms Edie's opinion. The reason for this fluidity of

(7))

approach 1s expressed by Thevenaz,thus, "Husserl howsver, and phenomenology

itself, winds and gropes its way constantly retracing its steps, probing

the unseen ground before it, continually putting everything in question.

We can say that phenomenology paradoxically unites two qualifications
reputedly exclusive of one another, it is methodical and groping."
Similarly Spiegelberg(a) prefers to use the term "phenomenological
movement" rather than "school" because of this lack of consensus.

The problem of defining phenomenology is not capable of being
resolved by identifying the similarity in approach of those termed
phenomenologists for the name has been indiscriminately applied to some
who would probably not accept it and arbitrarily withheld from some who
would seem to be close to the movement(g). As a consequence no single

definition of phenomenology would be uncontroversial, but, if only 1in
terms of the status of its proposers, the statement issued jointly by

Husserl, Geiger, Pfdnder, Reinach and Scheler is as close as anything

available to a formal outline of the phenomenological ideal. The
crucial part of this statement reads, "(Phenomenology) is not a system
that the editors share. What unites them is the common conviction
that it is only by a return to the primary sources of direct intuition
and to insiqghts into essential structures derived from them that we shall

be able to put to use the great traditions of philosophy with their

concépts and problems“(lo). This is clearly a declaration of belief in

the primacy of direct intuition and the possibility of the grasp of essence

but there is a significant absence of an agreed statement concerning the



methods by which these goals are to be realised.

Thus, this "credo" of the early members of the phenomenological
movement and can be seen as the establishment of the phenomenological
tradition, Howsver, there are certain characteristics of phenomenology
as defined by Husserl which are not included in this statement; notably
that phenomenology intends a radical departure from the modes of thought
of commonmsense and its idealisations in the various empirical sciences,
as part of phenomenology's procedure of subjecting all ideas, opinions,
evaluations and judgements to radical questioning. This is opposed to
the uncritical perspective of common-sense, or the natural attitude as
it is often termed. The recognition of this aspect of phenomenclogy
reveals its dual function as both epistemoloqy, a theory of the
acqQuisition and status of knowledge adds methodology, @ programme of
analysis and procedurs, These aspects are united in the phenomenological
aim of utilising a method through which totally reliable knowledge can be
acQuired. Phenomenoloqgy's method of abandoning the natural attitude has
led to it being characterised as mystical, anti-scientific and as
introspective psychology. Although these criticisms will be considered

in due course it must be remembered that the aim of this phenomenoclogical

method is to change "our relation to the world, (to become) more

acutely aware of it"(ll) by adopting an attitude such that, "No opinion

is to be accepted as philosophical knowledge unless it isseen to be

adequately established by observation of what is seen to be itself given

'in person! "(12).

Even these aims of achieving an intuitlive grasp of self-given

*
phenomena as they are presented to or constituted by consciousness

* The relationship between consciousness and its objects expressed in

the idea of constitution is unclear in Husserl's work and will be
discussed below at greater length.
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through the radicsl elimination of all unreliable data contained in

everyday perception do not guarantee extensive common gqround among those

called phenomenologists, Thus Spiegelberg(lz), in addition to the

minimal definition above of Husserl et al, provides three further

definitions of the nature of phenomenology which increase in rigour and

exclusivensss. The first of these is acceptance of the minimal definition

including conscious adherence to the movement; secondly, the use of a

method which not only refers to intuition and essence but which also takes
note of the essential modes of appearance of phenomena 1n conscicusness,
The third, and most limited, position is the deliberate use of the

processes known as the reductions. Although the naturs of the reductions

will be clarified below, it is possible that those familiar with the ided
will be surprised at Spiegelberq's identification of them with the most

exclusive interpretation of Husserl, However it should be recognised that,

although the method of reduction is central to Husserl's phenomenology,

1ts use, and the implications of its use, have never bsen accepted by the

movement as a whole.

