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Structure of the Object of Consciousness

_this tree for a while. Correlated to the various ways

in which we are aware of this pafticular tree, in our
consciousness, we find the blossoming apple tree pre-
sents itself to us in diffefent appearances,‘laéed

with our different sentiments for it. Husserl calls
this flﬁx of constantly changing presentations of apple
tree the stream of the different noemata of an apple
tree, or, simply, a full noema of an apple tree. What
we have to notice here is that, in this flowing of

the various one-sided manifestations of the apple
tree, it is the apple treé,'the identical, self-same |
topic that pulls them together by unifying them into

a system of the different aspects of the same object,
namely, the same apple tree. In ;ggég, Husserl calls
this same apple tree the 'intentional object', or the
_gbject of consciousness.

According to Husserl, while an intentional object
is abie to unify a group of shifiting, changing noeﬁatic
phases by being their common ob}ective reference, never-
thelesé, as an unchangeq, gself-identical topic, it
is able to sepaféte itself from this whirlﬁool of

L]

altering predicates. Husserl says,

. . the self-same intentional "object"

/ separates itself off self-evidently from
) ' i the shifting and changing "predicates." .There

detaches itself as the central noematic phase:
the "object," the "objective unity," the

. : \
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. "self-same," the "determinable subject of
its possible predicates"--the pure X in abstrac-
tion form all predicates--and it disconnects

itself from these predicates, or more ‘accurately
from the predicate-noemata.26

in Husserl's opinion, there ié a relationship
of mutual dependence existing between an intentional
object and a flux of altering noematic phases. ‘To
a full noema, an intentional object is a subject of
which this stream of noematic phases assumes the fole
of the various meanings, characteristics or manifesta-
tions. An intentional object without these various
predicates, according to Husserl, will be an incom-=
prehensible, empty, pure subject; in Husserl's words,
a synthetic X. On the other hand, a full noema as
a flux of changing predicates without a commonrobjec—
tive reference, without an intentional object, cannot
be unified into one system: Notwithstanding this mutual
reliance between noema and its object, an intentional
object will detach itself f;om‘this stream of unstable
changes. Of course, in every noematic phase, we can
always find that the présence of ap intentional object

functions as 'the bearer' of the different predicates
in this particular noema. For instance, in a perceptual
noematic phase, 'a blossoming apple tree perceived

‘From a certain perspective', we find the p#esence of

a tree, as a point of reference to which all the

.~
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particular characteristics of 'a blossoming apple tree
percéivgd from a certain perspective' refer themselves.
But, the point that we need to notice here is that ]
while a noematic phage changes into another noematic
ﬁhaser an intentional object, instead of wvanishing

with the passed noematic phése, will stay to function
as a topic for the second ncematic phase. Thus, we

can say that an intenticnal-object (call it the dgjec-
tive reference of the varying meanings, the common
bearer of the changing predicates or the self-identical
subject of the different adjectives, manifestations,
etc.) does not constitut% part of the flﬁx of the noema-
tic phases. An intentional object, as a self-same,
objective unity, in fact, totally disconnects itself_
from the shifting and varying ful; noema.

Up to this point, we have tried to present an
expdsitﬁon of Husserl's notions of the intentional
object and the relation bé£ween noema and intentional
object in ;he context of the constitution of a full
ncema. There arels;ill a few special characteristics
;bout an intentional object and its relation to a noema
that cannot be duly explicated in this context. In
order to cbnvey a more thorough picture of Husserl's
theory of the structure of the 6bject of cohsciousness, i’

here, in a very brief way, we attempt to analyse these

twe notions in a wider context, namely, in the context

s
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‘\//,of Husserl's theory of the intentionality of conscious-

necss.
]

Inherited from Brentano, Husserl claims that direc-
ting itself towards something other than itself is
the essential characteristic of the consciousness.
For Husserl, an identical, self-same intentional object

which can be intended by multiple states of intentional

, -eXperience is this something other than itself which

-

consciousness directs itself to. Husserl, in Logical
27

Investigations, calls it "the object which is intended."
Cne pbint that we have to notice here is that, by 'the
objéct which is intended', Husserl does not necessarily
mean a real object e#isting in the transcendent world.
As phenomenologist, Husserl refrains himself from posing
any ontological judgment on either a noema or an object
of consciousness. Thus an intentional object can be

a real entity in the external world, or an irreal,
atemporal entity existing solély”in the transcendental
realm. Its only essential characteristic is that it

.is a unified point, a common objective reference to-

- wards which multiple states of consciousness can direct

themselves. Husserl holds that, while a certain mental
state is conscious of -an object, it is not just conscious
of it, but will be conscious of it in a certain
determinate manner. If we speak from the opposite

standpoint, we can claim that, while an object'is
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'intended, for example, while it is perceived, it will

not only be perceived, but it will be perceived in

a certain manner. In Husserl's opinion, it is solely
how it is being intended, namely, it is solely from
its noema, that an intentional object obtains its
meanings, characteéistics or essences. For instance,
it is solelf frpm:its being perceivg@ as 'an apple
tree', 'blossoming’', 'green'’, 'ﬁink', ‘on the lawn
in the garden', 'waving in the wind', etc., that an

intentional object, a synthetic X acquires its charac-

teristic of 'being a blossoming apple tree waving in

the wind on the lawn in the garden'. It 1s in this

sense that in Logical Investigations, Husderl claims

that, while a state of consciousness is conscious of
its object, it not only directs itself towards the
object, but it can also bestow meaning on its object.
As a state of consciousness has tb intend jits object
in some ways, in other wgrds, it is impossible for

a state of consciocusness to be conscious of its object

in no way, so that Husserl holds that consciousness

is conscious of its object through or 'by means of'

its noema. Or, Husserl will declare that "every
¢

consciousness has its what (an object which it intends) ,

"and means its objective (the noema or meaning which

it carries with itself)."zsfln;this way', while an inten-

tional object is intended by multiple states of

-
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4

consciouéness, we can say that it is not just intended
by multiple'states of conscioﬁsness, but it is also.
intended by multiple states of consciousness in a number
of ways. In other words, while a number of étates

of intentional experiences are conscious of'the same
object, correlated to the. special cha;acteristiqs of

the noe@ic and hyletic phases of these intentional
‘experiences, they will be conscious of the same object
by means of .2 number of different noemata, namely,

they will bestow a number of different noemata on this

same object.29

.Thus, we can draw up a conclusion in
this way: to a stream of consciousness, an intentional
object is the common objective reference to which a
multiple states of intentional,\lexperience's not only can
direct themselves but can attach the.various
intentional meanings or noemdta-which they carry with

Jthem. To a flux of the different, changing noemata,

an intentional object can function as, in Husserl's

own words, 'the cepfral point of unification' which
can unify these ajtering noemata into a system of'the
different meanings aspects of thg same object. On
the othgr hand, it is solely from the different wayS"
of how it is being intended that an intentional objeét
.Nacquires its various meanings or essences. Therefore,
L to an object of consciousness, a stream of shifting

and varying noemata stands for the different aspects,
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manifestations or characteristics of this particular
object. It is this special relation between an inten-
tional object and the noemata that induces Aron Gurwitsch
to claim that an intentional object is a system of
nOeﬁata and the relation between an intentional object

and a single noema is, in fact, nothing other than

v

the relation between a system and one member of this

system. He says,

. ' It [an intentional object]} is nothing besides,
or.in addition to, the multiplicity of tHose .
presentations through all of which it appearsr-
in its identity. Conseguently, the thing
perceived proves to be the group, more precisely
put, the systematically organized totality °

of adumbrational presentations. Both the
difference and the relationship between the
thing perceived and a particular perceptual -
noema can no¥ be defined in terms of a noema-
tic system as a whole and one member of that
system. 30

, -
\

- - " Here, we would like to use the above quotation
* from Gurwitsch to end our exposition of both Husserl's
notion of object of consciousness and his theory of

. the relation between noema and intentional object.

