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TOWARDS A PHENOMENOLOGICAL MONADOLOGY
ON HUSSERL AND MAHNKE
Michael Shim, Stony Brook

INTRODUCTION

The following! proposes an interpretation of Husserl’s sustained exegetical
commentary on Leibniz’ metaphysics from 1922 (Hua XIV 298300), with refer-
ence to textual and historical resources. The leading historical index for the fol-
lowing interpretation is a minor contribution to Leibniz scholarship from 1917
by Dietrich Mahnke, a work with which Husserl was intimately familiar. Textual
references are to works by Husserl which would have been available to Mah-
nke— i.e., the Logische Untersuchungen and Ideen I— as well as relevant notes and
lectures from the period in question. Husserl’s brief manuscript from 1922, I
claim, can be read as a critigue of the Mahnke interpretation that attempts to pro-
vide a more expansive and thorough-going phenomenological explication of
Leibniz’ doctrine of universal harmony. Thereby, Husserl offers some important
clues as to how he himself understands his own uses of the terms “monad” and
“monadology.” The phenomenological reformation of Leibnizian Monadology
must be understood as a methodological reconception with internal reference to
Husserl’s own theory of intersubjectivity.

Though generally unrecognized for his familiarity with the history of philoso-
phy, it is nevertheless well known that Husserl had extensively read the works of
Leibniz. According to his report delivered at the 1966 International Leibniz
Congress, H.L. van Breda notes three distinct phases of Leibniz’ influence on
the development of Husserl’s phenomenology.? The first period (1887-1897) is
concentrated on Leibniz’ conception of logic and “mathesis universalis.” The
second period (1897-1905) is oriented around Leibniz’ Nouveaux essais, which,
van Breda claims, served as a counter-weight to Husserl’s preoccupation with

1 I'would like to thank Donn Welton, who reviewed an earlier version of this paper and offered
helpful comments and criticisms.

2 VanBreda’s chronology is determined by a survey of collections and individual worksby Leib-
niz in Husser!’s personal library, which Husser] had— at various periodsin his life— heavily (as
evidenced by the extensive marginal notes taken) worked through.
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the empiricists during this period3 Finally, between 1910 antli 1925, it 1; Lel.l()il:uz

“Monadology” that is the focus of Husserl’s interest, leading to anthgm ing
Husserl’s recourse to the monadic re-conception of the concrete ego apd e qwel-
opment of his theory of intersubjectivity. In the last fqotnote to this report,k\;an
Breda notes that in Husser!’s personal library are also included some 40 works of
secondary literature on Leibniz, of which only four had been closel{{ w40rked
through by Husserl. All four of these works are by Dietr ich Mahnke.

Like Husserl, Dietrich Mahnke had begun his academic careeras a student of
mathematics. Due to exposure to Husserl’s lectures at Gttingen, Mahnke de-
cided to devote himself to philosophy instead, specializing in Leibniz. In July of
1922, Mahnke defended his Dissertation under Husserl at F rexbyrg. The t}d'ce of
the dissertation is “Leibnizens Synthese von Universal{nathemauk und Individu-
almetaphysik,” published in the Jabrbuch in 1925.In this work, Mahnke attempts
to develop a theory of “objektiver Perspectivismus” (Mahnke 1925, 13/317)
which he claims Leibniz’ “Harmonik” secures through a §ynthesm bet'ween a
universally valid mathematics and a multiplicity of subjecFlve m.etapl.'lysg:al per-
spectives. In Leibniz scholarship, the work is dated, but is of historical interest
since it criticizes a number of Leibniz interpretations current at the time— most
notably, those of Russell, Couturat, Cassirer and Dilthey. In terms pf phenome-
nology, the work offers itself as a significant early attempt to clarify and solve
traditional metaphysical problems with recourse to phenomenolpgy. Perhaps the
single most phenomenologically significant passage in the entire work reads as
follows: “Wenn es aufierhalb der rein logischen Mathematik iiberhaupt
apriorische Evidenzen und nicht nur aposteriorische Erfahrungen gibt, so kann
es sich nicht um begriffsanalytische, sondern nur um intuitiv-synthetische
handeln, wie Husserls Phinomenologie sie in der deskriptive Eidetik der reinen

* VanBredasuggeststhat Leibniz’ critique of John Locke may have played adecisive role in the
shaping of Husser!’s anti-psychologism of this period. Van Breda goes so far as to claim, “Das
Studium der Neuen Abhandlungen kdnnte wohl fiir ihn die Geburtsstunden gewesen sein fiir
seine eigene Philosophie der Reflexion, dieseit 1913 in seinen vert ffentlichten Schriften so breit
vertreten ist... ” (Van Breda 1971, 142).

4 I'am grateful to Prof. Rudolf Bernet at the Leuven archive for permission to cite from Husserl’s
marginal notes in his copy of Mahnke’s Eine Neue Monadologie, HA Signature BP 168: hereaf-
ter, BP 168/page nos. I am also indebted to Sebastian Luft at the Leuven archive who provided
me with additional reports regarding Husserl’s worked-through copies of Mahnke's works.
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Erlebnisse gewinnt™ (Mahnke 1925, 43). This passage crystallizes the core
phenomenological thesis first introduced in Mahnke’s 1917 book. In 1926,
Mahnke completed his Habilitation in Freiburg; then in 1928, he received a call
to take over Heidegger’s position at Marburg.