This discussion has indicated the divergence of ideas concerning
phenomenology and has introduced briefly some of the concepts associated
with this branch of philosophy. In order for the investigation to
proceed it is necessary to specify the idea of phenomenology which will
be the object of enquiry. This is phenomenology as understood by Husserl
and is, therefore, the most rigorous of Spiegelberg's definitions of
phenomenology. The analysis of the potential value of phenomenology

for sociology will be based upon Husserl's idea of phenomenclogy because

he is genserally recognised as the founder of the movement, although he
became increasingly isolated from his earlier colleaques and almost

certainly developed his later ideas in near isolation. As phenomenology

is, deliberately, foreign to our common-sense &hought it is necessary




- 1] -

to consider its origins and this requires consideration of Husserl's

work, as has been done in the consideration of Husserl's objections to

relativism. Finally, Husserl developed the implications of the

phenomenological method to a far greater extent than did any of his
disciples, therefore, in order to give the fullest consideration of

phenomenology's value for sociclogy it is necessary to consider the

fullest exposition of the method; this is to be found in Husserl's notion

of phenomenology.

ORIGINS OF PHENOMENOLOGY

It has been seen that Husserl's gquest for indubitable knowledge,

which he saw as fulfilled in the programme of phenomenology, sprang out

of his hostility to relativism and scepticism., This was something of

a8 conversion as Husserl's first major publication, "The Psychology of
Arithmetic", was a work of psychologistic relastivism, a mode of thought

which became Husserl's prime target in his phenomenclogical writings.

The cause of Husserl's change of attitude to relativism and the

possibilities of absolute knowledge was his recognition of the logical

absurdities of the relativistic position, and its destructive effects on

knowledge in general, which he saw as the cause of the "crisis of science",

the questioning of the relevance gnd possibility of science in the light

of relativity and quantum theory*(l). Later, Husserl saw the crisis of

science as merely symptomatic of a wider cultural crisis brought about by

the abandonment of the origins of Western culture which he located in the

theoretical attitude of classical Greece.

Initially the crisis of science meant for Husserl "the unclarified

* This introduces what is possibly one of three usages of the term science
in Husserl. The problems and confusions caused by this varying usage will

be discussed below, chapter 2.
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*
status of science and scientific knowledge"(lﬁ)’ (l), hence his

*
attempt to establish phenomenology as a rigorous sciencs (2) which would

provide ths foundatlion for particular scientific enquiry.

PHENOMENOLOGY AS FOUNDATION=-BUILDER

According to Husserl two factors were causing the crisis of science.

These were the tendency of science to become an unphilosophical study of

mere facts as a consequence of which it had lost its contéet with
meaning, and its adoption of naturalism which prevented it from coping

with problems of ultimate truth and validity. A similar view is

expressed by Whitehead "If science is not to degenerate into a medley

of ad hoc hypotheses, it must become philosophical and enter upon s
thorough criticism of its ouwn foundations“(l7). It was to this task

of providing science, and practical knowledge in general, with a

foundation of unquestionably relisble knowledge, the necessary, a

riori, truths, that Husserl devoted his life, taking pleesure 1in
calling himself a "true beginner". In his later work Husserl identified
another cause of this crisis which was the estrangement of science from
the everyday world of experience from which it derived its value andg

meaning. Hence, restoring science to its place within the everyday

world, showing its dependance on this world, would reveal the meaning of
science as a purposive activity, Husserl's attitude to science will

be discussed below in relation to the claim that his phenomenology is

anti-scientific. However in the present discussion of the relationship

between science and phenomenology as perceived by Husserl it is sufficient

*¥(1) The German term "Wissen" has a wider connotation than the English

"science", often referring to knowledge_in general. Thus it would be
justifiable to interpret Husserl as seeing the crisis, although acute

in the particular sciences, as present in all knouwledge, hence the case
of the translation of the crisis of science into a crisis of culture 1in

Hussoarl's later work.

