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Abstract

If the possible ends of art criticism are taken to include not only the
provision of adetailed evaluation of the artwork, but, cognately, an elaboration
upon how one has been, or believes oneself to have been, changed by a
particular artistic encounter, then the very praxis of art criticism stands to benefit
from atheoretical elucidation of the possible nature of the subjective
transformations that may flow from the critical appreciation of art. We are
entitled to enquire, in particular, into the conditions under which, and indeed the
extent to which, such putative change at the personal level can be explicated in
moral epistemological terms. It is pertinent in this context also to investigate the
phenomenal character of the experiences that have been operative and their
essential structures; to enquire, in short, into the phenomenology of the
transformative artistic encounter. In this thesis, the bearing, in particular, of
intersubjectivity upon the content and modalities of disclosurein aliterary
context will beinvestigated. It will be shown how an understanding of the
relevance of intersubjectivity to the phenomenology of literary experience can
inform an assessment of the claims of literary aesthetic moral cognitivism.

Y et the intention to clarify the connection between literary experience
and intersubjectivity also requires reflection upon what it isin the first place to
encounter someone else, and to apperceive aforeign subjectivity and its
motivations. For this reason, the contributions of Edmund Husserl and Edith
Stein to the investigation of the phenomenology of empathy will be discussed
and evaluated. This discussion will in turn be shown to be of assistance in
clarifying the role of the imagination in the apperception and comprehension of
another person’s mental life. The thought of Jean Starobinski will prove to
elucidate the question of why the insights of the phenomenological tradition are
highly pertinent to the investigation of literary experience, and to the
development, in particular, of a conception of an imagined ‘ Other’ whois(ina
sense that will be clarified) embedded within the literary text, aperson, that is, to
whom one might coherently refer as the “implied author”.

For reasons which will emerge in the course of this study, it will be
argued that authentic empathy, in its fulfilling explication (in the Steinian sense),
IS given to the empathising consciousness in the manner of a semblance, and,
consonantly, that the phenomenological structure of authentic empathy is
characterised in its mature phases by an homological relation to picture-
consciousness. The epistemological significance of literature' s capacities for
moral suggestion will be explicated principally in terms of the unfolding of
values within the human personality, and in terms of the disclosure of the
phenomenal character and structures of virtuous experience. It will be explained
why the structure of empathy has implications for the aesthetic value of
literature. The question of the relation between aesthetic and ethical value will
be clarified. In this context, it will be argued on phenomenologica grounds that
the appresentation of moral virtue in an implied author could contribute to the
aesthetic value of aliterary work, athough it will aso be shown that implied
authorial moral virtue could conflict irremediably with other qualities like moral
doubt and uncertainty, which may themselves be important sources of aesthetic
value. For this reason, the thesis will conclude by challenging the ethicist view
that an aesthetically relevant ethical flaw in aliterary work must count as an
aesthetic flaw.
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Chapter 1 - Introduction

Chapter 1 - Introduction: Keats, Truth, and the Bearing of
Intersubjectivity upon Disclosure and Revelation in a Literary
Context

At onelevel, Keats s sonnet entitled On Peace (1814) isfull of
philosophical certainties. The speaker believes, for example, that anation’s
people have aright to live in freedom under the rule of law, and that the rule of
law should be applicable to everybody. Political and philosophical commitments
of this kind do not seem to be called into question in this poem, or made the
subject of an enquiry. On the contrary, it is as though we are confronted with
somebody who, in certain central thematic respects at least, appears to know his
own mind.

At adifferent but no less important level, however, thisis surely a poem
which is pervaded by uncertainty. The startled opening “Oh Peace!” is
juxtaposed with interrogative doubt. Some kind of glimmer of “peace’” may
have flickered in the war against Napoleon, but its significance and signification
within the terms of the poem remain manifestly open to question. (The year,
after al, is still only 1814.) The speaker may be experiencing joy, but he still
yearns for it to be “complete[d]”.? Just how thisincipient “peace” isto unfold
remains a question whose answer is conspicuously deferred, with the poem’s
historical consciousnessin the closing line straining somehow to bridge avoid
between “horrors past” and a highly indeterminate “ happier fate”.> The poem
thus ends by invoking the kind of liminality of thought — between presence and
absence, between the “now” and the “not yet” — that so often seems to constitute

the result (1 do not say conclusion) of Keats's poetical ruminations.

! Lines 1-4.
2Line7.
3Line14.
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Chapter 1 - Introduction

We find, then, that while part of what this poem discloses can be
adequately paraphrased (e.g. certain moral and philosophical stances), part of it
cannot. The poem conveys not only the intellectual content of a certain state of
mind, but something about that state of mind itself as alived experience. If we
are entitled to assume that certain aspects of experience are common to all
human subjects (I want to concur with Edmund Husserl’ s view that we are), then
we are entitled, too, at least to broach the possibility that a poem could disclose
important aspects of experiencein general. Thisin turn must lead us to take
serioudly the possibility that poetry, and perhaps literature more generaly, could
be pertinent in substantive respects to the field of phenomenology.

Even at this early stage, we can see that a number of interconnected
philosophical and literary theoretical lines of enquiry seem to be presenting
themselves. It should help if | briefly outline those of them that | intend to form
the underlying agenda for thisthesis asawhole. Firstly, if we are interested in
literary disclosure and revelation, then there is the question of what kinds of
content can be disclosed. | want to focus on the possibilities that literary
disclosure could be affective, could be phenomenological, and could be moral.
But we also need to think about how these different kinds of content might be
inter-related, and whether there is something about literature which might make
it especialy conducive to affective, phenomenological, and moral disclosure.
We also need to start to think about the kinds of claim we might be able to
make, and under what conditions, about the epistemic status of such disclosures.

Secondly, there are questions about value, and in particular about the
relation between aesthetic and ethical value. An initia formulation of these

guestions might put them as follows. If an artwork conveys thematically relevant
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Chapter 1 - Introduction

moral truth by artistic means, isthat in itself areason to value the artwork
aesthetically? And if an artwork contains an ethical flaw which is pertinent to
the determination of its aesthetic value, should it be deemed in that regard, and
to that extent, to be aesthetically flawed? These questions, which focus on the
question of ethicism, indicate the direction of one the central enquiries of this
thesis.

Thirdly, there are questions about the modality of disclosurein aliterary
context. Deductive reasoning is a perfectly good example of amodality of
disclosure, but it is not one which is characteristic of literary experience, which
isnot to say that literature has no role to play in wider processes of rationa
enquiry, but that is a separate matter. Very often, however, it does seem to be
appropriate to say of literary experience that it is as though one is encountering
the particularity and uniqueness of another mind. Indeed, it is difficult to think
of awork of literature for which thisis not the case. In reading Keats' s On
Peace, it is as though one is encountering another mind expressing complex
emotion in aunigque and personal way. Intuitively, then, it scemsright to say that
there must be some kind of connection between intersubjectivity and the
modalities of literary disclosure. Yet it is much harder to explicate just how a
literary text could take us to another mind. Is the speaker in On Peace a
construct of the imagination, or aconstruct of the text? | want to suggest that
thisis aquestion which is proper to the discipline of phenomenology. | have
already suggested that the content of literary disclosure could be
phenomenological. | now add the observation that phenomenology is
unmistakably, and arguably by definition, the most appropriate means by which

to explore the modalities of literary disclosure.
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Chapter 1 - Introduction

Fourthly, questions about the modality of literary disclosure seem to lead
on to questions about indeterminacy of meaning. | remarked earlier on how
aspects of the meaning of Keats's On Peace seem to be indeterminate. The
opening exclamation “Oh Peace!” could express desire or surprise, or both. It
seems to some extent to be up to the reader to surmise the degree of each
emotion that is involved. The poem ends by looking forward to an unspecified
“happier fate”, but do we not value this closing line' s indeterminacy precisely
because there is something essentially indeterminate about yearning? We are
also entitled to ask if literary interpretation in general has an ineluctable moment
of indeterminacy. Is there always a gap between poetical self-expression and
self-disclosure? What is the phenomenological relation between the experiences
that we comprehend in artistic expression and the artistic phenomena
themselves? My intention is that seeking answers to these questions should
clarify the relevance of intersubjectivity to indeterminacy in art, and the
relevance of such indeterminacy to aesthetic value.

Fifthly, any project which attempts to theorise in a sustained fashion
about the nature of literature will almost inevitably bring some meta-theoretical
guestions in tow, and not undesirably so. For academic scholars of literature, the
impulse to theorise about literature is often strong, and in many respects
appropriate. Sometimes it is desirable within academic discourse to seek to
make claims about art in general, or about literature in general. One such claim,
for example, isthat it can be fruitful and illuminating to construe the encounter
with aliterary work in intersubjective terms, and thisis aclaim that | want to
broadly sustain. Yet it is also widely recognised that there is something about

literature which makes it curiously resistant to theory; that literatureis
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Chapter 1 - Introduction

continually in a process of transforming itself; that bold claims about the nature
of literature sometimes seem to invite or provoke the surfacing of counter-
examples. | am not going to foreground the theory/anti-theory debate in this
thesis, but | don’t deny itsimportance. It may even be constitutive of the study
of literature itself. The main way in which it will manifest itself in what follows
will bethat | shall make every effort to refrain from purporting to make claims
about “the essential nature of literature”, and from assuming that the term
“literature” refersin the end to something historically stable and self-identical.
Keats certainly revelled in poetry’ s capacity to surprise those of a
theoretical disposition, as his oft-quoted remark that “What shocks the virtuous

philosopher delights the chameleon poet”*

seems to suggest. Nonethel ess,

Keats s understanding of this putative poetry-philosophy polarity did not prevent
him from thinking abstractly about poetry. Indeed, some of the concerns of this
introductory chapter stem from the observation that Keats, a poet whose genius
Is as undisputed as his canonical placein the history of English literature, also
bequeathsto us, in the text of his posthumously collated letters, a sophisticated
body of meta-poetical writing, and a complex implicit theoretical understanding
of his chosen art.

One of the subsidiary aims of this introduction is to examine the extent to
which a coherent theoretical understanding of poetry may be extracted from
Keats' s meta-poetical thought. | propose to examine the text of Keats' slettersin
order to assess his account of the nature of poetry and its relation to truth, as

well as his explanatory account of how poetry and poetical effects are produced.

My principa conclusion will be that Keats' simplicit theoretical understanding

* Letter from John Keats to Richard Woodhouse, 27 October 1818. Rollins (Ed.) (1958) Vol.1,
p.387.
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Chapter 1 - Introduction

of poetry, though sophisticated and coherent, also raises a number of important
guestions which require further investigation.

Keats, as| havejust indicated, was not a philosopher. However, thisis
not to say that he did not think about philosophy. Quite to the contrary, it is clear
that Keats thought a great deal about philosophy, and indeed came to conceive
of his own poetical project as being essentially opposed to philosophical
thought. This oppositional configuration, conveyed, as we noted, in Keats's
desire to confound “the virtuous philosopher”, also turns out, as | intend to
elaborate below, to be congruent with hisyearning “... oh for alife of sensations
rather than of thoughts!” >

If thislatter, and deceptively straightforward, remark isto be properly
understood then an initial clarification of Keats's terminology is now necessary.
It should immediately be pointed out that Keats does not intend, in this
apparently heartfelt exclamation, to disparage thought in general. We shall,
indeed, soon explore in more detail the particular poetical significance that
Keats attaches to thought as such. Instead, Keats has in mind in this context (i.e.
his letter of 22 November 1817 to the theology student Benjamin Bailey) a
particular type of cognitive activity, namely logically deductive, or what he calls
“consequitive”,® reasoning. Rational argument, not unreasonably, is what K eats
takes to be the proper business of philosophy.

We must also be wary of the fact that Keats has a particular conception
of “sensations” which goes beyond any usual meaning of the term, and this

notion is elaborated in his letters in some detail. In a poetical context, the

® Letter from John K eats to Benjamin Bailey, 22 November 1817, Rollins (Ed.) (1958) Vol.1,
p.185.
®Ibid., p.185.
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Chapter 1 - Introduction

“sensations” in which Keats sinterest lies are also referred to as “passions”,’
and Keats takes the “passions’ to encompass not only the emotions (as the term
isnormally understood) but, perhaps most importantly, to include afaculty that
Keats calls the “imagination”. We must ask why this “imagination” should be
construed as a*“passion”. The reason implicit in Keats' s lettersis clear: the
imagination is both creative and intense. For example - a century before Proust
did the same - Keats reflects upon the intensely evocative and synaesthetic
powers capable of being invoked by a sensory fragment. (Keats' s chosen
example, an auditory precursor of Proust’s Madeleine cake, is an old melody.)®
It isviathis notion of spontaneous intensity that K eats finds a conception of
beauty. Intense passions are held to be “sublime”, and it is precisely in this

sublimity that they are “ creative of essential beauty”.® For this reason, K eats

reaches the view that “[t]he excellence of every art isits intensity” .’

For Keats, however, the powers of the imagination are not only artistic
but capable of engaging with truth. Thisis not to say that Keats wishes to
abolish any philosophical sense to the term “truth”. Though he admitsto
difficulty in seeing how deductive reasoning could give riseto truth, he
neverthel ess appears to concede (hesitatingly) this possibility. (“... | have never
yet been able to perceive how anything can be known for truth by consequitive
reasoning —and yet it must be.”™ (My italics.)) Indeed, he concludes his letter

with aremarkably even-handed suggestion that Bailey strive for an harmonious

combination of poetical and philosophical truth, accommodated by a

" Ibid., pp.184, 186.

8 1bid., p.185.

°1bid., p.184.

10 etter from John Keats to George and Tom Keats, 21 December 1817, Rollins (Ed.) (1958)
Vol.1, p.192.

1| etter from John Keats to Benjamin Bailey, 22 November 1817, Rollins (Ed.) (1958) Vol.1,
p.185.
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[...] complex mind, one that is imaginative and at the same time
careful of its fruits, who would exist partly on sensation, partly on
thought — to whom it is necessary that years should bring the
philosophic mind. Such an one | consider yours and therefore it is
necessary to your eternal happiness that you not only drink this old
wine of heaven, which | shall call the redigestion of our most
ethereal musings on earth, but also increase in knowledge and

know all things.*

Keatsis evidently content to permit adual conception of truth. On the one hand,
there istruth apprehensible by the “consequitive” deductive “philosophic
mind”,*3 and it is clear that knowledge of this kind of truth — a philosophically

substantive knowledge — is not something that K eats necessarily discourages. On

the other hand, thereis what Keats calls

[...] the truth of imagination. What the imagination seizes as beauty
must be truth, whether it existed before or not. For | have the same
idea of all our passions as of love: they are all in their sublime,

creative of essential beauty.14

Thisimaginational truth, then, is constituted in the imagination as beauty. We
shall shortly have cause to return to the subtleties of the above passage, but |
wish to highlight at this point the facts that, firstly, for Keats the imagination isa
creative force, and secondly, the beauty it creates is not contingent or projected,
but, in being “essential”, is ascribed by Keats a certain ideality. Furthermore,
imaginational truth, in contradistinction to its philosophical counterpart, is

portrayed as “ethereal” and associated with “heaven”.™® Keats, indeed, is

2 1bid, p.186.

3 1bid., p.186. K eats borrows the phrase “ philosophic mind” from Wordworth’s Ode:
Intimations of Immortality from Recollections of Early Childhood, line 189.

“1bid, p.184.

> 1bid., p.186.
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Chapter 1 - Introduction

convinced of the “holiness’*®, no less, of the “heart’s affections”, the “passions”
or intense emotions of which the imagination is counted as one.

K eats goes on to suggest that the apprehension of imaginational truth as
truth is conditioned, firstly, by the apprehension of beauty by the imagination,
and secondly, by an emergence or awakening of the subject from the
imaginational mode of consciousness, for “[t]he imagination may be compared
to Adam’s dream: he awoke and found it truth”.*” Knowledge of imaginational
truth as truth thus becomes conceived as the (dispassionate) correlate of the
(passionate) apprehension of beauty. In the sense that sleeping as such involves
the immanent possibility of awakening, the disclosure of imaginational truth for
Keats is necessarily latent within the apprehension of beauty.

Philosophically speaking, the fact that K eats sets up a dichotomy
between “ philosophic” propositional truth and imaginational artistic truth itself
seems to require some further explanation. Keats, the poet, presumably saw
nothing unsatisfactory in elaborating upon the polysemous nature of the word
“truth”. Y et the following question seems difficult to ignore. What is it about
poetical beauty that leads Keats to suppose that it has an essential connection
with truth? What, to put it another way, makes Keatsian truth truth?

