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An Initial Statement of What
Phenomenology Is

In order to understand what phenornenology is, we rnust make a
distinction betr,veen t\,vo attitudes or perspectives that we can adopt.
We rnust clistinguish between the natural attitude and the ptrenom-
errcrlogical attitLrcle. TIte naturctl attitude is the focus we have rvhen
we 2rre involvecl in otrr original, wclrld-directed stance, when rve
intencl things, sittr itt ions, f ircts, and arrv other kinds of objects. The
natural attitude is, 'rr,e rnight say, the definrlt perspective, the one we
start off frorn, the one we are in originally. We do not move into it

fiorn anything more basic. The phe'nomenological ntlitude, on the other
hancl, is the focus we have whcn we reflect upon the natural attitude
ancl zrl l the intention:rl it ics that occur within it. It is within the

phetronrenoloeical :rtt i tucle that we carry ()Lrt philosophical anall 'ses.
Tlre pherromenologicirl attitude is also sorr)etin)es called tbe transcen-
dental attilude. Let us exarnine both attitucles or focuses, the natural

and the phenonrenological. We carn undelstand each precisely in its

contrerst with the other.

TH[ ]  N , , \TL IRA I ,  ATT I ' I ' L '  I )  F -

In our ordinary l ir ins, we are directlv cirught up with the various
things in the world. As we sit conversing with others at the dinner
table, as we walk to rvork, or as we hll out an application fbr a
passport or for a driver's l icense, we have material objects presented
to rts, we identify theur through the sicles, aspects, and profi les
through rvhich they are given, we speak aborrt and articulate thenr,
rve have emotional respollses to thirrgs that are attr-active or repel-
lent, we frnd sorne thinss pleasant to look at or hear and others
unpleasant and clisruptive, ancl so on. Sonre things are present to us
and other things are absent, we overconle s()me of the absences and
bring things to presence, but we also let other things go out of
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presence into absences. We identify and recognize one thing after
another: the chairs and pictures in our room, the birds singing
outsicle , the cirr going by dolvn the street, the wind blowing through
the trees. Furthermore, in addition to such substantial things, the
world also contains rnathematical entit ies such as trianeles and
squares, closecl and open sets, rational and irrational number-s. Such
rnathematical things require a special kind of intentionality, but they
sti l l  present themselves as nested within the wclrld, even thoush they
exist in a nlanner different from trees and trucks. There are also
polit ic:t l constitutions, laws, contracts, international agreements,
elections, acts of generositv and cotrrage, as rvell as acts of hatred
ancl cowardice. All such things can be identified within the world in
which rve l ive; all such thinss in their identit ies are correlated with
our  in tendings.

Moreover, our world does not contain only the things that we
have cli lectly experienr:ed. We also intend, emptily, rnany things that
we take to be real even though we have never experienced them. I
have never been to China, but from time to time I do intend China,
its rnountains zrnd rivers, its fbreign and dornestic policv, its eco-
tromic condition. The same is true of Brazil, Antarctica, and Gree n-
land. If I were to \.isit Antarctica I would fulfill many of rny empty
intentions, sorne in surprising and others in unsurprising ways. The
world we live in expands bevond our immediate experience and
beyoncl our possible experience: we also perceive a domain in the
heaverrs that lve could never-reach bocli ly. We might get to the moon
or sonre of the planets, but it is impossible for us to reach to the
farthest parts of the universe. We can learn a lot about those places,
but much of it wil l always remain the tarset of enrpqz intentiorls
rather than fir lf i l lments or perceptions.

So tl'rere are many thines in the rvorld, all given in diff-erent
rnanners of presentation. There is also the world itself, which is given
in sti l l  a different way. The world is not a large "thinu," nor is it the
sum of the thines that have been or can be experienced. The world
is  r rot  l ike a sphcre f loat ine in  space.  nor  is  i t  a  col lect ion of  rnoving
objects. The world is more l ike a context, a setting, a backsround,
r>r a horizon for all the things ther-e are, all the things that can be
intended irnd given to us; the world is not another thing competing
rvith them. It is the whole fbr them all, not the sum of them all, and
it is given to us as a special kind ot' identity'. We could never have
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the world given to us as one item among mirny, nor even as a single
item: it is given only as encompassing all the items. It contairrs
everythinpi, but not l ike anv worldlv container. The term "world" is
a .singularc tantumi there corrld onlr, be one of thenr. Ther-e may be
nrany galaxies, there mav be many horne planets fcrr conscious be-
ings (although there is onlv one lirr us), but there is only one world.
"The wr>rld" is not an astr-onomical concept: it is a concept related
t() our in'rrnediate experience. The world is the ultimate setting for
oursell,es and for all the things we experience. The world is the
concrete and actual 'r.vhole for expelience.

Ano t l t < ' r '  i n rpo r tan t  s i r r g r r l a r i q  i r r  o r r r  spo l l t ane ( )us  expe r i ence  i s
the self, the e'.qo, tlie ,L If the world is the w-idest whole and the most
encompas.sil- lg context, the I is the center around rvhich this wiclest
lvhole, rvith all the thines in it. is arrangcd. Paradoxically, the I is a
thins in the rvorld. but it is a thing l ike no other: it is a thing in the
rvorlcl tlurt also r:ognitively /zrz.i the worlcl, the thing to rvhom the
world as a rvhole, with all the things in it, rnanifests itself. The I is
the dative of manifestation. lt is the entiw to whom the rvorld and
all the things in it can be given. the one who can receive the world
in kno'nledee. Of course, there are many I 's, many egos, many selves,
but even among arll of them one stands out as the preeminent
cerlter, rlamell, nre (that is, ygu. i ls you read these words and think
thern through fol yourself). These strange facts about the self or the
eso are not-iust tricks of language, not just peculi irrit ies r>f the first
ancl second person sineular; they belone to the kincl of being a
rational cr-eatlrre is, a creature that can think, that can sav "I," and
that can have the rvorlcl er,en while being rl part of the world. The
rational sotrl, as .\ristotle says, is somehorv all thines. The world as a
rvhole and the I as the center are the tr,vo singularities between which
all other things can be placed. The world and the I are correlated
rvith one another in a rvay different frorn the lllanner in which a
particular intentionaliq' is correlated with the thine that it intends.
The world irncl t lre eeo provide an rrlt im:rte dual, ell iptical context
fbr everl,thinu.

All these structural elernents belong to the natural attitude in
u'hich 1\'e fil)d orrrselves fr-c>rn the .start and alrvavs. There is still one
rtror-e itenr in the natur-al attitude that we must examine before we
nrove on to disr:rrss the pl-renomer-rological attitucle. We must exarn-
ine the kir-rd of conviction that oe n'ade s the natural attitude.

