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1 - Introduction

"[THegel =] stated aims are fully congruent with those of
modern phenomenclogy." (Rauch, p. 328)

"Certainly, no two phenomenclogical systems could be further

apart in content [tham are those of Hegel and Husserll."
(Rauch, p. I29) \

N
Y

These two gquotations from a recent article by Leo Rauch
\ . -

eﬁhapsulate a é;ntfal problem faEing anyone attempting to
discuss the phenomenulodies of G.W.F. Hegel and Edmund Husserl
in the same context. Despite some very genaral similarities
between the two phenomenological programmeé,‘ tﬁé ﬁetailg Df_
these phénmmenologiés as actually practiced could scarcely be ™
more different. Rauch’s summary of thetr reiationship as

similar with respect to aims and divergent with respect to

)
_/
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content, ”however;. is perhapsﬂroveriy simplistic | (as = the
escellent analyses in his own article clearly demonétra?e),
and might lead to misunderstanding. -The relationship between
Hégelian and Husserlian ﬁhenomenalogy is a complex web of
simila#ities and differences.” As I shall attempt to show in
Fart 1I, the congruences go beyond aims, also involving
methodologies (such‘ as presuppositionless deséripticn) and'
content »(e.g. intentionality ~and in;éfsubjectivity).
Moreover, some of their ' aims aiFfer markedly . (e.g., the
relation between phenumenology énd philosophy).

Nevertﬁeless, it is true to say fhat ~broad points of
‘contact can be established between the phenomenologies of
Hegel and Husserl, points whieh must be §ignificantly
considered by any analysis of the two systems. — Yet- despite
these striking similarities, equally strikipg di%ferences.‘are
readily apparent. Hegel proceéds in his FPhenomenglogy of
ﬁnLLLt.tD spin out & dazzliﬁg.array of observations concerning
fields aé‘divérse as epistemology, scientific Dbservatinn,
art, ethics, pelitics and_ religion; whereas  Husserl
methodically develops a set  0¥ foundation—laying, primarily
epistemological observations. The present thesis argues that’
the differing styles and contents which mark the two forms of
phenomenblogy can be explained, in large pa?t,- by thgir
divergent conceptions of the role played by lahguage in the

most fundamental operations of human consciousness.
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'

Inso%af as what .jnllpﬁs is’ "an attgmpt to cent;e a
discussion of the phenomennlogiés of Hegel'and ﬁusserl on  an
: r m . .
examinatimn of their approaches to language, this = thesis
reflects two evident treﬁds'in‘philcsophiﬁal research. 'First,
.if is‘apparent that a growing__number of studies (such as
Rauch’s paper) are devoted to the 'interpretatinn of Hegel®s
Phena%enology .in light of *the phenomenologicai‘ movement
1aﬁnched in this century by Husserl. This tendency to examine.
the past through the concepts énd understandings available in
the present is not upusual, nor is it pérhaps avoidable{
Notwithstanding the dangeré pginted out by thiniérs, such as
Heidegger, many philosophers gake use of contemporatry ménnefs
of thought in order to shed light on past thinkers, to examine
their thought in a new way. In view of the fact that Hegel

Il

gEQEloped a "phenomenology' approximately one hundréd years
before Husserl "founded" the discipline in  virtual ignmrégge
of the éetails.DF Hegel s project, it should not be surprising
to‘jind contemporary phenomenologisté returning to Hegel and
Hussefi in order to see whether they can be read in the zsame
spirit. Conversely, we should not " be IEurprisedl to - find
CDntempDraFy Hegelians turning to the works opf Husseri, in an
endeavour to determine to what extent their concerns were

parallel. Second, although language was never the central

theme for elther Husserl or Hegel, the linguistic
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precccupations of CSQEEEBdLaEy phiiosophy thave sparked a a
considerable -amount of examination of the prpbleﬁ of language
in their philosophies. VMany'Df these studies will be.cited‘in
the body of Fhe present thgsis. .Hawever, to my knowledge no
commentator has aftempted to discuss in- the same work the the
gquestion of language as it arises for Hegel and Husserl. This
'thesis; then, unites. the expanding interest in Hegel - qua
‘phenomenologist with. the contemporary concern about the role-
of 1aﬁguage.in.thelstructﬁres of consciousness. . ”
While I attempt té cshow the pertinence of the role of
language in the two bhenomenof&giﬁs to an examination of these
phennmeho{ogies_per se, it is not my intention to argue thét'
the sole reason fof the di%#erjng :haracteristiﬁs of Hegeiian
and Husserlian thought is the contrast between th?ir
phenomenologies of language. Rather, my intentions ares: a);
to provide a textuglly-supbdrted explication of the role of
language in consciousness according to Hegel and Husserl; and
b); tp establish the relevance of these divergent notions of
language to any attempt to explain some of the severeLﬁ
differences which mark the two phenomenological systems. Iﬂ-;-
particular, I shall suggest that the cqltural and historical
fields examined by Hegel are available to him by vﬁrtue of his

linguistically—-situated version of transcendental . —

subjectivity. To employ the terminology employéd'by T. Kisiel



7

(1?, the HegeTian view - of funﬁémental conscipusness is
“thick", infused with the cmngretehess of lingﬂistic
understandings. For Huséerl, fhe lculturalwhistorical 5phére
causéé'ample difficulty for phenomenological analysis largely
.because of his insistent claim that the fundamental layer of

experience is a "thin®, prelinguistic. stratum from which all

meaning arises.

The point of departure for our confrontation between the
treatments of xlanguage by Hegelian and Husserlian ..

phenomennl ogy will be the "Gense-certainty” chapter of Hegel's

Phehcmenolnqv of Spirit. This chapter®s explanation of how
. ‘v
consciousness encounters universality in éxperiehce will be,
contrasted with Husserl's discussion - of the same issée in
fdeaé. It will be seen from tﬁe comparison Df these accounts
that the key point at thch. they differ is.  the role of
language.in the recognitioﬁ of the universal. After exploring
in greater depth their contrastingl phenomenologies D+,
langﬁgge, ; shall indicate how th;;r approaches to language
help .tD determine the divergent characters of . their
phenomenologies as such, paying particular attention to their
"thick" versus "thin" immediates, their treatments of
intersubjectivity. and their aproaches toi the stability or
instability of emperience. Finally, having shown that their

-

phénomenologies of language carry fundamental implications for
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Phenomenclogy as a project of thought, I shall raise a
conclﬁding question: what snrt.of ‘eviden:e -cnuldr adjudicate;
the conflict be£ween'the‘cnﬁception‘qf lahguagé héld by _Hegél
and that to which-Husserl subscribes? |

Before we.ambark Qpnn the detailed examination of the
Hegelian and Husse;lian phenomenoloﬁies of language, perhaps
some justification ought to be provided for thé fact that this-
examination is being under{aken at all. For the 595£ems of

thought trepresented by Hegel's Phennmennlmgy, on the one hand,

and Husserl®s phenomenological works on the other, appear on

the surface to be extremely disparate. In order to provide

such a justification, let us commence ouwr ingquiry with a brief

discuszion of the basic points at which the aims and
orientations of Hegel and Husserl as phenomenologists
converge.

R TR



11 - Foints of Contact Between the Phenomenologies

In Fart I1, I intend ic justify my treatment of Hegelian
phenomenclogy alongside the phenomenology of Husserl. - A
general justification of this procedure is required in view of

the oft—-noted dissimilarities between Hegelian and . Husserlian

thought.
Systematic comparative discussions of Hegelian and
Husserlian phenomenology have rarely been undertaken,

particularly in the English language. One recent attempt by
Quentin Lauer (1977) treats the topic in a rather superficial
and hence unprofitable fashion. A subsequent article by Leo

Rauch is a more sophisticated examination of the general
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relationship betweeen the two phenomonogies. . The 'wotk D%EV

B

Eugen‘Fink;'the collection edited by Planty—Bomjour and the

article by Sdzer appear to constitute evidence of a growing

interest in this field of inquiry on the Euwropean continent.
Instead of systematic discussion, it is more common to

see an author who is in the process of commenting on the work

-

of one or the other philosopher casually take up the guestion

of their relatiomship, and then drop the qguestion quickly.

‘.Examples of this appépaéh can be found in Derrida’s work on
VHusseri kp; 67), and in Westphal®s work on Hegel {p. 28}).
Such parenthetical remgrks aslthese, while they often contain
illuminatinpg insights, are often frustrating because of their
brevity and lack of textual support or detailed argumentation.

{0

Whether an author w;ites'about Hegelian and Husserlian
phenomenology in the context of a work devoted to the topic. or
in a short passage, the discussion tends to adopt one of two
orientations. éome commentators, such as Derrida {(p. 67),
stress the "profound convergence" of Hegel and Husserl; while

. ~
others, such as Schmid£k46. 41) who <claims that it is an

k]

"intellectual sin" to confuse the two phenomenologies, stress

-~

their divergence..
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Given these two tendencies, ! imagine that the present
thesis will reflect both. ln-this section I hmpe'to draw out
enough methodological, thematic, and historic po;nts ‘Df
contact between the_phenomenmloqies Df.Heqel aﬁd Hhséérl to
Justify their discussion together, and to set -the, sﬁaqe for
the subsequent confronation, . to be centered on  the issue of
language, between the two phenomenolmgies; This approach
recognizes that while differences between Hegel and Husserld
are extensive and 5iqni¥icaﬁt, they are especially meaningful
inﬁqur as  they are divergehces bertwesn two thinkers
attempting a strikingly similar enterprise - the science of
the experience. of consciousness. Furthermore, thée differences
between them, particularly those arising +imom their
rhenomenol ogies of 1énquaqe,b are crucial - for contemporary

thinkers enganged in a similar phenomenological task.

Cmnsequentlyn in the following discugsiun of  the points
of contact between Hegelian and Husserlian phenomenology. I
want to gbmid doing an  injustice to either thinker by
&mﬁflating their app}oaches. Rather, my intentiqn iz to
examine the conceptual overlap and historical cdnvarqence
which permit the emergence of & fundamental relation between
the phenomenologies of Heqgel and Husserl. For it is only

through an understanding of the relation that underlies the

disrelation that the disrelation {an be tully grasped.
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.
The discussion of the points of contact will he
undertaken in four parts. First,” the significance of the

“common term “phenomenology" will be explored. Second, I shall
emamine_ the- extent to whi the broad metholodolaogical
impulses of thé phenmmenﬁlogies re similar, insofar as they
represent deskriptivé sciences which are presuppositiqnless,
yét wh;ch are accomplished ?rom a prephenomenologically
achieved vantagelpoint. Third, I  shall examine the cﬁmmon
field of Hegelién and Husserlian phenmmeqplogical inguiry -
namely,-thg related realms of transcendental subjectivity and
cqnsciousnesé, with parficular attention giwven to the
intentionalityxbperative within this field. Last, I shall
sumaarize aspects of the historical convergence of Hegelian
and Husserlian strains in post-Husserlian tnntinental

philosophy.

- a - "Phenomenolaogy”

The fact that both Hegelland Husserl employ the same word
- phenomenoclogy - is a more immediafely. obvious similarity
than any %gé&hadulogical or thematic. resemblance. Is it
significént-that‘bnth'thinkers use fhe_same tgﬁm to denote an

important philosophical enterprise? 0Or is the term merely a



hes

homonym describing two fundamentally .different Fforms  of

philosophy?

..

By the . time Hegel settled on the title of his

" . " N3
Phanomenologie des_Geistes, phenomenology had already been a

term of some importance to Kantian philosophers, referring to

a certain field of study. Phinomenologie was for these

'philosophers a prolegomenon, based on the description of the

phenomenal realm, to logic‘ and. metaphysics. ~_As Solomon
!
explains (p. 158), for Kant phenomenclogy thus Gnderstood was

4
preliminary to the examination of the noumenal realm of. God,’

freedom and immortality.

For Hegel, too, phenomenology retains an .introductory
character, . as the Preface to the Fhenomenol ogy makes
abumdantly clear (e.gQ., pars. 37-38). To allude to a

celebrated Hegelian image, phenomenclogy is the ladder which,

leads the reader to the leve} of self-understanding which must

—

he reacﬁed in order for logic to commence. The poinf ;frnm
which logic can begin - spirit which knows itself_aé substance
- initially is not immediately available to consciéusnessﬁ
One must accede td the stage b+ absolute knowleége. The
.gaining of this understanding by consciousness is the point of

the Phenomenology of Spfrit.
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However, phenomenology is introdpctbry to, philosophical
s . o

~reflection in a different sense for Hegel than it was for the
Kantians. . Solomon notes: o

. « « [Hegell had learned from Fichte and Schelling
that there could be no "thing in itself", no
"noumenon”, and that therefore the whole of -
metaphysics too, eaven "{pd, ] freedom and
immortality", would have to carried out as

phenomenology, the study of ~the structures of
- experience. o (T
(p. 1398) )

Phendmenology ﬁow pocoupies  the entirg range of conscious
activity, from gpistemology to morality .tD religion, with
virtually everything in between included as well. While
systematic pHilusophy willkﬂfcapitulate these moments frrom the

parspéctiVE'Df pure thought, phenomenology examines these

|
regions from the point of view of consciousness. engaged—in the
! i
—

phenomenal realm. _\}

Hence, while Hegel retains from Kantian philosophy @ the

notion of phenomenology as an  introductory examination  of
LY

phenomena, he broadens its scope suchd that it embraces the

breadth of philosophy itself.
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Husserl apprqpriatealthe tgrm "phenomenolngY" gt a time
when he was nnf. particulérly sensitive to the history of
philosophy. In particular; German Idealism was in. disrepute
in the philesophical world; and Husserl’s opinion of Hegel (as
I‘ éhall el aborate iater) . was essentially negative.
Nevertheless, Wpﬁenomenology"- suifed gusserl’s purposes to
perfection. It was an ap£ rePresentation of the' fuundatgonal

enterprise he desired to erect, a science which expnses the

' ~

experiential foundations of knmwledée by meang of a
descriptive examination of the way in which phenome=na arise in

consciousness.

v

EBoth Hegei %nd Hus —then, adﬁpted- a5 their own a

.wotd which(we}l represented the des:riptive task they aimed to
.undertake, énd‘subsequently redefined the term’s meaning to
suit their individual purposes. A key difference_ between

their respective uses of the term would appeaf to lie‘in their

'condeptions_a+ the introductory nature of phenomenclogy- For
'Hegel phenomenol ogy was preparatory to systematic phiiasnphy,
whereas for Husserl phenomenology was the heart of his life's

work _in philosophy. Yet even here, notwithsténding the

obvious contrast, Dne'might discern a similarity. Althoﬁgh

HUSSErl devoted virtually all of his philasophica} energies to

‘phenomenology, he mccasional;y intimated that phenomenoclogical

descriptions were, in a sense, Jdntroductory. Merleauw—FPonty

~
!
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raises this point when he notes that  phenomenoclogical

descfipticns "are often condidered préparatory, and Husserl
lhimself alwaysrdf?tinguished *phenomenological investigations?®
in the broad sense from the “philosophy”’ which was supposed to

. trown them" (p. 89). - ’

I would not 'presuhe ~to deny that .Hegel and Husserl

a

developed what they termed their phennmenologies'in divergent

L Ways. Iﬁdeed, this thesis will will provide ample evidence,-

-‘—‘_-—-— .

will attempt an " explanation, for . their divergence.
2

Nonetheless, we might see . in  the foregoing preliminary

considerations that the common Ehoice.of term is . not .withnut
§igni+icance. BRoth philosnphefs empiny “phenomenolody" to
denéte a basic science, 1in .some sense introductory. or
preparatory, aiming to discérn the structuneg D{‘ . the

phenocmenal reélm{

Armed giﬁpfthis prgliminary point of contact, let us now

look more closely at e notion, which guided both Hegel and

S

Husserl, of phenomenfblogy as descriptive, presuppositionless,

-

and scientific.
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= b - Phenomenology as sciegce of pure descriﬁiion

N .

