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This book presents the major philosophical doctrines of phenomenology in a clear, lively style
with an abundance of examples. The book examines such phenomena as perception, pictures,
imagination, memory, language, and reference, and shows how human thinking arises from
experience. It also studies personal identity as established through time and discusses the
nature of philosophy. In addition to providing a new interpretation of the correspondence theory
of truth, the author also explains how phenomenology differs from both modern and postmodern
forms of thinking.
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especially useful. Finally, I am much obliged to Francis Slade for thoughts and formulations that I
used throughout the book, especially for his ideas about modernity, which I relied on for the
material in the final chapter.This book is dedicated to Brother Owen J. Sadlier, O.S.F., whose
generosity and philosophical judgment have meant so much to those who are fortunate to be his
friends.IntroductionORIGIN AND PURPOSE OF THE BOOKThe project of writing this book
began in a conversation I had with Gian-Carlo Rota in the spring of 1996. He was then lecturing
as visiting professor of mathematics and philosophy at The Catholic University of America.Rota
had often drawn attention to a difference between mathematicians and philosophers.
Mathematicians, he said, tend to absorb the writings of their predecessors directly into their own
work. They do not comment on the writings of earlier mathematicians, even if they have been
very much influenced by them. They simply make use of the material that they find in the authors
they read. When advances are made in mathematics, later thinkers condense the findings and
move on. Few mathematicians study works from past centuries; compared with contemporary
mathematics, such older writings seem to them almost like the work of children.In philosophy, by
contrast, classical works often become enshrined as objects of exegesis rather than resources
to be exploited. Philosophers, Rota observed, tend not to ask, “Where do we go from here?”
Instead, they inform us about the doctrines of major thinkers. They are prone to comment on
earlier works rather than paraphrase them. Rota acknowledged the value of commentaries but
thought that philosophers ought to do more. Besides offering exposition, they should abridge
earlier writings and directly address issues, speaking in their own voice and incorporating into
their own work what their predecessors have done. They should extract as well as annotate.It
was against this background that Rota said to me, after one of my classes, as we were having
coffee in the cafeteria of the university’s Columbus School of Law, “You should write an
introduction to phenomenology. Just write it. Don’t say what Husserl or Heidegger thought, just
tell people what phenomenology is. No fancy title; call it an introduction to phenomenology.”This
struck me as very good advice. There are many books and articles that comment on Husserl;
why not try to imitate the several introductions that he himself had written? It seemed right to do
so, because phenomenology can continue to make an important contribution to current
philosophy. Its intellectual capital is far from spent, and its philosophical energy is still largely
unexploited.Phenomenology is the study of human experience and of the ways things present
themselves to us in and through such experience. It attempts to restore the sense of philosophy
one finds in Plato. It is, moreover, not just an antiquarian revival, but one that confronts the
issues raised by modern thought. It goes beyond ancients and moderns and strives to reactivate
the philosophical life in our present circumstances. My book is written, therefore, not just to
inform readers about a particular philosophical movement, but to offer the possibility of
philosophical thinking at a time when such thinking is seriously called into question or largely
ignored.Because this book is an introduction to phenomenology, I use the philosophical
vocabulary developed in that tradition. I employ words like “intentionality,” “evidence,”
“constitution,” “categorial intuition,” the “life world,” and “eidetic intuition.” However, I do not



comment on these terms as though they were alien to my own thinking; I use them. I think they
name important phenomena, and I want to make these phenomena available to the readers of
this book. I do not, in this work, trace the manner in which these and other terms arose in
Husserl’s writings and in the work of Heidegger, Merleau-Ponty, and other phenomenologists; I
use the words directly because they still have life in them. It is legitimate, for example, to speak
about evidence as such, and not only about what Husserl said about evidence. These terms
need not be explained only by showing how other people have used them. We do not have to pin
them to the wall in order to profit from them.I will leave a historical survey of phenomenology for
the appendix to this book. For the moment, let us simply recall that Edmund Husserl (1859–
1938) was the founder of phenomenology, and that his work Logical Investigations can justly be
considered the initial statement of the movement. The book appeared in two parts, in 1900 and
1901, so phenomenology began with the dawn of the new century. As we now stand at the end
of that period of time, we can look back at almost precisely one hundred years of the
movement’s history. Martin Heidegger (1889–1976), a disciple, colleague, and later rival of
Husserl, was the other major figure in German phenomenology. The movement also flourished in
France, where it was represented by such authors as Emmanuel Levinas (1906–1995), Jean-
Paul Sartre (1905–1980), Maurice Merleau-Ponty (1907–1960), and Paul Ricoeur (b. 1913).
There were significant developments in prerevolutionary Russia and in Belgium, Spain, Italy,
Poland, England, and the United States. Phenomenology influenced many other philosophical
and cultural movements, such as hermeneutics, structuralism, literary formalism, and
deconstruction. Through the whole of the twentieth century, it has been the major component in
what is called “continental” philosophy, as opposed to the “analytic” tradition that has typified
philosophy in England and the United States.PHENOMENOLOGY AND THE ISSUE OF
APPEARANCESPhenomenology is a significant philosophical movement because it deals so
well with the problem of appearances. The issue of appearances has been part of the human
question from the beginning of philosophy. The Sophists manipulated appearances through the
magic of words, and Plato responded to what they said. Since then, appearances have been
multiplied and magnified enormously. We generate them not only by words spoken or written by
one person to another, but by microphones, telephones, movies, and television, as well as by
computers and the Internet, and by propaganda and advertising. Modes of presentation and
representation proliferate, and fascinating issues arise: How is an e-mail message different from
a telephone call and a letter? Who is addressing us when we read a Web page? How are
speakers, listeners, and conversation modified by the way we communicate now?One of the
dangers we face is that with the technological expansion of images and words, everything
seems to fall apart into mere appearances. We might formulate this problem in terms of the three
themes of parts and wholes, identity in manifolds, and presence and absence: it seems that we
now are flooded by fragments without any wholes, by manifolds bereft of identities, and by
multiple absences without any enduring real presence. We have bricolage and nothing else, and
we think we can even invent ourselves at random by assembling convenient and pleasing but



transient identities out of the bits and pieces we find around us. We pick up fragments to shore
against our ruin.In contrast with this postmodern understanding of appearance, phenomenology,
in its classical form, insists that parts are only understood against the background of appropriate
wholes, that manifolds of appearance harbor identities, and that absences make no sense
except as played off against the presences that can be achieved through them. Phenomenology
insists that identity and intelligibility are available in things, and that we ourselves are defined as
the ones to whom such identities and intelligibilities are given. We can evidence the way things
are; when we do so, we discover objects, but we also discover ourselves, precisely as datives of
disclosure, as those to whom things appear. Not only can we think the things given to us in
experience; we can also understand ourselves as thinking them. Phenomenology is precisely
this sort of understanding: phenomenology is reason’s self-discovery in the presence of
intelligible objects. The analyses in this book are presented to the reader as a clarification of
what it means for us to let things appear and to be the datives for their appearance. Many
philosophers have claimed that we must learn to live without “truth” and “rationality,” but this book
tries to show that we can and must exercise responsibility and truthfulness if we are to be
human.OUTLINE OF THE BOOKMy introduction to phenomenology generally uses the
terminology formulated by Husserl, which has become standard in the movement. In Chapter 1, I
discuss intentionality, the central issue in phenomenology, and explain why it is an important
topic in our current philosophical and cultural situation. Chapter 2 develops a simple example of
the kind of analysis phenomenology provides, to give the reader a feeling for its style of thought.
Chapter 3 examines three major themes in phenomenology: parts and wholes, identity in
manifolds, and presence and absence. These three formal structures pervade phenomenology,
and if we are alert to their presence, the point of many issues can more easily be grasped. I
would also claim that while the themes of parts and wholes and identity in manifolds (one in
many) are found in almost all philosophical schools, the explicit and sustained study of presence
and absence is original in phenomenology.At this point in the book, after we have presented a
number of phenomenological analyses, it becomes possible to step back and explain what
phenomenology is as a philosophy and to show how its form of thinking differs from that of
prephilosophical experience. This initial definition of phenomenology is given in Chapter 4,
where “the phenomenological attitude” is distinguished from “the natural attitude.”The next three
chapters develop concrete phenomenological investigations in different areas of human
experience. Chapter 5 looks at perception and its two variants, memory and imagination. It
examines what we could call the “internal” transformation of our perceptions; besides seeing and
hearing things, we also recollect, anticipate, and fantasize, and in doing so we live a private,
even secret conscious life. Chapter 6 turns to a more public transformation of our perceptions, to
words, pictures, and symbols. Here we are conscious of external things that are not merely
perceived but interpreted as images or words or other kinds of representations. Finally, Chapter
7 introduces the theme of categorial thinking, in which we do not just perceive things but
articulate them, manifesting not just simple objects but arrangements and states of affairs. In



categorial thinking we move from the experience of simple objects to the presentation of
intelligible objects. This chapter also contains an important treatment of meanings, senses, and
propositions. It strives to account for “concepts” and “thoughts” as being more public than they
are often taken to be. It tries to show that senses and propositions are not psychological, mental,
or conceptual entities. To understand propositions and senses in the right way is a crucial matter
in discussing the nature of truth, especially in the philosophical climate generated by modern
philosophy. Chapters 5 through 7, then, offer phenomenological descriptions of three domains of
experience: the “internal” field of memory and imagination, the “external” field of perceived
objects, words, pictures, and symbols, and the “intellectual” field of categorial objects.Chapter 8
examines the self or the ego as the identity established within all the intentionalities previously
described. The self is described as the responsible agent of truth. It is identified within memories
and anticipations as well as intersubjective experience, and it carries out the cognitive acts by
which higher, intellectual objects such as states of affairs and groups are presented. The self is
the one who takes responsibility for the claims that it makes. The issue of the self leads logically,
in Chapter 9, to the topic of time and internal time consciousness, which underlies the identity of
the self. Temporality is the condition for perceptions, memories, and anticipations and for the self
that lives in them. Finally, Chapter 10 examines the world inhabited by the self, the “life world,”
within which we immediately experience the things around us. This world is the foundation upon
which the modern natural sciences are based. The sciences do not provide an alternative to the
world in which we live, but arise from and must be integrated within it. This chapter also
discusses, very briefly, the theme of intersubjectivity.Chapter 11 turns to what we could call the
phenomenology of reason. It examines not just the various intentionalities that we exercise, but
specifically those that lead to the truth of things, those that could be called “evidences.” It is
especially in this chapter that we see how phenomenology considers the human mind and
human reason as ordered toward truth. Chapter 12 discusses eidetic intuition, the kind of
intentionality that discloses essential features of things, features that things could not be without.
Eidetic evidence reaches not just factual truth, but essential truth. This chapter is a further
development of the phenomenology of reason.The final two chapters of the book return to the
question of what phenomenology is. Phenomenology was initially described in Chapter 4, but
now a more complete description can be given. Chapter 13 brings out the nature of
philosophical thinking by distinguishing phenomenological reflection from what I have called
propositional reflection (one of the themes in Chapter 7). Here I show that philosophy, or
phenomenology, is not just a clarification of meaning, but something that cuts deeper. The
distinctions studied in this chapter bring out more clearly both what philosophy is and what
concepts, senses, and propositions are.Finally, in Chapter 14, I try to describe phenomenology
by contrasting it with modernity and postmodernity, and I add a brief remark on how it can be
distinguished from Thomistic philosophy. I define phenomenology by locating it within our
present historical situation. Modern philosophy has two major elements, political philosophy and
epistemology, and phenomenology explicitly addresses only the latter. However, because it



considers human reason as ordered toward evidence and truth, phenomenology can also
address in an indirect way modern issues in political theory. If human beings are specified by the
ability to be truthful, then politics and citizenship take on a distinctive sense.In considering
reason as teleologically geared toward truth, phenomenology resembles Thomistic philosophy,
which represents a premodern understanding of being and the mind, but it differs from Thomism
in that it does not approach philosophy from within biblical revelation. Both phenomenology and
Thomism are alternatives to the modern project, but in different ways, and contrasting them with
one another further clarifies phenomenology as a form of philosophy.This book introduces the
reader to the terminology and the ideas of one of the major twentieth-century developments in
philosophy. This development, phenomenology, does not belong only to the past. It can help us
as we strive to remind ourselves, at the start of a new century and a new millennium, of things
we can never entirely forget. The book began in a conversation between mathematics and
philosophy; may it help us cultivate the life of reason expressed in both these human
adventures.1What Is Intentionality, and Why Is It Important?The term most closely associated
with phenomenology is “intentionality.” The core doctrine in phenomenology is the teaching that
every act of consciousness we perform, every experience that we have, is intentional: it is
essentially “consciousness of” or an “experience of” something or other. All our awareness is
directed toward objects. If I see, I see some visual object, such as a tree or a lake; if I imagine,
my imagining presents an imaginary object, such as a car that I visualize coming down a road; if
I am involved in remembering, I remember a past object; if I am engaged in judging, I intend a
state of affairs or a fact. Every act of consciousness, every experience, is correlated with an
object. Every intending has its intended object.We should note that this sense of “intend” or
“intention” should not be confused with “intention” as the purpose we have in mind when we act
(“He bought some wood with the intention of building a shed”; “She intended to finish law school
a year later”). The phenomenological notion of intentionality applies primarily to the theory of
knowledge, not to the theory of human action. The phenomenological use of the word is
somewhat awkward because it goes against ordinary usage, which tends to use “intention” in
the practical sense; the phenomenological use will almost always call up the sense of practical
intending as an overtone. However, “intentionality” and its cognates have become technical
terms in phenomenology, and there is no way of avoiding them in a discussion of this
philosophical tradition. We have to make the adjustment and understand the word to mean
primarily mental or cognitive, and not practical, intentions. In phenomenology, “intending” means
the conscious relationship we have to an object.THE EGOCENTRIC PREDICAMENTThe
doctrine of intentionality, then, states that every act of consciousness is directed toward an
object of some kind. Consciousness is essentially consciousness “of” something or other. Now,
when we are presented with this teaching, and when we are told that this doctrine is at the core
of phenomenology, we might well react with a feeling of disappointment. What is so important
about this idea? Why should phenomenology make such a fuss about intentionality? Isn’t it
completely obvious to everyone that consciousness is consciousness of something, that



experience is experience of an object of some sort? Do such trivialities need to be stated?They
do need to be asserted, because in the philosophy of the past three or four hundred years,
human consciousness and experience have come to be understood in a very different way. In
the Cartesian, Hobbesian, and Lockean traditions, which dominate our culture, we are told that
when we are conscious, we are primarily aware of ourselves or our own ideas. Consciousness is
taken to be like a bubble or an enclosed cabinet; the mind comes in a box. Impressions and
concepts occur in this enclosed space, in this circle of ideas and experiences, and our
awareness is directed toward them, not directly toward the things “outside.” We can try to get
outside by making inferences: we may reason that our ideas must have been caused by
something outside us, and we may construct hypotheses or models of what those things must
be like, but we are not in any direct contact with them. We get to things only by reasoning from
our mental impressions, not by having them presented to us. Our consciousness, first and
foremost, is not “of” anything at all. Rather, we are caught in what has been called an “egocentric
predicament”; all we can really be sure of at the start is our own conscious existence and the
states of that consciousness.This understanding of human awareness is reinforced by what we
know about the brain and nervous system. It seems unquestionable that everything cognitional
must happen “inside the head,” and that all we could possibly be in touch with directly are our
own brain states. I once heard a famous brain scientist say in a lecture, almost tearfully, that after
so many years of studying the brain, he still could not explain how “that avocado-colored organ
inside our skulls” could get beyond itself and reach out into the world. I would also venture to say
that almost everyone who has gone to college and taken some courses in physiology, neurology,
or psychology would have the same difficulty.These philosophical and scientific understandings
of consciousness have become quite widespread in our culture, and the egocentric predicament
they force us into causes us great unease. We know instinctively that we are not trapped in our
own subjectivity, we are sure that we do go beyond our brains and our internal mental states, but
we do not know how to justify this conviction. We do not know how to show that our contact with
the “real world” is not an illusion, not a mere subjective projection. For the most part we have no
idea how we ever get outside ourselves, and we probably treat this issue simply by ignoring it
and hoping that no one will ask us about it. When we try to think about human consciousness,
we start with the premise that we are entirely “inside,” and we are greatly perplexed as to how we
could ever get “outside.”If we are bereft of intentionality, if we do not have a world in common,
then we do not enter into a life of reason, evidence, and truth. Each of us turns to his own private
world, and in the practical order we do our own thing: the truth does not make any demands on
us. Again, we know that this relativism cannot be the final story. We do argue with one another
about what ought to be done and about what the facts are, but philosophically and culturally we
find it difficult to ratify our naive acceptance of a common world and our ability to discover and
communicate what it is. The denial of intentionality has as its correlate the denial of the mind’s
orientation toward truth.A colorful expression of the egocentric predicament can be found in
Samuel Beckett’s novel Murphy. About a third of the way through the book, in chapter 6, Beckett



interrupts his narrative to undertake “a justification of the expression, ‘Murphy’s mind.’” He says
he will not try to describe “this apparatus as it really was,” but only “what it felt and pictured itself
to be.” The image he presents is the one we have found to be all too common: “Murphy’s mind
pictured itself as a large hollow sphere, hermetically closed to the universe without.” Here the
mind, with its “intramental world,” there the outside, the “extramental world,” each sequestered
from the other. However, the mind is not impoverished by being so confined; rather, everything in
the outside universe can be represented in the inside, and the representations are, according to
Beckett, either “virtual, or actual, or virtual rising into actual, or actual falling into virtual.” These
parts of the mind are differentiated from one another: “the mind felt its actual part to be above
and bright, its virtual beneath and fading into dark.”The mind is not only placed over against the
universe or the real world; it is also placed over against the body that is Murphy’s other part:
“Thus Murphy felt himself split in two, a body and a mind.” Somehow or other, the body and the
mind interact: “They had intercourse, apparently, otherwise he could not have known that they
had anything in common. But he felt his mind to be bodytight and did not understand through
what channel the intercourse was effected nor how the two experiences came to overlap.” The
isolation of the mind from the body entails an isolation of the mind from the world: “He was split,
one part of him never left this mental chamber that pictured itself as a sphere full of light fading
into dark, because there was no way out.” How the body could influence the mind, or the mind
the body, remained an utter mystery to Murphy: “The development of what looked like collusion
between such utter strangers remained to Murphy as unintelligible as telekinesis or the Leyden
Jar, and of as little interest.”*The Cartesian predicament that Beckett describes, with the mind
taken as this large, hollow sphere, light-filled but shading off into darkness, closed off from both
the body and the world, is the unfortunate situation in which philosophy finds itself in our time. It
is the cultural situation, the human self-understanding, within which philosophy must begin.
Many of us do not know how to avoid understanding our own minds the way Beckett’s Murphy
understands his. This epistemological dilemma is the target of the doctrine of intentionality.THE
PUBLICNESS OF MINDIt is not at all otiose, therefore, to bring intentionality to the fore and to
make it the center of philosophical reflection. It is not trivial to say that consciousness is
“consciousness of” objects; on the contrary, this statement goes against many common beliefs.
One of phenomenology’s greatest contributions is to have broken out of the egocentric
predicament, to have checkmated the Cartesian doctrine. Phenomenology shows that the mind
is a public thing, that it acts and manifests itself out in the open, not just inside its own confines.
Everything is outside. The very notions of an “intramental world” and an “extramental world” are
incoherent; they are examples of what Ezra Pound called “idea-clots.” The mind and the world
are correlated with one another. Things do appear to us, things truly are disclosed, and we, on
our part, do display, both to ourselves and to others, the way things are. Given the cultural
setting in which phenomenology arose and in which we continue to live, a focus on intentionality
is not without great philosophical value. By discussing intentionality, phenomenology helps us
reclaim a public sense of thinking, reasoning, and perception. It helps us reassume our human