-

c) An Analysis of Husserl's
Notion 'of Horizon

~,

e

X According to Husserl, ;;\ijECt of consciousness

"is constituted of a system of different noemata unified

by one self-same, central core, an 'object simpliciter’

But outside of every object of consciousness, in
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Husserl's opinion, it is not, metaphorically speaking,
a pure emptiness or nothingness. Surrounding every
perceived object of consciousness and outside of the
focus of our gttention, there always exists some dim,
marginal phenomena which Husserl calls £he 'horizon'. .
While Husserl“"does not consider this wvague halo arognd
an object. of consciousness as constituting part of
this par%}cular object, nevertheless, he does claim
that, 1ik§ tbe dynaﬁic relation between a Gestaltean
whole and one of its constituents, the nature of this
‘Vague halo can influence the intrinsic nature of an
object surrounded by it. Therefore, in order to give
2 complete picture of Husserl's theq;y of the structure
of the object of consciousness, we have to, here, preéent
a brief explication of Husserl's notion of horizon.

Using the same term 'horizon', Husserl attempts
to indicafg both the temporal field, the spatial field,
as well as the context of relations in which an object
of consciousness is intended. . Thus, it is only through
a careful exploration of Husserl's ¥ rious.analyses
of the natures of these different marginal phenomena,
- that we are able to extract a more thorough understanding

. .

of this concept.. Nevertheless, before we start to
. look into Husserl's explications of these different .
sorts of horizons, we would Yike to, first of ali,

-~

present‘a brief analysis of the general character of

-
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" this, in Husgerl's words, 'co-present fringe' of the
ebject of consciousness. |

No matter whether it is the retention of the past
perception, the anticipation of the coming perception,
a vague sense of the world in which an object exists,
or, it is the dim feeling of an object's relations
to other objects, horigon is, as we have already pointed
out, a vague, marginal pHendheﬂon appearing'with'ali
the objects of perception. While an object of perceétion
occupies the center of our attention, a horizon will .
exist solely at the fringe of our eonsciousness, namely,
outside of the focus‘of_our attention. Thus,‘subjectively
speaking, a Husserlian horizon is a sort of phenomenon
which one does not ¥eally perceive but nevertheiess
senses vaguely with all the perceptions. Objecgively
speaking, horizon, according to Husserl, is a kind
of dim, indeterminate halo surrounding every object
of consciocusness. This halo can be interpreted as-
the extension of our acéual perceived object, nameiy,
the other unperceived aspects of a certain perceived
object. Or; it is a background, a context in which
an object exists, as Cornelius A. Van Peursen in an
article, "The Horizon" points out; a sort of infinitely
receding horizon enconpassing every object. of |

oo 31 : s
‘consciousness. In Ideas, Husserl explains it in

these ways: " (A) co-present margin, which forms a

L~
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continuous ring around the actual field of perception.“32

"(To a perceived, really presented object), an outlying
zone of apprehension consisting of marginal ‘co-data'

or an accessory kind (uneigentlicher) and a more or

less vague indeterminacy."33 "The misty horizon that

»
can never be completely outlined (but) remains necessarily

there."3*

In odﬁ understanding of Husserl's nqtion

of horizon, there are two points to which we have to

pay special attention: the first thing that we have

to notice here is that, as a sort of vague, cd-present
marginal‘phenoﬁena, a horizon does not merely just
surround a perceivgd‘object, but, lfﬁé what a Gestaltean
whole can do to a Gestaltean part, a horizon does play

‘ ag active role in the formati;n of the intriﬁsié nature
of the perceived object of which it encompasses. The
second thing that we need té notice is that, while

a horizon is some‘phenomena ghich occupies solely the
fringe of our’ conscidusness and conveys t; us nothing
more thaﬁ a vague Sense‘of their eXiQtence, thé-phenomena
in the‘horizoq do have the potentialities oé moving

into the focus of our attent%on, under‘the conditions
that we direct our rays of attention towards them, ‘
and transform them into the actuaily perceived objects.
Here, let us move on £o,have a.brief look at Husserl's

explications of the various types of hqgrizons. Déing'-

thus, we cannot only grasp a more thorcugh idea of
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the nature of a Husserlian horizon, but we can also

have a better understﬁnding of .the relations between

a horizon and the perceiveé object which'it-surrounds.
According to Husserl, while we éerceive a certain éb-

ject we will not just have a perception of this object,

but, accompanying every éerceﬁtion of an object, there

is always a dim sense that, outside of the actual field

of our pérception, there exists a ring of other objects;

and outside of this ring of objects, there are still

other objects. In other words, accbmbanying every

actual perception of an object, at the fringe of our

consciousness, there is dlways a vagﬁe understanding

that this perceiveq object, inFtead of existing alone,

in the midst of pure nothingness; in fact, exists among

an infinite number of other. objects, it exists in a

;world. Husserl calls this'dim,;outlying zone of other

co-present objécts around the actually perceived object

tbis perceived object's external horizon, or an awareness

6f the existence of a Qo:ld outside of the perceived

object. 1In Husserl's opinion, it is this exterﬁal

horizon, this %a%ue Presence ,of a world out there,

encircling the actually pérteived object that brings . ™

to the pérceived*object the characteristic of an object

gxisting in a figld of other objects. In other words,

it is the external horizon that transforms a perceived

object from a self-sufficient, isolated entity to

- -
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one of the constituents ¢of the wﬁole universe, related
to other objects in this universe in various patterns.
' On the other hand, it is thié vague sense eof an infi-
nite number of objects co-given in the 2zone beyond
the actually perceived object that allowf us to have
a preliminary undérstanding of the perceived object
as an entity existing in a spacial context. Or, we
can say that it is_the appearance of 'the other cd-
present cbjects around the actually perceived object’
that dawns on us an idea that this very  object exists
-simﬁltaneously with other objects-and_keéps spatial
relations with an infinite number of other objects.
Thus, while-én object presents itself to us as wrapped
in a halo of_ékternal horizon, it does not jﬁst present
itself to us, but it preségég\iggélf t; us within a
spatial:field{ caught in a network of various.spacial
relations, and related to other objects in the worl&
. around it lﬁ various patterns. We can say that a. per-
ceived object dgeé not just present itself to us, but
‘brings to ﬁs with it, to a certain extent, a whole
éxterﬁal world around it.
'ﬁusserl‘calls the second sort of horizon that
appears with our perception of an object 'the internal
horizon'. In order to grasp a clear.idea'of what,

in Husserl's mind is an 'internal horizon', we have

to, first of all, have an understanding of Husﬁpfi's
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‘theory of the nature of perception. According to Husserl,
perception, or perceiving, is a process of very compli-
cated activity. In Husserl's words, "To perceive it
(a'peréeived object), e&en if it is perceived as remaining
unchanged, is éomething very complex: it-is to see

it, to touch it; to smell it, to hear it, etc.; and

in each case I have something different.">° Even if
perceiving is limited to one typé of‘cognitive activity,

for eiample, seeing, seeing an object, as we have already
mentioned in the former twé éections, is still a flux

of a constantly varyiné stream of igtentional exper-

iences. Correlated to thiﬁqflux of alceaselessly

altering stream of experience, a perceived object will mani-
fest itself tb us in a series of different noematiq
phases, namely, in a series of different 'aspec£s'

séen from different perspective§. Using Husserl's

oﬁn expression, "the pure thing seen, what is visible
'of' the thing, is first of all a surface, and in the
changing coﬁrse of seeing, 1 see it now ffom this 'side’',
now from that, COntinuously perceiving it from ever |

w36

differing sides. According to Husserl, the phenomenon

of 'internal horizon', thus, will occur with'every

,/péxception of é one-sided manifestation of %he perceived
object. Subjectively speaking, it is a vaéﬁe retention
of this perceived object's former manifestatién, the

dim anticipation of this perceived o ct's forthcoming
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manlféstatlon that accompanles every perceiving exper-
ience. Objectlvely speaklng, it 15 the hidden,

. unperceived aspects of the perceived object, the poten-
tiality of dlSClOSlng the total object that always
comes with every pe:celved aspect of the perceived
obiect. First,,Hus%erl claims that, wh;le we perceive
a single manifestation of a certain object, we.always
perFeive morelthan what is immediately given to us.