One possible explanation (an hypothesis that | shall shortly reject) isthat
K eats supposes that poetry engages with an unchanging metaphysical realm, and
derivesits truthfulness from such putative fixity. The prima facie evidence to
support thisideais Keats' s use of precisely the kind of quasi-religious
terminology that | have already remarked upon. However, thisline of

explanation is undermined by the fact that Keats equivocates on whether beauty

% 1pid., p.184.
Y 1bid., p.185.
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Chapter 1 - Introduction

exists beforeit is apprehended: the imagination seizes beauty as truth “whether
it existed before or not”.*® Indeed, the imagination is hardly a passive observer
of pre-given metaphysical entities, but instead “ creative of essential beauty”. ™

The striking feature of Keats's account of the apprehension of beauty is
the way in which he inverts the Platonic priority of essence over actuality.
Indeed this reversal provides us with the direction for amore promising
explanation for Keats's claim that poetry has a necessary relation to truth,
namely that Keats believes poetry’ s truthfulness to be attributable to a certain
relation it has with the real world. More precisely, poetry, for Keats, is not truth-
bearing because it necessarily tells us something about the world, but rather
because it can invoke for the reader the content of real-world experience. For
this reason, it seems to me, the Keatsian account of poetry is inextricably bound
up with the role of consciousness. Let us examine more closely the way in which
Keats implies a connection between consciousness and truth.

It is understandable, but perhaps not entirely unremarkable, that K eats

should use the word “ heart”%°

—ametaphor, commonplace enough, for the
emotions — to signify the locus of those aspects of experience he cals“the
passions’?!. Perhaps “heart”, in implying a separation from the brain, reinforces
the idea of Keats s proposed opposition between philosophical and poetical

truth. Nonetheless, the drawback of thistrope, in my opinion, isthat it givesthe

misleading impression that Keats considers the passions to be devoid not only of

8 hid., p.184.

9 bid., p.184.

% See, for example, Letter from John Keats to Benjamin Bailey, 22 November 1817, Letter from
John Keats to John Hamilton Reynolds, 3 May 1818, Rollins (Ed.) (1958) VVol.1., pp.184, 281-2,
and Journal-L etter from John Keats to George and Georgiana Keats, 14 February to 3 May 1819,
Rollins (Ed.) (1958) Vol.2, pp.103-4.

2 etter from John K eats to Benjamin Bailey, 22 November 1817, Rollins (Ed.) (1958) Vol.1,
pp.184, 186.
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deductive reasoning, but of thought in general. This surely is not Keats's view.
The imagination, after all, isitself conceived as one of the passions. And, aswe
have seen, it is the imagination, according to Keats, which apprehends certain
experiences as beautiful.

Moreover, the generalised notion of thought as such turns out to be
significant in relation to Keats' s understanding of the emotions. The absence of
thought, in Keats' s view, corresponds to a nondescript state of nascent
consciousness that he calls the “infant or thoughtless chamber” % It should not
go unremarked that K eats has almost nothing to say about this condition, other
than to configure it as atransient phase of pre-cognitive immaturity. The
significance of the “infant chamber” lies simply in the fact that it is a primal
state from which we find ourselves “imperceptibly impelled by the awakening of
the thinking principle within us’.?* Thought, or the “thinking principle” isan
immanent awakening in which consciousness finds itself in a second chamber,
apparently full of “pleasant wonders’,?* and with which we areinitially
“intoxicated”.* However, the paradoxical nature of this chamber of thought is
such that it lends acuity to our understanding of “the heart and nature of man” %
and “convinc[es] one s nerves that the world is full of misery and heartbreak,
pain, sickness, and oppression”.?’

The allegorical fashion in which Keats portrays the forms of

consciousness (in terms of chambersin a mansion) serves the purpose of

marking out arelatively clear trgjectory of discrete mental states. From an initial

%2 |_etter from John Keats to John Hamilton Reynolds, 3 May 1818, Rollins (Ed.) (1958) Vol.1,
0.280.

2 bid., p.281.

*bid., p.281.

2 |bid., p.281.

% |bid., p.281.

" |bid., p.281.
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state of cognitive limbo, consciousness comes, through thought, to an
understanding of the world, and from there to a recognition of sufferingin
others. Furthermore, Keats goes on to suggest that the awareness of suffering in
the world gives rise to a state of depressed subjectivity, as the “chamber of
maiden thought becomes gradually darken’d”.%®

Keats' simage of the darkened chamber signifies an obscured condition
of partia knowledge, for in it “[w]e see not the balance of good and evil. We are
in amist. We are now in that state. We feel the ‘burden of the mystery’”.#
However, this darkening of consciousness, that Keats considers to be an
inevitable result of thought, is not an eventuality that K eats proposes to avert
through some kind of poetical line of flight. On the contrary, it is precisely the
exploration of this depressive “chamber”, and the “dark passages’ onto which it
opens, that Keats considers to be an undertaking of profound poetical
significance. For this reason, the Wordsworthian quality that Keats picks out for
praiseisthat his“geniusis explorative of those dark passages’.* And Keats
attributes the epistemic power implicit in the idea of such exploration to
Wordsworth’s cognitive gift for “think[ing] into the human heart” .**

Thisidea of the poetic exploration of suffering further illuminates the
connection K eats makes between poetic beauty and truth. The poetry that K eats
callsfor is“true” in the sense of being grounded in real-world experience; and
what could be more real, more earthly, than our apprehension of “misery and

heartbreak, pain, sickness, and oppression” 7% The combination of Keats's

% |bid., p.281.

# bid., p.281. The phrase “burden of the mystery” is a quotation from Wordsworth’s Tintern
Abbey, 39.

% |bid., p.281.

* |bid., p.282.

#bid., p.281.
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conviction that poetry is truth-bearing with his commitment to the poetic
importance of real-world experienceis strongly suggestive that Keats believes
the apprehension of poetic beauty to have an important recognitional aspect.

An important paradox now presents itself in Keats's conception of poetic
truth. How is Keats's proposed sense of rootedness in the world to be reconciled
with his conviction about the “ holiness of the heart’s affections’ 2** A dialectical
emergence of the heavenly from the earthly isindeed one of the central motifs of
Keats s thought, both theological and literary. From the “mist” of anxiety
associated with suffering, in which “[w]e see not the balance of good and
evil”,** there emerges (according to K eats' s theological view)* the (non-
spatiotemporal) soul, an identity forged only by the heart. This pattern of an
immanent permanence within transience — an ideal “beyond” accessed precisely
through a vicissitudinous actuality —is replicated in Keats' s account of poetic
beauty and truth. For from the poetical engagement with the experience of
suffering, according to his meta-poetical position, comes the imaginationa
apprehension of poetic beauty, and arealisation of its truth.

The Keatsian cognition of beauty centres on a moment of “seizing”
which manages at once to be both aform of creation (for, as we noted earlier,
the imagination is “creative of essential beauty”)* and, | suggest, a specia kind
of recognition. The idea of arecognitional aspect to the apprehension of beauty

Is of assistance in rendering intelligible Keats' s otherwise somewhat puzzling

% |_etter from John Keats to Benjamin Bailey, 22 November 1817, Rollins (Ed.) (1958) Vol.1,
p.184.

** Letter from John Keats to John Hamilton Reynolds, 3 May 1818, Rollins (Ed.) (1958) Vol.1,
p.281.

* For some of Keats's theological views, see the Journal Letter from John K eats to George and
GeorgianaKeats 14 Feb - 3 May 1819, Rollins (Ed.) (1958) Val.2, pp.102-4.

% |_etter from John K eats to Benjamin Bailey, 22 November 1817, Rollins (Ed.) (1958) Vol.1,
p.184.
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claim that the experience of beauty in art is connected in some essential way
with truth. But in suggesting that the recognitional experience of beauty is also
simultaneoudly creative, Keats seemsto be implying that such an experienceis
to be phenomenally differentiated in some important way from a more
straightforward perception or apperception of something ostensibly pre-given or
prior to the artistic encounter itself. What seems to be missing from Keats's
account is some further and more detailed explication of what it means, and why
it should be plausible, to think that the “recognitional” and “creative’
dimensions of aesthetic experience should co-exist in such an intimate way.>’
Although Keats does not fully elucidate this matter directly in hisletters, he does
go some way toward attempting to explain poetic effects. He does this, however,
neither through appealing to textual considerations, nor through addressing
cognitive matters relating to the reader. Instead, K eats focuses upon the
cognitive skills possessed by the poet. It isto this aspect of Keatsian thought that
we shall now turn our attention.

According to Keats, the paradox of beauty we have just considered is
made possible by the feature of poetic genius that Keats aptly calls negative

capability:

Several things dovetailed in my mind, and at once it struck me
what quality went to form a man of achievement, especially in
literature, and which Shakespeare possessed so enormously. |
mean negative capability; that is, when a man is capable of being
in uncertainties, mysteries, doubts, without any irritable reaching
after fact and reason.*

%" In the chapters toward the end of my thesis, which engage with the relation between literature
and moral knowledge, | shall return to this question by exploring the idea that the aesthetic
experience of aliterary work can involve the unfolding of personal moral valuesin the reader.
% Letter from John K eats to George and Tom K eats, 21 December 1817, Rollins (Ed.) (1958)
Vol.1, p.193.
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Itis, as Keats swording implies, an existential rather than an epistemic talent,
for itis“being in uncertaint[y]” (my italics). And thisbeing is not distracted or
interrupted by “any irritable reaching after fact and reason”. The implication of
Keats s description is that negative capability is a non-fleeting, sustained
dwelling within uncertainty. The sense of stability thusimplied provides the
ground for the elevated certainty of beauty that Keats believes great poetry
intimates. As Keats suggests, doubt is swept aside when “with a great poet the
sense of beauty overcomes every other consideration, or rather obliterates all
consideration”.*

In one sense, which illuminates Keats' s understanding of the relation
between poetry and philosophy, the “uncertainties’” Keats has in mind can be
understood to include the kind of paradoxes and equivocations that philosophy
often sets out as a matter of course to disentangle. In this respect, Keats
conceives of poetry as preceding philosophy, and as residing precisely in the
questions that straight-tal king philosophical argument purports to answer, or at
least examine rationally. In a different, more practical sense, however, the
uncertainties that interest Keats also include the real-world anxieties inherent in
human suffering. Indeed, Keats admires Wordsworth, as we have seen, precisely
for elucidating such “dark passages’ of consciousness. Y et Keats's attitude
towards Wordsworth’s poetry is ultimately ambivalent. Perhaps K eats' s most
central worry isthat Wordsworth’s poetry has the tendency to draw attention to
the narrator’s own mental activity, at the cost of an immersionin lived
experience. Wordsworth, in Keats' s view, gives the poetic self, its imaginative

powers and mental prowess, an undue conspicuousness. In aletter of 3

* |bid., p.194.
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February 1818 to John Hamilton Reynolds, Keats goes so far asto imply that

Wordsworth'’s self-consciousness is ultimately both intrusive and constrictive:

Poetry should be great and unobtrusive, a thing which enters into
one’s soul, and does not startle it or amaze it with itself but with its

subject. [...] Why should we be owls, when we can be eagles?40

The owl, Keats seems to suggest, holds forth (however wisely) as a self-
conscious intellect; preferable, by implication, is the eagle soaring instinctively
and unreflectively.

K eats therefore opposes his own conception of poetry not only to
philosophical enquiry as such, but aso to the Wordsworthian predilection for
explicit cognitive introspection. The Keatsian aternative entails a dissolution of
poetic self-identity, an effacement of subjecthood brought about through an
inhabitation, so to speak, of the objects of contemplation. In a privileging of
difference over identity, Keats conceives of the poet as exemplifying a protean

changeability. Indeed,

[tlhe poetical character [...] is not itself — it has no self —[...] What
shocks the virtuous philosopher delights the chameleon poet. [...]
A poet is the most unpoetical of any thing in existence, because he
has no identity, he is continually in for — and filling — some other
body.41
K eats thus proposes a displacement of an authoritative poetic voice by an
ostensible merging of poetic consciousness with itsfield of contemplation.

Let me briefly recapitulate the progression of Keats's ruminations on

what it isto be a poet. Keats appears to inaugurate his notion of Negative

“0 |_etter from John Keats to John Hamilton Reynolds, 3 February 1818, Rollins (Ed.) (1958)
Vol.1, p.224.

L Letter from John Keats to Richard Woodhouse, 27 October 1818, Rollins (Ed.) (1958) Vol.1,
pp.386-7.
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Capability in hisfamous 1817 letter to his two younger brothers, in which, in the
important claim | quoted earlier, but which bears repeating, he describes the true
poet as “ capable of being in uncertainties, mysteries, doubts, without any
irritable reaching after fact and reason”.** Y et subsequently, as we have seen,

K eats continues to reflect upon the true character of the poet, perhaps most
notably in hisequally celebrated letter to Richard Woodhouse in which he
elaborates upon the “chameleon” character of the poet who “has no self”.*

In his book Keats the Poet, S.M. Sperry seems ready to assimilate all of
Keats's musing and speculation about the poetical character into an expanded
conception of Negative Capability,** even though K eats does not always invoke
thisterm explicitly. In this chapter | am not primarily concerned with the
hermeneutical question as to whether Keats conceives of Negative Capability as
actually encapsulating the poetical character, or instead considers Negative
Capability to be a particular aspect of it. It isimportant, however, that we do not
blur the distinction between two different claims about the capabilities of poetry.
On the one hand, there is the claim that the poet has a capacity for empathic
identification to such a degree that the subject-object dichotomy collapses. On
the other hand, there is the idea of the poet dwelling in ambiguity and paradox,
an expressive mode that Keats places in opposition to rational argument. Let us
examine these two aspects of the poetic character in more detail.

The claim that the poet must be capable of empathic identification is, of
course, hardly controversial. Who would suggest that a poet can do without an

imaginative understanding of human nature, a sense of what it might be like to

“2 |_etter from John Keats to George and Tom Keats, 21 December 1817, Rollins (Ed.) (1958)
Vol.1, p.193.

“3 Letter from John Keats to Richard Woodhouse, 27 October 1818, Rollins (Ed.) (1958) Vol.1,
p.387.

“ Sperry (1973), pp.243-4.
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be somebody else? Y et the striking feature of Keats s position is the degree of
subject-object identification that he requires. In Keats' s view, the adequate
poetical treatment of others and otherness requires a complete effacement of the
self. For Keats, furthermore, poetry effects an important transformation of
subjectivity. The transformation which beginsin self-negation finds its
consummation in the percipient creative discovery of new identities to inhabit
and animate what was previously locked in alterity. Keatsian poetic
consciousness not only empathises with its objects, but actually becomes them,
and thisis made possible only through a dissolution of the self.

Thisisindeed abold literary claim, and Keats, rather than attempting a
theoretical explication of how this might be possible, instead sets up
Shakespeare as the paradigm, an exemplar of Negative Capability whom Keats
strives to emulate. Spurning the self-conscious Wordsworthian cogitations,

K eats seeks to emul ate instead the Shakespearean demonstration of a
comprehensive range of human sympathies, and perhaps most significantly for
Keats, Shakespeare’' s sympathy for human suffering. The theoretical question
remains, however, as to how atransformation of consciousness, of the kind

K eats describes, could be so complete as to annihilate one’ s own identity. In this
sense, while Keats's elaboration in his letters of the concept of Negative
Capability is theoretically suggestive, he ultimately appeals to the concrete
historical context of English literature rather than explicitly theoretical
considerations.

Our analysis of the Keatsian understanding of poetic empathy has led us
to apreliminary sketch of the kind of cognitive acrobatics that Keats implicitly

advocates, and | have configured this as akind of transformation of
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consciousness. The other Keatsian claim that we have identified, which pertains
to dwelling within “mystery”, relates not only to the cognitive requirements that
K eats places upon the poet, but also to the Keatsian conception of the production
of poetic meaning. In many ways, Keats' s theoretical understanding of poetic
meaning emerges from his postul ated opposition between poetry and
philosophy. An important aspect of this opposition is conveyed in Keats' s

vigorous stipulation that

We hate poetry that has a palpable design upon us — and if we do

not agree, seems to put its hand in its breeches’ pocket.45

The poet, in other words, must renounce the didactic disposition prevaent in
philosophical argument. In its place, ambiguity and indeterminacy take root, not
as undesirable consequences of l1oose, unrigorous thinking, but as the
unpremeditated outcome of the empathic transformation of consciousness.
Indeed, it is clear from Keats s admiration for Shakespeare that K eats takes such
indeterminacy, which may “crystallise a paradox” ,* as Sperry putsit, or, | might
add, giverise in many casesto a proliferation of possible meanings, to be a
hallmark of the canonical work. Y et Keats |eaves a further theoretical question
unanswered. If apoetical consciousness can dwell within existential uncertainty
and anxiety, can anything be said in theoretical terms about the nature of such an
experience, and about its relation to the poetic text?

In this chapter | have sought to assess the extent to which atheoretical

understanding of poetry may be extracted from Keats's meta-poetical thought.

Keats turns out to take a deeply cognitive approach by providing a detailed

“ Letter from John Keats to John Hamilton Reynolds, 3 February 1818, Rollins (Ed.) (1958)
Vol.1, p.224.
“6 Sperry (1973), p.247.
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account of both the nature of poetic experience and the specia creative talents
peculiar to the poet of true genius. His description of the latter goes some way to
explaining certain aspects of the former. However, in emphasising the particular
abilities of the poet, Keats tends to remain causally upstream of atheoretical
explication of how the literary text itself producesits effects.