condition as agents of truth.Besides drawing our attention to the intentionality of consciousness,
phenomenology also discovers and describes many different structures in intentionality. When
the mind is taken in the Cartesian or Lockean way, as an enclosed sphere with its circle of ideas,
the term “consciousness” is usually considered to be simply univocal. There are no structural
differences within consciousness; there is just awareness, pure and simple. We notice whatever
impressions arise in us, and we then arrange them into judgments or propositions that take a
stab at declaring what is “out there.” But for phenomenology, intentionality is highly differentiated.
There are different kinds of intending, correlated with different kinds of objects. For example, we
carry out perceptual intentions when we see an ordinary material object, but we must intend
pictorially when we see a photograph or a painting. We must change our intentionality; taking
something as a picture is different from taking something as a simple object. Pictures are
correlated with pictorial intending, perceptual objects are correlated with perceptual intending.
Still another kind of intending is at work when we take something to be a word, another when we
remember something, and others again when we make judgments or collect things into groups.
These and many other kinds of intending need to be described and differentiated one from the
other. Furthermore, the forms of intending can be interwoven: to see something as a picture
involves, as a foundation, that we also have it as a perceived thing. The pictorial consciousness
is layered upon the perceptual, just as the picture we see is layered on a fabric or a piece of
paper that could also be looked at simply as a colored thing.Still other intentionalities can be
distinguished, such as the kinds that occur when we think about the past. What sort of intending
is exercised when, say, archaeologists find pots and ashes and scraps of clothing and begin to
speak about people who lived in a given site seven hundred years ago? How do these objects,
these pots and ashes, present human beings to us? How must we “take” them, so that they will
serve in that way? What sort of intentions are correlated with finding and interpreting something
as a fossil? What sort of intentions are at work when we speak about protons, neutrons, and
quarks? They are not the kind that are at work when we see pictures or flags, nor the kind at
work when we see something as a plant or an animal; some of the dilemmas associated with
particle physics arise because we assume that we intend subatomic entities in the same way
that we intend billiard balls. Sorting out and differentiating all these intentionalities, as well as the
specific kinds of objects correlated with them, is what is done by the kind of philosophy called
phenomenology. Descriptions like these help us to understand human knowing in all its forms,
and they also help us understand the many ways in which we can be related to the world in
which we live.The term “phenomenology” is a compound of the Greek words phainomenon and
logos. It signifies the activity of giving an account, giving a logos, of various phenomena, of the
various ways in which things can appear. By phenomena we mean, for example, pictures as
opposed to simple objects, remembered events as opposed to anticipated ones, imagined
objects as opposed to perceived, mathematical objects such as triangles and sets as opposed
to living things, words as opposed to fossils, other people as opposed to nonhuman animals,
political reality as opposed to the economic. All such phenomena can be explored when we



realize that consciousness is consciousness “of” something, that it is not locked within its own
cabinet. In contrast with the cramped confinement of the Cartesian, Hobbesian, and Lockean
philosophy of knowledge, phenomenology is liberating. It gets us out of doors and restores the
world that was lost by the philosophies that locked us into our egocentric
predicament.Phenomenology recognizes the reality and truth of phenomena, the things that
appear. It is not the case, as the Cartesian tradition would have us believe, that “being a picture”
or “being a perceived object” or “being a symbol” is only in the mind. They are ways in which
things can be. The way things appear is part of the being of things; things appear as they are,
and they are as they appear. Things do not just exist; they also manifest themselves as what they
are. Animals have a way of appearing that is different from that of plants, because animals are
different from plants in their being. Pictures have a way of appearing that is different from that of
remembered objects, because their way of being is different. A picture is out there on the canvas
or the wood panel; a salute is in the arm being moved, out there between the person saluting
and the person saluted. A fact is where the ingredients of the fact are located: the fact that the
grass is wet exists in the wet grass, not in my mind when I say the words. My mind in action is
the presenting, to myself and to others, of the grass as being wet. When we make judgments we
articulate the presentation of parts of the world; we do not just arrange ideas or concepts in our
minds.Someone might object, “What about hallucinations and mistakes? Sometimes things are
not as they seem. I may think I see a man, but it turns out that it is only a bush; I may think I see a
dagger, but nothing is there. Obviously, the man and the dagger are only in my mind; does not
this show that everything is in the mind?” Not at all; the point is simply that things can look like
other things, and sometimes we may seem to be perceiving when we really are not. One evening
several years ago, in the wintertime, I drove toward my garage and saw some “pieces of glass”
on the driveway. I assumed that someone must have smashed a bottle there. I parked my car
nearby on the road, intending to come back the next morning to clean the driveway. When I
returned the next day, I found only some puddles of water and small pieces of ice; what I had
“seen” as glass was in fact only ice. In this experience, my original vision and my later correction
were not worked out within the cabinet of my mind; it was not the case that I merely shuffled my
impressions and concepts, or that I made up a new hypothesis to explain the ideas that I had.
Rather, I was related to the world in different ways, and these relationships were based on the
fact that ice can look like glass under some circumstances. Everything, including the “glass” and
the ice, is public. Mistakes are something public, and so are concealment and camouflage; all
these are kinds of phenomena in which one thing is taken for another. Mistakes, concealment,
and camouflage are real in their own way; they are possibilities of being, and they call for their
own analysis. Even hallucinations have a kind of reality all their own. What happens when they
occur is that we think we are perceiving when we really are imagining, and this disorder can take
place only as parasitic on real perceptions and imaginations. In order to be able to hallucinate,
we must have entered into the game of intending or targeting things. We could not hallucinate if
we were not aware of the difference between perceiving and dreaming.What phenomenology



does through its doctrine of the intentionality of consciousness is to overcome the Cartesian and
Lockean bias against the publicness of mind, which is also a bias against the reality of the
appearance of things. For phenomenology, there are no “mere” appearances, and nothing is
“just” an appearance. Appearances are real; they belong to being. Things do show up.
Phenomenology allows us to recognize and to restore the world that seemed to have been lost
when we were locked into our own internal world by philosophical confusions. Things that had
been declared to be merely psychological are now found to be ontological, part of the being of
things. Pictures, words, symbols, perceived objects, states of affairs, other minds, laws, and
social conventions are all acknowledged as truly there, as sharing in being and as capable of
appearing according to their own proper style.But phenomenology does more than restore what
was lost. That part of its work is somewhat negative and contentious, dependent on an error for
its own value. In addition to this refutational work, phenomenology offers the pleasure of
philosophy for those who wish to enjoy it. There is much to think about in the way things manifest
themselves and in our ability to be truthful, our ability to let things appear. Presentations and
absences are exquisitely interwoven, and phenomenology helps us to think about them. It does
not just remove skeptical impediments; it also affords the possibility of understanding
differences, identities, and forms as philosophers have classically understood them. It is
contemplative and theoretic. It validates the philosophical life as a culminating human
achievement. Phenomenology does not only remedy our intellectual distress; it also opens the
door to philosophical exploration for those who wish to practice it.* From Samuel Beckett,
Murphy (New York: Grove Weidenfeld, 1957). Reprinted by permission of the
publisher.2Perception of a Cube as a Paradigm of Conscious ExperienceWe will use a simple
example to illustrate the kind of descriptive analysis of consciousness that phenomenology
offers us. This example will give us an idea of the type of philosophical explanation that
phenomenology provides. It will serve as a model for the more complicated analyses that we will
undertake later.SIDES, ASPECTS, AND PROFILESConsider the way in which we perceive a
material object, such as a cube. I see the cube from one angle, from one perspective. I cannot
see the cube from all sides at once. It is essential to the experience of a cube that the perception
be partial, with only one part of the object being directly given at any moment. However, it is not
the case that I only experience the sides that are visible from my present viewpoint. As I see
those sides, I also intend, I cointend, the sides that are hidden. I see more than what strikes the
eye. The presently visible sides are surrounded by a halo of potentially visible but actually
absent sides. These other sides are given, but given precisely as absent. They too are part of
what I experience.Let us formulate this structure in regard to its objective and its subjective
dimensions. Objectively, what is given to me when I see a cube is a blend made up of sides that
are present and sides that are absent but cointended. The thing being seen involves a mixture of
the present and the absent. Subjectively, my perception, my viewing, is a blend made up of filled
and empty intentions. My activity of perceiving, therefore, is also a mixture; parts of it intend what
is present, and other parts intend what is absent, the “other sides” of the cube.Of course,



“everyone knows” that perception involves such blends, but not everyone knows their
philosophical impact or their philosophical range. All experience involves a blend of presence
and absence, and in some cases drawing our attention to this mixture can be philosophically
illuminating. When we listen to a sentence being uttered by a speaker, for example, our listening
involves a presence of one part of the sentence, flanked by the absence of the parts that have
already been pronounced and those that are to come. The sentence itself, as a whole, stands
out against the silence, the noise, and the other sentences that precede, follow, or accompany it.
The blend of presence and absence in our experience of a sentence is different from that
involved in the perception of a cube, but in both cases there is a blend of presence and
absence, of filled and empty intendings. Other kinds of objects would have still other kinds of
blends, but all of them would be mixtures of presence and absence.Let us return to the
experience of the cube. At a given moment, only certain sides of the cube are presented to me,
and the others are absent. But I know that I can either walk around the cube or turn the cube
around and the absent sides will come into view, while the present sides go out of view. My
perception is dynamic, not static; even if I just look at one side of the cube, the saccadic motion
of my eyes introduces a kind of searching mobility that I am not even aware of. As I turn the cube
or walk around it, the potentially perceived becomes the actually perceived, and the actually
perceived slips into absence; it becomes that which has been seen, that which is again only
potentially seen. On the subjective side, the empty intentions become filled and the filled
become empty.Furthermore, other modalities of perception also come into play. I can not only
see the cube but also touch it, I can tap it to see what sort of noise it makes, I can taste it (for
infants, the mouth is the primary tactile organ), and I can even smell it to see what it is made of.
These are all potential presentations that come along with any presentation I have of the cube,
potentials that can be activated and brought into direct presence. All of them surround the cube
even when it is simply given to my view. It is interesting to note, however, that only vision and
touch present the object as a cube; hearing, taste, and smell present the material the cube is
made of, not its character of being shaped as a cube.Let us spell out the visual experience of the
cube a bit more precisely. We can distinguish three layers in what is presented to us. (1) First,
there are the sides of the cube, six of them. Each side can itself be given under different
perspectives. If I hold a side directly before me, it is presented as a square, but if I tilt the cube
away from me slightly, the side becomes given at an angle; it looks more like a trapezoid. The
farther corners seem closer to one another than do the nearer ones. If I tilt the cube still farther,
the side becomes almost like a line, and then, finally, if I tilt it just a bit more, the side vanishes
from view. In other words, a side can be given in different ways, just as the cube can be given in
different sides. (2) Let us call each of the ways in which the side is given an aspect. A side has
the aspect of a square when it faces us directly, but it has the aspect of a trapezoid when it is
turned at an angle to us. As a cube appears to us in many sides, so each side can appear to us
in many aspects, and these aspects, transitively, are also aspects of the cube. But we can go
one step farther. (3) I can view a particular aspect at a given moment; I can close my eyes for a



minute, then open them again. If I have not moved, I will have the same aspect given to me
again. The aspect itself can be given to me as an identity through a manifold of temporally
different appearances. Let us call each of these momentary views a profile of the aspect; it is,
transitively, also a profile of the side and a profile of the cube. A profile is a temporally
individuated presentation of an object. The English word “profile” is the translation of the German
Abschattung, which can signify “profile” or “sketch.” Ultimately, therefore, the cube is given to me
in a manifold of profiles.Let us change our example from the perception of a cube to the
perception of a building. I look at the front side of the building. I look at that side from a point of
view a little to the left of center: at that moment, I see one particular aspect of the front of the
building. Suppose I say to you, “This view of the building is very attractive; come and look at it
from here.” As I move away from the spot and you move into it, you see the same aspect that I
just saw, but you will be experiencing profiles that are different from the ones I experienced,
because the profiles are the momentary presentations, not the look or the view or the aspect
that can be seen by many viewers. An aspect, a side, and of course the building itself are all
intersubjective, but a profile is private and subjective. The profile may even depend on my
disposition at the time and on the condition of my sensory organs; if I am ill or dizzy, the profile
may be wobbly or grayish instead of being steady or blue. The relative and subjective character
of profiles does not mean that the aspects or the sides or the things given through them are
relative and subjective in the same way.IDENTITY OF THE OBJECT ITSELFPerception,
therefore, involves layers of synthesis, layers of manifolds of presentation, both actual and
potential. Now, however, an important new dimension must be brought into play. When I see the
different sides of the cube, when I experience various aspects from various angles and through
various profiles, it is essential to my experience that I perceive all these manifolds as belonging
to one and the same cube. The sides, aspects, and profiles are presented to me, but in them all,
one and the same cube is being presented. The layers of difference that I experience are played
off against an identity that is given continuously in and through them.It would be wrong, however,
to say that the cube is just the sum of all its profiles. The identity of the cube belongs to a
dimension different from that of the sides, aspects, and profiles. The identity is other to the
appearances it offers. The identity never shows up as a side, an aspect, or a profile, but still it is
presented to us, precisely as the identity in all of them. We can intend the cube in its sameness,
not just in its sides, aspects, and profiles. As I move around the cube, or turn it around in my
hand, the continuous flow of profiles is unified by being “of” the single cube. When we say that
“the cube” is presented to us, we mean that its identity is given.At this point, we see a deeper
dimension of the intentionality of consciousness than those we examined in Chapter 1.
Consciousness is “of” something in the sense that it intends the identity of objects, not just the
flow of appearances that are presented to it. The issue of the identity of the object will become
important when we examine the transition from perception to intellection, when a perceived
object becomes part of a state of affairs or a fact, but it is important even as a constituent of
perception. When we perceive an object, we do not just have a flow of profiles, a series of



impressions; in and through them all, we have one and the same object given to us, and the
identity of the object is intended and is given. All the profiles and all the aspects, all the
appearances, are appreciated as being of one and the same thing. Identity belongs to what is
given in experience, and the recognition of identity belongs to the intentional structure of
experience. Let us also note in passing that this identity itself can be intended in absence as well
as in presence, and we can be mistaken about it.This analysis of sides, aspects, and profiles
helps confirm the realism of phenomenology over against the Cartesian and Lockean
philosophies of knowledge. According to the latter, all we are immediately aware of are
impressions that strike our sensibility; we are enclosed in the circle of our ideas. But once we
admit that there are such things as profiles distinguished from aspects, and aspects
distinguished from sides, we find that it is quite impossible to account for such structures in
terms of simple impressions and ideas within the mind. If everything were simply internal to us,
all we would have given to us would be profiles: flashes of color and bits of sound, out of which
objects would have to be constructed. We could never distinguish among a profile and an aspect
and a side. In contrast, the distinctions between sides, aspects, and profiles make it more
obviously clear that the surfaces and looks of things are “out there” for us to perceive; they are
not just fabricated out of the impressions that strike our sensibility. The side or aspect that can
be seen as the same at different times by the same person, or by several different persons,
could not be merely an impression privately affecting each subjectivity. Furthermore, “behind”
and “in” the sides, aspects, and profiles, there is also the oneness of the object itself, the identity
that is given to us. The identity is public and available to all; it is not just something that we
project into the appearances.We have used the perception of a material object, a cube, as an
initial paradigm for the phenomenological analysis of intentionality. Other kinds of objects involve
other complex forms of presentation. Before moving on to the analysis of such objects and their
corresponding intentionalities, let us consider some formal structures that play an important role
in phenomenology.3Three Formal Structures in PhenomenologyThere are three structural forms
that appear constantly in the analyses done in phenomenology. If we are aware of these forms, it
will be easier to understand what is going on in a particular passage or the development of a
particular theme. The three forms are (a) the structure of parts and wholes, (b) the structure of
identity in a manifold, and (c) the structure of presence and absence. The three are interrelated,
but they cannot be reduced to one another. The first two of these structures are themes that
have been developed by many earlier philosophers; Aristotle has much to say about parts and
wholes in the Metaphysics, for example, and Plato and the Neoplatonic thinkers, as well as the
scholastics, explore the idea of the identity within differences, the one in many.However, the
theme of presence and absence has not been worked out, in an explicit and systematic way, by
earlier philosophers. This issue is original in Husserl and in phenomenology. Presences and
absences can be blended in remarkable ways, and the exploration of such blends can serve as
a valuable theme in philosophy. I believe that phenomenology worked out this new philosophical
dimension precisely because it was trying to counteract the epistemological problems of modern



thought, the egocentric predicament initiated by Descartes. Phenomenology made a positive
advance by responding to a philosophical confusion, much as Plato worked out his
understanding of unity and form in response to the challenge of Sophistic skepticism.We will
consider each of the three structural forms as they are developed in phenomenology.PARTS
AND WHOLESWholes can be analyzed into two different kinds of parts: pieces and moments.
Pieces are parts that can subsist and be presented even apart from the whole; they can be
detached from their wholes. Pieces can also be called independent parts.Examples of pieces
are leaves and acorns, which can be separated from their tree and still present themselves as
independent entities. Even a branch of a tree is an independent part, because it can be
separated from the tree; when so separated it no longer functions as a living branch and
becomes only a piece of wood, but it still can exist and be perceived as an independent thing.
Also, the parts of a machine, a member of a troupe of actors, a soldier in a platoon are pieces
within their respective wholes. Such things do in fact belong to their larger whole (the machine,
the troupe, the platoon), but they can also be themselves and present themselves apart from
that whole. When so separated, pieces become wholes in themselves and are no longer parts.
Pieces, then, are parts that can become wholes.Moments are parts that cannot subsist or be
presented apart from the whole to which they belong; they cannot be detached. Moments are
nonindependent parts.Examples of moments are the color red (or any other color), which cannot
occur apart from some surface or spatial expanse, and musical pitch, which cannot exist except
as blended with a sound, and also vision, which cannot occur except as dependent upon the
eye. Such parts are nonindependent and cannot exist or be presented by themselves. A branch
can be cut off from a tree, but the pitch cannot be isolated from a sound and vision cannot float
away from the eye. Moments cannot be except as blended with other moments. Moments are
the kind of part that cannot become a whole.Good examples of moments or nonindependent
parts can be found in the dimensions that are distinguished in physics. In mechanics, a body in
motion possesses the moments of mass, velocity, momentum, and acceleration, and mass and
acceleration in turn are associated essentially with force. In electromagnetic theory, an electrical
current possesses the dimension of charge per unit of time, which is measured in amperes, and
this dimension is associated in turn with electrical potential (volts), resistance (ohms), and power
(watts). All these dimensions are interdependent: there cannot be momentum without mass and
velocity, or acceleration without mass and force, or current without voltage.A particular item can
be a piece in one respect while being a moment in another. For example, an acorn can be
separated from its tree, but as an object of perception it cannot be separated from a
background; to be perceived, the acorn has to be seen against a background of some sort or
other.There is a certain necessity in the way moments are blended together into their wholes.
Some moments are founded upon others, and a distinction arises between the founded and the
founding parts. Hue is founded upon color, while, conversely, color founds or is the substrate for
hue. Vision is founded on the eye, and the eye founds or supports vision. Furthermore, there can
be several layers of founding: shade is founded upon hue, which in turn is founded upon color. In