In Husserl'; words, "while the surface is immediately
given, I mean more than it offers."37 While we perceive
a certain aspect of a certain object, in Husserl's
opinion, acéompanying our perception of this one-sided
manifestation of the perceived object and existing

at the fringe of our consciousness, there is alwa&s

a vague retention of this object's past manifestation'
and a dim anticipation ofJéhe'forthcoming manifesta

of the same object. In a paragraph in Exge}ience

and Judgment, Husserl describes this consc1ousness'

dim ant1c1pat10n of Eﬁﬂ\a percelved object is éklng

to disclose itself his way,

Every experience has its own horlzon, every
experience has its core of. actual and deter-
minate cognition, its own content of imme-
diate determinations which give themselves;
but beyond this core of determinate quiddity,
of the truly given as "itself-there", it

has its own horizon. This implies that every
edperience refers to the possmblllty-—and

is a question here of the capacity of the
ego--not only of explication, .step by step,
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the thing which has been given in a first
view, in conformity with what is really self-

- given thereby, but also of obtainipg, little
by little as experience continues, new deter-
minations of the same thing.38

In The Crisis of European Sciences and Transcendental

-

Phenomenology, Husserl describes the vague retention

of our past .perception of the perceived object in this

s
" way:

Indeed, I have ontic certainty of this thing
(as that) to which all the sides at once
belong, and in the mode in which I see it
"best". BEach side gives me scmething of

the seen thing. 1In the continuous alteration
of seeing, the side just 'seen ceases. being
actually still seen, but it is "retained"

and "taken" together with those retained

from before; and thus I "get to.know" the
thing.39 ‘

Subjectively speaking, whenever we perceive a
certain one-sided manifestation of the perceived object,
according to Husserl, our mind is always armed with
ambiguous knowledge of the whole object, consisting
of both the retention of the past perceptions of this
object and a dim knowledge (Vorwissen) of how. an object
is going to disclose itself to us. Husserl calls it
the internal horizon of the perception. But, if we
‘try to look at Husserl's notion of internal horizon
from an opposite angle,-namely from the angle of the';

perceived object, then we are able to grasp another

significance of this notion. Let us, here, first of

‘\‘- * . .
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wall, see how does Husserl, in Experience.and Judgment,

describe the characteristics of the internal horizon
/)//&- in the contexts of the perceived object. He says,

—

This real thing itself is more than that
which at any given time attains (and has-
already attained) actual cognizance. It
is provided with a sense which continuocusly
confers on it its "internal horizon"; the
side that is seen is a side only in so far
as it has sides which are not seen, which

. are anticipated and as such determine the
sense. We can always turn toward them thema-
tically; we can ask for them, we can envision
them. 40

h

From this paragraph, we can grasp that, for Husserl,
internal horizon-is the perceived object's unseen poten-
tiality of disélosing to us more of its characterisfics
or sides. It is,’as HelmuE Kuhn in an article called
"The Phenomenclogical Concept of Horizon," points out,
the perceived object's unseen, but vaguely felt possi-

‘Bility of continﬁously determining itself.41 Or, we
can.regard the internal horizon as the unseen total f
objeﬁt hidden behind the momentarily perceived side .
of.thL object. It is solely because of the overshadowing.
of‘thgs hidden total object on the perceived side of
éhe iject that the perceived side of an object can

‘ bé u#derstood rather as a certain-;ide of a perceived

o . ) . .
objept than just as a certain shape with a certain

"cologr. In The Field of Consciousness, Aron Gurwitsch

'despribes the internal horizon in this way,,

P



137

Structure of the Object of Consciousness

Every perceptual appearance contains a/nucleus
consisting of what is given in direct {gense-
experience. To this nucleus are attac ed
references to what is not given in’ that privi-
leged mode but nevertheless, essentially
pertains to, co-constitutes, and co-determines
the perceptual appearance.42

F)

v

Here, we can make a brief summation of our explica-
tion of Husserl's notion of internal horizon. Internal
horizgn, like other types of horizons, is a sort of
vague, marginal phenomena surrounding every perception
or perceived object. What exists in an interpal horizon,
according to Husserl, is the shadow of a total object
of which the perceived object is just a one-sided
manifestation. Subjectively speaking,'an intérna
horizon‘will-present itself to us as a kind of d(i
ietention of the peéceived object's past manifestations
és well as a vague anticipation of the perceived object's
foFthcoming manifestations. Objectively speaking,
an internal horiéOn will reveal itself tc us as a perceived

\bbjeét's_past manifestations that cast a ehadow on |
the present manifestation of the perceived object,

and as the perceived object's potentiality of disclosing .
to us more of its characteristics. It is the total

object appeariné in the background of the‘actually
perceived aspect of an object. This unseen, but vague}y
felt total object, is capable of transforming every

actually perceived aspect of an object into one of



138

Structure of the Object of Conscicusness

its multiple manifestations.

The last sort. of horizon that we have to mention
here is, using C. Van Peursen's term, 'the ho;}ﬁon
ag‘meaningful coherencet, or; using our own term,

'horizon as the context of meaning'. In The Field
q atie rie.d

of Consciousness, Aron Guryitsch holds that,

a, Things are perceived not only as material
objects to which spatiality is essential,
as having an inside, as being perceivable
from different sides, etc., but also as be-
longing to certain types and falling into
certain classes.4
This ambiguous stamp of being a member of a certain
group, of being part of a certain whole that a perceived
object carries with it is what we here attempt to name
as 'the horizon as meaningful coherence'. In other
words, while an object presents itself to us, it will
not just present itself to us, but, according to Husserl,
it/yill present itself to us as a certain sort of being,
qiﬁely, as_belopging to a certain order of reality.
For example, while we see a hammer in the daily environ-

ment, what we see is not only just a hammer, but also

a hammer as an instrument existing in a practical world.

On the'other'hand, when we see a’hammer displéyed on -

‘the wall of a museum of modern art, then what we see
in the hammer is a piece of artistic creation egisﬁing

in an aesthetic world. Being one of the constituents

[y
I
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.0of a whole, a perceived object has to relate to other
"objects in this 'same whole' in a certain pattern.

In C. Van Peursen's terms, a perceived object has to

, 4
relate to other objects in the 'same whole' with'meaning-

by

ful coherence. C. Van Peursen says,

. ' '
. ._eacgff;al object within the horizon
”® is related to other tHings. Each object

and each aspect refers-back to other objects
and aspects. They exist a3 such by a coherence
with one another. Objects are not isolatable;
nor are their properties. The thing is not

a sum of properties. The world is not an
agglomeration of things.44

A Husserlian 'horizon as meaningful coherence'
is fhis ambiguous network of relations in which g‘per—
ceived object is caught; or, it is the vague characteristic
of being part of a certain order of reality that permeates
a perceived object.

