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In this paper | argue that Husserl's charactemzratif evidence as fulfilled
intention is best understood in terms of the maestdémental mode in which we
experience such fulfillment: the expression of‘tlean’ through the responsivity of the
lived body. Despite his early tendency to undeigtaifillment primarily in terms of
linguistic or logical meaning-identity, it is my etention that Husserl’'s later work should
be viewed as increasingly characterizing the cazammg of fulfillment in terms of
practical agency accomplishing its intentionalkiyough the body that enacts and confirms
that intentionality — though it is far from cle&at Husserl himself recognized this
direction in which his own phenomenological anatyaere leading him. The central
meaning of fulfillment, 1 will argue, isealized intentionality- and on the most basic level
the unity of intention and realization is experieddn the practical *holding sway’ of the
ego in the lived body. Thus the unity of self qga end self qua lived body that occurs in
practical agency involves a pre-thematic experiaicdentity between intention and its
fulfilling intuition — an identity that serves dset basis for all higher-order fulfillment
experiences. The empty/fulfilled structure hagjgsetic and transcendental ‘origin’ in
embodiment and its various levels of agential &atton or dissatisfactiohAs a result,
the experience of edoeib unity underwrites our practical understandinglbbtner

experiences of fulfillment.

| am grateful to Steven Crowell for this formutati



Though Husserl himself did not explicitly make oderse this thesis, | will argue
here that it is both consistent with his positioid anore phenomenologically compelling
than the dominant Husserlian view, which locatesrtteaning of fulfillment in isolated
acts of perception. Though the foundational rolerabodied praxis is more closely
associated with Husserl-inspired thinkers such eisétjger and Merleau-Ponty, | will
argue that it is already a latent presence in HUss®vn work — a presence that makes
itself known not only in his increasing emphasistoe complexity of the living body qua
practical agent, but even in the metaphors thasehlisises to describe the experience of

fulfillment itself.

Fulfillment

What is fulfillment, and how do we recognize itsagh? In thé.ogical
InvestigationdHusserl characterizes the relationship betweemmgantending and
meaning-fulfilling acts as a type of coinciding tynfDeckungseinhef. This unity is
experienced as such when the meaning intentituifited, when it becomes “saturated
with the fullness of exemplary intuition” (Introduen, 84, 173). The notion of fulfilment
is the foundation of Husserl's epistemology, sifudBliment experiences serve as the
Evidenzin terms of which phenomenological analysis cakeraclaim to truth with any
legitimacy.ldeas Imakes this clearlfhmediate ‘seeing ot merely sensuous,

experiential seeing, bgeeing in the universal sense as an originally pnéise

2 Husserl, Edmund.ogical InvestigationsTrans. J.N. Findlay, Ed. Dermot Moran (New YdRautledge,
2001, VI, 86, 209). References to thegestigationswill be to this edition and identified parenthetigan the
text by “LI” followed by the investigation numbehe section number and the page number from this
translation.



consciousness of any kind whatewveithe ultimate legitimizing source of all ratain
assertions?

How are we to understand this ‘immediate seeinat ih originally presentive of
the things themselves? Husserl describes this iexmer of the intentional object’s

givenness to experience as: “itself there’, ‘imnagely intuited’, ‘given originaliter.” For
the Ego that signifies: not aiming confusedly ahsething, with an empty expectant
intention, but being with it itself, viewing, segirhaving insight into, it itself”Husserl
believes there are many different types of sudhilfuaent experiences or “originally
presentive intuitions” — be they spatio-temporgkots encountered in experiences of
fulfilled perceptual intentionality, or ideal objsaiven in the fulfillment experiences
corresponding to higher-order modes of intentidpaBecause of this plurality of modes
of fulfillment, one is lead to question the natoféheir unity. What makes them all
instances ofulfillment? What is the most basic stratum of meaning in seshwhich this
diversity of fulfillment types can all be understbas instances of fulfillment as such? In
other words, in order to understand this kind dfilfonent relationship, we must engage in
a phenomenological analysis of fulfillment itselhcovering the most basic sense of the

meaning of such fulfilling ‘saturation.” How is tlexperience of fulfillment — the first-

person experience of the unity of intention wittusating exemplary intuition —

% Husserl, Edmund. (1998&Jeas Pertaining to a Pure Phenomenology and thver@menological
Philosophy: First BookTrans. F. Kersten (Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic IRhigrs). Section 44, pp. 36/36.
Henceforth referenced parenthetically in the tedtlaas | with original German pagination listed first,
followed by the English translation.

* Husserl, Edmund (199@)artesian MeditationsTrans. Dorion Cairns. Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic
Publishers, pp. 92-93/57. Henceforth referencedrghetically in the text aSM, with original German
pagination listed first, followed by the Englislaislation.



recognized as such? Further, how do we even imagstthis problem when such events of
fulfilling recognition are necessary for the invgation itself to proceed?
The argument of this paper is that the experieftee ego’s holding sway over its
own living body serves a foundational role in theaming of fulfillment — a role, as we
will see, that helps explain Husserl’s consistesg metaphors of embodiment in his efforts
to explain what he means by fulfillmeht.
To speak of self-evidence, of self-evident givesnésen, here signifies nothing
other tharseltgivennessthe way in which an object in its givenness can b
characterized relative to consciousness as ‘iteelfe,” ‘there in the flesh,’ in
contrast to its mere presentificatiorefgegenwartigungthe empty, merely
indicative idea of it (EJ 19).
All instances of fulfillment implicitly refer bacto this primal form of fulfillment in the
givenness of the self to itself ‘in the flesh’ ahlkodied agency. Self-evidence and
apodictic insight are themselves to be understeddealized forms of this more
fundamental experience of self-givenness — somgth@ing experienced as there ‘in
person.’

There are a number of different ways in which sa¢bundational role for

embodiment could be understood:

® For example, se&nalyses Concerning Passive and Active Synthekisre he describes complete self-
givnness as “complete givenness in the flesh.” BidlsEdmundAnalyses Concerning Passive and Active
Synthesis: Lectures on Transcendental Logians. Anthony J. Steinbock. Dordrecht: Kluwerédemic
Publishers, 2001, 293/579. Henceforth referencd@f& with the German pagination listed first, followed
by the page of this English translation Hrperience and Judgmemtiusserl talks of how the givenness “in
person Leibhaf]” of a conflicting perceptual appearance can @elmtubt (Husserl, EdmunBxperience
and JudgmentEd. Ludwig Landgrebe. Trans. James Churchilllkad Ameriks. Evanston: Northwestern
University Press, 1973, p. 93. Future referencéisbwito this edition and identified parenthetigat the
text by “EJ” followed by the page number.ltteas | originarily presentive consciousness is charatdras
a ‘grasping’ the fulfillment of the sense: “Focugion the noema we find, fused with the pure sehse,
characteristic ‘in person’ (as originary fulfilleess)” (deas 18136, 282-283).



a.) As anormativefoundation in the sense of an ideal standard agaihich all other
acts of fulfillment are assessed for their degifg@edfection.
b.) As aconstitutivefoundation, serving as the blueprint for the egotentional
achievements and, as such, constitutive of the lmasaning of fulfillment.
c.) As theabstractivefoundation or origin of ouconceptof ‘fulfillment’ ®
My claim here is that the edceib unity of the lived body is best understood as
foundational in the sense of b.). It is not my mt argue for c.) since it is clear that for
Husserl, any number of experiences of a partidylze could serve as the abstractive
foundation of the concept designating that typeusTiine abstractive origin of someone’s
conceptof fulfillment could be any specific example offfilment that is available if and
when the agent decides to engage in the higher-acdef abstracting. What we are
concerned to show here, rather, is that the albditgcognize higher-order instane@ess
fulfillment presupposes a pre-conceptual familjawith basic experiences of fulfillment —
experiences which set the terms for what counssiels in our everyday pre-theoretical
grasping of intentions as fulfilled.
How, then, should we understand the notion of astitutive foundation’ and the
way in which egd-eib unity play this role? By a ‘constitutive foundatid understand a
core element of a complex meaning on which othpeets of that meaning depend — in
this case, the meaning is intention-fulfillment @hd core element is the egeib unity in
which practical agency is ongoingly realized. Thguaent of this paper will be that

grasping the meaning of fulfillment as such depesrdan implicit awareness of ourselves

® | am grateful to an anonymous reviewer for helpimgclarify these three different interpretatiohsvbat
such a foundational role could involve.



as agents who form intentions that may or may eathlized in the world. Fulfillment is
about intentionality, and intentionality is fundamaly a feature of practical agency — it is
an orientation toward the world in which expectasi@re set up and then realized. In and
through specific moments of fulfillment, there s @-going implicit confirmation or
realization of oneseHls a successful practical agency. Thus the most lsasise of
coinciding unity grounding the meaning of fulfillmieas such is the experienced identity
of different facets of our agency: the intending egd the embodied agency that realizes
or fulfils that intending.

Perfect fulfillment would be experienced as suclemwhbne’s actions perfectly
manifested one’s practical striving; where intentamd enactment are so perfectly fitted
that there is no gap in one’s experience. Becdudees not always display this perfection
of fit or coinciding unity, egd-eib unity is unable to fully serve the normative
foundational role staked out in a.) — which is &etiaptured by ideal instances of perfect
fulfillment as found in, say, math or logic. Thu$ specifies the ideal of perfect fulfillment
against which particular instances of fulfilleddantion are assessed for tegreeof
fulfillment that they display. Husserl expressds tiea inCartesian Meditationgas
follows: “Perfectevidenceand its correlatgure and genuine truttare given as ideas
lodged in the striving for knowledge, for fulfillmeof one’s meaning intention” (CM
52/12). He acknowledges there that “the questioetiadr adequate evidence does not
necessarily lie at infinity may be left open” (CNd/25). The characterization of fulfillment
as a condition that can obtaindegreeshowever, indicates that while the ideal of perfec

fulfillment is in some sense constitutive of theicaneaning of fulfillment itself, it only



functions as such against a background understguadifulfilment as a continuum or
range of possible unity. The ideal of perfect ftient is an abstraction derived from the
more basic meaning of fulfillment understood imisrof degrees of coinciding givenness
(LI'VI, 839, 263). As we will see below, the uniitton of ego andleib in the expressive
manifestation of agency comes in degrees in this Whaus the baseline of unity
constitutive of embodied agency sets the termsifidierstanding fulfillment itself, but it is
only when there is a perfect fit between ego amutessive body that we could also see
this unity serving as a pre-theoretical standardulty adequate evidence.