Keats' s discussion of the poet’s capacity for empathic identification
helps to explain why he believes poetry has an essentia connection with truth,
by implying that poetry in some sense collapses the subject-object dichotomy.
The implicit notion of subject-object identity renders Keats s account deeply
philosophically suggestive, but unfortunately this important poetical matter does
not receive, at Keats's hands, the kind of theoretical elaboration | suspect it
deserves. In thisrespect, Keatsis more inclined to tell us what poetry can
achieve than specify precisely how, either in purely textual terms, or in terms of
the reader’ s cognition of the text.

Keats sidea of the poet dwelling in uncertainty coheres with hisview
that poetical thought is aien to philosophical reasoning, and that poetry has the
capacity to realise complex emotion by evoking real-world pre-reflective
experience. However, in the absence of any cognitive elaboration, it remains
ultimately mysterious as to what Keats thinks it might mean, existentially, to
“be” in such uncertainty, and how such “being” might be invoked by the poetic
text. While not rejecting the notion of propositional truth, Keats believes that
poetry has an essentia relation to a different, non-propositional form of truth.
One of the aims of this chapter has been to explore the degree of justification,
implicit or explicit, that Keats provides for this view. | have discounted the

possibility that Keats believes poetry to engage with an unchanging
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metaphysical realm on the grounds that K eats equivocates on whether poetic
beauty exists before it is apprehended. Keats is committed to the ideadlity of both
poetic beauty and truth, but remains metaphysically neutral. | have argued that a
more likely explanation, though not explicitly articulated by Keats, isto be
found in the importance K eats attaches to real-world experience, and that the
truthfulness of Keatsian truth consists in the poetic role of experiential
recognition. The resulting double aspect to poetic truth, its Janus-like relation
with ideality and actuality, is a paradox that Keats certainly registers but does
not fully explain.

While Keats' s notion of Negative Capability is certainly primarily
concerned with explicating the abilities required of the true poet, it would be
mistaken to think that Keats attaches little theoretical significance to the role of
the reader. On the contrary, it is clear from Keats' s account of aesthetic value,
and the nature of the apprehension of beauty and its relation to truth, that the
reader of poetry is not conceived as a passive and humble admirer of the poet’s
craft, but instead turns out to be inseparable from the Keatsian understanding of
poetry itself. The reader, and more precisely, the role of consciousness, are
implicated in the very constitution of beauty.

Considerations of poetry’ s oppositional relation to rationality contribute
to Keats' s suggestion that poetic beauty can emerge in a context of
indeterminacy of meaning. In avery particular sense, a sense easily
misconstrued, this position liberates the reader from afelt obligation to
somehow master atext’s meaning, an obligation which amountsin itself to a
dialectical domination of the reader by the text. Accordingly, the reading act

itself can come to be conditioned by an a priori acceptance of the possibility of
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multiple readings. It may seem tempting, if slightly overwrought, to characterise
this as some kind of transcendental emancipation of the reader. The necessary
possibility of different readings certainly seemsto emerge naturally from

Keats s thought. Nonetheless, we must not forget that Keats also places
formidable demands upon the reader. As | have argued, Keats implies that
readers only apprehend poetic beauty by accessing aspects of their own real-
world experience in arecognitional encounter with the text; by exploring the
depressive “dark passages’ of consciousness; by being in uncertainty, suffering,
anxiety. The Keatsian vocation for the reader isto live the emotion of the text,
and to recognise certain of its aspects as one’sown. It is, in this sense, acall to
empathy.

Thetrgjectory of my thesis, then, has begun with, and found part of its
motivation in, the meta-poetical thought of John Keats. | have begun to describe
the way in which Keats intimates a distinctive theoretical position which
configures questions relating to affectivity, the imagination, and intersubjectivity
as being ultimately constitutive of the encounter with awork of poetry. As|
intend to elaborate, from atheoretical perspective, one of the most arresting
features of Keats' s meta-poetical thought is the way in which it connects with
some of the central concerns of twentieth-century phenomenology. It will be the
work of subsequent chaptersto enlist the resources of phenomenology to
investigate some of the theoretical questions Keats raises. It is therefore
important that we now turn our attention to the phenomenological understanding
of intersubjectivity and the imagination developed by Edmund Husserl and

Edith Stein.
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A review of the work on intersubjectivity which Husserl either published
in hislifetime, or else explicitly authorised for publication, yields two principal
texts. Ideas |1, largely completed in 1928 but published posthumously in 1952
by the Husserl Archive, contains arelatively brief outline of Husserl’s
fundamental conception of the constitution of the Other in empathy
[Einfihlung], an account of hisimportant concept of motivation [Motivation],
and a delineation of a secondary kind of empathy understood as the perception
and understanding of another person’s motivations. Husserl’s Cartesian
Meditations, published in 1931, contains a more detailed anaysis of the primary
form of empathy and its consequences, notably the constitution of transcendental
intersubjectivity and the objective world.

Itis, however, also known that there is much more to Husserl’s
understanding of intersubjectivity than that which he explicitly authorised for
publication. Husserl’s voluminous literary remains speak of an abiding interest
in the question of intersubjectivity which began as early as 1905. Even after the
publication of Cartesian Meditations, it is now clear from Husserl’ s working
manuscripts that he continued to grapple with the problem, at least until 1935,
just three years before his death at the age of seventy-nine.

A moment’ s reflection will show that the question of how seriously
Husserl’ s unpublished working manuscripts should be taken is not one which
should simply be glossed over. Two related considerations, | would suggest,
must give us cause for caution in this context. Firstly, it is known that Husserl
was inclined to continuously subject hisideas to revision, and this process was

evidently supported and facilitated through his prolific daily writing routine.
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Secondly, | think it is worth remembering that the decision, in the life of any
philosopher, to authorise atext for publication, to have it subjected to the rigours
of public scrutiny, surely in itself counts for something, hermeneutically
speaking. And if one accepts this latter premise, then, conversely, the absence of
any evidence of an intention to publish a given manuscript can hardly be said to
be hermeneuticaly irrelevant.

On the other hand, we should also remember that Husserl was serious
about having his manuscripts preserved, and that in 1935 he permitted Eugen
Fink and Ludwig Landgrebe to systematically classify them. It would be
incorrect, then, to claim that Husserl did not believe the manuscripts to represent
the potential basis for further (possibly posthumous) publications. Indeed, Dan
Zahavi points out that in aletter of 1931, Husserl writesthat he believes his
most important work to be contained in the manuscripts. But such an informal
claim, at once both grand and vague, is hardly illuminating. Which parts of the
40,000 handwritten pages, mostly in shorthand, did Husserl have in mind? In the
same letter, we should also note that Husserl concedes that the manuscripts are

"1 The Husserlian Nachlass, it

“scarcely manageabl e because of their volume.
would seem, presents us with an hermeneutical enigma, an enigmawhich
demands both interest and caution.

The Nachlass manuscripts help to underscore the fact that Husser!
investigated a variety of forms of intersubjectivity. For example, in PI 111,
Husserl considers the empirical fact that a newly born baby readily imitates the

expression of its mother. From a phenomenological perspective, one of the

interesting aspects of thisinteraction isthat it is by no means clear that the infant

LPI 111, Ixvi. Trans. Zahavi (2001b), p.XX-XXi.
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of afew hours understands, at any level, its mother as possessing both her own
separate subjectivity and her own perspective on the world. Thisisto say that
we are at least entitled to call into question the presumption that empathy, in the
Husserlian sense of Ideas Il and the Cartesian Meditations, has taken place. Y et
it seems apparent that some form of intersubjectivity is nonetheless at work. The
baby is aware of the mother, and aware too, at some level, of an interaction
taking place. This leads Husserl to suppose that there is such athing as
instinctive intersubjectivity, and that the intersubjective instincts may precede
empathy. The ideathat the human subject may be primordially intersubjective
leads to questions regarding the priority of empathy in relation to other forms of
intersubjectivity, and the priority of subjectivity in relation to intersubjectivity,
questions that we shall consider in more detail in this chapter.

At least one further form of intersubjectivity will be drawn into our
discussion. We shall discover in what follows that the empathic path to
transcendental intersubjectivity compels the subject towards a transformed
understanding of perceptual objects as the objects of transcendental co-
constitution. As a consegquence of this transformation, averted aspects of objects,
such as the back of abuilding, carry a certain sense of being available in
principle to an indeterminate Other. Husserl calls the indeterminate subjectivity
correlated with an object’ s range of possible appearances open intersubjectivity.

Although the prima facie implication of Cartesian Meditationsis that
empathy manifestly precedes open intersubjectivity, it has been suggested,
notably by Zahavi, that there is a quite different Husserlian story to tell.2

According to Zahavi, a serious engagement with the Nachlass manuscripts

2 Zahavi (2001b).
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shows that Husserlian thought is ultimately orientated toward an intersubjective
transformation of phenomenology, and that empathy is necessarily conditioned
by open intersubjectivity. The obvious bearing of this claim upon our
understanding of the Husserlian account of empathy requires us to examine
Zahavi’ s position carefully, and thiswill be pursued in the latter half of this
chapter. Let us turn now to the question of empathy, before considering its
possible inter-relations with other forms of intersubjectivity.

Part of the achievement of the transcendental reduction isto keep aive
Husserlian aspirations for a properly rigorous philosophical foundation for the
sciences. Yet apriceincurred for the project of transcendental phenomenol ogy
isthat the threat of the objection of solipsistic self-enclosure would seem to be
effectively programmed in from the start. Is the transcendental ego, disclosed by
the epoche as the static subject transcending the flux of experience, ultimately
isolated epistemologically from other egos? Husserl himself certainly recognises

the force of this concern. Indeed, he proposes to enquire as to whether

[...] we, as phenomenologists, [can] do anything but [...] say: “The
Nature and the whole world that are constituted ‘immanently’ in the
ego are only my ‘ideas’ and have behind them the world that exists

in itself. The way to this world must still be sought.”3

An indispensable part of the response to this question will appeal to
Husserl’ s conception of the “noematic-ontic mode of givenness’ of others as
objects of knowledge, arguing that the noema gives to consciousness neither a
mediating sense in the style of Frege, nor mere representation of the intentional
object, but precisely the object asit isintended. The epistemic value of this

transcendentally constituted noema is held to be sustained by virtue of its being

¥ CM, 8§42, pp.89-90.
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intersubjectively verifiable in principle. Y et this“noematic’ response to the
objection of solipsism now leads usto a more basic problem for the
transcendentally meditating phenomenologist: what is the origin for
consciousness of the notion of intersubjectivity? How could it come about that
the very idea of “someone else” should become thinkable for the post-epoche
transcendental subjectivity? It isto this fundamental question that Husserl turns
his attention in 8843-47 of Ideas || and in more detail in the fifth of his
Cartesian Meditations.

It is surely worthy of some reflection even at this early stage, and
without any explicit mention of the Other’sinterior life or affectivity, that
Husserl considers that a certain conception of empathy [Einflhlung] is already
operative in such away that its construal as empathy is not strained beyond
credibility. Husserlian empathy, in the first instance, may be said to be formal
rather than material. By this | mean that the accomplishment by transcendental
subjectivity that interests Husserl in the Fifth Meditation is not primarily the
grasping of the content of aforeign consciousness, but instead the necessary
precondition for such an act: precisdly the “perception” (in abroad sense of this
term that we shall later make more precise) of aforeign consciousness. As

Husser| specifies,

[...] the problem is stated at first as a special one, nhamely that of
the “thereness-for-me” of others, and accordingly as the theme of a
transcendental theory of experiencing someone else, a

transcendental theory of so-called “em pathy”.4

It is understandable that Husserl, in predicating “empathy” with “so-

caled”, should register at this point some degree of equivocation in categorising

“CM, 8§43, p.92.
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the experience of the “thereness-for-me” of others as empathy, for it is, after al,
simply the experiencing of someone else as there being someone el se present. If
| were to inform you that | had consciously apprehended you as someone who is
not me, would you conclude that | had empathised with you? | doubt it. Indeed, |
may very well have been unable to empathise with you in any ordinary non-
phenomenological sense of the term.

In fact, contrary to what our everyday pre-philosophical intuitions might
perhaps incline us to believe about what is entailed by the concept of empathy,
Husserl underscores a sense of essential subject-object digunction in the
empathic act, by arguing that the Other’ s subjective processes are in principle
inaccessible to the empathising subject’s primordial experience.” Nonetheless, it
will also become clear that Husserl does ultimately have justification in
configuring the bare apprehension of aforeign consciousness as a genuine
instance of empathy. The Other is not ultimately locked in alterity, but instead
comes to be understood at a certain fundamental level, and in a sense that we
shall shortly explore, as another “1”, an intentional modification of myself. For
Husserl, this pure moment of sameness, between apure “1” and an apparent alter
€go, isacondition for the possibility of the constitution of the Other.

As Iso Kern helpfully points out, the three Husserliana volumes of Zur
Phanomenologie der Intersubjektivitat help to illuminate an important
stratification in Husserl’s overall conception of empathy by making explicit the
distinction between what | have just referred to as formal and material empathy.®
Husserl’ s corresponding terms are inauthentic [uneigentlich] and authentic

[eigentlich] empathy. Inauthentic empathy is the basic, forma empathy of the

® Edith Stein concurs with Husserl on this point, arguing that a so-called “feeling of oneness’
should not strictly be aligned with the concept of empathy. (Stein (1989), pp.16-18.)
® Bernet, Kern & Marbach (1995), p.165.
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Fifth Meditation, which involves, as we shall soon see in more detail, akind of
empty appresentation. Authentic empathy, on the other hand, is somewhat closer
to an everyday sense of “empathy”. It addresses, but is not limited to, questions
of affectivity, and is configured by Husserl as a genuine intuition of the other
person’s “motivations’. The problem of authentic empathy is one pursued in
more detail by Husser|’ s assistant Edith Stein, and we shall benefit from her
important work, On the Problem of Empathy, in alater chapter. For the time
being, however, it isimportant that we turn our attention to the explication of
“inauthentic” empathy that Husserl providesin the Fifth Meditation.

The clarifying power exercised in the phenomenological reductionis
something that Husserl seeksto harnessin a particularly focussed way in his
engagement with the problem of empathy. If the sense of the natural attitude’s
“externa world” is ultimately sublated, in Husserl’ s thought, as the intentional
correlate belonging to transcendental constitution, could it be that a more
bespoke reduction could clarify, or redeem in a higher sense, a particular aspect
of the natural attitude fundamental to intersubjectivity, namely the very
distinction between myself and others? The possibility of arigorous elucidation
of the phenomenological origins of the apprehension of otherness leads Husserl
to undertake a fresh reduction which, prior to being performed, presupposes the
post-epoche transcendental attitude and its constituted world, a methodological
starting point that Husserl calls the “universal transcendental sphere”.’

Let us remind ourselves of the nature of this “universal transcendental
sphere” into which the epoche delivers us. Husserl may be understood as

implying that the epoché brings about a reduction in the scope but not the depth

"CM, 8§44, p.93.
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of one's cognition of the world. Let me clarify what | mean by this. The
reduction in scope stems from the suspension of ontic presuppositions bound up
with the Natural Attitude. Instead of being posited as existing in absolute
transcendence, intentional objects are apprehended as phenomena. This
restriction to phenomena qua phenomena means that “the world” as such
becomes tied to the intentional life of transcendental subjectivity. To adopt a
methodological perspective, the scope of my world is now delimited, as Husserl
putsit, to “that portion of the world which holds good by the measure of my
experience” .2 Nonetheless, the depth of my world-cognition is not degraded, in
the sense that perceptual objects qua phenomena carry a noematic-ontic mode of
givenness. The apple tree in my garden, as experienced, remains a public object,
and is not suddenly assimilated into my stream of really-inherent content. Thisis
to say that a certain intersubjective sense that Husserl articulates as
“experienceable by everyone” isretained.’

Although Husserl may appear to speak in Cartesian Meditations of a
single reduction from the universal transcendental sphere to the sphere of
ownness, there are good grounds for believing that two quite distinct
methodological steps are actually at work in Husserl’ s account. These steps are
not methodologically equivalent, and cannot be regarded conceptually as mere
restatements of one another. On the one hand, there is the idea of including (and
only including) in my world al that is originally given to consciousness. On the
other hand, we find present in Husserl’ s thought the idea of an expressly
solipsistic reduction, that is, a reduction which brackets intersubjectivity in

general, and acts of empathy in particular.

8Pl 11, 51. Trans. Bernet, Kern & Marbach (1995), p.159.
°CM, 8§44, p.93.
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In the combination of these two steps, we accomplish the * abstraction
from everything that transcendental constitution gives me as Other”.*° The
individual, in bracketing others, has bracketed cultural, communal, and societal
predicates from its experiences. In this sense, it becomes impossible to ask the
guestion “Who am 1?7, if being a“who” means being such for others. A more
meaningful question, for the phenomenologist at thisjuncture, isto ask “What
am |, in and for myself?’. To this we have an immediate, and for Husserl, quite
certain answer: | am the static self-identical subject which transcends the flux of
its experience, the pure “1” disclosed by the original epoche. Husserl conceives
of thistranscendental ego as “the identical Ego-pole of my manifold ‘ pure’
subjective processes, those of my passive and active intentionality” ™

Y et the presence of the transcendental ego does not exhaust the content
of my individuality. The aggregation of my experiences also compels me, on the
grounds of consistent verification, to conclude that | am embodied. Husserl
shows us that the sense of this embodiment is continuously confirmed in a
number of ways. For example, my body determines my centre of orientation, the
gpatial origin from which my perceptua acts are performed. | am not able to
separate myself, spatially, from the locus of my body. | may, of course, be able
to imagine doing so, but such imagined experiences are not posited as being real.