Here, we would like to sum up our explication

of Husserl'Ys notion of horizon in this Qé&: a horizon,
accordifig to Husserl, is the indeterminate, vaguely
background, in which an actually’perceived object
appears. What we can find in a horizon is that 'some
thing' more than what we would find in any single mani-
.festation of the perceived object. As we have already
'boinﬁéd out, what we find in an internal horizon is

‘the retention of the past manifestations whiqp a perceived

objedt has'already shown us before the present
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manifestation, and a vague expectation of what this
same object is going to disclose to us in its forth-
coming manifestations. What appears in an external )

horizon is the dim appearanée of' the actually perceived

object's co-present, co-given objects. -What we find

. in the. *ast sort of horizon, namely, horizon as a meaning-

ful coherence; is the unseen, but‘ambiguously felt

order of reality as a coﬁerent whole in which an object
exists. While Husserl does not consider horizon, the
vague halo surrounding a perceived object, as constituting
any part of this actually perceived object, nevertheless,
according to Husserl, the peculiar character of a horizon
doés play an important role in determining the méanipg

_ Co Lo
of a perceived object which it surrounds.\ In Husserl's

opinion, it is soIely-becauSe_of the existenge of this

-
LN

dim addition, this vague encompassing halo, that a
perceived cbject, for us, can change £rom just a certain
shape, a certain patch of color, etc., into a certain
side of an object, a piece of instrumen;, an aesthetié
entity, or a;yenéain object in the company 6f other

objects.
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_B. An Exposition of William James'
Theory of the Structure of the
Object of Consciousness in the
Light of Edmund Husserl's Theory
of the Structure of Noema

a) An Analysis of William James'
Notion of the Object of Thought

' In a diary written in 1906, Husserl makes this

remark on James' The Principles of Psychology:

-

5

Then in 1891-92 came the lecture course on
. psychology which made me look into the liter-
ature on descriptive psychology, in fact
look forward to it with longing. James|
Psychology, of which I could read only -~
some and very little, yielded some flashes.
1 saw how a daring and original man did ..
not let himself be held down by tradition
and attempted to really put down what he
saw and to describe it. Probably this
influence was not without significance
for me, although I could read and understand
precious few pages. Indeed, to describe
.« and to be faithful, this was absolutely
indispensable. To be sure, it was not
until my article of 1894 that I read larger
sections and took excerpts from them.45

In James' The Principles of Psychology, besides

a ﬁascént theory qﬁ intentionality, the other explora-
tions of the structure of consciousness which éese;ve
Husserl's praise as the works of a 'daring and original
man', in our opinion, éhoul@ be.his analysis_of'the
constitution of an object of consciousness. Having
rejécfed the Britiéh atomists' reduction of an exper-
/ '

jenced object to a set of discrete sense-data ca led-

" mental atoms, in The Principles of Psychology,<ﬁames
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proposes that an object of consciousness is, in fact,
built up of a stream of shifting 'objects of thought',
all referring to a self-identical, unchanged ‘topic

of thought', and bathed in é sort of marginal phenomenon

called 'the fringe of consciousness'. Whether or

not James' description of the structure of an object

of consciousness had any influence on Husserl in

his elaboration of the noematic constitution; nevertheless,

James' three sorts of crucial components of an object

of consciousness do look like the precursors of Husserl's
three basic conétituents of én intentional objeg;,

the noema, the object and the horizon. In the next

thfee sections of our dissertation, we shall look

into James' explication on the natures of these three

basic elements of an object of consciousness and

see in what sense they are similar to Husserl's three

crucial constituents of. an intentional object.
According to the associationists, while all

extra-merital objects are discrete, self-identical

entities, the expérienced objects, as the mental

images or inner copies'of these transcendent objects,
shquld also be both unchanged and discrete. in dameS‘
Qpinion, by making such a claim, the associationists
héve, in fact, made a so-called 'psychologist's fallacy
par excellence' in the sense of'projecting their own |
knowledge of the anﬁ}e.of the object of consciousness

. . -

~N .

/‘J
I
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into their observation of, using a very queer Jameéian
egpression, the nature of '@ow the thought knows its
lobjects!, namely, into their observation of the genuine
. characteristics cf 'the objects of thought'. It is
this sort of erroneous hypothesis of parallels in struc-
ture between an object of thought and a transcéndent
objecf?that induce-the traditicnal psychologists, in
their Aescriptions of the.néture of the 'objects of
thought', to make the following two types of mistakeé.
James points out that, first, if an associationist
is asked to déscribe-an '‘object of thouéht:: instead
of giving-us a faithful complete account of the nature
of the entire 'object of thought', he will single out
la sugstantive kernel or nucleus' from the total 'object
.0f thought' and mistakenly consider it as the 'object
of thought'. For ;xampie, if a traditional psychologist
is asked about what is the mind's object in a judgment,
'Columbus discovered America in 1492', he will answerxr
that it is either Columbus, America or at most 'the
" discovery 6f America'. James describes this phenomenon,
*They will name a substantive kernel or nucleus of
the consciousness, and say the thought is 'about' that--
as inéeed it is--and they will call that your thoug%t's
object;“46‘ But, James notes that, i;la psychologist'se

power has not been crippled by the false scientific

assumptions, then, it will not be hard for him to
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find out that, what is called by him the ‘object of
thought', is, in fact, nothing more than jﬁst the topic
of thought or the subject of thought. He says,

"Really that is usually only the grammatical object,

or more_likeiy the grammatical subject, of your sen-
tence. It is at most your 'fractional object', or

Qou maf call it the tépic of your thoﬁght, or the subject
of your discoui‘se.“47 According to James, by thus
substituting 'the topic of thought' for 'the object

of zthought', the assoéiationists have, in their illus-
tration of éhe characteriétics of the object of thought,

made the mistake' of, using R. B. Perry's. expression,

confusing "what the thought is 'about'" with "'what
.48

is thought about it’. .
James ciaims fhat, sécondly, if an associationist

is requested to present us with a description.of.a
flux of the objects of thought, which are all about
the same sugject, then, instead of giving us a geﬁuiné
pQrPrayal of a stream of ceaselessly transforming ‘'objects
of thought', he will te;}_us that the same object of
thought keeps on re-appearing in exactly the same state.
But, Jameé points out that, here too, if.a psychologist

is capable of being truthful to what he sees inside

his own_mind, then, it.will'be easy for him to find

out that "what is got twice is the same object" (by

object, James means the transcendent object or the
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topic of thought), rather than the object of thought.49

What makes a psychologist to regard a recurrent object
of'thought as-amself-identical entity,-is solely.the
reason that, "he himself, meaﬂﬁhile, knowing the self-
same object in his way, Qets easily led to suppose
that the thought, which is of it, knows it in the saﬁe
way in which he knows it, aléhough this is often very
far from being the case. "0

,if the éssociationistS' des;ription of:the object
d% thought as a series of self-same, discrete mental
copies of fhe transcehdent objectsjare just a sort
of faulty portrayal of the objec£ of thought based
on some erroneous scientific assumption, what then,
ﬂaccofdinélto Jameg,'can be consideréd as the genuine
illustration of the object of thought? -

