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THE TRAIN OF THOUGHTS IN THE LECTURES <>

Natural thinking in science and everyday life is untroubled by
the difficulties concerning the possibility of cognitiom. Philosophi-
cal thinking is circumscribed by one’s position toward the
problems concerning the possibility of cognition. The perplexities
in which reflection about the possibility of a cognition that “gets
at” the things themselves becomes entangled: E
sure that cognition accords with things as they exist in them-
mm?mm _that it “gets at them”? What do things in themselves|
care about our ways of thinking and the logical rules governing
them? These are laws of how we think; they are psychological
laws — Biologism, psychological laws as laws of adaptation.

Absurdity: to begin with, when we think naturally about
cognition and fit it and its achievements into the natural ways
of thinking which pertains to the sciences we arrive at theories
that are appealing at first. But they end in contradiction or
absurdity — Inclination to open scepticism.

Even this attempt to look at these problems scientifically we
can call “theory of knowledge.” At any rate what emerges is the
idea of a theory of knowledge as a science which solves the above-
mentioned difficulties, gives us an ultimate, clear, therefore in-
herently consistent insight into the essence of cognition and the
_uom_m&;h% of its achievements. The critique of cognition in ﬁgm wm %

&

sense is the condition of the possibility of a metaphysics. {at
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The method of the critique of cognition is the phenomenological
method, phenomenology as the general doctrine of essences,
within which the science of the essence of cognition finds its place.

What sort of method is this? How can a science of cognition be A _
established if cognition in general, what cognizing means and i @
can accomplish, is msomﬁoﬂmau ‘What method can here reach ,_
the goal? !
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<4¢>A. The First Step in the Phenomenological Orien-
tation .
1) Right away we become dubious whether such a science is at
, all possible. If it questions all cognition, every cognition chosen as
a starting’point is asmmmgmm How then can it ever begin?
| This, however, is only a specious difficulty. In “being called

into @zmmmEM& cognition is neither disavowed nor regarded as in
every sense doubtful. The question is about some accomplish-

).Bmﬁm Epwéﬁm@,,mmjﬁmﬁwome:&mwmmm Emmom:_mmﬁ:m:owos
n_nmmtoa whether the difficulties pertain to all possible types of
cognition, At any rate, if the theory of knowledge is to concern it-
self with ﬂrmm possibility of cognition it must have cognitions of
the possibilities of cognition which, as such, are beyond question;;
indeed, cognitions in the fullest sense, cognitions about which
absolutely no doubt of their having reached their objects is
possible. If we are uncertain or unclear as to how it is possible
for cognitign to reach its object, and if we, are inclined to doubt
that such a thing is possible, we must, first of all, have before us
indubitable examples of cognitions or possible cognitions which
really reach, or would reach, their respective objects. At the out-
set we must not take anything as a cognition just because it
seems to be one; otherwise we would have no possible, or what
comes to gm same thing, no sensible objective.

Here the Cartesian method of doubt provides a starting point.
Without doubt there is cogitatio, there is, namely, the mental
process during the [subject’s] undergoing it and in a simple
reflection upon it. The seeing, direct grasping and having of the
cogitatio is already a cognition. The cogitationes are the first
absolute data.

2) gmﬁ follows naturally is our first question in the theory of
knowledge: What distinguishes the certainty in these examples
from the uncertainty in other instances of alleged cognition ? Why
is there in certain cases a tendency toward scepticism and toward
asking the momvﬂnﬂ question: How can cognition reach a being,
and why is there not this doubt and this difficulty in connection
with the cogitationes?

<5>  People answer at first — that is indeed the answer ready at
hand — in terms of the pair of concepts or words immanence and
transcendence. The “‘seeing” cognition of the cogitatio is immanent.

TE—
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The cognition belonging to the objective sciences, the natural
sciences and the sciences of culture (Geisteswissenschaften) and on
closer inspection also the mathematical sciences, is transcendent.
Involved in the objective sciences is the doubtfulness of tran-
scendence, the question: How can cognition reach beyond itself? §
How can it reach a being that is not to be found within the con- @
fines of consciousness? There is not this difficulty with Em
“seeing’’ cognition of the cogitatro.l
3) Next, one is inclined to interpret, as if this were obvious,
immanence as genuine immanence (reelle Immanenz) 2 and even
perhaps to interpret it psychologically, as immanence in something
veal (reale Immanenz): the object of cognition too, is within the
cognitive process as a real actuality, or in the [stream OQ ego-
consciousness of which the mental process is a part. Hrm,_»./gm
cognitive act can hit upon and find its object in the same [stream
of] consciousness and within the same real here and now, that is
what is taken for granted. The neophyte will say, at this point,
that the immanent is in me, the transcendent outside of me.

On a closer view, however, genuine immanence (reelle Imma-
nenz) differs from immanence in the sense of self-givenness as
constituted in evidence (Evidenz). The genuinely immanent (reell
Immanente) is taken as the indubitable just on account of the ||
fact that it presents nothing else, “points”” to nothing “‘outside” ,_
itself, for what is here intended is fully and adequately given in
itself. Any self-givenness other than that of the genuinely im-:
manent (reell Immanente) is not yet in view.

4) So for the moment no distinction is made. The first step |

toward clarity now is this: ﬁrm mmHEEw_% Ezmmbmb» _Q@N Imma-

nentes), or what would here mean the same, the adequately self- |

given, is vmwdn@. mﬁm.mﬂon I may make use of it. That which is

Al i il

transcendent (not ge .m;min&% udamsmns I may not use. Therefore,

1 Tr, note: we have rendered Husserl’s word schauen as ‘‘see,” the point of the

double quotes being that this use of *‘see’’ is broader than simply seeing with one’s
eyes.
2 Tr. note: reelle Immanenz has no straightforward translation. The distinction
Husserl has in mind is the immanence of universals (essences) vs.the (reellz) immanence
of mental occurrences and their confents, e.g., cogitationes, their contents; also, psycho-
logical oceurrences such as toothaches. Everything (reell) immanent is existentially
mind-dependent. Essences, on the other hand, are neither mental ocourrences nor
contents. They are intentionally inexistent objects of cognitive acts, specifically of
“seeings,” but they are not ingredients of such acts. Their immanence is simply their
givenness to ‘‘seeing.’’
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I must mnnogmm_mv a phenomenological reduction: I must exclude all

AT

that is transcendently posiled.

Why? [Because] if I am in the dark as to how cognition can

reach that s?ﬁr is transcendent, not given in itself but “intended
<6>as being outside,” [ no cognition or science of the transcendent
 can help to dispel the darkness. What I want is clarity. I want to

% gamamﬂmaa. the possibility of that reaching. But this, if we examine

¢ s SRR

| its sense, signifies: 1 want to come face to face with the essence

lavinar<— | of the possibility of that reaching. I want to make it given to me
in an act of 'seeing.” A “seeing” cannot be demonstrated. The
blind man who wishes to see cannot be made to see by means
of scientific: Eoomm Physical and physiological theories about
colors give no “seeing’’ (schauende) clarity about the meaning of
color as QEmm with eyesight have it. If, therefore, the critique of
cognition is a science, as it doubtless is in the light of these con-
siderations, a science which is to clarify all species and forms of
cognition, it can make no use of any science of the natural sort. It
cannot tie ;mmz to the conclusions that any natural science has
reached ww.@ﬁ what is. For it 9@% remain in question. As far as
the critique of cognition is concerned, all the sciences are only
phenomena of science. Every tie of that sort signifies a defective
uerdfaot; (foundation). This comes about only by way of a
mistaken but often seductive shifting between problems: between
explaining cognition as a fact of nature in psychological and
scientific terms and elucidating cognition in terms of its essential

W)

omﬁmgrsmm to mnnoﬁvrmw its ﬁmmw >no9d.§@€. if we are to

meaning oHn_ﬁrm question concerning these capabilities, we need
phenomenological reduction.

This means: everything transcendent (that which is not given
to me gmﬂmﬂm%v is to be assigned the index zero, i.e., its
existence, its validity is not to be assumed as such, except at most
as the phenomenon of a claim to validity. T am to treat all sciences
oEw. as ﬁwmﬁoﬂwmb@ hence not as systems of valid truths, not as
_ premiises, not even as hypotheses for me to reach truth with. This
; applies to the whole of psychology and the whole of natural
:science. Meanwhile, the proper meaning of our principle is in the

constant challenge to stay with the objects as they are in question
here in the critique of cognition and not to confuse the problems
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here with quite different ones. The elucidation of the ways in
which cognition is possible does not depend upon the ways of
objective science. | To bring knowledge to evident self-givenness <7>
and to seek to view the nature of its accomplishment does not
.mean to deduce, to make inductions, to calculate, etc. It is not
the 'same as eliciting, with reasons, novel things from things
already given or purportedly given.

B. The Second Level of the Phenomenological Orien-
tation

We now need a new stratum of considerations in order to achieve
a higher level of clarity about'the nature of phenomenological
research and its problems.

1) First, the Cartesian cogitatio already requires the pheno-
menological reduction. The psychological phenomenon in psycho-
logical apperception and objectification is not a truly absolute
datum. The truly absolute datum is the pure phenomenon, that
which is reduced. The mentally active ego, the object, man in
time, the thing among things, etc., are not absolute data; hence
man’s mental activity as his activity is no absolute datum either.
We abandon finally the standpoint of %menw&o@: even of descriptive!
psychology. And so what is also reduced is the question which§
initially drove us: no longer how can I, this man, contact in E%,
mental processes something existing in itself, perhaps out there,
beyond me ; but we now replace this hitherto ambiguous question,
unstable and complex, because of its transcendent burden, with
the pure basic guestion: How can the pure phenomenon of cog-
nition reach something which is not immanent to it? How can \
the absolute self-givenness of cognition reach something not |
self-given and how is this reaching to be understood ?

At the same time the concept of genuine immanence ?mm&mxw.w

1

Imimanenz) is reduced. It no longer signifies immanence in some-
thing real (reale Immanenz), the immanence in human conscious- :
ness and in the real (realen) psychic phenomenon.
2) Owom we have the “seen’’ phenomena, it seems that we
already have a phenomenology, a science of these phenomena.
But as soon as we begin there, we notice a certain constriction. | <>
The field of absolute phenomena — taken one at a time — does
not seem to be enough to fulfill our intentions. What good are



6 . THE IDEA OF PHENOMENOLOGY

single ‘‘seeings” to us, no matter how securely they bring our
cogitationes to self-givenness? At first it seerns beyond question
that on the basis of these “seeings’” we can undertake logical
operations, can compare, contrast, subsume under concepts,
predicate, although, as appears later, behind these operations
stand new objectivities, But even if what here seems beyond
question were taken for granted and considered no further, we
could not understand how we could here arrive at universally
valid findings of the sort we need.