Both genres of philnsophy function in related senses as

sciences of the presuppositionless description of phenomena.

That is to say, both Hegel and Husserl interpret phénomennlngy

as a "pure seeinqg'. .

Hegel most “clearly | acknowl edges the aspeét of

presuppositionless description in the " Introducdtion to the

-

Phenomenology. - Here he tells us that in phenomenclogy

« « . we do not need to import criteria, or to make
use of bright ideas and thoughts during the course
of thé inquiry; it is precisely when we leave these
aside that we succeed in contemplating the matter in
hand [i.e., consciousness] in_and for itself. (2)

(par. B4) :

N

Bgcause for Hegelian phenamenuiogy':onacidﬁSnesé provides . its

own criteria of knowledge and its own conceptions of .its

relation to its object, writes Hegel, "all that is left for us
'

to do is simply to look on" <{(par. B85). The Hegelian

phenocmenologist can thereby describe experience’s own

movement, in consciousness’ own terms.

Husserl also redards pure description to be a key to
/ .
transcendental ph@nnmenology. He makes this evident im  many

passages, but “perhaps nowhere more evident than in paragraph

15 of Cartesian Meditations. Here Husserl  tells us tha% the

e
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ﬁhenomennlngjst must achieve a phenﬁmennlngiéal Psplitting' ot
the ego", an-nperatinn whi&h provides the vantageApoint of the
"’disihtefésted qnlnnker’, above the ;aively interested égd' .
. . the Egn”s‘solefremaiﬁing interest being. to sée and to
describe adequétely what Hé sees, purely. as seen, as what is
seen énd in such .and such a manner" 15; 35). On this, Husserl

continues, depends “"the absdluwte ‘“unprejudicedness® . of the

description® (p. 36).

Clearly, the task of pure seeing or presuppositionless
description is an important component of pﬁenomenolqu for
both Hegel and Husserl. Nevertheless, neither is so naive as

to claim that:dne-can simply sit .down and start describing

- |9
phenomena ei nihilo.  The phenomenologist in both cases
contributes ‘something, a way of seeing, which initiates and

informs the descriptive pro:ess.‘
For Husserl of course, the phenomenological standpoint is
reached through the eEDchE, the procedure outlined in the

passage just quoted from Cartesian Meditations. Elsewhere, in

. .
the Crisis Husserl writes that through the epoche "1 stand

above the world, which has now become for me, in a quite

peculiar sense, a‘ghenomennn" {p. 152). "This is not a
"view', an “interpretation® bestowed on fthe world" by the

phenomenclogist, Husserl adds, but is rather the standpoint
from which one can examine the ground bf all world—_views "and

world-interpretations (p. 152). -
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L.ikewise for Hégei a phenomenolaqicai standpoint must be

reached prior to engaging in phenomenological description.

Again we turn to. the Phenomenology’s Introduction for
guidance. Here Hegel explains the nature of what we miJht
call the prephenomenoleoaical understanding which is aésumed in
the body of the worlk. According to my  reading of a key
paragraph, paragraph 7; the phenomenologist must adopt a  way
oof understandiﬁq erperience in order to de=scribe adequateiv
the jouwrney of consciousnesé. Experience {for Heqgel is the
dialectical mmvementlin wﬁich constiouwsness  shifts  from Jne
conceétion of the world to amother. More importantly, within
experience each suCccrssive cmnéeption' - or 'Ehape of -

~

consciousness, is a result - a reversal —-DF that which has
gone before. Heoel admjtﬁ.that "thig way of leooking. at  the
matter is somethina contributed by uss‘.I (Par. ??): i.e., it is
aomething brouqh{‘to ﬁhenmmenmimqy by the phenomenoloaist.

At firet | glance it miqght. appear. that the
pre—understandinos brouwght by Heqei and Huasserl to theipy
respective phenomenologies ihvoive more difference - than
simliaritv. It would seem thét the Héqelian pre—understanding
of experience involves more interpretation .of ite subj@ct
matter than does the Husserlian reduction. hile neot denving
that  there is a significant difference between the two

prephenomenological =tandpeoints, 1 helieve that §1T is possible
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to narrow the distance between them by means of .a renewed
examination of a), the role of Hegel’s use of "we" 1in the
opening chapters of the Phenomenology, and b), the sense in

which Husserl®s phenomenological starting point Eonstitutes

more of an interpretive framework than Husserl is willing to

admit.
The controversy surrounding Hegel’s use of "we" reflects
an ongoing concern about the amount of interpretation

contributed by the Hegelian phenomennlogist to the description
of ' consciousness. Werner  Mars is a commentator who is
particularly sensitive to this issue; in fact,, he considers

the consistency of the narrator’s role in the devel opment of

the Fhenomenology to be one of the aspects which provide

‘\Emntinuity to this often seemingly discontinuous work. Mar

;

claims that five distinct functions of the “we® can be

[}

isolated. The "we" is the agent who:

’

- ""takes” phenomenal knowledge “along® the road"

- is "the initiator of the movement of the history
of experience"

- "surveys the dialectical movement of experience’
and presents the necessity of the transitions
between its moments

.

— sees the syntheses arising from the' movement

- guides pheﬁomenal knowledge along the "highway of
despair"” which is its experience

(Mars, pp. 21-92)



As we can see, Marx®s five functions of the "we" incorporate a
mixture of narrative-contemplative and dynamic—-active .

o

functions.

However , accordiantn o above reading of  paragraph 87
04_ the Introduction, Hegel himself regarded the
nérrative—cuntemplativm functions as primé?v. The
phenomenﬁlnqist does not reélly initiate the process; of
euperience., oF move CONSCclousness alanq. Rather, "we" look on
as consclousness provides its own impetus and takes on ¥te
suceessive shapes. One must therefore avoid the temptétiun to
overplay the active functions of the "we". - With Westphal, 1
would claim that this narrative device plavs a primarily
pedagogical role, wraing the reader to see the phenomena as
Heqel sees them.

This c;fﬁieg ne implication, as  is often charged,
that one must already be in the realm of Abzolute

Ermowledne to follow Hegel®s  argument. It only
supposes that like the slaveboy in  the HMenb., the

reader can see for himself what iz there to be seen
and does  not peed to  take anvthing on  Henel s
autharity. ‘ : .
(Westphal, p. @)

While it might be granted that Heoel s prepbenomenclogical
A9
understanding of the esaperience to be described 12 more

interpretive than Husserl s, it iz misleading to overestimate

its dymamic/active aspect.
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By the same tqken, it is perhaps equally misleading to
accept at face value Husserl®s claim to achieve a standpoint

completely devoid of interpretive prejudice.”’ Gadamer, - in

Truth and Methdd, goes to some lengths to support the clainm

that the Enlightment—inspired aim fn free the understandin
S ‘ .

__

from all prejudice is a misplaced objective which is_itself a
prejudice (pp. 235-245). He writeé; "the fundamental
prejudice’ of the enlightenment is the p_'r-ejudicé against
prejudice itgelf; which deprives tradition of its power" (pp.
DTO-240) . Drawing on Heidegger’s  discussion of,
fore-understanding, Gadamer argues that "the_prejudiées of the
individﬁal, far more than his judgments, cmnst;tute the
historical reality of his.being® (p. 245). Following Gadamer
we might claiﬁ that Husserl®s attempt to set aside
interpretive prejudice is itseldf a fnre—understanding'
inherited from the Enightenment, a {Dre—underséanding from

which he approaches, and which influences, his accoun of

experience.

-

We might further ask whether more specific,. unstated
prejudices operate as factaors in Husserl®s description of
cConsciousness. FDFIEMample, his claim to eidetic intuition,
or immediate insight into essences, could be siich d
presupposition affecting his methodology. 'Alsn, it is

debatable whether some of the basic ideas which govern bhis
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phenomenology - e.g. intentionality - are results of

* phenomenological description. I believe a case cbuld.be made

for the claim that they are presuppositions which guide his
descriptions, although to make that case fully would take the

present thesis too far afield.

In summary, I would grant that there is a SEHSE in which
it is .quti{iable to assert that Hegelian phenomenalogy
provides a more interpretive description of experience than
its ﬁusserlian counterpart. Yet the difference between the
two on . this score is less pronounced than 1is commonly
believed. Given a minimal interpretation of the role of
Hegel s "we", and given the arguﬁént that despite Husserl's
denial of prejudice; hé still béings sigﬁificant
pre—uﬁderstandings to his descriptive efforts, the two
approécheg may be closer together in their broad
methodological orientations thanlmight initially be thought.
Viewed in this Way, bafh Hegelian and Husserlian
phennmenologies stand as attempts to describe phenomena in  as
puré"a fashion as possible, but vyet +from an achieved

prephenomenclogical - standpoint which provides a ‘“way o+f

- seeing” what is described.

As a final point with regard to what might Iloosely be

termed methodological points of contact, let us briefly allude
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.to the sense in which phenomenology  1is a science for both’

Hegel and Husserl.

Souches-Dagues points out that both Hegel and Husserl

inherit the heuristic goal of philosophy as a riéournus
science and apply this geal to pﬁenoﬁenulmgy (p. | 25) .
ironically, however, b&fh phennmenqlngies constitute reactiqﬁs
against rigourous hethod in science.. The see—~describe
paradigm favoured by both phenomenolcogists ;reclqdes any
.subversion of phenomenological method to a pregrdained formul a
for gathering.an& analyzing data. A; a result, Hegel and
Husser]l both generally oppose the wholesale application to all

phenomena of the deductive, causal explardations which

characteriie the natural sciences.
1

More 5peci¥§ca11y, Husserl and Hegel rejéct the validity
of nétural*scien£ific method tb the study of the mental life.
Consequently, both take a critical view of psychology,
claiming that psychology alone does not provide. a sufficient
o adequate explanation ﬁf the the structures ‘Df
consciousness. Since psychology is the science which might
_have the most natuwral claim to be tﬁe ;cience of mental
phenomena, we can perhaps best appreciate the way in which
Hegel and Husserl relate the "science" of phenomenology to the
other sciences by examining their views concerning its

relation to psychology.
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M. J. Petry, in the introduction to his translation of

«

the ?Phéhmmenology" section of Hegel’s Encvéiopaedia. provides

documentary evidence that, for Hegel , psychological
explanation was insufficient for phenomenology.
In an advertiseﬁent which appeared at the time CEa.
18071 in several periodicals and which was almost
certainly written by Hegel himself, the significance
of the work [i.e., the Phenomenology of Spiritl was

summarized as follows: "This book demonstrates how
knowledge arises. Fsychological explanation, as

well as the more abstract expositions of what is

basic to knowledge, hould be replaced by the

phenomenology of spirit. . "

(Hegel, BF, p. svi) ’
And although  Husserl  allowed for the possibility of A
phenomenological psychology, he claimed that such a discipline
would be based on phenomenological principles. FPhenomenol ogy
itself avoids the pitfalls of  studying phenomena as
"pesychological facts, consequentlyl with all +the subjective
conditions which accompany them in their formation” (Ricoeur
1967, p- S). Hence both phenomenologies, while adopting the
scientific mission of rigour and descriptive accuracy, still

assume descriptive standpoints which precede the perspective:

adopted by scientific investigation (in the usual contemporary

sense of science).

In the foregoing section,. I have attempted to show some

broad methddologiéal points of contact 1linking Hegelian and
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ﬁdssérlian phenomennlogy. .For both, :phenqmenology is a
science, adobting a pésition more fundamental than those of
existing sciencesA studying the same realm. It * is
presupposftionless, while'stil} describing phenomena _§f0m a
prephehoméﬁnlbgically acieved standpoint which affords a way

of seeing eiperience. .

L3

The feader may have noticed that to this point I have
skirted the question of the nature of the realm analyzed by *©
p5énomenmlogy. L.et L then turn to: snﬁe Enints of contact
more closely _related té the fields of transcendental’
subjectivity aﬁd consciousness =~ fields upon which both Hegel

and Hugserl fix their phenomenolmgical descriptions.
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- ¢ - Transcendental subjectivity

As sciences of the phenomenal realm, both phenomenoclogies
constitute explmfafions of that which is given to us  as
subjects. For phennména are £he data as they appeér, n@t
things in #heméelges ab;tracted from subjective awareness. In
this way we ﬁay speak of subjectivity as the field lnf
phenomennlogical investigation. Grieder, noting that Hussegl
-and Hegel regard subjectivity as the overarching structural
unity of experience, concludes that the key 5imi1arity between
the two thinkeré is that their phiin;ophiés are philosophies
of transcendenta} subjectivity jp.” 268). Rosen lmakes the
similar point that both philosophers low the subject to

provide the grDund and explanation of experience (p. 28).