Mahnke’s interpretation of Leibniz’ philosophy is through and through phe-
nomenological; and no doubrt, for Mahnke, Husserl was and remained the single
most influential figure in his philosophical development.6 At the same time, as
can be gleaned from the letters between them, Mahnke’s is an interpretation
received with enthusiasm by Husserl. And of the four works by Mahnke familiar
to Husserl, the single most important cannot be considered the above men-
tioned dissertation; instead, it is a shorter piece by Mahnke published in 1917
entitled Eine Neue Monadologie.

After just a cursory examination of the work, Husserl claims of Mahnke’s
Monadologie that “[sie] ist mir ganz und gar verstindlich, ja sie ist, wenn ich nach
diese Sitzen mich orientiere, ganz und gar auch die meine... Ich selbst bin ei-
gentlich Monadologe.”” But it was not until the Semesterferien of 1919 that
Husserl undertook a concentrated and systematic reading of the short work;
upon the completion of which, Husserl writes to Mahnke: “Wie merkwiirdig.
Vielfach ist es mir, als ob sich ein Stiick meiner Seele mit meinen Gedanken
abgezweigt u. in der Ihren sich fortentwickelt hitte” (HuaDok ITI, 422). What
Husserl probably found so attractive in Mahnke’s book is an application (albeit a
fairly rudimentary variant) of his phenomenological method in a comprehensive
reconstruction of the late Leibniz’ monadological metaphysics, precisely that

5 Mahnke himself is apparently referring to “Meditationes de Cognitione, Veritate et Ideis,” (G
1V/422-26) Leibniz’ famous epistemological treatise from November of 1684, published in the
Acta eruditorum. Accordingto Leibniz, Descartes’ epistemological criterion of “clara et dis-
tincta” can be further elaborated and refined by a hierarchization, from merely clear to “intui-
tively adequate” or apodeictic. The only examples, for Leibniz, of adequate and intuitive know!l-
edge for finite sentients are precisely tautological identity propositions, insofar asthey are not
further reducible. Mahnke’s claim is that the phenomenological reduction enables precisely the
epistemological augmentation of the ideas of concrete individuua in Wesenserschauung to count
as epistemologically compatible with mathematical propositions.

¢ For instance, in “Universalmathematik und Individualmetaphysik,” Mahnke devotes each chap-
ter to an explication and critique of various different interpretations of Leibniz’s philosophy
current at the time. Though Husserl’s phenomenology is itself not included as one of the chap-
ters, Mahnke’s criticisms of his contemporaries almost invariably takes refuge in Husserl’s phe-
nomenological paradigm: e.g, against Couturat, pp. 42/346{; against Cassirer, p. 61/365; against
Dilthey, pp. 180/484{., etc.

7 Husserl an Mahnke, 5.1.1917, HuaDok III 407f.
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Sls./\c;ftﬁzlgge itself sugges%s, Mahnke’s work is a paragraph-by-paragraph com-
mentary on Leibniz’ own “Monadology,” but with reference to more contempo-

: : ives—above all, needless to say, to that of Husser]’s
rary philosophical perspectives—a ) o s -
phenomenology. It is divided into 7 chapters, of which the p enoxlrlleno ogically
most relevant are chapters 1-3, and paragraph §82 of chapter 6 that unify the
foregoing under a phenomenological paradigm. (Chapters 4 and 5, as we will
later see, will prove to be of negative relevance. There is no ev1den’ce to suggest
that Husserl read any of chapter 7.) Asa piece of exegesis, Mahnke’s work takes
numerous liberties, emphasizing certain aspects of Leibnizian metaphysics con-
genial to his own purposes in exchange for having to suppress ot?xer aspects that
may not have been so conducive. In terms of phenomenologxc_z\l relevanc.e,
however, the work proposes a fundamental thesis, one Mahnke will preserve in
the “Universalmathematik”: Leibniz’ principle of universal harmony asserts an
inextricable connection between mathematics and metaphysics, despite the lat-
ter’s inherently subjective (and, thus, relative) orientation. What establishes
“harmony” between the mathematical paradigm of objectivity and the paradigm
of subjective-relative— indeed, even partially “irrational”— cognition is the in-
variant structure of consciousness, as obtained under the phenomenological re-
duction.

Mahnke’s Monadology is— as to be expected in a phenomenological interpre-
tation— centered on paragraph §30 of the Leibnizian original, which is worth
citing in its entirety: “Tt is also by the knowledge of necessary truths and by their
abstractions that we rise to reflective acts, which enable us to think of what is called
T'and to consider this or that to be in us; it is thus, as we think of ourselves, that
we think of being, of substance, of the simple and the compound, of the imma-
terial, and of God himself, conceiving of that which is limited in us as being

part of Leibniz’ philos.oph}{ t
this period. Yet there is no 1n

*  Husserl could not have overlooked the footnote on pages 14-5 of the Nexe Monadologie,where
Mahoke writes: “Im voraus muss ich darauf hinweisen, dass die philosophischen
Forschungsergebnisse dieses meines hochverehrten Lehrers fiir mich fast iiberall den
Ausgangspunkt meiner eigenen Gedanken gebildet haben, auch wo ich in anderer Richtungals
er fortgeschritten bin.”
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without limits in him. These reflective acts provide us with the principal objects
of our reasonings” (Mon. §30).