First, James claims that, while fha 'topic of
thought' can be a 'substantive kernel' or 'nucleus'’
extracted from its déterminate settings oF.fixéd.cdntexts,
the 'object’of thought', on the other hand, is nothing
more or less than the total content of what a certa;ﬂ
pulse'of thought is thinkiﬂg'about.as its topic or'
subject. In Jamesﬁ-words,,fBut the object of your
thoﬁght is.really its entire content cor deliver%ncen
neither more or less."51. What we can find out in this

entire 'object of thought"is, tHus, according to James,

not- just an'isolated} self~sufficient topic, but rather
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a topic or subject presenting itself in a certain fixed
1Y - .

context of reldtions and with a certain number of deter-—~
minate predicates. For instance, in his example
'‘Columbus discovered America in 1492',_James points

out that what he considers as the 'object of thought'
is,;therefore, neither just 'Columbus', 'America' nor
'just 'its discovery'. What is considered by James

as the object of thought iﬁ this example is nothing

more or less than the entire 'Columbus-discovered-
America-in-1492', namely, nothing more or less than

this entire unitary predicate about either Calumbus

or America. He says,

It is nothing short of the entire sentence,
"Columbus-discovered-America-in-1492." And ..
if we wish to speak of it substantively,

we must make a substantive of it by writing
‘it out thus with hyphens between its words.
Nothing but this can'possibly name its deli-
cate idiosyncrasy. And if I wish to feel

that idiosyncrasy we must reproduce the thought
as it 'was uttered, with every word fringed

and the whole sentence bathed in that original

"halo of obscure relations, which, like an
horizon, then spread about its meaning. 52

-

AWhat, accoréing to James, appears in an object
of thought is not,oniy a Columbus or an America, but
rather a Columbus beiﬁg thought of as 'one who discovered
Amgrica in 1492,.' or an Amer;ca being ﬁudged as 'that
'which was d%scovered by Colﬁmbus ig i492'. Tgiigfore,

James concludes that, if a psychologist attempts to

»

. T
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.give us a faithful description of the object of thought,
.then, instead of presenting to us just a certain topi?
X, he has to give us a total account of how this topic
X is beihé thought by this particular state of thinking,
namely, he has to depict to us‘a complete picture of
;X'being tHought as-such'. For James, "the object

of every thought, is neither more nor less than the
éhought thinks, éxactly as the thought thinks it, how—
ever' complicated the matter,'and however symbolic the
matter of thinking may be."53

Second}y, James points out that it is pessible

for many objeété of thought to be a out the same topic.. :'°
He says, "In all our voluntary thirking there is some
topic or subject about which all the members of the

thought revolve. " >4

For instgnce, two different 'objects'
of thougﬁt' like 'Columbus-discovered-America-in-1492"

and 'He—was—é—daring—genius' can all be about the same
topic, Columbus. 1In James' words, these two objects

of thought can all terminate in Columbus, lead from

and to the direct idea 6f Columbus. But, here, what

James gequests us to notice is that, in.these two thinkings_
of the same topic, namely, the same Columbus, what

we get is, in fact, just the same topic and not the

same object of thought about a certain topic. Now,

while it is really easy for one to tell the difference

betwgen these two predicates of Columbus and be

g
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convinced that they are, in fact, two different objects
. of thought about the same topic, neverfhéless, in the
case of a series of siﬁple perceivings of a certain
iden¥ical object, it is not easy for one, even for

an introspective psychologist like an as?ociationist%
to tell the distingtiogsbetweennmltipie,pérceptions

of the same object; Thus, as we have alEeady mentioned

»

before, when an associationist tries to igive us the
. |

description of a series of varying percéptions of a

certain self-same object, instead of présenting us

) . |
a faithful portrayal of a flux of constantly transforming

.
perceptions, he will tell us that a certain unchanged
perceptlon keeps on re-appearlng 1n our:stream of con-
\
sciousness. But, according to James, 1t is impossible

for us to perceive any object twice in éxactly the

same way. For instance, Wa(look at the green grass

out of the window for a period of time. Now, becausé
of, oﬁjectively-speakiné, the changes of the sunshine,
the blow1ng of the wind and, subjectively speaking,

the shifting, of our standp01nt the alteration of our
moods, the elapsing of time or the addition of the
‘regidues left behind by former perception, we are unable
tof look at the ,same green grass twice in exactly the
salme way. Corresponding to the different ways in wh%ch
we perceive an object, our perception of this particular

object, in James' opinion, is dlways undergoing some
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changes. 1In other words, it is impossible for us to
obtain two identical perceptiong of a certain self-
same topic. Therefore, James claims, if a psychologist
wants to give us a faithful illustration of a stream
ofz*bbjects of thought' which are all about the same
'topic, espeCially if he wants to give us a genuine
description of a stream of perceptions all about the
Samé subject, then he has to dépict to us a fluﬁ of
continugusly varying ‘objects of thought'. According
to James, what we have about a certain 'self-identical
topic is always a flux of ceaselessly shifting, changing

.

_Here, after having presented this brief explication

i?bjects'of thought'.

jof James' noticn of the object of thought, now we attempt
, \to move on t¢ the second question in this section.

'Tyat is, in what sense are we able to proclaim that
James' notion of the 'object of thought' does bear
a'striking similarity to Hﬁsserl's concept of noema?

'\ If we put Husserl's explication of his concept

'noéma' side by side. Wlt ' mes' description of his
'conc:a\pt, 'the object of thougm', then it is not hard
for ué to have this discovery: presented under two
different labels, 'noema' and.'the object of thought',
what these two philosophers attempt to¢ convey to us |

are, in fact, the same sort of pheromenon. - It is,

"nevertheless, a sort of Phenomenon which has never
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been disclosed by other thinkers in the pasél It is,
using Aron Gurwitsch's expression, the so-called 'subjec-
tive object'. Gurwitsch says, "Laying down the concept
of a 'subjective objecﬁ', James, prior té both pheno-
menology and Gestalt theory, inaugurated an autonocmous
psycholégical point of view and advoc ‘ed a strictly
descriptive orientation in psycholo .."55 "What is

meant by this (the subjectivé obi?%t) is called noema

56 s .
the one hand, to a

in Husserl's terminology."
-f;ux of wvarious cognitive acfivities like perceiving,
_thiﬁking, judging, imagining, et&., both the 'thopght's
object' and the "noema' are the objects. In Husserl‘§
words{!for a chain of various intentional experiences
like perception, recollection, judging, etc., the nsemata
are the flux of the different 'percéived as such',
'remembered as such' or 'judged as such', (_atc.57 In
James' expression, 'the object of thought;, then, is
neither more nor less than all the thought thi:ks,

58 On thé_other hand, both

exactly as the thought thinks-it.
Husserl and James have made it very clear to us that
'noema' or 'the object of thought' is neither the tfans-
cendent object towar&g which ﬁhe stream of intentional
experiepces direct themselves, nor eﬁen_a sort of mental

copy of this intended object. jémgs, és we have already

mentioned ‘above, points out that a psychologist should

be able to tell the difference between the ‘thought's'
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object' and the 'tﬁought's topic'. James claims that,
instead of the object which the thought is about, the
thought's object should be 'what is thought about an
'object}. By demonstrating the differences in structures

between a‘thought's object and an integded object,

James has alsc rejected the associationists' theory

that 'the thought's object' is the mental duplicaté

of Fhe intended object. Husserl, first in Logical

Investigations, has distinguished the 'object as it

is intended', namely, the precursor of the Husserlian
noema, from the 'object which is intended', namely,
the’ transcendent object towards which consciousness
directs itself intentionélly. Later, in Ideas, Husserl
cla}ms that, while coﬁsciousness does direct itself
toﬁards its intended object through the noema, never-
ttheless, noema is not this intended cbject. The reason
is that; while an 'intended object' is a topic on’ which
consciousness confers a certain meaning, a noema is
the- meanings which are conferred on thié'pafticulaf
topidb What, then, Husserl means by noema or James
means by.the ‘object of thought' is, therefore, the
entire content .of how a.certain object is being intended
5? a certain state of conscidﬁsness. In Gurwitsch's )
words, that is,‘“Proﬁisioﬂ;liy and roughly defined,