Though there will be degrees of fit evident in seadhbodied fulfillment, then, the
experience that it designates is so foundationdiéaneaning of intentional agency that it
establishes the terms in which fulfillment is urgteod in the most basic way. Despite the
fact that there will be different modes of fulfilemt for different types of intentional
object, the unified fulfillment experienced in tego holding sway over the body gives
fulfillment itself its very sense — namely, thatasf intention being realized. Thus the ego-
Leib fulfillment experience serves as a pre-theoretoaistitutive foundation of the

meaning of fulfillment itself.

Perception

In contrast to this suggestion, one might be tethpigakeperceptionas the
paradigm for understanding the meaning of fulfiliyesince perception seems to display
the relevant relationship between empty intentiod falfilling intuition in a clear and

basic way. For example, | expect to find coffeenynmug and when I look in the cup the



immediate givenness of the coffee to my percefdilmmy hitherto empty orientation to
the object. Such examples reveal the phenomen ainintention and intuition essential
to the notion of fulfillment, and, one might clainp so with greater accuracy.
Experience and Judgmesgems to support this prioritization of percepfidiere
Husserl notes that the ideal of fulfillment or selfidence has never been adequately
addressed; it has, for the most part, simply besaoraed. Nevertheless it too requires a
justification:
[P]roblems of self-evidence, which supply the naltyioint of departure of every
regressive subjective questioning concerning ldgitactures, have, in the
tradition, never been seriously understood and exadrat all as such. Men
believed that they knew in advance what self-evidan. They believed that they
could measure every other item of cognition agadesl, absolute, apodictically
certain knowledge. They did not suspect that tesii of knowledge (and with it
the cognitions of the logician, which imply a claohapodicticity for themselves)
could for its part also require a justification asriginary foundation (EJ 18).
What is the justification and originary foundatifam the ideal of knowledge? It seems that
it might be best understood in terms of perceptibough self-evidence has different
modes of object-givenness, it is ultimately a tgpself-giving immediacy that Husserl
consistently describes in terms of perceivable laygresence. Thus Husserl notes in
Formal and Transcendental Logikeat “all truth and all judicative evidence, so se®, are

related back to the primitive basis, experieficEkperience, for Husserl, ultimately means

a direct relation to an individual sensuous ob{ESt27). In order to arrive at the primitive

" This is not to suggest that Husserl does not ifiderperception elsewhere. E.g. “Perception is the
primordial mode of intuitiveness” (PAS 69/110). M&awlinson argues that for Husserl perceptiond an
more specifically vision — acts as the model onclvhiruth qua fulfillment is understood: “Perspeetvand
Horizons: Husserl on Seeing the Truth'Sites of VisionLevin, David Michael (ed). Cambridge: MIT
Press, 1997, pp. 265-292.

8 Husserl, Edmund. (196%prmal and Transcendental Logi€ranslated by Dorion Cairns. The Hague:
Martinus Nijhoff, p. 211. Future references will toethis edition and identified parentheticallytive text by
FTL, followed by the page number.



basis of self-givenness, the objects of judgmerdtrba absolutelydltimate substratés
(EJ 26) — in other words, they can in no way haaenbgeneralized or subsumed to a
category. The consequence of this is that “evankéble judgmentltimatelyrefers to
individual objects” (EJ 26). The pre-predicativéf-ggvenness of individual perceptual
objects is therefore the first element of any tlgemfjudgment (EJ 27). Though the
purpose of judgment is to achieve the higher letance and for all’ confirmations
[Feststellungejof the object’s identity and its *how and whadiich confirmations are
alwaysgroundedon the immediacy of fulfillment accomplished a tevel of the
sensuous givenness of particulars: “...the structaf@erception are taken into
consideration only to the extent that it is necgsgaunderstand how, on the basis of
sensuous perceptive experience, logical operatwitis their resulting logical formations,
are established” (EJ 68). The higher order objetjsdgment are thus “founded
objectivities.” They are founded on primal intentional objecte—perceptual noemata or
sense-objects that are graspable in the most duact

Such claims would seem to put perception in a gmsition for understanding it
as the key to the meaning of fulfillment. Howewehen Husserl speaks of the sensuous
perceptual experience of individual objects as dpé&indational for the logical, he notes
that “At the point at which our analyses begin,jmas constitutive strata and operations
are therefor@resupposed(EJ 68, emphasis mine). These presuppositioriadeca field

of spatial things, kinesthetic strata, and tempiytalhese are all “dimensions of

® Husserl, Edmunddeas Pertaining to a Pure Phenomenology and ther®menological Philosophy:
Second BooKTrans. F. Kersten. Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Raltdrs, 1989, p. 17/19. Henceforth
referenced parenthetically in the textiésas 1| with German pagination listed first, followed the
pagination from this translation.



constitutive investigation which lie still deepbah those conducted here and which can
only be alluded to at this time” (EJ 68). In otherds,Experience and Judgmént

attempt to investigate the foundation of the iagdllfillment stops short of the
constitutive strata that are, | believe, centraluioderstanding it. These dimensions of
investigation that ‘lie deeper still' are what mu#timately cause us to be unsatisfied with
Husserl’s claims thgterceptionis the most primal form of fulfilling presencense
perception is only possible against the backgrafradmore primordial form of unity —

that of the ego-expressing body engaged in thefgmrception. Perception comes late in
the game, so to speak, since all specific evenpefeption depend on and are secondary
to the unity of the perceiving body. The ongoingbnfirmed status of the body as unified
organ of perception demonstrates a pre-theoretiode of self-givenness prior to and as a
condition for particular perceptions. By examinthg point in greater detail, we will be in
a position to turn to the mode of confirmation ateristic of egd-eib unity and show

how it provides a constitutive foundation for ur&tanding the fulfillment experience
found in perception. Despite the tendency to gpanteptiorthe foundational role in the
meaning of fulfillment, then, perception’s depentenn accomplishments of the living
body requires us to re-think this tendency andgee, instead, that the fulfillment
accomplished in the body’s ego expressiveness is trasic than that experienced in

individual acts of perception.
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The Living Body

By addressing these constitutive dimensions tedtkeper still’ than even
Experience and Judgmenultimate substrates of judgment, it will becoapparent that
modeling the fulfillment relationship on perceptisronly a first step toward
understanding its more fundamental grounding onoeleldl experience. Husserl
recognized that one cannot understand perceptithroutirecognizing the complex and
dynamic role of the perceiving body. As he begmeetlize inldeas Il it is theliving
bodythat must be taken as the ‘ultimate substrateXpierience, the first ‘individual
object’ in terms of which all other objects areqegved:

...the ego’s active functioning of the living bodytbe bodily organs, belongs in a

fundamental, essential way to all experience ofdxd.In a quite unique way the

living body is constantly in the perceptual fietldmediately, with a completely

unique ontic meaning....[as that] in which | holdaswquite immediately®
Note his emphasis on ‘immediacy’ in all of his dwerizations of ‘holding sway’ — an
emphasis that demonstrates the distinction orlehed betweerLeib andKérper. The
former refers to the body as the worldly maniféstabf one’s agency — the living body —
while the latter refers to the body understood sgatio-temporal object. Husserl is clear
that fully constituting the body as a spatially @echporally objective thing requires the
presence of other embodied knowErBut understood as living organ of will, it is the
expressive Body — not another object in the peusdpield — that serves as the primordial

and immediate ‘object’ of experience in a “quiteque way.” Perceptual objects —

19 Husserl, Edmundrhe Crisis of European Sciences and Transcend@hihomenology: An Introduction
to Phenomenological Philosophiyd. David Carr. Evanston: Northwestern Univer8itgss, 1970, p. 107.
Henceforth referenced in the text@ssis, followed by the pagination from this translation.

11 See, for examplédeas 1| pp. 166-167/175 and 242/254.
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including my own body quKo6rper — are secondary to the ‘holding sway’ of the lgvin
body, which provides the perceptual terrain in eohwhich specific perceptual objects
can appear.

This perceptual terrain is accomplished by sewesaéntial features that distinguish
the living body from all other objects. First, thedy is a bearer of localized fields of
sensations constitutive of a kind of irrefutablé-peesence of the body to itself. Through
kinaesthetic self-awareness and the sense of tbaamgiven to myself as body. In
touching my hand | find that there is a “seriesaafch-sensations, which alecalized’in
it” (Ideas I} 145/152). Unlike vision — in which one can inemse forget oneself — touch
binds me to the body and makes me present to masbtidy. Husserl suggests that the
localization of touch is constitutive of the figgérson self-immediacy of the body that is
not found in vision. “What | call the seen Bodynist something seeing which is seen, the
way my Body as touched Body is something touchihgkvis touched”Ifleas Il
148/155). If I only had vision “it would only be &the Ego, in unity with this freedom in
the kinaesthetic, could immediately and freely mtheemateriathing, Body’ (Ideas I}
150/158). In contrast, through the immediate giwssof self to self constituted in touch,

the body’s unique status kging is accomplished?