The most significant passage in Mahnke’s corresponding paragraph reads as
follows: “Wenn mebrere Menschen, die durch ibre gemeinsame intentionale Welt der
sinnlichen Wahrnehmungen und Strebensziele mit einander verbunden sind, sich
ineinander einzufiiblen verstehen, so erwichst aus ihren getrennten Seelen eine
héhere geistige Einheit ... Wir diirffen deshalb auch dem héoheren
Gesamtbewusstsein der Menschheit keineswegs die Erlebniseinheit einer
individuellen Seele zuschreiben, sondern nur den Charakter eines objektiven
Bewusstseins, das alle Einzelseelen wegen ibrer Geistesgemeinschaft auf dem Gebiete
des wahrhaft Giiltigen sich zugrundeliegend fiihlen” (NM §30: my italics).

o

In order to adequately understand Mahnke’s introduction of obviously inter-
subjective considerations in his commentary on Leibniz’ prioritization of the
reflective method in metaphysics, we must take a close look at much of Mah-
nke’s foregoing interpretative steps. To begin with, Mahnke’s paragraph §4 pro-
poses to explain the indestructible simplicity of the Monad in terms of “ewig
giiltige Lebensgesetze” which endure all contingent alterations in experience.
Despite the importation of phenomenological issues, Mahnke’s claim is in con-
formity with Leibniz’ own earlier conception of “harmony,” as introduced in a
letter to Magnus Wedderkopf from May, 1671 as well as in De summa rerum from
1676. In this period, harmony is simply conceived as that which enables the
greatest quantity of diversity from a minimal simplicity. The paradigm example
in this case are mathematical ratios: i.e., 2:4 and 4:8— ad infinitum— have in
common the same ratio, for which no further reasons can be given, thus the
ratio itself is primitive; regardless, this minimally simple ratio enables an infinite
multitude of numerically diverse relationships that are always explicable by re-
duction to the primitive ratio (L 146-7, 157ff.). Mahnke is suggesting a compar-
son in epistemological strength between mathematical ratios and the “eternally
valid laws of life.”

Though universal, the “eternally valid laws of life” also constitute the tran-
scendental grounds of contingent diversity, without which there would be no
sense in speaking of a multiplicity of subjects at all—and, thus, no sense in
speaking of either substantial or monadological unity at all. Therefore, the sub-
jective relative “Qualititen” cannot be overlooked. Following Leibniz, for whom
each Monad is restricted to a very specific “pointe de vue” through the diversity in
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4 »10

of appetitio, which Mahnke proposes to Franslate as “Streben. .
Despite the diversity in the individuating sequences of representations, all
Monads share a set of “laws” that pertain universally to phenomenologically

reduced consciousness (NM §7). In the corresponding paragraph, Leibniz asserts the
famous “no windows” claim, staking for each Monad an autonomous sphere of
spontaneity and auto-affection. Leibniz’ own a,fguments mMonado[ogy. §7 pre-
serve those first introduced in “Primae veritates,” the prototype of the Discourse:
since the “first truths” are tautological identity propositions,!! azrue predicate
must be analyzable into some identity relation with the subject of that predicate,

* By “immanenter Kausalitit oder Motivation,” Mahnke is clearly nffen-ir}g to aHusserlian usage,
In Ideen I, the most explicit statement in contrast to causality is given in afootnote to §47; “Es
ist zu beachten, daf diseser phanomenologische Grundbegriff der Motivation... (... als
Kontrast zum Begriffe der auf die transzedente Realitatssphire bezogenen Kausalitat), eine
Verallgemeinerung desjenigen Begriffes der Motivation ist... ” (Hua Il 89fn.: my italics). (It
should also be noted that Husserl’s “generalization” of the concept of motivation stakes adis-
tinction berween his transcendental-phenomenological usage and the usage current among the
adherents of psychologism of the time.)

10 The corresponding paragraph in Leibniz’ “Monadology” reads as follows: “The action of the
internal principle which brings about change or the passage from one perception to another can
be called appetition. It is true that appetite need not always fully attain the whole perception to
which it tends, but it always attains some of it and reaches new perceptions” (Mon. §15). In §13,
Mahnke insists again that aMonad must necessarily assume in its unity an individuating multi-
plicity, precisely in reference to the aforementioned Leibnizian conception of mathematical
harmony.

! Because rautological identity propositions are unique in their epistemological irreducibility: i.e.,
no further reason can be given why they are true; thus they are true with a priori certainty and
necessity.
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In §7, Mahnke follows Leibniz’ step in sounding the propositional subject on a
metaphysical register; however, rather than convert the subject into substance,
Mahnke converts it into consciousness.’2 With obvious reference to §4, the
“Chaos” of subjective diversity in “representations” are resolved into the invari-
ant structural “laws” of consciousness.