this case, shade is only mediately founded upon color (via hue), while hue is immediately
founded upon color. Pitch and timbre, however, are both immediately founded upon sound.Let
us add another terminological precision: a whole can be called a concretum, something that can
exist and present itself and be experienced as a concrete individual. A piece, an independent
part, is a part that can itself become a concretum. Moments, however, cannot become concreta.
Whenever they exist and are experienced, they drag along their other moments with them; they
exist only as blended with their complementary parts.However, it is possible for us to think and
speak about moments by themselves: we can speak about pitch without mentioning sound; we
can refer to hue without mentioning color; we can talk about vision without mentioning the eye.
When we consider moments simply by themselves, they are abstracta, they are being thought of
abstractly. The possibility of speaking about such abstract parts, the possibility of speaking
abstractly, arises because we can use language; it is language that permits us to deal with a
moment apart from its necessary complement of other moments and its whole. However, a
danger arises along with this ability: because we can refer to a moment by itself, without
mentioning its associated moments, we may begin to think that this moment can exist by itself,
that it can become a concretum. We may begin to think about vision, for example, as though it
could be by itself, apart from the eye.The distinction between pieces and moments is very
important in philosophical analysis. What often happens in philosophy is that something that is a
moment is taken to be a piece, taken to be separable from its wider whole and other parts; then
an artificial philosophical “problem” arises about how the original whole can be reconstituted.
The true solution to such a problem is not to fashion some new way of building up the whole out
of such falsely segmented parts, but simply to show that the part in question was a moment, not
a piece, and that it never should have been separated from the whole in the first place. Many
philosophical arguments are simply complicated attempts to show that something is a
dependent, not an independent part, a moment and not a piece.This sort of artificial problem
arises in regard to the mind and its objects, for example. As we have seen in Chapter 1, people
will often take the mind to be a self-enclosed sphere, that is, a piece that can be separated from
the worldly context to which it naturally and essentially belongs. Then they will ask how the mind
can ever get outside itself and find out what is going on in the world. But the mind cannot be
separated out in this way; the mind is a moment to the world and the things in it; the mind is
essentially correlated with its objects. The mind is essentially intentional. There is no “problem of
knowledge” or “problem of the external world,” there is no problem about how we get to
“extramental” reality, because the mind should never be separated from reality from the
beginning. Mind and being are moments to each other; they are not pieces that can be
segmented out of the whole to which they belong. Likewise, the human mind is often separated
from the brain and the body as though it were a piece and not a moment founded upon them; the
“mind–brain” problem can also be treated as an instance of confusion regarding parts and
wholes.Another example of the logic of parts and wholes can be found in our analysis of the
perception of a cube. The profiles, aspects, and sides, as well as the identity of the cube itself,



are all moments to one another in the presentation of the object. We could not have the
presentation of sides except through aspects, which in turn are only presented through profiles.
The cube itself as an identity cannot be presented perceptually except through the manifolds of
sides, aspects, and profiles. It would be a case of misplaced concreteness, of looking for the
piece rather than the moment, to want to have the cube just by itself, not as founded on its
manifolds of presentations.There is always a danger that we will separate the inseparable, that
we will make the abstractum into a concretum, because in our speech we can talk about one
moment without mentioning what it is founded upon. We can talk about “the triangle,” for
example, and after a while we start to think that there exists a triangle apart from embodied
triangles. When we allow this to happen, we make a moment into a piece, an abstractum into a
concretum, and we begin to ask how on earth we could encounter that piece, how it could
present itself to us. We let the abstractness of our speech mislead us into thinking that the thing
we talk about could present itself concretely to us. We introduce a separation where we should
simply make a distinction.The contrast between pieces and moments is of great help in our
introduction to phenomenology. Many issues that seem very complicated turn out to be simple
when formulated in terms of the kinds of parts that function within them. A philosophical analysis
usually consists in laying out the various moments that go to make up a given whole. The
philosophical analysis of vision, for example, will show how vision is founded upon the eye and
also upon bodily mobility (on the saccadic movements of the eye, on the ability of the head to be
turned, on the ability of the whole body to go from one place to another, from one viewpoint to
another), how both seeing and that which is seen are moments within a whole, and how seeing
is conditioned by other sensory modalities, such as touch, hearing, and kinesthesia. A
philosophical analysis will help us avoid the temptation to turn moments into pieces, as we might
do, for example, when we attempt to separate vision from mobility.Even the question of the
human soul, or the soul of any living thing, can be clarified by an appeal to parts and wholes.
The soul is a moment; it bears an essential relation to the body and is founded on the body that
it enlivens and determines and in which it is expressed. Human beings are animated bodies, not
enmattered spirits. But the soul is often caricatured by being turned into a piece, into a vital force
or a thing that could exist and be presented and understood apart from its organic base, even
into something that can preexist its body. Of course, the manner in which the soul is a moment to
the living body is different from the way hue is a moment to color, but the first step in clarifying
the nature of soul is to show that it is not a separable thing that can be understood apart from its
involvement with the body.There is necessity in the way moments, nonindependent parts, are
arranged into a whole. Certain moments mediate for others, which join the whole only through
the former: in the perception of the cube, aspects mediate between profiles and sides, and sides
mediate between aspects and the cube itself (profiles do not present the cube itself, only its
aspects and sides and thus mediately the cube). To lay out such arrays of moments provides an
understanding of the whole in question. What often happens, however, is that we articulate
some of the parts in a whole but neglect others; or we try to segment the moments, taking as



pieces the moments we have singled out; or we take one moment as being equivalent to
another, that is, we fail to sustain a distinction. We may confuse politics with economics, for
instance, within the whole of human relationships, or we may think that economics, which is
really only a moment, is the whole. Marx, for example, elevates economics to the whole of social
relationships, and Hobbes elevates contractual relations, which are only a part of the social
whole, into being the whole. The working out of parts and wholes is central to philosophy and
human understanding.Whenever we think about something, we articulate parts and wholes
within it. The parts and wholes make up the content of what we think when we go beyond simple
sensibility and rather mute perception. The naming of parts is the essence of thought, and it is
important to see the difference between pieces and moments when we try, philosophically, to
understand what understanding is.IDENTITY IN MANIFOLDSWe have already encountered the
theme of identity in manifolds when we considered the perception of a cube: the cube as an
identity was shown to be distinct from its sides, aspects, and profiles, and yet it was presented
through them all. What we can do now is to show how wide-ranging this form of presentation is,
and to bring out some of its philosophical implications. The structure operates in the perception
of all material objects, as we have seen, but it also operates in any kind of thing that can be
presented to us. To begin, let us examine how it functions in the presentation of meaning through
language.When we wish to express something, we can always distinguish between the
expression and what is expressed, the exprimend. If I say, “The snow has covered the street,”
“The street is covered with snow,” and “Die Strasse ist verschneit,” I have uttered three different
expressions, but I can consider all three of them to have expressed one and the same meaning
or exprimend, one and the same fact or bit of information. The three expressions are like three
aspects of one and the same object, except that in this case the object is complicated and its
status in being is different from that of a cube. I could amplify the manifold still further by intoning
my sentences in different ways: by shouting the sentence once, then whispering it, then saying it
in a high-pitched voice, and so on. These would all be various ways of presenting one and the
same sentence, and yet all the utterances and all the sentences (and many possible others as
well) would present one and the same meaning, and one and the same fact.The point is that the
identical fact can be expressed in a manifold of ways, and the fact is other to any and all of its
expressions. Just as the cube belongs to a dimension different from that of the sides, aspects,
and profiles, so the meaning or the fact belongs to a dimension different from that of the
manifold of expressions and utterances through which it is given. For this reason, it would be
misleading to look for a meaning or a fact as some sort of mental sentence, a kind of ghostly
analogue of the expressions we publicly utter; to do so would be the usual philosophical mistake
of misplaced concreteness, of taking a moment as a piece. The meaning just is the identity that
is within and yet behind all of its expressions. We should also notice that the identical meaning is
capable of being presented through many other sentences or expressions (in still other
languages, in sign languages, through gestures and other symbols) that have not and mostly will
not be stated, just as the cube is an identity that could be perceived through profiles we have not



yet activated. The horizon of the potential and the absent surrounds the actual presences of
things. The thing can always be presented in more ways than we already know; the thing will
always hold more appearances in reserve.As another example of an identity in a manifold,
consider an important historical event, such as the Normandy Invasion in the Second World War.
This event was experienced in one way by those who participated in it, in another way by those
same people when they remembered it, in another way by those who read about it as it was
reported in the newspapers, in another way by those who write and those who read books about
it later on, in another way by those who join in a memorial celebration on the Normandy
beaches, in another way by those who see films taken of the actual event, and in still another
way by those who see movies and television shows made about it. The same event was also
anticipated by those who were planning to do it and those who, on the other side, were planning
to resist it. There are, undoubtedly, still other ways in which one and the same event can be
intended and made present, and the identity of the event is sustained through them all.Let us
turn to aesthetic objects. One and the same drama, say, The Duchess of Malfi, is presented in all
the stagings and all the readings, with all their various interpretations, in which the play is given,
and it was also presented to John Webster when he wrote the play. One and the same
symphony, such as the Hafner Symphony of Mozart, is given in all its executions. The
interpretation given by Bruno Walter is different from that given by Klaus Tennstedt, and indeed
the general way of interpreting it in the early twentieth century was different from that common in
the late twentieth century, but all the interpretations are of one and the same symphony. It is
interesting to note that a recording of a piece of music is different from a live performance
because the recording captures just one of the performances, whereas each live performance is
different from all the others. If I were to listen twice to the same recording, I would hear the same
performance both times, not just the same symphony, and yet my hearing of it would be different
each time: some dimensions and not others would come to the fore, my mood might be different,
the day itself might be bright or gloomy. When a recording captures just one performance, it is as
though a movie captured just one aspect of a cube and only let me see that particular
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as the writing progressed. In the Introduction I describe how the concept of the book arose in a
conversation between us. The fact that I cannot share the completed work with him is only one of
the many sorrows caused by his recent, sudden death.Many friends and colleagues have
commented on earlier drafts of the manuscript, and in several places I have used not only their
ideas, but also their formulations. I am grateful to John Brough, Richard Cobb-Stevens, John
Drummond, James Hart, Richard Hassing, Piet Hut, John Smolko, Robert Tragesser, and Kevin
White. John McCarthy was particularly generous with his remarks. I used an earlier version of
this work as the basis for a course at The Catholic University of America, and I am grateful for
the response and suggestions of the students who participated in it. Some of Amy Singer’s
phrases were especially useful. Finally, I am much obliged to Francis Slade for thoughts and
formulations that I used throughout the book, especially for his ideas about modernity, which I
relied on for the material in the final chapter.This book is dedicated to Brother Owen J. Sadlier,
O.S.F., whose generosity and philosophical judgment have meant so much to those who are
fortunate to be his friends.AcknowledgmentsAcknowledgmentsI am indebted to the late Gian-
Carlo Rota for suggesting the topic of this book to me, and for his encouragement and help as
the writing progressed. In the Introduction I describe how the concept of the book arose in a
conversation between us. The fact that I cannot share the completed work with him is only one of
the many sorrows caused by his recent, sudden death.Many friends and colleagues have
commented on earlier drafts of the manuscript, and in several places I have used not only their
ideas, but also their formulations. I am grateful to John Brough, Richard Cobb-Stevens, John
Drummond, James Hart, Richard Hassing, Piet Hut, John Smolko, Robert Tragesser, and Kevin
White. John McCarthy was particularly generous with his remarks. I used an earlier version of
this work as the basis for a course at The Catholic University of America, and I am grateful for
the response and suggestions of the students who participated in it. Some of Amy Singer’s
phrases were especially useful. Finally, I am much obliged to Francis Slade for thoughts and
formulations that I used throughout the book, especially for his ideas about modernity, which I
relied on for the material in the final chapter.This book is dedicated to Brother Owen J. Sadlier,
O.S.F., whose generosity and philosophical judgment have meant so much to those who are
fortunate to be his friends.IntroductionORIGIN AND PURPOSE OF THE BOOKThe project of
writing this book began in a conversation I had with Gian-Carlo Rota in the spring of 1996. He
was then lecturing as visiting professor of mathematics and philosophy at The Catholic
University of America.Rota had often drawn attention to a difference between mathematicians
and philosophers. Mathematicians, he said, tend to absorb the writings of their predecessors
directly into their own work. They do not comment on the writings of earlier mathematicians,



even if they have been very much influenced by them. They simply make use of the material that
they find in the authors they read. When advances are made in mathematics, later thinkers
condense the findings and move on. Few mathematicians study works from past centuries;
compared with contemporary mathematics, such older writings seem to them almost like the
work of children.In philosophy, by contrast, classical works often become enshrined as objects
of exegesis rather than resources to be exploited. Philosophers, Rota observed, tend not to ask,
“Where do we go from here?” Instead, they inform us about the doctrines of major thinkers. They
are prone to comment on earlier works rather than paraphrase them. Rota acknowledged the
value of commentaries but thought that philosophers ought to do more. Besides offering
exposition, they should abridge earlier writings and directly address issues, speaking in their
own voice and incorporating into their own work what their predecessors have done. They
should extract as well as annotate.It was against this background that Rota said to me, after one
of my classes, as we were having coffee in the cafeteria of the university’s Columbus School of
Law, “You should write an introduction to phenomenology. Just write it. Don’t say what Husserl or
Heidegger thought, just tell people what phenomenology is. No fancy title; call it an introduction
to phenomenology.”This struck me as very good advice. There are many books and articles that
comment on Husserl; why not try to imitate the several introductions that he himself had written?
It seemed right to do so, because phenomenology can continue to make an important
contribution to current philosophy. Its intellectual capital is far from spent, and its philosophical
energy is still largely unexploited.Phenomenology is the study of human experience and of the
ways things present themselves to us in and through such experience. It attempts to restore the
sense of philosophy one finds in Plato. It is, moreover, not just an antiquarian revival, but one
that confronts the issues raised by modern thought. It goes beyond ancients and moderns and
strives to reactivate the philosophical life in our present circumstances. My book is written,
therefore, not just to inform readers about a particular philosophical movement, but to offer the
possibility of philosophical thinking at a time when such thinking is seriously called into question
or largely ignored.Because this book is an introduction to phenomenology, I use the
philosophical vocabulary developed in that tradition. I employ words like “intentionality,”
“evidence,” “constitution,” “categorial intuition,” the “life world,” and “eidetic intuition.” However, I
do not comment on these terms as though they were alien to my own thinking; I use them. I think
they name important phenomena, and I want to make these phenomena available to the readers
of this book. I do not, in this work, trace the manner in which these and other terms arose in
Husserl’s writings and in the work of Heidegger, Merleau-Ponty, and other phenomenologists; I
use the words directly because they still have life in them. It is legitimate, for example, to speak
about evidence as such, and not only about what Husserl said about evidence. These terms
need not be explained only by showing how other people have used them. We do not have to pin
them to the wall in order to profit from them.I will leave a historical survey of phenomenology for
the appendix to this book. For the moment, let us simply recall that Edmund Husserl (1859–
1938) was the founder of phenomenology, and that his work Logical Investigations can justly be



considered the initial statement of the movement. The book appeared in two parts, in 1900 and
1901, so phenomenology began with the dawn of the new century. As we now stand at the end
of that period of time, we can look back at almost precisely one hundred years of the
movement’s history. Martin Heidegger (1889–1976), a disciple, colleague, and later rival of
Husserl, was the other major figure in German phenomenology. The movement also flourished in
France, where it was represented by such authors as Emmanuel Levinas (1906–1995), Jean-
Paul Sartre (1905–1980), Maurice Merleau-Ponty (1907–1960), and Paul Ricoeur (b. 1913).
There were significant developments in prerevolutionary Russia and in Belgium, Spain, Italy,
Poland, England, and the United States. Phenomenology influenced many other philosophical
and cultural movements, such as hermeneutics, structuralism, literary formalism, and
deconstruction. Through the whole of the twentieth century, it has been the major component in
what is called “continental” philosophy, as opposed to the “analytic” tradition that has typified
philosophy in England and the United States.PHENOMENOLOGY AND THE ISSUE OF
APPEARANCESPhenomenology is a significant philosophical movement because it deals so
well with the problem of appearances. The issue of appearances has been part of the human
question from the beginning of philosophy. The Sophists manipulated appearances through the
magic of words, and Plato responded to what they said. Since then, appearances have been
multiplied and magnified enormously. We generate them not only by words spoken or written by
one person to another, but by microphones, telephones, movies, and television, as well as by
computers and the Internet, and by propaganda and advertising. Modes of presentation and
representation proliferate, and fascinating issues arise: How is an e-mail message different from
a telephone call and a letter? Who is addressing us when we read a Web page? How are
speakers, listeners, and conversation modified by the way we communicate now?One of the
dangers we face is that with the technological expansion of images and words, everything
seems to fall apart into mere appearances. We might formulate this problem in terms of the three
themes of parts and wholes, identity in manifolds, and presence and absence: it seems that we
now are flooded by fragments without any wholes, by manifolds bereft of identities, and by
multiple absences without any enduring real presence. We have bricolage and nothing else, and
we think we can even invent ourselves at random by assembling convenient and pleasing but
transient identities out of the bits and pieces we find around us. We pick up fragments to shore
against our ruin.In contrast with this postmodern understanding of appearance, phenomenology,
in its classical form, insists that parts are only understood against the background of appropriate
wholes, that manifolds of appearance harbor identities, and that absences make no sense
except as played off against the presences that can be achieved through them. Phenomenology
insists that identity and intelligibility are available in things, and that we ourselves are defined as
the ones to whom such identities and intelligibilities are given. We can evidence the way things
are; when we do so, we discover objects, but we also discover ourselves, precisely as datives of
disclosure, as those to whom things appear. Not only can we think the things given to us in
experience; we can also understand ourselves as thinking them. Phenomenology is precisely