) .
it is the concept of the object not as.it really is,

- but .as it appears to the experiencing subject's mind
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througﬁ a given act of consciousness."59 Or, we can
say that what is calléd by Husserl as noema and by
James as 'the object of thought' is not just an object
stripped of all determinate predicates, an empty point
of reference, or; in Husserl's words, "the pure X in
abstraction from all predicates."60 They are; ih fact,

a certain object as it presents -itself with all deter-

-minate predicates or contexts of relations ‘derived

from nowhere other than how this‘particular objeqt.
is intended. They are both objects bearing on themselves‘
all the meanings or connections confgrred on them by

the expé;iencing subject, so that Gurwitsch calls them
the-;subjective objects'. Anyone who is familiar with
Husserl's notion of noema cén see that Jémes' explica-
tion of how ; '"thought's object' is 'really its entire
content', or how it is 'neither more nor less than

the thbught thinks', look almost like a pa;aphrase'

of Husserl's statement that 'noema' is the 'abject
modally detérmined',"the object as it is intended'.

It is this obvious similarity existing between Husserl's
notion of noema and James notion of 'thought's object’
that leads the Husserlian scholars like Alfred Schutz

to clafm, "the theory of noéma and noesis is but the
radicalized expression of James' statement that the
object of thdught is 'all that the thought thinks,

nbl

exactly as the thought thinks it'. Later, in an’
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article called "On the Object of Thought" as well as

in his book, The Field of Consciousness, A. Gurwitsch

also holds that in James' distinction between the 'thought's
object' and the ‘'thought's topic', he is able to see
a Husserlian separation of noema from object.

fhe dther sort of similarity between Husserl's
notion of noema and James' motion of 'thought's object’
lies in James' theory of the nature of a flux of thought{s
object and Husserl's theory of the nature of a stream
of noemata. First, while Husserl claims that a stream
of noemata can all refer to one self-same object,62
James proposes that, about ocne identical topig, there

can be a plurality of 'thought's objects'.®3 Secondly,

while Husserl says that a stream of noemaia_has the -
putig? iy .

. b —
peculiar characf;jistic of constantly shifting and

altering,64'Jame also declares that a flux of 'thought's

objects' changes continuously.65

Thus, we can say
that, appearing under two different names, what both
Husserl and James attempt to mean by either 'a flux
of thought's obfgcté' or 'a flux 6f noemata' is, in
fact, the same chaiﬁ of cgaselesély varying 'subjective
objecté'. ’

b} An Analysis of William James'®

Notion of the ToR}c of Thought

In the former section, we have already talked

about William James'.accusation of the associatipnisté’

]
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confusion of the 'object of thought' with the 'topic
of Ehohght' and pointed out the affinities existing
.between James' nétion of"the 'object of thought' and
Busseyl's notion of noema. 1In this section, we shall
§:bf'ttempt to move ¢on to James' notion of the 'topic of
:aought'.
Before we can begin to. present an exposition of

James' theory of the nature of the topic of thqught;

the first question that we have to answer is: for

James,.what is a 'topic of thought'? 1In The Principles

of Psychology, we find James' direct answer to this

- question ﬁuite meagre and\always appearing as a sort
of eontrast to his notion of the 'object of thought'.
Nevertheless,.from the bits and pie;es of explication
about the notion of the 'topic of thought' given either

in The Principles of Psychclogy or Psychology: Briefer

Course, we discover that it is possible to pin down,
first of all, what James means by the term 'the tbpic

of thought', In The Principles of Psychology, James

claims that, in contrast to an 'object of thought',

_ which iéa;he entire content of how a particular state
of thsugﬁt'is thinking about an 'X', a 'topic of thought' 
is just fhat.x which this particular state of thought
is about. Thus, we can say that a 'topic of thought’,
isifeally the topi; of a Ftate of thought or the

. subject of -its discussion. James contends that the

"



155

. Sﬁ{ucture of the Object of Consciocusness

2 * n . n
'topic of thought' is a sort of‘substantive kernel
or nmucleus of the consciousness in which the 'object
of thoﬁght"terminates,.to which it directs and from

which it leads_.66

'In other words, 'the topic of thought'
is that X to which a state of thought directs itself
and which the 'objeqt of thought' describes. Or, we
Acan use Aron Gurwitsch's interpretation of James' notion

of 'the topic of thought' in this way: from a few

stétements by James about his notion of the 'topic

of thought', Aron Gurw%Féch, in The Field of Conscious- .
ness, comes to this understanding of James' notion
of the topic of thought: he says, "The term topic
denotes the fact or state of af%airs, whethey real,
ideal, or merely imaginary, to which:the act of
consciousness bears cognitive reference."67 Aron
Gurwi;éch then argues that, as the 'topic of thought'
is an object to which an act of consciousness refers
cognitively, so it can be an intended object if it
is,segn in thé phenomeno}ogical sense'.68 Thus, we
can say that, if by 'the object of thought' James attempts.
td mean the entire content of how a state of conscious-
ness is aware of its object, then, by 'the topic of i
thought', what James attempts to mean is nothing other
than thé transcenéent object toward which this parti-
cular state 6f consciousness directs itself inten-

.tionally.
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X
James introduces both his notions of 'the bbiect of
thought' and 'the topic of thought' as well as hi€
notion of the distinction between these two sorts of
'entities' with reference tq‘judgmenﬁs formulated in
propositions. But,, one point that we have to stress
here is that these three Jamegian notions do n@t exist
exclusively in Jémes' analysis of the structure of
the objects ofrthought at the level.ofkjudgment. In
fact, we can also find fhem in Jamesf expogitions of
ﬁhe structure of the perceptual objects. The oniy %k
- difference is that James will call thém by different - \
names. .He will call 'the topic of.thought' or 'the
intended object' the 'object' and’the ‘object of.thoughﬂ
°

the 'perception'.

If, judged by its relation with the cognitive

* -

act, a Jamesian 'topic of thought' can be looked upon. .
as a %usserlian 'intended objgct' appearing under a
‘@ifferent label, then, the other questions that we

‘have to answer in our comparisons of James' notion

of 'the topic of thought' and Husserl's notion of the.
'intended object' are the folléwing. Has James attri-
buted to the 'topic of thougth the same sorts of charac-
teristics which Husserl attributes'tp the ;intended
object' of consciousness? .In other wo?ds,'while

_ Husserl considers the 'intended object' as # self-

same, unchanged nucleus in a flux of constantly
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.
shifting noemata, does James consider 'the topic of
thought' to have the same sort of endurance in a stream
of continuously qhaﬁging 'cbjects of thouﬁht'? What
is the relation-between ‘tﬂe topic of thoﬁght' and
'the object of thought'? For Husserl, .an intended
object is able to unify a flux of varying noemata into o
a coherent noematic system. Does James consider the
tbﬁic 6f thought to play the same rolé in a stream l
of objects of thought? . |

First, we know that, for James, the topic of thought
is, in céntrast to the'objects of thought whieh™are
a flux‘of ceaseless changes, a.sélf—same, unchanged