Husserl reminds us that the body is the locus of sensation, and that
sensation may be used as away of perceiving the zone of one’'s own body and
its boundedness. If | touch a surface with my hand, only to find that | sense the
surface but do not sense being touched by my hand, then, subject to consistent

confirmation, | conclude that the sensed region does not belong to my self, but

°CcMm, 844, p.93.
1 CM, 844, p.98.
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to otherness. Otherness has now become disclosed to consciousness as a
consequence of the constituted boundedness of my body.

If otherness is now thinkable, we are surely substantially closer to being
able to apprehend someone el se as someone else. Yet thisis still not a
phenomenologically trivia step to take, especially as we have, as yet, no
conception of the objective world. The remaining phenomenological explication
of empathy envisaged by Husserl involves, firstly, perceiving another body as
just abody [Korper], and then realising that it isalso aliving body [Leib], an
animate organism. Husserl emphasises that the Leib is not to be conceived as an
assembl age comprising two essentially separate components. Instead, Leibe are
given as “two-fold unities[...] of things and subjects, along with the subjects
psychic life.”*? The significance of the embodiedness of subjectivity isan
Husserlian theme to which we shall have cause to return later in this chapter.

The central concept employed by Husserl in accounting for the
perception of another human body as such isthat of “pairing” or “coupling”
[Paarung]. This“pairing” does not only occur in the context of empathy, but is
understood by Husserl to be a genera phenomenon of intentional life. Pairing is
conceived as the phenomenological founding of a*“unity of similarity” by two
phenomenally similar data, in which there takes place an “overlaying” of each
with the sense of the other.®® Aswe shall shortly observe, it turns out to be
important to note that, for pairing to occur, the two data involved do not need to
be interchangeably identical in appearance. Instead, pairing may well be

founded on a partial likeness, and the extent of the consequent overlaying of

2 |1deas 1, §43, p.170.
3 CM, 8§51, pp.112-3.
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sense will be determined by the moments of similarity between the respective
phenomena.

Husser| classifies pairing, thus conceived, as an example of passive
synthesis, and more specifically, of association. As such, pairing is no deliberate
act of the intellect, but a primordial feature of consciousness, which, precisely in
its primordiality, resists further phenomenological explication. As Natalie
Depraz putsit, Husserlian Paarung is “the grounding process of empathy,

without which no further intersubjective experience is possible”

. Certainly, as
far asthe Fifth Meditation is concerned, the appeal to Paarung is explanatorily
foundational. It provides the conceptual source of the sense of affinity between
subject and object whose explication must be regarded as indispensable to any
satisfying account of empathy.

As | intend to elaborate in what follows, if we proceed to examine
carefully the way in which Husserl employs this concept in the Fifth Meditation,
then it will emerge that two distinct functions are involved. Thisisto say that
two distinct cognitive gains would seem to be taking place, even if pairing itself
only occurs once, or, perhaps more plausibly, is occurring continuously during
the encounter with the Other. The concept of pairing helpsto clarify how, in the
first place, the notion of “someone else” becomes thinkable for consciousness.
Beyond this, however, it also helps to explain how someone else as such comes
to be perceived. We turn now to the first of these two roles.

Having elaborated intensionally upon the concept of pairing, Husserl

proceeds to observe that in the phenomenology of empathy “pairing first comes

¥ Depraz (2001), p.173.
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about when the Other enters my field of perception”.*® The significance of the
encounter with abody sufficiently similar to mine such that pairing occurs, and
especially the first such encounter, isthat consciousnessis avakened
extensionally to the very idea of someone else. Paarung’s overlaying of sense
associ ates the presenting body with my own, and, consequently, the sense
ascribed to myself of “animate organism” is transferred.

The concept of Paarung, we must remember, involves an overlaying of
each phenomenal datum with the sense of the other. We are therefore relying
upon the assumption that the subject’ s body is hecessarily simultaneously given
at the time of such an encounter. Isthisjustified? If my attention is directed
towards the Other, what reason is there to suppose that | am aware of myself?
Husserl’s answer isthat | can be aware of myself without paying attention to

myself. In fact, Husserl claims that

I, as the primordial psychophysical Ego, am always prominent in
my primordial field of perception, regardless of whether | pay
attention to myself and turn toward myself with some activity or
other. In particular, my live body is always there and sensuously

prominent [...]."*°

Husser!l’s claim here is an important one, not least for hisimmediate
purposes of describing how basic empathy aways stems from a primordial
pairing of bodily appearance. A claim broadly to the effect that my body is
somehow aways on hand or available for the requisite pairing would indeed
seem to be called for, if Husserl’s account isto succeed. Y et the rather brief
formulation of this view quoted above seems to require some unpacking, and

might even seem at first glance to be overtly paradoxical. In what sense could |

>CM, 851, p.113, italics mine.
*CMm, 851, p.113.
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be said to be “prominent” [abgehoben] for myself in the case in which | do not
“pay attention to myself”?

Clearly, part of the significance of the above passageliesinits
implication that there is something more to the structure of Husserlian
intentionality than that of straightforward volitional conscious directedness of
attention. The absence at this point in the text of any explicit elaboration upon
the exact nature of the mode of intentionality that Husserl hasin mind seemsto
invite, on the face of it, two alternative interpretations. On the one hand, we
might conclude that Husserl believes that the conscious subject always has an
awareness — either reflective or pre-reflective - of hisor her own body. On the
other hand, Husserl may be referring to akind of background awareness
conditioned by an antecedent reflective moment of bodily self-awareness. Let us
consider these possibilities more closaly.*

At issuefor us hereis the question of whether conscious human subjects
always have pre-reflective bodily self-awareness. It seems to me particularly
difficult to sustain thisidea. Convincing counter-examples can draw upon the
phenomenology of being engrossed in abstract thought. If | am seated in a
comfortable armchair and deeply absorbed in a mathematical problem, then |
become utterly oblivious to my bodily sensations, and they play no part in the
cognitive activity in progress. In this scenario, from time to time | may well
develop a pre-reflective awareness of some sensation or other, such asthe
texture of the fabric of the armchair, but through an act of concentration such
temporary intrusions soon recede, and | am once again “lost” in my abstract

thoughts.

Y Inthis context, | am using the term “reflection” in the strict Husserlian sense of the
thematisation of an occurrent or retained lived experience.
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Of coursg, it isjust possible that Husserl does mean to say simply that
conscious subjects are always bodily self-aware, pre-reflectively or otherwise.’®
Y et in the light of such considerations as my counterexample above, this seems
to me unlikely, even though Husserl accepts the phenomenological possibility of
having pre-reflective awareness of lived [erlebt] experiences.™® Another
possibility isthat Husserl means to say that conscious subjects engaged in
perceiving the world are always bodily self-aware, pre-reflectively or
otherwise.® Finally it is also plausible to suppose that Husserl is proposing that,
simply by virtue of my acquaintance with my being always already embodied
(an acquaintance made phenomenologically explicit in the discoveries following
the reduction to the sphere of ownness), | necessarily carry with me and retain a
background awareness of myself as aliving organism. In such a background
reflected awareness (and | am distinguishing here between “reflected” and
“reflective” awareness), the proprioceptive givenness of my own body as a
persistent component of my primordial sphere is apprehended as always present
and available to me, should | so choose, through a simple alteration in the
direction of my attention.

Husserl may be said to be describing an objectifying background
awareness even if the sense of objectivity is not yet mature. The objecthood of
my living body at this point lies somewhere between the bare objecthood
possessed by all intentional objects [Gegenstande], and the intersubjective

objectivity of Objekte towards which Husserl’s investigation is currently

18 Edith Stein seems close to this view when she says that bodily sensations are “impossible to
cancel”. (Stein (1989), p.42.)

19 For evidence of the Husserlian acceptance of the possibility of non-conceptual conscious
content, see Poellner (2003), p.48.

% For evidence that Husser| believes that direct perception involves at root a buried belief in, and
commitment to, the subject’s embeddedness within a causal external world, see Poellner (2007).
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directed. The objecthood of my Leib seemsto consist both in its being
consistently reidentifiable as “my body”, and in its being apprehended as a
contiguous bounded portion of my constituted world.

We are moving closer now towards a justification for Husserl’s
considered position that pairing occurs when abody sufficiently similar to mine
appearsin my primordial sphere, but we must not overlook the need to
interrogate the perspective from which the putative similarity is being implicitly
judged. If the only perspective from which this similarity can plausibly be said
to be apprehended is that of some notionally transcendent point of view situated
outside of both bodies, and capable in principle of observing them objectively,
then Husserl’ s entire Fifth Meditation would seem to face the threat of
circularity. The principal motivation, after all, behind Husserl’ sinvestigation
into the problem of empathy isto show that empathy, in Husserl’ s basic sense,
turns out to be a condition for the possibility of the constitution of the objective
world.

It isslightly surprising, therefore, that Husserl does not devote just afew
more lines, notably in 851, to explicitly articulating the implied similarities
between the proprioceptive givenness of my own body and the exteroceptive
givenness of the Other’s. | believe, however, that a coherent justification for
believing there to be such a phenomena similarity can, in fact, be inferred from
what has gone before. Firstly, the passage in which Husserl qualifies his
description of Paarung by stating that “complete likeness’ is but a“limiting
case”** now becomes particularly significant. Partial coincidenceis now clearly

understood to be a sufficient condition for pairing to occur. Pairing is not

2 CM, 851, p.113.
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necessarily triggered by some all-encompassing congruence, but instead
essentially takes place on the basis of moments of similarity, for the mutual
transfer of sense occurs “so far as moments of sense actualised in what is
experienced do not annul this transfer with the consciousness of ‘ different’.”%

In the particular case of the pairing that takes place in empathy, of
course, it is precisely the moments of difference upon which we must rely for
the disclosure of this presenting somebody as somebody else. The salient
differences between the givenness of my own body and that of a different body
are traceable to the origina distinction that my body belongs to my sphere of
individuality, while any different body is situated in my sphere of otherness: | do
not govern the other body’ s movements, and its surfaces are not a source of
primordial tactile sensation for me. I, as transcendental ego, am situated inside
my body, not the Other’s.

What, then, are the moments of similarity that Husserl has in mind?
Perhaps most obvioudly, certain parts of my body, such as my hands, are
visually accessible to me in such away that they present an image similar to that
of the exteroceptive givenness of the corresponding parts of the Other. But
perhaps more significantly, because the entire surface of my body isin principle
accessible to me through the sense of touch, | am able to apprehend, entirely
proprioceptively, my own bodily topography. My bodily appearance, though not
entirely accessible to me through primordial visual perception, is nonethel ess
made non-primordially accessible to me in an appresentation founded upon
primordial tactile sensation. It seemsto me that this discovery, made without the

benefit of any external transcendent perspective, is sufficient to provide me with

22 CM, 851, p.113.
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an immanent phenomenological basis for the apprehension of a morphological
similarity between another body and my own. With its concomitant mutual
overlaying of sense, the pairing that occursin the primal encounter with the
Other thus harbours a moment of disclosure for consciousness: before, my grasp
of my externa appearance was founded on proprioceptive givenness, but now |
can conceive, for the first time, of the nature of the primordia content of an
exteroceptive perception of myself. In this sense, the Other may be said to have
displaced me from my sphere of individuality. As Husserl observes, the
appearance of the Other’ s body “brings to mind the way my body would look ‘if
| were there’” % Perhaps this “ bringing to mind” falls just short of what could
properly be called amoment of intentional meaning fulfilment: thereis no
exteroceptive primordial self-perception such as that which occurs when one
observes oneself in amirror. It is, nonetheless, a moment of recognition,
manifested in a pairing between my previously apperceived self-body-image and
my primordial perception of the Other’s body.

The aspects of Husserl’ s thought that we have considered thus far work
to explain how the notion of “someone else” becomes thinkable. The overlaying
of sense involved in the spontaneous pairing that Husserl describes configures
the Other as an intentional modification of myself, that is, as an animate
organism whose body is co-present with mine and understood to be governed by
aforeign transcendenta “1”, my “alter ego”. A spontaneous moment of
associative passive synthesis, however, is not sufficient to compel the Husserlian
transcendentally meditating phenomenologist to posit the existence of the Other.

The existence of intentional objects, according to the necessary rigour of

% CM, 8§54, p.118.
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Husserl’ s method, may only be posited on the basis of harmonious and
continuous verification. Let us now turn to the question of how such verification
might occur.

When Husserl speaks of “abody similar to mine” presenting itself “as
outstanding in my primordial sphere” and “a body with determinations such that
it must enter into a phenomenal pairing with mine”,?* it is easy to presume,
especidly for those of us with the gift of sight, that Husserl hasin mind only the
body’ s visual appearance. Granted, Husserl observes that the appearance of the
Other’ s body calls to mind the way my body would ook if it were to be seen
exteroceptively. But isit any less true that the sound of the Other’s voice calls to
mind the way my voice would sound if heard exteroceptively? And isit any less
true that the experience of touching the Other’s body calls to mind the way my
body would feel if touched exteroceptively? Even if Husserl’s examples do
sometimes display avisual bias, | find no evidence that he privileges, in any
phenomenol ogically substantive sense, visual perception over the other sensuous
modes. When Husser| speaks of the subject’s primordial “appearances’, it
should not be forgotten that phenomenal appearances can sometimes be auditory
or tactile (or, for that matter, olfactory or palatal). My point hereisthat this
generality inherent in the terms “ perception” and “ appearances’ isitself
indicative of one respect in which Husserl implies verification of the perception
of an Other may occur. Under conditions of semi-darkness, for example,
touching a face may confirm that what is seen is human and not a statue; hearing

avoice may confirm that what is touched is human and alive.

2 CM, 851, p.113.
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However, Husserl’ s interest in the verification of the existence of
someone else is not limited to corroboration between the sense modalities.
Instead, a further important avenue of verification lies in the intuition of
precisaly that aspect of the Other which remains necessarily inaccessible to my
primordia stream of experience, namely the foreign “1” and the really-inherent
content of its conscious intentional life. Husserl’ s concept of appresentation
again becomes relevant here, not because it explains in itself the phenomenology
of empathy, but because it describes formally what takes place: thereis anon-
primordial making present which is founded upon primordial experience —
sensuous perception in this case — of the Other. As we saw earlier, empathic
experience, for Husserl, can never be properly construed as straightforwardly
primordial. It is, instead, aways mediated by what is originally given to the
empathising consciousness.

Thisindirected or distantiated structure involving an objectifying
containment of a posited primordia experienceis similar to that which isliable
to occur in the context of other intentional actsin which a primordial experience
itself becomes an intentional object, such as remembering, expecting, or
imagining. In fact, the imagination is necessarily implicated in Husserl’s
understanding of empathic intentionality, for time and again Husserl explicates
the apperception of aforeign consciousness as a spontaneous act of imaginative

self-transposal. Consider the progression of the following examples:

[The appearance of the Other’s body] brings to mind the way my

body would look “if | were there”.?

% CM, 8§54, p.118.
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[The other ego] is appresented as an ego now co-existing in the

mode There, “such as | should be if | were there”.?®

[The other’s primordial Nature] is my primordial Nature. It is the

same Nature, but in the mode of appearance: “as if | were standing

over there where the Other’s body is”.?’

From the sensuous perception of the other Korper, the passive synthesis of
Paarung guides us not only to the apprehension of aforeign Leib, but to the
apperception of both the alien “1” and, finaly, its primordial world. In anon-
primordial analogue of my “original intuition” of my own transcendental ego, |
now have anon-original intuition of the Other’ s transcendental ego, and this
intuition coincides with the categoria judgement that there is someone else
present.

The repeated counterfactual “if | were over there”, whose motivation
stems from the original pairing of bodies, signals precisely the direction of the
Husserlian method of empathic verification. My ability, in principle, to move
spatially over to the Other’s centre of orientation, to make the Other’s“Here”
mine, is what renders possible, again in principle, the intentional meaning
fulfilment of my empathic act of the imagination. Conversely, the perceived
absence of a continuous spatial path from me to the Other would seem to
preclude the possibility of empathy taking place. The imagination, then, is
operative in Husserlian empathy, but in an heteronomous fashion, constrained
by the immanent factual domain. The distinctive, even paradoxical, feature of
empathy isthat while thereis, in epistemic terms, something to be got right and

verified, the only route to doing so is viathe imagination.