The manner in wh

world itself, is one o

buildings, cats, stone!

being there, as true,

of our accePtance ot

to use the Greek tert

of things, which firs

dme goes on and we

modzrlities into our I

instances, we gradua

deception, or "mere

things are not alwayl

seemiug comes intcl

sodically, and it take

find that this "cat"

cleceptive, or that th

we seemed to see w:

do not cause us to

ence and everything

of belief. However,

with a whole arraY

tion, probabil iw' P
doxic modalities th:

Prominent amon

as a whole. This be

Ur-doxa (if we maY c

belief but the basic

W'orld belief is not s

particular belief is.

belief is ther-e undr

cise. We never real

might achieve our

San Juan River in

tantly when we ex

when we come to ?

r,r'hich it is given tt

could never learn

state Prior to lear

encaPsttlated soli l

++



nor even as a sinsle
e items. It contains
fhe term "rvorlcl" is
.hem. There may be
:ts for conscior.rs be-
re is only one world.
is a concept related
ultimate setting for

:. The worlcl is the

neous experience is
rvhole and the ntost
rd which this r,r'idest
ldoxicalll,, the I is a
': i t is a thing in the
thing to whom rhe
ifests itself. The I is
hom the worlcl and
.n receive the world
ry egos, nlanv selves,
as the preerninent
:se words and think
rbout the self or the
rliarit ies of the first
re kintl of'being a
rat can sar' "I," and
t of'the rvorld. The
ngs. The world as a
ities between which
he I are correlated
nanner in rvhich a
ing that it intends.
l, ell iptical contexr

ratural attittrde in
;. There is sti l l  one
rxamine before we
le. We must exaln-
'al attitude.

An Initial Defttition

The manner in rvhich we accept the things in the rvorld, and the
world itself, is one of belieJ As we experience other people, trees,
btri ldinss, cats, stones, and the sun and stars, we experience thern as
being there, as true, as r-eal. The basic character, the default mode
of our acceptance of the worlcl and things in it, is one of belief or,

to use the Greek temr, doxa. Our belief is correlated with the being
of things, which first and foremost is simply acceptecl as such. As
tirne goes on aucl rve become r>lder and nrore clever, we introduce
rnodalit ies into our belief; after f inding we were mistaken in some
instances, we gradtrally introduce the dirnensions of i l l trsion, error,
deception, or "mere" appearance. We gradually come to know that
thinss are not ir lways as they seern; a distinction between being and
seemins colres into play, but this distinction is exercised onlv epi-
sodicallr', ancl it takes great sophistication to bring it about. We may

find that this "cat" is only a toy, or that this person's speech was
deceptive, or that that "man" was only a shaclow, or that the "glass"

we seemed to see was reallv ice; such occasional rnistakes, however,

do uot callse us to become suspicious about everything we experi-
ence and everythinf4 that is said. The default condition rernains one
of belief-. However, this belief, as fundamental. is now contrasted
lvith a whole arriry of possible alter-nati les: suspicion, doubt, rcjec-

tion, probabil iw, possibil iw, negation, refutation, all the possible
cloxic modalit ies that our intentionaliW can take on.

Prominent arnong all our beliefs is the belief r'r'e have in the world

as a whcrle. This belief, which rve coulcl call not jtrst a doxa but the
Llr-rloxu (if we nrav cornbine a fierman zrnd a Cl'reek term), notjust a
belief btrt the basic belief, underlies all the speci{ic belief.s rve have.

Woild belieJ is not subject to correction or refutation the wav any

particul:rr belief is. If- r,r'e are alive at all as conscious beings, rvorld

belief is ther-e undergirclitrg any particular conviction we nray exer-

cise. We never reallv learn or acquire otrr world belief, the way we
might achieve our belief in, say, the Empire State Building or the

San.fuan River in Utah. All strch particular beliefs arise concomi-

tzrntl l '  when \{e experience er hear about the thing in question,

r,vhen lve corne to acknowleclge its iclentitv throush the manifolcls in
n'hich it is given to us, rvhether in plesence or in absence. But we

could never learn or acquir-e our worlcl belief. \Vhat would be ottr

state prior to learning it? We would have to be in a nrute and

encapsulatecl solipsisrn, a sheer a\'vareness that was not aware o/
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an)'thing. Such a state is inconceivable; it wcluld require that the ego

think of itself irs both the center of things and the sum of things, a

hub without l radius. furd even if we were to grant its possibility,
rvhat on eirrth (or even otrtsirle the earth) could.jar us out of such a

state? How could the very idea of something "ontside" ever arise if

it were not there fiom the beginnins?
We cannot start off in the egocentric preclicament; our world

belief is there fronr the start. even befclre we are born. as fhr back as

we go. Even our most rudirlent?Iry sense of self coulcl not arise

except on the basis of world beliel. Sirnilarl l ' ,  even if 'we discover that

we \vere wrong about very many things, our wr>rld belief remains

untouched and the world is sti l l  there, no matter how ragged and

tattered. trnless perhaps rve lost olrr sense of self entirely and fell

into a kind of autistic isolation; but eve n there, some sense of rvhat

there is rvould surely rernain, if there i.s alvareness at all. Tl-re suffer-

ing that rnust exist in autisrn is there precisely because the world

belief is sti l l  at work; if i t rvere not, there r,r 'ould be no awareness at

all and no sense of sel{.
Since we live in the parerdoxical condition of both having the

rvorld and vet being part of- it, we know that when we clie the world

will sti l l  go on, since we are only a part of the world, but in another

sense the world that is there for rne, behind all the things I know,

will be extingtrished when I am no longer part of it. Such an extinc-

tion is part ()f the loss rve sufl'er when a close fi-iencl clies; it is not
just that he is no lonser there, brrt the wav the 'rvorlcl was fbr him

has also been lost fbr trs. The world has lost a way of being given.

one that had been built trp over a l ifetime.

Both the world ancl the self invoke the idea of a whole. The

paradores of' set theon', the prclblem of r,r 'hether the ultirnate set
inclu<les itself 'or not, are less diff icult than the problems o{'the logic

clf the lr,orlcl ancl the self: How do these nholes, the worlcl ancl the

self, include or exclude one another, and how are their totalit ies
related to the sum of the things that exist? It may be the case that

the paradoxes of set theon, are onlr, fbrrnalized versions of the

problems of how the world contains everythins, including the self,
and hou' the self can intend all thines. including the norld arncl ir lso
itself.

In conclusion, then, in the spontaneolrs, rlatural attitucle lve are
directed torvard all sorts of thinss, but rve are also directed torvard
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the world as the horizon or context for all the things that can be
give', and correlative to the world is the self or the ego, the auent
of the natural attit'de, the o.e to whom the world a'd its things
are given, who is both part of the world and yet in intentional
possessicln of it.

TI I  F,  PHENON,I I i ,NOI,O(; ICAI,  A ' ITI ] 'UDI. ]

The reader must have noticecl that everythi'g that has bee' saicl
here about the natural attitude could not have been stated fr-om
withi' the .atural attitucle. That is, without having drawn attenri.n
to it, we have been considerins these matters all along from within
the phenomenolosical attitude; we have been doins so in the past
several pages and, indeed, practically throughout this entire book,
with the exceptio' of' the introdr,rction, which had to be written
from withi. the nat'ral attitucle. when we considered intentionaliw
in chapter r, and perceiving a cube in crrapter 2, we consiclerccl
these sub.jects fiom the phenomenological viewpoint.

There are nla.y different r,'iewpoi.ts and attitucles even within the
natural attitude. There is the viewpoint of orcli'ary life, there is the
'iewpoint of the mathematicia', that of the medical specialist, the
physicist, the politician, a'd so on, and there are even several special
k inc ls  of  ref lect ive ar t i tudes.  as we shai l  see.  Bur  the phenomenolog-
ical attitude is not like any of these. It is more raclical and cor'pre-
he'sive. All the other shifis in viewpoi.t and focus remai' cush-
ionecl by o.r underlying worlcl belief, which always remains in force,
ancl all the shifts define themselves as moving from one viewpoint
into another among the 'rany that are open to .s. The shift i'to
the phenornenological attit.de, however, is a' "all or nothing" kind
of move that disengages cornpletely from the natural attitucle and
focuses, i' a reflective way, on everything in the natural attitude,
including the unclerlying world belief. In moving into the phenom-
enological attitude we get "nudsed upstairs" in a way that is unique.
To move into the phe'omenological attitucle is not to becor'e a
specialist in one fbrm of knowleclge or a'other, but to become a
phil.sopher. From the phenomenological viewpoint we look at and
describe, analytically, all the particular intentionalit ies and their cor-
relates, and world belief- as well, with the world as its correlative.