-'entity' which is capable of reappeéring before our

-eyes in exactly the same'way.- In The Principles of
Psichologx, James points out that, if we look into
our minds,'we will find out that, what appears befpre
us is a flgx of con;tantly altering objects of thought.
It is not only that a number of different objects will
present the;selves to us in var}ous forms, némely,
as seen, imagined, thought, hated, lovéd, etc., and .
from different angles. But, because of the changes
of the subjecti@é'or the objective éonditions, even

- .
- when an identical fact recurs, it will present itself
iﬂna fresh manner. Using ﬁames' own exémples, because
of the shifting of the sunshine, the dreen grass outside

-

the window will now appear to us as brighé yellow,

q 1

o
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‘then as dark brown. Or, theééame Columbus, in.'different

contexts, will at tQ}s time present himself to us as
one who discovered America in 1492; and. at another.
time as g_dariné genius. Nevertheless, James holds
that, in this Heraclitusean'flux oflevér passing, in
this stream of irrecurrent objects of thought, we still

can find some unchan self-same 'entities' which

keep on qppearing before our eyes. They are, according

©

to James, the 'iﬁtended.qﬁjects"qr the 'topics of
thought® to which our states of consciousness refer
themselves, intenticnally. He éay§4/fa;;;§is got twice
is the same object. We hear the éame 'note' over and
over .again. We see the same ‘quality' of green, or
smell Fhe same(*ﬁgieq£ive perJume‘, or experience the
same 'specigs:'oé pain."69 In other words, even thduéh
the green ggass'will now appear tolus d:yellowish green,

Ehenias brownish green, James claims that it is still

" the. same 'green Jgrass' that is given itself in thése &

various presentations. Or, we may now think of Col@mbus
as one who found ~.Ameri_ca in 1492, then as a daring 9
genius;‘neverthelesé, in James' opinioh, all odr
thoughts "are stiTt a11 about the same Columbus. Using
Jémes' own expression, all these judgménts of

'Columbus' will germinate in, lead from and to the )

same topic, 'Columbus'. Thus, although an 'intended

object' or a 'topiclof thought' can never be

—
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conceived of twice iﬁ exactly the same way so that'

a stream of the objects of thought of any 'intended
object' has tQ,be a flux of ceaseless changes’ ﬁ;ver-
theless, according to James,‘in this irrecurrent
Heraclitusean flux, the 'intended object® or the 'topic’
of thought' can remain unchanged, self-same and étays
there to be the same topic of intended object of the
maltiple stateé of thought and their objects. "in
all our vdluntéry_thinking," James points out, "there
is some topic or supjéct about which all the members

70 L A
James claims that it is

of the thought revolve.™
solely this topic of thought's caﬁability to reappear
in an identical state that leads us to distinguish'

it from the flux of ceaselessly changing intentional
experiences. In James' words, "The judgmeﬁt that my
own past thought and my own present thought are of

the same object is what makes me take the onécf out
6f either and project it by a sort of trangulation
into an independent-positibn,.from‘whgch it may appear
to both."—il

In our exposition of Husserl's notion of the 'topic

of thought', we have already pointed out that, accor-

ﬁing to Husserl, in a'fiux of constantly changing and
. .. N .

_‘shifting noematic phases of a full noema, the 'object

of consciousness' will remain as an unchanged, self-

Adentical central pole to which these various noemata’
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all-refer themselves. 1In other-words, in a full hoema,
‘we find thel'object of consciousﬁess' as a self-same
object presenting Ytself differently, or displaying
\“riésélf in various a pects.72 Now,. by considering the
topic of thought as an unchanged, self-same topic in
a chain of continuously changinglobjects of thought,
~ we can say that James has, ih'fact; attributed to the
topic of thought the same sort of endurahce or perman-
ence which Husserl attriblites to the object of
-consciousness. ' In other words, both James and Husserl
have regarded the.'intended object' as a self-identical
’eqtity; gi%ing itsélf to us‘in‘a seriés of constantly
transforming 'subjective objects’ cailed-'noematai
by Husserl and 'objects of thought' by‘James.'
| Here, if we look at James and Husserl's agreement
on the endurance, the self-sameness of the intended
object in a flux of constantly shifting objects of
- thought ffom thezpergpective'of the histpry of philosophy,
then we are able to discovef oﬁg crucial‘affinity in
their analysis of human beings' cognitivg'phenomena.
B That is, by maintaining fhe_self-sameness of an intended
object, the;;ﬁbth regard an intended object as some-~
thing other than a flux of intentionél experiences
which are of this object. So doing, both James and
Husserl ﬁa&e refuted péycﬁéﬂogism*é erronéous confusign

P

of the intentional experience with the objects of the

4
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intentional experience and have recognized the absolute
objectivity in ‘the object of consciousness. However,

as the main theme of our discussion heré is not the
problem of the autonohy of the sphere of the objects

of consciousness in William James' philosophy, so iet

us nd£ pursue this issue any longer and move eﬁkto

the other crucial_quesﬁion in our comparison 6?\James'
notion of the topic of thought and Husserl's notion

of the obiect of consciousness. Tﬁat is: while Husserl
regards the infen@ed object, namely, the unchanged,

¥

nucleus in the whirlpool of continuously. transforming
\ .

noematic phases as a 'nmodal point of connexion' which
is capablg of‘unifyiné this flux of varying noemata
into alfull noema,;dqes James too consider a topic
of thought to have the same sort of position in the
constitution of an object of nsciousness?

Now, one point that we Have to notice here is

that when we claim that a Busserlian 'intended object'

is capable of unifying a flux of noematic phases into

a full noema, we do not meajy that it is an active synthe-

izer which can bind a serie f noemata into a

coherent full noema: In fact, as we have already -pointed

out in our former explications of Husserl's notion
of the object'of consciousness, we know that a

Husserlian intended object's function as a 'nodal point

of connexion' lies solely in its being the self-same,
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common point of referénces to which all the noemata
refer themselvesnpnamely,.is its being the éentral
subject about wh;ch the whole flux of the changing
noéﬁd£a are the various predicates. Thus, if we want
to ask the quesfion whether a Jamesian topic of thought
has or-has not the Husserlian object's capacity»of
unifying a flux of objects of thought or noemata into
_5he coherent systeg, then it will be more proper for
us to pose the question‘in this way: to a étream of
constantly transforming, shifting objects of thought,
can a Jamesian topic of thought serve the role of being
a common reference to which a multiple number.of thought's
oBkjects are able to fefer themselves; namely of being
the common subject of which the multiple objects of
thought are the various descriptions?

Our answer to this question is: while James claims
that, "In all our voluntary thinking there is some
topic or subjeét about which all the members of the
thought revolu:e,"73 he considers it as selfﬁevidenf
that the objects of these members of thought will all
refer to this self-same topic as the-common topic about
which they are tbe various 'thdught as such's’'. Fi?st,
James péints out, iq a flux of 'thought as such's',
one can always find one;self-identical topic qf ‘
thought, éresentiné iéself now in this way, then in

that wéy, now from this angle, then from that angle.
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He says,

When the identical fact recurs, we must think
of it in a fresh manner, see it under a somewhat
different angle, apprehend it in different
relations from those in which Jt last appeared.
" And the thought by which we cognize it .is
. the thought of it in those relations, a thought
"suffused with the consciousness of all that
dim context. 74

This persistent recﬁrrencé of the 'topic of thought'

thus convinces James that a flux of constantly trans-—

forming objects of thought is a flux of the different

presentations -of this self-same topic. 1In other words,

this constantly reappearing topic .-of thought is able

to unify
a system
a system

He says,

a flux of different objects of thought into
of its various manifestations, namely, into

of different ways in which it is being intended.