% CM, 8§54, p.119.
2" CM, 855, p.123.
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We are now in a position to observe a particularly striking
phenomenological consequence of the accomplishment of empathy. Constituted
in the Other’s primordial world is the Other’s own body, defining the centre of
orientation from which the Other’ s world is experienced. But this body is the
same body that is constituted in my primordial sphere as the Other’ s body, the
body into which | imaginatively transpose myself during the empathic act, in
which | apprehend a continuous spatial path from my own body to the Other’s.
In empathy, then, the Other’s primordial world is apperceived both with the
sense “my primordial world as experienced if | wereto go over there”, and with
the sense “the Other’ s primordia world”. | am compelled to conclude that | and
the Other share the same world.

Husserl shows us that empathy is epistemically transformative. It
transforms my verifiable understanding not only of others but of myself and the
world. The Husserlian description of the path towards the accomplishment of
empathy is a demonstration of the overcoming of the phenomenological problem
of solipsism. Empathy, far from being an autonomous act of the imagination
(though the imagination is involved as we have seen), isinstead conceived as a
veridical intuition of an alien subjectivity. As Husserl remarks, “[In empathy]
[s]omething that existsisin intentional communion with something el se that
exists”.?® This “intentional communion” iswhat explicates the sense of self-
transcendence in his conception of empathy: | may be said to displace or
transpose myself into the experience of the Other.

In empathy, | discover that | am but one individual among other

individuals. | apprehend myself (just as | apprehend the Other) as a closed unity

%8 CM, 8§56, p.129. Husser!’sitalics.
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of body and transcendental ego. Husserl calls this an “ objectivating equalisation
of my existence with that of all others’?®, and as such it entails the realisation
that my perspective is not privileged. In thisway, Husserl’ s Fifth Meditation
clarifies the sense of “objectivity” and “the Objective World”. The Objective
World is now grasped for the first time as the identical world shared by all
“monads’, where a“monad” is understood to be the concrete conjunction of a
transcendental ego, the associated individual person, and his or her
transcendentally constituted world. In the sharing of the constituted world, a de
facto community is formed, with the “objectivity” of intentional objects now
understood as precisely the property of being transcendentally co-constituted.
When one appreciates that Husserl understands such “objectivity” to be
precisely the sense of “being”, it becomes intelligible for Husserl to announce
that the intentional communion of transcendental intersubjectivity “makes
transcendentally possible the being of aworld, aworld of men and things”.*° In
this transcendental finding, empathy itself comesto be revealed as the necessary
route to the real world.

The phenomenological accomplishment implicit in Husserl’ s account of
empathy and itsrole in the constitution of transcendental intersubjectivity, if itis
to be broadly accepted, isthat it provides us with away of explicating the sense
of relatedness to others that we carry around with us, often as akind of lived
intersubjectivity, in the natural attitude of everyday life. Our relatedness to one
another turns out to consist to alarge degree in our understanding ourselves to

be coordinate subjects sharing a co-constituted world.

% CM, 856, p.129.
% CM, 8§56, p.129.
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One of the advantages of Husserl’ s approach in the Fifth Meditation is
that by effectively undertaking arational interrogation of cognitive processes
which are implicitly understood to be verifiable by the phenomenologically
reflective reader, Husserl ostensibly side-steps an engagement with the
primordial mysteries of human instinctual life. Thisis not to say that Husserl has
no interest elsewhere in the idea of an expressly primal kind of intersubjectivity.
His Nachlass manuscripts indicate that the question of primal intersubjectivity
was one he took seriously. Zahavi points out that Husserl’ s manuscripts
sometimes refer to a*“ persisting primal aliveness of the totality of monads”
which Husserl characterises as a kind of temporally “streaming
intersubjectivity”.® Yet Zahavi also tells us that this occurs after amonadic
communalisation of temporalities has taken place, which would seem to imply
that streaming intersubjectivity is conditioned by the thematisation of
transcendental intersubjectivity.*

L eaving aside the concept of streaming intersubjectivity, it is nonetheless
clear from other parts of the manuscripts that Husserl was intrigued by the idea
that transcendental subjectivity may at root be conditioned by some kind of
instinctive or drive-based intersubjectivity. As Zahavi putsit, Husserl intimates
the idea of “the being on hand of a pre-theoretical [...] interconnectedness
[Verbundensein] of subjects’.** According to this hypothesis, the apprehension
of transcendental intersubjectivity isto be understood as a disclosure of an
influence aready at work within transcendental subjectivity, rather than asa
genuine transition from subjectivity to intersubjectivity. But it hasto be said that

the view of the empathic path to transcendental intersubjectivity as disclosure

8! 7ahavi (2001b), p.70.
%2 7ahavi (2001b), p.70.
% zahavi (2001b), p.74.
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rather than transformation is at odds with the Fifth Meditation. The very nature
of the content of Husserl’ s published work indicates that he felt hisinvestigation
into intersubjectivity had more success explicating and thematising implicitly
rational cognition rather than essentially primordial drives and instincts.
Husser!’s overall approach seeksto distil what is essentialy true of our
experience of the Other and ultimately of our grasping of an objective world. In
this sense, both empathy and the awareness of transcendental intersubjectivity,
though often occurring as background experiences, are always essentially
thematisable, and they are not understood to be necessarily conditioned by a
more basic, prior form of intersubjectivity.

Zahavi adopts a different interpretation, and his detailed account of
Husser!l’ s understanding of intersubjectivity draws upon an impressive
knowledge of Husserl’s Nachlass manuscripts. Zahavi argues that, understood in
its entirety, the Husserlian analysis of intersubjectivity cannot be understood as
being committed to the phenomenological priority of transcendental subjectivity
over transcendental intersubjectivity, but instead as holding that transcendental
subjectivity and transcendental intersubjectivity turn out to be equiprimordial.
The world-experiencing subject isa priori intersubjective, independently of its
factual encounter with other persons.

This interpretation colours Zahavi’ s understanding of the Fifth
Meditation, in which the solipsistic subject ostensibly precedes all forms of
intersubjectivity. Zahavi’ s proposed resolution to this discrepancy isto argue
that while the Fifth Meditation describes the thematisation of both empathy and
of transcendental intersubjectivity, aform of intersubjectivity is already

performing an anonymous constituting role prior to such thematisation. As
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Zahavi putsit, “ constituting intersubjectivity founds constituted
intersubjectivity”. The route by which Zahavi attempts to substantiate this claim
isto argue, firstly, that horizonal intentionality is essentially intersubjective, and,
secondly, that, even following the ownness reduction, the experience of an aien
body is still horizonal. It istime for us now to consider Zahavi’ s case more
closely. And in responding to Zahavi’s position, it will prove illuminating for us
to do some phenomenology for ourselves.

First of dl, | believe it may be helpful for usto reflect briefly upon what
happens to the nature of the experience of transcendence when we move from
the natural to the transcendental attitude. In the Natural Attitude, the sense of the
transcendence of objects isloaded with ontological baggage: | take certain
objects to transcend me ontologically, in the sense that they do not depend upon
me for their existence; | can entertain without difficulty the idea of the world
containing objects of which | am unaware, and the idea of objects existing prior
to my birth and after my death.

Y et in the wake of the transcendental reduction the experience of
transcendence itself is not bracketed. Instead, the sense of transcendence, purged
of ontological content, is now understood purely in terms of the subject’s
intentional life. In the transcendental attitude, the sense of the transcendence of
an intentional object is not conceived in relation to me as psycho-physical
individual, but in relation to my intentional act. One and the same intentional
object may be understood to be amenabl e to being apprehended in separate acts
located across a set of perspectival and temporal positions. In the sense that the

set of perspectival and temporal positions may be said to form an intentional
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horizon, transcendent objects are said to be grasped as such in acts of horizonal
intentionality.

| believeit will also prove useful to distinguish at this point between two
types of transcendence, both of which may be apprehended within the
transcendental attitude. Firstly, thereis what we might call “purely subjective’
or “solipsistic” transcendence. In cases of purely subjective transcendence,
although the intentional object is given horizonally and transcends the individual
intentional actsin which | experienceit, the intentional object is nonetheless
exhausted in the aggregation of possible actsin which | experienceit. Let us
suppose, for the sake of an example, that | am a carpenter and | have in mind an
innovative design for a chair. Then | may imagine perceiving an instance of such
achair horizonaly, and find that the imagined chair transcends any given
perspective | have of it. Yet thischair is not a public object, and it is exhausted
in my imagining it. This absent “public” quality now leads us to the second type
of transcendence, which we might call genuine transcendence. Genuinely
transcendent objects are not only given horizonally but also carry the sense
“experienceable by everyone”. Genuine transcendence, thus defined, coincides
with the full sense of Husserlian “transcendence within immanence” in the
transcendental attitude.

The subjectivity correlated with the range of perspectival and temporal
positions associated with a purely subjectively transcendent object is simply my
transcendental subjectivity. On the other hand, there is something essentially
intersubjective about the subjectivity correlated with the intentional horizon of a
genuingly transcendent object, for such an object effectively refersto an

indeterminate or “open” plurality of subjects. As| indicated earlier, Husserl calls

Page 48 of 302



Chapter 2 - Husserl and Intersubjectivity

this concept of indeterminate intersubjective correlated subjectivity Open
Intersubjectivity.

The matters considered thus far relating to horizonal intentionality would
seem to point to the conclusion that genuine transcendence is essentially
intersubjective while purely subjective transcendence is not. Zahavi, however,
argues that thisis not the case. The view that Zahavi proposes, and which he
regards as authentically Husserlian, is that horizonal intentionality itself is
intrinsically intersubjective. Thisis by no means obvious at this point. Indeed, in
due course | shall argue that Zahavi’ s position isincorrect. At present, however,
it isimportant that we examine more closely Husserl’ s own understanding of
horizonal intentionality. Does Husserl believe horizonal intentionality to be
intrinsically intersubjective, or are his writings on this matter compatible with
the more moderate view that genuine transcendence is essentially intersubjective
but that purely subjective transcendence is not?

There are undoubtedly some passages in Husserl’ s work suggesting that
he was at least drawn to the idea of intersubjectivity performing a constitutive
role in horizonal intentionality. In these passages, the constituting contribution
of aforeign subjectivity (or, in aphrase which carries adlightly lessrigid sense,
“alter ego”) is brought in, to some extent quite plausibly, to resolve an apparent
paradox centring on the question of the co-presence of absent aspects. On the
one hand, my experiencing of any given profile of a particular intentional object
initself entails the absence (or, to put it more precisealy, precludes the primordial
presence) of certain other profiles of the object. For Husserl, thisis not merely a

matter of contingent anatomical constraint, but ultimately a necessary feature of
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all intentionality associated with spatio-temporal objects.> On the other hand,
the averted sides of the object, though absent or excluded from the subject’s
direct experience, are nonetheless understood by the subject to be co-present
with the available profile. Thereis a grasping by the subject of the simultaneous
availability in principle — to an indeterminate subjectivity - of all aspects
belonging to the object’ s intentional horizon. But how can a particular profile —
an averted one - be both available in principle to an indeterminate subjectivity
and unavailable in principle to me? The answer that Husserl sometimes seemsto
favour isthat averted co-present aspects must be availablein principleto a
foreign subjectivity, and that, in this case, horizonal intentionality relies at root
upon an essentially intersubjective constituting contribution. But we must note
that the factual co-presence of aspects does not rest upon afactual co-presence
of aplurality of subjects simultaneously observing the same object. The subject,
after all, may happen to be solitary. Instead, the co-presence at work in horizond
intentionality is co-presence for me, in which averted sides are made non-
primordially present in appresentation.

It certainly seems permissible to adopt this understanding of co-present
aspects, at least in relation to instances of genuine transcendence, in which
intersubjectivity is aready implicated in the structure of the kind of
transcendence involved. Indeed, when it comes to genuine transcendence, there

is no doubting Husserl’ s position: genuine transcendence is essentially bound up

% 1t seems to me worth noting that the following two propositions are not incompatible. Indeed,

| see no reason to think that Husserl would deny that both in fact obtain. (1) For any given pair
of profiles of an empirical object, such asthe front and back of a building, which arein principle
incapable of being simultaneoudly originally experienced by a human subject, it is always
possible to imagine an embodied subject, with a different anatomical structure, not being so
constrained. (2) For all imaginable subjects, regardless of anatomical structure, the experience of
any given profile, or combination of profiles, of a perceptual object will necessarily preclude the
experience of certain other profiles of the object.
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with aforeign subjectivity’ s experience. In the Other, we find the Husserlian
source of all genuine transcendence. But are we compelled to generalise this
conclusion to purely subjective transcendence, or isthere instead a purely
subjective way of accounting for horizonal intentionality? Husserl informs us,
after pairing has occurred in the Fifth Meditation, that all objects of
appresentation are correlated with an appresented ater ego, an intentional

modification of myself.*

This alter ego isipso facto not myself, and in that
sense foreign. But the option remainsto interpret this “alter ego” asa
counterfactual imagined “myself if | were over there”. Surely that too, plainly, is
not me. Such aview isindeed consonant with Husserl’ s thought, and | intend to
show in what follows that such an understanding of horizonal intentionality is
both coherent and plausible.

Let us begin by reminding ourselves that the term horizonal
intentionality designates a particular kind of object-directed experience which
involves a belief on the part of the subject in the object in question being
amenabl e to intuition across arange of perspectival and tempora positions.
Now, it seemsto methat if we jump straight away to the idea of an
indeterminate foreign subjectivity being in principle available to take up any
given perspective (if, in other words, we presuppose open intersubjectivity) then
we may actually miss something important about horizonal intentionality itself.
For the present purposes, therefore, let us bracket open intersubjectivity and
attend for ourselves to the phenomenology of horizonal intentionality as

experienced by an expressly solipsistic subject. In restricting the correlated

subjectivity of possible appearances of the object to only myself, | find that the

% CM, 8§52, pp.115-6.
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simplest and most natural way of grasping the range of appearancesisin a
sequential fashion, that is, by correlating them with smooth and continuous
movements, either by mein relation to the object, or vice-versa. Indeed, it is
clear that the only way for me to experience avariety of perspectivesis precisely
for there to be relative movement between me and the object. As solipsistic
subjects, we discover of necessity an important dynamic quality to horizonal
intentionality which isfar less salient if open intersubjectivity is presupposed: in
occurrent acts of horizonal intentionality, the object’ s aspects are not isolated
discrete views, divided among numerous observers, but instead always inter-
connected by smooth spatio-temporal pathways, in principle observable by a
solitary mobile individual .

Two important observations must now be made about the significance of
movement for the accomplishment of horizonal intentionality. Firstly, the
subject must be able to control, to the extent necessary for the purposes of the
verification of absent aspects, which relative movements take place, and when.
If | stand before abuilding then it is part of my horizonal apprehension of it that
the back of the building will be given to me whenever | decide to walk round to
the back. Absent aspects, for the careful phenomenologist, may only be posited
as existing (as opposed to merely hypothesised) on the basis of their ability in
principle to be confirmed. Secondly, the cognition of a smooth unfolding of
aspects depends upon the subject being aware that relative movement is taking
place. Without such awareness, the experience of an object’ s changing aspects
may be rendered either unintelligible (perhaps as a puzzling kal eidoscope of
changing patterns) or simply uninformative (e.g. a rotating white sphere may be

erroneously grasped as a stationary white disc).
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These questions of control over, and awareness of, relative movement
between (objectivated) subject and object inform the importance that Husserl
attaches to our being embodied, and in particular to the role of kinaesthetic
awareness, in horizonal intentionality. In Thing and Space, Husserl goes so far
asto suggest that bodily self-locomotion and the associated kinaesthetic
awareness turn out to be conditions for the possibility of horizona
intentionality.* The thought behind this claim is that the continuous appearance
of new aspects of an object isimplicitly correlated with the kinaesthetic
sensation of corresponding bodily movements by the observer. The
appresentation of averted aspects comes to be motivated by the thought of the
associated kinaesthetic sequences. “ The rear aspect of thisbuilding” is
understood as precisely “the view of thisbuilding if | were to go round the
back”.

The expressly dynamic conception of horizonal intentionality just
described has the advantage of explicating the sense of absent aspects without
requiring an inflationary departure from the solipsistic attitude in which our
current investigation began. The absent aspect is not correlated with aforeign
subjectivity, but instead is understood as an unfulfilled intention of mine. As
such, it belongs to the horizon of my own capabilities. A possible concern,
however, about such a strictly solipsistic explanation of horizonal intentionality,
liesin the ideathat it may be unable to account for the absol ute co-presence of
aspects. If the subjectivity correlated with an object’ sintentional horizonisa
solitary ‘I’, isit ultimately coherent to understand the perspectives associated

with mutually exclusive standpoints (e.g. the front and back of a building) as

% Husserl (1997), 176 & 189.
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being temporally co-present? | intend to argue that a commitment to the co-
presence of aspectsisin fact compatible with a strictly subjective understanding
of horizonal intentionality. Thiswill involve some further reflection on the
implications of the “dynamic” account of horizonal intentionality that we have
developed thus far.