+ The Huéserlian' notion of "constitution®, o the
structuring of the way fhe world present; itself by the
transcendental Subject,' is neot without 'significance here.
Ricoeur di;cusses at length the relationship between the
Huséerlian notion of constitution and Hegel * s de%cription of
Beist as apprehendéd through consciousness (1981; Pp. 9-11).
Making a similar point with respect to Hegel by drawing a

parallel * to Sartrean thought, Soclomon comments that the

Fhenomenplogy is Hegel’s interpretation of "the new humanism;:

"it is a human world’, or, in Sartre’s now famous if nominally

sexist formulation, "Man makes himself"" (p. 159). (3)
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As philosophers wr;t;ng in the'aft;rmath of Kant, both

: ‘
Hegel and Husserl claim that phendmeﬁa present'Athemselvgs as
they do by vifth Df-wthgﬁ;skructurés of the transcendental
sqﬁjé;t. Hence the phenomenologies assume the wvalidity of
tracinguthe %ubjecti?e structuring 'nf' experience through a

first person apptoach to knowledﬁé. {4)

- d ~ Consciousness

The specific field which | largely dominates the
descriptive efforts of each phengmenology is consciousness.
To be 5ure,lthererare significant'differences iﬁ‘ the detailsr
of the cancepﬁimns‘o+ consciousness'adbpted by Hegel and by
Hussearl, di#Ferences'which 1 shall‘Lateﬁ highlight ffbm the
perspective of their treatment of 1ahgqage. For the present,
the following 5iﬁilarities with respect to imentionality and
intersupjectivity will establish a - conceptual Dberlap
sufficient to justify my préctice of discussing together the
role of language in cﬁnscinusness according to the two forms

of phenomenclogy.

One 'striking .Similarity lies in the - notion o+

consciousness as directed toward an object, or as intentional.
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- Intentionality is a nnE}éh hidelx associated with Husserl®s

thDught,fbut is  no less present in the " Phenomenology of

Spirit.

Those familiar with tﬁe'works. of Husserl need not be
reminded of the fundamental importance of intentionality to
his conception of CONSCiousSness. Indeed, for him it is the

very nature of consciousness to be Dbject~direcﬂgd.

Conscious processes are also called ipntentional: but
‘then the word intentionality signifies nothing less
than this fundamental property of consciousness; to
be consciousness of something: as a cogito. to bear
within itself its cogitatum.

(CM, p. 33 -

Hegel is not as thematically explicit as Husserl with

-

regard to intentionality. Nevertheless his phenomenalogy

employs the notion throughout the journey of consciousness

described in the Phenomenology of Spirit. The importance of

the obiect—-directed structure of coRgciousness is signaled in

the Introduction to the Phenomenology, where we read:.

Consciousnessy simultaneously distinguishes itself
from something, and at the same time relates itself
to it, or, as it is said, this sométhing exists for
consciousness. '
(par. 82)
The development of consciousness needs the intentional moment,
requires +the presence of an object of conscinusness.

Consciousness and its intentional object assume a diaslectical

relationship which is traced throughout the Fhenomenol ogy.

.
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The intentinnaiity of Hegelian cons:inusnaaﬁ is most

evident in the ‘'Consciousness" chapter which bebins the

‘Phenomenologys and in which consciousness  explicitly adopts

va;ying attitudes toward the object it perceives (e.g.

\. being

in "Sense-~certainty", a thing with properties in

"Perception"). Yet thé intentional structwre is maintained

throughout the work. As énlnmnn notes, in “YReligion",. the
final chapter before "“Absolute Kﬁbwledgeh, feeling is
described in terms of its orientation toward an Dbjé;t (p.
595). Consciousness only becomes non-intentional wﬁen it
reaches the stage of Absolute Hnnwledge {Ricoeur 1981, p. B8);
prior to that elevated stage lthere is a vast array of

intentional shapes of' consciousness to  he described.

.
-

Furthefmo?e, as Flay remarks,

The concern of the Phenomenology is to prepare us
for this immediate beginning in the Logic by
liberating thought from the opposition, contained in
consciousness, between itself and its certainty on
~the one hand, and between objects of knowledge and
-their truth on the other.

{p. 49)

Clearly, consciousness is intentional for Hegel as well
as for Husserl. The former hay,'unlike'the latter, ultimately

surmount philosophically the necessity . of this

object~directedness. Still, insofar as he is a

phenomenologist, Hegel clings, =as does Husserl, to the

intentional structure of- consciousness.
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Moreover, both phenomenologies represent tonsciousness as

necessarily exigting in an intersubjective community, i.e., as

a subject in a world inhabited by other subjects.

Husserl

introduces intersubjectivity as a necessary component

-

consciousness, for example, ip the fifth Cartesian Meditat

In this often discussed meditation, Husserl’s description

consciousness concludes with the necessary awareness of

selves in a "community of monads” (CM, par. SSY.

ot

O
L%j

“"-——/

other

Hegel " &

Fhenomenology also depicts consciousness @ as necessarily

existing in a social realm. For, as’ the celebfated dialectic

of Lordship and Rondage shows, self-consciousness is

only through the Fecogniticn of my selfhood by other

Drawing Hussefl and Hegel together on this issue,

suggestively comments that the Fifth Meditation

possible

selves.

Ricoeur

is

=]

i N ’ . - 3 . -
phenomenology of conscioysness which issues in a phenomenol ogy

A

of objective spirit, Wwwhile the latter chapters

of

Fhenomenology - {(notably VI, "Spirit"), constitute

phenomenology of aobjective spirit retaining the element

consciousness (1981, pp. &6-7).

the

a

of

In fact, this peint of contact grows more significant

when Husserl's later works are considered. As .

Grieder

suggests, later in his career Husserl appeared to sense that

phenomenoiogy could not progress wntil it investigated

v
A

the

- - ’ - ’
socio-historical aspects of ouwr communal experience (p. 2039).
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As Emportant as thi% issue is to the Hegel—Hug;efi
relationship, 1I. shall postpone further dis;ussidn " of
intersubjectiviiy until a subsequent paFt of this thesis. At
that point I shall attempt to show that ‘Hegel and Husserl
operate with_véry different notions of intersubjectivity, énd
that' the ditfference between these nutimns | is 1arge19
at£ribu£able to the roles that-the two philosophers ascribe to

language in their respective conceptions of consciousness.

Finally, although consciousness is the focal point of the

two forms of phandmenology, the consciousness held  up for

»

examination is not "natural consciousness', or the "natural
attitude" - the attitude adopted 'in evérydéy life. To be more

precise, phenomenoleogy confronts the natuw-al attitude.

Natural cons:iou%ness is examined, but on phenomenology’™s

“terms, not on its own.

-

This i%hédmittedly a very tricky point. Commentators who
tdke up this issue sometimes ddwnplay the significance of
thejr apparently similar approaches to the natural -attitude.
Consider, for example, this passage:

What Husserl means by transcending the natural

standpoint in order to- philosophize is very

different from what Hegel means by transcending

natural consciousness for the sake of philosophy.
{Westphal, p. 23) :

kb s mm— o
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To be sure, Nestpﬁallis correct to the deg;ee tha; Hepel
transcends natural consciouspess by showing that i£ actually
transcends itseldf while refusing to . admit it .(see
“Sense—cert;inty"), " while Husserl b;ackets the
Self—underétandiﬁgs and world-views of the natural éttitgde in
prder to facilitate a_.presuppositionless approaﬁh to the

phenomena at hand.

‘The fact remains, though, that both phenomenmlcgies
reject the ultimate validity of the appeal to "common sense’
(5). Phenomenology must go beyond the sﬁéndard understandings
of natural consciousness. And it does sb for both Hegel " and
Hussefl on the basis of what I Have earlier termed their
prephenomenological standpoiﬁts. Hegel’s view of ewperience
as dialectic allows him to see that the pésitipns assumed by
natural consciousness become trans:endéd in subquuent
moments; while Husserl®s epoche allows him to suspend the
pnsitfons of the natural attitude. The fact that . in  both
approaches phenomenology confronts the natural attitude, and
does so by virtue é% its very prephenomenological standpoint,

I find to be a sigﬁificant point of contact between Hegelian

and Husserlian phenomenology.

We have just described somé methndoiogical and thematic

points of contact at which the phenomenclogies of Hegel and

3~

,
—



Husserl intersect. Beyond their common use of the term

v

"nhenomenoclogy", we found that both aim to engage in.a science

of the pure description of phehnmené, a science departihg from
an articulated prephenomeneclogical standpoint, and which,
while gﬁing; beyond the selfhundefstand{ngs of natural
consciousness, attempts ltn' describe  the structures of
tranEcendentai subjectivity on the basis of the experience o+f
cohscinusness. ’

Beyond these methodological and thematic ceonsiderations,
however, pos£~Husser1i;n continental philosophy has been the
scene of a bistorical convergence of Hegelian and Husserlian
concerns. . The %ollowing sectipﬁ will briefly éxaminé'-this

phenomenon.
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- e - Historical cenvergence

Had he been alive fn witness it, Husserl himself would
probably have been dismayed by the post-Husserlian rediscovery
of Heael. The &pundar qF contemporary  phenomenalogy’ bad  nno
use for Hegelian ﬁhenomenmlmqv, and his scattered references

to Hegel are uswually nedative in tone. by

One relevant factor is surely the aeneral disrepute  into
which Hegel s thought had fallem in Husserl s era. It shouwld
be noted that Huszer) .thematicallv treated the history of

philosophy relatively late in his . career, particularly in  the
. : o & : ¥

Crisis, But even in this wark his references to Heqgel are

—_— —

few, and those few are generally vwncompl imentary. Husserl?

n

réadinq ot the bistory of modern philosophy in the Crisis i

i

quite traditional for the time., focusing as it does on
rationalism, empiriciem and Hanmt. He reserves only scattered
remarke for  post-Kantian Serman Idealizsm, =& philosophical
.EChDD1 qenera]ly thought at the tjmé to have collapsed. .
One must also consider the attiaude of the man who was
arouabhl the most profound  indloaence o Hugﬁmri¢ Framn:z
ﬁrentanm. Bren?ano harbored & dislike for Hegelian thouaght., a
djmlihe. which doubtlessly pazssed  itself  op to Husser]

ASolomon, p. 595, Elsewhere Solomon coniectures:
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Husserl's own view of Hegel is largely unlearned and
a wholly unjustified prejudice,. - Perhaps this is
due to the fact that he saw Hegel ‘through Dilthey’s
eyes, as a historical relativist of sorts, but
nevertheless his sometimes harsh dismissals are

ill-considered, considering the often - striking
connections between .the two phenomenclogies.
(p. ) .

In any évént, i£ spems clear that Husserl regarded German
ldealism, including Hegel, as a movement influenced more' by
obscure metaphysical notions than by the nged to philosophize
from a ground. Had Husserl lived in a climate more ‘receptive
to a careful consideration of Hegel, he might have been more

likely to observe the “often striking connections" between

’

Hegel s phenomenolwegical programme and his own.

Despite Husserl' s predominantly negative view of Hegel,
post-Husserlian philosophy branched out into many directions,
some o¥'which,inv§1ved a recovery of Hegelian themes and
approaches. Lumming summarizes these deveiopmentsa

Though so miscellaneous that “there is little
prospect of regarding them as a philosophical
movement . . . ‘what structuralists,
poststructuralists, and hermeneutic phenomenoclogists
tend to share more or less in common for our
purposes is a denial of 'Husserl’s pbenomenological
presumption of the eventual accessibility of
immediately given experience - or {as most would
prefer to put it) of the accessibility of
prelinguistic meanings. With this denial (and with
their debt to Hegel) their method, or, rather,
methods, tend to approximate versions, of a
dialectic.

(pp. 552-553)

For our purposes it is noteworthy that the post-Husserlian
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rediscovery of Hegel is tied with a rejection of Husserl®s

view of the rnfe of language in experience,

. : ~ ' -
Yet despite this rejection of Hu;;brl’s phenomdnology of
language, many of these ﬁﬁilosophers desired to- retain the
spirit and thrust of the phenomenological task as conceived by

Husserl. ﬁhong this group of thinkers are Merleau—Fonty and
Sartre, two philosdphers who saw m&ch to admire in both the
phenomenqlmgical movement commenced by Husserl and the
dialectical urgency of Hegelian phenomenclogy. Alnng much the
same line, Schmidt spéaks of a "third generation
phenomenology" (p. 43). This approach, borrowing from the
phenomenologies 5* Hegel and Husserl and éxemplified by the

work of Eugen Fink, recognizes that "immediate and fundamental
thought is guided by theze always completed phenomena of
social interpretation” (Schmidt, p. 41). Again it i; waorthy
of note that ”thése phenomena of social interpretation” would
involve, in an important way, linguistic phenomena. As if to
give credence to the argument thatJ Hegel and Husserl were
involved in tasks which share many aspects in common, _then,
much of contemporary phenomenolog; hés attempted to bring the

broad historical concerns and dialed%?EET?vawer of: Hegel’s

thought together with the rigour and insight of Husserl.
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The poét;Husserlian convergence | of Hegelian | and
Husserlian phenomenological themes thereby prnvides.a further,
indeed perhaps the most cnmpelling, justificatibn for the
.pnasibility‘éqd.indeed Fhe desirability of discussing the two
systems of phehamennlogy in the same context. =~ And we bave
already begun to glimpse reasons for centéring such a
confrontation on the issue of the role of language in
consciousness; The . points of contact which I have Jjust
discussed ccncesl, to be sure, some significant di?ferencés,
to some of which I have already alluded. Th? following
sections, as they hold the two phenomenologies together in
order to discuss them as phenomenologies, will attempt to
emplain‘ that these di%ferehce% arise largely from their

divergent phenomenologies of languaje. . ~
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III - Language, "Sense-certainty", and Universality

It has often been rémarked that language is the central
issue of twentieth century philosophy. As noted Just gbove,
many continental philosophers have distinguished themsel@és by
concentrating on guestions relating to language. In addition,
the grnwth of post—Wittgensteinian Anglo-American philosophy

aroufid the philosophy of language is common knnwledja.