But one ﬁrEm seems to help us along: eidetic abstraction. It
yields inspectable universals, species, essences, and so it seems to
provide the wm&mmEEm idea: for do we not seek “‘seeing’’ clarity

about the essence of cognition ? Cognition _um_ommm to Egm sphere of

cogttationes. Mooﬁ& gly, we must through “‘seeing” bring its
universal objects into ﬁuo consciousness of the universal. Thus it
becomes possible to have a doctrine about the essence of cognition.

We take this step in agreement with a tenet of Descartes’s
concerning clear and distinct perceptions. The “existence” of the
cogttatio is mcmwwﬁmmm by its absolute self-givenness, by its
givenness in pure evidence (Evidenz). Whenever we have pure
evidence (Evidenz), the pure viewing and grasping of something
objective &Hmnm_%. and in itself, we have the same guarantees, the
same certainties.

This step gave us a new objectivity as absolutely given, i.e.,
the objectivity of essences; and as( to begin ipﬁr.%rm logical acts
which find expression in assertions based upon what is intuited
remain unnoticed, so now we get the field of assertions about
essences, viz., of what is generally the case as given in pure
“seeing.” That is to say at first undifferentiated from the indi-
vidually given universal objects.

3) Yet do we now have everything; do we have the fully
delineated phenomenology and the clear self-evidence to put usin
the position of having what we need for the critique of cog-
nition? / And are we clear about the issues to be resolved?

No, the mﬁmﬁ we took leads us further. It makes clear to us in
the first place that genuine (reell) immanence (and the same is true
of transcendence) is but a special case of the broader concept of
immanence as such. No longer is it a commonplace and taken on
face value that the absolutely given and the gemuinely immanent

|, e P T e T Ty T T T e T T e

THE TRAIN OF THOUGHTS IN m..umm LECTURES __N _

are one and the same. For that which is universal is absolutely
e

_given but is not genuinely immanent. The act of cogmizing the

(

1

r
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1s something singular. At any given time, it is a moment
in the stream of consciousness. The universal itself, which is %ﬂoﬂ
in evidence (Evidenz) within the stream of consciousness is
nothing singular but just a universal, and in the genuine (reellen)
sense it is transcendent. |

Consequently, the idea of phenomenological reduction acquires a
more immediate and more profound determination and a clearer
meaning. It means not the exclusion of the genuinely transcen-
dent (perhaps even in some psychologico-empirical sense), but the
exclusion of the transcendent as such as something to be accepted.
as existent, i.e., everything that is not evident givenness in its
true sense, that is not absolutely given to pure “seeing.” But, of
course, everything of what we said remains. Inductive or deduc-
tive scientific conclusions or facets, etc., from hypotheses, facts,
axioms, remain excluded and are allowed only as “‘phenomena’’;
and the same with all reference to any ‘knowing” and “cog-
nition’’: inquiry must concern itself always with pure “‘seeing”
and, therefore, not with the genuinely immanent. It is inquiry
within the sphere of pure evidence, inquiry into essences. We also
said that its field is the a prior: within absolute self-givenness.

Thus the field is now characterized. It is a field of absolute™
cognitions, within which the ego and the world and God and the
mathematical manifolds and whatever else may be a scientifically
objective matter are held in abeyance, cognitions which are,
therefore, also not dependent on these matters, which are valid

=

in their own right, whether we are sceptics with regard to the umm

others or not. All that remains as it is. The root of the matter, J

r_mmumwum@ﬁwm,& _wwsmmv &&%&n&sxmo\%&a@m&x“m@wém: Q@m a@m&:ﬂ“
clarity of the mémx which | excludes oﬁﬁ% EmmEbmmE ro,g in a <{0>
“the absolutely “‘seeing” evidence which gets hold of
,wmmu UP To a certain extent in the discovery om;Mﬂ;.mmm%mmu
historical significance of the Cartesian method of doubt. But for
Descartes to discover and to abandon were the same. We do
nothing but clearly formulate and develop consistently what was
always implicit in this age-old project. We part company in this /|
connection with psychologistic interpretations of evidence in |
terms of mmmrﬂmm (
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C. The Third Level of the Phenomenological Orien-
tation:

Once more we need a new level of considerations, to give us
greater clarity about the meaning of phenomenology and to
develop further its problems.

How far does self-givenness reach? Is it contained in the
givenness of the cogifatio and in the ideations which grasp it in its
mmumamrﬁ%v Qur phenomenological sphere, the sphere of absolute
clarity, of immanence in the true sense, reaches no farther than
mom-m:wmdzmmw reaches.

We are once again led somewhat deeper, and in depths lie the
obscurities:and in the obscurities lie the problems.

Everything seemed at first simple and hardly requiring hard
work. The prejudice about immanence as genuine immanence, as
if the latter were what mattered, one may cast off, and yet one
remains at first wedded to genuine immanence, at least in a
certain mmnwo.w It seems, at first, that in “‘seeing’ essences we have
only to grasp in its generality the genuinely immanent in the
cogitationes; and to establish the connections rooted in essences.
This, too, seems an easy matter. We reflect; we look back at
our own acfs; we appraise their genuine contents, as they
are, only under phenomenological reduction. This appears to
be the sole difficulty. And now, of Ee, there is nothing

oo

further than to lift that which is ‘“‘seen’ into consciousness of
zanonmmﬁ%.
= The matter, however, becomes less cozy when we take a closer

<11>look at the data. First, the cogitationes, which | we regard as
simple data and in no way mysterious, hide all sorts of tran-
scendencies.

Tf we look closer and notice how in the mental process, say of
[perceiving] a sound, even after phenomenological reduction,
aﬁﬁm&waxnn,,a&& that which appears stand in contrast, and this in
the midst of pure givenness, hence in the midst of true immanence,
then we are taken aback. Perhaps the sound lasts. We have there
the patently given unity of the sound and its duration with its
temporal phases, the present and the past. On the other hand,
when we reflect, the phenomenon of enduring sound, itself a
temporal phenomenon, has its own now-phase and past phases.
And if one picks out a now-phase of the phenomenon there is not
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only the objective now of the sound itself, but the now of the
sound is but a point in the duration of a sound. il
Detailed analyses will be given in the course of our special
tasks. The above suggestion is enough to call attention to a new
point : that the bﬁoﬁoﬂﬁﬂoﬂ of sound perception, even as evident
and reduced, demands within the immanent a distinction dm-
tween appearance and that_which appears, We thus have two

et N

m.cmoES data, the givenness of the appearing and gm wﬁdﬁnmwm

T ———

ow;&ml .o Luioﬁ wnaﬁ_m o_u_ooxml sam_.ﬁ: ﬂzm HEEmbmﬁoo Hmso:nr.
part (Stiick) of the appearance, i.e., the cmwm phases of the
enduring sound are now still objective and yet they are not
genuinely contained in the present moment of the appearance.
Therefore, we also find in the case of the phenomenon of per-
ception what we found in the case of consciousness of universals,
namely, that it is a consciousness which constitutes something
self-given which is not contained within what is occurring [in the
world] and is not at all found as cogitatio.

At the lowest level of reflection, the naive level, at first it
seems as if evidence were a matter of simple “seeing,” a mental
inspection without a character of its own, always one and the
same and in itself undifferentiated: the “‘seeing” just “sees” the
things (Sachen), | the things are simply there and in the truly <12»
evident “seeing”’ they are there in consciousness, and ‘“‘seeing”’ is
simply to “‘see”” them. Or, to use our previous simile: a direct
grasping or taking or pointing to something that simply is and is
‘there. All difference is thus in the things that exist in themselves 7 )@

and have their differences ﬁrnodmvw %Qﬁm&éw J

And now how different the “seeing” of things shows itself to
be on closer analysis. Even if we retain under the heading of
attention the notion of an undifferentiated and in itself nof
further describable “‘seeing,” it is, nevertheless, apparent that it
Hmmb% makes no sense at all to talk mwoﬁ. things which are

“simply there”” and just need to be “seen.’ ’ On the contrary, this
“simply being there” comsists of certain mental processes of
specific and changing structure, such as perception, imagination,
memory, predication, etc., and in them the things are not con-
tained as in a hull or vessel. Instead, the things come to be
comstituted in these mental processes, although in reality they are
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not at all to be found in them. For “things to be given” is for
them to be exhsbited (represented) as so and so in such phenomena.
And this is not to say that the things once more exist in them-
selves and “send their representatives into consciousness.” This
sort of thing ombnoﬁ ‘occur to us within the sphere of wrmboupmuo-
logical reduction. Hzmﬁmmg the things are and are in ap-
pearance and in virtue of the appearance itself; though they are,
“er-aretaken as, E&Smnm__% separable from the appearance, they
are essentially inseparable from it insofar as the single ap-
pearance (the consciousness of the given) is not in question.
Thus this Emﬁ:&ocm correlation between the phenomenon of
cognition and the object of cognition reveals itself everywhere.
Now let us notice that the task of phenomenology, or rather the
area of its tasks and inquiries, is no such trivial things as merely
looking, merely opening one’s eyes. Already in the first and
simplest cases, in the lowest forms of cognition, the greatest
difficulties confront pure analysis and the inspection of essences.
It is easy to talk of correlation in general but it is very difficult

to clarify the way in which an object of cognition constitutes itself

e e

<13> in cognition. / And the task is just this: within the framework of

?

pure evidence Am._oima& or self-givenness fo trace all forms Q&
givenness and _all_correlations and to conduct an “elucida ory
analysis. Of course, to do this we need to take account not only of
single acts but also of their complexities, of the consistency or
inconsistency of their connections and of the intentions (Teleo-
logien) apparent in them. These connections are not conglo-
merations but distinctively connected and as it were congruent
unities, and unities of cognition, which, as unities of cognition
have also their unitary objective correlates. Thus they belong
themselves to the cognitive acts, their types are cognitive types,
their native pﬂoﬁﬁm are forms of thought and forms of intuition
(the word not here to be taken in its Kantian sense).

It now remains to tracs step by step the data in all their
modifications, those that are, properly speaking, data and those
that are not, the simple and the compounded ones, those that so
to say are constituted at once and those that essentially are built
up stepwise, those that are m_umoycﬁm;\ valid and those that in the
process of cognition acquire givenness and validity in an un-
limited progression.

.dﬁm& not repeat once more that in speaking about investigating

THE TRAIN OF THOUGHTS IN THI LECTURES

We finally arrive in this way at an understanding of how the
transcendent real object can be met (can be known in its nature)
in the cognitive act as that which one U:Bmawmmm!@ y it, and g5 st
how the sense of this meaning is filled out step by step in a e
developing cognitive context (if only it has the proper forms \Ml
which belong to the constitution of the object of experience). We
then understand how the object of experience is progressively
constituted, and how this manner of being constituted is pre-
scribed. We understand that such a stepwise constitution is
required by the very essence of the experienced object.