L et us suppose once again that, at a particular moment in time that we
shall call Ty, | am standing facing the front of a building. Then, because of my
understanding of the horizon of my own capabilities, | am able to imagine atime
T, inthe future at which | would be in a position to observe for myself the back
of the building. Similarly, | am also able at T, to imagine atime T, after T, at
which | would once again be in a position to view the front of the building. Now
the interesting feature of T, isthat at Ty | could also imagine viewing the back of
the building at T,. Thiswould occur if | were to remain stationary between T,
and T». It now becomes clear that at time T, the front and back of the building
are both in principle equally available to me: they are therefore, in this sense, co-
present at T,. But now suppose that | imagine myself carrying out precisely this
same thought experiment at a certain moment in the past, specificaly at time Ty
—T»,. Then my conclusion would be that the front and back of the building turn
out to be co-present at Ty. Thisis precisely the result we are looking for. At any
given time, a solitary subject may grasp any two perspectives belonging to an
object’ s intentional horizon as being co-present, on the basis of performing an
appropriate sequence of acts of the imagination.

Let us reflect now upon the question of the priority of empathy. Is
empathy the way in which the conscious subject originaly enters into a state of

relatedness to others, or is there already something intersubjective about our
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conscious experience which precedes the factual encounter with others? In
answering this question, we must be careful to distinguish between factual and
necessary precedence. Husserl purports to demonstrate in the Fifth Meditation
that there is no necessary precedence of intersubjectivity, in any form
whatsoever, over the taking place of an act of empathy. | have argued in this
chapter that, with careful analysis and elaboration upon what is not always
explicit in the Husserlian text, it is possible to defend Husserl’ s fundamental
published position that the primordinally*” reduced solipsistic subject is capable
of discovering empathy in the basic sense of experiencing someone else as
someone else, and, furthermore, that such empathy provides the necessary
pathway towards the constitution of transcendental intersubjectivity and its
thematisation as an open community of monads.

In order to sustain Husserl’ s position, it has been necessary to address
some potentially serious concerns about his account. Firstly, there was a possible
objection that Husserl might be seen to be implying that the sphere of ownness
already contains what it was supposed to found, namely intentionality towards
others. On my reading of the Fifth Meditation, however, this objection is dealt
with through a clarification of Husserl’ s conception of the ownness reduction as
involving two distinct steps: a reduction to the sphere of originality, and an
expressly solipsistic reduction. Secondly, there was the problem of circularity,
encountered if the subject is presumed to apprehend the foreign body
objectively. We noted, however, that Husser|’s position is resilient to this

danger, and that pairing may take place on the basis of the non-objective

37| shall follow Iso Kern'slead and use “primordinal” (rather than “primordial”) in relation to
the sphere of ownness. In the original German, Husserl on certain occasions adopts the
neologism “primordinal” in relation to the sphere of ownness, but this innovation does not seem
to have propagated into Dorion Cairns's English trand ation.
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phenomenal appearance of the other’s body in my primordinal world. Finally,
we faced Zahavi’ s objection that open intersubjectivity turns out to exert an
anonymous constituting influence on the experience of the foreign body prior to
the apperception of the foreign subjectivity. In this sense, Zahavi believes that
Husserl’ s overall position, understood in the context of the unpublished
manuscripts, implies that transcendental intersubjectivity is already at work prior
to its thematisation. Thisleads Zahavi to advocate a complex, contextualised
interpretation of the Fifth Meditation, according to which the nature and scope
of the ownness reduction is ultimately understood to be |ess absolute than
Husserl’ s account in the Fifth Meditation, on the face of it, would seem to
suggest. Pace Zahavi, his argument on this matter, in my view, is not
compelling, not least for the fact that in his published work, Husserl chooses not
to register any suspicions that empathy is at root conditioned by a buried form of
intersubjectivity. | have a'so shown that there is atechnical reason for regjecting
Zahavi’ s argument: Zahavi relies upon the premise that horizonal intentionality
is essentially intersubjective, aview that | have argued is false.®®

If intersubjectivity does not precede empathy necessarily, doesit precede
it factually? This possibility seems more promising, and there are very strong
grounds for thinking that Husserl himself believed as much, notably in his
treatment of the human instincts and what he calls drive-intentionality
[Triebintentionalitét]. Y et even here, Husserl always falls short of asserting that
intersubjectivity strictly precedes subjectivity, in the sense of positing a pre-
egoic collective consciousness into which the individuated subject subsequently

taps. Husserl suggests instead that intersubjectivity turns out to be woven into

% |n many other important respects, of course, my debt to Zahavi (2001b) is considerable.
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the fabric of human subjectivity, that the instincts bring about, as Zahavi putsit,
“an inter-monadic interpenetration of egoic life”.* This primordial
intersubjectivity, though pervasive, is not in itself self-sufficient, but is
ultimately conditioned by the plurality and diversity of concrete subjectivities.

The question of the primordiality of intersubjectivity with respect to
subjectivity isthe locus of an important divergence between the Husserlian and
Schelerian understandings of inter-human relations. According to Scheler, the
being of man (the human subject) is essentialy both being-self and being-with,
but that the Thou is always fundamental and prior to the |. Thisis explained by
our being embedded in a neutral stream of experience which founds one’'s own
experiences and those of others. This Mitwelt iswhat grounds our experience of
others, and makes possible a sharing and participation in the other’ s feeling-
state. But thisis precisely the radical form of empathy that Husserl rules out.
Husserl never permits a confluence of primordial experience, because the
digunction of subjective processesis constitutive of the other being other.

In ruling out aradical togetherness or Mitwelt, Husserl is obliged to
provide an aternative explanation of the fact of intersubjectivity. | have argued
in this chapter that the Husserlian aternative essentially revolves around acts of
the imagination. Acts of imaginative self-transposal explain how any perceptua
object, including the other’ s body, may be understood horizonally without
appealing to the idea of aforeign perspective. And they explain how aforeign
subjectivity and its primordial world come to be apperceived. The imagination,
then, is ultimately what bridges the intersubjective subject to others. The

Imagination is prior to intersubjectivity, and makes intersubjectivity possible.

% zahavi (2001b), p.75.
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Chapter 3 - Husserl and the Imagination

The discussion in chapter 2 (‘Husserl and Intersubjectivity’) about
horizonal intentionality and empathy provides us with an indication of just how
important the notion of mediated or non-primordial intuition turns out to bein
the context of Husserl’s Transcendental Phenomenology. By 1923/4, Husser!
believed that questions to do with the stratification of experience into layers of
varying immediacy turn out to be constitutive of Transcendental Subjectivity
itself. In alecture contained in Erste Philosophie I, Husserl goes so far asto say

that

[...] transcendental subjectivity in general is given in stages of
relative immediacy and mediacy, and exists [at all] only insofar as it

is given in such stages, stages of an intentional implication.*

Husserl felt that the structure of what he calls here “intentional implication” had
the capacity to illuminate the nature of al kinds of acts involving mediated
intuition, in all the “peculiarity of [their] subjective being and [...] subjective
performance”.? Aswe shall discover in this chapter, “intentional implication”
turns out to go to the very heart of Husserl’s mature understanding of such
ostensibly diverse acts as memory, expectation, and what Husserl calls
“phantasy” [Phantasi€]. In adifferent way, it also informs his understanding of
the structure of picture-consciousness.

In the first instance, the distinction between what Husser| calls“the

stages of relative immediacy and mediacy” is a distinction between presentation

LEP 11, 175, Trans. Bernet, Kern & Marbach (1995), p.154.

2EP 11, 128, Trans. Bernet, Kern & Marbach (1995), p.153.

% Throughout this chapter, the term “phantasy” (so spelt) will be used in the Husserlian sense of
Phantasie.
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[Gegenwartigung] and re-presentation [Vergegenwartigung]. This canonical
distinction underpins all of Husserl’s mature thought, and is exemplified in his
understanding of the relation between perception and phantasy. Evenin his early
thought, he knew that, in the context of phenomenological investigation, it was a
fundamental mistake to think that perception involves a mediating image. The
problem when it came to phantasy lay in upholding phantasy’ s intuitional
character while accounting for the fact that the phantasy object is not
primordially present. Husserl was fully aware of Brentano’s position on this
matter, having attended his lecturesin Viennain 1884/5. Brentano thought that
phantasy was only approximately intuitional, and that, more specifically,
phantasy “presentations’ turn out to be partly intuitional and partly conceptual .*
But it is evident that Husser| felt that the Brentanian view compromised
phantasy’ s wholly intuitional character. The defect in Brentano’ s account,
according to Husserl’s early view, was that Brentano focussed on phenomend
content to the exclusion of analysing the interpreting apprehension. Husserl
initially tried to resolve the dilemma by pursuing the hypothesis that phantasy,
unlike perception, is given in an act-character of pictoriality.

In order to adequately adjudicate on this hypothesisit will be necessary
for us to begin this chapter with a discussion of Husserl’ s understanding of
pi cture-consciousness, before proceeding to consider Husserl’ s early account of
phantasy. We shall find, as Husserl did, that the imagistic account of phantasy
runs into various difficulties, difficulties which force Husserl to re-evaluate the
foundations of consciousness. We shall follow the transition in Husserl’s

thought to his mature position, according to which acts not only of phantasy, but

4 Mohanty (2008), p.307.
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of memory and expectation too, are understood to be, in a sense that we shall
explore, “reproductions’ of (respectively) non-posited or posited acts of
perception.

In this sense we shall find emerging from Husserl’ s thought a sharp
structural dichotomy in his understanding of re-presentation, also sometimes
referred to asintuitional presentiation, between the distinct structures of
reproductive re-presentation and the perceptual re-presentation found in picture-
consciousness. | wish to argue, however, that in the context of more complex
acts of reproductive re-presentation, a structure remarkably close to picture-
consciousnessisin fact liableto arise. The pre-condition for the entire chapter,
then, is that we develop a coherent account of picture-consciousness, and it isto
this question that we now turn.

We might observe first of all that there is something effortless about
viewing a picture. Indeed, we appreciate pictures even before we learn to read.
Can such afamiliar experience really be worth many lines of explicatory
reflection? What could be more straightforward? | see a picture. It represents
something else. But to dismiss picture-consciousness as a banal commonplaceis
to presume that what comes easily to the human subject must have asimple
underlying phenomenological structure. This presumption is mistaken. Even
after just afew minutes of introspection, one finds that the phenomenol ogical
structure of picture-consciousness revealsitself to be remarkably intricate.

On my desk before melies a postcard. It isaprint of Rembrandt’s
Homer. The painting depicts, to characterise it with extreme brevity, an enrobed
elderly man. The subject of the painting is ostensibly Homer, yet this seems

more like a stipulation than a phenomenological datum, for we do not know
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whether the depicted man particularly resembles the way Homer looked. Y et the
painting’ stitle cannot be taken on those grounds to be gratuitous. Homer himself
is part of the meaning of the painting. The competent viewer’ s consciousness
cannot fail at some point to be directed precisely towards Homer, the historical
individual. The painting refers to Homer primarily through itstitle, but it
arguably aso aludes to him in supplementary ways, through certain features of
the painting’ s content. One might, for example, try to make the case that the
golden band across the man’ s forehead somehow signifies Homeric poetical
inspiration.

Yet if weleave aside titular and hermeneutic considerations, and
concentrate expressly upon the phenomenology of picture-consciousness, then
we are obliged to adopt a less complicated account of the “ picture-subject”
[Bildsujet]. The picture-subject is now simply the man who is represented here,
whether he ever existed or not. Let us say, then, for the purposes of the
following discussion that the picture-subject is he who is represented here as the
enrobed elderly man. If, in the interests of conciseness, | refer in what follows to
the picture-subject as “Homer”, this proper name will always be qualified with
guotation marks.

Strictly speaking, of course, | do not see the picture-subject. Before meis
apostcard, not aman. Let us note in passing that the postcard, being a print of
Rembrandt’ s Homer, is a photograph of a painting, that is, a picture of a picture.
This fact, however, will not affect our discussion, for this factual nesting of
imagesisin this case not phenomenologically salient. The postcard remains for
me a straightforward “picture-thing” [Bildding] inits own right, a picture of an

enrobed elderly man. It isaphysical spatio-temporal object, capable, for
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example, of being torn and of curling and fading in sunlight. The
phenomenological question before usis precisely how the man’ s appearance
comes to be represented to me by way of the primordial presentation of the
picture-thing, the postcard.

In spite of what | have just said, it would be mistaken to think that the
very idea of perceiving the picture-subject is not somehow at work in picture-
consciousness. A sense of what it would be like to perceive the man is contained
in the experience of the presentation of the picture. As Eduard Marbach puts it,
the picture-subject is seen asit were. And in Marbach’s formal terminology,
perception of the depicted picture-subject as such is patently implied in picture-
consciousness. Thisisto say that to perceive the man as heis represented would
be afulfilment of the meaning intention of the picture. It will turn out that the
underlying reason for thisis that the presentation of the picture-thing givesrise
in consciousness to the constitution of a semblance, a so-called * picture-object”
or “image-object” [Bildobjekt].> An elaboration of this notion of image-object is
now required if we are to adequately complete our account of the essential
structure of picture-consciousness.

Thusfar it has been relatively straightforward to delineate two distinct
objectivities given to picture-consciousness. On the one hand there isthe
picture-thing, the physical entity which belongs to the empirical world. The
picture-thing is, more explicitly, a picture-bearing-thing, the rectangular piece of
coloured card lying on my desk. It is embedded in my spatio-temporal

environment, and in that sense just one object among others. On the other hand,

®In general | shall favour the use of the term “image-object” rather than “picture-object” for two
reasons. Firstly, “picture-object” seems rather too close to “picture-thing”, potentially giving rise
to confusion. Secondly, | think “image-object” helps to convey the notion of resemblance more
effectively than “picture-object”.
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it has become clear that this piece of card refers to something beyond itself. The
card is about something, and the content of this aboutness is not something that |
can arbitrarily specify. Instead, the aboutness is proper to the card. In a
stipulative sense, it refersto Homer the historical individual. But more to the
point for our present concerns, it refers intuitionally to a particular individual,
the enrobed elderly man. This man himself is the picture-subject. One's
apprehension of thisman is prior to one’ s judgement regarding whether or not
he exists.

On the basis of what has been said so far, we have grounds for endorsing
the claim that the notion of resemblance isin some way constitutive of picture-
consciousness. The picture-subject, one feels bound to say, is given intuitionally
in some suitably broad sense of the term, though not in the manner of
perception. The picture-subject, as Marbach putsit, is “given in the mode of
non-actuality”. The enrobed man is not now here in person in my perceptua
field. The most natural way of explaining the observations (1) that the picture-
subject is given in an inauthentic (non-primordial) intuition and (2) that the
apprehension of the picture-subject seems to be founded in the perception of the
picture-thing isto appeal to the idea of resemblance.

Y et we must ask whether we really mean here a resemblance between
picture-thing and picture-subject. In certain respects, it is true that moments of
resemblance do exist between the respective phenomenal contents of picture-
thing and picture-subject. The part of “Homer’s’ beard that appears grey can be
correlated with agrey region on the postcard. But even with something as
ostensibly simple as colour, there seems to be a problem with the extent to

which the case can be made for a necessary resemblance between picture-thing
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and picture-subject. Part of “Homer’s” clothing appears to give off agolden
shimmer. On careful examination, however, the corresponding area on the
postcard isin fact pale yellow interspersed with regions of brown. It is
“Homer’s” garment which shimmers golden, not the postcard. We are now
forced to recognise that picture-consciousness cannot be adequately accounted
for in terms of just two intentional objects, the picture-thing and the picture-
subject. Something giving off a golden shimmer is presentified. It is not the
postcard, which is yellow and brown in the corresponding region. And it is not
the man’s garment, as the golden shimmer appears here and now; the garment is
not here and now. There must be athird intentional object. The Husserlian
answer isthat one sees an image-object. The image-object is a semblance. One
sees a semblance of a golden shimmer. One sees a semblance of agrey beard.
One sees a semblance of an enrobed elderly man.

The relation between picture-thing and picture-subject, then, is not
merely one of signification. Signification does not necessarily entail
resemblance, afact demonstrated by the mgjority of words in the English
language. But an adequate account of picture-consciousness, as we have just
seen, does entail the notion of resemblance. More specificaly, picture-
consciousness - when fully explicated - entails an awareness of aresemblance.
The appearance of the picture-subject is bound up with, indeed governed by,
precisaly the picture-thing. But the foregoing considerations suggest that the
presence of moments of resemblance between the respective phenomenal
contents of picture-thing and picture-subject is not constitutive of picture-
consciousness. There may be factua resemblance between picture-thing and

picture-subject, but according to the Husserlian account, it is the apprehension
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(pre-reflective or otherwise) of a resemblance between image-object and picture-
subject which is constitutive of picture-consciousness.

It will prove important for us to note at this point that thereis arelation
of founding between picture-thing and image-object. More precisely, if oneis
unable to percelve the picture-thing, then one is necessarily unable to view the
image-object. Perception of the picture-thing pervades awareness of the image-
object. Picture-consciousnessitself is founded upon and permeated by the
primordial perception of the picture-thing. For reasons that will become clear
later in this chapter, it is also important that we note at this point that if oneis
able to see the image-object, then oneis then able in principle to switch one’s
attention back towards the picture-thing, and indeed back and forth as one
pleases.