If we are to give a descriptive analysis of any ancl all of the
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intentionalit ies in the nzrtural attitude, we cannot share in any of

them. We rntrst take a distance to, reflect Lrpoll, ancl make thematic

anv and all of thern. This means that while we Are in the phenome-
nological attitucle, rve suspend all the intenticlnalities that we are

exarnining. We neutralize thenr. T'his change clf fbcus most emphat-

ically does not rnean, ho'rvever, that we begin to doubt these inten-

tionalit ies ernd the objects they have; rve do not change theru from,

sa1', doxic assul'ance to cloubt. We do not change otrr intentionali-

t ies, we keep them as they are, but we contemplate them. If we

conternplate thern, we do not exercise them at that montent. FIow-

ever, we wor.rld uot be able to contemplate them for what thev are if

we wel'e to change them froru one modality to another; if our move

into philosophical reflecticin rneant t ltat lr 'e changed, sa)', our cor]-

l ' iction into doubt, ol ' ()rlr certainty into suspicion, then we could

not contenlplate conr.iction clr certain$,. C)hanges from one modality

to another take place within the natural attitude. Thev have to be
nrotivated. We have to have reasons to rnove from conviction to

dotrbt, f i<>m certainty to suspicion; without such reirsons. the change
in our moclality woulcl be irrational ancl arbitrarv.

\\hen we nrove into the phenomenological attitude, we become

something l ike cletachecl obsen'ers of'the passing scene or l ike spec-

tators at a gan)e. We beconre onlookers. We contemplate the in-

volvenrents we have rvith the world and with things in it, and we

contenrplate the world in its htrrnan involvernent. We are no longer

sirnply participants in the world; we contemplate what it is to be a

participant in the world and in nranifestatiolrs. But the irttentionali-

t ies thirt we contemplate - the convicticlns. doubts, suspicions, cer-

tainties, ancl perceptions that we exilmine and describe - are sti l l

clur intentions. \4/e have not lost them; we only' contemplate them.
Thev rernain exactlv as they were, and their ob.jects rernain exactly

as thev were, with the same correlations between intentions and
objects sti l l  in f irrce. In a ven'ctrrious \{av, we strspend thenr all just

as thev al'e, we "freeze" them in place. And we who become philo-
soptrical nre zrlso the same selves who exercise natural intentionali-

t ies. A kincl of enh:rncernent of the self occurs. in which the sarne

sclf that lived in the natural attitLrde begins to live explicitly in the
phenornenoloS;ical attitude iurd begins to carni/ on the philosophical
l ife.
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cal analvsis fl-onr tirne to tinre, but when nrost people enter into this
kind of lif'e they usually are very confusecl about rvhat thel' are doins.
They think they are -just getting glimpses of some sort of seneral
truths, son)e sort of larvs of nature. They tend to terke the nrove intcr
philosophr, as one rtrore adjustnrent in the natural attitude; they do
not see how different it is. The point of our discussion about the
phenomenological attitude is to help us ro make the shift into phi-
lclsophv explicit lv nnd clearlr ', with a fir l ler appreciation of the differ-
ence behrreen the nutural and the philosophical attitudes. We rnake
a definite clistinction, whereas most people wander unclearly back
atrd forth across the border.

The turrr to the phenomenological attitude is called dne pltenome-
nological reduction, a terln that sisnifies the "leading away" frorn the
natrlral targets of r.)ur concerll, "back" to what seems to be a mnre
restricted viewpoint, one that sirnplv tarsers the intentionalit ies
tlrenrselves. Reduction, with the Latirr root re-ducere, is a leading
back, a withholdins or a withdrawal. rr4hen we enrer into this new
viewpoirrt, we suspend the intentionalit ies we nolv contelnplate. This
suspension, this neutralization of our dclxic rnodalit ies, is also called
the epochi, a terrn tirken fiom Greek skepticisrn, where it sisnifies
the restraint the Skeptics saicl ne should have toward or,rrjudgments
about thines; they saicl we should refiain fiom judging unti l the
er-idence is clear. Although phenomenoloe-r' takes this term from
Greek skepticism, the skepticetl overrone of the term is not kepr.
The epochi in phenomenol<tgy is sintply the neutralizing <lf naturul
intentions that must occur when we contelnplate those intentions.

Finally, to complete this brief treatment of terminology, let us
speak of the tenn brnoketing. \Alhen we enter into the phenomenolog-
ical attitude, we suspend oul beliefs, and we brachet the world and
all the thinss in the world. We put the worlcl and the things in it
"into brackets" or "into parentheses." \Arhen rve so brzrcket the
rvorld or some particular object, we do not turn it into a mere
appearance, an i l lusion, a lnere idea, or any other sort of merelv
strbjective irnpression. Rather, we now consider it preciselv as it is
intended bv an intentionalin in the nzrtural arritude. We consider it
as correlated with 'whatever intentionalitv targets it. If it is a per.
ceivecl object, we exirrnine it as perceivecl; if i t is a rernembered
object, we now exarnine it as remembered; if i t is a ntathematical
entity, we consider it as correlated rvith a mathematical intention: if
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it is a merely possible object, or a verif ied orre, we consider it as the

object for an intentionality that intends something only possible, or
an intentionaliq' that intends something verif ied. Bracketing retains
exactlv the modality and the mode of manifestation that the object
has for the subject in the natural attitude.

T'hus, when lve enter into phenomenokrgical reflection, we do
not restrict our focus just to the sub.jective side of consciousness; we
do not focus only on the intentionalit ies. We also focus on the
objects that are given to trs, but we focus on them as appearing to
us in our natural attitude. In the natural attitude we head directly
toward the object; we go right through the object's appearallces to
the object itself. From the philosophically reflective stance, we make
tlre appearances thematic. We look a/what we normally look through.
We focus, for exarnple, on the sides, aspects, and profi les through

which the cube presents itself as an identity. We focus on the mani-
fold of appearances throueh which the object is gir.en to trs, \A4ren
we do so, however, we clo not turn the identity of the object into
one of the "rnere" appearances: quite on the contrar)', we are better
able to distinguish the object l iorn its appearances, we are better
able to pleser-ve the realiry of the thing itself. We are also better able
to provide :1n appropriate description of the nature of "the world."
If wc were to try to speak about the world fiom the natural attitude,

we would tend to take it as a large entitv or as the sum of all entit ies.

Onlv l iom the phenornenological perspective can we get the right
terminologt' to speak about the wclrld ars the context for the mani-
festation of- thinqs.