As to be expected, Mahnke proposes an explication of these “laws” of con-
sciousness with conspicuously hard recourse to Husserl’s phenomenology.
Mahnke proposes the characterization of the “Erleben einer Monade” in terms
of intentionality, as given in adumbrated perception. Thus, Mahnke claims, the
essential unity of the Monad is, above all, an “intentionale Einheit” (NM §16).
For Mahnke, this unity is obtained through the invariance of the intentional
structure itself: like mathematical ratios, consciousness as consciousness of
something for consciousness obtains despite the infinite diversity of particular
perceptual experiences, exemplified by the “infinite continuum” of unfolding
perspectives in adumbration. It is from this»ecessary phenomenological oppos-
tion between the structural invariant of intentional consciousness and the infi-
nite multiplicity of contingent gegenstindliche perspectives, that the intentional
unity of consciousness is elevated to “einem Reiche ewiger Ideen oder objektiv
geltender Begriffe, auf die die ruhelose Folge der Verinderungen als auf ihr
wahres Ziel hindeutet” (Ibid.). Thus, in §26, Mahnke says: “die Monade
[kann]... als Intention auf eine Idee [dargestellt werden].” On the basis of this
idealization, Mahnke claims that the intentional unity of consciousness gua
Monad stands on the same level with the “Einheiten der Natur” gua world, “die
den gleichzeitigen Perzeptionen der getrennten Monaden als die in ihnen
gemeinte wahre Ojektivitit identisch gegeniibersteht” (NM §16).

It seems to me that Mahnke is implying the’nf’gﬂowing set of arguments. The
Monad thinks concepts and ideas as universal in analogy to the invariant structure
of its own intentional consciousness, despite empirical encounters with almost
nothing but contingent diversity of perceptual data. This argument conforms

12 This is a fairly heavy-handed exegetical move, which must be viewed as presupposing a phe-
nomenological agenda. For Leibniz himself, what qualifies asthe substantial reference of apro-
positional subject need not be conscious at all—at least not the sense of sentience. Mahnke’s
apology for his own specialized interpretative move is given in §14, where Mahnke says that the
Monad views everything else in the universe in analogy to itsown structure of co nsciousness, if
the Monad in question is capable of apperception or reflective introspection. This apology, on
the other hand, is not at all too liberal, and reflects numerous passages that make such sugges-
tions throughout the period of the Nouveaux essais. Cf. Letter to Sophie Charlotte, 1702: (G
V1/502).
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Moralls Malille tions without causal interaction with any other sy}.
i re.pgsemzch Monad may regard itself as an adequate solipsist
s (except GOd,Zi (l_;ls’deand itself in the world” (L 337). What guarantees
) - 1f_there e e is the pre-established correspondence of these rep-
objectivity (of the universe), then, is the pre: : ey dive :
resentations between diverse Monads with their respectively diverse points of
view (DM §14, §32). Mahnke’s phenom.en.ologlcal contrll_)utxon to this .lme of
monadological thinking is that the object{vn}f of the world is congruent with _the
objectivity of ideas as abstracted in the eidetic phase of the thnorr}enolpglca]
reduction. Mahnke writes: “Diese objektive, intentionale Welt st identisch dieselbe
fiir alle Monaden, nur dass jedes Individuum dle'melsten darin enthaltenen
Begriffe in seinen Erlebnissen kaum veranschaulicht ﬁm.i_et und darum nur
symbolisch meinen, nicht eigentlich erkennen kann, wihrend ein Begmff,
nimlich der eigene, in seinen aufeinander folge_n.defl Momenten d}lrc}_x die
Perzeptionen immanent verwirklicht wird, se/bst ﬁ?dzc})msemerezmgm Einbeit auch
wieder erlebnistranszendent bleibt” (NM §16: my italics).

Immediately followed by: “Jene ideelle Welt des Geltenden vollends kann nyr
dadurch ‘bestehen,’ dass die Erlebnisse realer Monaden sie intendieren und in thrdie
Einbeit fitr ihre Mannigfaltigkeit finden. Wenn insbesondere der objekrive Begriffeiner
Monade in jener Welt bestehen soll, so mussdiese intentionale Einbeit nicht nur
intendiertes Objekt sein, sondern es miissen der samtlichen Perzeptionen einer realen
Monade gleichartige, wirklich erlebte Charakterziige immanent sein, die alle
Perzeptionen auch als Ausserungen eines and deselben Subjekts aufzufassen
erlauben. Der Ideenwelt des Gedankens entspricht ein ideenbildendes Reich des
Denkens. Beide schliessen sich als Objekt und Subjekt der Intention zusammen
in der Welt des objektiven Bewysstseins, dem jede Monade in doppelter Hinsicht als
unterbewusstes Differential angehrt: einerseits als subjektive Funktionseinheit,
wie sie vom eigenen Erleben der Monade in seinem bewusstseinsartigen
Zusammenhang verwirklicht wird, andrerseits als objektiver Begriff, wie er fiir die

1 Precisely what Russell would call an “indefinite description.”
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andern Monaden auf Grund ihrer Eindiicke Gegenstand der Intention ist“ (NM
§17: my italics).