*(2) The crisis of science was felt less keenly in Britain than in
Furope which may explain the persistence of positivism in the formere.
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to note Husserl's conviction that science was undergoing a crisis because

of the attacks of relativism and 508pticism and a loss of meaning which
its own naturalism and anti-philosophical attitude had produced.

Husserl concluded that it could be preserved against these assaults only
by being founded on reliable knowledge which was immune to sceptical
criticism; such knowledge would be provided by the radical method of

phenomenoloqy. Thus Husserl would clearly reject the "under-labourer"

conception of philosophy's relationship to science which is established

as a tenet of most positivist and empiricist philosophiss. It would

be reasonable to claim that Husserl would see the triumph of the "under-
labourer" concepticn, in which philosophy is reduced to a supporting

role for science, tidying up its concepts etc. as not representing o

recognition of the priority of reliable proof over more speculation,
but as a disaster for the possibilities of scientific enguiry. This is

because the qusstions considered by philosophy, the nature of truth, the
nature of that which we perceive, the adsquacy of our concepts, the

relationship between our ideas and the ohjedts to which they refer are an
inevitable part of any scientific enquiry. If reliable answers to these

questions are not sought, the consequence is that the scientific

procedure will base itself on naive and unreliable assumptions concerning

the status of its procedure which, once revealed, would undermine the

whole scientific programms. Thus scientific enquiry depends on a rigorous,

reliasble philosophy.

Thus, the aim of phenomenology is to provide a reliable basis for

knowledge. This is to be achieved by revealing the immanent nature of

phenomena in an eidetic intuition which, being ideal and a priori, 1s not

subject to the fluctuations and inherent 1nstability of perceptual

experiencee. Therefore, phenomenology seeks to reveal the meaning of
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phenomena and to establish the particular sciences as based on meaning.

Bochenski(le), in his discussion of phenomenology cites thres

functions of meaning; firstly, what an expression "manifests"; secondly,
what an expression "signifies" which can be either the sense or content

of the concept of what is denoted by the expression. Thus Husserl
distinguishes between the quality of the act of meaning, (conception,
doubt etc.) its matter or content and its object. The third function
of meaning refers to those acts which bestow and those which fulfill
meaning, the latter providing the act's intuitional fulfillment., The
epistemological function of these distinctions is to provide a reliable

alternative to the contradictions and relativity of naturalism and thus,

to permit a solution to the problem of the relationship between an act

of cognition, its meaning and its object., This is to be achieved by

sseking the essence of cognition in a critique of natural cognition for,
in Husserl's view, "Only with epistemological reflection do we arrive at

the distinction between the sciences of the natural sort and philosophy“(lg).

As will become clear Husserl intends by "epistemological reflection” not

a vague contemplation but a rigorous, methodical questioning of experience.

MEANING ~ SIGNIFICANCE
Husserl's analysis of acts of meaning into quality (noesis), object

(noema) and matter (hyle) is a description of the components of such acts.

There is slso a need to identify meaning as a quality sui generis and to

this end we make the distinction betwsen the meaning and the significance

of a phenomenon. The meaning of a phenomenon is its nature or essence.

This is immanent to the phenomencn, and is that,without which, the
nhenomenon would be gqualitatively different,  Therefore it is that which
is necessary in an adequate perception of the phenomenon by any subject.

The significance of the phenomenon is its value or practical utility for



an acting, purposive subject. Meaning is synonymous with quality or

gesssnce; significance is synonymous with value or wtility, The former
is a product of theoretical apprehension, the latter is located in the

practical activity of individuals. The 1mportance of this distinction

will be made apparent in our discussion of a solution to the problem of

solipsism in phenomenoloqy but at this stage it is important to note that

the actual or assumed azpprehension of the msaning of things precedes our

identification of these things' significance or utility. That is, the
idea of quality is necessarily presupposed in ideas of utility but not

vice versa,

It may be objected that this arqgument overlooks the Qquestion of why
we seek the meaning of a phenomenon, and that, in fact, we do so because
the phenomenon is seen to be significant; therefore the apprehension of
meaning is a consequence of significant acts. This objection is inadequate
because it fails to realise that in order for a phenomenon to be seen as
significant it must be already known. That is, its meaning must be

known to the subject prior to thes judgement that the phenomenon 1is

significant. Thus, the realisation that a phenomenon possesses certain

Qualities is implied as prior knowledge in any judgement concerping its
value, This is because the significance of an object is the application
of 1ts known qualities to practical activity.