- Not only i1s language a crucial issue +to philosophy at
large — phenomenoclogy also needs tp grapple with this concern.
In principle, a fully developed “scienée of the esuperience of
conscionness“ ought o deterkine the role played by lénguage

#

in the fundamental structures of transcendental subjectivity.
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In the context of our preséﬁt confrontation between Husserlian
and Hegelian phenomenclogy, the examination of their
‘respectiye theories of language shbuld provide a useful ppiht
" on whith to cenfre the‘diécussinn.

FPart TIII will Eegin the scr%Finy of the two
phenomenologies of languagé by examining the opening chapter

of Heqgel's Phenomenology. "Sense-certainty”. In these pages
i _ * .

Hegel depicts phenomenology’s movement beyond a naive,
matural-attitude epistemology with the aid of an understanding

of lanmguage’s role 1in @undamehtai CONSCLoOUSNesSsS. Language
appears ,almopst at the very outset of this chapter, and is a
signi$icant'element in the initial phaée of the dialectic of
awareness. While subsaqueﬁt chaptérs .mf the Phenomenol ogy
reveal much about the importance of langﬁage in the social,
cutuwral and religinus.spheres, l.'‘EBE!‘!*:',E'—c:t=_-v't..E\:i.r‘n’(:\,f" interests us
at this point for two reasons. First, the mention of language
in the aopening :hapter suggests language’s importance to the
most basic stratum of awareness. Second, the epistemological
orientation of "Sense-certainty” readily lends itself to
comparison with thé primérily epistemolngicéi concerns of
Hegelian phenomenology. | . {

The discussion of Husserl®s phenomenology in light of

"Sense—-certainty” is additionally pertinent if some suggestive

\\
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cn@ments in a recent article by Souche-Dagues are taken into
account. In this provoﬁative essgy she remarks that Husserl’®s
"immediate ’totaliﬁatiun’ of the particulé;,and the universal"
reflects a desire on his ‘part to remain ‘at  the level of
Sense—ﬁertainty, "which does not want -to leave itself" (p.
2M . She adds that Hegel, oﬁ the other hand, moves
phenomenology beyond Sense—-certainty by negating the
pah;}cular with the universal. Taking thése comments as our
point of departure we might ask: Can Husserl®s conception of
conéciousness be identified with Sense-certainty? To what
extent can Husserl be considered ras vulnerable to Hegel's
language—-based argumeq&i against Sense+~ceatrtainty? And what!
notion of language might Husserl offer as a counter to ‘the

Hegelian perspective?

~7

With these gquestions ip the background I intend +to
examine Husserl’®s description of consciousness in light D¥I£he
concerns raised by Hegel in "Seﬁse—certainty". Ultimately, a
paradox will emerge. _Consciousness acceording to Husserl
clearly goes beyond Sense—certainty, and does not "immediately
totglize” the - particular and universal. Yet Husserl g
foundational . methodological thrust leads him to posit  the
experience of pafticularity as the ground of the .universal.

The paradox lies in the fact that Husserlian phenomenology

retains some of the principal traits of Sense-certainty,
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despite the fact that Husserlian consciousness appears to

transcend Fhem. And central to thase_ aspects of
Sense-certainty retained by Husserl’; phenomenology is ‘his
rejection Df.tﬁe thesis that lampguage plays a role .in- the
coming-—tq—presence of the‘ ui .

versal and hence in the

generation of meaning.

- a — The basic positions held by‘Sense—certainty

I

Sense—-certaintyy the first “shapé of consciousness"

presented in the‘ Phenomenology of Sp@rit, advances the
position that the truth of expérience is that which‘we receive
through our senses. At this stage consciousness assumes that
individual sense data Sriginate from particulars in a world

putside us, a world which our sense represent truly.

The guestion of teo whom, if anyone, this position is
supposed. to be attribgted has provoked diverse responses.
According to Hyppolite, Hegel in this chapter is Feprising a
Platoni; dialectic from the Theaetatus. with further
réferences tp Parmenides, Protagoras and Zeno (1974; pp. B3,
89). -Simon claims‘that the target is Kant ‘ana the Kantian
reduction of the Cartesian cogito to a sensuous certainty, "a

pure I° determined through pure sense" (pa 21) . Other
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authors have pointed out the axtént to which Hume and the
embiricist tradition miéht be linked with Sense-certainty. In
fact; Lamb has sﬁpwn that the t;entieth centdﬁ& empiricist
Bertrand Russell would. be eminently - comfortable .with. th;
seﬁse—certaintauilonk (P 286&. However, all of these _views
as to the tgrget‘ of “Seese—certainty“ could be true. As
Westphal suégests, "there is probably more phiiosophy-going oh
in the first three chapfers ralled Consciousness than the
reader can possibly dream of in a Einglg reading" (p. D9).
‘The density of textual references to which Westphal is drawing
our attention is particularly apparent iﬁ the chapter under

discussion.

Notwithstanding the intrinsic historical interest of the

.
.

discussions concerning the philosopher or movement behind the

persona of Sehse—certainty, for the purposes of our
phencmenological readiné of - Hegel . it might be a
misunderstanding to read the chapﬁer solely . as a philosophical
critique~o% empiricism. It will be more fruitful for us to
interpret Sense-certainty as representing natural,
prephilngophical consciousness® téndency to affirm that the
particular; received through Sensatién possess an undeniable
truth value. For Sense-certginfy is not only a position
commonly adopted by empiricist epistemolagis£5; it is also a

"patural"” point of view concerning the world and ouwr relation
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to it. (&) In keeping with ouwr . phenomenological

interpfetation. of - the Phenomenology of Spirit we sﬁall

therefore examine I"Stan's,e--r:_t:eir''l:.':\:i.r\ty“ as the stage of _.the

©

transcendence of the natuwral, prephilosophical &attitude.

Let us now examine five princfpal. elements of the
attitude toward the world assumed by Sense—certainty.

” -

Immediate intuition: The position with which

Sense—-certainty starts and which it always attempts to retaiﬁ
is that,-thrnugh sensation, we have immediate knowledge of the
wnrid, "a knowledge of the immediate or of what simply‘ is®
(Ph&; par. 20). This is a claim to intuition, to apprehension
withou{ comprehension (par. 90), which allows us to receive

the abject as it gives itselsf.

Passivity of consciousness: In Sense—certainty’s

immediate knowledge the subject is passive or receptive ({(par.
90). Sense-certainty assumes in its pure passivity that it

alters nothing of - the object (par. 20). The object is

self-sufficient; it does not require ccnsdiousness, "The
thing is, and it is, merely ‘because it ig" (par. 91) in its

-~ independent state of being.
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Ineffability of knowledge: With particular importance to

the present thesis is consciousness® insistence upon the

ineFfability\xé,mhat~+t krnows through its senses. This is the

case by virtue of the preconceptual nature of this form of

awareness. In Sense-certainty thought and expression are not

-

reguired because the senses directly ﬁake in the being of the

*

object. (7). Any attempt to talk about or think about the’

6bje&t would of. cowse add something to it, and would

s
ki

consequeﬁtly'detréct from its unique truth.

Primordiality 6# the particular: Sense-certainty affirms

LY

the ultimate nature of the particular - the "this", the '"now',

and the'"here".' That is to say, we have direct knnwledge of

particular objects, in particular moments in time and points

‘in space.

Solipsism: A corollary of the insistence | un‘ the
particula?ity of the object 1is the affirmation of the
specificity of the'particu£ar "1" which is sensing. This is
not, strictly sﬁeaking, a position w;th which Sense~qertainty

P

séarts, but one to which it is pushed in its ‘?ttempt to
justify the immedigcy and particularity of what it knows. (B8)
Sense~ceftainty can be certain only of its particular sense
impressions. The foundation of knowledge‘ is in this way

1 ‘\ | ) H .
conceived by consciousness as the apprehension of particular

objects by the particular self.
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In summary, Sense-certainty claims that the foundation of
knowledge'is my immediate, preconceptual and prelinguistic

reception'o¥ particufar éense data emanating from individual

objects.
- b - Languwage and the transcendence of Sense—-certainty
Hegel regards the above-described position as

unsatisfactorily one-sided. The immediacy and paréicularity
intended by sense-certain consciousness are abstract, lacking
fhe.recmgnitimn playe@ by 'univgrsals in the expérience of
objects. We cannot know the sensuous "this" withput relating
it to other "thises"; we cannot experience fhé spatiél "here"
in abstraction from other "heres“;" and so forth. The
universal is~ju5t th;s d?namic range of the particﬁlar, and is

that which makes sense of the particular for us. It is not

until Perception, the shape of CONsScinusness following

Sense~certainty, that consciousness takes the object trulyL/ég—ﬂ’

s thing with properties, and thus admits the implication of

the universal in our afareness of £%e world around us.

k]
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As we now examine = Hegel’s description of

Sense-certainty®s encounter with universality, we shall notice

et
st

that language is the principal'ﬁﬁéarer of the’ universal in
experience. ¢

Hegel - asks a 'hypmthefical representative of
Sense-certainty to pér%nrm.a simple experiﬁént designed to

test whether or not the particular, momentary sense-experience

_is actually the truth of experience. Hegel supposes’ that we

ask, "What is r‘1'1(:)\».\_”:’“; to which Sen e-certainty replies,
“"Now' is night." We ask that this truth written down, on
the grounds_tﬁat "a truth can lose nothing by bging written

down, any more than it.can lose anything by preserving it"

(FhS, par. 95). If at noon the following day we examine - the

alleged truth, it will have gone stale.- "Now" 1is, no longer
night, but noon. Sense-certain CONsciousness -may stubbornly
counter with the proposition that the +truth is not this
particular nbw, but rather any now which it might experience.
In making this admiésion, howegver , the hypothetical ~ advocate
plays directly into Hegel’s hands. Having used language to
descr}be experience has forced Sense—ceétainty to concede that
the true now is a dynamic range, axiuﬁiversalllwhich could

include any content of sense %ﬁ?erienced at a given moment.
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Should Sensercertainty protest that it mggng to express
the particular even though language can only use univeréals,

Hegel has an answer. He provocatively states that~1anguage is

af’/’ﬂp—f\\\pe more truthful in that it refutes our meaning.-kQ)

. - Since the universal is the true [contentl of -sense
' certainty and language expresses this true [content]
alone, it is just not possible for us ever to say,
or express in words, a sensuous being that we mean.

(par.97) -

Even the attempt by Sense-certainty to authenticate its
experience by appealing to its own authority as an individual
ego coliapses'because D¥ the presence of the universal carried
by language.

Similarly [to the cases of the “hefe" and the

“now"l, when I say "I", this singular "I", I say in

general all "Is"; everyone is what I sady, everyone

is "1, this singular "I".
(par. 102) .
In this way language infroduces wnhiversality not only into our

knowledge of the object, but into subjective self-awareness as

well., An essential intersubjectivity is here alluded to Ffor

the first time in the Fhenbmenology. Even at this initial

stage we can glimpse, thanks to language and the universal, a

&

shadowy prefiguration of Geist in its intersubjective nature.
The coming to presence of the object in a linguistic setting
thus represents, in Simon’s words, an "encroachméift of the

*we’ upon the subject-object relation® made possible by the

public character of linguistic expression (p. 24).

r
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The universal’s entr9 iﬁtp eﬁperience, then, cannot be a
function of mere sensation. For sensation as .Sénse—cérﬁainty.
conceives it 1s only .of particulars. ‘Contrary to the
atfirmation of Sense-certainty, Hegel’s messaée is that humans
never experience ’a pure reception of particulars. Tha
experience of particularity always takes place in the context
of universality.‘”ﬁnd this universality is pever sensuously
represented, buﬁ expressed, thus cmntributed.to expefience by

. , -
1 anguage-using Conscilousness.

L

Indeed, j? is npt absolutely essential that the
expréésion of the universal be linguistic. Even pkimitive
attempts at expressing objacts, such as pointing out wikth a
gesture;,peveél the presénce of a spatic—tenpbral range within
which the intendéd particular is situated. I+ 1 point out a
"now'", the "now” that I point out iz not the same as the "now"
I priginally meant. Recause D% the flux of time, the present
pgsses even %5 i£ is indicated. Cmnsciousﬁass is therefore
forced to develop a composite, universal "now' j a minute
composed of seconds, an how  composed of minutes, a day
composed’ of hours, etc. "The pointing—out‘{s the experience
that the Now is a universal' (par. 1-07').-r Consequently, fﬁr
Hegel neither showing nor saying as modes of expression are

" able to reach the particularity that Sense-certainty claims to

be the truth of experience. .8
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Language, however, in its caQacity as the most fully
X _

human expressive. manifestation of the universal, is the key to

consciousness’ move beyond Sense—certainty. The omnipresence

of language in this chapter is aptly recognized in  the
. . '

)

following passage:

The description of sense-certainty. represents

— language as an almost flamboyant dialectical tool.

Every claim made by consciousness that it is certain
of its ‘“here", "“now", and "I" is immediately
reversed. Language is S0 central in this
description that it can be asserted that, in a very
real sense, language grounds the dialectic. ~
(Debrock, p. 294)
Monetheless, "Sense—certainty" is a somewhat ‘enigmatic
chapter. The linguistic character of sense-perception 1is
suggested rather than systematically elabmrateﬂ. A more
detailed account of this issue can be found in Hegel’s Jena

1ectures-o4‘1803;1804 and 1805-1806. - Delivered in. the vears

immediately prior to the preparation of the Phehdmenology of

Spirit, lthese lecﬁurgs have been explored by several
com@entators attempting to situate the discussions of language
in the Fhenomenology as well as in Eﬁe mature system: (1c)
Along with labour and social interaction, language WwWas
for the Jena lectures one of the three categories of Spirit
which mediate subject and DbiECt. (11) Here Hegel claims that

the naming power of language establishes the mastery of

consciousness over its image of the object.

el



Fd

S1

M

Thus it is through the name that the ego gives birth

to the object, as the thing that it is. .This is the
first creative power which Spirit exercises. Adam
gave all things names. This 1is the creation of
nature out of Spirit. Logos is reason, the essence ¢
of things and speech, of telling and what is told.

In short, reason is category. Man speaks to things

as to his own and lives in'a spiritual nature, in
his own world, and this is the being of the objiect.

(JR, p. 183; trans. Westphal, p. 82).