Between cognitively compatible sentient Monads, what guarantees the Objek-
tivitat of Gegenstinde are the ideas (concepts of species and generic categories) that
can be assented to and shared in common by virtue of the phenomenological
method, despite otherwise subjective-relative contingent contents of adumbra-
tive perception (Hua XIX/I 50f., 61, 150, 161, 413; Hua IIL 9, 12{,, 52, 58, 90ff).
Since these ideas do not belong to the world of burning trees, etc., but to tran-
scendental consciousness, objectivity must be grounded in intersubjectivity. In
short, Mahnke is proposing an— albeit relatively primitive— phenomenological
intersubjective account of Leibniz’ doctrine of the pre-established harmony.
Hence, the following: “.. besteht jede sogenannte Wirkung zweier
Weltelemente aufeinander in einer pristablilieren Harmonie der immanenten
Kausalzusammenhinge der beiden ausgrundeliegenden Monaden und gleicht der
Ubereinstimmung zwischen den Gedankengingen zweier Gelehrten, die
garnicht durch die Fortpflanzung von Schallwellen in einer physischen Welt
verbunden zu sein, sondern nur jeder fiir sich richtig zu denken brauchen, um beide zur
gleichen objektiven Wabrbeit zu gelangen. Wenn zueiMonadenaneinanderangepastybzd,
so bedeutet das, dass beide zufolge ibres eigenen Lebensprinzips im gleichen
Augenblicke Wabrnemungsintentionen auf denselben ohektwenMangangmen
Die Vermittlung zwischen ihnen iibernimmt nicht eine real existierende
Aussenwelt, sondern die intentionale Welt der nicht eigentlich seienden, sondern geltenden
Bewusstseinsobjekte, die ihnen, in ihren subjektiven Erlebnissen dargestellt und intendiert,
gemeinsam vorschweben (NM §26: my italics).

In order to attain the same objective truth, two or more Monads need only to
think correctly. This “richtig zu denken” should enable a correspondence of oth-
erwise subjectively diverse motivations (“immanenten Kausalzusammenhbdinge”),
which in turn allows the sharing between them of what is both universal yet be-
longs individually to each— namely, the invariant structure of intentional con-
sciousness (“Lebensprinzip”). Correct thinking, as formulated in this passage,
seems to require leaving the natural attitude of naive doxic investment in the
existence of a transcendent world (“Aussenwelt”)— into the attitude of a universally
valid consciousness for which the world is given as intended. Thereby, as Mahnke
later writes, the Monads are “durch eine intentionale Harmonie miteinander
verbunden” (NM §58). In short, according to Mahnke, what explicates Leibniz’
universal harmony— which, as a principle, is a presupposed hypothesis in Leibniz’
metaphysics— is the phenomenological method.




Michael Shim
252
G, B in, in the present cont
_ Jain— if by explain, in ext, one
By explicare, I doatrl;:;;e:: % there should be universal harmony; attempy
means offermﬁ an ionfor both Leibniz and Mahnke— commit one to mys,
to answer suchaqu logical method demonstrates decisively, by ¢

W nomeno A
ticism. Rather, the phe t structures of consciousness, how sych a

1 . . .« . .

0k + o “noints of view.” According to Husser] himse]

tive Qualititen th?t <l:0ﬂst!tousti<:io€§2‘inot be subjective-relative (ie., psychokf.’
what grounds logl;‘fa Pg ?Fl’o ical cognition are ideal. Ideality, in this sense, megps
ngth). since the objects gb ility of discursive meaning— insofar as the sentien,
objectivity or universal shareability et mahatT s

didates are also linguistically compatible with one . Te Wert‘: no
e sdeas in this sense, we would be committed to a skepticism, since
such ];J_blef:tlvel e;;::llt? n diSCUrSi’ve commerce would be permissible; instead, we
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fore, objectivity simply meansintersubjectivity— or, better, intersubjective wilidity—
a normative standard for qualification as cognitively compatible is required. The
normative standard of intersubjective coﬂ{Pat‘bd‘tY that phenomenology offers
is universal consciousness strictly as obtained through the epoche.

Turning back to Leibniz, we must point out a pa.radox in his monadologjca]
metaphysics that Mahnke, it seems to me, 1s attempung to re§olve by recourse to
a phenomenological theory of intersubjectivity. For Lex_bmz, every Mpnad -
presses the one and the same universe. However, the Universe is nothing more
than an hierarchical aggregate of substances, 1.e., nothing more than the sum
total of all the Monads. Further, each Monad is essentially nothing more than the
sum total of its perceptions. Thus, in reflecting the one and the same universe, each
Monad is simply reflecting the totality of the Monads— which is to say, the total-
ity of all the representations that make up the monadological universe— including
itselfl Objectivity in the Leibnizian sense of universal harmony, therefore, means
nothing more than the correspondence of perceptions between Monads. Since each
Monad includes itself in its representation of the universe, no Monad can ade-
quately represent the universe in its totality as including itself— except that Mo-
nad which is not a part of the universe it is representing.!* Thus, Gurwitsch
correctly points out that Leibniz’ philosophy is “eine besondere Variante von
Transzendentalphilosophie zu deuten, deren Eigenart darin bestebt, daff sie aufden
unendlichen Geist Gottes als ibr Subjeks bezogen ist” (Gurwitsch 1974, 5).