this sort of understanding: phenomenology is reason’s self-discovery in the presence of
intelligible objects. The analyses in this book are presented to the reader as a clarification of
what it means for us to let things appear and to be the datives for their appearance. Many
philosophers have claimed that we must learn to live without “truth” and “rationality,” but this book
tries to show that we can and must exercise responsibility and truthfulness if we are to be
human.OUTLINE OF THE BOOKMy introduction to phenomenology generally uses the
terminology formulated by Husserl, which has become standard in the movement. In Chapter 1, I
discuss intentionality, the central issue in phenomenology, and explain why it is an important
topic in our current philosophical and cultural situation. Chapter 2 develops a simple example of
the kind of analysis phenomenology provides, to give the reader a feeling for its style of thought.
Chapter 3 examines three major themes in phenomenology: parts and wholes, identity in
manifolds, and presence and absence. These three formal structures pervade phenomenology,
and if we are alert to their presence, the point of many issues can more easily be grasped. I
would also claim that while the themes of parts and wholes and identity in manifolds (one in
many) are found in almost all philosophical schools, the explicit and sustained study of presence
and absence is original in phenomenology.At this point in the book, after we have presented a
number of phenomenological analyses, it becomes possible to step back and explain what
phenomenology is as a philosophy and to show how its form of thinking differs from that of
prephilosophical experience. This initial definition of phenomenology is given in Chapter 4,
where “the phenomenological attitude” is distinguished from “the natural attitude.”The next three
chapters develop concrete phenomenological investigations in different areas of human
experience. Chapter 5 looks at perception and its two variants, memory and imagination. It
examines what we could call the “internal” transformation of our perceptions; besides seeing and
hearing things, we also recollect, anticipate, and fantasize, and in doing so we live a private,
even secret conscious life. Chapter 6 turns to a more public transformation of our perceptions, to
words, pictures, and symbols. Here we are conscious of external things that are not merely
perceived but interpreted as images or words or other kinds of representations. Finally, Chapter
7 introduces the theme of categorial thinking, in which we do not just perceive things but
articulate them, manifesting not just simple objects but arrangements and states of affairs. In
categorial thinking we move from the experience of simple objects to the presentation of
intelligible objects. This chapter also contains an important treatment of meanings, senses, and
propositions. It strives to account for “concepts” and “thoughts” as being more public than they
are often taken to be. It tries to show that senses and propositions are not psychological, mental,
or conceptual entities. To understand propositions and senses in the right way is a crucial matter
in discussing the nature of truth, especially in the philosophical climate generated by modern
philosophy. Chapters 5 through 7, then, offer phenomenological descriptions of three domains of
experience: the “internal” field of memory and imagination, the “external” field of perceived
objects, words, pictures, and symbols, and the “intellectual” field of categorial objects.Chapter 8
examines the self or the ego as the identity established within all the intentionalities previously



described. The self is described as the responsible agent of truth. It is identified within memories
and anticipations as well as intersubjective experience, and it carries out the cognitive acts by
which higher, intellectual objects such as states of affairs and groups are presented. The self is
the one who takes responsibility for the claims that it makes. The issue of the self leads logically,
in Chapter 9, to the topic of time and internal time consciousness, which underlies the identity of
the self. Temporality is the condition for perceptions, memories, and anticipations and for the self
that lives in them. Finally, Chapter 10 examines the world inhabited by the self, the “life world,”
within which we immediately experience the things around us. This world is the foundation upon
which the modern natural sciences are based. The sciences do not provide an alternative to the
world in which we live, but arise from and must be integrated within it. This chapter also
discusses, very briefly, the theme of intersubjectivity.Chapter 11 turns to what we could call the
phenomenology of reason. It examines not just the various intentionalities that we exercise, but
specifically those that lead to the truth of things, those that could be called “evidences.” It is
especially in this chapter that we see how phenomenology considers the human mind and
human reason as ordered toward truth. Chapter 12 discusses eidetic intuition, the kind of
intentionality that discloses essential features of things, features that things could not be without.
Eidetic evidence reaches not just factual truth, but essential truth. This chapter is a further
development of the phenomenology of reason.The final two chapters of the book return to the
question of what phenomenology is. Phenomenology was initially described in Chapter 4, but
now a more complete description can be given. Chapter 13 brings out the nature of
philosophical thinking by distinguishing phenomenological reflection from what I have called
propositional reflection (one of the themes in Chapter 7). Here I show that philosophy, or
phenomenology, is not just a clarification of meaning, but something that cuts deeper. The
distinctions studied in this chapter bring out more clearly both what philosophy is and what
concepts, senses, and propositions are.Finally, in Chapter 14, I try to describe phenomenology
by contrasting it with modernity and postmodernity, and I add a brief remark on how it can be
distinguished from Thomistic philosophy. I define phenomenology by locating it within our
present historical situation. Modern philosophy has two major elements, political philosophy and
epistemology, and phenomenology explicitly addresses only the latter. However, because it
considers human reason as ordered toward evidence and truth, phenomenology can also
address in an indirect way modern issues in political theory. If human beings are specified by the
ability to be truthful, then politics and citizenship take on a distinctive sense.In considering
reason as teleologically geared toward truth, phenomenology resembles Thomistic philosophy,
which represents a premodern understanding of being and the mind, but it differs from Thomism
in that it does not approach philosophy from within biblical revelation. Both phenomenology and
Thomism are alternatives to the modern project, but in different ways, and contrasting them with
one another further clarifies phenomenology as a form of philosophy.This book introduces the
reader to the terminology and the ideas of one of the major twentieth-century developments in
philosophy. This development, phenomenology, does not belong only to the past. It can help us



as we strive to remind ourselves, at the start of a new century and a new millennium, of things
we can never entirely forget. The book began in a conversation between mathematics and
philosophy; may it help us cultivate the life of reason expressed in both these human
adventures.IntroductionIntroductionORIGIN AND PURPOSE OF THE BOOKThe project of
writing this book began in a conversation I had with Gian-Carlo Rota in the spring of 1996. He
was then lecturing as visiting professor of mathematics and philosophy at The Catholic
University of America.Rota had often drawn attention to a difference between mathematicians
and philosophers. Mathematicians, he said, tend to absorb the writings of their predecessors
directly into their own work. They do not comment on the writings of earlier mathematicians,
even if they have been very much influenced by them. They simply make use of the material that
they find in the authors they read. When advances are made in mathematics, later thinkers
condense the findings and move on. Few mathematicians study works from past centuries;
compared with contemporary mathematics, such older writings seem to them almost like the
work of children.In philosophy, by contrast, classical works often become enshrined as objects
of exegesis rather than resources to be exploited. Philosophers, Rota observed, tend not to ask,
“Where do we go from here?” Instead, they inform us about the doctrines of major thinkers. They
are prone to comment on earlier works rather than paraphrase them. Rota acknowledged the
value of commentaries but thought that philosophers ought to do more. Besides offering
exposition, they should abridge earlier writings and directly address issues, speaking in their
own voice and incorporating into their own work what their predecessors have done. They
should extract as well as annotate.It was against this background that Rota said to me, after one
of my classes, as we were having coffee in the cafeteria of the university’s Columbus School of
Law, “You should write an introduction to phenomenology. Just write it. Don’t say what Husserl or
Heidegger thought, just tell people what phenomenology is. No fancy title; call it an introduction
to phenomenology.”This struck me as very good advice. There are many books and articles that
comment on Husserl; why not try to imitate the several introductions that he himself had written?
It seemed right to do so, because phenomenology can continue to make an important
contribution to current philosophy. Its intellectual capital is far from spent, and its philosophical
energy is still largely unexploited.Phenomenology is the study of human experience and of the
ways things present themselves to us in and through such experience. It attempts to restore the
sense of philosophy one finds in Plato. It is, moreover, not just an antiquarian revival, but one
that confronts the issues raised by modern thought. It goes beyond ancients and moderns and
strives to reactivate the philosophical life in our present circumstances. My book is written,
therefore, not just to inform readers about a particular philosophical movement, but to offer the
possibility of philosophical thinking at a time when such thinking is seriously called into question
or largely ignored.Because this book is an introduction to phenomenology, I use the
philosophical vocabulary developed in that tradition. I employ words like “intentionality,”
“evidence,” “constitution,” “categorial intuition,” the “life world,” and “eidetic intuition.” However, I
do not comment on these terms as though they were alien to my own thinking; I use them. I think



they name important phenomena, and I want to make these phenomena available to the readers
of this book. I do not, in this work, trace the manner in which these and other terms arose in
Husserl’s writings and in the work of Heidegger, Merleau-Ponty, and other phenomenologists; I
use the words directly because they still have life in them. It is legitimate, for example, to speak
about evidence as such, and not only about what Husserl said about evidence. These terms
need not be explained only by showing how other people have used them. We do not have to pin
them to the wall in order to profit from them.I will leave a historical survey of phenomenology for
the appendix to this book. For the moment, let us simply recall that Edmund Husserl (1859–
1938) was the founder of phenomenology, and that his work Logical Investigations can justly be
considered the initial statement of the movement. The book appeared in two parts, in 1900 and
1901, so phenomenology began with the dawn of the new century. As we now stand at the end
of that period of time, we can look back at almost precisely one hundred years of the
movement’s history. Martin Heidegger (1889–1976), a disciple, colleague, and later rival of
Husserl, was the other major figure in German phenomenology. The movement also flourished in
France, where it was represented by such authors as Emmanuel Levinas (1906–1995), Jean-
Paul Sartre (1905–1980), Maurice Merleau-Ponty (1907–1960), and Paul Ricoeur (b. 1913).
There were significant developments in prerevolutionary Russia and in Belgium, Spain, Italy,
Poland, England, and the United States. Phenomenology influenced many other philosophical
and cultural movements, such as hermeneutics, structuralism, literary formalism, and
deconstruction. Through the whole of the twentieth century, it has been the major component in
what is called “continental” philosophy, as opposed to the “analytic” tradition that has typified
philosophy in England and the United States.PHENOMENOLOGY AND THE ISSUE OF
APPEARANCESPhenomenology is a significant philosophical movement because it deals so
well with the problem of appearances. The issue of appearances has been part of the human
question from the beginning of philosophy. The Sophists manipulated appearances through the
magic of words, and Plato responded to what they said. Since then, appearances have been
multiplied and magnified enormously. We generate them not only by words spoken or written by
one person to another, but by microphones, telephones, movies, and television, as well as by
computers and the Internet, and by propaganda and advertising. Modes of presentation and
representation proliferate, and fascinating issues arise: How is an e-mail message different from
a telephone call and a letter? Who is addressing us when we read a Web page? How are
speakers, listeners, and conversation modified by the way we communicate now?One of the
dangers we face is that with the technological expansion of images and words, everything
seems to fall apart into mere appearances. We might formulate this problem in terms of the three
themes of parts and wholes, identity in manifolds, and presence and absence: it seems that we
now are flooded by fragments without any wholes, by manifolds bereft of identities, and by
multiple absences without any enduring real presence. We have bricolage and nothing else, and
we think we can even invent ourselves at random by assembling convenient and pleasing but
transient identities out of the bits and pieces we find around us. We pick up fragments to shore



against our ruin.In contrast with this postmodern understanding of appearance, phenomenology,
in its classical form, insists that parts are only understood against the background of appropriate
wholes, that manifolds of appearance harbor identities, and that absences make no sense
except as played off against the presences that can be achieved through them. Phenomenology
insists that identity and intelligibility are available in things, and that we ourselves are defined as
the ones to whom such identities and intelligibilities are given. We can evidence the way things
are; when we do so, we discover objects, but we also discover ourselves, precisely as datives of
disclosure, as those to whom things appear. Not only can we think the things given to us in
experience; we can also understand ourselves as thinking them. Phenomenology is precisely
this sort of understanding: phenomenology is reason’s self-discovery in the presence of
intelligible objects. The analyses in this book are presented to the reader as a clarification of
what it means for us to let things appear and to be the datives for their appearance. Many
philosophers have claimed that we must learn to live without “truth” and “rationality,” but this book
tries to show that we can and must exercise responsibility and truthfulness if we are to be
human.OUTLINE OF THE BOOKMy introduction to phenomenology generally uses the
terminology formulated by Husserl, which has become standard in the movement. In Chapter 1, I
discuss intentionality, the central issue in phenomenology, and explain why it is an important
topic in our current philosophical and cultural situation. Chapter 2 develops a simple example of
the kind of analysis phenomenology provides, to give the reader a feeling for its style of thought.
Chapter 3 examines three major themes in phenomenology: parts and wholes, identity in
manifolds, and presence and absence. These three formal structures pervade phenomenology,
and if we are alert to their presence, the point of many issues can more easily be grasped. I
would also claim that while the themes of parts and wholes and identity in manifolds (one in
many) are found in almost all philosophical schools, the explicit and sustained study of presence
and absence is original in phenomenology.At this point in the book, after we have presented a
number of phenomenological analyses, it becomes possible to step back and explain what
phenomenology is as a philosophy and to show how its form of thinking differs from that of
prephilosophical experience. This initial definition of phenomenology is given in Chapter 4,
where “the phenomenological attitude” is distinguished from “the natural attitude.”The next three
chapters develop concrete phenomenological investigations in different areas of human
experience. Chapter 5 looks at perception and its two variants, memory and imagination. It
examines what we could call the “internal” transformation of our perceptions; besides seeing and
hearing things, we also recollect, anticipate, and fantasize, and in doing so we live a private,
even secret conscious life. Chapter 6 turns to a more public transformation of our perceptions, to
words, pictures, and symbols. Here we are conscious of external things that are not merely
perceived but interpreted as images or words or other kinds of representations. Finally, Chapter
7 introduces the theme of categorial thinking, in which we do not just perceive things but
articulate them, manifesting not just simple objects but arrangements and states of affairs. In
categorial thinking we move from the experience of simple objects to the presentation of



intelligible objects. This chapter also contains an important treatment of meanings, senses, and
propositions. It strives to account for “concepts” and “thoughts” as being more public than they
are often taken to be. It tries to show that senses and propositions are not psychological, mental,
or conceptual entities. To understand propositions and senses in the right way is a crucial matter
in discussing the nature of truth, especially in the philosophical climate generated by modern
philosophy. Chapters 5 through 7, then, offer phenomenological descriptions of three domains of
experience: the “internal” field of memory and imagination, the “external” field of perceived
objects, words, pictures, and symbols, and the “intellectual” field of categorial objects.Chapter 8
examines the self or the ego as the identity established within all the intentionalities previously
described. The self is described as the responsible agent of truth. It is identified within memories
and anticipations as well as intersubjective experience, and it carries out the cognitive acts by
which higher, intellectual objects such as states of affairs and groups are presented. The self is
the one who takes responsibility for the claims that it makes. The issue of the self leads logically,
in Chapter 9, to the topic of time and internal time consciousness, which underlies the identity of
the self. Temporality is the condition for perceptions, memories, and anticipations and for the self
that lives in them. Finally, Chapter 10 examines the world inhabited by the self, the “life world,”
within which we immediately experience the things around us. This world is the foundation upon
which the modern natural sciences are based. The sciences do not provide an alternative to the
world in which we live, but arise from and must be integrated within it. This chapter also
discusses, very briefly, the theme of intersubjectivity.Chapter 11 turns to what we could call the
phenomenology of reason. It examines not just the various intentionalities that we exercise, but
specifically those that lead to the truth of things, those that could be called “evidences.” It is
especially in this chapter that we see how phenomenology considers the human mind and
human reason as ordered toward truth. Chapter 12 discusses eidetic intuition, the kind of
intentionality that discloses essential features of things, features that things could not be without.
Eidetic evidence reaches not just factual truth, but essential truth. This chapter is a further
development of the phenomenology of reason.The final two chapters of the book return to the
question of what phenomenology is. Phenomenology was initially described in Chapter 4, but
now a more complete description can be given. Chapter 13 brings out the nature of
philosophical thinking by distinguishing phenomenological reflection from what I have called
propositional reflection (one of the themes in Chapter 7). Here I show that philosophy, or
phenomenology, is not just a clarification of meaning, but something that cuts deeper. The
distinctions studied in this chapter bring out more clearly both what philosophy is and what
concepts, senses, and propositions are.Finally, in Chapter 14, I try to describe phenomenology
by contrasting it with modernity and postmodernity, and I add a brief remark on how it can be
distinguished from Thomistic philosophy. I define phenomenology by locating it within our
present historical situation. Modern philosophy has two major elements, political philosophy and
epistemology, and phenomenology explicitly addresses only the latter. However, because it
considers human reason as ordered toward evidence and truth, phenomenology can also



address in an indirect way modern issues in political theory. If human beings are specified by the
ability to be truthful, then politics and citizenship take on a distinctive sense.In considering
reason as teleologically geared toward truth, phenomenology resembles Thomistic philosophy,
which represents a premodern understanding of being and the mind, but it differs from Thomism
in that it does not approach philosophy from within biblical revelation. Both phenomenology and
Thomism are alternatives to the modern project, but in different ways, and contrasting them with
one another further clarifies phenomenology as a form of philosophy.This book introduces the
reader to the terminology and the ideas of one of the major twentieth-century developments in
philosophy. This development, phenomenology, does not belong only to the past. It can help us
as we strive to remind ourselves, at the start of a new century and a new millennium, of things
we can never entirely forget. The book began in a conversation between mathematics and
philosophy; may it help us cultivate the life of reason expressed in both these human
adventures.1What Is Intentionality, and Why Is It Important?The term most closely associated
with phenomenology is “intentionality.” The core doctrine in phenomenology is the teaching that
every act of consciousness we perform, every experience that we have, is intentional: it is
essentially “consciousness of” or an “experience of” something or other. All our awareness is
directed toward objects. If I see, I see some visual object, such as a tree or a lake; if I imagine,
my imagining presents an imaginary object, such as a car that I visualize coming down a road; if
I am involved in remembering, I remember a past object; if I am engaged in judging, I intend a
state of affairs or a fact. Every act of consciousness, every experience, is correlated with an
object. Every intending has its intended object.We should note that this sense of “intend” or
“intention” should not be confused with “intention” as the purpose we have in mind when we act
(“He bought some wood with the intention of building a shed”; “She intended to finish law school
a year later”). The phenomenological notion of intentionality applies primarily to the theory of
knowledge, not to the theory of human action. The phenomenological use of the word is
somewhat awkward because it goes against ordinary usage, which tends to use “intention” in
the practical sense; the phenomenological use will almost always call up the sense of practical
intending as an overtone. However, “intentionality” and its cognates have become technical
terms in phenomenology, and there is no way of avoiding them in a discussion of this
philosophical tradition. We have to make the adjustment and understand the word to mean
primarily mental or cognitive, and not practical, intentions. In phenomenology, “intending” means
the conscious relationship we have to an object.THE EGOCENTRIC PREDICAMENTThe
doctrine of intentionality, then, states that every act of consciousness is directed toward an
object of some kind. Consciousness is essentially consciousness “of” something or other. Now,
when we are presented with this teaching, and when we are told that this doctrine is at the core
of phenomenology, we might well react with a feeling of disappointment. What is so important
about this idea? Why should phenomenology make such a fuss about intentionality? Isn’t it
completely obvious to everyone that consciousness is consciousness of something, that
experience is experience of an object of some sort? Do such trivialities need to be stated?They