Along this path one approaches the methodological forms «
which determine all the sciences and are constitutive of all
scientifically given objects, and so also the elucidation of the
theory of science and with it implicitly the elucidation of all the
sciences; however, only implicitly, i.e., it is only once this @
enormous work of clucidation has been accomplished that the
critique of cognition will be fit to become | a critique of the <|4>
specialized sciences and thereby to evaluate them metaphysically.

These then are the problems of givenness, the problems of the
constitution of objects of all sorts within cognition. The phenomeno-
logy of cognition is the science of cognitive phenomena in two
senses. On the one hand it has to do with cognitions as ap-
pearances, presentations, acts of consciousness in which this or
that object is presented, is an object of consciousness, passively |
or actively. On the other hand, the phenomenology of cognition -
has to do with these objects as presenting themselves in this w =
manner. The word “‘phenomenon” is ambiguous in virtue of the
essential correlation between appearance and that which appears.
Pawdueror (phenomenon) in its proper sense means that which
appears, and yet it is by preference used for the appearing itself,
for the subjective phenomenon (if one may use this expression
which is apt to be misunderstood in the vulgar psychological
sense).

In reflection, the cogitatio, the appearing itself, becomes an

e

¢Tobject, and this encourages the rise of - m.Engq “Finally, we

the objects and modes of cognition, we always mean investigation
into essences, which, in the sphere of the absolutely given, ex-
hibits in a general way the ultimate meaning, the possibility, the
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essence of the objectivity of cognition and of the cognition of
objects;

It goes without saying that the general phenomenology of reason
has to solve also the parallel problems of the correlation between
ea?s.awwmnm the things valued, etc. If the word ‘‘phenomenology’’
were used so broadly as to cover the analysis of everything self-
given, the incoherent data would become coherent: analyzing
sense-given entities according to their various kinds, etc. — the
common element is then in the methodology of the analysis of
essences within the sphere of immediate evidence.

&

LECTURE 1 <153

[THE NATURAL ATTITUDE IN THINKING AND SCIENCE OF THE NATURAL SORT.

THE PHILOSOPHIC (REFLECTIVE) ATTITUDE IN THINKING., THE CONTRA-

DICTIONS OF REFLECTION ON COGNITION, WHEN ONE REFLECTS IN THE

NATURAL ATTITUDE, THE DUAL TASK OF TRUE CRITICISM OF COGNITION,

TRUE CRITICISM OF COGNITION AS PHENOMENOLOGY OF COGNITION. THE

NEW DIMENSION BELONGING TO PHILOSOPHY; ITS PECULIAR METHOD IN
CONTRAST TO SCIENCE.]

In earlier lectures I distinguished between science of the natural <17:
sort and philosophic science. The former originates from the na-
tural, the latter from the philosophic attitude of mind.

The natural attitude of mind is as yet unconcerned with the
critique of cognition. Whether in the act of intuiting or in the act
of thinking, in the natural mode of reflection we are turned to

the objects as they are given to us each time and as a matter of

course, even though they are given in different ways and in

et b e A

different modes of being, according to the source and level of

our cognition. In perception, for instance, a thing stands before
our eyes as a matter of course. It is there, among other things,
living or lifeless, animate or inanimate. It is, in short, within a

world of which part is perceived, as are the individual things

themselves, and of which part is contextually supplied by memo-

- ry from whence it spreads out into the indeterminate and the

. unknown.

Our judgments relate to this world. We make (sometimes
singular, sometimes universal) judgments about things, their
relations, their changes, about the conditions which functionally
determine their changes and about the laws of their variations.
We find an expression for what immediate experience presents. g 4
‘en line with our experiential motives we draw inferences from the
Tirectly experienced (perceived and remembered) to what is not
dxperienced. We generalize, and then apply again general know-
ledge to particular cases or deduce analytically new generali-
zations from general knowledge. Isolated cognitions do not
simply follow each other in the manner of mere succession. They
enter into logical relations with each other, they follow from
one another, they i‘cohere’’ with one another, they support
one another, thereby strengthening their logical power.



¥ On the other hand, they also clash and contradict one another.
/,.—,_po% do not agree with one another, they are falsified by assured
<18> cognition, [ and their claim to be cognition is discredited.
Perhaps the contradictions arise in the sphere that belongs to
laws governing the pure predicational form: we have equivocated,
we have inferred fallaciously, we have miscounted or mis-
computed. In these cases we restore formal consistency. We
resolve the equivocation and the like.

Or the contradictions disturb our expectation of connections
based on past experience: empirical evidence conflicts with
empirical evidence. Where do we look for help? We now weigh
, the reasons for different possible ways of deciding or providing
47 an mmw_mumﬁow. The weaker must give way to the stronger,
" and the stronger, in turn, are of value as long as they will stand
up, i.e., as long as they in turn do not have to come into a similar
logical conflict with new cognitional motives introduced by a
broader sphere of cognition.

Thus, natural knowledge makes strides. It progressively takes
mmemmeu of areality at first existing for us as a matter of course
and as moamﬁﬁsm to be investigated further as nmmm&w its extent
and content, lits elements, its relations and laws. Thus the
various sciences of the natural sort (natiirlichen Wissenschaften)
come into ,cmmw_m_mm& flourish, the natural sciences (Naturwissen-
schaften) as zﬁ sciences of physics and psychology, the sciences
of culture amamméammzmnwaumi and, on the other side, the
mathematical sciences, the sciences of numbers, classes, relations,
etc. ‘The latter sciences deal not with actual but rather with
ideal objects; they deal with what is valid per se, and for the rest
with what are from the first unquestionable possibilities.

In every step of natural cognition pertaining to the sciences of
the natural sort, difficulties arise and are resolved, ‘either by
pure logic or by appeal to facts, on the basis of motives or reasons
which lie in the things themselves and which, as it were, come
from things in the form of requirements that gm% themselves

“make on our ﬁﬁEmEm

Now let us contrast the natural §o§ ?w habit) of reflection

with the philosephical.
With the awakening of reflection about Em relation of cogni-

<19> tion to ;m object,. m.w_u\.mEm_

! 1 =
sanat LNy vy P e

ifficulties m.aww. | Cognition, ithe)

to

A

X mlirm unproblematic manner in which the object of cognition is S
1

i

__cmﬁ been touched upon in order to contrast the wm%owo_om%

- are the H:.oEmB of the possibility of cognition \\.wn B et

b
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mEum most taken for granted in natural HFFE@TEB%

merges as m _mystery. But I must be more exact. What is ng

:?w granted in natural thinking is the possibility of cognition.

i et = e Rt L E et

] nonmwmuz% ‘busy producing results, advancing from discovery @

to discovery in newer and newer branches of science, natural
ise the question of the H,owmncE\nM

thinking finds no occasion to

‘of cognition as such. To be sure, as with m<mu.ﬁ?=m. else in ﬁrm. .
world, nomﬂs&oa. too, will appear as a problem in a certain » {
manner, becoming an object of natural E<omﬂmmﬁou OOmEﬁo g,

is a fact in nature. It is the experience of a cognizin W:owwmﬁ_.n

s ey et et

being. It is a psychological fact. .As any psychological fact, it

can be described according to its kinds and internal connections,

and its genetic relations can be investigated. On the other hand nﬁwwe. as
R T T R NPT / o »}

ooms:uos is essentially namxﬂ&o& of what objectively vs; and it oot

is cognition through the meaning which is intrinsic to it; by

virtue of this meaning it is velated to what objectively is. Natural A

thinking is also already active in this relating. It investigates !

in their formal generality the a priori connections of meanings
and postulated meanings and the a priori principles which
belong to objectivity as such, there comes into being a pure
grammar and at higher stages a pure logic (a whole complex
of disciplines owing to its different possible delimitations), and
there arises once more a normative and practical logic in the
form of an art of thinking, and, especially, of scientific thinking.

So far, we are still in the realm of natural thinking.

moémﬁma the correlation between cognition as mental process,

£

B

its _.Hmmﬁ.mﬁ Aw& eutung) and what _objectively is, ‘which has

of oomESOH sir pure logic and odﬁo_omua is the source of the
deepest and most difficult problems. Taken collectiv vely, S_.mu‘ ol

. \
cr.j—“.’idt'lvc 7 e
- =

g o

e

ik,

Cognition in all of its manifestations is a wmu\&zn act; it is the k20>

e
e A e e e et A

nom.Eﬁon of a oo@EnEMxmnEmnﬁ he objects cogn ized stand

over “and against the cognition. But ‘how can we ?m nmwnmE &
the ooﬂmmﬁcumonnm between cognition and the object nomw:Nma.v

2

———/
e mert!

——— e

How can knowledge ﬁmsmnm:m itself and reach its obj mo% %

—pel

//
'._!cr«'

v
ven to natural thought to be cognized now becomes an enigma. MW

In perception the perceived ,Eunm is .cm:%ma to be directly &% |
V) potdie, i e o comontion A \:m

ot
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given. Before my perceiving eyes stands the thing. I see it, and

I grasp it. Yet the perceiving is simply a mental act of mine,

of the perceiving subject. Likewise, memory and expectation

16

are subjective processes; and so are all thought processes built
upon them and through which we come to posit that something
really is the case and to determine any #ruth about what is.
How do I, the cognizing subject, know if I can ever really know,

that there exist not only my own mental processes, these acts

' of cognizing, but also that which they apprehend? How can

W

Amﬁv

I ever know that there is anything at all which could be set
over against cognition as its object?

Shall I mm..% : only phenomena are truly given to the cognizing
subject, he never does and never can break out of the circle of
his own mental processes, so that in truth he could only say:
I exist, and all that is not-I is mere phenomenon dissolving into
phenomenal connections? Am I then to become a solipsist?
This is a hard requirement. Shall I, with Hume, reduce all
transcendent objectivity to fictions lending themselves to
psychological explanation but to no rational justification? But
this, too, is a hard requirement. Does not Hume’s psychology,
along with any psychology, transcend the sphere of immanence?
By working with such concepts as habit, human nature, sense-
organ, stimulus and the like, is it not working with transcendent
existences (and transcendent by its own avowal), while its aim
is to degrade to the status of fictions everything that transcends
actual “impressions” and “ideas” ?

_But what is the use of invoking the specter of contradictions -

when [ logic itself isin question and becomes problematic. Indeed,
the real meaming of logical lawfulness which natural thinking
would not dream of questioning, now becomes problematic and
dubious. Thoughts of a biological order intrude. We are reminded

- of the modern theory of evolution, according to which man has

evolved in the struggle for existence and by natural selection,
and with him his intellect too has evolved naturally and along
with his intellect all of its characteristic forms, particularly the
logical forms. Accordingly, is it not the case that the logical
forms and laws express the accidental peculiarity of the human
species, which could have been different and which will be differ-
ent in the course of future evolution? Cognition is, after all, only
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human cognition, bound up with human intellectual forms, and

unfit to reach the very nature of things, to reach the things in | Tr\
themselves.