# Accordingto Leibniz, by virtue of the fact that God isthe only Monad which lacks abody: NE
114, 155,
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At this level, it seems to me, Mahnke is caught between two not inextricable
sets of philosophical commitments. One is a commitment to Leibniz’ recourse
to a hypothetical divine functionary who guarantees universal correspondence,
with hypothetically absolute adequacy in both necessary form and contingent
content; the other commitment is to transcendental phenomenology, with its
eidetic reduction of empirical contingency and transcendental reduction of i n-
tentional consciousness. Mahnke himself responds to this tension by equivoa-
tion between the two sets: to wit, by an equivocation between God and Husserl.
Thus, the following passage from §82—“Die einzige metaphysische
Einheitslehre, die sich mit der universellen Anerkennung aller
wesensverschidenen Weltregionen vereinigen lisst, ist der phinomenologische
Bewusstseinsmonismus oder objecktive Begriffsidealismus”— is preceded and
followed by exultations of God’s metaphysical service. We now turn to Husserl’s
brief exegetical commentary on Leibniz’ monadological metaphysics from 1922,
written around the time of Mahnke’s doctoral defense.

Beilage XL of Zur Phinomenologie der Intersubjektivitt II (Flua XTIV 298-300) ends
with the following note: “Zusammenstellung wohl nach Mahnke, aber
weitergehend” (Ibid., 298 fn.). In his editorial footnote, Iso Kern concedes it is
difficult to discern precisely to which text by Mahnke Husserl could have been
referring. Given the time frame, since Mahnke’s defense was scheduled in July of
1922, Kern ostensibly assumes the reference is to “Universalmathematik und
Individualmetaphysik;” thus, Kern writes: “Evtl. enthielt er bereits neben dem
historischen Teil [of “Universalmathematik™], der allein verdffentlicht wurde,
eine systematische Darstellung” (Ibid.). This is, no doubt, partially true. But
since the systematic historical exposition of “Universalmathematik” is virtually a
repetition of Eine Neue Monadologie, which is the text of Mahnke’s Husserl was
most familiar with, the primary reference of Husserl’s commentary is most likely
to the 1917 text rather than the dissertation itself. The reason why Kern finds it
difficult to determine the text of relevance is that Husserl’s commentary, with
regard to Mahnke, is almost entirely critical; thus to Husserl’s endnote, we must
place emphasis on “aber weitergebend.”

The two main points of critique that Husserl is directing against Mahnke are
the following: 1. Mahnke’s own interpretative view of Leibniz’ mind-body paral-
lelism thesis Husserl found systematically inconsistent and phenomenologically
incoherent; 2. Husserl must have found Mahnke’s equivocation between theol-
ogy and phenomenology unsatisfactory. Thus Husserl places emphasis on his
own theory of “Einfiihlung,” in order to better explicate universal harmony in
terms of intersubjectivity. These two points of critique are closely connected
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Wl}l\zl;sitl:esas:; ??c:z:lhfltles emzlrginpal notes to Husserl’s copy gf Eine Neue Mo,.
nadologie, Husserl homes in on this discussion 9f parallel1§m in Mahnke, thep
points out Mahnke’s systematic inconsistencies m_form’ulauon.l.n §60, Mahnke
rejects any causal interaction between body (“Kdrper”) and mind in favor of
“psychophysicher Parallelismus zwischen der.lenbhchen Aussenseite un.d def
seelischen Innenseite jedes Weltelements.” This psycho-physical pa}mllgllsm is
defined explicitly in terms of intentionality. Husser. 1 apparently maintains this
initial conception of parallelism as at least_pamally ag:ceptal?le. Thqs, Husser]
complains emphatically about what he views as an inconsistency in §62 QBP
168/65), where Mahnke then ostensibly recurs to an endorsement of “material-
ist” investigations into the “psychical-chemical” processes of the nerves and
brain, to which belongs even “die exakte Form meiner inneren Erlebnisse” (my
italics). For Husserl, this recourse would be tantamount to a materialist causal
reduction of immanent consciousness. Thus, Husserl writes at the second pam-
graph on BP168/65: “Also doch kein Parallelismus. Das is doch ein Wider-
spruch.” Yet Mahnke continues along these lines in §63, where Mahnke en-
dorses the introduction of “kausal erklirenden Physiologie” into metaphysics.
Thus in §69, Mahnke writes: “Die kausalen Ursachen des Lebens sind keine
anderen als die gewdhnlichen physikalischen und chemischen K riifte, die auf den
sichtbaren, materiellen Stoff wirken.” This theme of “causal connection” will be

%% In Leibniz, the earliest and most explicit statement of this view is from “Theoriamotus abstracti
seu Rationes Motuum universales a sensu et Phaenomenis independentantes” of 1671 (G
1V/228-32). The mature epistemological elaboration in terms of “phenomena bene fundara” is

frt;m “De modo distinguendi Phasnomena realia ab imaginaris” of the early 1690s (G VII/31%-
22).
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taken up again and pursued in §79 (BP 168/86), to which Husserl writes: “Also
doch nicht wirklich Parallelismus.” Finally in §82 (BP.168/98), Mahnke returns
to the phenomenological paradigm and speaks of the parallelism of the soul and
body (“Leib”) as guaranteed by subjective unity. Accordingly, Husserl writes:
“Also doch wieder Parallelismus.” Why would Husserl be concerned with the
preservation of parallelism16, admittedly one of the strangest and most implausible
results of Leibnizian metaphysics?