Shortly after the passage just cited, Hegel continues:

The world, nature, is no longer a world of images,
inwardly aufgeboben, which have no being, but rather
a realm of names. The realm of images is the
direaming spirit, which has to do with a content that
has no reality, no existence. Its awakening is " the
realm of names. Only then do these sense images
come to possess truth.
(IR, p. 1B4)

The Jena lectures stress +that which is suggested in
"Sense-certainty" - sense data are experienced by us as guided
and informed by the penetration into experience of the

universal by means of our linguistic activity. In the words

of Hyppolite, "The name doesn’t refer us to the sensible, .but

the sensible to the name, to the universe of expressed and

expressible meanings" (1961, p. 39).

We can now appreciate that Hegelian phenomenology goes
beyond the "npatural" understandings of consciousness largély
by virtue of fhg__ﬁecessary interposition 6f language’s
—universali{y into the particularity of sense. Language’s role

~

in this description is crﬂcigl; it provides the setting for

P
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our encounter with- objects by furnishing the universals
through which’wé come to know these objects. -
In this sense, language becomes the.occasion of the
transcendence of "sense—certainty" and thereby sets

in motion the dialeqtical movement.
(Simon, p. 22) ' s

I shall have more tu”say about Hegel®s phenﬁmenology ‘6{
language in later sections of the .thesis, particularly with
regard to the intersubjective ‘aspects* thereof. Pausihg' at
this point {n the analysis; however, will allow us to set up a
Cuseful groundwork for comparing Hegel's 1anguage~oriented
critique of Sense:certainty with Husserl®s. description of the
presence of the universal in sense perception, and

»

particularly with the role of language in that description.

— ¢ — Husserl gn consciousness and -'the general"
) Therpoints raised by t+he analysis of SenSE*certainfy
afford -an interesting and useful point of departure for a
comparison with Husserl’®s treatment of similar: cConcerns. In
this vein, Souche-Dagues maintains that Husserl claims for
Sense—ce}tainty its own, undeniable truth. . Hus;erl; she
argﬁes, desires to retain the immediacy of Sense"cer{ainty,
"which becomes the transcendental condition of alk\negatioﬁ in
general.” Whereas for Hegel the universal appearsr to negate

the particularity which is so dear to Sense-certainty, in
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Husserl the universal.is,immediately encountered "as that in
which particularity maihtaiﬁg itself as particularity" and as
the {mmedﬂate foundation of experience (Souche-Dagues, p. 27).
‘in light of these assertions we might well ask: How does
Husserl in fact describe cmnsciouéness’ encounter with

universality?

Turning to one of Husserl’s primary philosophical . texts,

Jdeas, we Hisﬁover that hgvdescribes, in a manner reminiscent
'bf ‘Hegel, a process by which consciousness ralises its
aftentioh from the'particular.to the‘general via the act of

pressinn. In ithe passage which we will Eonsider (PP
T19-32Q) Husserl ouflines the operation of a two-layered
intentiocnal scheme which generates the expressive act and
structuwres the encounter with the universal. The‘ two lavyers
are: the act of referring through the use of an expression;

and an inténtinnal sublayer.cnntainiﬁg the ultimate Fefereﬁt
of the eupression.

As an example of the way in which an expression  arises
from the sublayer, Husserl analyzes the genesis of a csimple
enpression, "This is white". He writes that to make i£
possible for us‘to use this expression' meaningfull* we mqst

assume that we have had a prior experience of '"an object with

a definite meaning”.
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At this prior level, the sublayer, we begin to pick out’
characteristics of the object by seein§ relatidns and
discriminaticns involving it. Thesé initial intentions are
still vague and implicit, “+ollowin§:5nme such scheme as “This
is white®" (p.‘319). We might best grasb the thrust of this
description by placing it in . the context of a distinction

Husserl makes between two types of meaning. He distinguishesl

between Sinn - meaning in the broad SEnSe, "meaning
simplititer” (p. 319) - and Bedeutung - conceptual, - logical,

linguistic meaning. Applying this distinction to the two

lavers of the expressive act, we may say that the subl ayver
B ' . ‘.' , N . . - .

possesses a general sense, a Sinn of a white object, and that

this §inn subsequently develops into a Bedeutung at the level

- of expression.

Continuing his analysis, Husserl describes how the wvague
intentions of the sublayer are taken up into the expressive
layef. " In an expression, implicit determinations are raised
to a higher stratum of experience. In taking the étep to+

. , 1
expressing "This is white'" we express a Bedeutung, thereby

‘lifting up the previously vague intention "to the realm of the

"Logos”, of the conceptual, and therewith of the ’éeneral’"

(p. 320). .
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On" the surface it might appear that Husserl islperformiﬂg
a similar phannmenologi:al anaiysis to that par¥ormed by_Hegel‘
in "Sense—certainty®. Both philosophers describe
cons:iogénéss moving from the particular to the univérsal; and
both tie this movement éo. the universality imposeﬂ by
cnnscicu%nesa’ attemht té exgreés. its experience. Yet two
significant points of difference are worthy of being éfressed.
First, in Husserl's analysisrthe entry of the universal at the
level of the concept, or of Bedeutung, is founded upon, or
generated Frnm,'theLpre—expressive subl ayer; whereaé for Hegel
we saw  that fhe‘ universal makes possible any encounter
whatever with the object. Second, for Husseril language is.
irrelevant to fhe act of expression and i1its universalizing
impacts whereaé for Hegel}ianguage is an essential moment of

¢

the process. Let us examine these two points of demarcation

in greater depth.

Clearly, the Bedeutung is generated by the more basic,
. pre-expressive stratum according to Husserl. He makes this
clear when in Ideas he claims that the eupressive layer ‘'is

not productive . . . its productivity., its noematic service,

enhausts itself  in eupressing, and in the form of the

concegfual which first comes with the eupressing”" (p. I21).
The prior layer, thHen is more genuinely productive. The

meaning of the expression is actually produced  out of the
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vague intentionality of the éublayer. - In other- words, the
"thesis" of the higher, more, expressive layer is the same, as

that of the pre-expressive level.

The implications of the founding-folunded ﬁelatiﬁn between
the strata are gr#sped by_Dé Poer. After posiﬁg fhe question
"whether categofeal :onstitutgon servedr as a quel far
perceptual constitution" (p. :169), he concludes that. this

would be impossible according to Husserl's conception of

)

LCONSCilousness. Indeed the reverse is the case,
for sensory perception is the basic act of
consciousness. . .« « Husserl always wanted to retuwsn

to the final, founding groundwork of our knowledge -
frrom "judgment” one must go back to "experience®.
(De Boer, p. 17Q)

&

Husserl thus accordé primacy tb to: a representative,
perceptually-based encounter with particular objects, out of
‘which our expressions and concepts arise, .and ta which our
expressioﬁ; and cnncepté are to be traced by phenomenology.

This founding—founded scheme is a central npotion guiding

Husserl®s thought from the Logical Investigations through’ to

Experience and Judgment.

*  What further demarcates Husserl from Hegel concerning
consciousness’ encounter with the universal is Husserl’®s
ccntention that language has no role to play in the genesis of

the eupressive act.
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Accoﬁqing_tn Husserl language does not necessarily belong
to the Expressive layer. An edpression is an expression

whether it is stated or thought. As-he did earliér. in the

v o

Logical Investigations (vol. I, p. 279), Husserl in Ideas
maintainé that we can think, " i.e. express to ourselves,
without resorting of naéess%ty to - language. Meaning,
gener§ted from intentional functions, makes an act an

R <
espression. And the acts which generate meaning operate

independently of languagé.

The wverbal sound can he referred to as an expression
only because the meaning which belongs to it
expresses; it is in that that the expressing
originally lies. .

({Ideas, p. I20)

Elsewhere in ideés Huéserl makes a point of stressing the

. contingency of language to an analysis of the process of

expression:

Let us start from the familiar distinction. between
the sensory, the so to speak bodily aspect of
expression, and its non-sensory "mental" aspect.
There is no need for us to enter more closely into
the discussion of the first aspect, nor upon the way
of uniting the two aspects, though we clearly bhave
title-headings here for phenomenclogical problems
that are not unimportant.

(p. 319)

Husserl here affirms the utter unimportance of language to the

encounter of expressing consciousness with universality. The

meaning-bestowing act performed by consciousness ig indeed an

. e ™~
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act of expression, but takes - place prelinguistically.
Hussarliap,phenmmeﬁology thus understood always questions back
to ﬁhis.pfelinguistic vet expressive establishment of meanrdng -
"priﬁr to statements or uttered meanings" _(Ricoeur i970, P
I83). In turn, the expressive acE can be traced to the primal
geuperience of particular objects at the level of the
prelinguistic sublayer. N

" Ry no means did Husserl abandon this general scheme in
his later work. The realh of Sinn which is the foundation of
cnnceptﬁal- meaning . is, for  the  later . Husserl, our
prepredicative experience of the lifeworld. The lifeworld is
a predomirant, perhaps the key concept in ‘the Crisis. As
Cunningham summariies, for the Crisis

the foundation for ‘all meaning is now the

experienced lived—world. This fundamental "raw®

experience of the individual object Husserl calls

pre—predicative”. It is essentially the experience

of the individual object before any subsuming under

general classes takes place.

(p. 72)
The notion of a .primal experience of particul ars, an
experience which generates universals in a prelinguistic

fashipn, was consistently held by Husserl, albeit in different

forms, even toward the end of his life.

ot
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- d - Hussegl, Hegel-and Sense-certainty ’ .
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-In light of the foregoing discussion it is now possible
to draw the outlines of a comparison between Hegelian- and
Husserlian -phenomenology on the basis of their relationship to

k]

© the positions advanced by Sense-certainty in the opening

chapter of the Phenomenology 6f'8pirit.“'Hu559ﬁ1- grants that
the conceptual consciousness, in actively'- recognizing

wpiversality in experien&e, goes beyond the raw data which it

paésively receives from the world. However, the Husserlian

1
. ~

. . : » . .
recognition of the universal differs in two significant ways

from the Hegelian. First, for Husserl universals = are always’

L™
—

traceable to. owr experience of hartitﬁﬂar -Dbjeﬁts in the
pre—expressivg sublayer_dﬁ lifeworld: whérggk for Hegel the
notion of a pre-expressive subl ayer which  -generates

universality would be an "~anathema. Hegelian phenomenology

from the start giveé prime importance to the universal. and the

W

~

conceptual, and would regar& the notion of a realm of pure

.

lived experience abstracted +vrom conceptual conscipusness as a

. s '
myth. Second, Husserl regards the universal as something’
w»
which is recognized prelinguistically by consciousness. For

1H¢gel, language must initiall?’be recognized as th? principal

i "

bearer of tﬁéjuniversal which fundamentally penetrates our

experience.

Iy

o



y

BRtY

7

Can we;-say “that Hﬁssefl’S' conception of ¥undamgnta1

.t =

tonsciousness. is identifiable with Sense-certainty, and
N . ' '

consequently’sué:eptible to Hegel’s arguments against it? At

the risk.of appearing too d}alectically cute, we mu5t answer:

yves and no. Tp be sure, Husserl accords great significance to

»

the conceptual and universal, indeed to the logos through

-~

which man makes sense of the vagueriess and flaowing temporality

LY

of the lifeworld. And7inlthis sense he is close ‘to Hegel.

Yet the omnipresent Hussérlian drive to seek eﬁpariential

. . . %
foundations of the conceptual realm, combined with the view

that languagé is contingent to both fhe . foundational and o

expressive stratas sharply demarcates Husserl’ s approach from

Hegel's, and indeed invites comparison with Sense-certainty.:

*~ The Husserlian phennmennlogiéf goes back to' a world, not

2

unlike the world of “the dreqming spirit" described 'in the

Jena‘lectQFes, of particﬂlar'pbjects intuited passively and

preconceptually by tpg particular: ego. -Th%é. retrogression
'yiélds. a '¥Undamen£ai ;layef er conscinu;neés ~ which
chohfértabiy rgcalisg characteristics thfh we ‘ldesqribed
fearliE} as associated ‘witﬁ Sensé—certainty. Yet, Husserl

proceeds to describe a +ant§nning. consciousness which goes
beyond this initial phase by 're;ognizing Huniversality. It

would perhaps be overly simplistic, but not far off the mark,

. to say that Husserlian consciousness goes beyond the immediacy

st 7

of Sense-certainty, while Husserlian phenomenology tends turn

- .back toward sense-certain positions. i
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i Hegel‘as a'phenomenmlngigf would péabébly not see the

poﬁn; in, nor the experiential warrénf-#nr;_the .retrogressioh
to a pregiven, foundational layer of experience. As H?ppulife

notes, from a Hegelian perspective '"pure lived experience

means nothing" (i?éi, p. 21). Nor would Hegel agree”with the .

claim that 1an5uaqe, is contingent to the recognition of

uvniversality in expérience..‘l "would argue  ;hat-'the5e, two

Hegelian objections to Husgerl’s phenomenological programme

can be coll apsed intu'ane; centred on the problem of -language.

For Hegel- there are no raw, preconceptual foundations of

gxperience’ precisely because ° language penetrates :the

immediate, bringing universality to'it.. Language in this way
is part gﬂa'parcel of any hqman experience, even'at the most

fundamental level of sensation, aécnrding to Hegel’s

phensmenology. -
.-\ : . ‘ . iz

ObQiously_Husserl and Hegel are operating under very

W

different assump{inﬁs concerning the na%ure of language.-'SDme

of thé differences, have been touched on in the above .

discussian. The subsequent seetion owill prnceéd to treat
theﬁati;ally the.quesfion of languaée and consciousness in
Husserl and Hegel, with a view to undefstanding how their
essentially competing phenumenulogies af iaqguage héip' to

determine the basic characters of their phenomenologies as

such.
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IV ~ Language and consciousness
: | ' .
- a.—~ The later Husserrl on language

In the course of our earlier discussion 0% Husserl and
Hegel on the basis tof the poinfs raised by Hegel in
”Sense—certainty“,'iﬁ.becéme*'éV?dent that, for Hegel, the
recognﬁtion of univeésals in perceptgon!is Linked to the. role
Df languaée in experience; while Husserl had arguéﬁ; in Ideas
that 1aﬁguage is not directly relevant to the prncéss of
recmgnizing' wniversals. Husserl’é. apparent dismissal D%
language mjght iead one to conclude that he doeé not recognize

the penetration of experience by lénguage. A closer

examination of the matter, however, suggests that Husserl
p - _ _

-

>
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cannot be accused of blindness to the importance of language .

e

in human life.