But at once another piece of absurdity arises. Can the oom.ﬁ
nitions by which such a view operates and the possibilities which . %?&
it ponders make any sense themselves if the laws of logic are, Je
given over to such relativism? Does not the truth that there iy &
this and that possibility implicitly presuppose the absolut
validity of the principle of non-contradiction, according to which,

any given truth excludes its contradictory?

These examples should suffice. The possibility of cognition has
become enigmatic throughout. If we immerse ourselves in-the
sciences of the natural sort, we find everything clear and com-
prehensible, to the extent to which they have developed into
exact sciences. We are certain that we are in possession of ob-
jective truth, based upon reliable methods of reaching (objective)
reality. But whenever we reflect, we fall into errors and confu-
sions. We become entangled in patent difficulties and even self-
contradictions. We are in constant danger of becoming sceptics, ,
or still worse, we are in danger of falling into any one of a number |
of scepticisms all of which have, sad to say, one and the same n_
characteristic: absurdity.

The playground of these unclear and inconsistent theories as
well as the endless quarrels associated with them / is the theory <22>
of knowledge, and metaphysics which is bound up with it historical-
ly and in subject matter. The task of the theory of knowledge or

the critique of theoretical reason is, first of all, a critical one. It { ?g

must brand the well-nigh inevitable mistakes which ordinary %\

reflection makes about the relation of cognition, its meaning and
its object, thereby refuting the concealed as well as the un-
concealed sceptical theories concerning the essence of cognition
by demonstrating their absurdity,

Furthermore, the positive task of the theory of knowledge is to

solve the problems of the relations among cognition, its meaning

and its object by inquiring into the essence of cognition. Among |
these, there is the problem of explicating the essential meaning

of being a cognizable object or, what comes to the same thing,

of being an object at all: of the meaning which is prescribed (for

being an object at all) by the correlation a priori (ot essential |
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g correlation) bnpﬁ%gwﬁﬂﬁ.@hfﬁﬁmii%% ct of cognition,.
= ,w>=&.ﬂdm nﬁcam:u\ applies also to all basic forms of ,UmEmlwb

S e i e e R

* object which are predetermined v% the nature of oomn:uoﬂ (To the

o v lontological, the a - apophantic 1 as well as *ro ‘metaphysical forms.)
A Precisely by solving these problems the \H&moﬂuﬂo,msmm.wﬁmme
qualifies as the critique of cognition, more exactly, as the critique

. of natural cognation in all the sciences of a natural sort. It putsus,

- in other words, in a position to interpret in an accurate and
definitive way the teachings of these sciences about what exists.
For the confusions of the theory of knowledge into which we are
led by natural (pre-epistemological) reflection on the possibility

, of cognition Aon the possibility of cognition’s reaching its object)

Hﬁ involve not Hmmﬁ false views about the essence of cognition, but

| also mmm.oosﬁmm_nﬁoaﬁ and, therefore, fundamentally misleading
interpretations of the being that is cognized in the sciences of the
natural mo:.wmon one and the same science is interpreted in ma-
terialistic, spiritualistic, dualistic, psychomonistic, positivistic

' and many other ways, depending upon what interpretation is
' thought to be the necessary consequence of those pre-epistemo-
logical reflections. Only with epistemological reflection do we
<23> arrive at the distinction between | the sciences of a natural sort

and ww;ﬁumowr% Epistemological reflection first brings to light
%‘

that the sciences of a natural sort are not yet the ultimate

science of being. We need a science of being in the absolute sense.

_Smmmﬂﬁim \es This science, which we call metaphysics, grows out of a “‘critique”’

\|I|/m of natural oombn_on in the individual sciences. It is based on what

_ is learned in the general critique of cognition about the essence of

| cognition and what it is to be an object of cognition of one basic

type or other, i.e., in accordance with the different fundamental

correlations between cognizing and being an object of cognition.

If then we disregard any metaphysical purpose of the critique

of cognition and confine ourselves purely to the task of clarifying

the essence of cognition and of being an object of cognition, then this

| will be %w«aax@&@&c@ of cognition and of being an object of cog-

[ | nition and ﬁ: be the first and principal part of phenomenology
as a whole, -

wrmzoﬁ_mn&cmﬁ this denotes a science, a system of scientific

1 Tr, note: In Husserl the word “apo ik dgm:
phantic™ refers to predicative ju
the theory of such judgments. ¥ u it
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disciplines. But it also and above all denotes a method and an ),/
attitude of mind, the specifically %}&S&VESN a&.&:&« of mind, \ ﬁi
the specifically philosophical method. "
In contemporary philesophy, insofar as it claims to be a serious
science, it has become almost a commonplace that there can be uﬁ
only one method for achieving cognition in all the sciences as 7
well as in philosophy. This conviction accords wholly with the
great philosophical traditions of the seventeenth century, which
also thought that philosophy’s salvation lay wholly in its taking
as a model of method the exact sciences, and above all, mathe-
matics and mathematical natural science. This putting philoso-
phy methodologically on a par with the other sciences goes hand
in hand with treating them alike with respect to subject matter.
It is still the prevailing opinion that philosophy and, more
specifically, ontology and the general theory of knowledge not
only relate to all the other sciences, but also that they can be
grounded upon the conclusions of those other sciences: / in the <24>
same way in which sciences are built upon one another, and the
conclusions of one of them can serve as premises for the others. T
I am reminded of the favorite ploy of basing the theory of Wdoﬁ-
ledge on the psychology of cognition and biology. In our &m%. ,_
reactions against these fatal prejudices are multiplying. And m |
prejudices they are. .,
In the sphere of ordinary inquiry one science can readily build
upon another, and the one can serve the other as a model of
method even though to a limited extent determined by the nature =
of the areas of inquiry in question. But philosophy lies in a wholly 5
new dimension. It needs an entirely new ﬁomﬁhbﬁ&mu@l&:& and an \

entirely new method distinguishing it in principle from any
“natural” s wﬂmwoo This is why the logical procedures that give the
sciences of a natural sort unity have a unitary character in
principle in spite of the special methods which change from one
science to another: while the methodological procedures of
philosophy have by contrast and in principle a new unity. This is
also why pure philosophy, within the whole of the critique of
cognition and the “critical” disciplines generally, must disregard,
and must refrain from using, the intellectual achievements of
the sciences of a natural sort and of scientifically undisciplined |
natural wisdom and knowledge. s
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%, / .Ho msmnmmﬁo. this doctrine, the grounds for which will be
/ .m:&s in more detail in the sequel, is recommended by the follow-
ing considerations.
+ In the sceptical mood which critical reflection about cognition
necessarily ﬁnﬂmﬁm (I mean the reflection that comes first, the
vv one that comes before the scientific critique of cognition and
| which takes place on the natural level of thought) every science”
o%. the natural sort and every method characteristic of such a
% || science m@rm.mom,ﬂo count as something we properly possess. For
, cognition’s wa.n_.nmm its object has Voooﬂmlmamwmmmo and dubious
| oas E.H, as its meaning and possibility are concerned, and exact
il oowaﬁos becomes thereby no less enigmatic than mem.o,ﬁ
Amnv scientific knowledge no [ less than the pre-scientific. The possi-
v Y bility of cognition becomes questionable, more precisely, how :
can possibly reach an objectivity which, after all, is in itself
&&mﬁmﬁwn it H.m_,.H_Wmem this lies the following: What is in question |
is c.(&mﬁ cognition can accomplish, the meaning of its claim to |
validity and correctness, the meaning of the distinction between |

valid real Eﬁ merely apparent cognition; on the other hand, also
! the meaning of being an object which exists and exists as what it |

)

i is whether it is cognized or not and which as an object is an object |

of possible cognition, in principle cognizable, even if in fact it has

g \mever been and never will be cognized, but is in principle per-
£y ceptible, imaginable, determinable by predicates in a possible
* judgment, etc, A

: % ,.. “Eoéme”mﬂ :” is impossible to see how working with presupposi-

_ _ tions which are taken from natural cognition, no matter how
:.Smwnmu\ founded” they are in it, can help us to resolve the mis-

s givings which arise in the critique of cognition, to find the ans-
 wers to its wﬂoEmEm. If the meaning and value of natural cog-
ﬁ.&os as such together with all of its methodological presupposi-
m.,aonm and all of its exact foundations have become HuHoEmEm.ﬁn

R then this strikes at every proposition which ‘nwﬁg&.mmwﬁmm_cm !

. Presupposes in its starting-point and at every allegedly exact

L B Bmﬁoa of giving a foundation. Neither the most exact mathe- |
matics nor mathematical natural science has here the slightest |
mmﬂﬁ.ﬂmmm over any actual or alleged cognition through ordinary _,.
experience. It is then clear that there can be no such talk as that |
philosophy (which begins in the critique of cognition and which, -

it
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whatever else it is, is rooted in the critique of cognition) has to
model itself after the exact sciences methodologically (or even as
regards subject matter!), or that it has to adopt as a standard
their methodology, or that it is philosophy’s task to implement
and to complete the work done in the exact sciences according to
a single method, in principle the same for all the sciences. In
contradistinction to all natural cognition, philosophy lies, I
repeat, within a new dimension; and what corresponds to this new
dimension, even if, as the phrase suggests, it is essentially con-
nected with the old dimensions, is a new and radically new method
UL which [ is set over against the ‘natural” method. He who denies <26>
!" this has failed to understand entirely the whole of the level at
which the characteristic problem of the critique of cognition lies,
and with this he has failed to understand what philosophy
really wants to do and should do, and what gives it its own
character and authority vis-d-vis the whole of natural cognition

and science of the natural sort.
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LECTURE II

[THE BEGINNING GF THE CRITIQUE OF COGNITION; TREATING AS QUESTION-
ABLE EVERY (CLAIM TO) KNOWING. REACHING THE GROUND OF ABSOLUTE
{CERTAINTY IN PURSUANCE OF DESCARTES’S METHOD OF DOUBT. THE SPHERE
* OF THE THINGS Hmba ARE ABSOLUTELY GIVEN. REVIEW AND AMPLIFI-
4 CATION: ww,mc?doz OF THE ARGUMENT AGAINST THE POSSIBILITY OF A
J CRITIQUE OF oonzﬁ_oz THE RIDDLE OF NATURAL COGNITION : TRANSCEN-
..M DENCE. Emdzqmoz BETWEEN THE TWO CONCEPTS OF IMMANENCE AND
. 3y TRANSCENDENCE. THE INITIAL PROBLEM OF THE CRITIQUE OF COGNITION :

THE POSSIBILITY | - OF TRANSCENDENT COGNITION. THE PRINCIPLE OF

Hﬂmqmzowoﬂgﬁ  REDUCTION, ]

it could mean for something fo be known in itself yet in the context
of cognition, then it must after all be possible to make evident
something which we have to acknowledge as absolutely given and Ll
indubitable; / insofar, that is, as it is given with such complete <30> :
clarity that every question about it will and must find an im-
mediate answer.