do need to be asserted, because in the philosophy of the past three or four hundred years,
human consciousness and experience have come to be understood in a very different way. In
the Cartesian, Hobbesian, and Lockean traditions, which dominate our culture, we are told that
when we are conscious, we are primarily aware of ourselves or our own ideas. Consciousness is
taken to be like a bubble or an enclosed cabinet; the mind comes in a box. Impressions and
concepts occur in this enclosed space, in this circle of ideas and experiences, and our
awareness is directed toward them, not directly toward the things “outside.” We can try to get
outside by making inferences: we may reason that our ideas must have been caused by
something outside us, and we may construct hypotheses or models of what those things must
be like, but we are not in any direct contact with them. We get to things only by reasoning from
our mental impressions, not by having them presented to us. Our consciousness, first and
foremost, is not “of” anything at all. Rather, we are caught in what has been called an “egocentric
predicament”; all we can really be sure of at the start is our own conscious existence and the
states of that consciousness.This understanding of human awareness is reinforced by what we
know about the brain and nervous system. It seems unquestionable that everything cognitional
must happen “inside the head,” and that all we could possibly be in touch with directly are our
own brain states. I once heard a famous brain scientist say in a lecture, almost tearfully, that after
so many years of studying the brain, he still could not explain how “that avocado-colored organ
inside our skulls” could get beyond itself and reach out into the world. I would also venture to say
that almost everyone who has gone to college and taken some courses in physiology, neurology,
or psychology would have the same difficulty.These philosophical and scientific understandings
of consciousness have become quite widespread in our culture, and the egocentric predicament
they force us into causes us great unease. We know instinctively that we are not trapped in our
own subjectivity, we are sure that we do go beyond our brains and our internal mental states, but
we do not know how to justify this conviction. We do not know how to show that our contact with
the “real world” is not an illusion, not a mere subjective projection. For the most part we have no
idea how we ever get outside ourselves, and we probably treat this issue simply by ignoring it
and hoping that no one will ask us about it. When we try to think about human consciousness,
we start with the premise that we are entirely “inside,” and we are greatly perplexed as to how we
could ever get “outside.”If we are bereft of intentionality, if we do not have a world in common,
then we do not enter into a life of reason, evidence, and truth. Each of us turns to his own private
world, and in the practical order we do our own thing: the truth does not make any demands on
us. Again, we know that this relativism cannot be the final story. We do argue with one another
about what ought to be done and about what the facts are, but philosophically and culturally we
find it difficult to ratify our naive acceptance of a common world and our ability to discover and
communicate what it is. The denial of intentionality has as its correlate the denial of the mind’s
orientation toward truth.A colorful expression of the egocentric predicament can be found in
Samuel Beckett’s novel Murphy. About a third of the way through the book, in chapter 6, Beckett
interrupts his narrative to undertake “a justification of the expression, ‘Murphy’s mind.’” He says



he will not try to describe “this apparatus as it really was,” but only “what it felt and pictured itself
to be.” The image he presents is the one we have found to be all too common: “Murphy’s mind
pictured itself as a large hollow sphere, hermetically closed to the universe without.” Here the
mind, with its “intramental world,” there the outside, the “extramental world,” each sequestered
from the other. However, the mind is not impoverished by being so confined; rather, everything in
the outside universe can be represented in the inside, and the representations are, according to
Beckett, either “virtual, or actual, or virtual rising into actual, or actual falling into virtual.” These
parts of the mind are differentiated from one another: “the mind felt its actual part to be above
and bright, its virtual beneath and fading into dark.”The mind is not only placed over against the
universe or the real world; it is also placed over against the body that is Murphy’s other part:
“Thus Murphy felt himself split in two, a body and a mind.” Somehow or other, the body and the
mind interact: “They had intercourse, apparently, otherwise he could not have known that they
had anything in common. But he felt his mind to be bodytight and did not understand through
what channel the intercourse was effected nor how the two experiences came to overlap.” The
isolation of the mind from the body entails an isolation of the mind from the world: “He was split,
one part of him never left this mental chamber that pictured itself as a sphere full of light fading
into dark, because there was no way out.” How the body could influence the mind, or the mind
the body, remained an utter mystery to Murphy: “The development of what looked like collusion
between such utter strangers remained to Murphy as unintelligible as telekinesis or the Leyden
Jar, and of as little interest.”*The Cartesian predicament that Beckett describes, with the mind
taken as this large, hollow sphere, light-filled but shading off into darkness, closed off from both
the body and the world, is the unfortunate situation in which philosophy finds itself in our time. It
is the cultural situation, the human self-understanding, within which philosophy must begin.
Many of us do not know how to avoid understanding our own minds the way Beckett’s Murphy
understands his. This epistemological dilemma is the target of the doctrine of intentionality.THE
PUBLICNESS OF MINDIt is not at all otiose, therefore, to bring intentionality to the fore and to
make it the center of philosophical reflection. It is not trivial to say that consciousness is
“consciousness of” objects; on the contrary, this statement goes against many common beliefs.
One of phenomenology’s greatest contributions is to have broken out of the egocentric
predicament, to have checkmated the Cartesian doctrine. Phenomenology shows that the mind
is a public thing, that it acts and manifests itself out in the open, not just inside its own confines.
Everything is outside. The very notions of an “intramental world” and an “extramental world” are
incoherent; they are examples of what Ezra Pound called “idea-clots.” The mind and the world
are correlated with one another. Things do appear to us, things truly are disclosed, and we, on
our part, do display, both to ourselves and to others, the way things are. Given the cultural
setting in which phenomenology arose and in which we continue to live, a focus on intentionality
is not without great philosophical value. By discussing intentionality, phenomenology helps us
reclaim a public sense of thinking, reasoning, and perception. It helps us reassume our human
condition as agents of truth.Besides drawing our attention to the intentionality of consciousness,



phenomenology also discovers and describes many different structures in intentionality. When
the mind is taken in the Cartesian or Lockean way, as an enclosed sphere with its circle of ideas,
the term “consciousness” is usually considered to be simply univocal. There are no structural
differences within consciousness; there is just awareness, pure and simple. We notice whatever
impressions arise in us, and we then arrange them into judgments or propositions that take a
stab at declaring what is “out there.” But for phenomenology, intentionality is highly differentiated.
There are different kinds of intending, correlated with different kinds of objects. For example, we
carry out perceptual intentions when we see an ordinary material object, but we must intend
pictorially when we see a photograph or a painting. We must change our intentionality; taking
something as a picture is different from taking something as a simple object. Pictures are
correlated with pictorial intending, perceptual objects are correlated with perceptual intending.
Still another kind of intending is at work when we take something to be a word, another when we
remember something, and others again when we make judgments or collect things into groups.
These and many other kinds of intending need to be described and differentiated one from the
other. Furthermore, the forms of intending can be interwoven: to see something as a picture
involves, as a foundation, that we also have it as a perceived thing. The pictorial consciousness
is layered upon the perceptual, just as the picture we see is layered on a fabric or a piece of
paper that could also be looked at simply as a colored thing.Still other intentionalities can be
distinguished, such as the kinds that occur when we think about the past. What sort of intending
is exercised when, say, archaeologists find pots and ashes and scraps of clothing and begin to
speak about people who lived in a given site seven hundred years ago? How do these objects,
these pots and ashes, present human beings to us? How must we “take” them, so that they will
serve in that way? What sort of intentions are correlated with finding and interpreting something
as a fossil? What sort of intentions are at work when we speak about protons, neutrons, and
quarks? They are not the kind that are at work when we see pictures or flags, nor the kind at
work when we see something as a plant or an animal; some of the dilemmas associated with
particle physics arise because we assume that we intend subatomic entities in the same way
that we intend billiard balls. Sorting out and differentiating all these intentionalities, as well as the
specific kinds of objects correlated with them, is what is done by the kind of philosophy called
phenomenology. Descriptions like these help us to understand human knowing in all its forms,
and they also help us understand the many ways in which we can be related to the world in
which we live.The term “phenomenology” is a compound of the Greek words phainomenon and
logos. It signifies the activity of giving an account, giving a logos, of various phenomena, of the
various ways in which things can appear. By phenomena we mean, for example, pictures as
opposed to simple objects, remembered events as opposed to anticipated ones, imagined
objects as opposed to perceived, mathematical objects such as triangles and sets as opposed
to living things, words as opposed to fossils, other people as opposed to nonhuman animals,
political reality as opposed to the economic. All such phenomena can be explored when we
realize that consciousness is consciousness “of” something, that it is not locked within its own



cabinet. In contrast with the cramped confinement of the Cartesian, Hobbesian, and Lockean
philosophy of knowledge, phenomenology is liberating. It gets us out of doors and restores the
world that was lost by the philosophies that locked us into our egocentric
predicament.Phenomenology recognizes the reality and truth of phenomena, the things that
appear. It is not the case, as the Cartesian tradition would have us believe, that “being a picture”
or “being a perceived object” or “being a symbol” is only in the mind. They are ways in which
things can be. The way things appear is part of the being of things; things appear as they are,
and they are as they appear. Things do not just exist; they also manifest themselves as what they
are. Animals have a way of appearing that is different from that of plants, because animals are
different from plants in their being. Pictures have a way of appearing that is different from that of
remembered objects, because their way of being is different. A picture is out there on the canvas
or the wood panel; a salute is in the arm being moved, out there between the person saluting
and the person saluted. A fact is where the ingredients of the fact are located: the fact that the
grass is wet exists in the wet grass, not in my mind when I say the words. My mind in action is
the presenting, to myself and to others, of the grass as being wet. When we make judgments we
articulate the presentation of parts of the world; we do not just arrange ideas or concepts in our
minds.Someone might object, “What about hallucinations and mistakes? Sometimes things are
not as they seem. I may think I see a man, but it turns out that it is only a bush; I may think I see a
dagger, but nothing is there. Obviously, the man and the dagger are only in my mind; does not
this show that everything is in the mind?” Not at all; the point is simply that things can look like
other things, and sometimes we may seem to be perceiving when we really are not. One evening
several years ago, in the wintertime, I drove toward my garage and saw some “pieces of glass”
on the driveway. I assumed that someone must have smashed a bottle there. I parked my car
nearby on the road, intending to come back the next morning to clean the driveway. When I
returned the next day, I found only some puddles of water and small pieces of ice; what I had
“seen” as glass was in fact only ice. In this experience, my original vision and my later correction
were not worked out within the cabinet of my mind; it was not the case that I merely shuffled my
impressions and concepts, or that I made up a new hypothesis to explain the ideas that I had.
Rather, I was related to the world in different ways, and these relationships were based on the
fact that ice can look like glass under some circumstances. Everything, including the “glass” and
the ice, is public. Mistakes are something public, and so are concealment and camouflage; all
these are kinds of phenomena in which one thing is taken for another. Mistakes, concealment,
and camouflage are real in their own way; they are possibilities of being, and they call for their
own analysis. Even hallucinations have a kind of reality all their own. What happens when they
occur is that we think we are perceiving when we really are imagining, and this disorder can take
place only as parasitic on real perceptions and imaginations. In order to be able to hallucinate,
we must have entered into the game of intending or targeting things. We could not hallucinate if
we were not aware of the difference between perceiving and dreaming.What phenomenology
does through its doctrine of the intentionality of consciousness is to overcome the Cartesian and



Lockean bias against the publicness of mind, which is also a bias against the reality of the
appearance of things. For phenomenology, there are no “mere” appearances, and nothing is
“just” an appearance. Appearances are real; they belong to being. Things do show up.
Phenomenology allows us to recognize and to restore the world that seemed to have been lost
when we were locked into our own internal world by philosophical confusions. Things that had
been declared to be merely psychological are now found to be ontological, part of the being of
things. Pictures, words, symbols, perceived objects, states of affairs, other minds, laws, and
social conventions are all acknowledged as truly there, as sharing in being and as capable of
appearing according to their own proper style.But phenomenology does more than restore what
was lost. That part of its work is somewhat negative and contentious, dependent on an error for
its own value. In addition to this refutational work, phenomenology offers the pleasure of
philosophy for those who wish to enjoy it. There is much to think about in the way things manifest
themselves and in our ability to be truthful, our ability to let things appear. Presentations and
absences are exquisitely interwoven, and phenomenology helps us to think about them. It does
not just remove skeptical impediments; it also affords the possibility of understanding
differences, identities, and forms as philosophers have classically understood them. It is
contemplative and theoretic. It validates the philosophical life as a culminating human
achievement. Phenomenology does not only remedy our intellectual distress; it also opens the
door to philosophical exploration for those who wish to practice it.* From Samuel Beckett,
Murphy (New York: Grove Weidenfeld, 1957). Reprinted by permission of the publisher.1What Is
Intentionality, and Why Is It Important?1What Is Intentionality, and Why Is It Important?The term
most closely associated with phenomenology is “intentionality.” The core doctrine in
phenomenology is the teaching that every act of consciousness we perform, every experience
that we have, is intentional: it is essentially “consciousness of” or an “experience of” something
or other. All our awareness is directed toward objects. If I see, I see some visual object, such as
a tree or a lake; if I imagine, my imagining presents an imaginary object, such as a car that I
visualize coming down a road; if I am involved in remembering, I remember a past object; if I am
engaged in judging, I intend a state of affairs or a fact. Every act of consciousness, every
experience, is correlated with an object. Every intending has its intended object.We should note
that this sense of “intend” or “intention” should not be confused with “intention” as the purpose
we have in mind when we act (“He bought some wood with the intention of building a shed”;
“She intended to finish law school a year later”). The phenomenological notion of intentionality
applies primarily to the theory of knowledge, not to the theory of human action. The
phenomenological use of the word is somewhat awkward because it goes against ordinary
usage, which tends to use “intention” in the practical sense; the phenomenological use will
almost always call up the sense of practical intending as an overtone. However, “intentionality”
and its cognates have become technical terms in phenomenology, and there is no way of
avoiding them in a discussion of this philosophical tradition. We have to make the adjustment
and understand the word to mean primarily mental or cognitive, and not practical, intentions. In



phenomenology, “intending” means the conscious relationship we have to an object.THE
EGOCENTRIC PREDICAMENTThe doctrine of intentionality, then, states that every act of
consciousness is directed toward an object of some kind. Consciousness is essentially
consciousness “of” something or other. Now, when we are presented with this teaching, and
when we are told that this doctrine is at the core of phenomenology, we might well react with a
feeling of disappointment. What is so important about this idea? Why should phenomenology
make such a fuss about intentionality? Isn’t it completely obvious to everyone that
consciousness is consciousness of something, that experience is experience of an object of
some sort? Do such trivialities need to be stated?They do need to be asserted, because in the
philosophy of the past three or four hundred years, human consciousness and experience have
come to be understood in a very different way. In the Cartesian, Hobbesian, and Lockean
traditions, which dominate our culture, we are told that when we are conscious, we are primarily
aware of ourselves or our own ideas. Consciousness is taken to be like a bubble or an enclosed
cabinet; the mind comes in a box. Impressions and concepts occur in this enclosed space, in
this circle of ideas and experiences, and our awareness is directed toward them, not directly
toward the things “outside.” We can try to get outside by making inferences: we may reason that
our ideas must have been caused by something outside us, and we may construct hypotheses
or models of what those things must be like, but we are not in any direct contact with them. We
get to things only by reasoning from our mental impressions, not by having them presented to
us. Our consciousness, first and foremost, is not “of” anything at all. Rather, we are caught in
what has been called an “egocentric predicament”; all we can really be sure of at the start is our
own conscious existence and the states of that consciousness.This understanding of human
awareness is reinforced by what we know about the brain and nervous system. It seems
unquestionable that everything cognitional must happen “inside the head,” and that all we could
possibly be in touch with directly are our own brain states. I once heard a famous brain scientist
say in a lecture, almost tearfully, that after so many years of studying the brain, he still could not
explain how “that avocado-colored organ inside our skulls” could get beyond itself and reach out
into the world. I would also venture to say that almost everyone who has gone to college and
taken some courses in physiology, neurology, or psychology would have the same
difficulty.These philosophical and scientific understandings of consciousness have become
quite widespread in our culture, and the egocentric predicament they force us into causes us
great unease. We know instinctively that we are not trapped in our own subjectivity, we are sure
that we do go beyond our brains and our internal mental states, but we do not know how to
justify this conviction. We do not know how to show that our contact with the “real world” is not an
illusion, not a mere subjective projection. For the most part we have no idea how we ever get
outside ourselves, and we probably treat this issue simply by ignoring it and hoping that no one
will ask us about it. When we try to think about human consciousness, we start with the premise
that we are entirely “inside,” and we are greatly perplexed as to how we could ever get “outside.”If
we are bereft of intentionality, if we do not have a world in common, then we do not enter into a



life of reason, evidence, and truth. Each of us turns to his own private world, and in the practical
order we do our own thing: the truth does not make any demands on us. Again, we know that this
relativism cannot be the final story. We do argue with one another about what ought to be done
and about what the facts are, but philosophically and culturally we find it difficult to ratify our
naive acceptance of a common world and our ability to discover and communicate what it is.
The denial of intentionality has as its correlate the denial of the mind’s orientation toward truth.A
colorful expression of the egocentric predicament can be found in Samuel Beckett’s novel
Murphy. About a third of the way through the book, in chapter 6, Beckett interrupts his narrative
to undertake “a justification of the expression, ‘Murphy’s mind.’” He says he will not try to
describe “this apparatus as it really was,” but only “what it felt and pictured itself to be.” The
image he presents is the one we have found to be all too common: “Murphy’s mind pictured itself
as a large hollow sphere, hermetically closed to the universe without.” Here the mind, with its
“intramental world,” there the outside, the “extramental world,” each sequestered from the other.
However, the mind is not impoverished by being so confined; rather, everything in the outside
universe can be represented in the inside, and the representations are, according to Beckett,
either “virtual, or actual, or virtual rising into actual, or actual falling into virtual.” These parts of
the mind are differentiated from one another: “the mind felt its actual part to be above and bright,
its virtual beneath and fading into dark.”The mind is not only placed over against the universe or
the real world; it is also placed over against the body that is Murphy’s other part: “Thus Murphy
felt himself split in two, a body and a mind.” Somehow or other, the body and the mind interact:
“They had intercourse, apparently, otherwise he could not have known that they had anything in
common. But he felt his mind to be bodytight and did not understand through what channel the
intercourse was effected nor how the two experiences came to overlap.” The isolation of the
mind from the body entails an isolation of the mind from the world: “He was split, one part of him
never left this mental chamber that pictured itself as a sphere full of light fading into dark,
because there was no way out.” How the body could influence the mind, or the mind the body,
remained an utter mystery to Murphy: “The development of what looked like collusion between
such utter strangers remained to Murphy as unintelligible as telekinesis or the Leyden Jar, and of
as little interest.”*The Cartesian predicament that Beckett describes, with the mind taken as this
large, hollow sphere, light-filled but shading off into darkness, closed off from both the body and
the world, is the unfortunate situation in which philosophy finds itself in our time. It is the cultural
situation, the human self-understanding, within which philosophy must begin. Many of us do not
know how to avoid understanding our own minds the way Beckett’s Murphy understands his.
This epistemological dilemma is the target of the doctrine of intentionality.THE PUBLICNESS
OF MINDIt is not at all otiose, therefore, to bring intentionality to the fore and to make it the
center of philosophical reflection. It is not trivial to say that consciousness is “consciousness of”
objects; on the contrary, this statement goes against many common beliefs. One of
phenomenology’s greatest contributions is to have broken out of the egocentric predicament, to
have checkmated the Cartesian doctrine. Phenomenology shows that the mind is a public thing,