2|n “The Body in Husserl and Merleau-PontyPhjlosophical TopicsVol. 27 (1999): 205-226). Taylor
Carman takes this to be indicative of the fundawrdtaw that makes Merleau-Ponty’s account of
embodiment superior to Husserl's; namely, that lddgsesents an overly mentalistic account in whidre
is a transcendental self prior to and independgtiteobody that is only recognized as ‘its’ throupk act of
identification accomplished through touch. Carmegues that this is evident in Husserl’s claim thé
only through touch that “Body as such can be carsti originarily” (deas 1| pg. 158). But it is important
to remember that this discussion occurs in 838l@s Il where Husserl is considering the question of “the
constitution of man as he presents himself to aralstic point of view: as material body upon whire
constructed new strata of beindtiéas 11,143/151). In other words, Husserl is not suggedtiat this is the
only or most essential dimension in terms of whioklily intentionality is first-personally manife®ather,
whenstartingwith a naturalistic conception of our own bodies ithrough the sense of touch that we
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The touch-sensing is notsgateof the material thing, hand, but is precisely hlaad
itself, which for us is more than a material thing, amelway in which it is mine entails
that I, the ‘subject of the Body,’ can say that wh@longs to the material thing is its,
not mine..On this surface of the hand | sense the sensatiotmioh, etc. And it is
precisely thereby that this surface manifestsfiteghediately as my Bodyldeas ||
150/157).

The body is also the ‘zero point’ of my orientattonvard the world — another essential
feature for understanding the possibility of petmep The body is “the bearer of the here
and now, out of which the pure Ego intuits spaa®tae whole world of the senses. Thus
each thing that appears hasipsoan orienting relation to the Body, and this refess
only to what actually appears but to each thingihaupposed to be able to appe#iebs
II, 56/61).All of my experiences are ‘oriented’ in terms oistbodily place from which |
perceive the world. | understand spatial relatigushke left/right, up/down, near/far in
terms of their placement in relation to my bodyhdve all things over and against me;
they are all ‘there’ — with the exception of onelamly one, namely the Body, which is
always ‘here™ (deas I} 159/166). Perception’s intrinsically perspectiraide of
givenness rests on the oriented nature of the badythe perceptual terrain that it opens
up.

Finally, perception depends on the body undersasoithe unique vehicle of the

will insofar as perception is essentially and ioeablymobile We experience spatio-

temporal objects as having a horizon of possilteréuprofiles because of the possibility

become aware of the failures of that attitude jpt@dng the nature of the human body: once | ineltalch
sensations, Husserl says, “then it is not thapthssical thing is now richer, but insteiidbecomes Body
[Leib], it sense(Ideas 1| 145/152). None of this rules out Husserl's redtigm that from the personalistic
attitude — which has priority — the body is alwayeady non-thematically present to me as the rastzfion
of my agency. To keep this discussion within maaatelimits, | am bracketing the question here Wwhet
Merleau-Ponty did a better job of recognizing fisnt than Husserl himself did. For further discassof
these issues, see Crowell, Steven “The Normatienteption,” irfNormativity and Phenomenology in
Husserl and HeideggeCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2013,12d-146.



of getting closer and grasping; a possibility isadependent on the ego successfully
holding sway over the body such that it is theaifie vehicle of its striving. The active
agency of the body accomplishing the ego’s inteai@rientation is a necessary condition
of the elements constitutive of any particular peton. Moving one’s eyes this way or
that is necessary to gather visual data, applyreggure on something allows one to assess
its resistance, etc. Husserl regularly discussesidtessary if/then relationship between
bodily movement and the possible series of sensatimat it will open up®

We constantly find here this two-fold articulatidinaesthetic sensations on the

one side, the motivating; and the sensations ¢fifea on the other, the

motivated...Perception is without exceptionratary accomplishmemwhich arises

essentially out of the playing together of tearrelatively related functionfdeas

I, 58/63).
Thus the perceptual terrain is accomplished imtilding sway that manifests the
responsiveness of the living body to the ‘I canagéncy. The very possibility of
perception depends on the body successfully seasrtge unique vehicle of the ego’s
striving:

...in all perception and perceptual exhibition (exgerce) the Body is involved as

freely moved sense organ, as freely moved totalisgnse organsnd hence there

is also given the fact that, on this original foatidn, all that is thingly-real in the
surrounding world of the Ego has its relation te Body (deas Il 56/61).

13 For further discussion of perception qua dynamit @mporally extended correlation between per@ptu
systems and experienced objects, see Drummond, Jhrseeing a Material Thing in Space: The Role of
Kinaesthesis in Visual PerceptioRhilosophy and Phenomenological Resegidhl. 40, No. 1 (1979) pp.
19-32); Pacheri, Elizabeth gibhaftigkeitand Representational Theories of Perception” {gg-160) and
Jean-Luc Petit “Constitution by Movement: Husserlight of Recent Neurobiological Findings” (pp.@22
244) both inNaturalizing Phenomenologied. Jean Petitot, Francisco Varela, Bernard Rathod Jean-
Michel Roy. Stanford: Stanford University Press999
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It is for these reasons that Husserl will claint thor the person, the living body is the
privileged object in the surrounding world, overighit holds sway immediately*.

Such claims about thenmediacyof the connection between the intending agency
and the body that enacts or fulfills that agency e@mplicate any attempt to understand
all fulfillment experiences in terms of it. Aftell,zone might object that despite its
foundingon the lived body, perception should continuedddken as the appropriate
model for understanding the fulfillment relationshsince fulfillment is standardly
understood as a relationship between two distixgérgences - an empty or signitive
experience that is then “fulfilled” by an intuitie.g. perceptual) experience that bears the
same meaning-content as that being designatee isighitive experience. Both
experiences reveal themselves to be presentingathe object, thereby providing the
relationship oDeckungseinheitharacteristic of fulfilment. And most importaytin
doing so, the givenness of the object in intuitonfirmswhat the empty intention merely
posits. In other words, what seems to be essdatfalfillment is that the one experience
providesevidencdor the legitimacy of the other. How can the dgmb unity play this
kind of truth-making role — a role characteristigperception and one that is taken to be
essential to the meaning of fulfilment? Just beeathe unity of the lived body is a
necessary condition for the fulfillment relationshifound in perception does not allow us

to conclude that this unity is itself a constiteatimstanceof such confirmatory fulfillment.

14 Crisis, p. 323, Appendix III: “Natural Science and Hunsiti Science.” The immediate givenness of the
ego in the body is available only in one’s own caisé can only be approximated in other relatiorshap
fact that plays a pivotal role in Meditation V bEtCartesian Meditationswhere the ‘accessible
inaccessibility’ definitive of the phenomenologicakaning of the Other turns on the fact that theics

body intimates or expresses the presence of andttesn’ that can never be directly experiencedash.

For an examination of this point, see Tanja Stahtg/hat is the Question to Which HusserFdth
Cartesian Meditations the Answer?Husserl Studie24 (2008): 99-117.



To answer this objection, we need to examine &irthe nature of the relationship

between ego andeib that is presupposed in perceptual acts.

Expression

Husserl regularly uses the conceperpressior{Ausdrucl to capture the essence
of this kind of ega-eib unity.*> What does he mean by ‘expression,’ and how wiikip
us to understand the living body’s role in the megrof fulfillment?

Husserl's early discussions of ‘expression’ in ltlogical Investigationsre
focused exclusively on the linguistic meaning opession. There expressions are
presented as signs that instantiate a meaningtiotern keeping with his characterization
of the ideality of meaning, he argues that expvesspeech acts cannot be broken down
solely into the physical sign and the mental sttie person who uses it. The expression
does not merely indicate a mental state but insti@stan ideal meaning and thereby
establishes a relation to what is objective. Whnes abjective something that is meant is
actually present then the meaning-intention emlubutighe expression is fulfilled. Thus
an expression sets up conditions of possible limkiht insofar as the meaning that it
embodies is or is not realized. Such fulfillmentas when the object is given in an act

that becomes “fused with the meaning-conferring acthe unity of knowledge or

15 Ulrich Melle noted the extensive use of the comoépexpression’ in his paper entitled “Das Raides
Ausdrucks” (Paper presented at the Husserl-ArcAnmeitstag, November 2006, Catholic University,
Leuven). Melle discusses the degree to which Huases metaphors of the body-soul relationship to
characterize expression, but he does not pursuelwdiee to be the most important implicationstaét
“Ausdricke sind Doppeleinheiten, in denen wir degdénken einen festeren, dauerhafteren und leichter
verfligbaren Korper geben” (p. 16). Husserl als tise notion of ‘externalization’ to capture thizuthle
aspect of the self: “The radical considerationhef world is the systematic and purely internal merstion
of the subjectivity which ‘expresses [or ‘exterzak’] itself in the exterior’Crisis 113).

1€



fulfillment” (LI I, 89, 192). Thus an expression is a unity in Wwraghysical form
embodies a meaning that can then be fulfilled thhoan act of intuitive givenness.
If we seek a foothold in pure description, the cetee phenomenon of the sense-
informed expression breaks up, on the one hanal tiephysical phenomenon
forming the physical side of the expression, amdthe other hand, into tteets
which give itmeaningand possibly alsmtuitive fullnessin which its relation to an
expressed object is constituted. In virtue of sats, the expression is more than a
merely sounded word. theanssomething, and in so far as it means something, it
relates to what is objectivel(l, 89, 191-2).
When employed in communication with others, an eggion “also functions as an
indication” (LI I, 86, 188) —i.e. as a sign that intimates thea&pr’'s “sense-giving inner
experience” (I 1, §7, 189) to one who does not have direct acieiis® Qua
communication, then, expressions are a type ofexttenanifestation or incarnation of the
‘internal’ meaning-intending. Expressions needplay this communicative (indicative)
role, however: they may also occur in solitary §fenply as the meaning-conferring act of
making a sign that is infused with senkel( 89, 192). The import of these claims for
intersubjectivity will be examined in greater detaslow, but it is important to note here
that Husserl distinguishes between the speak&rfsexperience of the expressive
manifestation of her meaning intention and the éesmexperience of this unity. The
hearer, he argues, can only presume the correspoatbetween the speaker’'s meaning

intention and the sense-informed expression thaberas it — he cannot himself directly

experience this unity. The speaker, in contradt,“lve in the understanding of a word”

18 Husserl contrasts expression with indicatiohlit, §5-7, 187-190. In “The Living Body as the Origif
Culture: What the Shift in Husserl’s Notion of ‘Engssion’ Tells us About Cultural Objectdusserl Studies
(2009) 25:57-79, Molly Brigid Flynn characterizée difference as follows: “The indicating thing ahe
indicated thing are phenomenally two, and, duééoapprehension of a real connection between thvem,
are led directly from belief in one to the beliefthe other. In contrast, the expression and tpeessed are
phenomenally unified, and we are lead through oribé intention of the other by way of an act ofamag”
(61-62). Thus while expression involves a priortyrindication involves separateness.