And now we recall the Cartesian doubt. Reflecting on the
multifarious possibilities of error and deception, I might reach
such a degree of sceptical despair that I finally say: Nothing is
certain, everything is doubtful. But it is at once evident that not
everything is doubtful, for while I am judging that everything is
doubtful, it is indubitable that I am so judging; and it would be
absurd to want to persist in a universal doubt. And in every case
of a definite doubt, it is indubitably certain that I have this
doubt. And likewise with every cogitatio. Howsoever I perceive,
imagine, judge, infer, howsoever these acts may be certain or

3%

<29> At the outset of the critique of cognition the entire world of
. nature, physical and psychological, as well as one’s own human
~3 | self together with all the sciences which have to do with these
objective Bm:mam are put in question. Their being, their validity
are left up in Sn air.
f Zw% the question is: How can the critique of cognition get under
| WMNEbWMHMHMwMMMmMM MMWM_EM% H_r.m ﬁWm mﬂwmﬁﬁ\n of cognition to find uncertain, whether or not they have objects that exist as far as
i i ot 1 s mmmm.ms Mmmmirww ﬁmgmmﬁmv:mv objectively the perceiving itself is concerned, it is absolutely clear and cer-
S z A is the meaning of the re- tain that I am perceiving this or that, and as far as the judgment
i MM 0 ﬁ_mnﬁ Swﬁw is implicit in the claim to cognition and is concerned that I am judging of this or that, etc.
s e LMooMEM MWQHWH_Q M”, :Mm reaching of its object comes to Descartes introduced these considerations for other purposes.
e %zm 7 nou E%oaﬂco mwbmo .Wﬁwo:m& the émoy,1 But with suitable modifications, we can use them here.
- doubt of all cognition, ;mNSn Eoﬂ“m wmg il w oAt iyerceri o el i Emn el s
bbb s nmnﬁo» m.mEmE in such it and our doubts about its reaching the object may have one
cluding that which it brings to light itself. MMSM% Haﬂm L i, n_mm..ﬁ »rm.» Sietl e e T BNEFE.
u _ L &wma& e g it must presuppose sphere of being which can be given to us absolutely, and which
Wm | which it does Nm Mx en it must begin with some cognition can be given absolutely each time in the particular case. The
gives to itself, qunrmnmumwmkwwwwmmmm#ﬂu M_mmégﬂm e Sdchip oeoe R H.m”mu% R 4% i
This primal cognition must noim_b@s“wh f th 1 i e s i ﬁ.rwB veccn M:K
e S_.:or - ng of the unclarity “seeing.”” 1 can speak vaguely about cognition, perception,
g dmﬂﬁmm give to cognition the character of imagination, experience, judgment, inference, etc.; but then,
iy MMME M; vaom %Emﬁo so that we are finally in the when 1 reflect, all that is given, and absolutely given at that, is
8 position of having to say that cognition as such is a this phenomenon of vaguely ‘‘talking about and intending
?M@Mﬁwu moﬂmmrﬁm .EooEE.mwmumHEm, in need of elucidation cognition, experience, judgment, etc.”' Even this phenomenon
Mmos_ m_w Hmu:mn Mm its &M.wgw Or, to speak differently: If we are not of vagueness is one of those that comes under the heading of
<Al e anything as already given because our lack of cognition in the broadest sense. I can, however, have an actual
ity about cognition implies that we cannot understand what perception and inspect it. I can, moreover, represent to myself in
imagination or memory a perception and survey it as so given to
imagination. In that case I am no longer | vacuously talking <31»

1 Tr. note: %anxw the excluding of tran v
attitude.” g scendencies posited by the ‘“‘natural
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about perception or having a vague intension or idea of it.
Instead, perception itself stands open to my inspection as actually
or imaginatively given to me. And the same is true of every
intellectual ﬁﬂowmmm. of every form of thinking and cognizing.

I have here put on the same 54& the “seeing’ [act of] reflective
perception and [the “seeing” act of reflective] imagination. If
one followed the Cartesian view, one would have to emphasize
perception first; it would in some measure correspond to the so-
called inner perception of traditional epistemology, though this
is an ambivalent concept.

Every intellectual process and indeed every mental process what-
ever, while being enacted, can be made the object of a pure ._%&.am:
a&& understanding, and is something absolutely given in this

“seeing.” It is given as something that is, that is here and now,
and whose being cannot be sensibly doubted. To be sure, I can
wonder what sort of being this is and how this mode of being is
related to other modes. It is true I can wonder what givenness
means here, and reflecting further I can ‘‘see” the “seeing’”’ itself
in which this givenness, or this mode of being, is constituted. But

M all the same I .am now working on an absolute foundation:
_ ﬁumgm_%. this perception is, and remains as long as it lasts, some-
_»Ezm absolute, something here and now, something that in itself
\{is what it is, moﬁmzﬁmm by which I can measure as by an ultimate
standard what being and being given can mean and here must
mean, at least, cvﬁocm_w. as far as the sort of being and being
given is concerned which a “‘here and now”’ exemplifies. And that
goes for all mvmoan ways of thinking, whenever they are given.
EH of these, however, can also be data in imagination; they can
“‘as it were” stand before our eyes and yet not stand before them
as actualities, as actually accomplished perceptions, judgments,
etc.; even then, they are, in a certain sense, data. They are there
open to intuition. We talk about them not in just vague hints and
empty intention.'We inspect them, and while inspecting them
Wwe can observe zumﬁ essence, their constitution, their intrinsic
character, and. _Eo can Eme our speech conform in a pure
measure to what is ‘‘seen’” in its full clarity. But this requires to

<32> be supplemented | by a discussion of the concept and cognition of

/

€ssences.
For_the moment we keep it firmly in mind that a_sphere of

LECTURE II

the absolutely given can be indicated at the outset; and this is

just the sphere we need if it is to be possible to aim at a theory of

‘knowledge. Indeed, lack of clarity with regard to the meaning or
essence of cognition requires a science of cognition, a science
whose sole end is to clarify the ommmnﬁup nature of cognition. It is
not to explain cognition as a ﬁwu\.owJomuowj fact; it is not to
inquire into the natural causes and laws of the &méaovuuwuﬁ and
occurrence of cognitions. Such inquiry is the task of a science of
the natural sort, of a psychology which deals with the mental

processes of persons who are undergoing them. Rather, the task ﬁ

of the critique of cognition is to clarify, to cast light upon, the
essence of cognition and the legitimacy of its claim to validity
that belongs to its essence; and what else can this mean but to W;
make the essence of cognition directly self-given. :

Recapitulation and Amplification. In its constantly mnooammw..;
progress in the various sciences, cognition of the natural sort 1s
altogether self-assured that it reaches the object and has no cause
to worry about the wOmeUEQ of cognition and about the meaning
of cognized objectivity. But as soon as we begin to reflect on the
correlation between cognition and reality (and eventually also on
the ideal meanings on the one hand and, on the other, on the/ |
objects of cognition) there arise difficulties, absurdities, in-|
consistent yet seemingly well-founded theories which drive oﬁm_
to the admission that the wOmm&_E% of cognition as far as nm,ﬁ
reaching the object is concerned is an enigma. .

A new science, the critique of cognition, is called for. Its .Ho_u
is to resolve confusions and to clarify the essence of oo.mS#Em.
Upon the success of this science depends the possibility of a
metaphysics, a science of being in the absolute and fundamental
sense. But how / can such a science of _cognition in general get «33>

11
i

/

started? That which a science questions it cannot use as a pre-

mﬂmm,.um_rou But what is in question is the possibility of all

cognition in that the critique of cognition regards as problematic
the wommﬂc_,_:% of nomﬁﬁou in general @g\..\mvnw om%mon% to reach

take any oom.Eﬁon for mnmao& Nor can it take over anything
whatever from pre-scientific cognition. All cognition bears the

mark of being questionable,
Without some cognition given at the outset, ?onw is mFo no
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m&@mﬁomﬁu@.ﬁ.wtm-.mmmE.,ﬁ@,wmennﬁm;m&oomuﬁosnms:oﬁ
therefore, begin. There can be no such science at all.

I already mcmmmmﬁmm that in all this there is an element of truth.
In the _umm.E:Em no cognition can be assumed without exami-
nation. However, even if the critique of cognition must not take
over any mbﬁmnmnmﬁ cognition it still can begin by giving itself
cognition, and paturally cognition which it does not base on, or
logically derive from, anything else as this would presuppose
some other Haﬁm&m»m cognition already given. It must rather

base itself on 26 oomEﬁon which is immediately evide .J[wmm,wm

such a kind Emw as absolutely clear and indubitable, it excludes

every. &ocg of its possibility and contains :oum of the _puzzles

T s s e B —ila

s&:& rmm led to all the sceptical ooEn:w.Enm I then pointed to the

Cartesian method of doubt and to the domain of the absolutely
given, viz., of absolute cognition which comes under the heading
of mﬁammom (Evidenz) of the cogitatio. It remained to be shown
that the smmanence of this cognition makes it an appropriate
point of Qmwmzswm for the theory of cognition; that, furthermore,

because of this immanence, it is free of the puzzlement which i is the

| source of all sceptical embarrassment. Finally, it remained to be
f shown that ummanence is the generally necessary characteristic of all

_“%&%ﬁ&omg& nmw:agam,.@ E&ﬂ:ﬂ;_mzonmm:mynm_noﬁoz_%ﬁSm
start but also in general to borrow from the sphere of transcen-
dence, in other words, to try to found the theory of cognition on
psychology or on any science whatever of the natural sort,

<34> I may add the following: there is a plausible argument | to the

effect that the theory of knowledge cannot get started because it
questions cognition as such and hence regards as questionable
every cognition with which we might begin. Moreover, it is alleged
that if all oomEﬁon must be a riddle to the epistemologist, so
must any initial cognition with which epistemology itself begins
be a riddle. I Hmwmmﬁ that this plausible argument is a deception.

|

The deception is due to the vague generality of the wording.
Cognition in general “is questioned.’” Surely, however, it is not
denied that there is cognition in general (such denial would lead
to nobﬁ@&oﬁo& rather, cognition presents a certain problem,
namely, of how it can accomplish a certain task attributed to it,
namely, the task of reaching the object: I may even doubt
whether this task can be accomplished at all. But doubt as I
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may, this doubt is a first step toward canceling itself out because
some cognitions can be brought to light which render such &m:.u,aw
groundless. Moreover, if I begin by not understanding cognition
at all, then this incomprehension with its indeterminate universal-
ity admittedly encompasses every cognition. But that is not to
say that every cognition I might run up against in the future has
to remain forever incomprehensible. It may be that there is a big
puzzle to begin with connected with a particular class of cog-
nitions, those that thrust themselves most immediately to the
fore, and that I now reach a general embarrassment and say:
cognition as such is a riddle, even though it soon appears that the
riddle does not belong to certain other kinds of cognition. And, as
we shall see presently, this is indeed the case.