that it acts and manifests itself out in the open, not just inside its own confines. Everything is
outside. The very notions of an “intramental world” and an “extramental world” are incoherent;
they are examples of what Ezra Pound called “idea-clots.” The mind and the world are correlated
with one another. Things do appear to us, things truly are disclosed, and we, on our part, do
display, both to ourselves and to others, the way things are. Given the cultural setting in which
phenomenology arose and in which we continue to live, a focus on intentionality is not without
great philosophical value. By discussing intentionality, phenomenology helps us reclaim a public
sense of thinking, reasoning, and perception. It helps us reassume our human condition as
agents of truth.Besides drawing our attention to the intentionality of consciousness,
phenomenology also discovers and describes many different structures in intentionality. When
the mind is taken in the Cartesian or Lockean way, as an enclosed sphere with its circle of ideas,
the term “consciousness” is usually considered to be simply univocal. There are no structural
differences within consciousness; there is just awareness, pure and simple. We notice whatever
impressions arise in us, and we then arrange them into judgments or propositions that take a
stab at declaring what is “out there.” But for phenomenology, intentionality is highly differentiated.
There are different kinds of intending, correlated with different kinds of objects. For example, we
carry out perceptual intentions when we see an ordinary material object, but we must intend
pictorially when we see a photograph or a painting. We must change our intentionality; taking
something as a picture is different from taking something as a simple object. Pictures are
correlated with pictorial intending, perceptual objects are correlated with perceptual intending.
Still another kind of intending is at work when we take something to be a word, another when we
remember something, and others again when we make judgments or collect things into groups.
These and many other kinds of intending need to be described and differentiated one from the
other. Furthermore, the forms of intending can be interwoven: to see something as a picture
involves, as a foundation, that we also have it as a perceived thing. The pictorial consciousness
is layered upon the perceptual, just as the picture we see is layered on a fabric or a piece of
paper that could also be looked at simply as a colored thing.Still other intentionalities can be
distinguished, such as the kinds that occur when we think about the past. What sort of intending
is exercised when, say, archaeologists find pots and ashes and scraps of clothing and begin to
speak about people who lived in a given site seven hundred years ago? How do these objects,
these pots and ashes, present human beings to us? How must we “take” them, so that they will
serve in that way? What sort of intentions are correlated with finding and interpreting something
as a fossil? What sort of intentions are at work when we speak about protons, neutrons, and
quarks? They are not the kind that are at work when we see pictures or flags, nor the kind at
work when we see something as a plant or an animal; some of the dilemmas associated with
particle physics arise because we assume that we intend subatomic entities in the same way
that we intend billiard balls. Sorting out and differentiating all these intentionalities, as well as the
specific kinds of objects correlated with them, is what is done by the kind of philosophy called
phenomenology. Descriptions like these help us to understand human knowing in all its forms,



and they also help us understand the many ways in which we can be related to the world in
which we live.The term “phenomenology” is a compound of the Greek words phainomenon and
logos. It signifies the activity of giving an account, giving a logos, of various phenomena, of the
various ways in which things can appear. By phenomena we mean, for example, pictures as
opposed to simple objects, remembered events as opposed to anticipated ones, imagined
objects as opposed to perceived, mathematical objects such as triangles and sets as opposed
to living things, words as opposed to fossils, other people as opposed to nonhuman animals,
political reality as opposed to the economic. All such phenomena can be explored when we
realize that consciousness is consciousness “of” something, that it is not locked within its own
cabinet. In contrast with the cramped confinement of the Cartesian, Hobbesian, and Lockean
philosophy of knowledge, phenomenology is liberating. It gets us out of doors and restores the
world that was lost by the philosophies that locked us into our egocentric
predicament.Phenomenology recognizes the reality and truth of phenomena, the things that
appear. It is not the case, as the Cartesian tradition would have us believe, that “being a picture”
or “being a perceived object” or “being a symbol” is only in the mind. They are ways in which
things can be. The way things appear is part of the being of things; things appear as they are,
and they are as they appear. Things do not just exist; they also manifest themselves as what they
are. Animals have a way of appearing that is different from that of plants, because animals are
different from plants in their being. Pictures have a way of appearing that is different from that of
remembered objects, because their way of being is different. A picture is out there on the canvas
or the wood panel; a salute is in the arm being moved, out there between the person saluting
and the person saluted. A fact is where the ingredients of the fact are located: the fact that the
grass is wet exists in the wet grass, not in my mind when I say the words. My mind in action is
the presenting, to myself and to others, of the grass as being wet. When we make judgments we
articulate the presentation of parts of the world; we do not just arrange ideas or concepts in our
minds.Someone might object, “What about hallucinations and mistakes? Sometimes things are
not as they seem. I may think I see a man, but it turns out that it is only a bush; I may think I see a
dagger, but nothing is there. Obviously, the man and the dagger are only in my mind; does not
this show that everything is in the mind?” Not at all; the point is simply that things can look like
other things, and sometimes we may seem to be perceiving when we really are not. One evening
several years ago, in the wintertime, I drove toward my garage and saw some “pieces of glass”
on the driveway. I assumed that someone must have smashed a bottle there. I parked my car
nearby on the road, intending to come back the next morning to clean the driveway. When I
returned the next day, I found only some puddles of water and small pieces of ice; what I had
“seen” as glass was in fact only ice. In this experience, my original vision and my later correction
were not worked out within the cabinet of my mind; it was not the case that I merely shuffled my
impressions and concepts, or that I made up a new hypothesis to explain the ideas that I had.
Rather, I was related to the world in different ways, and these relationships were based on the
fact that ice can look like glass under some circumstances. Everything, including the “glass” and



the ice, is public. Mistakes are something public, and so are concealment and camouflage; all
these are kinds of phenomena in which one thing is taken for another. Mistakes, concealment,
and camouflage are real in their own way; they are possibilities of being, and they call for their
own analysis. Even hallucinations have a kind of reality all their own. What happens when they
occur is that we think we are perceiving when we really are imagining, and this disorder can take
place only as parasitic on real perceptions and imaginations. In order to be able to hallucinate,
we must have entered into the game of intending or targeting things. We could not hallucinate if
we were not aware of the difference between perceiving and dreaming.What phenomenology
does through its doctrine of the intentionality of consciousness is to overcome the Cartesian and
Lockean bias against the publicness of mind, which is also a bias against the reality of the
appearance of things. For phenomenology, there are no “mere” appearances, and nothing is
“just” an appearance. Appearances are real; they belong to being. Things do show up.
Phenomenology allows us to recognize and to restore the world that seemed to have been lost
when we were locked into our own internal world by philosophical confusions. Things that had
been declared to be merely psychological are now found to be ontological, part of the being of
things. Pictures, words, symbols, perceived objects, states of affairs, other minds, laws, and
social conventions are all acknowledged as truly there, as sharing in being and as capable of
appearing according to their own proper style.But phenomenology does more than restore what
was lost. That part of its work is somewhat negative and contentious, dependent on an error for
its own value. In addition to this refutational work, phenomenology offers the pleasure of
philosophy for those who wish to enjoy it. There is much to think about in the way things manifest
themselves and in our ability to be truthful, our ability to let things appear. Presentations and
absences are exquisitely interwoven, and phenomenology helps us to think about them. It does
not just remove skeptical impediments; it also affords the possibility of understanding
differences, identities, and forms as philosophers have classically understood them. It is
contemplative and theoretic. It validates the philosophical life as a culminating human
achievement. Phenomenology does not only remedy our intellectual distress; it also opens the
door to philosophical exploration for those who wish to practice it.* From Samuel Beckett,
Murphy (New York: Grove Weidenfeld, 1957). Reprinted by permission of the
publisher.2Perception of a Cube as a Paradigm of Conscious ExperienceWe will use a simple
example to illustrate the kind of descriptive analysis of consciousness that phenomenology
offers us. This example will give us an idea of the type of philosophical explanation that
phenomenology provides. It will serve as a model for the more complicated analyses that we will
undertake later.SIDES, ASPECTS, AND PROFILESConsider the way in which we perceive a
material object, such as a cube. I see the cube from one angle, from one perspective. I cannot
see the cube from all sides at once. It is essential to the experience of a cube that the perception
be partial, with only one part of the object being directly given at any moment. However, it is not
the case that I only experience the sides that are visible from my present viewpoint. As I see
those sides, I also intend, I cointend, the sides that are hidden. I see more than what strikes the



eye. The presently visible sides are surrounded by a halo of potentially visible but actually
absent sides. These other sides are given, but given precisely as absent. They too are part of
what I experience.Let us formulate this structure in regard to its objective and its subjective
dimensions. Objectively, what is given to me when I see a cube is a blend made up of sides that
are present and sides that are absent but cointended. The thing being seen involves a mixture of
the present and the absent. Subjectively, my perception, my viewing, is a blend made up of filled
and empty intentions. My activity of perceiving, therefore, is also a mixture; parts of it intend what
is present, and other parts intend what is absent, the “other sides” of the cube.Of course,
“everyone knows” that perception involves such blends, but not everyone knows their
philosophical impact or their philosophical range. All experience involves a blend of presence
and absence, and in some cases drawing our attention to this mixture can be philosophically
illuminating. When we listen to a sentence being uttered by a speaker, for example, our listening
involves a presence of one part of the sentence, flanked by the absence of the parts that have
already been pronounced and those that are to come. The sentence itself, as a whole, stands
out against the silence, the noise, and the other sentences that precede, follow, or accompany it.
The blend of presence and absence in our experience of a sentence is different from that
involved in the perception of a cube, but in both cases there is a blend of presence and
absence, of filled and empty intendings. Other kinds of objects would have still other kinds of
blends, but all of them would be mixtures of presence and absence.Let us return to the
experience of the cube. At a given moment, only certain sides of the cube are presented to me,
and the others are absent. But I know that I can either walk around the cube or turn the cube
around and the absent sides will come into view, while the present sides go out of view. My
perception is dynamic, not static; even if I just look at one side of the cube, the saccadic motion
of my eyes introduces a kind of searching mobility that I am not even aware of. As I turn the cube
or walk around it, the potentially perceived becomes the actually perceived, and the actually
perceived slips into absence; it becomes that which has been seen, that which is again only
potentially seen. On the subjective side, the empty intentions become filled and the filled
become empty.Furthermore, other modalities of perception also come into play. I can not only
see the cube but also touch it, I can tap it to see what sort of noise it makes, I can taste it (for
infants, the mouth is the primary tactile organ), and I can even smell it to see what it is made of.
These are all potential presentations that come along with any presentation I have of the cube,
potentials that can be activated and brought into direct presence. All of them surround the cube
even when it is simply given to my view. It is interesting to note, however, that only vision and
touch present the object as a cube; hearing, taste, and smell present the material the cube is
made of, not its character of being shaped as a cube.Let us spell out the visual experience of the
cube a bit more precisely. We can distinguish three layers in what is presented to us. (1) First,
there are the sides of the cube, six of them. Each side can itself be given under different
perspectives. If I hold a side directly before me, it is presented as a square, but if I tilt the cube
away from me slightly, the side becomes given at an angle; it looks more like a trapezoid. The



farther corners seem closer to one another than do the nearer ones. If I tilt the cube still farther,
the side becomes almost like a line, and then, finally, if I tilt it just a bit more, the side vanishes
from view. In other words, a side can be given in different ways, just as the cube can be given in
different sides. (2) Let us call each of the ways in which the side is given an aspect. A side has
the aspect of a square when it faces us directly, but it has the aspect of a trapezoid when it is
turned at an angle to us. As a cube appears to us in many sides, so each side can appear to us
in many aspects, and these aspects, transitively, are also aspects of the cube. But we can go
one step farther. (3) I can view a particular aspect at a given moment; I can close my eyes for a
minute, then open them again. If I have not moved, I will have the same aspect given to me
again. The aspect itself can be given to me as an identity through a manifold of temporally
different appearances. Let us call each of these momentary views a profile of the aspect; it is,
transitively, also a profile of the side and a profile of the cube. A profile is a temporally
individuated presentation of an object. The English word “profile” is the translation of the German
Abschattung, which can signify “profile” or “sketch.” Ultimately, therefore, the cube is given to me
in a manifold of profiles.Let us change our example from the perception of a cube to the
perception of a building. I look at the front side of the building. I look at that side from a point of
view a little to the left of center: at that moment, I see one particular aspect of the front of the
building. Suppose I say to you, “This view of the building is very attractive; come and look at it
from here.” As I move away from the spot and you move into it, you see the same aspect that I
just saw, but you will be experiencing profiles that are different from the ones I experienced,
because the profiles are the momentary presentations, not the look or the view or the aspect
that can be seen by many viewers. An aspect, a side, and of course the building itself are all
intersubjective, but a profile is private and subjective. The profile may even depend on my
disposition at the time and on the condition of my sensory organs; if I am ill or dizzy, the profile
may be wobbly or grayish instead of being steady or blue. The relative and subjective character
of profiles does not mean that the aspects or the sides or the things given through them are
relative and subjective in the same way.IDENTITY OF THE OBJECT ITSELFPerception,
therefore, involves layers of synthesis, layers of manifolds of presentation, both actual and
potential. Now, however, an important new dimension must be brought into play. When I see the
different sides of the cube, when I experience various aspects from various angles and through
various profiles, it is essential to my experience that I perceive all these manifolds as belonging
to one and the same cube. The sides, aspects, and profiles are presented to me, but in them all,
one and the same cube is being presented. The layers of difference that I experience are played
off against an identity that is given continuously in and through them.It would be wrong, however,
to say that the cube is just the sum of all its profiles. The identity of the cube belongs to a
dimension different from that of the sides, aspects, and profiles. The identity is other to the
appearances it offers. The identity never shows up as a side, an aspect, or a profile, but still it is
presented to us, precisely as the identity in all of them. We can intend the cube in its sameness,
not just in its sides, aspects, and profiles. As I move around the cube, or turn it around in my



hand, the continuous flow of profiles is unified by being “of” the single cube. When we say that
“the cube” is presented to us, we mean that its identity is given.At this point, we see a deeper
dimension of the intentionality of consciousness than those we examined in Chapter 1.
Consciousness is “of” something in the sense that it intends the identity of objects, not just the
flow of appearances that are presented to it. The issue of the identity of the object will become
important when we examine the transition from perception to intellection, when a perceived
object becomes part of a state of affairs or a fact, but it is important even as a constituent of
perception. When we perceive an object, we do not just have a flow of profiles, a series of
impressions; in and through them all, we have one and the same object given to us, and the
identity of the object is intended and is given. All the profiles and all the aspects, all the
appearances, are appreciated as being of one and the same thing. Identity belongs to what is
given in experience, and the recognition of identity belongs to the intentional structure of
experience. Let us also note in passing that this identity itself can be intended in absence as well
as in presence, and we can be mistaken about it.This analysis of sides, aspects, and profiles
helps confirm the realism of phenomenology over against the Cartesian and Lockean
philosophies of knowledge. According to the latter, all we are immediately aware of are
impressions that strike our sensibility; we are enclosed in the circle of our ideas. But once we
admit that there are such things as profiles distinguished from aspects, and aspects
distinguished from sides, we find that it is quite impossible to account for such structures in
terms of simple impressions and ideas within the mind. If everything were simply internal to us,
all we would have given to us would be profiles: flashes of color and bits of sound, out of which
objects would have to be constructed. We could never distinguish among a profile and an aspect
and a side. In contrast, the distinctions between sides, aspects, and profiles make it more
obviously clear that the surfaces and looks of things are “out there” for us to perceive; they are
not just fabricated out of the impressions that strike our sensibility. The side or aspect that can
be seen as the same at different times by the same person, or by several different persons,
could not be merely an impression privately affecting each subjectivity. Furthermore, “behind”
and “in” the sides, aspects, and profiles, there is also the oneness of the object itself, the identity
that is given to us. The identity is public and available to all; it is not just something that we
project into the appearances.We have used the perception of a material object, a cube, as an
initial paradigm for the phenomenological analysis of intentionality. Other kinds of objects involve
other complex forms of presentation. Before moving on to the analysis of such objects and their
corresponding intentionalities, let us consider some formal structures that play an important role
in phenomenology.2Perception of a Cube as a Paradigm of Conscious Experience2Perception
of a Cube as a Paradigm of Conscious ExperienceWe will use a simple example to illustrate the
kind of descriptive analysis of consciousness that phenomenology offers us. This example will
give us an idea of the type of philosophical explanation that phenomenology provides. It will
serve as a model for the more complicated analyses that we will undertake later.SIDES,
ASPECTS, AND PROFILESConsider the way in which we perceive a material object, such as a



cube. I see the cube from one angle, from one perspective. I cannot see the cube from all sides
at once. It is essential to the experience of a cube that the perception be partial, with only one
part of the object being directly given at any moment. However, it is not the case that I only
experience the sides that are visible from my present viewpoint. As I see those sides, I also
intend, I cointend, the sides that are hidden. I see more than what strikes the eye. The presently
visible sides are surrounded by a halo of potentially visible but actually absent sides. These
other sides are given, but given precisely as absent. They too are part of what I experience.Let
us formulate this structure in regard to its objective and its subjective dimensions. Objectively,
what is given to me when I see a cube is a blend made up of sides that are present and sides
that are absent but cointended. The thing being seen involves a mixture of the present and the
absent. Subjectively, my perception, my viewing, is a blend made up of filled and empty
intentions. My activity of perceiving, therefore, is also a mixture; parts of it intend what is present,
and other parts intend what is absent, the “other sides” of the cube.Of course, “everyone knows”
that perception involves such blends, but not everyone knows their philosophical impact or their
philosophical range. All experience involves a blend of presence and absence, and in some
cases drawing our attention to this mixture can be philosophically illuminating. When we listen to
a sentence being uttered by a speaker, for example, our listening involves a presence of one
part of the sentence, flanked by the absence of the parts that have already been pronounced
and those that are to come. The sentence itself, as a whole, stands out against the silence, the
noise, and the other sentences that precede, follow, or accompany it. The blend of presence and
absence in our experience of a sentence is different from that involved in the perception of a
cube, but in both cases there is a blend of presence and absence, of filled and empty intendings.
Other kinds of objects would have still other kinds of blends, but all of them would be mixtures of
presence and absence.Let us return to the experience of the cube. At a given moment, only
certain sides of the cube are presented to me, and the others are absent. But I know that I can
either walk around the cube or turn the cube around and the absent sides will come into view,
while the present sides go out of view. My perception is dynamic, not static; even if I just look at
one side of the cube, the saccadic motion of my eyes introduces a kind of searching mobility that
I am not even aware of. As I turn the cube or walk around it, the potentially perceived becomes
the actually perceived, and the actually perceived slips into absence; it becomes that which has
been seen, that which is again only potentially seen. On the subjective side, the empty intentions
become filled and the filled become empty.Furthermore, other modalities of perception also
come into play. I can not only see the cube but also touch it, I can tap it to see what sort of noise
it makes, I can taste it (for infants, the mouth is the primary tactile organ), and I can even smell it
to see what it is made of. These are all potential presentations that come along with any
presentation I have of the cube, potentials that can be activated and brought into direct
presence. All of them surround the cube even when it is simply given to my view. It is interesting
to note, however, that only vision and touch present the object as a cube; hearing, taste, and
smell present the material the cube is made of, not its character of being shaped as a cube.Let