17



(LI'l, 88, 190) i.e. in the immediate experience efslgn as expressive of a meaning that
she intends as such. This meaning-intending estedithe conditions for what will count
as fulfillment of that meaning; namely, the intugtigivenness of the objectivity picked out

by that meaning-saturated expression.

Comprehensive Unities

In Ideas IIHusserl expands the notion of expression sigmiflgain the early work
he reserves this term simply for the way that vieelspressions enact or embody a
meaning, while in the later work the concept cotoeesharacterize all instances of what he
calls comprehensive unities: “the unity of the ‘Begsion’ and the ‘expressed’belongs
to the essence of all comprehensive urifjteas I 236/248). Comprehensive unities
refer to all unities that have “as it were a sensuBody for a spiritual meaning that is
grasped by way of understanding” (Husskeitas Il 320/333). This includes the bodies of
others and cultural objects such as artworks. Bigsrl argues th#tosecomprehensive
unities are in turn founded on a more primordiaif@f such unity: the unity of one’s own
ego and_eib: “all such comprehensive unities refer back touhity of Body and spirit in
the ordinary and most proper sendéegs Il supplements, 320/333).

How are we to understand this suggestion thatdlaionship between ego and
Leib serves as the exemplar for the unity of all cornensive unities, and that these
relationships can all be understood in terms ofdkea ofexpressiofa If we are to take the
early discussions of expression to be instructoreihderstanding this expanded sense of

the term, it seems that Husserl is suggestingdbh@iing analogy: the living body is to the
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expressive word as the ego is to the intended mgambodied in that word. In other
words, the living body is expressive insofar asstantiates the intending ego, just as the
word instantiates the meaning intended througBritthis reading, then, the intending ego
is the meaning of the body in which it finds exgies.

If this is right, how does the notion ffifillment relate to the comprehensive unity
of ego and_eib? As we saw in the case of linguistic expressioa,expressive word
functions as a meaning-intention that is fulfilleden the object designated by that word is
brought to intuitive givenness. As such, the exgixesword essentially functions as an
empty meaning intention that must be brought tagrethth a separate fulfilling act in
order for fulfillment to occur. This does not app&abe the case when it comes to
comprehensive unities, however, since they marniifsstand foremost as a whole in
which the constitutive elements ongoingly confitmit mutual presence within that
whole, and in doing so they do not point to a fiitfiy condition outside of themselves.
Rather, a single object is grasped as simultangonahifesting both a bodily and a
spiritual aspect. There are not two distinct exgreres — one of the bodily and one of the
spiritual aspect — followed by the recognitionleéit correspondence. Rather, the
expressive whole ongoingly presents the continuety of the elements comprising it. A
single object or event is experienced as havingdiferent but related aspects — aspects
that are not experienced as separate but as facetsingle complex whole, just as the
meaningful word is experienced simultaneously asighl sign and bearer of meaning.
Though these different facets are present to vgrgegrees in many comprehensive

unities (e.g. the other’s psyche can only everdpesceived, not perceived in the way his



body can) — the unified whole nevertheless hagipriand the aspects can only be
separated through abstractidde@s 1| 241/253).

As a result, it seems that the nature of the uaifim of aspects found in expressive
comprehensive unities makes it difficult to undanst how an experience of ego-body
Deckungseinheitould count as a genuine instancéuiillment. After all, the one does
not seem to providevidencdor the validity of the other, as is the cassupposedly
paradigm instances of intention-fulfillment likerpeption, whereby the empty intention is
confirmedby the subsequent intuition. Perception unifidlling givenness with prior
intention and thereby legitimates the latter. Whgn, should we take the expressive unity
of body and spirit to be foundational for the megnof the unity involved in fulfillment
generally if it does not have this evidence strig2uAfter all, the early account of
expression only appears to explain how meamtendingis accomplished via incarnation
in the expressive word. Even if the ‘reference bazkhe lived body is constitutive of
comprehensive unities, why should we take thisstednstitutive for understanding the
legitimation structure of fulfillment itself?

In answering this important objection, we must bieesot to allow the specific
evidence structure of perception to color our ust@ding of what kinds of fulfillment
might be possible. As he notesAnalyses Concerning Passive and Active Synthesit
every process of bringing to intuition, that ist rwery fulfillment is confirming” (68/109).
We can see why this might be so when we recall Watserl says ifdeas Iregarding the
necessity of distinguishing between mental and ishyexperiences. In the latter case

there is a necessary inadequacy built into all perheptuaéxperience:
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Of necessity, a physical thing can only be givee-siledly;” and that signifies, not
just incompletely or imperfectly in some sensetbieo, but precisely what
presentation by adumbrations prescribes. A phy#htad) is necessarily given in
mere ‘modes of appearance’ in which necessartigra of ‘what is actually
presentedis apprehended as being surrounded by a horizmoafivenness,’
which is not givenness propand of more or less vagusleterminatenesgideas

[, 80/94).

Because of the adumbrated quality of perceptuatmsipce, there is necessarily a halo of
absent but co-given dimensions surrounding the idiate presence of the fulfilling
intuition. The perceptual object is given in analding series of partial profiles that can
never be completed. As such, perception can nengely rule out skepticism. Thus
perceptualfulfillment is necessarily understood in termdegjitimation procedures
because it gradually reveals dimensions of a dowia@xperience that is irrevocably
haunted by uncertainty and contingency. The straatfiperceptiorcalls outfor
legitimation:
It is of the essence of the physical world thapecception, however perfect,
presents anything absolute in that realm; and ésfigrconnected with this is the
fact that any experience, however extensive, leapes the possibility that what is
given doesiot exist in spite of the continual consciousnesssobwn presence ‘in
person.” According to eidetic law it is the casatbhysical existence is never
required as necessatyy the givenness of something physical, but isagin a
certain manner contingent. This means: It can aveythat the further course of
experience necessitates giving up what has alreeey posited with kEegitimacy
derived from experiendgdeas | 86/102).
Characterizingll fulfillment relationships in terms of the confirtran structure of

perception, however, presupposes as universalmaild for existential evidence that is

built in to the dubitability of our experience aéngeptual objects. But the basic meaning of
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the intention/fulfillment relationship must havechuan evidence structure only if it is
defined in advance as being perceptual in that 8ace Husserl indicates that there are
multiple kinds of fulfilment, however, we mightdagimately ask if the demand for
evidence built into perception is indeed constiifior understandingll fulfillment
relationships.

Despite such potential answers to the objectiargetis nevertheless a sense in
which the idea of confirmation seems intrinsichie meaning of intention fulfillment.
How are we to understand such confirmatory dimevssad the fulfillment experience if
they arenot understood in advance exclusively in terms of @etweal evidence —i.e. in
terms of existence-confirmation cases where thist@xce is always open to doubt?

If we return to our discussion of expression anghgeehensive unities, it seems
possible that though the fact of the relationsliithe parts — the ego embodied_ieib as
the tool of its agency — is not in question whengnasp the whole as such, we might
nevertheless experience specific manifestationisatfrelationship as being more or less
successful in expressing that whole. This will riegus to clarify the nature of the
meaning-bestowing intentionality that is operaiivéhe egokeib relationship and what
kind of fulfillment possibilities it establishes.oihg so will show us the way in which the
analogy with linguistic expression ultimately faigsnce the living body must be
understood as both the expressive manifestatitimeoégo’s intentionalitand the ongoing
confirmatory fulfillment of that intentionality. Inther words, the expressive word

embodies a meaning whose confirmation or fulfillinesmes from outside itséff while

17 Except, perhaps, in the case of linguistic expoassthat are themselves manifestations of agengy {1
promise”).
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comprehensive unities involve an expressivenedsdiaa sense self-fulfilling. The ego-
Leib whole — like the meaning-word whole — specifigmasibility of fulfillment, but in

the former case that fulfillment is ongoingly odagrin theLeib’s successful expression
of the ego’s intentionality as such. Though the-kegib unity is not a contingent or
external unity in the same way that the unity atpptual intuitions and intentions is, it
nevertheless is more or less successful at manigestillustrating® its unity within its
specific actions. The living body is like a wordttspeaks on behalf of its own fittingness
for expressing the meaning intention that it isragting to express. Put otherwise, acts
that manifest the coinciding unity of intending esgad expressive body will not serve as
evidence for thexistenceof what is an on-going and irrefutable fact (ikeat one is an
embodied practical agent). Nevertheless, theresenae in which experiences of this unity
can play a kind of confirmatory or demonstrativierdlustrating the legitimacy of the

connection between the intending ego and the boahich it comes to expression.

Modes of Intentionality

In order to understand how this can be, we musindisish between two different
modes of intentionality: that displayed in spec#iis — reaching for the coffee, perceiving
the apple — and that characterizing an agent’saoeking drive to grasp the world and

recognize itself in that graspifgThe latter is characterized by Husserl in termthefpre-

8 Husserl uses both “confirming” and “illustratings stand-ins for the “logically basic relation olffilling”
(L1, 89,192).