I said that the cognitions with which the critique of cognition
must begin must contain nothing doubtful or questionable. They |
must contain none of that which precipitates epistemological _
confusion and gives impetus to the critique of cognition. We have |
to show that this holds true of the sphere of the cogstatio. For this _
we need a more deeply probing reflection, one that will bring us “
substantial advantages.

If we look closer at what is so enigmatic and what, in the course

of subsequent reflection on the possibility of cognition, causes

embarrassment, we will find it to be the transcendence cm cog- | |
nition. All cognition of the natural sort, and especially the pre- | |
scientific, is cognition which makes its object ﬁumﬂmnmn&ma [ It Aﬂmv
posits objects as existent, claims to reach matters of fact which

are not “strictly given to it,"”” are not “immanent” to it.
: wﬁ on closer view, this iranscendence is admittedly ambiguous.

& One thing one can mean by transcendence is that the object ot

| cognition is not genuinely (reell) contained in the cognitive act so

that one would be meaning by “‘being truly m?mw: or .:57
manently given’ that the object of the cognitive act is genuinely

k
M
_ ﬂ contained in the act: the cognitive act, the cogifatio, has genuine

abstract parts genuinely constituting it: but the physical thing
which it intends or supposedly perceives or remembers, etc.,
is, not to be found in the cogitatio itself, as a mental process; the
physical thing is not to be found as a genuine ?.%S oououmg. ﬂm.ﬁ
(Stiick), not as something which really exists within the cogitatio.
So the question is: how can the mental process so to speak

A

F
{
i
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m ﬁ._.mzmomnm .Hmmm ? Immanent here means then genuinely (reell)
\ | Wmmanent in the cognitive mental process.

But there is still another transcendence whose opposite is an
i mﬁ.ﬁomm»rma different immanence, namely, absolute and clear
gruenness, self-givenness in the absolute semse. This givenness,
.Sg.nr rules out any meaningful doubt, consists of a simply
immediate “‘seeing” and apprehending of the intended object
itself as it is, and it constitutes the precise concept of evidence
_ .Am...:.&mamv understood as immediate evidence. All cognition which
/1s not evident, which though it intends or posits something ob-
jective yet &omm.aom See 1t dtself, is transcendent in this second
. sense. In such cognition we go beyond what at any time 4s truly
grven, beyond what can be directly “‘seen”’ and apprehended. At
zﬁ.m womi we may ask: How can cognition posit something as
existing that is not directly and truly given in it?

At first, before we come to a.deeper level of critical episte-

E.Dr.uwmgammmoﬁm?. these two kinds of immanence and tran-

m@%ﬁw_.@w&mH.&mm_m...ﬁwmm&w?a..:,.Eu%&n_%:?
whoever raises the first question about the possibility of genuine
(reell) ..,.Hmaomn@wﬁom is at the same time really also raising the
second question: namely, how can there be transcendence

beyond the realm of evident givenness? In this there is the un-

spoken supposition that the only actually understandable, un- -

questionable, absolutely ‘evident givenness is the givenness of

i A i g e Y et erandl L e

L ﬁ._ the abstract part genvinely (reell) contained within the cognitive

Mmoﬁ ‘mbm this is ﬁr%_mn%ﬁﬂum in the way of a cognized objectivi-
'ty that is not genuinely (veell) contained within that act is H.m-

__rmm.ﬂ.ma 4s a puzzle and as problematic. We shall soon hear that
'this is a fatal mistake. EVER O v e o e ey
One may now construe transcendence in one sense~or.the

_M M&oh oﬁ_ at first even ambiguously, but transcendence is bot

i Trﬁwle..mmm and the central problem of the critique of cognition (It
,. &wmﬁ@hﬁ@mﬁmgnmm in the path’of cognition of the natural
sort and is the incentive for new investigations. One could at wmm
outset designate the solution to this problem as being the-task of
z.rm .G.:Ecm of cognition. One SQ;E;EW%% delimit the new
discipline in a preliminary fashion, instead of generally desig-

nating as its theme the problem of the essence of any cognition
whatever.

ﬂmo used as a presupposition. If I do not understand how it _w_ﬁ
N

If then-the fiddle connected with the initial establishment of
the diScipline lies kere, it becomes more definitely-clear what
nust not be claimed-as presupposed. Nothing transcendent must"
possible that cognition reach something transcendent, then H\m
\also do not know whether it is possible, The scientific warrant Ho\ﬁ._ / /
Emm&bm in a transcendent existence is of no help. For evefy J

s back to something imm &bm\mu&mmm ik g i

U e

contains-the ri : ==

i
i

Still someone HWEH say: "It js certain-that mediated no less

~~thanimmediate cognition contains the riddle. But it is only the

how that is puzzling, whereas the that is absolutely certain. No

sensible man will doubt the existence of the world, and the

sceptic in action belies his own creed.” Very well. Then let us

answer him with a more powerful and far-reaching argument.

For it proves that the theory of cognition has, neither at the outset

nor throughout 1ts course, any license to fall back upon the content

of the sciences of a natural sort which treat their object as ;
transcendent. What is proved is the fundamental thesis that the||

theory of knowledge can never be based wpon awy science of the @
natural sort, no matter what the more specific nature of that science

may be. Hence we ask: What will our opponent do with his
transcendent knowledge ? We put freely at his disposal the entire

stock of transcendent truths contained in the objective / sciences, <37>

and we take it that those truths are not altered by the emergence

of the puzzle of how a science of the transcendent is possible. \f,/
What will he now do with his all-embracing knowledge? How 7 e X
does he think he can go from the “‘that” to the “how"? That he o
knows for a fact that cognition of the transcendent is actual “s,” %
guarantees as logically obvious that cognition of the transcendent . &
is possible. But the riddle is, Aow is it possible? Can he solve it \ﬂ, 7 %
even if he presupposes all the sciences, all or any cognition of the of..,
transcendent? Consider: What more does he really need? That hﬁ.m
cognition of the transcendent is possible he takes for granted, {
even as analytically certain in saying to himself, there is in my

case knowledge of the transcendent. What he lacks is obvious.

He is unclear about the relation to transcendence. He is unclear

about the ‘“‘reaching the transcendent” which is ascribed to
cognition, to knowledge. Where and how can he achieve clarity ?
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Emm could dosoif the essences of this relation were somehow given to
him, so that he could “‘see” it and could directly inspect the unity

of cognition and its object, a unity denoted by the locution
:menzbm the object.” He would thereby not only know this
unity to be possible, but he would have this possibility clearly
before him. The possibility itself counts for him as something
ﬁmumnmnmm:n. as a possibility which is known but not of itself
given, “seen.”” He obviously thinks: cognition is a thing apart
from .nm object : cognition is given but the object of cognition is

not given; and yet cognition is supposed to relate to the object

to cognize it. How can I understand this possibility? Zmr:.m:w“

Eo reply is: I could understand it only if the relation itself were
given as moBoamE_m to be “seen.” As long as the object is, and
remains, something transcendent, and cognition and its objects

mwm actually separate, then indeed he can see nothing here, and

his hopes for reaching a solution, perhaps even by way of falling
back on qmdmommamdw presuppesitions,-are patent folly————
<38 . However, if rm is to be consistent with these views, he should
give up his starting point: he should acknowledge that in this
case cognition of the transcendent is impossible, and that his
pretence to know is mere prejudice. Then the problem is no

| longer: How is cognition of the transcendent possible? But
~ transcendent feat to cognition? And this exactly was the path

¢ Hume took. e BRI ¥

,.. ‘Let us emphatically reject that approach and let us goon t
i ,Eﬁ.mﬁ.amﬁm the basic idea that the problem of the “how” (how
, cognition of the transcendent ww:mmwmwmm and even more generally,
. rosw cognition is possible at all) can never be answered on the
i s basis of a prior knowledge of the transcendent, of prior u.cmmnmmbmw
.P.._ about it, no matter whence the wzoi_&mm or the ?mmﬂ.ﬁﬁm are

" borrowed, not even if they are taken from the exact sciences.
Here is an illustration: A man born deaf knows that there are
sounds, that sounds produce harmonies and Hg&m..mﬁmﬂmmimﬂ
depends upon them. But-he cannot understand kow sounds do

rather, How do we account for the prejudice which ascribes a '

PRI L b L e ST 2l !
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i @ this, _._o.i E.EHE compositions are possible. Such things he
%) |[~cannaot imagine, i.e., he cannot “see’” and in ‘‘'seeing’’ grasp the

il L

. " of such things. His knowledge about what exists helps
i him in no way, and it would be absurd if he were to try to deduce
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the how of music from his knowledge, thinking that thereby he
could achieve clarity about the possibility of music through
conclusions drawn from things of which he is cognizant. It will

not do to draw conclusions from existences of which one Xnows

but which one cannot :mmm..w ’ “Seeing’" does not .Hmnm, itself to

It is patently absurd to try to ex-

- .
demonstration or deduction.

plain possibilities (and unmediated possibilities at that) by
drawing logical conclusions from non-intuitive knowledge. Even
if T could be wholly certain that there are transcendent worlds,
even if I accept the whole Zontent of the sciences of a natural
sort, even then I cannot borrow from them. I must never fancy

that by relying on transcende
inferences I can arrive where

nt presuppositions and scientific
I want to go in the critique of

cognition — namely, to assess the possibility of a transcendent
objectivity of cognition. And that goes not just for the beginning
but for the whole course of the critique of cognition, so long as

there still remains the problem of how cognition is possible.

evidently, that goes mot just for the problem of transcendent
objectivity but also for the elucidation of every possibility.

If we combine this with the extraordinarily strong inclination
to make a transcendently oriented judgment and thus to fall into
a perdfaois eig mt..o.M_\.Edn‘._mw‘,ovmnmw.wuﬁo.,moﬁm other kind] in

every case where a thought pr
judgment has to be based upo

ocess involves transcendence and a
n it, then we arrive at a sufficient

s i

and-complete deduction of the epistemological principle that an

_~épistemological reduction has to be accon

' every epistemological inquiry

A

o S TR RS- S SRR S e e Tl

lished in the case o

ow.érmgqm_...mon,mm._mmwmm_dmﬂ‘.ﬁmmﬁ

is t6 Say, everything transcendent that is involved must be

biacketed, or be assigned the index of indifference, of episte-

mological nullity, an index which indicates: the existence of all |

these franscendencies, whether I believe EJ.F.@”&H,@W.1%‘.._..% Tiot
here my concern; this is not the place to make judgments about

e s s

,/../;E. the basic errors of the theory
withthe above mentioned weTdpaou, on the one

\__them; they are entirely irrelevant.