To use a somewhat crude spatial rnetaphor, when we enter intr>
the phenomenological attitude, we crarvl out of the natural attitude,
rise above it, theorize it, and distinguish and describe both the
subjective and the objective correlates that make it up. From our

philosophical perch, we describe the various intentionalit ies and
their various objects, as well as the self and the world. We clistinguish
between a thing artd its appearances, a distinction that has been
called bv Heiclegger the "ontolosical difference," the difference
befi,r,,een a thing and the presencinu (or absencing) of the thins.
This distinctiotr can be properlv nrade only fi'nm tire phenorneno-
Iogical perspective. If we tly to rnake the distinction between thing
and appearirnce frorn within the natural stanclpoint, either we rvill
tend to substantialize appearances, because in that standpoint we
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An. Initial Def,nition

tend to take everything we focus on as a substantial thing, or'"ve will
tend to reduce the thine-just to its appearances, to being the sum of
its appearances. We will be l ikelv either to posit appear-arrces as
barriers between us and thines, or to make thines into mere ideas.
We lvil l  not get the phenomenological attitude right, and lve wil l not
properrlv understand the natural attitucle either.

ARE 
'THLRF ]  

ARGUN 'F ] ,NTS  ] 'HA f '  C ]AN  I ,EA I )  L ]S  IN I 'O  T I ]E

P I {  I . ]N  O  IV lL ,NOI ,OGI ( ]A I ,  ATT I 'TL ID I l ?

Now that lve have some sense of the difference behveen the natural
and the phenomenological attitude, we can raise the question of
rvhettrer there is sone wav to explain and .jtrstify, to other people,
the shift between the first and the seconcl. This question amounts to
asking whether there is sorne sort of arglrment that can persuacle
someone else to becorne philosophical, or prove to him that he
should do so. The question is not tr-ivial; it asks u'hether philosophy
can introduce itself, explain what it is, and legitimate itself before
those who are r)ot philosophers. It also irsks whether philosophy can
justify' itself to itself, whether it can clarify its own orisins and thus
?rttempt to be a science without presuppositions.

The isstre of the beginr-ring of philosophy is raised ir-r phenome-
rrologv under the rubric of the 'i'arious uays to reduction. We are given
variorts "ways" or arglrments to help us attaitr the phenomenologi-
cal "reduction." As we hirve seen, the phenomencllosical recluction
is the move frorn the natural attitucle to the phenomenological; it is
the restriction of our intentionalit l '  f iom its expansit 'e natural atti-
tude, which targets any and all things in the r,vorld, to the apparently
rtrore confinecl phenomenological zrtt ittrde, nhich targets our otvn
intentional l i fe, with its correlated objects and world.

\4'e mtrst be careful not to nrake otrr task more difficult than it
needs to be. We might be tempted to think that the natural attitude
is pur-ely natural, purely nonphilosophicirl, r,r, ithout a shred of philos-
ophy in it. ancl that the turn to phenornenologv is a rnove into
something totally unheard of in the natural focus. If this r 'r 'ere the
case, it would seem ahnost impossible for us to convev an idea of
rvhat philosophy is to those who have not yet enter-ed it. But in fact,
there are anticipations <-rf the philosophical attittrde within the nat-
ural. There are pseudopods toward philosophy in the natural atti-
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tude. Sirnply as rirtiorlal beings, we alreacly have ar sense of the t'hole,
a sense of self, a sense of intentionalio and appeararlce. However,
the trouble is that we tr) to l-ra,nclle all these thinss with categories
that belong tcl the nattrral itttitude. \{re rnythologize, ps1'chologize,
phenonrenalize, or substantialize thcm; we make the worlcl a thing,
appearanccs becorne barlicrs, the self is substantialized, intentions
are psychologized. !\re d<l not qet the ternrs and clistinctions right.
The rvavs tcl reduction do not try to open up :tn absolutely neu,and
urri lntici l)ated climension; rather, they try to clarify a clistinction that
we alreadl p()sscss, l letweerl the nattrral and the ptri lclsophical, and
thev try to explain the transition bettveen the two attitudes. Thet'
help r.rs to get the philosophical stance right bl 'shorvins the change
in pet-spective that ()ccurs n'hen we rnove into philosophy, and the
shift in t l le mt:anings of our terrns that nttrst follow. We will consicler
t\,\c wavs to reduction, the ontological ancl the (lartesian. These are
t\'\.o approaches that l\'ere developed by Htrsserl.

'fhe 
otiological unj tet nduction is the less frightenine of the two.

(The Cartesian seeurs to plunge us into the rnost radical doubt ancl
phenomenalisrn.) The ontolosical way appeals to the human desire
to be trull '  ancl fully' scientif ic. It points out that u.hen tve scientif i-
callr ' '  explot-e a domain of'being, rve acquire a treasrlre of knowledge,
a s.y-sten) of' judgnrents, about the things in qr.restion. Let us say that
lve har.e achievecl a rather thoroush unclerstanding of a field, such
as molecular biologl or solid state physics. No matter how complete
our kno'ndedge of t lre things in qtrestion mirv be, we sti l l  wil l not
ha'r 'e explolerl the strbjective correlatives of the truths that have been
achieved. 

'Ihe 
objective side rnav be quite con-rpletelv known, but

the subjective accornplishments that are correlatecl with the objec-
tive rvil l  have been neglectecl: the kind of intentions that present the
thinss being studiecl, the manner- of verif ication proper to the ob-
jects, the rnethods fit l lowed, the fbrrns of intersub-jective correction
and confirrrlatioll, iucl sc> on.

So lons as ar science is rnerelv objective, it is lost in positiviW. We
have trtrth aborrt things, bnt lve have no tmth about our possession
of these things. We fbrcet orrrselves and lose ourselves even as we
are fascinated b1' the things we know. The scientific tnrths are left
f loatins and unpossessed. Thev seem to be nobody's tnrth. To round
orrt the science, to be fullrt scientif ic, rve would need to investigate
the srrbiective structl l l-al activit ies at r,vork in the sciencr:. and to do

An Initial
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An Initial DeJinition

so is not sirnplv to continue doing molecular biology or solicl state
phvsics. It is to turn l iom such sciences and to enter into a new,
reflective stance , the phenomenological, which cloes .jtrstice to the
intentionalit ies that we exercise but do not make thematic in otrr
prior scientif ic encleavors. Once we make this turn for rnolecular
biolog;,v and solid sttrte physics, we conre to see that we calu)ot do
phenomenologv just fbr these trvo disciplines; we have to expand
oul effort to cover intentionalitv as such ancl even the rvorlcl as such
(as the objective correlate of intentionality) , because the intention-
alit ies in anv partial science canltot be undelstood except as colr-
pleted by wider aspects of inte ntionirlity. \tre could not spcak about
recornizing the iclentit ies in molectrlar biologv rvithout speakinu
about r-ecogrrizins identit ies as such.

By a gradual expansion, therefor-e, the ontolosical way t<t reduc-
tion helps trs to complete the parti ir l sciences. We move out to wider
and wider contexts, unti l we come to the kind of rvidest context
provicled bv the phenornenological attitude. The motivation to otrr
expausion is ttre clesire to be fully scientific, to avoid leaving out any
dimension that is relevant to the inquirl in question. There may be
a kind of- partial cornpleteness in a positive science, in molecular
biology or solid state physics, but any science that wallts to be conr-
prehensive wil l ult irnately have to inqtrire into the very achievins of
the science, into the intentionalit ies that establish it. So lons as these
are left otrt, the science is left daneling and incomplete, lackinu its
proper context. The ontological lvay to reduction retnincls us of
Aristcrtle's renark in Metaphysicr IV. r about the need to go beyond
partial scier)ces to the science of the whole, the science <lf being as
being (and not beilrs sinpll 'as material, or quantif ied, or l ivine, or
ecor-romic) .