9 This general distinction is sometimes charactdraa distinction between intrinsic and derivative
intentionality; the latter refers to particularentional acts, while the former refers to the uhdieg mode of
agency that makes this directedness toward thiogsilple. For a discussion of the intrinsic/deriati
debate, see John Haugeland’s “Understanding: DeandtSearle” in higssays in the Metaphysics of Mind
Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1998, p. 294-3



theoretical striving for knowledge. This intentibieaientation should not be understood as

a deliberate position-taking on the part of ég® cogito however, but as a general

orientation of its agency itself:
Striving after knowledge in the very broadest seag®ecisely a striving directed
toward being itself, and already belonging hetdésmost primitive presenting that
has the structure of aiming-at. To be sure, we maostake this striving as an
isolated intending, but rather, if we want to h#twe normal concept of knowing in
the logical sense, we must conceive of the epistsiniving in connection with a
habitual consistency that does not break off ambtsarrested in a single act”
(PAS 85/128-129%°

On the most primal level the very possibility ofgeption depends on the body’s

perceptual systems being harmonized and placdgkisdrvice of the ego’s pre-theoretical

project of knowing the world. Thus the kind of filithent operating in distinct acts of

20 Here one might object that this ‘intention’ to kmthe world better is simply intrinsic to intentiality
rather than a practical ordering of the self towteworld, and this is why Husserl talks abouatsitan
“instinct” towards clarifying our sense of objeetsd towards finding the truth. In other words,ded not
involve an active intention of any sort but is slynpresent in other intentions. At times Hussertsiindeed
appear to be hesitant about definitively endorsivegpractical view | am presenting here: “One casay
without further ado that inherent in every conssiwess is a striving, an intending toward its object
possess the self [of the object]” (PAS 85/128). éttheless, he appears to want to do so: “Stib, ¢ertainly
a general, essential possibility that every consziess, no matter through what kind of motivatiea (
mentioned associative awakening in the passivesgtatkes on an orientation, and in this connedtikes
on the intending directedness toward the veryafabieing. At most, there is the possibility thaegy
consciousness becomes a consciousness that itteingds that it become a striving after knowledge, a
endeavouring meaning that is satiated in a syrgta#sionfirmation” (PAS 85/129). Husserl speakshis in
Experience and Judgmeas “the striving which belongs to the essenceoofal perception” — a striving
that is not to be characterized as an explicib&the will, but as a practical tendency toward encomplete
grasping (EJ 85). Despite Husserl's initial he&ita, then, he appears to become increasingly atahfe
with viewing this striving as a kind of pre-theacal intentional orientation that underwrites taitlifferent
than all other specific intentions. Characterizinig kind of intentionality as an ‘instinct’ ignae¢he sense in
which | experience myself @&t stakein this striving — the way in which my agency regent to itself as a
task that it can succeed or fail at manifestings ieing at stake in the success of my activiseshat
establishes that the success and failure conditibapecific intentions show up as such. Thus iitds
enough to say that this striving to be a successfaht is reducible to all the local strivings pésific
intentions, since that obscures the way that muggte to be in the world well — the fact thatnattersto me
in a particular way — sets up the specific intemdicstrivings as having success conditions. Telbgvthis
argument fully might require a Heidegger-style antmf the self as assuefor itself in such a way that
specific intentional orientations are experienceti@mative. See, for example, Crowell 2013, “The
Normative in Perception.” The key point here, hoarevs that both Husserl's own texts and the phearan
themselves give us reason to adopt this as theMagsto read Husserl's account of intentional ageham
grateful to an anonymous referee for pushing mthisnpoint.
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perception only has its meaniagfulfillment in light of the over-arching epistemic
striving of the ego that succeeds or fails at esgirg itself into a unified world
experience. The perception of ‘hot coffee’, for pde, can only serve a®nfirmationor
evidenceaf my practical agency has already set up an éqpiea of the way perceptual
horizons will continue to maintain and confirm mgrimonious world experienéé.
Husserl discusses this pointExperience and Judgmenthen he shows the
manner in which practical agency involves a cortdtaw of confirmations that include a
reference back to the agency of the &g unity that performs them: experience has
“from the first an open, empty horizon of explicets to carry out (in the ‘I can,” ‘I can
proceed,” ‘get a closer look,” ‘turn it around,’daeo on)” (EJ 38). The paradigm of “the
body which confirms itself in the harmony of exgerie” (EJ 54) is not an external object
that acts as an identity pole within the manifdléxperience, but the living body of the
practical knower whose embodied ‘I can’ — whagency- is constantly confirming itself
and its projects in the harmony of intentionallgedted kinesthetic activit¥’. In doing so,
the egokeib structure establishes the first experiences afading unity between
intention and fulfillment in terms of which extefrabjects can be constituted: “The Ego

has the ‘faculty’ (the ‘I can’) to freely move thHgody —i.e., the organ in which it is

L The formalization of this intrinsic striving fonkwledge is evident in phenomenology’s commitment t
self-responsibility and the ultimate groundingtsfélaims in first-person experiences of fulfilliedentions.
For Husserl's statement on the radicalness of plenology’s self-responsibility see especially CM%2
and the Epilogue tleas Il

22 |n keeping with this emphasis on the primacy eflifiing Body as field of responsiveness to the’svil
holding sway, Bernard Pachoud argues in “The Tetgohl Dimension in Perceptual and Motor
Intentionality” that Husserl’s insight into the essial motor dimension of all experience “requinssto see
in movement, or in action, rather than in percepttbe model on the basis of which to think intenslity”
— not vice versa, as has been the trend”. In (L8@8uralizing Phenomenology: Issues in Contemporary
Phenomenology and Cognitive Scieried. Jean Petitot, Francisco J. Varela, Berhaoti®al and Jean-
Michel Roy (Stanford: Stanford University Presg): #96-219, 217.



articulated — and to perceive an external worldarigans of it” [deasll, 152/159-160).
Such movements are expressive of the ego’s ‘I aaly insofar as they are intentionally
articulated — they are not mere spasms but ordeegdfestations of a practical
intentionality expressing itself through the pevaag body:
[T]he character of subjective movement, of the du&'...from the very outset can
be apprehended as something practically possitdeed, we have to say in
general that only what has this subjective charaeits apriori of such an
apprehension. Originally, it is only here that theill' emerges. Originally, it is
here and only here that an imagined will can beraffd and can become an actual
willing (ldeas Il 259/271).
What this point allows us to recognize, then, & the basic meaning of fulfillment refers
to the overarching practical intentionality of aggeing fulfilled by its embodied acts, by
the givenness of the body as the incarnation dfithentionality. The actual willing of
embodied striving affirms the imagined willing dfetego, whose intention to know the
world is ongoingly confirmed by the givenness af tiody engaged in realizing that
project®
As we noted above, all comprehensive unities ofesgion refer back to this most
fundamental unity in which body expresses spibttwe can now see that so too do the

unities accomplished in perceptual fulfillment,c@rthe latter only arise asomentsn the

on-going practical fulfilment of the knowing, emtied agent. Indeed, we must recognize

23 One might object here that the living body is mdrtrather than the fulfillment of, my intendirBut if the
intention at issue is the overarching project ohgen efficacious agent in the world, then th&tition is
fulfilled insofar as the living body enacts thatndty efficaciousness. When considering the fulfiént of
specific intentions to know or do this or that tjjimowever, it is the given thing itself that fllfithe
intention. In such cases, the embodied agency igigsipe object does indeed become part of the dlibgn
itself. Thus the living body plays more than onkeiia the intention/fulfillment relationship, dep#ing on
the type of intentionality that is at stake — ingic or derivative. The body can and does play baits at
once — it is both the vehicle and realization ofimtgntionality. | am grateful to an anonymous eswér for
bringing this objection to my attention.
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that the meaning of the empty intentions to balfetf by perception only derive their
signative content from the over-arching praxishef agent who lives out the ‘I can’. Thus
perceptual givenness would not couneaslencef there were no empty intentions set up
by the practical movements of an embodied ego exthamgthe project of successfully
navigating the world. So the meaning identity opeeain fulfilment — the identity of ego
andLeib that founds practical agency — is only secondatilgut specific meanings like
‘coffee’ or ‘triangle’ — rather, those specific nméag intention/fulfilment unities function
as such because my practical agency sets themiogeasons for me to have and thereby
establishes what could count as fulfilling themislimportant to be careful, then, not to
endorse a priority of perception that is only pbkesby artificially isolating perceptual
events from the flow of the life in which they occihe ability of specific perceptual acts
to serve as knowledge-bearers is derivative ofrtbee originary intention/fulfillment
relationship that occurs when a practical ageneyicus for itself the success of its

intentional striving to know the world through adyahat realizes that agency.

Perception and Passive Synthesis

One might be wont to object, however, that the rbasic kinds of fulfillment
don’t occur on the ‘practical’ level but are tofoend, rather, in the passive syntheses of
perception. For example, the grasping of hyletitseadata may be a more appropriate

arena for understanding primordial fulfillment exipeaces, since such sense-data operate
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on a stratum prior to active sense-constituffhighus Husserl notes ideasl!, supplement
VI that:
...sensationsre subjective, but in quite a different way tlaats are. have
sensations — it is in quite a different way thaairy out acts. The Corporeal body
as bearer of sense-data ‘localized’ in it, as satesof fields of sensation, is
subjective in a metaphorical sense; but in additiesa field of free movement
(317/330).
But note here that Husserl is referring to the ©oepl body — namely, body understood
from within the naturalistic attitude as a partanukind of spatio-temporal object causally
affected by sense data. Such a body is subjectilyeioa metaphorical sense — it is not
lived as subjective; i.e. it is not the site or beafantentions that could or could not be
fulfilled. Note also Husserl's distinction betweleavingandcarrying out— the former
indicating the manner in which the Corporeal balyiewed as receptor of sense data that
only becomesny intentional objednsofar as it is taken up in an active meaning-
intending. The active and personal self —itfientionalself — is characterized by meaning-
constituting intentional relations to the worldtlcannot be accommodated by the

passivity of sensation or the causal story on witichsts. Thus the genuine subjectivity of

intentionality always presupposes a ‘carrying eutiot a bare ‘having’ — and therefore

%4 In regard to this early approach to the issueetéobind in Husserl's work, Juan-José Botero ndias t
“...in a sense it is true that the hyletic momentesspribe the object. Yet they are not intentional by
themselves. It is theoesisthat necessarily informs tigyleand determines which object will be constituted.
Accordingly, the objectiv@oemais the outcome of the intentional unification thgh noetid_eistungerof a
hyletic diversity. This is the sense in which ihdze said that the object is ‘given’ by the hyletata” (1999)
“The Immediately Given as Ground and Background'Naturalizing Phenomenology: Issues in
Contemporary Phenomenology and Cognitive SciedeJean Petitot, Francisco J. Varela, Bernard
Pachoud and Jean-Michel Roy (Stanford: Stanford/étsity Press) p. 448. As Steven Crowell points out
however, the later Husserl comes to abandon the tiat sensations are not intentional objects biyt o
become so through the interpret&effassunghat makes them so. Husserl came to recognizehbat
problem with such a view is its inability to expidhe universality and normativity belonging to qegstion
as such (Crowell 2013, pp. 130-135).