. . .
, Husserl®s later writings reveal a growing awareness on
. ‘
his part of the'significance of the linguistic dimension of

experience. | -
Now human thinking. is normaliy done in language, and
all the activities of reason are as good as bound up
with speech. o
{(FTL, p.19)

&

. . . [on the one handl men as men, fellow men,
world - the world of which men. of which we, always

talk _and can talk - and, on the other hand,
language, are inseparably intertwined; and one is
always certain of their inseparable relational

unity, though usually only implicitiy, in the manner
of a horizon. '
(06, p. F99) ' .

-

'In these passages Husserl appears to be granting the +type of
linguistic setting of human experience pointed to by Hegel in

the FPhenomenology of Spirit.

3

E

Husserl s increased acknnwledgment of language calls -fbr
further investigation. Does he, in a way Similaf to Hegel,
Come .to allow that linguistic understandings infiltrate
experience at even the most | fundamental laver of
}ranscendental subjectivity? In order to answer this question
1 shall examine a central later text treating the issue of

language’s role in experience, "The Origin of Geometry". It

1



will become cléar that Husserl and Hegel .as phenuménnlogiats
cannot be connected too closalyién this gquestion. 'Npile¥ "The
Origin of Ggometﬁ?“ recognizes the indispensability of
language for'buglic expression and communication, it ‘aFngs
fhat languaga use causes us to lose sight of 'the".nriginary

meanings generated at the level " of the lifeworld - Sinne

which, as we have seen, it is the task of phenomenology to

recover. Drawing on the example of geometry, Husserl claims

-

that language arises in order to comﬁu&icéte a'erior _meaning,
that lapguage sediments the meaﬁing-it‘ihtends'tn convey, and
that the linguistic.layef_must be set aside in order to ibrihg
back to preéence, ai' the levél ,5% thg lifeworld, the
transcendental origin‘o+ linguistic meéning. et us"follow
smme'salient points of Husserl®s discussion of this éuestion
in “The Origin of Geometry". |

Geometry .like other disciplines possesses a- well
developed tﬁeorétical structure cohsistiné of é netwﬁrk of
concepts, farmufae, etc. It is therefore 6Ftén seen  as
divorced from expérience, with no obvious reiatibn to the
lifeworld. How can ~such van abstract_ cnnceptual frameworg
possibly be derivea froﬁ the world of ﬂlived experience?
Hussérl answers that "some undiscoverable Thales of Beométry“
— a hypothetical inventor of the discipline — must have been

priginally confronted with a pre—geometrical world (p. 3JI69).

-
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This world ~ in turn must have given rise to the geometrical.
vision. .
* Language’s role is to express publicly the attribution of
geometrical features to the world. Ag Carr explains,
'Thrnugh the medium of language., the geometer makes
publicly available what he has grasped privately, as
it were, beforehand.

(p 203)

Thanks to language the sense of one’s experience is

communicable, is objectified so that this sense can be

reactivated by other subjects. Language as a vehicle of

‘communication becomes the basis o+ shared knowledge.

Raggiunti stresses this communicative aspect of Husserl®s

theory Df language as contained in "The DOrigin of Geometry!:
Communication, the intersubjective exchange of ideas
and cognitive contents assumes a primary function in
the process nf objectifying meanings. A cognitive
content becomes an objective and an ideal entity
only insofar as it is the content of intersubjective
knowledge, and intersubijective knowledge is possible
only through the communicative -function of the
linguistic sign.

(5. 247), _ -
- - i
Hence language’s function is to communicate a
prelinguistic experience with a definite meaning. L.anguage

allows for the publl? availability of the- sénse of the
ariginal experience, that this sense ¢an be reactivated as

linguistic meaning by other minds.
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Eventuéi&y?'languagé and its coﬁcoﬁitaht meanings become
sedimenteé in human cultwe. For ever?day‘ conseciousness,
these sedimented'meaﬁihéé which are brouoght to esperience by
,lapquaqe can even influence the way the world is perceivgd.
Ordinary language, arqdes Husseéi; too often obscures and
trivializes the richness of experience. People tend to become

fascinated with the mere trading and aésc;iation of words,

failing to look beyond them to the truly meaningful aspects of -

experience. Husserl calls this phenumenon.the "seduction of

language".

It-is easy to see that even in [ordinaryl human life,
and first of all in every individual. life from
childhoeod to maturity, thE'criqinally_inﬂﬁitive life

which creates its owWn originally self-evident
structures through activities on the basise of
sense-experience very guickly and in increasing

measure falls viectim to the seduction of language.
Greater and greater segments of this life lap=se into
a kind of talking and reading that is dominated
purely by association: and often enough, in vespect
to the validities arrived at in this way, it is
disappeointed by subsequent experience.

(A6, p. I&6)

-

Lanquage’s penetration of evervday experiegnce is thus
acknowledged by Husserl, but in a way that siqni?ies a certain

danger — mamely, a seduction away from originary lifeworld

enperiences.

-y

£
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Unlike tﬁe Hegélian phenomenologist, Husserl views the
penetration' of experience by language as a clue that
underneath.thé lingﬁist;c level there 1lies a prelinguistic
generation of meaning. - Words and propositions claim "to be
segimentations of a'truth—meaning that can be made originally
aélf—evident; whereas it is by no means neéessary that they
actuélly “have such a meaning" ‘(DG, P 367 The
phenomenologist inguires back from the linguistically
expressed meaning 'tD the prel?nguistically gengrated. and

gxperienced sensea.

By addinig the statements in "The Origin of Geometry"
concerning the' role of language ‘in consciousness to the
praeviously discussed description in Ideas of the encounter

\

with the universal, it is nOwW possible to attempt a summary of
"the Husserlian .conception of langu'age.p At the risk of
pversimplificationw here is & reconstruction ~of langqage’s
relation to experience according to Husserlian phenomenolégy.
First,_in prepfedicative experience at the level of the
lifeworld we edxperience objects which posseés a certain sense.
Second, this‘sense is représented conceptually through the act
of expression. Third, the conceptual representation is
idealized, made  publicly available and cammunicabie, by

language. The fundamental referent of linguistic meaning can

pnly be grasped if one returns to the primal lifeworld



become sedimented " in laﬁguage. Hence the Sinn of ~any

*

&8

evidences which give rise to the meanings which ultimately

. 3

-

linguistic sign resides in the prelinguistic field of the

lifeworld. : . -

While Husserl recognizes that language can influence our

perception of the object  at theA_ level of everyday

" consciousness, this seductive influence, he argues, can be

effectively bracketed by the phenomenologist. Language does
not affect the phenomenologist®s intuwition of lifeworld
structures because.language'does not have any effect upon

these structures. Even in his later work, then, Husserl held

.to a prelingunistic "stem" of transcendental subjectivity._ The

extent to which this position differs from that of Hegel can
be clarified through discussing both Hegel and Husserl in
light of Feuerbach's influential critique of Hegel’s treatment

of language in "Sense—-certainty".

-

- b ~ Feuwerbach, Hegel and Husserl on language

Many critiques of Hegel’s ‘'Sense—certainty” have been
formulated since the appearance of the _Phenomenology of
Spirit. Among the foremost of these 1is that of Ludwig

Feuerbach. His ebjections, influential in their own right,
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have also formed the basis of ‘'many subsequent critiques of the

~ opening chapter bf Fhe Fhannmenologx. (12) For our purposes
Feuerbach is relevant because of his concentration on what he
‘regafds as Hegel's unjustifiable view3' of lapguage.
Furthermore, the assumptions behind Feuerbach’s objections

might be shared, with . certain mﬁdificatinns, by Husserl's

conception of language. Hence an examination of Feuerbach’ s—s

celebrated critique of "Sense-certainty" might cast further

light on the divergence between the Hegelian  and Husserlian

phenomenclogies of language.

~

Feuerbach graﬁts‘with Hegel éhat language expresses the

univerEE} and that sensation is only of parficulars. But for
Feuerbach this truth‘only points out the limits of language.
If language cannot reach the wealth of particularity revealed
by our senses, then it is langu%ge, ﬁot sensation, that is
zhown to be lacking. Language is only a sign;' writes
?euerbach, a means of communication which‘we émplny in order
to communicate thé objects of our experience to others; it is

not an active participant in tﬁe process of sense—perception

(Feuerbach, vol. II, p. 185). (13}

Husserl wouwld largely agree with Feuerbach, minus the
realist epistemology inherent 1in the latter’®s eﬁphasis on

sensation. The structures of transcendental suﬁjectivity"at

/
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the most fundamental level operate independently uf"ianguage
according to Husserl®s phenomenology. Language is generated
in order to represgnt objects of experience with a certain

meaniqg. For Husserl as for Feuerbach, language arises as a

*

sign utilized for the ﬁurposes of communication, theré&y
making one's experience available for others. While Husserl}
grants that ordinary experience can become 1anguage—$ound, he
proceeds to claim that linguistic meanjng can be trach back

to a foundational, prelinguistic level of trans:endentall

subjectivity.

Hussserl thus maintains that .a prelinguistig_igtem of
experience.is‘isolable, and fhgt this stem ié the tFutﬁ o%
language - in agreement with Feuerbach. Whereas the latter
would argue that this stem is sensation, for Hussérl the stem
is the lifeworld. (at least for the Husserl of the Crisis).
Sti}l, insﬁ#ar as the two philosophers agree that language is
a communicative,. signitive representation of a more
fundamantal prelinguistic realm, there existg a noteworthy

connection between Husserl and Feuerbach.

Reading HHSSErlfs phenomenology of “language in light of

Feuerbach’s critique of "Sense-certainty" therefore helps to

sharpen the differences between the Hegelian and . Husserlian

conceptions of language. For Hegel, a prelinguistic stem’

u
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cannot be isolated from human experience, for
3

subjéctiv;ty is always informed by linguistic

Nheﬁeas for Husserl the fundamental sense

meaﬁihg lies at a layer of experience -beneath

Hegel the universals brought to experience by

always, even in the "simﬁlest" acts of

"immediately mediate" consciousness and world.

.

transcendentél

undefstandings.

of linguistic

language, for

languagé must

sense-perception,
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Y - The Phenomenological Implications of the Hegelian and
Husserlian Conceptions of Language

Earlier. I suggested that the different. conceptions " of

C .

language offered by Hegel and Husserl could help to explain
the fundamental divergence  of their . phenoﬁéﬁolngidal
approaches.  Three points at which this divetrgence is

particularly evident, and to whcsé:egplanatign the issue of
Iéaguage is pertinent, will be H;écusseé"in bért‘ V. The
‘p;ints aré: the inclusivenégs of the "given", or tHe éférting
point of phénnmenmlngy; the n%fure of 'intersubjectivity;”“aﬁd
the relative stability of the phenomena which serve as the

data gf'pheﬁomennlogy.

-
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-— a — "Thick" vs. "thin" immediates = d

-

R natural p%bpt of departure fnr our dlecu551on of 'the'

way 1n wh1ch the twn notlons of language a¥fe:t the . Hegelian
and Husserlian approaches to phenomennlngy might be a

;nnsideratieﬁ of the -"ihmediates“ with‘:which ‘phenmmenplngy

begins. What is the minimal conception of consciousness

.requiredfby phenomenology as a starting point of its analysis?

4

LAY - ’ .’

e N . ' '
In his article "Hegel and Hermeneutics", Kisiel examines

~

what he ﬁe?hs 'the "thzcknese“ . or dnclusiverfess, of the

- +

N

1mmed1ates pDEltEd by Hegel on theﬂghe hand, and hermeneutics

as represented by'Heldegger ‘aﬁd especzally Gatamer on the
. . : . . . . .

-~

other. Although Kisiel eees many 51m11ar1t1e5 between the

Y
approaches of Hegel and hermeneutace, he .cla1m5 that  a key

IO . r . d

s :
difference between: them 11ES in the relatlve 1nc1u51vene55 Ef

;

their reepectlve Etartlnglpelntsé-— Hermeneptlcs beg1ns with .
" . N ' . 7... r l‘ . - ¢
the "thick immediate " of the comprehen51ve llngUIStIC
, : . . ¢ - _ .
situation" - the "already-there" of language (p. 203). Hegel,

in contrast, begins with the +thin immediates of sense ahd

Il

being.. While Kisiel grants- that Hegel 1is aware of tﬁe

determinfng . powers of language, he maintains  that Hegel

requires an absolute-beginning which ddes not include“.the
“liﬁgﬁistically situéfedtexperienfef dfﬁhermeheetics (p..207).
> J - , .
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At least with respect to . the Phenomennlﬁg? of 'Spirjt;
there are raaéonsutn dispute Kiéiel’;'reading of Hegel. As we
N - . . - B 4 ' - = -

have-intérpreigd "Sense-certainty", Hegel expressly denies

that one can begin with the thin immediate—;?‘génseland being.

The opening chapter of the ‘Phenomenology constitutes an

EXpress re}ectinh;of the attémpt to abstract sense and being

-

" from their linguistic setting.

Inspfar as Hegel sees language as immédia{ely mediating

saense ahd being, he provides for an immeédiate which is  more

. | P L4

concrete and linguistically situated than Kisiel sSeems to
believe. ‘Language as thé sétting of the , experience of

&Dnscimusmess assu@es‘the iun&gion Df‘thickening Fh;frealm of
the given describe& éy "Hegelian phenohenglng;T' Iﬁdged,
husserl’s foundational -approach;, yhxch posits ; foﬁnding
pre}inguistig experience, js—m;re .characteristic of & thin
immediate using'é; apgnlute starting :poinﬁ. In comparisom

[

with'Husserl, Hegel s clafm_that language necessarily mediates
.- the réceptivity of,éensefcertaiﬁ consciousness provides for a
more 1ingui;£icglly sitﬁétéd vision of‘ the tfénsgen@gntal
subject. Conséquenfly 1anguagé’s necessary implication in
human experiénce acéording to Hegel allows him,  unlike
Husserl, to place transcendental subjectivii;/dn the conﬁrete
context of linguistic‘underéfandings; ”

1
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-~ b — The intersubjective dimension of phenomenology

Iy i >
) ! ) . - L . * i
Az we saw in owr discussion of . "Sense—certainty", the

social nature of langﬁage permits Hegel to ‘use langliage in

prder to allow phenomenology to accede to the intersubjective
Fealm. Yet during our examination of the points o contact
between. the two phenomenologies we remarked that Both ﬂegel

and ﬁgsserl regard intersubjectivity as a necessary structure

of consciousness. Having described the rbleﬁlang§age plays in

consciousness for Husserl and Hegel we are _now prepared to
O

examiné‘in greater detail the gueation of intersubjéttivity in

the two phenmmenologie?ff particularly as it relates to
' language. How. does Husserl’s conception ﬁf Hntersubjectivity
differ from Hegel "s7. Iz this. diverg%hce in any  way

attributable to 'the contrasting phenomenologies of language

" discussed in previous pages?