us spell out the visual experience of the cube a bit more precisely. We can distinguish three
layers in what is presented to us. (1) First, there are the sides of the cube, six of them. Each side
can itself be given under different perspectives. If I hold a side directly before me, it is presented
as a square, but if I tilt the cube away from me slightly, the side becomes given at an angle; it
looks more like a trapezoid. The farther corners seem closer to one another than do the nearer
ones. If I tilt the cube still farther, the side becomes almost like a line, and then, finally, if I tilt it
just a bit more, the side vanishes from view. In other words, a side can be given in different ways,
just as the cube can be given in different sides. (2) Let us call each of the ways in which the side
is given an aspect. A side has the aspect of a square when it faces us directly, but it has the
aspect of a trapezoid when it is turned at an angle to us. As a cube appears to us in many sides,
so each side can appear to us in many aspects, and these aspects, transitively, are also aspects
of the cube. But we can go one step farther. (3) I can view a particular aspect at a given moment;
I can close my eyes for a minute, then open them again. If I have not moved, I will have the same
aspect given to me again. The aspect itself can be given to me as an identity through a manifold
of temporally different appearances. Let us call each of these momentary views a profile of the
aspect; it is, transitively, also a profile of the side and a profile of the cube. A profile is a
temporally individuated presentation of an object. The English word “profile” is the translation of
the German Abschattung, which can signify “profile” or “sketch.” Ultimately, therefore, the cube is
given to me in a manifold of profiles.Let us change our example from the perception of a cube to
the perception of a building. I look at the front side of the building. I look at that side from a point
of view a little to the left of center: at that moment, I see one particular aspect of the front of the
building. Suppose I say to you, “This view of the building is very attractive; come and look at it
from here.” As I move away from the spot and you move into it, you see the same aspect that I
just saw, but you will be experiencing profiles that are different from the ones I experienced,
because the profiles are the momentary presentations, not the look or the view or the aspect
that can be seen by many viewers. An aspect, a side, and of course the building itself are all
intersubjective, but a profile is private and subjective. The profile may even depend on my
disposition at the time and on the condition of my sensory organs; if I am ill or dizzy, the profile
may be wobbly or grayish instead of being steady or blue. The relative and subjective character
of profiles does not mean that the aspects or the sides or the things given through them are
relative and subjective in the same way.IDENTITY OF THE OBJECT ITSELFPerception,
therefore, involves layers of synthesis, layers of manifolds of presentation, both actual and
potential. Now, however, an important new dimension must be brought into play. When I see the
different sides of the cube, when I experience various aspects from various angles and through
various profiles, it is essential to my experience that I perceive all these manifolds as belonging
to one and the same cube. The sides, aspects, and profiles are presented to me, but in them all,
one and the same cube is being presented. The layers of difference that I experience are played
off against an identity that is given continuously in and through them.It would be wrong, however,
to say that the cube is just the sum of all its profiles. The identity of the cube belongs to a



dimension different from that of the sides, aspects, and profiles. The identity is other to the
appearances it offers. The identity never shows up as a side, an aspect, or a profile, but still it is
presented to us, precisely as the identity in all of them. We can intend the cube in its sameness,
not just in its sides, aspects, and profiles. As I move around the cube, or turn it around in my
hand, the continuous flow of profiles is unified by being “of” the single cube. When we say that
“the cube” is presented to us, we mean that its identity is given.At this point, we see a deeper
dimension of the intentionality of consciousness than those we examined in Chapter 1.
Consciousness is “of” something in the sense that it intends the identity of objects, not just the
flow of appearances that are presented to it. The issue of the identity of the object will become
important when we examine the transition from perception to intellection, when a perceived
object becomes part of a state of affairs or a fact, but it is important even as a constituent of
perception. When we perceive an object, we do not just have a flow of profiles, a series of
impressions; in and through them all, we have one and the same object given to us, and the
identity of the object is intended and is given. All the profiles and all the aspects, all the
appearances, are appreciated as being of one and the same thing. Identity belongs to what is
given in experience, and the recognition of identity belongs to the intentional structure of
experience. Let us also note in passing that this identity itself can be intended in absence as well
as in presence, and we can be mistaken about it.This analysis of sides, aspects, and profiles
helps confirm the realism of phenomenology over against the Cartesian and Lockean
philosophies of knowledge. According to the latter, all we are immediately aware of are
impressions that strike our sensibility; we are enclosed in the circle of our ideas. But once we
admit that there are such things as profiles distinguished from aspects, and aspects
distinguished from sides, we find that it is quite impossible to account for such structures in
terms of simple impressions and ideas within the mind. If everything were simply internal to us,
all we would have given to us would be profiles: flashes of color and bits of sound, out of which
objects would have to be constructed. We could never distinguish among a profile and an aspect
and a side. In contrast, the distinctions between sides, aspects, and profiles make it more
obviously clear that the surfaces and looks of things are “out there” for us to perceive; they are
not just fabricated out of the impressions that strike our sensibility. The side or aspect that can
be seen as the same at different times by the same person, or by several different persons,
could not be merely an impression privately affecting each subjectivity. Furthermore, “behind”
and “in” the sides, aspects, and profiles, there is also the oneness of the object itself, the identity
that is given to us. The identity is public and available to all; it is not just something that we
project into the appearances.We have used the perception of a material object, a cube, as an
initial paradigm for the phenomenological analysis of intentionality. Other kinds of objects involve
other complex forms of presentation. Before moving on to the analysis of such objects and their
corresponding intentionalities, let us consider some formal structures that play an important role
in phenomenology.3Three Formal Structures in PhenomenologyThere are three structural forms
that appear constantly in the analyses done in phenomenology. If we are aware of these forms, it



will be easier to understand what is going on in a particular passage or the development of a
particular theme. The three forms are (a) the structure of parts and wholes, (b) the structure of
identity in a manifold, and (c) the structure of presence and absence. The three are interrelated,
but they cannot be reduced to one another. The first two of these structures are themes that
have been developed by many earlier philosophers; Aristotle has much to say about parts and
wholes in the Metaphysics, for example, and Plato and the Neoplatonic thinkers, as well as the
scholastics, explore the idea of the identity within differences, the one in many.However, the
theme of presence and absence has not been worked out, in an explicit and systematic way, by
earlier philosophers. This issue is original in Husserl and in phenomenology. Presences and
absences can be blended in remarkable ways, and the exploration of such blends can serve as
a valuable theme in philosophy. I believe that phenomenology worked out this new philosophical
dimension precisely because it was trying to counteract the epistemological problems of modern
thought, the egocentric predicament initiated by Descartes. Phenomenology made a positive
advance by responding to a philosophical confusion, much as Plato worked out his
understanding of unity and form in response to the challenge of Sophistic skepticism.We will
consider each of the three structural forms as they are developed in phenomenology.PARTS
AND WHOLESWholes can be analyzed into two different kinds of parts: pieces and moments.
Pieces are parts that can subsist and be presented even apart from the whole; they can be
detached from their wholes. Pieces can also be called independent parts.Examples of pieces
are leaves and acorns, which can be separated from their tree and still present themselves as
independent entities. Even a branch of a tree is an independent part, because it can be
separated from the tree; when so separated it no longer functions as a living branch and
becomes only a piece of wood, but it still can exist and be perceived as an independent thing.
Also, the parts of a machine, a member of a troupe of actors, a soldier in a platoon are pieces
within their respective wholes. Such things do in fact belong to their larger whole (the machine,
the troupe, the platoon), but they can also be themselves and present themselves apart from
that whole. When so separated, pieces become wholes in themselves and are no longer parts.
Pieces, then, are parts that can become wholes.Moments are parts that cannot subsist or be
presented apart from the whole to which they belong; they cannot be detached. Moments are
nonindependent parts.Examples of moments are the color red (or any other color), which cannot
occur apart from some surface or spatial expanse, and musical pitch, which cannot exist except
as blended with a sound, and also vision, which cannot occur except as dependent upon the
eye. Such parts are nonindependent and cannot exist or be presented by themselves. A branch
can be cut off from a tree, but the pitch cannot be isolated from a sound and vision cannot float
away from the eye. Moments cannot be except as blended with other moments. Moments are
the kind of part that cannot become a whole.Good examples of moments or nonindependent
parts can be found in the dimensions that are distinguished in physics. In mechanics, a body in
motion possesses the moments of mass, velocity, momentum, and acceleration, and mass and
acceleration in turn are associated essentially with force. In electromagnetic theory, an electrical



current possesses the dimension of charge per unit of time, which is measured in amperes, and
this dimension is associated in turn with electrical potential (volts), resistance (ohms), and power
(watts). All these dimensions are interdependent: there cannot be momentum without mass and
velocity, or acceleration without mass and force, or current without voltage.A particular item can
be a piece in one respect while being a moment in another. For example, an acorn can be
separated from its tree, but as an object of perception it cannot be separated from a
background; to be perceived, the acorn has to be seen against a background of some sort or
other.There is a certain necessity in the way moments are blended together into their wholes.
Some moments are founded upon others, and a distinction arises between the founded and the
founding parts. Hue is founded upon color, while, conversely, color founds or is the substrate for
hue. Vision is founded on the eye, and the eye founds or supports vision. Furthermore, there can
be several layers of founding: shade is founded upon hue, which in turn is founded upon color. In
this case, shade is only mediately founded upon color (via hue), while hue is immediately
founded upon color. Pitch and timbre, however, are both immediately founded upon sound.Let
us add another terminological precision: a whole can be called a concretum, something that can
exist and present itself and be experienced as a concrete individual. A piece, an independent
part, is a part that can itself become a concretum. Moments, however, cannot become concreta.
Whenever they exist and are experienced, they drag along their other moments with them; they
exist only as blended with their complementary parts.However, it is possible for us to think and
speak about moments by themselves: we can speak about pitch without mentioning sound; we
can refer to hue without mentioning color; we can talk about vision without mentioning the eye.
When we consider moments simply by themselves, they are abstracta, they are being thought of
abstractly. The possibility of speaking about such abstract parts, the possibility of speaking
abstractly, arises because we can use language; it is language that permits us to deal with a
moment apart from its necessary complement of other moments and its whole. However, a
danger arises along with this ability: because we can refer to a moment by itself, without
mentioning its associated moments, we may begin to think that this moment can exist by itself,
that it can become a concretum. We may begin to think about vision, for example, as though it
could be by itself, apart from the eye.The distinction between pieces and moments is very
important in philosophical analysis. What often happens in philosophy is that something that is a
moment is taken to be a piece, taken to be separable from its wider whole and other parts; then
an artificial philosophical “problem” arises about how the original whole can be reconstituted.
The true solution to such a problem is not to fashion some new way of building up the whole out
of such falsely segmented parts, but simply to show that the part in question was a moment, not
a piece, and that it never should have been separated from the whole in the first place. Many
philosophical arguments are simply complicated attempts to show that something is a
dependent, not an independent part, a moment and not a piece.This sort of artificial problem
arises in regard to the mind and its objects, for example. As we have seen in Chapter 1, people
will often take the mind to be a self-enclosed sphere, that is, a piece that can be separated from



the worldly context to which it naturally and essentially belongs. Then they will ask how the mind
can ever get outside itself and find out what is going on in the world. But the mind cannot be
separated out in this way; the mind is a moment to the world and the things in it; the mind is
essentially correlated with its objects. The mind is essentially intentional. There is no “problem of
knowledge” or “problem of the external world,” there is no problem about how we get to
“extramental” reality, because the mind should never be separated from reality from the
beginning. Mind and being are moments to each other; they are not pieces that can be
segmented out of the whole to which they belong. Likewise, the human mind is often separated
from the brain and the body as though it were a piece and not a moment founded upon them; the
“mind–brain” problem can also be treated as an instance of confusion regarding parts and
wholes.Another example of the logic of parts and wholes can be found in our analysis of the
perception of a cube. The profiles, aspects, and sides, as well as the identity of the cube itself,
are all moments to one another in the presentation of the object. We could not have the
presentation of sides except through aspects, which in turn are only presented through profiles.
The cube itself as an identity cannot be presented perceptually except through the manifolds of
sides, aspects, and profiles. It would be a case of misplaced concreteness, of looking for the
piece rather than the moment, to want to have the cube just by itself, not as founded on its
manifolds of presentations.There is always a danger that we will separate the inseparable, that
we will make the abstractum into a concretum, because in our speech we can talk about one
moment without mentioning what it is founded upon. We can talk about “the triangle,” for
example, and after a while we start to think that there exists a triangle apart from embodied
triangles. When we allow this to happen, we make a moment into a piece, an abstractum into a
concretum, and we begin to ask how on earth we could encounter that piece, how it could
present itself to us. We let the abstractness of our speech mislead us into thinking that the thing
we talk about could present itself concretely to us. We introduce a separation where we should
simply make a distinction.The contrast between pieces and moments is of great help in our
introduction to phenomenology. Many issues that seem very complicated turn out to be simple
when formulated in terms of the kinds of parts that function within them. A philosophical analysis
usually consists in laying out the various moments that go to make up a given whole. The
philosophical analysis of vision, for example, will show how vision is founded upon the eye and
also upon bodily mobility (on the saccadic movements of the eye, on the ability of the head to be
turned, on the ability of the whole body to go from one place to another, from one viewpoint to
another), how both seeing and that which is seen are moments within a whole, and how seeing
is conditioned by other sensory modalities, such as touch, hearing, and kinesthesia. A
philosophical analysis will help us avoid the temptation to turn moments into pieces, as we might
do, for example, when we attempt to separate vision from mobility.Even the question of the
human soul, or the soul of any living thing, can be clarified by an appeal to parts and wholes.
The soul is a moment; it bears an essential relation to the body and is founded on the body that
it enlivens and determines and in which it is expressed. Human beings are animated bodies, not



enmattered spirits. But the soul is often caricatured by being turned into a piece, into a vital force
or a thing that could exist and be presented and understood apart from its organic base, even
into something that can preexist its body. Of course, the manner in which the soul is a moment to
the living body is different from the way hue is a moment to color, but the first step in clarifying
the nature of soul is to show that it is not a separable thing that can be understood apart from its
involvement with the body.There is necessity in the way moments, nonindependent parts, are
arranged into a whole. Certain moments mediate for others, which join the whole only through
the former: in the perception of the cube, aspects mediate between profiles and sides, and sides
mediate between aspects and the cube itself (profiles do not present the cube itself, only its
aspects and sides and thus mediately the cube). To lay out such arrays of moments provides an
understanding of the whole in question. What often happens, however, is that we articulate
some of the parts in a whole but neglect others; or we try to segment the moments, taking as
pieces the moments we have singled out; or we take one moment as being equivalent to
another, that is, we fail to sustain a distinction. We may confuse politics with economics, for
instance, within the whole of human relationships, or we may think that economics, which is
really only a moment, is the whole. Marx, for example, elevates economics to the whole of social
relationships, and Hobbes elevates contractual relations, which are only a part of the social
whole, into being the whole. The working out of parts and wholes is central to philosophy and
human understanding.Whenever we think about something, we articulate parts and wholes
within it. The parts and wholes make up the content of what we think when we go beyond simple
sensibility and rather mute perception. The naming of parts is the essence of thought, and it is
important to see the difference between pieces and moments when we try, philosophically, to
understand what understanding is.IDENTITY IN MANIFOLDSWe have already encountered the
theme of identity in manifolds when we considered the perception of a cube: the cube as an
identity was shown to be distinct from its sides, aspects, and profiles, and yet it was presented
through them all. What we can do now is to show how wide-ranging this form of presentation is,
and to bring out some of its philosophical implications. The structure operates in the perception
of all material objects, as we have seen, but it also operates in any kind of thing that can be
presented to us. To begin, let us examine how it functions in the presentation of meaning through
language.When we wish to express something, we can always distinguish between the
expression and what is expressed, the exprimend. If I say, “The snow has covered the street,”
“The street is covered with snow,” and “Die Strasse ist verschneit,” I have uttered three different
expressions, but I can consider all three of them to have expressed one and the same meaning
or exprimend, one and the same fact or bit of information. The three expressions are like three
aspects of one and the same object, except that in this case the object is complicated and its
status in being is different from that of a cube. I could amplify the manifold still further by intoning
my sentences in different ways: by shouting the sentence once, then whispering it, then saying it
in a high-pitched voice, and so on. These would all be various ways of presenting one and the
same sentence, and yet all the utterances and all the sentences (and many possible others as



well) would present one and the same meaning, and one and the same fact.The point is that the
identical fact can be expressed in a manifold of ways, and the fact is other to any and all of its
expressions. Just as the cube belongs to a dimension different from that of the sides, aspects,
and profiles, so the meaning or the fact belongs to a dimension different from that of the
manifold of expressions and utterances through which it is given. For this reason, it would be
misleading to look for a meaning or a fact as some sort of mental sentence, a kind of ghostly
analogue of the expressions we publicly utter; to do so would be the usual philosophical mistake
of misplaced concreteness, of taking a moment as a piece. The meaning just is the identity that
is within and yet behind all of its expressions. We should also notice that the identical meaning is
capable of being presented through many other sentences or expressions (in still other
languages, in sign languages, through gestures and other symbols) that have not and mostly will
not be stated, just as the cube is an identity that could be perceived through profiles we have not
yet activated. The horizon of the potential and the absent surrounds the actual presences of
things. The thing can always be presented in more ways than we already know; the thing will
always hold more appearances in reserve.As another example of an identity in a manifold,
consider an important historical event, such as the Normandy Invasion in the Second World War.
This event was experienced in one way by those who participated in it, in another way by those
same people when they remembered it, in another way by those who read about it as it was
reported in the newspapers, in another way by those who write and those who read books about
it later on, in another way by those who join in a memorial celebration on the Normandy
beaches, in another way by those who see films taken of the actual event, and in still another
way by those who see movies and television shows made about it. The same event was also
anticipated by those who were planning to do it and those who, on the other side, were planning
to resist it. There are, undoubtedly, still other ways in which one and the same event can be
intended and made present, and the identity of the event is sustained through them all.Let us
turn to aesthetic objects. One and the same drama, say, The Duchess of Malfi, is presented in all
the stagings and all the readings, with all their various interpretations, in which the play is given,
and it was also presented to John Webster when he wrote the play. One and the same
symphony, such as the Hafner Symphony of Mozart, is given in all its executions. The
interpretation given by Bruno Walter is different from that given by Klaus Tennstedt, and indeed
the general way of interpreting it in the early twentieth century was different from that common in
the late twentieth century, but all the interpretations are of one and the same symphony. It is
interesting to note that a recording of a piece of music is different from a live performance
because the recording captures just one of the performances, whereas each live performance is
different from all the others. If I were to listen twice to the same recording, I would hear the same
performance both times, not just the same symphony, and yet my hearing of it would be different
each time: some dimensions and not others would come to the fore, my mood might be different,
the day itself might be bright or gloomy. When a recording captures just one performance, it is as
though a movie captured just one aspect of a cube and only let me see that particular



manifestation of the cube itself.3Three Formal Structures in Phenomenology3Three Formal
Structures in PhenomenologyThere are three structural forms that appear constantly in the
analyses done in phenomenology. If we are aware of these forms, it will be easier to understand
what is going on in a particular passage or the development of a particular theme. The three
forms are (a) the structure of parts and wholes, (b) the structure of identity in a manifold, and (c)
the structure of presence and absence. The three are interrelated, but they cannot be reduced to
one another. The first two of these structures are themes that have been developed by many
earlier philosophers; Aristotle has much to say about parts and wholes in the Metaphysics, for
example, and Plato and the Neoplatonic thinkers, as well as the scholastics, explore the idea of
the identity within differences, the one in many.However, the theme of presence and absence
has not been worked out, in an explicit and systematic way, by earlier philosophers. This issue is
original in Husserl and in phenomenology. Presences and absences can be blended in
remarkable ways, and the exploration of such blends can serve as a valuable theme in
philosophy. I believe that phenomenology worked out this new philosophical dimension precisely
because it was trying to counteract the epistemological problems of modern thought, the
egocentric predicament initiated by Descartes. Phenomenology made a positive advance by
responding to a philosophical confusion, much as Plato worked out his understanding of unity
and form in response to the challenge of Sophistic skepticism.We will consider each of the three
structural forms as they are developed in phenomenology.PARTS AND WHOLESWholes can be
analyzed into two different kinds of parts: pieces and moments. Pieces are parts that can subsist
and be presented even apart from the whole; they can be detached from their wholes. Pieces
can also be called independent parts.Examples of pieces are leaves and acorns, which can be
separated from their tree and still present themselves as independent entities. Even a branch of
a tree is an independent part, because it can be separated from the tree; when so separated it
no longer functions as a living branch and becomes only a piece of wood, but it still can exist
and be perceived as an independent thing. Also, the parts of a machine, a member of a troupe of
actors, a soldier in a platoon are pieces within their respective wholes. Such things do in fact
belong to their larger whole (the machine, the troupe, the platoon), but they can also be
themselves and present themselves apart from that whole. When so separated, pieces become
wholes in themselves and are no longer parts. Pieces, then, are parts that can become
wholes.Moments are parts that cannot subsist or be presented apart from the whole to which
they belong; they cannot be detached. Moments are nonindependent parts.Examples of
moments are the color red (or any other color), which cannot occur apart from some surface or
spatial expanse, and musical pitch, which cannot exist except as blended with a sound, and also
vision, which cannot occur except as dependent upon the eye. Such parts are nonindependent
and cannot exist or be presented by themselves. A branch can be cut off from a tree, but the
pitch cannot be isolated from a sound and vision cannot float away from the eye. Moments
cannot be except as blended with other moments. Moments are the kind of part that cannot
become a whole.Good examples of moments or nonindependent parts can be found in the