28



implies the practical agency of epistemic strivargl the embodied expression that makes
carrying it out possible.

Within the scope of this practical agency, howewar,can distinguish between two
different meanings of intentionality and its fulfilent: both the spontaneous, active
verification of meaning intentions occurring in #&go cogit¢s deliberate judgments, and
the ‘passive’ confirmation that belongs to the petaal spheré It is important for us to
complicate the active/passive dichotomy, howevgregoognizing that this latter ‘passive’
form of perceptual intentionality is in fact qudetive — though it is accomplished by an
embodied activity occurring on a pre-thematic le¥fdks activity consists in pointing
forward toward the horizon of empty intentions thgh an ongoing confirmatory striving.
As Husserl points out, we do not have the languadelly capture the sense in which the
‘passive’ intentionality of embodied perceptualggiag is characterized by a kind of
overarching active “teleological directedness” mefantness.” (PAS 76/118).
Nevertheless, he notes the importance of distilguisbetween the intentional
spontaneity of the active ego and the ‘passiventibnality “whereby the ego, and in a
totally different sense, is the radiating pointdofctedness, of a directedness toward the
object. For want of terms at our disposal, we avaikelves of the apposition, ‘passive,’
passive intention” (PAS 76/118).

Husserl characterizes the former, ‘active activéty’being entirely dependent on

the ‘passive activity’ of embodied perception. Tlesnotes that:

*® See Sections 16-18 of PAS.

%6 For a reading of Husserl in terms of Dreyfus’ nntof “everyday coping” see Arp, Kristana “Hussanli
Intentionality and Everyday Coping” issues in Husserl's Ideas (&€ds. Thomas Nenon & Lester Embree.
Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers, 1996, pA-161).



Perception has its own intentionality that as yetsdnot harbor anything of the
active comportment of the ego and of its constijuiaccomplishment. For the
intentionality of perception is rather presupposedrder for the ego to have
something for which or against which it can dec{@®AS 54/94).
This perceptual intentionality refers not only tek things as the unthematized
movements of the eye constitutive of vision, buthi® overarching commitment on the
part of the perceiver to continue perceiving inrmanmonious way. Though Husserl takes
predicative judgment to be founded on the pre-ttézal grasping of ‘passively received’
perceptual objects, then, these perceptual obgeetgiven in a “unity of experience”
(Ideas I} 40/43) which is itself only possible against baekground of the unity of the
ego-saturated body striving to know. “The sensegiare what they are as unities ‘in’ a
manifold of perceptions and kinesthetic constellaiof subjectivity” [deas Il 65-66/70).
Though perception is a precondition for judgmeetception is only possible as a result of
a more primordial givenness — the self-givennesh®@embodied, perceiving ‘I’
committed to the dynamic and ongoing project ofviamg the world, and confirming for
itself its success in carrying out this projecbtigh the responsivity of the lived body.
Placing the kinaesthetic movements of the livedytmuthe side of pure passivity
obscures the manner in which there is a kind abdedte but unthematized intentionality
running throughout all such perceptual movemeras tentionality that falls under the
auspices of “a constant process of expanding kray@e(PAS 25/63); a “striving and
actualizing intention” that is ddndamental trait of all intentional lifgCM 93/57-58).
Despite his tendency to speak of the pure passiitige ego in perceptual receptivity,

then, this sharp passive/active distinction is eading. The condition for perception is the
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body, and the perceiving body is not purely passiiteenacts its own animated condition
(and the perceiving that this allows) in light bétego’s drive for reliably unified
experience. Thus the fact that all higher-orderegentations depend on perception — and
perception depends on the lived body — meanshieatdo is ‘infected’ with its lived
embodiment all the way dow.

Any specificinstance of perceptual fulfillment, then, is oplyssible in light of a
prior practical commitment — a pre-theoretical étitedness’ on the part of the knower to
finding greater knowledge and overcoming informaionflicts: “running through passive
life are ever newly interweaving syntheses of fmtfent. A continual striving after
intuition that realizes the meant self, a continruale couldn’t help thinking of the term —

confirmation” PAS 102/146).

Successes and Failures of the Striving Self

Invoking ‘confirmation’ here returns us to the pieri, though. How can this
epistemic striving be normative? What is the relathip between specific acts of
perception and the practical striving that undetegrtheir possibilities of fulfillment? In
particular we must ask how we can understand thesanching practical intentionality as
normatively governed such that the concept oflfaieént applies to it. After all, specific
successes or failures of perception do not therasedgem to ratify or challenge that
embodied practical intentionality itself. The unitfyego and expressive body is not open

to failure or fulfilling confirmation in the sameay that specific acts of perception or

%" See Crowell, Steven “Husserl's Subjectivism arelRhilosophy of Mind'Normativity and
Phenomenology in Husserl and Heideggsgy. 147-165.
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praxis are. How, then, can we understand this @dtgormatively structured? What could
it mean for the body ttail to adequately express the practical project ofAkng the
world through perception?

As Husserl notes iexperience and Judgmeniere are cases in which the
harmony of the perceptual manifold breaks down,taedrigin of negation is the
experience of such disappointed intention, suchadimony. These disappointments can
only occurasdisappointments, however, against a backgroumhinh “...a certain
measure of continuous fulfillment is presuppos€l,y 88). As we have seen, the uniform
framework of sense that provides this backgrountsizmcy of fulfillment is not only the
object or the world but the body as the site oinageand experience in terms of which
object and world can come to givenness. In whadesean that embodied agency itself be
characterized by a normativity that would permitaspeak of its successes or failures
using the language of fulfillment?

There is a certain sense in which the ego’s boilly tiabe present it to: namely, as
a perceptual object towards which one has unfetfilhtentions and unexpected
experiences that give rise to the possibility ajaten. Qua perceptual object, the body is
characterized by incompleteness. As Husserl exiglicotes, the body is a remarkably
poorly constituted thingdeasll, 159/167). Buthis kind of inadequacy and
incompleteness only speaks to the bodyoiper, i.e. qua spatio-temporal object given
to me as other spatio-temporal objects are. The éirfailure that can characterize the
experience of theved body expressing the ego’s agency is differentima khan that of

other perceptual objects. When experiencing oteergptual objects, the open horizon of
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their possible appearances cannot foreclose thslpldy that they will prove to be mere
phantasms; that the rabbit in the meadow will trhto be a trick of the fading light. In
the case of the lived body, however, | cannot discthat thid_eib over which | am

holding sway is not really there in the same walge-necessity and immediacy of this
connection resists the constant possibility of skegm that characterizes perception: “I do
not have the possibility of distancing myself fromy body” (deas Il 159/167). Thus

when viewed through the lens of the naturalistiitLate, my body — myKdrper — is indeed
just another perceptual object about which | cdaddadically mistaken. But when seen
through the lens of the agency that does not obsebody butivesits body as the

terrain of its intentionality, the nature of thédae must be quite different.

Again we must distinguish here between specific gamkral intentionality.
Though | may discover that the living body is flaglito adequately manifest my agency
through particular intentions — to reach the coskie miss the icy patch on the ski hill —
these failings do not (for the most part) underntireefundamental expressive unity of
living body and animating ego. Such specific faakido not lead me to question whether |
am embodied at all or whetheis living body is the unique vehicle of my expressago.
After all, the background framework of sense teahie expressive agency of elgeib
unity provides the constant in terms of which | experience the anomalous as such. It
would only be in the most extreme cases of breakdizat this pairing relationship would
itself fail — in death or coma or perhaps extremges of mental illness. In such cases,
however, there is indeed a losdDEckungseinheit the ‘living body’ is no longelived. It

is no longer the field in which the ego finds masthtion.



If this is the case, then, the way in which fuifiént functions in terms of practical
intentionality must be understood instead asrmatinuumof success and failure, whereby
the self's embodied practices are more or lessessfal in manifesting its agency in the
world. This notion of ‘more’ and ‘less’ — alegreesof fulfilled agency — is operative in
Husserl’s discussions of the process whereby arasdo take up and master one’s
embodiment. It is the fact that the elgeib unity must bdearnedor masteredhat will
help us explain the manner in which this fundamantéy relationship can nevertheless
be characterized by success and failure condiaoatgous to the evidence structure of
perception. Despite the fact that we are from #giriming characterized by an intentional
agency that is realized in the living body, we méwaess must becontimabituatedto it
and are constantly responding to how this unigymsore or less successful manifestation

of the will’s intentionality.

Learning to Be Embodied
Husserl discusses the idea of having to take efs@mbodied condition ildeas
II, where he notes that the child comeretmgnizethe unity of its internal and external
dimensions:
[I]n the child the self-produced voice, and themlagously, the heard voice,
serves as the first bridge for the Objectificatidrthe Ego...before he can
acknowledge to the other a tactual Body and a Biochrnating the will ideas Il
97/101fn).