It shcnld be clear from these remarks alxrut the ontological lvay
to t-eduction that phenomenologv as a science. as a rigorolrs, ex-
plicit, self-conscious enterprise, is in fact a more concrete science
than any of'the partial inquiries. We might think that physics or
biolosv is the rnost concrete of all sciences because it studies the
nraterial things right there befbre us, but so lonq as strch sciences
do not look at the activitv by rvhich they are actrieved, the,v are reallr.'
abstract. The;' leil le orrt al) essential p:trt not only of the worlcl but
of theurselves. The science of 1>henornencllow contplernents and
colnpletes these partial sciences, *'hile retaining thenr and their

I):t



lntro d tt t:t i.o n t o Phcno.menolo g\

validit ies, so [har, paradoxically eno'eh, phenome'ology is the most
concrete of the sciences. It recovers the wider whole, the greater
context. It overcomes the self-forgetftrlness of the partial sciences. lt
considers clirnensions the other sciences abstract f ion"r, the dimen-
sions of intention:rl ity and appearance. It shows how science itself is
a kincl of displar', a.cl hence it sh.rvs the naivete of objectivism, rhe
belief that bei.g is indifferenr ro clisplay. The reductio', thereiore,
reallv is not a c..f inement, 'ot a "leacling away" frorn a'ything. It
preser-\r'es the nattrla] attitucle ilncl everl,thing in it, even as it dis-
tances us fi 'onr it. It anrplif ies and does not cleprive.

we get a very'difr'erent inrpressio' fr,m the oartesian zuay to reduc-
li,n. This appr.ach to phenome'cllog1, is modelecl on Descar-tes'
attenpt to iniriare philosophy by rnaking a "once in a l ifetime"
decisio' to d.ubt all the juclements he holcls as t.re. Descartes
int.ocitrces this meth.clic doubt because he thinks that the judg-
lnents he has absorbed frorn others are contaminatecl by prej.dices.
Alter adopting this ,niversal do.bt, he rvil l  go o. to accepJas true
onlv those.iuclgments that he hirnself can justift ' , according to the
nrethod he has developed.

The problern rvith Descarres' attempt to begin philosophy is that
it changes :rl l  o.r nat.r-it l  doxic moclalit ies irrto doubteJ o'es. He
noves from several n:rtural rnoclalities - certaint),, suspicion, verified
acceptance, possibil i tv, plobabil ity - into aDother Dat,rzrl rnodalitv:
doubtfir lness. His d.ul>t nrat o'l '  be rnethodical, but it sti l l  is doubt.
nescartes tries to l ift hirnself i ' to philosophy, but he succeeds o'lv
in sliding ovel' i l)t() a.other .ne of the natural attitucles, and a
radically skeptical orle at that. His aftempr to pur philosophv on the
road to being a ' igorous scie.ce misfires. He veers off to the sicle.
rvith clisastrous conseqr.rellces for philosophy, ancl science.

The c.rtesian rvay to reduction in phenomenolosv is an attempt
to take up what Descartes was tryi'g to set at a'cl tcl cr. it properly.
l l  d ' es ' o t  p ' oposc  tha t  we  i r i t i a t c  a  u r r i r . e r sa l  dou l l r .  R l r t he r ,  i r
suggests tlrat we adopt the attittrde of attemlttingto d<l.bt our various
inte.tions. 'fhis 

r 'ay l.ok l ike a small dif lere.ce, but it is cr*cial.
The attempt to do.bt is very diff'erent frorn clo.bt. \A4rirr happe's
when we atternpt to cloubt o.e of orrr beliefi is that we aclopt a
neutral stance tol'ard that collviction; we clo not y,et doubt it, rve
only suspe.d o'r belie{. we st()p to se e whethef 've should dc^rbt it.
This atternpt, this stop, h.rvever, is not crotrbt, but it is sornethins
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l ike the neutralizati()n we irchieve rvhen we enter into philosophl'.
This neutral stance then ser-ves as a kind of kevhole throush which

w(r c2ll l  qet a sense of r 'vhat the phenornenolosical attitude is, the
attitucler in which we neutraliz.e ancl conternplate all our intentional-
it ies.

Another irnpoltzrnt ft'ature of tlre attempt to dotrbt is the follow-
ing. We canllot truly cloubt anvthirls rrnless r.r 'e have reasons to doubt

it. Strppose I know that t l-re door to this roorn is white, ancl suppose

I sce the cat rvalking into the r()om. I cannot go on to say that I

doubt thirt the door is white or that the cat is walkirls across the
thresholcl unless I hirvc reasons to tloubt that these apparent things

are true: I may suddenly realize that it is the l ight that rnakes the
door briglrtcr t lr irn nclrnral, and that it rnay'be a shacle oI gray; I may

suddenly realize thart there is a mirror near the door, ancl that I mav
reall l '  I>e seeins onll '  a reflection of the cat walkins into another
roonl. As one of'the mo<lalit ies in the rlatrrral attitude, doubt needs
to Lre rncltivated bv reasons. I cannot.just sav I d<lubt things.

The otternp( to dotrbt, horvever, is subject to our fi'ee choice. We
can atternpt to cloubt an1'thinu, even the most obvious fact befirre rrs
clr the nlost cstablished opinion. In er similar way. we are fi 'ee to
init iate the neutralizatiort that occurs when rve tLrrn to the phenom-

enological perspective, the suspension or "puttins crut of action" of

our intentionalit ies, the bracketine of things arlcl the world; these

things are in our power and subject to our free choice. We can

clecide that rve warlt to cirrrJ orrt tliis kind of life. We clo not need to

be forcecl into it by reasons l ike those that force us into doubt or

suspicion. So, whereas doubt is not a goocl model to use to help us
into the phenornenolclgical tunr, the irttellrpt to doubt is. The at-
tellpt to doubt gives us a good ulirnpse ofwhat the phenorne nolog-
ic:rl netrtralization of otrr intentions is l ike. In this ulanner, the
Cerrtesian wav to redur:tion tries to "kick" us into the philosclphical

attitude.
Descartes introduced a radical ske pticisnr into the intellectual l i fe

that contirmes to plauue the tl 'rought that he inspires. Sti l l , i t is

usef-ul to adopt the Cirrtesian thernc and to rnodify it in the sen'ice

of phenornenologry, as we have done, becartse the turn fiorn the

natr.rral attitude to the phenornenoloeical is mistakenly seen bv many
zrs a relapse into (lartesianisrn. Even some prorninent interpreters of

phenonrcnologl, ' cannot set this straight. It is important, therefore ,
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fcrr us to make the clistinction between what Descartes cloes and
what phenomenolow achieves.

One of' the seriously pernicious effects of Descartes' error is that
he discredits the intentionalit ies of the natural attitude. He under-
mines our natural and valid belief in the reality of the things we
experience, the identit ies we recognize. He introduces the habit of
skepticism that makes us tend to believe nothing unti l i t has been
proved to us. But this desire fbr a proof for everything is unreason-
able. Proof is only possible on the basis of sorne truths that are not
provable, tnrths that have their evidence within themselves and do
not need proof. We cannot prove everything; we know many things
that do not need to be proved. Phenornenology restores the validity
of the conr.ictions we have in the natural attitude. It acknorvleclges
that our intentions do, in their various ways, reach the thinss them-
selves. It distinguishes and describes how the various intentions are
firlfillecl and confirmed. It also realizes that we often eo beyond the
evidence, that we often are vague in what we intencl, and that errors
are cornrnon; but the presence of error does not discredit every-
thing. It only sh<tws that we must be careful. By clarifyine the various
intentionalit ies ancl distinguishing them frorn one another, phe-
nomenology helps us to be careful.