The objection may be revised so that it is argued that although we
may beli eve that we perceive the nature of an object prior to judging
its significance that, in fact, our plans or significant projects shape

our perception of objects. Thus, if we had different plans, the objects

would seem to have correspondingly different qualities. That is, our

significant judgements shape or determine our perception of the supposed

nature of things and thus the idea that there is an objective quality in
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things is simply a fiction by which we seek to justify our acts of

evaluation as being right or proper. This argument fails because it
is not easy to see how it would account for the common-place phenomenon

of seeing objects as irrelevant, of knowing what they are and realising
that they are of no practical utility. If significance shapss meaning
then only that which is significant will be meaningfully apprehended but
in recognising a phenomenon to be insignificant we base this judgement

on our belief that we have grasped the meaning of the thing. This is not

to deny that our plens or projects may, in practise, determine our

perception of the quality of a phenomenon and, of course, such percsption
1s erroneous because the subject is in the position of bellieving that he
has grasped objective reality when in fact he has simply projected his
wishes onto the phenomenon. Nevertheless, it would be strange to

Like

arque that erroneous perception is the norm for all perception,

all such scepticisms, the objection contradicts itself because it 1is
based on the belief that the idea that we grasp the nature of phenomena

is wrong, but if this argument is to demand our assent then it must
contain the claim to have grasped the nature of our acts of judging the
nature of things. If the argument that the grasp of objective nature

is a fiction is accepted then the argument itself must be a fiction and

cannot demand our agreement.
The possibility of error in our judgements concerning the nature of

things was recognised by Husserl and he saw the natural attitude as belng

particularly prone to such errors due to its untheoretical and non-
radical nature as a consequence of which it could not recognise its

errors. Thus the fitst step in phenomenology is the abandonment of the

practical orientation of the natural attitude and the adoption of the

theoretical attitude. This latter is a constant assumption of, but
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cannot be quaranteed full clarity in, the natural attituds. The

sceptical argument, above, therefore simply points to the nesed of a
programme such as that intended by phenomenology, in order to prevent
practical interests distorting objective perception., Therefors, before
considering how phenomenology seeks to achieve perception of things-in-
thamselves*'it is necessary to clarify what is meant by the idea of thes
natural attitude and why it is an unsatisfactory basis for achieving

reliable knowledge,

THE NATURAL ATTITUDE

The natural attitude is the perspective of our common-sense under-

standing of phenomena. It is inadequate because it is naive, that is,
it is based on unexamined assumptions concerning the nature of phenomena
and the adequacy of our understanding of phenomena. To Question these
assumptions e.ge. to question whether we can know other minds rather than
simply projecting our attitudes onto the other's situation and merely
assume that this is how the other sees his situation, is to threaten

the stability of the natural attitude. This, in our view, is because
common-sense or the natural attitude is practical not theorsticalj it is
oriented to the goals and purposes of acting subjects and sees the
surrounding world in terms of its utility and not as objects suil generis.