These different ‘dimensions’ of the body — a tatBrdy and a Body incarnating the will

— cannot be acknowledged to the other becauseiedsely in such primal ‘bridging’

34



experiences that these dimensionsrmdselfare first recognized as unifiédEarly on one
must learn to see certain bodily eveasshe ‘external’ fulfillment of one’s intentions. One
can note, for example, ways in which the extrenyelyng infant — even the fetus in the
womb — begins to engage in directed movement ssithusnb-sucking. As Husserl argues
in Zur Ph&nomenologie der Intersubjektivitédr example, a “child in its mother’'s womb
already has kinestheses and through this kinestimetvement, its things” — as a result, the
child at birth “is already an | with a high levdl@xperience (since) such an experience has
already been acquired in its intrauterine existéAté such proto-instances of ‘holding
sway’ — in which intention and fulfilling movemeate first experienced as both being
‘me’ — the child accomplishes a type of unity of-ggvenness that first inaugurates it into
the realm of intentionality and fulfillment. Whaggins as instinct becomes intention: the
child learns to accomplish a coinciding unity bedwéntention and fulfillment — the unity
that is the condition of agency as such — throtsgjhalding sway in the responsive body.
This is not to suggest that there is ever a stagéigh there is10 unity, however —
even the most primitive, struggling forms of embiodythe ‘I’ are themselvesway of
holding sway over one’s body. In this primitive fgrhowever, we can most clearly
recognize the important middle ground staked otwéen automatic, sub-personal

mechanisms and full-blown active, conceptual thedyRrimal events of holding-sway

28 Steven Crowell suggests that in this regard tfanirhearing itself must be understood as a modafit
touch. See “Husserl, Derrida, and the Phenomenabgxpression’Philosophy Today0 (1996): 61-70, p.
68 n.6.

29Vol. Il, p. 605. Quoted in Jean-Luc Petit's “Cdinstion by Movement: Husserl in Light of Recent
Neurobiological Findings” (1999) Trans. Christopigicann. InNaturalizing Phenomenologissues in
Contemporary Phenomenology and Cognitive ScieBdeJean Petitot, Francisco J. Varela, Berhard
Pachoud and Jean-Michel Roy (Stanford: Stanfordvéisity Press) p. 223.

%0 See Crowell 2013, p. 140-141, where he discussemanner in which the standard of wholeness
governing the process of perception is not con@igtbut “feelingly’ present to the body as such — a feeling



occupy this middle ground: they are normativelystinred unity events that occur on the
most basic levels of practical agency — as sudy, éne neither purely active nor passive,
neither automatic nor conceptual. They are a peerttical intentional struggle to respond
appropriately to the most fundamental success ahdé conditions to which the practical
‘I is always attuned — success or failure at beangembodied self navigating the world
and confirming for itself its ability to do so. Ththere is a kind of tension between the
body and the ego that gives it purpose; the styieigo is both enabled by the body but
also made vulnerable by its limits — a tension ged$ up the understanding of fulfillment
as a continuum encompassing degrees of self-gigsnne

Specific perceptual confirmations are thereforevdgive of this overarching
practical striving and our characterization of ifitient must correspondingly change to
accommodate this fact. Unlike in specific percepaass, the mode of confirmation
characteristic of the latter kind of expressivetyidioes not provide evidence of spatio-
temporal existencdt provides, rather, confirmation of the lived bodsesponsivity to the
ego’s project of epistemic striving. The primordiaaning of fulfillment relates primarily
to the success or failure of that practical agenoyto individual intentional acts that fall
under the umbrella of that overarching agency. Beedhe egad-eib unity is constitutive
of this agency it cannot be adequately understooith® model of discrete intentional acts.

Rather, it is an ongoingly present or comprehensiity whose individual manifestations

of fit that occurs against the background of thdyt®practical skills, the ‘I can’ of its embodiagency.
Crowell goes on to suggest that Husserlian phenology's emphasis on consciousness is not abledio ca
out Husserl’s own insights in this regard, and ibnly later phenomenologists such as Merleau-Pamdy
Heidegger who were able to transform Husserl's eption of the transcendental subject to accounthier
primacy of caring, embodied agency (146). Seeehwinder of Crowell’s excellent bodkprmativity and
Phenomenology in Husserl and Heidegf@ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2013) for a
elaboration of this view — a view which | endorg®mugh it should be clear from this paper thatligve this
approach is already more fully present in Hus$erhtis often acknowledged.
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serve a confirmatory or illustrative role for thesoarching agency that enables and gives
meaning to those individual manifestations. An agefurther, that need not be

understood as an all or nothing state, but a contmof confirmation that we are aware of
as such because of a.) our past and current sesifml a mastery that better expresses that
agency, and b.) breakdown conditions such as glttest remind us of the ways in which

that agency can be both enabled and thwarted bydthgin which it finds expression.

Temporality

At this point one might be tempted to object thhave overlooked the mode of
fulfillment operative in temporality. After all, mét the most primordial form of
experienced unity not that of the ego-expressweglibody but the temporal flow of
consciousness itself, constantly confirmed by thedition of protentions into the living
now? Why isn’t the pure | of temporality sufficieior understanding fulfilled self-
identification? Throughout his work, Husserl empbes the essential unifying role of the
temporal stream and the fact that it occurs on seriumdamental level than even
embodied holding-sway. Should we not take thelfoi@&nt of protentions to be the most
foundational sense of fulfilment event, then — enprimordial than both perceptual and
ego-deib fulfilment? Husserl claims, for example that “protion, unlike retention, is
essentially a meaning-intention” (PAS 86/129). Whenlook to the temporal structure
underwriting perception, we see that perceptiontfbes, at every moment, the
anticipatory certainty of what is to come, the aenty of its futural occurrence (and it does

this completely without our help)PAS 87/131). Further, he suggests that we cannot even
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Imagine consciousness without the lawful nexugofgoral unfolding — an unfolding in
which we are constantly expecting and being corddnm our expectations of an arriving
future.

The nature of this kind of ‘fulfillment’ is of aadically different kind, however,
than the perceptual or ed@ib confirmation events that we have been discus3ihg.
reason for this is that the temporal flow occursoah a level of pre-personal passivity
that describing our relationship to the advenheffuture as ‘expectation’ or ‘anticipation’
is already too active — the future comes, no maitteat our stance toward it. To
characterize our relationship to its arrival aaficmation or as an event of intention-
fulfillment, then, is misleading. Rather, the dirsgms of temporal streaming occur on a
level prior to even the most basic modes of intardlity:

Since we are certain from the outset that sometisigging to arrive in the living

perception, there is no room at all for a wishingttit should be, or even for a

willing that it should become by realizing it inroactions PAS 87/131).

This must be the case, since the streaming unitgroporality is the most basic condition
for the unity of experience. Without this flowingity — its character of ongoing becoming
— consciousness itself would be impossible. Thesequence is that the unity of
temporality cannot be experienced as a normatiméragum — there is no sense in which
the arrival of the future comes degreesor involves the possibility of an experienced lack

of confirmation. Indeed, though Husserl characesrithe living-present in terms of

“temporal flow,” he nevertheless admits to using tierm metaphorically, since it itself is
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not characterized by succession or any of the pagek that characterize objects or
processes within tim&.

Further, this kind of constantly renewed unity loé streaming present is also, in a
senseempty— we can only speak of these temporal structurésrms of the content that
fills them and allows us to recognize protenti@iention and preseassuch:

[W]hat makes division possible and the relationhgetn parts in consciousness,

and so forth — the analysis of time alone canribuge for it abstracts precisely

from content. Thus it does not give us any idethefnecessary synthetic structures

of the streaming present and the unitary streatheopresents — which in some

way concerns the particularity of conter®AS 129/174).

As soon as we begin to speak of toatentof internal time consciousness, then, we are
returned to the embodied I, to which all contereviocably refers:

| assert that our given consciousness and its digmnand its essential type has

this marvelous feature, not only to constitute otiyely (in the sense of

demonstrated absolute necessity) its own tempeiablwith respect to the past up

to the present, but also its future. If we ask, @osv, how our streaming
consciousness brings that about, our answer rarugh the fact that it constitutes

31 See Edmund Hussefthe Phenomenology of the Consciousness of Int&imad No. 54, 370-1/381-2
(trans. John Barnett Brough. Dordrecht: Kluwer Aaraét Publishers, 1991). The manner in which this
bedrock of internal time — along with theangsintentionalitdtthrough which it is given and the problem of
infinite regress that threatens it — is a matteanath debate. Commenters agree, however, thatsslich
presence cannot (easily) be understood in termmg@ftionality (and corresponding fulfilment expmices).
For example, Toine Kortooms suggest®henomenology of Time: Edmund Husserl's Analysigroé-
Consciousnesthat “Husserl develops a radical notion of thespaty of pre-consciousness in which the
syntheses occur that lead to the formation of ghn@ssociative, pre-temporal unities. In order to
underscore the radical character of this notiorgged no longer wishes to speak about an interiigna
here, even if it were to be a non-egoic intentitpé@Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers, 2002286).
As Luis Niel puts it: “It should be clear by nowatHstream-intentionality’ can only be called ‘intenality’
in a sense analogical to that of act-intentionalityce by the former we do not find any accomptisht of
an act nor anything like an objective correlaténténtionality” (“The Phenomenology of Primal-
Phenomenality: Husserl and the Boundaries of then&menology of TimeHusserl Studie29 (2013): 211-
230, p. 216-217). See also Brough, John. “The Nbaf§icult of All Phenomenological Problemdiusserl
Studie27 (2011): 27-40; Hoerl, Christoph. “Husserl, fremporal Flow, and Temporal Experience”
Philosophy and Phenomenological Resea@6(2013): 376-411; Zahavi, Dan. “Time and Congsitess in
the Bernau Manuscriptdiusserl Studie20 (2004): 99-118; Zahavi, Dan. “Inner Time Conssiness and
Pre-reflective Self-awareness”Tine New Hussefed. Donn Welton. Bloomington: Indiana University
Press, 2003, pp. 157-180).



within itself an objective world in a transcendertentionality. A stream of lived-
experiences of spatio-material existence runs tivout the stream of the lived-
experiences such that all things experienced ictlese of the steady sequence of
perception are referred to one’s own lived-bodyhwihich everything else that
emerges in the course of lived-experience underubec of psychical lived-
experiences is then constituted as intertwinedregalated mannePAS

213/265).