Finallv, we should note the difference between the ontological
and the Cartesian ways to reduction. The ontoloeical way proceeds
incrementally. It begins with scientif ic achievements and adds di-
rnensions to them step-bv-step, nudginu us all the way along, unti l i t
arrives at the phenomenolosical attitude. The Cartesian way tries to
do it all in a hurrv, in one step. It suspends all the interrtionalit ies ar
once. It does highlight a l itt le bener than the ontolosical way rhe
nerv kind of modality, the neutralization, that comes into play in
philosoph,v, but l ike anvthing else done in a hurry it can seriously
mislead us. It can nrake us think of phenomenolow as skeptical and
phenomenalistic, and as deprivins us of the real world and the
things in it. It even seenls to leacl to solipsisrn. The ontological way
is slow but sure; the Cartesian way is quick but risky. The best
approach is to use both of them, correcting the weaknesses of each
by the strensths of the other. In both approaches, however, the key
thins is to get a feeling lbr the difference between the natural
attitude and the phenomenological, between our natural involve-
rnents and philosophical detachment.
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There lrre a nurnber of other issues that can help us define the

phenornenr>logical attitude more precisely. The treatrnent of thent
r'vi l l  be essentiallv an explanation of sever:rl terrns in the phenonre-
rrolosical vocabular-v.

Our experience and analvsis from rvithin the phenomenological
viewpoint yields assertions that are, in plinciple, apod'ictir:. Apoclictic
statenlerlts cxpress things that could not be other-wise; thev express
necessallr truths. Moreover, they are s?en to express strch necessarY
truths. We see that u,hat they say could not be other-rvise. There is

philclsophical necessitv in the er.-idences presented to the phenorne-
nological attitude. Clonsider, lbr exarnple, the statement that a ma-

terial. spatial object like a cirbe can ollly be given in a manilbid of

profi les. aspects. ancl sicles, ancl that the cube is the iclentiw given irr

sucl-r appearances. Consicler also the statement that an iclentitf is

given to us in a blend of'presences and absences, or the statement
that rve can onlv have a telnporal present plaved off against a past
and ftrttrre. These stirtenlents are apodictic. We see that a cube could
r ro l  be  u i re r r  i n  anv  o t l r e r  r va r .  and  tha t  t l r e  p resen l  i s  ncvc r  spec io r r s

br.rt alwavs involves the pzrst and future.
Sorneone nright object that such statel]rents are :rpodictic because

thel' are so obviclus, so trivial, almost so gratuitous; but that is exactly

the point. I 'henornenological statenlents, l ike philosophical state-
merlts generally, state the ol>r'ious ancl the necessarv. They tell us

what lve alreacly know. lhel'are not new information, but even if

thev do not tell us anything ne',v, they catr sti l l  be importarlt and
il luminating, because we often are very confused about .just such
trir. ' ial it ies and necessities. rr{hen we think of'horv most people rrn-
derstancl lnenrory (as the viewing of intemal pictures), or how

poorll 'rnan1 philosophers have described perception (as, for exarn-

ple, the intake of impressions on sonlc sort of internal screen in the

brain), then the importance of stating the obvious becomes obr,ior.rs
itself. Phenomenological assertions clairn to be apoclictic becatrse
thev are so basic and scl unavoidable, so ineluctable. Their apodictic-
iq' does not stern from the fact that the people rvho make tl'rem
enjov sorne spccial revelation of'excrtic tnrths that other people have
nevrrr heard about.
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Furthermore, the fact that phenomenological statements ancl ev-
idences are aporlictic does not nleirn that we can ncver irnprove on
them or cleepcn .ur understanding of thern. A philosophical state-
rr)ent can be apodictic and vet f'ail in adeguac-1'. Adequacl'mean-s fhaf

all vaguene^s.s Jras been pureccl fron the .stafernent. A,ll the dinren-
sion"s of the thing have been brought out, all the irnplications har.'e
been drarvn. Practically nothins can ber so full,v presented to us, even
in philosophy. The result is that phenclntenological staternents can
be seen to be necessary (we can see that they coulcl not be other-
rvise), but thev can also call fbr further clarif ication. It is perf'ectlv
possible to know, for exarnple, that the present necessarilv involves
the past and futurc but to be unclear about the full rneanins of
present, past, arrd fitture. We can know apodictically that an ob-ject
is identif ied in blends of'presence ancl absence, but rve can sti l l  be
l'ague about the firll import of rvhirt it is to be present and what it is
to be absent.

The phenomenolosical reduction ancl the phenomenological at-
titude are often called transcende'ntrzl. We speak of the transcende ntal
recluction and the transcendenul attitude. One el,en encounters the
rather clurnsv phrases, "thc transcendental-phenornenological re-
cluction" and "the transcendental-phenornenological I ' ielvpoint."
\{hat does the term "transcendental" rnean?

The rv<rrcl lneans "going beyond," bascd on its Latin root, t,rrtn-
.scendm'c, to clirnb over or eo beyond, front lra,ns antd scando. Con-
sciousness, everr in the natural attitude, is transcendental because it
reaches beyond itself to the identit ies and things that are given to it.
T'he ego carl be called transcendental insofar as it is involvecl, in
cognition, in reaching out to things. The transcendental ego is the
eso or the self as the agent of truth. The transcendental recluction
is the turn toward the ego as the agent of truth, and the transcen-
dental attitude is the stance rve take up rvhen rve nrakc this ego and
i t s  i n t e r r l i o n a l i t i e s  t l r e r n a t i t .

\4rhen we enter into the phenomenolosical or transcendental
attitude, rve have to rnake appropriate modifications in the words
t l r a l  r ' r c  r r sc .  The  new co r r l ex t .  s i r r cc  i t  i s  so  t r r r i que .  r ' eq r r i r es  ac l j r r s t -
nrerlts in our natural languaele. Let us call the new language that
results frorn these changes tra,nscend,en.talese, antd let us call the lan-
glrage rvr-' speak in the natural attitude mundanese. The tw<t attitucles
are constituted b1, the kind of intentionalit ies proper to each, and
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An, I'nitial Definitiort

t lte languas-es spoken in each reflect t lre dif l-erences in perspe(:tive.
'fhe 

study of the interplay betrveen the trvo languages, transcenden-
talese and nrunclanese, is a good way of teasing out the differences
between philosophy and natural experience.

Some of the rvords in transcendentalese are drawn from rnrrnda-
trese, worcls such as "identin'," "appearance." "presence and alt-
sence," and "ego," but r 've neecl to remenrbeL that the terms take
on a subtle shift in rneanins rvhen they are absorbed into the nelv,
philosophical language. The word "science," for exarnple, takes on
ir sense clifferent f l 'om that of phvsics and biologr, when it is said that
philosophy is a risorous sr:ience. A nerv kincl of exactness is intro-
cluced. Phetrotrtenologv is i 'r science in a nav clifferent f i-clrn the
sciences of the nalural attitude, and the whcllc argurnent associated
lvith the transcendental reduction is supp<,rsecl to help us see what
the new sense is.