- bl - Intersubjectivity and. Husserl °
. The problem of intersubjectivity’ in Husserl’s
phenoménnlogy ‘is complex, and has aroused considerable

’ conﬁrbversy among Husserf%&chdlars. It would bE"impoésible to
do jus%ice;to the issue in this thesié. Yet its relation to

the phenémenoldgy of language requires that we at least touch

-
A
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on the guestion of intersubjectivity in the context of our.

present discussion. . -

-
-

In the Crisis Husserl-diatinguishes'betbeen the Cartesian

approach to phenomenology, represented most nbtably by his

Cartesian Meditations, and the approach to phenomenol ogy
adopted in the Crisis. - The 1atteF"apprqach describes the
structures of the transcendental égo by means. of an
examination of the li¥ewor1d (Crisis, par. 43). Becéuse the
" Caftesian wgy cnééistad of reflections undertaken ‘by the
indivédual .phenomenologi§£, a self-reflection into ‘the
absolutely certain aspe:ts. of his own mental 1life, the

Cartesian Meditations gives the appearance of struggling to

derive from this private starting point the domain of

i

intersubjectivity which must be attained in order that the
cultural and social fields of experience can be examined by

phenomenology.

.
e

Husserl®s difficulties in reaching the intersubjective

’

o domain by the Cartesian way are evidenced by the fifth

*

Cartesian Meditékinn. Having outlined in previous meditations
the essential structures = of aonsciousness thfough
'phenbmeéolag&cal réflectinn, Hussefl prdceeds in the Fifth
Meditation to show that-the presénce of other subjects, - as

. R _
analogs of ourselves, is also a necessary aspect of

Is
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Egperiehce. Thus intersubjectivity is attained, it seems, on

L]

}be basis  of the prior investigations of the individual

o e 4
phenomenplogist. Intersubjectivity, while  significant +or
"Husserl,. appears in the Cartesian Meditations to be a

- .

seﬁondary domain derived .from thé mmnadic, individual eqgo

However, with the advent of the lifeworld approach to.
: | ¢

AN . -
_phenomenology adopted in' the Crisis, transcendental

subjectivity is at once shown to be intersubjective.

Thus 'in general the world exists not only for ‘
isplated men but for the community of men; and this

“

is due to the fact that even what is
straightforwardly perceptual is communalized.
(p. 1&63) :

Thfough a process of "reciprocal correction', even ~the

perceptual realm"becomes subject to the understandings of the
community of subjects. We come to recognize the veritable

.5tructure of the world by reconciling our perceptions with

those of others.

All this takes place in such a way that in the
consciousness of each indicidual, and in  the
overarching cnmmdnity consciousness which has grown
- up through social contact, one and the same "world

achieves and continuously maintains constant
validity. . . it is the world as the universal
horizon, common to all men, of actually existing
things.

(pp. 163-164)
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Yet if we are to considér the points made in vfha Origin

~
-

of Ggometry“, which can essentially be regarded as a cumpaniod'
piece to the &risis, even the intersubjective na£ure,-nf the
Jifewcfld has no relétion. té"ghe operations of language.
In%grsubjectivify is one éf‘ the 'gnfyéréal horizoﬁs};af the
IifeQDrld, ~and is therefore part of the pre}inguié#ic
‘Qoﬁndatiohal eﬁpériehée .of £he wérld to which language®s

meanings can be traced by transcendental phenomenology.
- b2 - Intersubjectivity and Hegel ®

In contrast, ?Dr Hegel language introduces éhe
intersubjective dimension, Tas  wWe Saw in our “énalysia%iof
"Sense—certainty". This treatment of language partakes in a
predominant current .of  Hegel’s intelleetuall- environment.y
Herder and von-Humbcld£.were prominent among the writers who

'5tressed the intimate connection between reason, 1ahguage and
community. For Herder,

language was‘ ;n intrinsic part of the natural

process of the growth of consciousness, indeed of '
all human solidarity, which rests on communication

'betweentmen; for to be fully human is to think, - and
to thinF is to communicate; society and man are
eqgually inconceivabl® without one another. Hence,
"mere intelligence /without the expression of.

language is on earth a mere utopia”.
(Berlin, p.66)
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In the spirit of'Herder’s ipfluential idéﬁs, Hegel in
"Sense-certainty" dared cbnsciousne%gh to aﬁstract' sense
 experience from the sacial setting Qf language — dared it "to
diétégaﬁd human culture" (Lamb; Rp. . 298). Sensé—certainty

cotld rot perform this abstraction and was  forced to use
3 :

. language, thus admitting the encroachment = of the
'intersubject%@e upnn  its supbosedly private experience.

Because:tﬁe efuperience of the universal is conditioned by the

"public structures of linguistic expression each human action

is a social action; each individual experience implicates a,

broader intersubjective experience of the world. {14)

Language not only mediates' éubject and object: it also

mediates subject and community. As the protagonist of
"Sense—-certainty" needed to resort  to linguistic
understandings in order +to provide a setting for bhis

experience of the nbjeﬁt, in the process he also recognized
hi; essential reratiop' to ctheé "Is”, other minds. The
recngnition'of the >cDmmuna1 aspect of experiéﬂce “is thus
linked for Hegel to the penetration of experience Qy

discourse.

v



At this point it is crucigl to stress that for Hegel
' langgage is mnre“ﬁhah a publiei:nmmunal structure; it is:.élso
-a concrete sn:in*histuriﬁal product. This does ndF-deny' that
language possesses certaﬁn formal characteristics. AE we have
already abgerved,"it expresses the universal, provides the
setting for huhah‘egpérieﬁCe, and expresses the social context
.ﬁf the "IY. But the structure of language is also dependent
LPON smciu—hi;torical circumstaﬁce. As Koyré writes,
"Language embodies sﬁiﬁit. But there i; no  ‘language®, only
laﬁguaées.. And it expresses not simply spirit, but the spirit
of a people" {(p. 200). o ) |
K3

The inseparability of the concept of language and actual

historical languages is a concern of Hegel s earlier wrltmngs.

$

The young Hegel part:cularly stressed the 5p1r1tua1 1mpnrtan:e :

4
of the language of a pepple. This extract from an 1805 letter

to J.H. Voss expresses this concern: (15)
l.uther has made the Bible speak German; you, Homer ~

the greatest present that can be given to & people;
for & people is barbarous, and does not consider the
#ecellent things that it knows as its own . property
until it gets to know .them in its own language; 1if
you would forget these two gramples, I’ should like
to say of my own aspirations that | I shall try to

. teach philosophy to speak German.
(cited by Burbridge, p. 24)

w

If ianguage only exists as language of a 'people,‘ the .

'implications"DF this -~ state of affairs for owr topic,

(N



intersubjéctivify and the role of 1ahquaqe. in cnnsciousnesé;
rare' clear. Since self"and communify ale lingdistically
medi ated, the Hature é% the intersubjecfive ;hnrizon Qill
differ according to wHich snc{a—histafical‘varianth$ ;anguage

.is performing these mediating functions. For linduistic

mediation will always be performed by a . concrete language

“
/.

which is subject to history.

To what extent ére these reflections on the. concreteness
‘of language relevant to the treatment of intersubjectivity in

Hegel's phenmmenéléqy? The. sections of the Phenomenology of

~Spirit which treat_ lanquage do not partake directly in the
'youﬁq Hegells stress on national’* languaqge. But they do
reflect the concern that language is always a concrete,
particlar variation of lanﬁuaqe,$ reepon@ing to diveﬁ
historical situations. The concreteness u+ﬁ lanquage o is
pérticularly_evident in ihe passages related to ianguage' in
Section VI Rk, "Sel$_§1ienated Spﬁrit -~ Culture". Here,
concrete types of disﬁdurse become the prime\\slements ot
cultural life and the principal manifestafions of the world
view held by each cultural form. The relation QF noble +fo
mmnarcﬁ is established throuagh the languane of $Iattéry J&hsu

pars. IJ05-512)3; the selfishness and nihilistic . alienation

which subsequently vrun rFrampant im culture are encapsul ated in

0 ’-\
the language of diremption (Zerrissenheit) in  which 1anguaqé”

I
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$) suppo?ts\allrmanner mf'contradictinn {pars. 520-523). {16)

‘In these sections language goes beyond the function it

A

possessed in “Sense—certainty" of. situating the 'ﬁ'rcéptual‘

encounter with objects.” ‘In “quture", concrete lanfjuage,. as
"the real existence of the *I%" (par; S08), becomés_'the

"

setting of social relatfons‘in history. (173

.,

. In Section VI C of the Phenomenology. "Spirit .which is

certain of itself - Mnrality“, Hegel provides further-evideﬁce

of the necessity of concrete language to the @ntersubjecti@e

sphere. Here he focuses on the language of moral discourse
(pars. &52-654). Carrying.fogward the _fheme of recognition
introduced in the dialectic of Lordship and Bondage,  Hége1

here points out that moral  convictions reguige linguistic

embodiment in order to be considered as existent. Otherwise’
these convictions could not be recognized by other subjects.

Language, as "the existence of Spirit" (par. &52), is an

*

essential moment in this process of. the intersubjective

" recognition of subjects as moral beings.

-~
)

.
¢

These later sections of the Phenumennlngy flesh Dut; as

it were, the essential relation . of language, to the' 

intersubjective dimension of consciousness, a relation which

was already present in a shadowy form in "Sense—cerfainty“.

In “Culture” and "Morality" we see not bnly,ﬁhat Ianguage is
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essential to the public -sphere, but also that different
histbrical types of language‘ (flattervy, -diremption, moral
discourse).structure.the intersubjectiQe hnrizbn'in-unique and

concrete ways.

- b3 ~ History and concrete intersubjectivity

'
!

In speaking of Husserl’s phenomenology, particularly the-

‘l.
poS

li¥ewmrld“approach adopted in the Crisis,'.if uould- not be
correc£‘tu say that His insistence on a | prelinguisfic layer
of ‘ﬁrahscendental subjectivity leads to a disregard  of
intersubjectivity. Yet because the li¥ewoﬁld‘ is éssentially
prelinguistic, the intersubjective horizon of the-iifewnrld isg
not necessarily related to ianguage. In contrast, ‘for Hegel
intersubjectivitf always involves itself in all aspects of
experience largely because of the linéuistiﬁ setting 0%
:Dn;ciousness. Although Husserl and Hegel agree that Dd#t
perceﬁtign élways implicates the understandings of the

cn&munityﬂ Husserl regards this implication ag a structure of

a
the esséntia}ly prelinguistic lifeworld; whereas Hegel would

L]

claim that consciousness® linguistic nature renders the
. ‘ !
. ) . L , {
lifeworld, as Husserl conceives it, impossible.
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It is therefore evident that, although Husserl attains

the intersubjective.realm, he Yoes =0 without invoking a
. | . .

necessary conneﬁtinn between lariguage and the community of
subjects. Tﬁe‘Husserlianh"cnmmunity Epefeby ‘gained differs
; <, - . _ 7 .

: . L] .
markedly from the intersubjectivity of the concretely cultural

-

and historical communities described in Hegel's phenbmenolbgy.
-~ . . . .

Nhifé Husszerl grants in the Crisis that_intersubjectivity
is an irreducible structure of the lifeworld, he thereby
provides us with an. essentially epistemnlﬁgical community. ﬁy
perception of the object dépends on the percéptinns D{, other

subjects inhabiting the. same world. The concrete features of

v

different historical communitiés do not appear to exert q;

determining influence 'on perception, aécording to . this

conception of intersubjectivity.

13

Jjexamines

Hegéi’s Phenomennlogyy on  the other Hand,
t : L

‘consciousness as it functions in & wariety of specific  types
1 ' i ‘ '
i

of communities. . Of particular interest to us is thd extent to

‘which &he necessary penetration of experiénce by lgnguage
helpsé to uopén qb this realm’ to_ Hegeiian phénomenolo%ﬁ,’
'Languége is_nct'b;gcketed; rather, it is a fundamental guiding
element in tﬁe intersubjective hofizon‘_nf transcendéntal

subjectivity. ‘Because language is always a specific language,

a public Structdre which‘dévelopS' and changes historically,

Bl
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- : : ’.l' . - .
ites involvement in experience/ﬁQPIies a penetration of human

: v

life by the concrete sncial undersfandinqé carried by that

+ . . .- .
.language.” In this way, human discourse opens the door to the

~F

phenomenological description of différeﬁt historical societies
and types  of social phenomenas;’ “through language,

intersubjectivity bhecomes subject to -history.

In summary, - Hegel's  lihguistically medi ated

&

intersubjectivity, -permits the examination of cnncretéiy

historical types of communities, in. contrast to the formally

~

perceptdal intersubjectivity which belongs to the

prelinquist&c structure of the lifeworld in Husserl's Crisis.

~ ¢ = The dialectical nature of the given
kY .

r . ' .
Finally, it is something of a commonplace to observe that

r

Hegel >s phenomenology, unlike Husserl®s, is dialectical. The

guestion of ' language’s mediation of exp@griefce is also

-

relevant to%an explanation DFHThis disparity between the “two
approaches tp phenomenocloqgy. . .

.

For Husserl, the phenomena which serve, as the data of

phenomenclogy are pldrely qiven self-evidences possessing

virtuall; absolute status, Their evidential nature cannot be

v

htas



revoked by shbséﬁuént data. As-Stanléy‘Rdsénjwrifes;

'If I may so put it, each essence is an - absolute
expression of the Absolute, and not 'a dialectical
element in ~ the gradually _to be cqompleted
self-exhibition of a totally visible Absolute.