The continuity of temporal experience cannot béilegtely characterized as instances of

fulfillment, then, since it occurs on a constitutive levebipto intentionality and its

objects®
Indeed, the immediacy and primordiality of the entibgent relationship might

lead us to question whether the ‘spatiality’ of eatied expression isquiprimordialwith

the temporal unity that Husserl takes to charareronsciousness on its most basic level.

Husserl himself seems to consider this when hesrtbt:
Thus, miraculously a perceptual object that we @adi’s own lived body is
distinctive in such a way that with each perceptban object, whatever it may be,
the lived-body is always there and always co-ctutstil. And this object is entirely
unigue by virtue of the fact that it always ‘bewasighin it’ the zero-point, the
absolute Here, in relation to which every otherecbjs a There. Just as universal,
unending time is constantly and inexorably refetgethe absolute Now, so too is
the entire unending space inexorably referred eécathsolute Here and to the
coordinates of orientation attached toHAS 584/298).

Insofar as experience refers merely to that whsgbeissive and pre-personal it is temporal

in form; but if we are to speak of consciousnesgims of intentional encounters with

objects that can succeed or fail at fulfilling teestentions we are irrevocably returned to

%As Niel points out, this raises many problems Fer &nalysis of this most basic stratum of time
consciousness, “since in our experience we areyaldaaling with temporal experiences and not with t
flow itself. Thus we can only outline what thiswitas by contrasting it with what it is not, i.eqrestituted
unities in time (whether subjective or objectivEjus, according to Husserl, ‘[t]he flow is somethine
speak ofn conformity with what is constitute(CW IV, p. 79, Hua X, p. 75)” (Niel 2013, 215).
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the manner in which consciousness individuate¥ gpatially through the orientations
and activities of the living body.

Indeed, Husserl seems to tentatively consider Wtedde to be the crucial point:
namely, even ‘pure’ inner consciousness — the absaoheaning field of the transcendental
Ego — cannot escape understanding itself in tefrpsimal spatialconcepts of location,
orientation, direction, etc. because the ‘pure Egwminot but rely on the unacknowledged
models and standards derived from the nature efhiisodied agenc:

The structure of the acts which radiate out fromHEgo-Center, or the Ego itself, is

a form which has an analogon in the centralizinglb$ense-phenomena in

reference to the Body. In absolute consciousnese ik always a ‘field’ of

intentionality, and the spiritual ‘focus’ of the@ntion ‘directs’ itself now onto this,
now onto that. The question is whether these imhges an original meaning and
are expressing a primordial analogy. That is tq dags there lie in the act of
attention, abstraction made from the spatial, whehe image is derived,

something like a directing that emanates from atfoldeas Il 105-106/112).

If we recognize the deep role that spatiality plenythe structure of consciousness, then, it
is easy to see how the experience of fulfilledntitsn accomplished in the body’s
expression of the ego’s holding sway is a typgyafmal instituting’ of the meaning of
fulfilled intention. It serves, so to speak, aparhordial analogy’ in terms of which
higher-order fulfillment events are recognized. [Spamal experiences are exemplars

insofar as they are concrete yet normative expeegrthey are livingly present to all

embodied knowers as fulfillment events in termsvbich other fulfilment experiences are

¥ Maxine Sheets-Johnstone’s bobtke Roots of ThinkingL990) (Philadelphia: Temple University Press,
1990) offers a more thorough examination of thisegal approach by using genetic phenomenology heget
with paleoanthropology to demonstrate the wayshiclvmeanings originate in primordial experiencks o
the living body. Basic human concepts, she ardudtimately revert to the body as semantic template
What was — and is — originally thought was — and feunded on a bodily logos” (7-8). The Body in the
Mind: The Bodily Basis of Meaning, Imagination, dReasonMark Johnston similarly argues that
embodiment is indispensable for meaning, sinceoivides imaginative schemas in terms of which
rationality and understanding function. For examtile way in which we intertwine the senses of ghand
‘up' is founded on a 'verticality schema' rootethie body (Chicago: University of Chicago Pres87,Xv).
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understood as such. All intention-fulfillment exjgerces that involve higher-level
objectivities involve a reference back to this baseaning of fulfillment as agency
realizing itself in the world. Characterizing thedy as the first ‘object’ is misleading,
then, since embodied expressions of will are thding events of intention-fulfillment in
terms of which the orientation toward ‘objects’ bewes possible at all — including
perceptual objects and those objects so foundationeonstituting objectivity: the lived

bodies of others.

The Community of Embodied Knowers

As Husserl's account of the sciences makes cle@mtdic objectivity relies on our
ability to activatein others the same primordial experiences of gienness that we
ourselves have had. Thus Husserl notes in “TheiDoigGeometry” that scientific
propositions persist as an ideal across time phcisecause they rely on our “capacity for
translating these sentences from vague linguistitetstanding into the clarity of the
reactivation of their self-evident meanintj.Science’s claims, he continues, “can be
justified as an expression of the alleged truth-mregonly through the actual capacity for
reactivation” Crisis, 368). This ‘capacity for reactivation’ — i.e. felnared verification
through multiple first-person graspings of the givess of a particular meaning — is
presupposed in the idea of phenomenology as acecieaspecially asdescriptive

science. The primary sense of description, Huseeds, is “gifted in provoking intuition”

% Crisis 366, Appendix VI: “The Origin of Geometry.”
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(Ideas I 372/382, supplements) — in other words, gifteddtivating in others the
immediacy of experiences of self-givenn&ss.
Phenomenology, then, if it is to be a science assEltl conceives of science, is not
only about seeing, but about batieing and communicating togeth€he
communication of phenomenological insights throdghlcription are indispensable
to the practice of Husserlian phenomenology (Kokdll, 24).
It is not enough for a phenomenologist to uncokierdtructures of first-person
consciousness for herself — rather, like all s@snphenomenology is committed to the
idea that such first-person experiences can berowed by others who can also be brought
to have them. Thus phenomenology includes an ioably discursive and rhetorical
moment — its descriptive flourishes are not acdiadvut central to the project of bringing
the other knower into a first-person grasping eftting itself*®
What is of particular interest for us here is tReeat to which Husserl uses

metaphors of embodiment when speaking of phenorogyal capacity to do so in the

case of fulfillment. He frequently describes anenignce of fulfilled intention in terms of

% Thus J.N. Mohanty argues that the difference betwimguistic indications aneipressionss that the
former merely points to something while the lattelves bringing the hearer to ‘see’ the meaniamb
expressed. liEdmund Husserl’s Theory of Meanjr&gnd Edition (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1969, p
11). David Koukal examines this point in some detd@iming, for example, that for Husserl “an exgsion
can be thought of as a sort of advocate for a géxgrerience, as opposed to merely pointing to the
experience”. In “The Rhetorical Impulse in HusseFPhenomenologyContinental Philosophy Revied4
(2001) pp21-43, p. 26.

% Koukal examines the way in which expressive lagguanctions in this way teattually make the hearer
apprehend”the expressed meaning (Koukal 2001, 28-31). Thdi¢atjpns for phenomenology are that “In
order to evoke meaning, and possibly incite phemmiogyical insight, we must in a sense “breath lifed
the sign and thereby speak the wavedl” (Koukal 2001, 32). IrCartesian MeditationsHusserl
acknowledges the difficulty involved in finding anbect rhetorical fit between pre-expressive exparé and
the expressions meant to embody them: “But theesgion as such has its own comparatively goodar ba
way of fitting what is meant or itself given; artetefore has its own evidence or non-evidence” ((AX52);
“Because the sciences aim at predications thaessprompletely and with evident fitness what iselebh
pre-predicatively, it is obvious that | must beefal also about this aspect of science” (CM 13/54y.
further discussion of this issue, see Crowell 1996.



‘bodily presence® The fulfilling intuition isleibhaft— a descriptive choice that is not
accidental but essential for phenomenology’s ahiititserve as a descriptive science of the
most fundamental dimensions of consciousness hler atords, Husserl speaks of
something as ‘self-evident’ insofar as the presari@n object or context of meaning is as
undeniably and immediately real as one’s own liidogly — an experience of immediate
and unquestionable self-givenness that Hussenietgion every reader to recognize. It is,
after all,the ‘primordial analogy’ by which we can make the desipstructures of
consciousness understandable.

Though Husserl does not explicitly articulate thkeithat this primal egbeib
relationship plays in the meaning of fulfilmenard perhaps did not fully recognize it
himself — its presence is clear. Effective desmipis capable of evoking a corresponding
sense of self-evidence in other members of theghenological community and when
faced with describing the most basic meaning diiliulent, Husserl turns again and again
to metaphors that express the fundamental serfséfitbéd intention in terms of embodied
agency — an experience that is common to all engloloktiowers. His use of terms like ‘in
person,’ ‘in the flesh,” ‘seeing’ or ‘grasping’ &xplain the relationship of intention-
fulfillment is therefore a revealing expressiortioé foundational nature of this
relationship, betraying the role that the expereatembodied agency plays in
constituting what meaning-fulfillmemheans Indeed, even when he is expressing the
‘principle of all principles’ he claims that we ai@accept éverything originarily(so to

speak, in its ‘personal’ actuality)ideas | 824, 43/44). Since the intuition Husserl is

37 See, for example, section §136ldéas | where he repeatedly talks about fulfillment inms of being
there ‘in person.’
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seeking to provoke there is the meaning of intentudfillment itself, what better way to
do so than by pointing to the primal experiencsuwth intention-fulfillment — the
expressive unity of embodied agency — which isvéiry foundation of that meaning?
Much more needs to be said about the extent tohtHisserl himself was aware
of this shift toward a practical foundation for timeaning of fulfillment, in addition to the
ways in which this Husserlian interpretation congsaio variations on this theme in
thinkers like Merleau-Ponty and Heidegger. Whavpéito have done here, however, is
simply call into question the dominant narrativeendby the meaning of fulfillment is

simply taken to be founded upon isolated acts ofgyion.