There are also some words that irre coinecl especially for transcen-
dentalese, nclrcls that have no basis in the l)atural attitucle or i l l
rnrrrrdarrese. Trvo of these a[e noeTna and its correlative. noesls.
The terrn "not'rna" refers to tlre objective correlates of intentional-
it ies; it ref'ers to rvhatever is intended bv the intentions of our
nirtural attitude: a rnaterial object. a picture, a word, a mathenratical

entin', another person. But nror-e specificallr,, i t refers tr> strch
objective correlates preciselv as being looked at frorn the tr?urscen-
dental attitude. It ref'ers to thern as having bcen bracketed ltv the
transcendental-phenomenological reduction. Sometimes the terrn
can be used adjectivally and arh'erbially: wc can be said to provide a
noematic anall 'sis, we can sttrdv the noenratic structure of sorne
thing, we carr consider objet'ts noenraticallr ' . An1' phrases in rvhich

these lvords are used are tttterecl in transcendentalese. Thev are
philosopli ical phrases. They presume that the neutrality moclif ica-
tion proper- to philosophy has been introducecl. The use of the term
"noema" sisnals that lve are in phenomenology, in philosophical
discorrrse, ancl that the thines being talked about zrre beins discussed
fronr a philosophical viervpoint, not l l 'onr one of the rien'points
within the nattrral attitucle.

These points need to be crnphasized because the noema call
easily be misunderstood. The noenla is often tirken to be an entity
of-some sort, s()rnething l ike ir ( '()rrcept or a "sense" clistinct f l-clrn
the objec't clf consciorrsness, sorllething that scl-\ 'e.s :rs the vehicle b),



I n I rorl uct ion lo Pheno'menolog

rvhich consciotrsness becomes referred to a particular thins. The
n()ernir is thousht to be that by which intentionaliry is bestowed on
cclnsciousness, as though awareness would be self-enclosed if noemas

were not added to it. The noema is also thousht to be the entifv
through which consciousness targets this ol that particular object,
that by which our consciousness is referred to some specific itern in
the world outsicle: the noema is taken as a kincl of bombsight for
intentionaligv. This understandins of the noema as a mediating en-
tiq' is, I believe, incorrect. [,ater, in Chapter r?, \\ 'e rvil l  see in sreater
detail why it is problematic ancl misleading. At present it is strff icient
if I introduce the term and give an init ial explanation of whirt it
lneans. The noema is any objcct of intentionaliw, any objecrive
con'elate, blrt considered frorn the phenomenolosical attitude, con-
sidered .just as experienced. It is not a copy of any object, not a
substitute fbl an-v object, not a sense that rcf-ers us to the object; it is
the object itself, but consicler-ed fi 'orn the philosophical standpoint.

The terrn "noesis" is less nrisleading, but it also assllrnes that we
have enterecl into phenornenologr'. "Noesis" ref'ers to tl-re inten-
tional acts bv which we intend things: perceptions, siuniSing :rcts,
empty intentions, f i l lecl intentions, juclginss, relnemberings. Btrt it
refers to them precisely as looked at from the phenomenological
standpoint. It assumes that we have carried out the transcendental
reduction. It considers those acts of cclnsciousness after they have
been suspended or- put out of action by the phenomenological
eprtclte. Noeses are less controversial than lloelnas because we are not
tempted by the ternl to posit another shadow act paraliel to the
original one, as rrve arc ternptecl bv the term "noena" to posit a
shadow "object" or a "sense" parallel to the real object. The r-eason
we are less tempted to posit "a noesis" between ourselves and our
psvcholoeical acts is thzrt we, l iving in the Cartesian tradition, have
become habituated to rlccept our introspections as realistic, as put-
ting us in direct touch rvith ollr own mental lif-e. This same tradition
makes us inclined to denv that we have a clirect exposure to things
irr t ire rvorld; it makes us demand an interrnediary, a representation
( the "noerna") ,  to  connect  us to the th ings outs ide.

We might also rnention the f-act that "noesis" and "ltoenta," botl-r
of which were coined in phenomenology-, have the same Greek root,
the vertr noein, which lneans "to think," "to consider," "to per-
ceive." Thc Greek terur noAi.s means an act of- thinkine, and the
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An Initial Det'inition

terrt:r noima means that which is thought. In Greek the suffix -ma

added to a verb stem signifies the result or eff'ect of the action
expressecl in the verb. Thus, f.hanta,sma signifies the object of fanta-
sizins, politeuma means the effect of politicizing (the political entity) ,
rhima signif'tes the efl'ect of speaking (the word) , horama means the
object of seeing (the view, as in "panorama") , and migm,a means
the effect of rnixing (the mixture). The terrn n,oimct then means the
thing being thought or the thing we are aware of.

The adaptation of the Greek term to phenomenology is appropri-
ate. The noema is any object of thought, but considered precisely as
such, as being thought about or intended, as the correlate of an
intentionaliq'. The viewpoint from which u,e look at it in that way is
the phenomenolosical attitude. The word "noema" is therefbre
uttered only from within that attitude. What happens, unfortunately,
is that people often take "noema" in a psychological, epistemologi-
cal, or semantic sense. They rniss the difference of focus between
the transcendental attitude and the natural, and they take the
noema naturalistically, epistemologically, or semantically. They posit
the noema as an interrnediary between the self and things in the
world, when it should be seen as the thinss in the world viewed
from a phenomenological perspective. lnstead of seeing it as a ' 'mo-

ment" (an abstract part) in the manifestation of things, they rei$r it
and make it serve as the link between the mind and things.

The remarks in this section about various terms relating to the
phenomenological reduction are not a matter of mere verbal con-
vention. They bring out inrportant aspects of the new attitude that
defines phenomenology. Also, the definition of the terms will make
it easier to express certain doctrines in phenornenology. Mastery of
an appropriate vocabularl is not an incidental rnatter in a dornain
of'knowledge; the thines in question cannot be properly brought to
Iight without the words that name them.

TRANSC]ENI ) I :NTA I ,  REDU( ]T ION IMPORTANT?

At first glance, we might be ternpted to think that phenomenology
is essentiallv an exercise in the theory of knowledge, a study in
epistemology, but it is far more than that. It cloes not just try to deal
with "the problem of knowledge," with trving to establish whether
or not there is any tmth, and with whether or not we can get to the

6 r
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"real $orld" or the "extrarnental" rvorld. Phenomenology clid irrise
in the historical periocl dtrring which epistemologv was the major
philosophical concern, and sorne of its rocabulan' ancl argurnent
sotrtrd verv epistelnolosical, but it succeedecl in breakins out of this
restrictir,e context. lt srrrpasscs its origins. It comes to terrns with
rnodei'rr philosophv ancl lealns fi 'orn it, but it ir lso overconles solne
of its l irnitations and reestablishes a l ink with ancient thought. Most
of- the urisunderstanclings of phenomenologv comt- frour interpre-
taticlns that are sti l l  so r:aught up in the ploblerns ancl positions of
rnodern thinkins, sti l l  so trappe<l bv the Cartesian and Locke:rn
traclit ion, that they fail to urasp what is nerv in phenomenologv.
Phenornenolosv calls fcrr a majclr readjustrncnt in the urlderstanding
of 'rvhat philosclphv is, zrnd many people c:rnnot make this chan{e,
because thet, cirnnot f iec themselves f}orn their background and
their cultural context. Phenornenolosv restores the possibil i t ies of
artcient philosophv, even while accclunting fbr new dimensions such
as the pfesence of moclelrt science. Phenornenolouv provides one of
the best exarnples of horv a tradition can be reappropriated and
h ro r rg l r t  t o  l i [ t ' aga i r r  i n  a  re \ ^  (on1ex t .