As is well known, Husserl will develop a highly technical dxstmctxon between
two senses of body, one in terms of object (Kérper) and another in terms of the
somatic “expression” of consciousness (Lezb). Correlatively, there are two concep-
tions of parallelism in Husserl. The conception in terms of Kérper is the concep-
tion Husserl endorses in Mahnke: parallelism as the intentional unity of subject
and world. The second conception, in terms of Leib, is what Husser! finds ill-
conceived in Mahnke. Yet, as in Leibniz, this second conception is the genus of
which the first is a mere species.

As Kérper, the body belongs to the “common world” asan object among other
objects (Hua XTIV 298). It is possible to think of Kdrper in accordance with any
garden variety “laws of nature.” Thereby: “Jeder Korper spiegelt das ganze kor-
perliche Universum.” The Kérper is subject to the laws of gravity, is extended,
composed of cells, takes up three dimensions, etc. However, phenomenologi-
cally, the Kérper is relevant only as an object for consciousness. The only differ-
ence between Kérper and other objects of consciousness is that a particular Kérper
belongs uniquely to a particular consciousness. By wearing a corporeal piece of
the corporeal universe, I attain parallelism with that corporeal universe, the
world of objects: this is the expansion of Leibniz’ mind-body parallelism

The second conception of parallelism may be formulated as the harmonious exe-
cution of “lived-bodily” (“leibliche”) acts by another consciousness with whom Icanem-
pathize (“einfithle”) as cognitively compatible, i.e. berself as capable of executing the
epoche. As Leib, the body parallels not only the universe of corporeal objects,
“sondern das absolute Universum der Monaden” (Ibid., 299). In this particular

16 ] wish to avoid confusion with any other uses of the term “Parallelismus” in Husserl. For exam-
ple, in Ideen II, Husserl claims to have “radically” refuted parallelism (HuaIV,295), but appears
to be referring to Wundt’s conception of parallelism between the natural sciences and the hu-
man sciences. What Husserl claims to have refuted is simply any assertion of philosophical
equivalence between physiological sciences of the brain and psychology, insofar as (transcen-
dental) psychology also deals with a priori and necessary laws of consciousness (the example
Husser] himself furnishes is temporal constitution) for which neurology cannot provide any
causal explanations
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concrete analysis. In other words, empathy qualifies the analogized agent as c,.
pable of executing the epoche, and therewith submits herself as anotber transcer,.
dental consciousness. During an exchange of reports between two conscious.
nesses under the reduction, agreement can be attained on the invariant structures
of transcendental intentionality. Such agreement and assent on a transcendenta]
register is precisely what makes sense of the phenqmenologic;}l method a5
method. At least as a regulative idea'? involves the reduction, the replicability of the
method by another agent who can then share the residuum and thereby confirm the
claim of its universality. In other words, intersubjectivity is always already a phe-
nomenological issue par excellence. Even etymologically, the choice of the word
“Methode” is appropriate: the two Greek roots of method are meta- and odos. With
regard to Leibniz, we may claim that Husserl’s phenomenological method discoy.
ers an order of correspondence berween the Monads that guarantees objectiviry. It
seems it is in this specific sense that phenomenology can become monadolog-
cal; or, strictly speaking, as Husserl himself says, “transendental” monadological
(Hua VIII, 190). Yet this methodological conception finds its Leitfaden at the
concrete level: namely, in terms of Leib.

In an apparent departure from Leibniz, Husserl writes in 1920 that “jede
Seelenmonade hat unendlich viele Fenster, nimlich jede verstindnisvolle
Wahrnemung eines fremden Leibes [Einfiihlung] ist solch ein Fenster” (Hua
X}]I, .473). Then again in 1922: “Eine Monade hat also Fenster, um fremde
Einwirkungen aufzunehmen. Es sind die Fenster der Einfiihlung” (Hua XTIV,

deployment, 0 .
Oglerwise the following would

7 In principle, all sapients must be able to execute the epoche. The universality of the phenome-
nological reduction cannot be calculated statistically yet demands universal assent. Despite
whatever empirical deviations that may show up in apoll, the other remains transcendentally
c.om!)elled to agree. In this sense the phenomenological method may be regarded as a “regula-
tive idea” in a sense very similar to Kant’s from the Third Critique.
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295). We must be very careful in calculating this departure from Leibniz.!8 First of
all, as Husserl insists in Erste Philosophie, any sound metaphysics must be
grounded in phenomenological bases: in other words, phenomenology is “first
philosophy” that makes sense of all sound metaphysical propositions (Hua VI
70,72, 186; also, Hua XVIII, 26f.). Accordingly, if we are to accept Leibnizian
metaphysics in any capacity as phenomenologically sound, there must be found phe-
nomenologlcal justifications. Second of all, under the transcendental reduc-
tion— as clarified by the primordiale Reduktion— there is no sense in speaking of
substantial, 1.e., physical as fundamental, interaction with transcendent objects. In-
steac:j, there are “Motivationen” that intentionally relate the cognitive to the cog-
nized.