Let us suppose now that | wish to check something about the appearance
of the picture-subject. Suppose, for example, that | cannot remember “Homer’s’
facia expression. | turn to the picture. Now the phenomenological fact of the
matter is that my volitional act of checking “Homer’s” expression does not
consist in looking up an appropriate region of the surface of the postcard. Thisis
not to deny that perceptual activity in relation to the picture-thing is factually
taking place. My subjective concern, however, consists in viewing the image-
object, not the picture-thing. | need to consult the semblance in order to find out
“Homer’s” facial expression. The semblance of “Homer” looks worried and
frail. And so | know that “Homer” looks worried and frail. My point hereis that
the image-object has what we might call quasi-epistemic value. The image-
object cannot be said to refer to an image of the picture-subject, if our account is

to avoid an infinite regress. The image-object refers precisely to the picture-
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subject. “Homer” isintentionally given to consciousness, but in anon-
primordial fashion.

In order to illuminate further the constitution of the image-object, | wish
to differentiate between two distinct attitudes that may be adopted during the
viewing of a picture. My intention in doing thisisto illuminate the way in which
a switching between the two attitudes corresponds to a switching in attention
between the image-object and picture-subject. Firstly, thereis what Husserl
understands to be akind of aesthetic attitude, in which concern centres upon the
way in which objects appear. Aesthetic experience finds value exclusively in
appearances, and, like the post-epoché transcendental attitude, is not essentialy
concerned with any putative reality underlying phenomena. When viewing a
picture in the aesthetic attitude, the image-object is apprehended qua image-
object, precisely as a semblance of what is depicted. But to apprehend a
semblance qua semblance isto have one's attention simultaneously directed
towards what is represented. In this sense, awareness of the picture-subject
always penetrates awareness of the image-object. There is a double-object
consisting of both the image-object and the picture-subject.

As| indicated earlier, in picture-consciousness | am not free to imagine
any image-object that | wish. The constitution of the image-object in
consciousness is constrained by what is given in the phenomenal content of the
picture-thing. Y et the image-object is still a construct of an act of the
imagination: it isan ideal, or purely intentional object. The semblance iswhat |
make of the picture, not a spatio-temporal entity that | percelve. The semblance
IS not substantive, in the sense that its constitution is necessarily conditioned by

the constitution of something else, namely the picture-thing. The semblance then
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IS apure objectivity, constituted in consciousness in an heteronomous act of the
Imagination.

It is, however, possible to adopt a different, non-aesthetic attitude during
pi cture-consciousness: one may shift the emphasis of one' s attention onto the
picture-subject. If acustoms official views my passport photograph in order to
check my identity, then he is concerned primarily with whether the photograph
is of me, not with the manner with which | appear in the photograph. However,
as | intend to elaborate, while it may seem possible to attend solely to the
picture-subject in alived experience of picture-consciousness, areflective
explication of such alived experience must inevitably lead back to an awareness
of the image-object as such and therewith some form of, or approximation to, an
aesthetic attitude. Let us suppose that | contemplate Rembrandt’ s Homer, but
deliberatel y focus my attention upon the picture-subject, precisely the enrobed
elderly man, the perception of whom isimplied in the picture. | do not think |
seearea man. | am not fooled. But it isasif | see the enrobed elderly man — yet
only asif. In this case my attention isin the first instance directed towards the
picture-subject. Thisis not to say that an image-object has not been constituted,
but rather that my attention has penetrated the image-object and grasped the
painting’ s subject. When | reflect upon the way in which “Homer” appears, |
become explicitly aware of the image-object that was constituted yet buried in
my lived experience. The image-object penetrated the picture-subject all along,
just as my attention at first penetrated the image-object.

Husserl remarks that the image-object “truly does not exist”.® An

assertion of thiskind is certainly warranted, indeed arguably quite helpful

® Husserl (2005c¢), §10, p.23.
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inasmuch asit registers at a stroke two important facts. Firstly, the image-object
isnot real in the sense that it does not belong to the domain of spatio-temporal
reality. Secondly, the image-object also does not possess the quality of what is
perhaps best called ideal existence. The number © may be said to have ideal
existence because it possesses the character of being pre-given, of seeming to
have been awaiting discovery. The number 7 is taken to be mind-independent:
theratio of acircle' s circumference to its diameter exists regardless of whether
people exist. But the image-object is not self-sufficient in this way. Without the
picture-thing it is nothing. The image-object is, as Marbach putsit, “permeated”
by the perception of the picture-thing.

"7 as Husserl does, seems

To say that the image-object is “truly nothing
less helpful than saying it “truly does not exist”. To say that something is
nothing seemsto imply that it is not amenable to predication, which the image-
object is. It is of the essence of the image-object that its predicates be couched in
terms of appearance, for the image-object is the picture-subject asit appearsin
the picture-thing. And “Homer” as he appears in Rembrandt’s Homer appearsto
have a grey beard, appears to be wearing various garments, one of which
appearsto give off a golden shimmer, and so on. We might perhaps best put
matters like this: the image-object is intersubjectively verifiable, and isontically
heteronomous in relation to the picture-thing.?

It is now possible to see why Husserl ultimately conceives of picture-

consciousness as “imaging in the sense of perceptual phantasy understood as

immediate imagination”.® The paradoxical phrases “perceptual phantasy” and

" Husserl (2005c), §10, p.23.

8 On occasion Husserl uses the term “irreal” to describe entities that are constituted by
consciousness but which do not exist. E.g. Husserl (2005c), p.84.

® Husserl (2005c), Text 180.515, p.616.
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“immediate imagination” speak of the remarkable tensionsimplicit in the
essential intentional structure of picture-consciousness. The imagination
involved is“immediate’ in the sense of not seeming to require any creative
constituting effort on the part of the subject. The content of the phantasy is
governed by the constitution of the picture-thing, and in this sense the phantasy
is“perceptual”. Thislayered intentional structure of picture-consciousness,
though intricate, is not ultimately mysterious, which is not to deny the noetic
truth of Marbach’s remark that “there is something unreal about pictures’.’® The
phenomenological force of thislatter remark liesin the fact that picture-
consciousness cannot be adequately understood as simply a special kind of
direct perception. The apprehension of pictoriality isnot, for example, analogous
to the apprehension of rectangularity. Rectangularity is a perceptually grasped
property, but picture-consciousness, though founded upon and permeated by
perception of the picture-thing, necessarily involves in addition some entirely
new intuitional faculties. The picture-subject, which may or may not be posited,
is represented in the image-object, which itself strictly does not exist but is
constituted in the realm of irreality. The constitution of both image-object and
picture-subject show that picture-consciousness, far from being an advanced yet
fundamentally perceptual act isin fact asui generis mode of intuition of which
direct perception is merely one, abeit founding, component.

In reaching the finding in this chapter so far that picture-consciousness
cannot be adequately explained in terms of atheory of perception, the topic of
the imagination has naturally and necessarily been broached, but without until

this point agreat deal of elaboration upon what exactly imagining consistsin.

19 Marbach (1993), p.138.
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The advantage of investigating the nature of picture-consciousness before
turning to the question of what Husserl would call “pure phantasy” isthat it
should enable us to adjudicate with some clarity upon Husserl’s early position
that pure phantasy itself has the structure of picture-consciousness. Thisidea,
that to imagine something isto pictureit in one’s own mind, isin certain
respects a seductive one, and Husserl’ s unpublished manuscripts show that he
required no small amount of phenomenological reflection in order to extricate
himself eventually from its grip. Let usturn initially to Husserl’ s early position
before addressing the reasons that led Husserl ultimately to reject it.

With respect to the relation between picture-consciousness and the
Imagination, questions of terminology now become particularly pressing. In
German, as in English, the notion of the imagination is often bound up, through
genera association or etymological resonance, with the notion of an image
[Bild]. Most obviously, the etymological link isvisible in the noun Einbildung
(imagination) and the verb sich einbilden (to imagine). Husserl’ s preference for
the term Phantasie, in reaching back etymologically to the Greek phantazein
(‘make visible') viathe Latin phantasia (‘ appearance’), helpsto preclude
problematic and unintended connotations with pictoriaity. In English, however,
the term “fantasy” (so spelt) often carries with it connotations that are not
pertinent to the present discussion. Talk of “fantasy” sometimes has overtones
connected with desire. The question of desire may well emerge more strongly in
later chapters of my thesis (I am thinking here in particular of the chapter on
Starobinski, and the chapter on literature’ s capacity for moral suggestion) but it
is not directly relevant to the Husserlian concerns which are the focus of this

chapter. “Fantasy” is aso often used in relation to an event or occurrence
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considered to be either impossible or improbable. In aliterary context, it refers
to agenre of fiction involving such things as unreadlistic settings, and magical
adventures. As | indicated earlier, throughout | shall often make use of the term
“phantasy” [Phantasie] and do so in the Husserlian sense, both to avoid
implying pictoriality where no such implication isintended and to avoid the
unintended connotations often invoked by the word in its more common spelling
of “fantasy”.

The most genera feature of phantasy that Husserl grasps from the outset
(and in this basic respect he remains consistent throughout his treatment of the
imagination) isitsintuitional character. As he suggestsin LI 11, in both
perception and phantasy the object is given in what he calls “intuitive
presentation” [Vorstellung].™ In phantasy presentation, it is not asign or symbol
that is given to consciousness. Instead, an object appears, but not “in person”
[leibhaft]. As Husserl putsit, “it is as though it were there, but only as though”.*2
The “as though”, then, is double-edged. In one respect it points to a structural
analogy with perception. Indeed, as Husserl observesin Hua XXIII,

[...] to every possible perceptual presentation there belongs a
possible phantasy presentation that refers to the same object and,

in a certain sense, even refers to it in precisely the same Way.13

Asin perception, phantasy involves both act-matter and act-character. And
again, asin perception, the act-matter is perspectival: it amounts to aview of the
object, not the object itself. Yet in adifferent respect, the “as though” registers

precisely adifferentiation from perception. The object is not “there”, “here”, or

" Husserl (2005b), p.235.
12 Husserl (2005c¢), p.18.
3 Husserl (2005c¢), p.17.
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“now” in my perceptua field. It is not unnatural to conclude that consciousness
istherefore being confronted with an image of the object.

Husser!’ s position regarding the pictoriality of phantasy is consistent
across LI I and the early texts of Hua XXII1. In Text N°.1 from 1904-5, Husserl
invites the reader to consider the example of imagining alandscape that one has
previously viewed.'* Then we find in this case that there isasimilarity, or
likeness, in phenomenal content between the perception and the phantasy.
Indeed, Husserl goes on to assert that, quite generally, “[a]nyone who phantasies
has an image experience”.™> One takes the phantasy presentation to be “are-
presentation, a pictorialisation”.*® Again, in LI 11, the claim is no different: “[In
the imagination] the same object appearsin a likeness’*’; “[...] imaginative
contents comprise only analogising contents”.*®

The central phenomenological question at stake hereis, however,
whether the constitution of the likeness isimmanent to the act itself, or whether
it occurs only in a subsequent act of reflection. On this matter, Husserl’s early
work is unequivocal: he refers precisely to the character of the act itself: “[...]
the character of theimagination liesin analogical picturing’*®. The Husserlian
rationality at work here then is not inferential. The apprehension of the imagined
object as being re-presented in an image is not held to be an inferential
accomplishment. Instead, Husserl is arguing that the phantasy act itself has the

very tincture of pictoriality. AsJ.B. Brough tranglates it,

¥ Husserl (2005c), p.17.
15 Husserl (2005c), p.27.
18 Husserl (2005c), p.27.
Y Husserl (2005b), p.222.
'8 Husserl (2005b), p.237.
19 Husserl (2005b), p.235.
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[...] image consciousness has a tinction that confers on it [...] the
characteristic of representation according to resemblance. [...] And
this is not a conceptual knowing either, nor does it imply that |
undertake an act of distinguishing and relating, setting the
appearing object in relation to an object thought of. On the

contrary, the image is immediately felt to be an image.20

Itis, of course, somewhat inadequate merely to insist that phantasy is
endowed with an act-character of pictoriality, even if one were to find this to be
the case as a matter of descriptive fact. Husserl proceeds to attempt to justify this
claim by describing the intentional structure of phantasy, arguing that phantasy
and picture-consciousness share what he calls a“community of essence”.?

We are entitled to ask ourselvesfirst of all, however, whether on
introspective reflection, Husser!’ s claim about the imagistic character of
phantasy actually rings true. One way of challenging the claim is to pursue the
guestion of whether there are any necessary limits on how realistic a phantasy
may seem to be. It is conceivable that | might be able to imagine extremely
vividly, and regardless of whether it exists or not, a certain landscape. | might
assert without hyperbole that it is as though | were there, as though | were
breathing the very country air, as though | were seeing the very trees. If | make
such assertions in good faith and without hyperbole, then one must conclude
simply that | have avery vivid imagination. It is erroneous to think that if a
phantasy seems sufficiently real then it will be taken by the subject to bereal. |

do not mistake the appearance of the imagined landscape for an immediate

perceptual presentation no matter how vividly it may appear. There are other

% Husser| (2005c), pp.27-8.
! Husserl (2005c¢), pp.22.
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reasons quite distinct from the quality of fullness® of the imagining which
ensure that | never waiver from my apprehension of its phantasy character. It
might be that | am aware that | am volitionally imagining something, and aware
for that reason that the lived quality of my intentional act is other than that of
direct perception. Pre-reflective awareness of one' s own imaginative volition
would then permeate the act-character of phantasy.

We must consider whether the imagining subject always has this kind of
self-awareness, awareness that one is volitionally imagining. |s awareness of
one’ s own volition always strictly present to the imagining consciousness? The
case of a spontaneous day-dream seems to suggest that thisis not the case. |
might have a spontaneous day-dream of the same landscape that | imagined
deliberately earlier on in our discussion. Now in this case the character of
phantasy is still given to consciousness. | do not believe that | am suddenly in
the countryside no matter how vivid the day-dream may be. The difficulty here
then liesin explaining the act-character of phantasy without appealing either to a
deficiency in the phantasy’ s fullness, or to awareness of the presence of
conscious imaginative volition. The most convincing answer must be that | am
aware of a conflict between the phenomenal content of the immediate
presentation of my surroundings, and that of the day-dream. They seem to
overlap each other, and cannot be attended to simultaneoudly. If my awareness
of my surroundings were to somehow recede, for exampleif | wereto fall

asleep, then my believing myself to be in the countryside would become area

%2 Husser| discusses the concept of the “fullness’ of a presentation in LI |1 pp.233-238. Fullness
in this context is characterised by three dimensions that he calls “extent” (compl eteness of
scope), “liveliness’ (fidelity), and “reality-leve [...], the greater or less number of its strictly
presentative contents’ (which | take to mean richness of detail, vividness, or what we might
perhaps call “resolution”). (Husserl (2005b), p.238).
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possibility. The act-character of imagining would dissolve into one of
perceiving.

We now have particularly strong grounds for rejecting the idea that the
act-character of imagining necessarily depends upon some kind of deficiency in
the fullness of the content. There are perfectly good reasons why an extremely
vivid phantasy may be grasped as such, namely awareness of one’s own
imaginative volition, and the conflict with one’ s awareness of one's
surroundings. All of this now puts pressure on Husser!’ s early position that
phantasy has the act-character of pictoriality. The structure of picture-
consciousness, as we saw earlier, relies upon an essentia discrepancy and
differentiation between the appearance of the image-object and that of the
implied perceptual presentation of the picture-subject. In Hua XXII1, Husserl
attempts to deal with the question of what he calls “thoroughly vital phantasy”#
by arguing that it does not retain its freshness for long. As he putsit, “[...] what
appears turns into an image object of itself, asit were”.?* Husserl’s suggestion
here is that the structure of picture-consciousness ineluctably assertsitself in
phantasy. The intentional object is re-presented in an image-object. Image-object
and intentional object are interwoven, and inter-penetrate one another. The
image-object isirreal, constituted in consciousness and founded upon really-
immanent phantasms.

It is not incoherent to claim, rightly or wrongly, that vivid imaginings
eventually break down into something else that has the structure of picture-
consciousness. But there is something evasive about Husserl’s move here, for it

remains for him to explain the vivid imaginings themsel ves, whose possibility

% Husserl (2005c¢), p.33.
# Husserl (2005c¢), p.34.
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and existence he does not deny. It is a notable lacunain Husser!’ s early position
that the essential structure of vivid imaginings remains unexplicated, beyond his
saying that they differ in structure from what he thinks they become.

Let us remind ourselves that the Husserlian account of picture-
consciousness that we considered earlier involves three interwoven objectivities:
picture-thing, image-object, and picture-subject. The interwoven character of
these three objectsin itself provides us with grounds for suspicion regarding
Husserl’ s simultaneous contention that although phantasy possesses the essential
structure of picture-consciousness, it only involves two of the three objects,
namely the image-object and the picture-subject. In fact, Husserl has good
reasons for excluding the picture-thing from the structure of phantasy. Firstly,
Husserl is certainly averse, indeed methodologically opposed, to being drawn
into psychologistic specul ations regarding mental images held to be susceptible
in principle to empirical investigation. It isto the empirical world, as we noted
earlier, that picture-things belong. There can therefore be no picture-thing
immanent to consciousness. Secondly, when | imagine alandscape, the
landscape does not appear to be framed or contained within a separate physical
object. No picture-thing is given to consciousness, and this differentiates
imagining alandscape from walking into an art gallery and viewing a painting of
it. We must therefore also discard the idea that a picture-thing is somehow
constituted by consciousness during phantasy.