The doctrine of the trnnscendental r-edtrction is especiall i '  irnpor-
tant because it qives a new definit ion of how philosophy can be
related to plephilosophical l i f-e ancl experience. One of the dansers
to philosoph,v is that it rnay think that it can replace the prephilo-
sophiczrl l i fe. It is tnre that philosophv reaches the sumrnit of r-eason.
It encompasses other exercises <>l reason, strch as those fr>und in the
particulzrr sr:iences ancl in practical l i f 'e. It stuclies how all such partial
exercises are related to one another and how they fit into a final
context. Because phiklsophy complenrents prephilosophical reasor),
it rnav be tenrpted to think that it can substitute for such exercises
of'r 'eason. It ma1, begin to think that it can do better what the rnore
specialized kincls of t lr inkins ncconrplish. Philosophy may begin to
think that it can carrn out polit ical l i f 'e better than the statesmen,
better than those rvho are involvecl in the perpetual discussion about
how our l i fe in cornrnunitv stror-rlcl bc led. It mav begin to think that
it can clo a betterjob than religious persons do in spell ing outwhat
the sacrecl ancl the trlt inrate are. lt rrurv begin to think that it can
replace speciirl scicnces such its chernistry or biologv or l insuistics,
because none of thenr has a sense of the whole. If philosclphy tries
to substitr,rte fbr 1>rephilosophicarl thinkins, the result is rationalisrn,
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An In itial l)efin.it iort

the kind of rationalisrn irltroduced into modern philosophy lrv

N,lachiavelli in rcsard to political and moral life, and bv Descartes in
reqard to ttreoretic matters.

The rnost inrportant contribution phenonrenologv has rnade to
culture and the intellectual lif'e is to have r,'aiidated the trtrth of

prephilosophical l i fe, expelience, :urcl thinking. It insists that the
exercises of reason that are car-ricd otrt in the natural attittrde are
valicl and true. Truth is achieved before philosophv comes on the
scene. The nattrral intentionalit ies clo reach fulf i l lment ancl evi-
dence, and philosc-rphv can never srrbstitute for u'hat thcy'do. Phe-
nonrenology is parasitic on the natural attittrrle and all the achieve-
ments thereof. Phenornenology has l lo access to the things ancl
disclosures of the lvorld except through the natural attittrde ancl its
intentionalit ies. Phenornenologt'conles only later. It has tcl be ntocl-
est; it rnust recogrrize the tnre ancl valid achievcrnents of the n?rtru-al

attitude, in both its practical ancl theoretic exercise. It then conteln-

plates these acl'r ievenlents ancl their correlative sub-jective acti l i t ies,
l>ut if ' the achievenrents were not there, there woulcl be nothing fbr

philosophv to think about. There mtrst be true opinion, there nlust
l le prior doxa, if there is to be philosophy. Phenornenolow ma1'help

the natural interntionalit ies clarif i '  rvhat t l 'rey are after, but it ner,'er
replaces them.

\Vtren phenomenologv "netrtralizes" the intentionalit ies at work
in the nattu-al Lltt itude, it does rlot dihrte, clestrol ', upset, or r-icl ictrle

therrr. lt rnerell '  adopts ir conternplatir,c stance torvard thern, a stance
frorn r,vhich it can theorize them. Phenonenolow complerner)ts the

nzrtural attitude: philosophv cornplenlents tnle opiniorr ancl science.
Phenorrtenologl' rnay also poirtt otrt the l imitzrtions of'the truth ancl
evidences ac:hieved in the nntur:rl attitude. btrt the var-ious arts and
sciences itlreaclv ?rre al\rAre of'tlre {act that thel' ale each partial and
linrited, although they tnlw not bc irble t() f i>rnrulate their i inritations
verl ' exactly. And sonretirnes the partictrlar arts ancl sciences mav

warlt to beconre inrperialistit: themseh'es ancl dominate over all the

others: phvsics mav try to sat' that it explains the rvhole and everv-

thins in it, or l inguistics n)a)' try to do so, or psychology. or historv.

When such pirrtial arts and sciertces tl]' t.o rnaster the u'hole and the
other zrrts ancl sciences, thev becorne pseudo philosophies, btrt phi-
losophy' can also falsifv itself rvher it tries to krld it or.'er tl're prephi-
lclsophical ltrrms of knowk:clge, when it tr ies to srrbstitr-rte fbr them.
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:.,;,,i; ,. 't.rati.tr b1' recog-
nizins the valicl ity ol the arts ?urd sciences in the natural attitude,

and also the validit l of contntort sel)se , of pmdence in the Practical
order. There is a rationalist tendenc,v in modern thought that wants

to make philosophy the perfect substitute fbr all prephilosophical

fcrrms of reason. and phenonrenologv counteracts this tendencv.

The nroclern ration:rl ist trend has, in recent years, broken down into

postmodernisrn. rvhich recoils t<l the other extreme and denies an1'

center- to reason at all. Phenomenology a'n'oids this negative extreme

as'"vell, because it never aclopted the rationalist position in the first

place.
Classical Greek ancl neclieval thought understood that prephilo-

sophical re?rson lrchieves truth and er,idence, aud that philosophical
reflectiorr conles atter-ward and cloes not disturb what goes belbre it.

Alistotle clid not tarnper with the polit ical l i fe or rvith mathematics;

he only tried to understand what they were and perhaps to clarify

thern to thernselves. Phenornenologr'. joins this classical understand-
ing, but what it can add to it is the explicit discussion of the change
of focus that is required to eDter into the philosophical l i fe. The

cloctrirre about the epoche, the distinction between the natural and

the phenornenological attitucle, the idea of neutralizing the inten-

tions in thc natrrral attitucle, the role of'the world and worlcl belief ,
are all clarif ications of'whart it rrreans to aclopt philosophical detach-
nrent and to enter into philosophical thinking. Thesc doctrines

associated rvith the reduction are rlot mind-bending conundrums

that t l) to make us obsessivel,v introspective, or puzzles abotrt

rvhethcr we can get out of ourselves into the "extramental" world;

they are clari{rclrtions of the niiture of pirilosophy. 
'lhev 

are useful

in shorving how phil<lsophical discotrrse, transcenclentalese, clifl'ers

fi 'r>m the discourse o{' hunan practice and the arts and sciences,

nrundanese, the lansuage of the natural attitude. When properlv
understood they can il luminate both the prephilosophical and the

phi losophical  l i fe .
Finally, the transcendental reduction shoulcl not be seen as all

escape fi-onr the question of beins or the study of beins as being:

quite the c()ntrarv. \&'hen we shift from the natural attitude to the

phenr>rnent)loeir:al, rve raise the question t>f being, because we begin

to look at things precisely as they are given to us, precisely as thev

are manif 'ested, precisely as thev are deterrnined b1' "fortn," which

is the princiPle o{ dis

their truth ancl evide
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An Initial Defnition

is the principle of disclosure in thinss. We besin to look at thines in
their truth and evidencins. This is to look at them in their being.
We also begin to Iook at the self as the clative to whom beings are
disclosed: we look at the self as the dative of manifestation. This is
to look at it in lt,s heing, because the core of its beine is to inquire
into the being of things. "Being" is nor just "thing-like"; being
involves disclosure or tmth, and phenornenologv looks at being
primarily under its mbric of being truthful. It looks at "human"
beins as the place in the world where truth occurs. Through all i ts
Cartesian-soundins rernarks about the ways to reduction, phenome-
nologv is able to recover the ancient issue of beins, which is alrvays
new.
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