Bwotthautyih SHEREEN

of knowledge go hand in hand

hand the basic

error of psychologism, on the other that of anthropologism and
biologism.! The uerdfaots is so exceedingly dangerous, partly

1 Tr. note: Husserl's words are Anthropologismus and Bialogismus, clearly coined

to parallel Psychologismus (Psycholo|

gism)

|
i
|
|
|
{
Hﬁ

[ And, <39>

I

!

!
i

t

i



b kbt - — ——
i
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?wnmp.ﬂmm the proper sense of the problem is never made clear and
remains totally lost in it, and partly because even those who have
vmnoaw clear about it find it hard to remain clear and slip easily
as their thinking proceeds, back into the temptations of gm
natural modes of thought and judgment as well as into the false

Msm. mmmﬁn:goo" mﬁnoﬁomgmwnoEmEmSrmormuoso:gﬁ.w
asis. ,

LECTURE III

[THE CARRYING OUT OF THE EPISTEMOLOGICAL REDUCTION: BRACKETING
EVERYTHING TRANSCENDENT. THEME OF THE INVESTIGATION: THE PURE
PHENOMENON. THE QUESTION OF THE ‘‘OBJECTIVE VALIDITY' OF THE
ABSOLUTE PHENOMENON. THE IMPOSSIBILITY OF LIMITING OURSELVES TO
SINGULAR DATA; PHENOMENOLOGICAL COGNITION AS A COGNITION OF
ESSENCES. TWO SENSES OF THE CONCEPT OF THE a priori.]

By these considerations what the critique of cognition may and
may not use has been precisely and adequately determined. What
is especially puzzling for such a critique is the possibility of
transcendence, but it may never under any conditions exploit
for its purposes the actuality of transcendent things. Obviously
the sphere of usable objects or of cognitions is limited to those
which present themselves as valid, and which can remain free of
the marks of epistemological vacuity; but this: sphere is not
empty. We have indubitably secured the whole realm of cogi-
tationes. The existence of the cogitatio, more precisely the pheno-

menon of cognition itself, is beyond question; and it is free from
the riddle of transcendence. These existing things are already
presupposed in the statement of the problem of cognition. The
question as to how transcendent things come into cognition
would lose its sense if cognition itself, as well as the transcendent
object, were put in question. It is also clear that the cogitationes
present a sphere of absolutely immanent data, it 1s in this sense that
we understand ‘‘tmmanence.” In the “‘seeing” pure phenomena the
object is not outside cognition or outside ‘“‘consciousness,”” while
being given in the sense of the absolute self-givenness of some-
thing which is simply “‘seen.”’

But here we need assurance through epistemological reduction,
the methodological essence of which we now want to examine in
concreto for the first time. We need the reduction at this point in
order to prevent-the-evidence-of the existence of the cogifatio
from. being confused with the evidence that my cogitatio exists,

with the evidence of the sum cogitans, and the like. One must

guard himself from the fundamental confusion between the pure

phenomenon, in the sense of phenomenology, and the psycho-
. logical phenomenon, the object of empirical psychology. If I, as a

<41>

<43>
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human being employing my natural modes of thought, look at
<44> ﬂ._m perception which I am undergoing at the moment, | then I
ﬁnam&m.n&% and almost inevitably apperceive it (that is a fact)
In relation to my ego. It stands there as a mental process of this
mentally living person, as his state, his act; the sensory content
mﬁmwm.m there as what is given or sensed, as that of which I am
conscious; and it integrates itself with the percep ion of objective
time. wmaomwﬁud_. and any other cogitatio, so mwﬁmmmn?ma. is a
%.&\%&omﬂ.nah fact. Thus it is apperceived as a datum in objective
time, vaosmmuw to the mentally living ego, the ego which is in
the world and lasts through its duration (a duration which is
measured by means of empirically calibrated timepieces). This,
::.oP is the phenomenon which is investigated by that natural
science we call ‘‘psychology.”

The phenomenon in this sense falls under the principle to
.%Enw we must subject ourselves in the critique of cognition, the
principle of the éroyi, which holds for everything transcendent.
The ego as a_person, as a thing in the world, and the mental life
as the mental life of this person, are arranged — no matter even
if quite indefinitely — on objective time; they are all transcen-
dent and epistemologically null. Only through a reduction, the
same one we have already called phenomenological reduction, do I
attain an absolute datum which no longer presents anything
transcendent. Even if T should put in question the ego and the
world and the ego’s mental life as such, still my simply “‘seeing”
reflection on what is given in the apperception of the relevant
mental process and on my ego, yields the Dhenomenon of this
apperception; the phenomenon, so to say, of “perception con-
strued as my perception.”” Of course, I can also make use of the
natural mode of mwmmmomoﬁ here, and relate this phenomenon to
my ego, postulating this ego as an empirical reality through
saying again: I "?w<m this phenomenon, it is mine, Then, in order
to get back to the pure phenomenon, I would have to put the
ego, as well as EE@ and the world once more into question, and
thereby display a pure phenomenon, the pure cogitatio. But while
I am perceiving I can also look, by way of purely “seeing,” at
the perception, at it itself as it is there, and ignore its relation
WB the ego, or at least abstract from it. Then the perception which
is thereby grasped and delimited in “‘seeing,” is an absolutely

i
i
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given, pure phenomenon in the phenomenological sense, re-
nouncing anything transcendent.

Thus to each psychic lived process there corresponds through the <45>
device of phenomenological reduction a pure phenomenon, which
exhibits its intrinsic (smmanent) essence Qw_ﬁmb individually) as an
absolute datum. Every postulation of a ‘‘non-immanent actuali-
ty,” of anything which is not contained in the phenomenon, even
if intended by the phenomenon, and which is therefore not given
in the second sense, is bracketed, i.e., suspended.

If it is possible to take such phenomena for objects of in-
vestigation, then it is obvious that we are now no longer within
psychology, within a natural, transcendently “objectivizing”
science. Then we do not investigate and speak of psychological
phenomena, of certain happenings in so-called real actuality (the
existence of which remains throughout in question), but of that
which exists and is valid whether there is such a thing as ob-
jective actuality or not, whether the postulation of such tran-
scendent entities is justifiable or not. Thus at this point we speak
of such absolute data; even if these data are related to objective
actuality via their intentions, their intrinsic character is within
them: nothing is assumed concerning the existence or non-ex-

—

&

istence of actuality. And so.we have dropped anchor on the shore JW_
i

b

b

-

of phenomenology, the existence of the objects of which is as-

- A = £~

sured, as the objects of a scientific investigation should be; not, -
however, in the manner of components of the ego or of the
temporal world, but rather as absolute data grasped in purely ,u
immanent “seeing.” And this pure immanence is first of allto be &
characterized, in our approach, through phenomenological  «»
reduction: I mean, not with respect to what it refers to beyond
itself, but with respect to what it is in itself and to what it is
given as. All this discussion is, of course, only a roundabout way \
of helping one to see what is to be seen in this regard, viz., the )
distinction between the quasi-givenness of transcendent objects
and the absolute givenness of the phenomenon itself.

But we must take new m»mﬁmum%\iimsumm;%gaoﬂm. SO
that we may gain a firm foothold in the new land and not finally
run aground on its shore. For this shore / has its rocks, and over <46>
it lie clouds of obscurity which threaten us with stormy gales of
scepticism. What we have said up to this point holds for all

L
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phenomena, although for purposes of the critique of reason, we
are, naturally, interested only in cognitive phenomena. Thus
the results set forth below can just as well be applied to all
phenomena, as they hold mutatis mutandis for all of them.

In our quest for a critique of cognition, we have been led to a
beginning, to a stronghold of data which is at our disposal, and it
appears that this is what we need above all. If T am to fathom the
essence of cognition, then I must, of course, possess cognition in
all its questionable forms, as @ datum, and possess it in such a
way that this datum has in itself nothing of the problematic
character which other cognitions bring with them, however
-much-they seem to offer us data,

Having assured ourselves of the field of pure cognition, we can
now investigate it ‘and start a science of pure phenomena, a
phenomenology. Ts it not obvious that this must be the basis for
the solution to the problems which have been agitating us? Thus
it is clear that I can only attain insight into the essence of cog-
nition if I look at it myself, and if it itself is given to me to ‘“‘see,”
asit really is. I must study it immanently and by pure inspection
within the pure phenomenon, within “pure consciousness.” To
be sure, its transcendence is doubtful ; the existence of objects to
which it is related insofar as it is transcendent, is not given to me;
and questions are raised precisely as to how, in spite of this, they
can be postulated, and as to what significance it has and must
have if such postulation is to be possible. On the other hand, even
if I raise questions about the existence and reaching the object of
this relation to transcendent things, still it has something which
can be grasped in the pure phenomenon. The relating-itself-to-
transcendent-things, whether it is meant in this or that way, is
still an inner feature of the phenomenon. It almost seems as if it
would depend only on a science of absolute cogitationes. Since I
have to cancel out any previous acceptance of the intended
transcendent objects, where else could I investigate both the
meaning of this wﬂﬁmu&um-moﬂogmdm&m%ou&. and also, along

| with this meaning, its possible validity, or the meaning of such

| validity ? Where else but the place at which this meaning is un-

[

ﬁ

|

_

m

475! qualifiedly given | and at which in the pure phenomenon of

Emﬁon. corroboration, justification the meaning of validity, for
1ts part, comes to absolute givenness.
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To be sure, we are overtaken here once more by the doubt
whether there is not still a surplus which must pass over into
action, whether the datum of validity does not carry with it the
givenness of the object, which, on the other hand, could not be
the givenness of the cogifatio, at least insofar as there is really
such a thing as valid transcendence. Nevertheless a science of
absolute phenomena, understood as cogitationes, is the first thing
we need, and this has to produce at least a major part of the
solution.

Thus, it must be our aim to set up a phenomenoclogy, more ~
specifically a phenomenology of cognitions, construed as a |
theory of the essence of pure cognitive phenomena. The outlook
is favorable. But how is phenomenology to proceed? How is it
possible? T am supposed to make assertions, indeed objectively
valid assertions; I am supposed to cognize pure phenomena
scientifically. But does all science not lead to the establishing of
objects existing in themselves, i.e., to transcendent objects? What is
scientifically established is something which is what it is in itself:
it is to be accepted just as existing whether I, in my cognition,
postulate it as existing or not. Does not science by its very
essence have as its correlate the objectivity of that which is
known only in science, and which is scientifically established?
And that which is scientifically established is universally valid,
is it not? But what is the situation here? We move in the field of
pure phenomena. But why do I say field? It is more nearly a
Heraclitean flux of phenomena. What assertions can I make
about it? Now, while “‘seeing,” I can say: this here: No doubt it
is, Perhaps I can further say that this phenomenon includes that
one as a part, or is connected to that one; this one spreads over
that one, etc.