The naive view, the view which is often implicitly under the sway of
psychologism, is that the image given to consciousness is areally-inherent inner
picture. But we noted earlier that the image-object is not immanent to

consciousness but constituted in a spontaneous act. Now if the structure of
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phantasy does not include a picture-thing, we must ask what Husserl considers
to found the constitution of the image-object. His answer is that the image-object
Is constituted on the basis of phantasms. By “phantasm” Husserl means the
imaginary correlate of sensation, indeed an intentional modification of sensation.
Phantasm is the presentative content of phantasy, and interpreted in phantasy.
We noted earlier, however, that one of the distinctive features of picture-
consciousness proper isthat it permits the subject to switch attention back and
forth between picture-thing and image-object. This volitional ateration in
intentional object corresponds to a switching in conscious activity between
direct perception and a“dwelling within” picture-consciousness. We should not
take, however, the phenomenological and indeed ontological differentiation
between picture-thing and image-object to imply constitutional independence
between the two objects. The constitution of both objectsis founded upon the
same sensuous phenomenal content. Beyond this, however, the constitution of
the image-object depends upon the perception of the picture-thing. As Eduard
Marbach putsiit, perception of the picture-thing isin fact an “intentional
moment” of the constitution of the image-object.?® Thisisto say that for the
subject engaged in picture-consciousness, the possibility in principle of turning
one's attention to the picture-thing is an essential part of the structure of picture-
consciousness itself. This finding has important consequences for the discussion
concerning Husser!’ s early understanding of phantasy. If the hypothesis that
phantasy has the structure of picture-consciousness is true, then imagining, say,
alandscape, implies the necessary possibility of turning one’s attention towards

apicture-thing bearing the landscape’ simage. The picture-thing itself must

% Marbach (1993), p.179.

Page 77 of 302



Chapter 3 - Husserl and the Imagination

therefore be capable in principle of being constituted in phantasy. It would seem
that we are then obliged to permit the possibility in principle of turning one's
attention towards a new picture-thing bearing the first picture-thing’'s image. But
then we would be faced with an infinite regress. The hypothesis that phantasy
has the structure of picture-consciousness is showing itself to be deeply
problematic.

Let us briefly reflect and recapitul ate upon Husserl’ s early writings on
phantasy and picture-consciousness. We must observe that they actually entail a
rather odd combination of commitments. On the one hand, the picture-thing is
interwoven into the structure of picture-consciousness, the structure allegedly
possessed by phantasy. But on the other hand, Husserl finds very strong, indeed
compelling, grounds for excluding any essential role for a picture-thing in
phantasy. Something, as we have found, has to give. It certainly seems
implausible, on detailed investigation, to speak of picture-consciousness without
implicit reference to a picture-thing. Even when one “dwells within” picture-
consciousness in the sense of being deeply absorbed in a picture, for example
during aesthetic contemplation, there is still awareness of a conflict between
Image-object and picture-subject, a conflict which is attributable precisaly to the
constitution of the image-object being founded upon the same phenomenal
content that founds the constitution of the picture-thing. The image-object is
permeated by the perception of the picture-thing. The picture-thing cannot be
subtracted from pi cture-consciousness without losing pi cture-consciousness
itself.

One wonders, of course, just what happened to what | paraphrased as the

salient “tincture of pictoriality” when Husserl eventually changed his account of
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the noetic character of phantasy. In Husserl’ s defence at this point, thereis
admittedly some phenomenological merit to the imagistic explanation. Thereisa
neatness to it inasmuch as it coherently explains both the intuitional character of
phantasy, and why we do not mistake phantasy for perception. Y et we have
noted that the imagistic explanation also has certain seductive undertones that
require exposure. For one thing, as | pointed out earlier, thereisin common
parlance a degp-seated conceptual entanglement between phantasy and pictures,
attributable at least in part to the etymological linkage, present in both German
and English, between imagining and imaging. In addition to this, however, we
have also noted that the imagistic account is suspiciously closely aligned with
the direction of neuroscientific and psychologistic discourses, discourses from
which Husserl rightly sought to distance himself and his phenomenol ogical
project. It may be that an underlying worry about lapsing into psychologismin
some sense “necessitated” Husserl’s remarkable initial certainty about the
“tincture of pictoriality”. Husserl may equally have felt philosophically obliged
to adopt, at least provisionally, the imagistic explanation for want of better or
more plausible explanations. Towards the end of this chapter, however, | intend
to indicate the direction of a quite different underlying explanation for Husserl’s
adopting hisinitial position. Thisisthat the structure of reflection upon past acts
of imagining turns out to be remarkably close to that of picture-consciousness.
Thisisafinding which, | intend to argue, emerges from Husserl’s mature
understanding of phantasy, and it is to this more promising account that we now
turn.

Husserl’s early understanding of intentionality, notably that set out in

Logical Investigations, isinformed by what is sometimes referred to asa
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representation theory of the structure of consciousness. According to this view,
conscious acts are underpinned by an essentially bi-partite structure of really-
inherent content together with an interpreting apprehension. Portions of the
stream of really-inherent content are taken by the reflecting phenomenologist to
represent features of the act’sintentional object. Sensation, which in Husserl’s
early writings remains conceptually undifferentiated from sensuous content, thus
provides the basis for acts of perceptual apprehension. Husserl’s early account
of phantasy is aso moulded to fit the representation model, with phantasy
entailing a phenomenal content of phantasms (the phantasy-correl ate of
sensations) which are interpreted in an “objectivating apprehension”.?®

As | indicated earlier in this chapter, Husserl initially thought the
apprehension of phantasmal content yields an appearing image-object, aview
toward which he must have gravitated because of its coherence with his early
hypothesis that phantasy conforms to the same structure as picture-
consciousness. Husserl does not proffer the representation theory, or “schematic
view” as J.B. Brough callsit, as a descriptive account of what is normally
experienced in cases of direct perception and clear phantasy. When | perceive a
landscape, | do not first see immanent sense-data and then proceed from there to
an interpreting apprehension. As a matter of descriptive fact, my intentional
object is not immanent but transcendent. My attention in this case is not
introspective but, on the contrary, directed precisely outwards, towards what is
other. We must ask, then, wherein lies the merit of the representation theory?

What contribution does it make to Husserl’ s enquiries?

% Husserl (2005c), p.24.
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It seems to me that the best way of answering this question involves the
idea of grasping the representation model as an important yet flawed prototype
for Husserl’ s mature understanding of intentionality. Husserl retains certain
aspects of the representation model, namely the ideathat the structure of
consciousness is stratified and permits of explication, and that the stratification
does not proliferate indefinitely but instead terminates at an absolute
foundational stratum. Y et Husser!’ s understanding of the foundational layer
changes over time, and the way in which it changes helps to explain Husserl’s
shift away from the imagistic account of phantasy.

One of the problems with the representation model isthat it turns out to
be unable to foster an adequate account of the relation between perception and
phantasy. It is reasonable to suppose that perception and phantasy must have
similaritiesin their intentional structure, on the grounds that both acts are
intuitional: when | imagine alandscape, it isin some phenomenologically
substantive sense like perceiving alandscape. Part of the problem, however, is
that it remains unexplained just how the subject distinguishes between sensation
and phantasm. If perception and phantasy both comply with the representation
model then phantasms themselves must belong to the stream of really-inherent
content. In this sense, phantasms are present to consciousness, in the here and
now. Phantasy itself, after all, is not a phantasised experience, on pain of infinite
regress. Phantasy itself is an occurrent lived experience, with its own occurrent
phenomenal content. But then the objects of phantasy constitution, being
grounded in phenomenal content deemed to be present in the here and now,
must be judged, like perceptual objects, also to be present. This cannot be the

case. Even if | have a spontaneous day-dream about being in the countryside

Page 81 of 302



Chapter 3 - Husserl and the Imagination

looking at alandscape, | do not take the landscape to be present. The structure of
phantasy must have a degree of complexity greater than that afforded by the
representation model.

Husser| progresses beyond the schematic/representation model by
penetrating the structure of experience to amore primordial level, namely that of
the experience of experience, that is, the experience of conscious acts. Thisis
the stratum of lived experience that Husserl also calls internal consciousness.
Internal consciousness may be said to be non-thetic and non-objectivating in the
sense that it does not involve any sense-making apprehension of what it
experiences. It is prior to the interpreting apprehension of which Husserl speaks
in the context of the representation model. The stratum of internal consciousness
Is the foundation of consciousness: thereis no “observer” within Transcendental
Subjectivity watching internal consciousness as it occurs, and there is therefore
no infinite regress of the experience of experience, beyond the layer of internal
consciousness.?’

Husser!l’ s understanding of internal consciousness isintimately bound up
with his concept of impression. Husserlian impression has two deeply
interconnected aspects, aspects which reach to the very heart of Husserlian
transcendental phenomenology. Firstly, impression is bound up with
temporality, and Husserl on occasion uses the term to refer to the “now” phase
of time-consciousness. Impression in this sense can only be properly understood
as but one member of an interdependent triad of constitutional moments, the
other two being what he calls “protention” and “retention”. For Husserl, the flow

of time-consciousness is not phenomenally distinct from the interna

%" For this reason it seems to me to be misleading when phenomenologists speak of the
experience or awareness of a lived experience rather than simply of having alived experience.
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consciousness we have just discussed. As J.B. Brough points out, in Hua X
Husserl regards internal consciousness as the “absolute time-constituting flow of
consciousness’.?® Again in Hua XXI11 Husserl remarks that the “perceiving”
activity of internal consciousness is “nothing other than the time-constituting
consciousness with its phases of flowing retentions and protentions”.*
Secondly, however, Husser| also uses the term “impression” to refer
more explicitly to specifically sensory impression. Sensory impression upon
internal consciousness iswhat is meant in Husserl’ s mature position by the term
“sensation”. Sensation itself, then, is now understood to be aform of
consciousness, and therefore differentiated from sense-data or sensuous content,
adistinction that the representation model |acked the sophistication to support.
Husserl replaces the representation model with afresh paradigm according to
which consciousness “consists of consciousness through and through” and
sensation is “already consciousness’.*® Sensation is an impressional
consciousness occurring at the foundational stratum of internal consciousness.
The question now arises as to whether an adequate phenomenol ogical
account of perceptual intentionality needs to appeal to the notion of sense-data at
all. One of the most prominent commentators to argue that sense-data as such
should properly be excluded from the phenomenological account is Aron
Gurwitsch. Gurwitsch certainly endorses the direction of the transition in
Husser!’ s thought as Husserl moves away from the schematic model to the
noesis-noema distinction of his mature position. However, Gurwitsch, unlike
Husserl, is motivated by a Gestaltist critique of the idea that intentionality is

structured according to the strict dualism of neutral sensuous content supervened

% Hua X, §34, p.73. Cited in Brough'sintroduction to Hua XXII1, p.LXII.
? Husserl (2005c), Text 14 (1911-12), p.370.
% Husserl (2005c¢), p.323.
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upon by a separate interpreting apprehension. On Gurwitsch’s account, a
perceptual object’s * sensuous aspect” or “sensible appearance’ is ultimately
held to belong to the noematic side of intentionality. To be sure, it isindeed a
feature of the Husserlian account of the noema that the noemais composed of
both sensible and non-sensible (conceptual) manifolds. But Gurwitsch ultimately
departs from the Husserlian view in at least two important respects. On the
noematic side, Gurwitsch develops his own distinctive and original conception
of noema, according to which the relation of an object’ s presentative
appearances to the thing itself is held to be one of partsto whole. And on the
noetic side, Gurwitsch ultimately proposes to discard entirely the theory of
neutral sense-data.®*

My purpose in mentioning Gurwitsch is primarily to illustrate the point
that the question of sense-data marks a significant fault-line in Husserl
scholarship. | do not propose at this stage to undertake a detailed exposition and
evaluation of Gurwitsch’s position beyond what | have aready said, on the
grounds that this would lead us too far away from the principal concerns of this
chapter. For one thing, afull examination of Gurwitsch’s understanding of
perceptual intentionality would be likely to draw usinto the details of the
discussion surrounding how exactly Husserl’ s concept of noema should be
interpreted. It isimportant nonethel ess that we note that Husserl’ s position on
sense-data (or “hyletic data’ as he callsit) isalocus of significant controversy.
In what follows | shall argue that there is a case for retaining (as Husserl does)
some notion of sense-data, but | shall also seek to show how Husserl’s

understanding of this notion changes over time.

% For an informative commentary on Gurwitsch’s position see Drummond (1990), especially
chapters 4 and 6. John Drummond himself isalso in favour of discarding the theory of neutral
sense-data, but does not endorse Gurwitsch’s understanding of the noema.
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Asl indicated earlier on, | regard it as arelatively uncontroversial point
that, as a matter of descriptive fact, our everyday conscious lifeis not about
sensations but about ostensibly transcendent entitiesin the world. Yet it seemsto
me that commentators such as Gurwitsch and Drummond don’t give adequate
consideration to the idea that there are certain circumstances which make it
possible, even relatively easy, for the subject to attend to his or her own
sensations precisely qua sensation. One obvious exampleisthat of being in pain.
It seems disingenuous to say that someone with severe toothache is aware of a
tooth, or anerve. It is more descriptively accurate to say that this personis
having a pain sensation, and moreover is able to attend to this pain sensation.
Thisis demonstrated by the fact that it is possible to characterise the pain as
“sharp”, “dull”, and so on. “ Sharp” and “dull” in this context are predicates
attributed to the pain, not to the tooth or the nerve. Another exampleis that of
sitting in sunlight with one’'s eyes closed. In this case one becomes aware of
rednessin one' svisua field. Thereis no determinate intentional object beyond
the redness, and we might say for this reason that the objectivating motivation of
consciousness is being frustrated. The question is, how is this redness best
understood phenomenologically? According to his early position, Husser!
understands this redness to be really-inherent sense-data available to
consciousness in akind of raw presence. But with the discovery of internal
consciousness, the story in Husserl’ s mature position becomes more
complicated, and must register the fact that one' s awareness of thisrednessis
essentially conditioned by the flow of time-consciousness. Awareness of hyletic
datais now understood to be aready an outcome of the hyletic-retentional -

protentional process. The moment of hyletic impression is certainly immanent to
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the process, but the process itself is foundationa and phenomenally atomic.
Thereisin this sense always already a“meaning beyond” what is strictly the
hyletic data. Sitting in the sunlight with my eyes closed, then, my awareness of
rednessin my visual field is best characterised not as consciousness of adiscrete
intentional object that we might call “red hyletic data’, but instead as an
awareness of aflow of sensations of redness. The hyletic datais grasped as
immanent to the lived experience of the sensation, but only on reflection. It
would seem that strictly descriptively speaking, hyletic data as such turns out to
be an abstracted moment of the atomic hyletic-retentional-protentiona process,
rather than something directly experienced.

If consciousness must aways involve a“meaning-beyond” what is
really-inherent to consciousness itself, and intentionality always directed toward
what isin some sense constituted rather than what is given, then should we not
argue, with Gurwitsch and Drummond, that the notion of hyletic data has no
proper placein atruly phenomenologica account of intentionality, and that
Husserl’s commitment to hyletic datais really a mistaken remnant of
psychologistic analysis, and needs to be exposed and rejected as such? And if, as
Drummond suggests, the Husserlian noesis is to be understood to comprise only
those moments of the act which “bear in themselves the specific trait of

intentionality” %

and by virtue of which the act may be said to be intentional,
then does this not mean that hyletic data, which Husserl accepts are intentionally
neutral and indifferent, cannot be held to belong to the noesis?

The difficulty with taking the radical step of excluding the hyletic data

from the noesisisthat it seems regressive in the sense of effectively effacing the

% Husserl (1998), p.203, cited in Drummond (1990), p.56.
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gualitative difference between the experiences of perception and sensation.
During sensation, one is aware of something which is different from a perceptual
object in that the object of sensation is given apodictically to consciousness. If
one cannot appeal in some way to the notion of hyletic data then it becomes
remarkably difficult to account for the descriptive facts about such non-
perceptual intentional experiences as we considered earlier (namely, beingin
pain, or sitting in sunlight with one’s eyes closed). Husserl, in his mature
position, however, is able to adequately account for such purely sensory
experiences: oneis aware of an impressional flow of hyletic data by virtue of the
hyletic-retentional -protentional process which is foundational to consciousness.
During normal perception, the impressional flow of hyletic data as such is
transparent to consciousness. But the phenomenologica significance of
attending expressly to one' s sensationsis that it renders the impressional flow
salient, and discloses hyletic data as being really-inherent to the noesis. On these

grounds Husserl is, | believe, justified to remark in Ideas | 836 that

One easily sees [...] that not every really inherent moment in the
concrete unity of an intentive mental process itself has the
fundamental characteristic, intentionality, thus the property of being
“co