(p. 27). - ‘ o

¢ * L

" After the initial radicality of * the 'epoche, - Husserl’s

phenomenology is characterized by sysfematid discovery -

termed "peace%uil'calmly-didaéti:" by de Reneville {p. . 23) -~ -

of transcéndentai structures possessing irrevocable, stable

?

evidential value.

- A5 we earlier remarked when dis:ussi?g~ the Introduction

to the Phenomenology of Spirit, the dialectical character  of

Hegel’s phenomenol ogy consists in thg instability of the

individual shapes of consciousness. — The Phenomenology

T

presents us with a succession of shapes, each a result of

contradictions that are inherent‘in'whatrhés'gone - befare., . A

. . - . % *
phenomenen i5 an unstable moment, aufgehpben by a subsequent

-

T

;\sge containing the truth of ‘the former.

Part of the reason for the dialectical nature of the

given d%cérding to Hegeiién phenomehnlogy can be found in the®

necés&éry mediation of consciousness and wnrld by'\r§gguagq:

" The concrete vocabulgries that perform this mediation, as

\
Rmrfy emphasizes, are themselves shifting and inconstant:



. Hegel left Kant®s ideal of phHilosophy-as-science . a
shambles, but he did . . . create a new literary
genre, a genre which exhibited the relativity of:
significance to choice ' of vocabul ary, the
bewildering variey of vocabularies from whi&h, we can
-choose, and the intrinsic instability of aach. N
(p. 164) - - _ Rl

.
-

The instability of language. helps Hegel to point .te the

"

absence of absolute essence 'in experience: ' If experience
) . . ) . . ) , . . 3 v 3
necessarily unfolds in a linguistic '=setting, it is evident

that‘the.charactér of that experience must alter as. changés

R

Dcch-tn the'voéabulariesfemployed. 'Evidences and | iﬁtuition{

are thus revoked ip Hegel because of the mediation of self and
[ N . .

world by Laﬁguage.

Grieder notes that . Hegel employs ©  a.

"qonceptual—discursiveﬁ épproéch, as. opposead to Huséerl’s
"intuitive—descriptive“ phenﬁmenﬁlngical‘methad (p. 268). To
be sure, this. cnntrastf'is ‘largely due to the different
pre—understand}ngs held by ;he'_two thinkers cpnqerning- the

nature of the phenomenclogical enterprise. However, the

intimacy of language and transcendental subjectivity makes

-
4

‘Hegel’s - conceptual-discursive . approach passible.._ His

phenomeneology of language contributes i# large measure to the

explanation of the instability of experience -~ an insﬁaﬁility

- P

which is at the core of the dialectié of the Phenomenology of

-

Spirit. _Conversely, Husserl®s eidetic intuitions can remain

absolute and irrevocable because they are untouched by the

’

unsteadiness of, language. ’

.

+
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VI - Concluding Remarks
S . i,
- a - Recapitulation

Our confrontation between Hegelian and . Husserlian

phenomenology has reveal ed Similarities between them with
regard'to theufield d# subjectivity whicﬁ theQN examine and

their respective metholodologies.  We also

saw a historical

of Hegel and ‘Hussérl in post—Hussetfian.

- r . ; ’
continental thought . However, Husserl and Hegel devel oped
fudamentally different conceptions of the role of.language in
con5ciou5ne$5,fconceptimns with far—-reaching implicafipns for

their phennmeno}ogiesras such.

-



3

With respect -to .the ™all important - subject-object

relatidn, both phenomenologies transcend naive sense realism,

[
L

claiming that the universal and thé‘cnnceptuél arez necessary
to experience. Nevertheless, they provide cﬁgtkasting
descriptions of how consciousness comes to recognize the

s

. . : ' ! . . N - t
wniversal. For Husserl the universal arises from a meaningful .

prelinguisti: experience .of qﬁjacts, whereas Hege;n ties ‘the
conceptual realm “to the ne:eéﬁary mediation nf ‘ENpEéiEHCE by
language. While Hussérl grénts that "everyday" experience.tan
be language-bound, his phenoMeno&Dgy a}ways inquires.(back tn‘
£he prelingpistic en;ounter with sense .which generates
lithisti: meaning. Hegel would‘dany the pnssibiiity of such

a prelinguistic stem of experience.

=
s

Their phenomenologies of 1aﬁguage carry implications for
their apptroaches to intersubjectivitQ. ' For Husserl,

intersubjectivity is part of the prelinguistic :structure of

vy

the lifeworld. In contrast, for Hegel intersubiectivity, asﬁ

M :

doés the subject-object relation, evolves within a linguistic
setting. This immediate presence of langgage helps to open ub

the cultural-historical aspects of experience to Hegelian
-

. . 7.
phenomenology. The relevance of intersubjectivity to Husserl,
- however, appears “to be primarily _episfemnlbbical and

. . +
perceptual, and the realms of culture and history cause

. ' 0

enormots difficulties for his phenomenology.
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}

FiﬁaIly; the instability of the giQen, a result of the
lingpisfic penatration;o+ Experign:e, allows Hegel to portray

axperignce as thoroughly dﬂalectical. Husserl is permifted to

‘construe phenomenology as a science of the "intuition and

'descripfinn of stable, essential transcendental structures

largely because he holds apart ‘language and the  most

fundampental stratum of transcendental subjectivity.

e BN

’

All of these considerations disclose the effect of the
phenomenonlogy of language on the character of the

: W
phenomenological enterprise. I= language, or N5 it not, a

-heterminant of the structures of transéendental subjectivity?

b

B ”lahguage choice" is evident. How one answers this question
will help to determine the sort of phenomenology one carries

out.

4

’

Given .tHe competing Hegelian  -and Husserlian
phenaomenclogies of language aéd the crucial importance for
phenbmenqlogy of this issQé, we - would now éeem to be
confront®d by problems of evidence. Is their. support for
either thé Heéelian or the Husserlian tmnception of language’s

role in human awareness?
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- b - Prbblems of evidence
Assuredly, evidences arrived™y at through . the
phenomenclogical descriptions of hoth Hegel and Husserl are-
often memorable and impreééive. Hegel's dialectic of Lordship
ahd _ Bnndage- and  Husserl®s exploration - of the

protentive-retentive structure of time consciousness are in

their.nwn ways tours de force of phenomenological description.

——

4
Yet it is remarkable that neither philosopher provides us with

comparable descriptions of linguistic phenomena - descriptions
which would support their respective views concerning the role

of language in conscliousness.

T "Sense—ceftéiﬂzziiﬁﬂiégﬁf- dares. the hypothetical

spokesman of _sense—-certain consciousness to indicate its truth

" without expressing it. The protagonist cannot do so, and is

: 3
consequently forced to admit the idrreducibility of the
univer%als carried by language. . Despite the importance of

language to\the argument of the chapter, however, the topic
reaeiveg“litﬁle'sustéﬁngﬂiéxamiﬁétibn.. The pervasiveness of

language seems granted with only a frustratingly small amount

of phenomenological warrant.

Similarly, Husserl s phenomenological descriptions

devoted to language strike one as scanty. In the Logical
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-
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- . ’ - . . ~

Investigations, for example;‘he argues that language is not

-

ﬁecessary for  the performance of mental acts, on the groﬁnds

that‘it is possible\to perform an inner mmnoldgué in which we

represent thoughts to Durselves'without haQing _tﬁl resort to

language in order to indicate those thoughts. . i

Shall we say that ih soliloguy one speaks to

. oneself, and employs words as signs, i.e. as
“indications, of one's own inner experience? .1
cannot think that such a view is possible. o’

(val. I, pa 279)

4

"Husserl’s assumption that -inner experiences are in no  way

™

conditioned By iinguisticfagaeéstandings seems just that, an
assumption. Hg dnes_not appeaf to speak to the Hegelian point
that all mental life takes place in a 1inguistic setting, éven
if language is not thematicaliy emplo?ed by cansciousnessi'ét
all times (for example, in perception).

3

Foth thinkers lack 53tisfactory, sustained analysis of

language in théfr phenomenologies, despite:what we now can see.

as the chcial significance of the . issue. 1t is therefore
perhapé misleading to call  their }effqrts to deal with
linguwistie phenomena ”phqnomenmlogiés of lénguage“. rThey are
perhaps rather "prephenomenologies of language", positions
taken with regard to the role of language in conscimusﬁess
which supply a background for ‘subsequent phenomenological

déscriptinn. Maybe we have to turn to other phenomenologists,
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philosophers, and perhapé even  psychologists ~ who traat.

o
g v ’

language more precisely in its own right, in order, to gain

evidential suﬁport for either side of the language :hnicer

’ )

A phenomenologist_whp is particularly sgnsitive to the

- 'need to treat ianguage thematically is Maurice Merleau—Pnnfy.~
Indesd, insofar .as  Mer1eau—Ponty unites his concern for
language th methodological debts to both Hegel and- Husserl,
the type Df- reFleCFion undertakén in this present thesis
inexorably leads to a recoénitian of the importance of his

= work." Particularly significant as a phenomeﬁologicaf .

+ \

- description of an experience with language is his essay, "On

v

-

the Fhenomenology of_LanguageW,’ In this study <Merlead—Punty
describes the "linguistie gesture" (pp. 83-87),. drawing the
conclusion that using language teaches us our thought. For

Merleau—-Fonty the linguistic gesture reveals "the common  act

of the signifying-and the signified" (p; 87), 'a. conclusion
tending to support the Hegelian interpretation of language as

1

the setting of thought. {18).

In his later works, the Crisis and the posthumously

edited Experience and Judgment, Husserl attempts to formulate

the relation between_thé originary realm of sense that i=s the

lifeworld and the cultural, historical world in which we live.

{
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However, tﬁ .tha end he ufges the retrﬁgfession to the
prelinguistic Fealm which lfoundé_ the .:ultﬁral and social-
'w;rld.- fhe abruptness of this mnve,‘his"seeming request to
tuwrn. back to é lifeworld which is no- longer the worla =0

everyday life, has plagued phenomenology sincé‘ Husserl.

Fhilosophers rejecting the total reduction, G
Merleau~Ponty, developed ‘*"impure" phendmannlbgical forms,
=

reflecting a view of ‘language closer to Hegel than to Husserl.

¢

Couwld it be that language’s closeness to experience
forces any attempt to retufn to ﬁrelinguisticAexperienqe to be
an ove;ly abrupt break with human life? Would such. a total
reduction leave us with sbmathing‘ we- could no longer call
human experience? If so, this cbu}d constitute ioéf:;:;
support' tor the Hegelgan view that language necessarilyp

mediates expaerience. For such a perspective is required in

_order to describe the way in which the concrete social horizon

acts as a "hermeneutical a priori", to use the expression of
G. Schmidt (pp. 42Z2-43%), with respect to the given. The

heuristic value of such a descriptive poteqtiali leads us
toward the Hegelian incorporation of languwage into the most
fundamental layer of transcendental  subjectivity, and away
from the Husserlian approach of inguiring back to

prelinguistic foundational realms.



95

Notes

p T

1. See the discudsion of Kisiel’s article on pPpRp. 7374 of

the thesis. '

2. Note the way Hégel speaks of "leaving aside" prior ideas.

One is reminded of Husserl’s description of the
phenaomenological reduction as a "bracketing" or a “"setting

aside'".

3. Less colnur%ﬁ{ y than Solomony - Rauch makes the same.
point. "What Hegel and Husserl offer {(each in bis anzway);
is the systematic knowledge of how the world can come to be
the creation of spirit.” (p. 334) '

4. As we shall later discover in the cohtext of discussing
intersubjectivity, a first person - approach does not
necessariliy limit phedomenoleogy’ to the first person
singul ar.

a——

+
=

S. "Both thinkers ask us to reject the- ordinary cmgnitiye
attitude while they admit® the .indubitibility of ordinary
experiential content'. (Rauch, p. 331) '

6. See the discussions in Markova, p. 1173 Solomon, p. 323.

7. lauer 1976, p. 45 discusses this point in some depth.

" 8. See the discussions in Lamb, pp. 292-296; Hyppolite 1974,
pp. F4-96.

9. The theme of linguistic universality -versds ™ meaning is
also found in the Encyclopaedia: "Now language is the work

-~
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of thought: and hence all that is expressed in language must
be universal. What I only mean or "suppose is mine: it
belongs to me — this particular individual. But language
expresses nothing but universality; and so I rtannot say what
I merely pmean. And the wunutterable - &eeling or sensation -
far from bexng the hlgheet truth, is the most unimportant
and untrue" (Elgpar. 20). Note also the attack on the
abstraction of the particular "I" in both this passage from
the Encyclopaedia and in “Sen5e~Certa1nty" .

- 10, E.g., WEstphal,//pg. 81-83 Qull}leq, pp.' 151-154;

]
®

Burbridge, p. 27. :

' } . .
11. Discussions of these them&s can be found in Habermas,
pp. 142 ff.; Look, pp. 35-39. ’

125 An‘exampié can be found in Loewenberg, ppr 35-39.

13, For =& Qfd1scu551on of the polnts made by Feuerbach,
Ny#s *ﬁpﬁ..é-ﬂé ~450; 3
emerges that the subject is not. just passive but’
also and primarily act1ve.{”ﬁ§)that it is not individual but
Thus the categories of human thought have to be.

a social product(i We mlght Feasonably add, I thank
especiadllydon the strength of the "Sense-certainty’ _eectlun,
that the&ir iglal character is closely linked with their

(Y

being endapsii ated 1n language” {Norman, p. 112).
L~

15. Also: "A nation cannot be deemed civilized &f it cannot - -

gupress all the treasures of sciente in its own language”
(ETW, p. 322). Furthermore, the 1803-1804 Jena lectures
stress that language only exists. as the language of a people
(Guillien, p. 193). .

14. Hyppolite (1974, pp. 402-417) supplies an excellent
discussion of language in.these sections.

17. "Not only is language prephepomenological,  but also
prehistoric (in the sense of a genetic primacy, and not of a
chronological precedence)" (Badthier, p.32).

18, With caution it might also be possible to bring.
psycholpgical research  to bear on this guestion. For
example, I. Markova’s Paradigms, Thought, and Language
argues that current experimental research in the psychology
of language is starting to work within a paradigm consistent
with Hegel®s conception of language... On the other side of
the issue, Gurwitsch (pp.. 392-394) enlists psychplogical
research which he claims shows the need for a Husserlian
prepredicative experience.
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