With regards to intentional objects, immanence signifies no windows: thus, the
primordiale Reduktion 1o solus ipse is always possible, though ultimatelyzot justifi-
able. The reason why solipsism, though possible, cannot be phenomenologically
justified is Husserl’s commitment to objectivity. Otherwise, none of what Husserl
says with regards to universality and absoluteness of the transcendental con-
sciousness would make any sense. However, unlike Frege or Russell, since
Husserl’s phenomenology cannot recur to the thinghood or Gegenstandlichkeit of
objects as referential truth-value, the phenomenological grounds of objectivity must
be sought elsewhere.

Such grounds are first found under the eidetic reduction, then under the tran-
scendental reduction. Under the eidetic reduction, we abstract the ideas of things
that sapients intend when engaged in meaningful and objective discourse. Under
the transcendental reduction, these ideas are relegated to the functional-noematic
moment of the invariant structure of transcendental intentionality gua con-
sciousness as such. Thus the transcendental reduction, by reducing to a norma-
tive standard that qualifies a candidate assapient, guarantees the relevance of the
eidetic reduction in the determination of objectivity and meaning for sapient par-
ticipants in the transcendental “community” of theoretical agents (Hua IV, 192-
200). Phenomenologically, therefore, we do not need windows of causal interac-
tion when it comes to things, since object-reference does not determine phe-
nomenological truth. Insofar as the body of the other is regarded as Kérper, the
body is reducible to just another object in the world. However, given the basis
of phenomenological objectivity in the regulative idea of a transcendental com-

18 Karl Mertens proposes the thesis that, based on this departure, Leibniz’ monadology and
Husser]’s phenomenology are irreconcilable (Mertens 2000, 2). For reasons to be given in the
following, I find his preclusive judgment too strong.
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that “habe ich nicht die Méglichkeit, mich von meinem Leibe oder. thm von mir
zu entfernen, und dem entsprechend sind die Exl'sche1f}ungsx{1ann1gfa!t1gkeltgn
des Leibes in bestimmter Weise beschrinkt: gewisse Korperteile kann ich nurin
eigentiimlicher perspektiver Verkiirzung sehen, und andere (z.B. dem Kopf) sind
tiberhaupt fiir mich unsichtbar” (Hua IV, 15_9)- In fact, I can perceive the
Other’s body moreadequately than I can perceive my own. More significantly,
however, based on my awareness of this concrete limitation from my own perspe.
tive, I assume the Other can perceive my body better r.h.an Ican—and bettef than
she can her own. That is, I assume the Other 1s restncted_by the same kind of
perceptual limitations to which I am restricted. The basis of this assessment
would be my evaluation of her somatic des'lgn. The inadequacy of my self-
perception as lived body motivates me to project onto the Other my perceptual
norms as well as my perceptual /imitations in analogy to myself,. so thatI cansub-
Junctively view myself from the standpoint of the Other asIview her from my
own standpoint?° (Hua I, 140f., Hua IV, 16669). I would l{ke tosuggest that the
summary institution of such cognitive norms and limitations is theepocke, the
phenomenological method.

Just as in the natural attitude?! we transfer the perceptual limitations of our
somatic design onto the Other, in the transcendental attitude, we project our
transcendental Ego onto that concretely encountered Other appresented as cog-
nitively compatible (Hua XIV, 357). Similarly, just asI can subjunctivdy regard

1 Thusthe windows of empathy in Husser’s monadology ison the proverbial “higher level” than
the windows of Leibniz’ physical-casual interaction. I cannot see any inherent contradi ction in
this, as suggested by Karl Mertens: Cf. Mertens 2000; 2, 10.

2 Cf. Zahavi 1999, 15960. Zahavi’s interpretation is centered on Hua XIII 252.

2 Iwould like to remind that, in Ideen 11, the analysis of empathy in sections §45 and §46is -
according to §49 - executed under the natural artitude,
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In conclusion, Hua XTIV, 298-300 must be regarded not as an interpretation or
even a mere elaboration of Mahnke’s Monadologie; rather, it must be under-
stood as a critical exPansion that begins by addressing the shortcomings of the
original while breakmg paths _systematically more consistent with the transcen-
dental phenomenological project as a whole. In Husserl’s view, Mahnke’s ulti-
mately reductionist conception of the body (Kérper) commits him to a transcen-
dentally ungrounded conception of objectivity. Finding no transcendental
grounds for the objectivity of the material processes of the corporeal body,
Mahnke is compelled to recur to a mysticism. In contrast, Husserl expands upon
Mahnke’s Monadologie by assigning the body (asLeib) an intersubjective function,
thereby accessing a concrete venue for analyzing the phenomenological method
itself. The whole-sale question that Husser] appears to be asking is: How is
method, that which guarantees objectivity qua intersubjective validity, itself pos-
sible? In Leibniz’ own Monadology, I would like to suggest, Husserl simply saw
more than his student.
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