But obviously there is no “‘objective validity” to these as-
sertions; they have no “objective meaning’”’; they have a merely
“subjective’ truth. Now we do not wish to become involved here in
an attempt to determine whether there is not a sense in which
these assertions have a certain objectivity, even while they can
be pronounced “subjectively”’ true. But it is already clear to a
fleeting glance that that higher dignity of objectivity, which the

prescientific natural / judgment dramatizes, so to speak, and <4s»

which the considered judgments of the exact sciences bring to an

)
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incomparably higher fulfillment, is altogether lacking here. We
shall not m#&vﬁm any special value to such mmmmazosm — that
this is here, etc.— which we make on the basis of pure ‘“‘seeing.”

Moreover we are reminded here of the famous Kantian dis-
tinction between judgments of perceptions and judgments of ex-
perience. The HmHmmonmEﬁ is obvious. However, as Kant lacked
the concepts of phenomenology and phenomenological reduction,
and as he had not been able to completely escape psychologism
and anthropologism, he did not arrive at the ultimate significance
of the distinction which is necessary here. Naturally with us it is
not a question of merely subjectively valid judgments which are
limited in their: validity to the empirical subject, or even of
objective validity in the sense of validity for every subject
without restriction. Indeed we have bracketed the empirical
subject; and the transcendental apperception, consciousness as
such, will soon acquire for us a completely different meaning,

- one which is not at all mysterious.

Let us now return to the main theme of our discussion. Phe-
nomenological _sawqﬁmﬁm if restricted to singular judgments, do
not have very much to teach us. But how are judgments, particu-
larly scientifically valid judgments, to be established? And the
word scientific immediately puts us into an embarrassing posi-
tion. Does objectivity not carry franscendence with it, and along
with this also the doubt as to what it is supposed to signify, as to
whether and how it is possible? Through epistemological reduction
we exclude transcendent presuppositions, because transcendence
is in question with respect to its possible validity and its meaning.
But then are the scientific or transcendent conclusions of the
theory of knowledge themselves still possible? Is it not obvious
that before the possibility of transcendence is established no
transcendent result of the theory of knowledge can itself be
secure? But if, as it might seem, the epistemological #mogy
demands that we accept nothing transcendent until we have
established its possibility, and if the establishing of the possi-
bility of transcendence itself, as an objective result, requires

<49> transcendent postulations, then it seems / that we are faced with

the prospect of a circle, which makes phenomenology and the
theory of knowledge impossible; and the labor of love in which
we have been engaged up to this point will have been in vain.
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We cannot, without more ado, despair of the possibility of a
phenomenology and of what is obviously bound up with that in
this discussion — a critique of cognition. What we need at this
point is a further step which will unroll this spurious circle for us.
We have already accomplished this in principle, for we distin-
guished two senses of transcendence and of immanence. After
Descartes had established the evidence of the cogitatio (or rather
of the cogito ergo sum, a conception which we have not adopted),
he asked, as you will recall: What is 1t which assures me of these
fundamental data? The answer is: the clara et distincta perceptio.l
We can carry this further. I need not claim that we already have
a purer and deeper grasp of the matter than Descartes, and that
thereby we grasp and understand [the concept of] evidence, the
clara et distincta perceptio, in a more exact sense. With Descartes
we can now take the further step (mutatis mufandis): to whatever
is given through a clara et distincta perceptio, as each cogitatio is,
we may accord an equal validity. To be sure, if we recall the third
and fourth Meditations, the proofs of the existence of God, the
appeal to the veracitas dei,? etc., we can expect difficulties.
Therefore, be very sceptical, or rather critical.

We have the givenness of the pure cogifatio as an absolute
possession, but not the givenness of outer things in external
perception, although such perception makes a claim to be giving
the existence of these things. The transcendence of things re-
quires that we put them in question. We do not understand how
perception can reach transcendent objects, but we czmomm\nm.zq.
how perception can reach the immanent, provided it is reflective
and purely immanent perception which has undergone reduction.
But what enables us to understand this? Well, we directly “‘see,”’
we directly grasp what we intend in the act of “seeing’’ and
grasping. To have a phenomenon before one’s eyes, which points
to something which is not itself given in the phenomenon, and
then to doubt whether such an object exists, and if so how it is to
be understood that it exists — this is meaningful. But to “see”
and to intend absolutely nothing more than what is grasped in

“‘seeing,” and then still [ to question and doubt, that is nonsense. <50>

Basically what I am saying amounts to this. The “seeing” or

1 Tr. note: Clear and distinct perception,
2 Tr, note; The veracity of God,
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grasping of what is given, insofar as it is actual “seeing,” actual
self-givenness in the strictest sense and not another sort of
givenness which points to something which is not given — that is
an ultimate. That is absolute self-evidence, if you are looking for
what is not self-evident, what is problematic, or perhaps entirely
mysterious, consider the reference to something transcendent,
i.e., intention, belief, even a detailed proof of something not
given. And it does not help us that even here an absolute datum
can be found — the givenness of intention and belief themselves.
To be sure, if we only reflect we will find this before us; but what
is given here is not 'what was intended.

But can it be F_wﬁ absolute self-evidence, self-givenness in
“seeing,” is realized only in particular mental processes and their
particular abstract ‘aspects and parts, i.e., only in the “‘seeing”
grasp of the kere and now? Would there not have to be a “‘seeing”’
grasp of other data as absolute data, e.g., universals, in such a
way that were a universal to attain self-evident givenness within
“seeing,” any doubt about it would then be absurd?

How remarkable it would be to limit the cogitatio to pheno-
menologically singular data can be seen from this fact, that the
whole doctrine of evidence, which we, following Descartes, have
set forth, and which certainly is illuminated with absolute clarity
and self-evidence, would lose its value. That is, concerning the
case of a cogitatio which lies before us as something particular,
perhaps a feeling which we are now undergoing, one might say:
this is given. But we would by no means dare to put forward
the most universal proposition: the givenmess of awmy reduced
phenomenon 1s an %m&ﬁm and indubitable grvenness.

But this is only to help you along. In any event, it is illumi-
nating that the possibility of a critique of cognition depends on
the demonstration of absolute data which are different from even
the reduced cogitationes. To view the matter more precisely, in
the subject-predicate judgments which we make concerning
them, we have already gone beyond them. If we say: this
phenomenon of uzmmaaﬁ underlies this or that phenomenon of
imagination, this |/ perceptual phenomenon contains this or that
aspect, color content, etc., and even if, just for the sake of
argument, we make these assertions in the most exact conformity
with the givenness of the cogitatio, then the logical forms which
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we employ, and which are reflected in the linguistic expressions
themselves, already go beyond the mere cogifationes. A “some-
thing more” is involved which does not at all consist of a mere
agglomeration of new cogitationes. And even if predicational
thinking gives rise to new cogitationes, which are joined to those
concerning which we made the assertions, nevertheless they are
not what constitute the predicational facts which are the ob-
jective correlates of the assertions.

That cognition, which can bring to absolufe self-givenness not
only particulars, but also wniversals, universal objects, and
wniversal states of affasrs, is more easily conceivable, at least for
anyone who can assume the position of pure “seeing’’ and oE,./
hold all natural prejudices at arm’s length. This cognition is of \
decisive significance for the possibility of phenomenology. For its
special character consists in the fact that it is the analysis of
essence and the investigation into essence in the area of pure
“‘seeing” thought and absolute self-givenness, That is necessarily
its character; it sets out to be a science and a method which will
explain possibilities — possibilities of cognition and possibilities
of valuation — and will explain them in terms of their funda-
mental essence. They are generally questionable possibilities, and
investigations of them must take on the character of general
investigations of essence. Analysis of essence is eo ipso general
analysis; cognition of essence in terms of essence, in terms of
essential nature, in terms of cognition which is directed to uni-
versal objects. It is here that talk of the a priord has its legitimate
place. For what does & priori cognition mean mMom%
which is diréc

eneral essences, and which entirely bases its
absolute validity on essence, at Ieast insofar as we exclude the
discredited empiricist concept of the a prior:.

In any event, although this may be the only justifiable concept
of the a priori, another one can be found if we range under the
heading of the a priori all concepts which as categories have a
principal Emwﬁam in a certain sense, and then in addition the
essential principles which are based on these concepts.

If we concentrate here on the first concept of the a priors, then <52>

phenomenology will have to do with the a priori in the sphere of
origins and of absolute data, with species grasped in general
seeing,” and with the a priori truths which these species render

.
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immediately .,.._mmmmEm.: When we engage in the critique of
reason, not only the theoretical, but also the practical and any
other kind, the chief goal is certainly the a priori in the second
sense; it is to establish the principal self-given forms and facts
and, by means of this self-givenness, to develop, interpret, and
evaluate the concepts which come forward with a claim to
crucial significance, as well as the principles of logic, ethics, and
theory of value.

LECTURE 1V

[EXTENSION OF THE SPHERE OF INVESTIGATION THROUGH A CONSIDERATION

OF INTENTIONALITY. THE SELF-GIVENNESS OF THE UNIVERSAL; THE PHILO-

SOPHICAL METHOD OF THE ANALYSIS OF ESSENCE. CRITIQUE OF THE INTER-

PRETATION OF EVIDENCE AS FEELINGS; EVIDENCE AS SELF-GIVENNESS. NO

LIMITATION ON THE SPHERE OF GENUINE (Reell) IMMANENCE; THE THEME
OF ALL SELF-GIVENNESS.]

If we restrict ourselves to the pure phenomenology of cog-
nition, then we will be concerned with the essence of cognition as
revealed in direct “seeing,” i.e., with a demonstration of it which
is carried out by way of ‘‘seeing” in the sphere of phenomenolo-

. gical reduction and self-givenness, and with an analytical dis-

tinction between the various sorts of phenomena which are
embraced by the very broad term “cognition.” Then the ques-
tion is as to what is essentially contained and grounded in them,
from what factors they are built up, what possibilities of combi-
nation can be found while remaining purely within their essential
natures, and what general interrelations flow from their essences.

And it is not merely concerned with the genuinely (reell)
immanent, but also with what is tmmanent in the itentional sense.
Cognitive mental processes (and this belongs to their essence)
have an intentio, they refer to something, they are related in this
or that way to an object. This activity of relating itself to an
object belongs to them even if the object itself does not. And
what is objective can appear, can have a certain kind of givenness
in appearance, even though it is at the same time neither genu-
inely (reell) within the cognitive phenomenon, nor does it exist in
any other way as a cogifatio. To explain the essence of cognition
and the essential connections which belong to it and to bring this
to self-givenness, this involves examining both these sides of the
matter: it involves investigating this relatedness which belongs
to the essence of cognition. And just here lie the puzzles, the
mysteries, the problems concerning the ultimate meaning of the
objectivity of cognition, including its reaching or failing to reach
the object, if it is judgmental cognition and its adequacy, if it is
evident cognition, etc,

In any case, the whole investigation into essence, is in fact,

<53>
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