Thus it tends to deny the distinctiveness of meaning in relation to

significance. The practical orientation of the natural attitude prevents
us from adopting that attitude of detechment from commitments to the
everyday interpretation and evaluation of experience which is necessary

if phenomena are to be perceived in themselves rather than naively

* Kant's argument that things~in-themselves are unknowable makes the

similar error in that it, contradictorily, assumes the knowledge of the
existence of things-in=-themselves in order to claim that such things
cannot be objects of knowledgs. If things=-in-themselves could not be

known then it would be impossible to make the distinction betuween them
and things~as-they=-appear.
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interpreted as correlates of our interests. This naive approech is

based on unquestioned assumptions of a theoretical nature which ars,
therefore, unexaminable within the practical orientation of the
natural attitude, Therefore, the natural attitude results in an

emptiness of content, vagueness and distance of acts of everyday

understanding, which prevents their being used to attain reliable, basic

knowledge. Vague perception, not the perception of vagueness, leads to

vague and uncertain grasp of phenomena and therefore it is the aim of

phenomenology as a method to bring the perceived phenomena to full

clarity, which is ths apprehension of the self-givenness of the phenomena.

This is clearly an act of reflection on experience but, as will be made
clear below,fthe rigorous reflection of phenomenology must be sharply
distinguished from those everyday acts of reflection which are carried
out within the assumptions of the natural attitude and which, therefore,
can only reproduce the vagueness of common-sense. Such everyday

reflection 1is, therefore, incapable of providing the ground of unquestion-

able knowledge, the lack of which makes the natural attitude vulnerable

to the self-destructive assaults of relativism and scepticism.*

NAIVE REALISM
This point is noted by Chapman(zo), who despite this, and although
claiming to be a phenomenologist, wishes to achieve reliable reflection

from within the natural attitude. Thus he supports the position of

naive realism. A consideration of the wsaknesses of Chapman's argument

will clarify why Husserl believes it necessary to abandon the natural

attitude, in order to apprehend phenomena, encountered in everyday life.

* From the point of view of our discussion, the significant weakness of

the natural attitude is its inability to establish the reliability of
our knowledge of others, thus, resulting 1n its practical solipsism
whereby others are seen as basically the same as self, re belou

chapters 4, 5 and 6.
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Chapman, as in much inferior phenomenological literature, sees
the unattended to or taken-for-granted world as the basic theme or problem
of the process of conscious constitution in which we apprehend phenomena

as objects of knowledge. It 1s noteworthy that Chapman admits to

having jettisoned that aspect of Husserl's work, transcendental conscious-
ness, through which it was intended to reveal the normally taken-for-
granted aspects of the world as problems. It must be admitted that a

phenomenan cannot be, at the same time, taken-for-granted and problematic.

Although our everyday reflection may recognise what is taken-for-
granted it can either accept such knowledge as it is*'or reject it as
unjustified without being able to justify confidence in the validity of
this act of rejection. Neither of these responses can provide a rational
pritique of taken-for-qranted knowledge of the world which would be
grounded in the perception of totally reliable knowledge because all their
presuppositions originate in the natural attitude which is based on taken-
for-granted assumptions. Chapman, unsurprisingly, ignores this puzzle
of how we can raise the taken~for-granted world as a problem without
Questioning taken-for-granted knowledgs., Rather he avoids this problem

by asserting a copy-theory of knowledge, that is, that the world is a

unity and is perceived as such by consciousness which contains all our
individual experiences in our one experience of the world. This idea is

open to all the usual objections to the copy theory of knowledge, in

particular that it fails to explain how error is possible or recognisable.
Chapman modifies his position by claiming that whereas a mirror merely

. copies or reflects images, consciousness apprehends the world but the

gpacific quality of conscious apprehension and its adequacy is not

clarified, Chapman contenting himself with the claim that if experience

* This principle as developed in sociology will be discussed in relation
to Schutz.




is genuine awareness then the common-sense world is ths real world.

This erqument is fallaclous because common-sense is not experience but
an interpretation of experience., Thus the confirming experience to which

Chapman refers is experience of the world of the natural attitude ie.

experience as interpreted by the assumptions of the natural attitude.

Thus the validity of the common-sense world is inevitably confirmed, but

the adequacy of such interpretation is not demonstrated by this approach

any more than an argument for the existence of God which contains as a

basic postulate the idea that God exists would be regard