dimensions that are distinguished in physics. In mechanics, a body in motion possesses the
moments of mass, velocity, momentum, and acceleration, and mass and acceleration in turn are
associated essentially with force. In electromagnetic theory, an electrical current possesses the
dimension of charge per unit of time, which is measured in amperes, and this dimension is
associated in turn with electrical potential (volts), resistance (ohms), and power (watts). All these
dimensions are interdependent: there cannot be momentum without mass and velocity, or
acceleration without mass and force, or current without voltage.A particular item can be a piece
in one respect while being a moment in another. For example, an acorn can be separated from
its tree, but as an object of perception it cannot be separated from a background; to be
perceived, the acorn has to be seen against a background of some sort or other.There is a
certain necessity in the way moments are blended together into their wholes. Some moments
are founded upon others, and a distinction arises between the founded and the founding parts.
Hue is founded upon color, while, conversely, color founds or is the substrate for hue. Vision is
founded on the eye, and the eye founds or supports vision. Furthermore, there can be several
layers of founding: shade is founded upon hue, which in turn is founded upon color. In this case,
shade is only mediately founded upon color (via hue), while hue is immediately founded upon
color. Pitch and timbre, however, are both immediately founded upon sound.Let us add another
terminological precision: a whole can be called a concretum, something that can exist and
present itself and be experienced as a concrete individual. A piece, an independent part, is a
part that can itself become a concretum. Moments, however, cannot become concreta.
Whenever they exist and are experienced, they drag along their other moments with them; they
exist only as blended with their complementary parts.However, it is possible for us to think and
speak about moments by themselves: we can speak about pitch without mentioning sound; we
can refer to hue without mentioning color; we can talk about vision without mentioning the eye.
When we consider moments simply by themselves, they are abstracta, they are being thought of
abstractly. The possibility of speaking about such abstract parts, the possibility of speaking
abstractly, arises because we can use language; it is language that permits us to deal with a
moment apart from its necessary complement of other moments and its whole. However, a
danger arises along with this ability: because we can refer to a moment by itself, without
mentioning its associated moments, we may begin to think that this moment can exist by itself,
that it can become a concretum. We may begin to think about vision, for example, as though it
could be by itself, apart from the eye.The distinction between pieces and moments is very
important in philosophical analysis. What often happens in philosophy is that something that is a
moment is taken to be a piece, taken to be separable from its wider whole and other parts; then
an artificial philosophical “problem” arises about how the original whole can be reconstituted.
The true solution to such a problem is not to fashion some new way of building up the whole out
of such falsely segmented parts, but simply to show that the part in question was a moment, not
a piece, and that it never should have been separated from the whole in the first place. Many
philosophical arguments are simply complicated attempts to show that something is a



dependent, not an independent part, a moment and not a piece.This sort of artificial problem
arises in regard to the mind and its objects, for example. As we have seen in Chapter 1, people
will often take the mind to be a self-enclosed sphere, that is, a piece that can be separated from
the worldly context to which it naturally and essentially belongs. Then they will ask how the mind
can ever get outside itself and find out what is going on in the world. But the mind cannot be
separated out in this way; the mind is a moment to the world and the things in it; the mind is
essentially correlated with its objects. The mind is essentially intentional. There is no “problem of
knowledge” or “problem of the external world,” there is no problem about how we get to
“extramental” reality, because the mind should never be separated from reality from the
beginning. Mind and being are moments to each other; they are not pieces that can be
segmented out of the whole to which they belong. Likewise, the human mind is often separated
from the brain and the body as though it were a piece and not a moment founded upon them; the
“mind–brain” problem can also be treated as an instance of confusion regarding parts and
wholes.Another example of the logic of parts and wholes can be found in our analysis of the
perception of a cube. The profiles, aspects, and sides, as well as the identity of the cube itself,
are all moments to one another in the presentation of the object. We could not have the
presentation of sides except through aspects, which in turn are only presented through profiles.
The cube itself as an identity cannot be presented perceptually except through the manifolds of
sides, aspects, and profiles. It would be a case of misplaced concreteness, of looking for the
piece rather than the moment, to want to have the cube just by itself, not as founded on its
manifolds of presentations.There is always a danger that we will separate the inseparable, that
we will make the abstractum into a concretum, because in our speech we can talk about one
moment without mentioning what it is founded upon. We can talk about “the triangle,” for
example, and after a while we start to think that there exists a triangle apart from embodied
triangles. When we allow this to happen, we make a moment into a piece, an abstractum into a
concretum, and we begin to ask how on earth we could encounter that piece, how it could
present itself to us. We let the abstractness of our speech mislead us into thinking that the thing
we talk about could present itself concretely to us. We introduce a separation where we should
simply make a distinction.The contrast between pieces and moments is of great help in our
introduction to phenomenology. Many issues that seem very complicated turn out to be simple
when formulated in terms of the kinds of parts that function within them. A philosophical analysis
usually consists in laying out the various moments that go to make up a given whole. The
philosophical analysis of vision, for example, will show how vision is founded upon the eye and
also upon bodily mobility (on the saccadic movements of the eye, on the ability of the head to be
turned, on the ability of the whole body to go from one place to another, from one viewpoint to
another), how both seeing and that which is seen are moments within a whole, and how seeing
is conditioned by other sensory modalities, such as touch, hearing, and kinesthesia. A
philosophical analysis will help us avoid the temptation to turn moments into pieces, as we might
do, for example, when we attempt to separate vision from mobility.Even the question of the



human soul, or the soul of any living thing, can be clarified by an appeal to parts and wholes.
The soul is a moment; it bears an essential relation to the body and is founded on the body that
it enlivens and determines and in which it is expressed. Human beings are animated bodies, not
enmattered spirits. But the soul is often caricatured by being turned into a piece, into a vital force
or a thing that could exist and be presented and understood apart from its organic base, even
into something that can preexist its body. Of course, the manner in which the soul is a moment to
the living body is different from the way hue is a moment to color, but the first step in clarifying
the nature of soul is to show that it is not a separable thing that can be understood apart from its
involvement with the body.There is necessity in the way moments, nonindependent parts, are
arranged into a whole. Certain moments mediate for others, which join the whole only through
the former: in the perception of the cube, aspects mediate between profiles and sides, and sides
mediate between aspects and the cube itself (profiles do not present the cube itself, only its
aspects and sides and thus mediately the cube). To lay out such arrays of moments provides an
understanding of the whole in question. What often happens, however, is that we articulate
some of the parts in a whole but neglect others; or we try to segment the moments, taking as
pieces the moments we have singled out; or we take one moment as being equivalent to
another, that is, we fail to sustain a distinction. We may confuse politics with economics, for
instance, within the whole of human relationships, or we may think that economics, which is
really only a moment, is the whole. Marx, for example, elevates economics to the whole of social
relationships, and Hobbes elevates contractual relations, which are only a part of the social
whole, into being the whole. The working out of parts and wholes is central to philosophy and
human understanding.Whenever we think about something, we articulate parts and wholes
within it. The parts and wholes make up the content of what we think when we go beyond simple
sensibility and rather mute perception. The naming of parts is the essence of thought, and it is
important to see the difference between pieces and moments when we try, philosophically, to
understand what understanding is.IDENTITY IN MANIFOLDSWe have already encountered the
theme of identity in manifolds when we considered the perception of a cube: the cube as an
identity was shown to be distinct from its sides, aspects, and profiles, and yet it was presented
through them all. What we can do now is to show how wide-ranging this form of presentation is,
and to bring out some of its philosophical implications. The structure operates in the perception
of all material objects, as we have seen, but it also operates in any kind of thing that can be
presented to us. To begin, let us examine how it functions in the presentation of meaning through
language.When we wish to express something, we can always distinguish between the
expression and what is expressed, the exprimend. If I say, “The snow has covered the street,”
“The street is covered with snow,” and “Die Strasse ist verschneit,” I have uttered three different
expressions, but I can consider all three of them to have expressed one and the same meaning
or exprimend, one and the same fact or bit of information. The three expressions are like three
aspects of one and the same object, except that in this case the object is complicated and its
status in being is different from that of a cube. I could amplify the manifold still further by intoning



my sentences in different ways: by shouting the sentence once, then whispering it, then saying it
in a high-pitched voice, and so on. These would all be various ways of presenting one and the
same sentence, and yet all the utterances and all the sentences (and many possible others as
well) would present one and the same meaning, and one and the same fact.The point is that the
identical fact can be expressed in a manifold of ways, and the fact is other to any and all of its
expressions. Just as the cube belongs to a dimension different from that of the sides, aspects,
and profiles, so the meaning or the fact belongs to a dimension different from that of the
manifold of expressions and utterances through which it is given. For this reason, it would be
misleading to look for a meaning or a fact as some sort of mental sentence, a kind of ghostly
analogue of the expressions we publicly utter; to do so would be the usual philosophical mistake
of misplaced concreteness, of taking a moment as a piece. The meaning just is the identity that
is within and yet behind all of its expressions. We should also notice that the identical meaning is
capable of being presented through many other sentences or expressions (in still other
languages, in sign languages, through gestures and other symbols) that have not and mostly will
not be stated, just as the cube is an identity that could be perceived through profiles we have not
yet activated. The horizon of the potential and the absent surrounds the actual presences of
things. The thing can always be presented in more ways than we already know; the thing will
always hold more appearances in reserve.As another example of an identity in a manifold,
consider an important historical event, such as the Normandy Invasion in the Second World War.
This event was experienced in one way by those who participated in it, in another way by those
same people when they remembered it, in another way by those who read about it as it was
reported in the newspapers, in another way by those who write and those who read books about
it later on, in another way by those who join in a memorial celebration on the Normandy
beaches, in another way by those who see films taken of the actual event, and in still another
way by those who see movies and television shows made about it. The same event was also
anticipated by those who were planning to do it and those who, on the other side, were planning
to resist it. There are, undoubtedly, still other ways in which one and the same event can be
intended and made present, and the identity of the event is sustained through them all.Let us
turn to aesthetic objects. One and the same drama, say, The Duchess of Malfi, is presented in all
the stagings and all the readings, with all their various interpretations, in which the play is given,
and it was also presented to John Webster when he wrote the play. One and the same
symphony, such as the Hafner Symphony of Mozart, is given in all its executions. The
interpretation given by Bruno Walter is different from that given by Klaus Tennstedt, and indeed
the general way of interpreting it in the early twentieth century was different from that common in
the late twentieth century, but all the interpretations are of one and the same symphony. It is
interesting to note that a recording of a piece of music is different from a live performance
because the recording captures just one of the performances, whereas each live performance is
different from all the others. If I were to listen twice to the same recording, I would hear the same
performance both times, not just the same symphony, and yet my hearing of it would be different



each time: some dimensions and not others would come to the fore, my mood might be different,
the day itself might be bright or gloomy. When a recording captures just one performance, it is as
though a movie captured just one aspect of a cube and only let me see that particular
manifestation of the cube itself.
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Dennis B. Mulcare, “Logical Flow & Expressive Clarity => Rewarding/Enjoyable Read. Right up
front, the author acknowledges his debt to a colleague for the compositional concept of this
book: curtail the distractive burden of academic-style credits, qualifications, and quibbling, and
just merely exposit the nominal essence of phenomenology. A simple notion, but what a Big
Win! Having read a number of books and essays on this topic over the years, with sustained
interest but unresolved questing, this book finally yielded a stable, systematic, encompassing
sense of that essence for me. Beyond that prior commitment to a stricter focus, moreover,
Sokolowski’s thematic flow and ideational unfoldment facilitate understandability to the degree
of actual enjoyment of the exposition of a non-trivial subject.Following two incisive but vital
orientational/motivational chapters, the exposition prudently proceeds bottom-up. Most valuable
then is the careful stepwise establishment of terminology and constructs as a secure basis for
the ensuing composition of the constituent concepts of phenomenology. Not until the thirteenth
chapter then does the one encounter Phenomenology Defined. By then, the non-specialist
reader can be suitably prepared to assimilate that topic; in fact the treatment here serves
appreciably to integrate and solidify the prior content of the book.En route to closure, moreover,
Sokolowski augments the exposition with occasional peripheral remarks that situate or illuminate
the mainline development of phenomenology’s elements, and in turn, that impart a reassuring
sense of relevance and meaning in-the-large. Such a perspective becomes central in the last
chapter, Phenomenology in the Present Historical Context. Here, certain pathologies of
modernity, stemming principally from the notion of the autonomy of the human mind, are seen to
be amenable to remediation through capacities offered by phenomenology: in particular, the
recognition of “the transcendental ego as a dimension in human beings” which affords “a
hermeneutical and historical dimension of human knowledge….without submerging truth into
subjectivity and historical circumstances.”Although I had never heard the word categorial before,
the chapter to which I immediately related is entitled Categorial Intentions and Objects. My
affinity here stems from my experience with the engineering utility and application of predicate
logic. As I reflected upon the substance of this chapter, moreover, it occurred to me that the
process described here is analogous to certain routine methods sometimes used in
engineering, for example, in specifying communicating extended finite-state
machines.Consequently, the overall product of categorial intentionality can be expressed in a
logic programming language like Prolog or else in statecharts - both amenable to automated
reasoning. The two-part interaction described on pp. 99-101 corresponds more closely to an
engineering application, as in the definition of the intended interplay between software agents. It
appears to me then that the aforementioned analogy, pertaining to both categorial process and
product, can be expanded in rather considerable detail. Yes, I am intrigued if not compellingly
challenged!With the ostensibly inordinate disparity among the views of various proponents of
phenomenology, it would seem valuable for the non-initiated to have an in-progress reference



baseline of some sort to consolidate, cohere, and exhibit phenomenology’s essentials. Given its
encompassing systematic coverage, this book is the first candidate which I have encountered
that might credibly serve in that role. Further, such a reference baseline desirably ought to be
complemented by some explicit detailed applications of phenomenological analysis via non-
trivial examples.In this regard, it seems to me that phenomenological analyses can contribute to
hermeneutical exploration within epistemic pursuits in general, and not just in the historically
based interpretation of texts. In my vision, that could center on probing possibility spaces in
formidable ill-defined engineering endeavors. In sum, this book has reinforced my confidence in
the merit/viability of such a methodological investigation, and has informed its means/prospects
in certain regards as well.”

Pseudo D, “apparently. Fr. Sokolowski (he usually drops the title for philosophy) wrote the
introduction to phenomenologyat the recommendation of a math colleague. He introduces a
number of concepts and terms thatoccur frequently, with one chapter covering the three pairs of
whole and parts, identity and manifold(or one and the many) and presence and absence. One of
the first concepts discussed is intentionality.In common usage, intention refers to action, but the
philosophical meaning is more about thought.Other concepts include the world and
appearances, and bracketing. This was the finest explanationof bracketing that I've
seen.Sokolowski explains phenomenology's view of philosophy as being "above the comic
strip", leavingother fields of knowledge their legitimate domain, such as politics, art, religion,
science, economicsand psychology. This allows each their own expertise, but philosophy retains
its own legitimacyand cannot be swallowed up by any particular field. For instance, Machiavelli
and Hobbes allowedphilosophy to be consumed with politics, deciding that it's better to rule than
to be right theoretically.Descartes tried to bring mathematical precision to all philosophical
knowledge. And more recently,there's the tension between the continental phenomenology and
the Anglo analytic approach.Sokolowski's math friend wanted to focus on the basic ideas of
phenomenology rather than gettingcaught up in personalities and the history of philosophy. This
is saved for the end. Husserl was thefounder of phenomenology. Heidegger had the greater
charisma as a writer and was better at history-he could dialogue with Plato, Aristotle, Kant,
Hegel, Nietzsche and medieval theologians. WhileHusserl used his method to approach many
questions, Heidegger relentlessly looked at the questionof being. Sokolowski then goes into
Levinas, Merleau-Ponty, Ricoeur etc. Josef Seifert has taken a linecritical of the later Husserl as
too transcendental, conceding too much to the idealism of Kant. Hepromotes a realist
phenomenology interpreting Husserl through Reinach, Scheler, von Hildebrand.Sokolowski has
a great interest in political philosophy, which previous phenomenologists had neglected.He
explains key figures like Alexis de Tocqueville, Leo Strauss and Michael Oakeshott. Tocqueville
showedhow the American revolution was better than the French. But he didn't try to go back to
the old regime-he just reminded moderns of earlier forms prior to the modern state. The best
modern revolutions arethose like the American, a republic as Plato conceived it, with democratic



forms but also some aspectsof aristocracy and other systems working together to provide
balance. Leo Strauss "played the ancientsand moderns against each other"-a great and concise
summary of a tricky thinker.For Catholic priests trained in Thomism (the thought of St. Thomas
Aquinas) there's the question of howphenomenology relates to Thomism. For Sokolowski they
are compatible and complementary. Thomismallows proper space for reason, but the starting
point is faith and theology. Aquinas was a theologianwho then went into philosophy.
Phenomenology begins with experience and leads up to philosophy.Many phenomenologists
are Christians or Jews, but others are not.”

Lector, “Brilliant!. I found this quite excellent. Unlike many 'introductions' to phenomenology
which are written in impenetrable jargon, this book takes you step by step through a number of
fundamental ideas in the phenomenological tradition. The language is straightforward and the
examples illuminating. What the book does not do is to tell you who thought what, but in my view
this isn't really what you want to know. Phenomenology, like philosophy in general, isn't
fundamentally something you know about, it's something you do; and if you want to be able to
'do' phenomenology it's hard to think of a better book to get you going.”

arthur gardiner, “Four Stars. Very useful and informative book. Explains things very clearly.
Received in good time.”

Celso Marin, “Acessível. Solowski desenvolve uma filosofia recente, entre as demais, de forma a
não apenas eliminar espantallhos mas facilitar a assimilação!Os conceitos chaves são
apresentados em uma progressão acertada!Não é uma introdução ao Husserl ou Heidegger,
nem um outro pensador, mas uma obra que visa preparar uma leitura de um desses!Possui
uma bibliografia comentada que oferece direções!”

The book has a rating of  5 out of 4.7. 104 people have provided feedback.
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