We feel things differently according as we

are sleepy or awake, hungry or full, fresh

or tired; differently at night and in the-
morning, differently in summer and in winter, .
and above all-things differently in childhood,
manhood and o0ld age . . . From one year to
another we see things in new lights. What

was unreal has grown real, and what was exciting
is insipid. The friends we used to care

the world for 'are shrunken to shadows; the
women, once so divine, the stars, the woods,

and the waters, how now so dull and common:

the young girls that brought an aura of infinity,
at present hardly distinguishable existences;

. the picture so empty; and as for, the books,

what was there to find so mysteriously signi-
ficant in Goethe, or in John Mill so full,
of weight275
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Things can appear to us in totally different ways.
But Jahes points out that,
Yet, we never doubt that our feelings reveal
the same world, with the same sensible

qua%%ties and the same things occupying
it.

0f gourse, we have to notice that, by the term
}our feelings', what James attempts to mean here is
'the ways the things are felt by us'.

Thus we can say that James, like Husserl, considers
the self-identical topic of thought which keeps on -

reappearing in eVery‘object of thought és_the central

nucleus which is capable of holding a stream of objects

>
T

of thought together into a system. o ?
Secoﬁdly, James points out that, in some cases,
the self-same, unchanged topic of thought does not
prasent itéglf in the objects of thought. But, in
James' opinion, that does not mean that this group.
.of objects of thought do not have a .common topic to
refer to and £hus are ; flux of separated, unrelated
phenomena. James claims that, if we look more carefully
at this stream of objects of thought, then we are able
to find out that a comm0p_subject, topic or theme
always.exiéts in the margdin cof tﬁis flux of phenomena.

Every object of thought, in fact, is overshadowed or

surrounded by a horizon of its relations to this

»

»
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topic. He says, "Relation, then, to our topic or
interest is constantly felt in the fringe, and parti-
cularly the relation of harmony and discord, of further-
"ance or hindrance of’ the topic.“37
.‘Therefore, according to James, even though some

topics are unable to unify a flux of objects of thoucght
together in tﬁe form of presenting itselfrin every

object of thoughﬁ'anq‘being the common reference point

for this flux of objects of thought, they still are

able to organize the flux of objects of thought into
unitary ﬁhematic fields .by imposing vague tones of
affinity on every one of them.  Therefore, we can donclude
that, no matter whether a tdpic Pf tﬁought exists in

the focus of our'conséiqusness, namely, inside an object
of thought, or at the-fringe of our consciousness, '
namely,_at the hargin of the object of thought, for

James it is'alﬁays able to function as the central

core to®which the flux of objects of thought aﬁtach
themselves. )

Here, we can sum up briefly our explication of
James' théory of the structure of the object of con-
sciousness in this way:’/nsiﬁ§\fintrospection' as tﬁe,,'
method to’gain a moré accurate 9iew of the structure
of the object of conéciousn;;;f James claims that an

object of thought always presents itself to us in the

form of a flux of ceaselessly changing 'intended as
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*s'. But unlike the associationists or the thinkers

— -
in the camp of psychologism% ames never tries to reduce

an intended object into this ax of continuously

'varying presentations of the object. James points

out tgét, altbough an object of consciousness can never
present itself twice in exactly the same way, nevertheless,
the object or the topic of thought which manifests

itself in the flux of shifting 'objects of thdpght'

is a self-identical, unchanged ‘entity'. For Jamés,

%t is to this self-same topic that our consciousness
directs itself, through, of course, the different 'objects
of tﬁought', namely, the different.-ways in which it

is aware of it. Thus, James points out that, if we
.intend to give an accurate description of the structure

of the object of consciocusness, we should not skip

either one of these two essential parts of the objecf

of consciousness. ﬁcéording to James, an object of
conscicusness is, in fact, made.up of a self-same topic

of thought présenting itself in a series of continuously
changing presentations. Or, we can say fhat, for James,
an object of consciousness is a flux of constantly‘
varying 'objects of thought', all revolving around

one unchanged tapic of thought and all unified under

this 'topic/9i/2hought' into &q identical system of .

the object of consciousness. While it is from this

stream of différent ways in which it presents itself

BT TR v POV L

e -
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that an object of consciousness obtains its varibus
meanings and characteristics, it is, however, by referring
to thié self-same nucleus, this unchanged 'topic of
thoﬁght' that the flux of varying meanings or charécters
are able to unify into one object. Now, if we look
back to our former exposition of Husserl's notion of

the structure of the object of consciousness, we can

remember that, except expressed in a much more elaborate

way, Husserl's idea of the structure of an object of
cénsciousneés is basically the same as James'. For
Hgsserl, like Janes, conside}s an object 6f conscious-—-
ness as, using Aron Gurwitsch's term, an '‘object-system'’
constituted of a flux of shifting noemata all referring
to one self-idenfical point of éonneﬁion, the object.
Thus, we can say that, before Husserl,fé Husserlian
concept of the structure of the object of conscioﬁsness
has already emerged in James' psthological studies.
But the Similarities between Husserl and James' concepts
of an object of conséiousnegs go further than the like-
ness in their ideas of object as 'object-system}. Here, .
let us move on to James' concept of the 'fringe of
consciousness“.
7 ;
¢} An Analysis of William James'

Notion of the Fringe of Consciousness

In The Crisis of European Sciences and Transcenden-

tal Phenomenoclogy, Husserl ‘says,
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William James was aléne, as far\as I know,
in_becoming aware of the phenomena of horizon--
under the title of "fringe"--but/ how could

he inguire into it without the phenomenoclogi-
cally acquired understanding of intentional
objectivity and of implication?78

A Jamesian fringe, for Huségfl, is the_concept_
of 'horizon' présenté& under a different title. The
question which we attempt to answer in this section
is: what is James' concept of the fringe of conscious-
‘ness? Why Husserl considers James' concept of the
fringe of consciousness as his notion of the horizon?

A fringe of consciousness,'for James,ris one of
the two t&pes of so-called ‘transitive parts of stream
of thought'. tIn the first chapter of this dissertation,
under the title of "Thought is Sensibly Continuous,"
we already presented an e;plicatio; of James' concept
of 'the Eransitive parts of thought'. There James'
notion'of the fringe of consciousness was given a brief
- analysis. Here, we do not intend.éo répeat‘what we
have alreaéy said. Nevertheless, in our former examina-
tion of'Jamés' notion of the fringe of consciousnéss,
while our attention was focused on the expositions
of James' arguments‘for the continuity of the stream
of thapghﬁ, our examination, then, concentrated on
the fringe of conséiousness' fuﬁction of unifying the-

so-called 'substantive parts of consciousness' into

. y :
continuous flux. The.peculiar characteristics of
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" the fringe of consciousness, namely the peculiar charac- .

.teristics which do bear a striking similarity to the

charactefistiés of Husserl's notion of the 'horizon', (::\\

thusg hgve not been given enough exposition. In this -

section, in order to disclose the essential affinities

between Husserl's notion of horizon and James' ﬁotion

of the f?inge of cqnsciousness, we have to present

a more thorough.analygis of these special natures which

belong to James' notion of the fringe of consciousness.
First, according to James, the fringé of conscioué-

ness is a sort of vagué hale that surrounds and escorts

every object of thougﬁt,rwhich is also called by him

the psyashic overtone, psychic suffusion; or penumbra.
James points out that the relation between the object

of thought and the fringe of consciousness is comparable
to the relationvbé;ween 'the pailéful, gg:onsful, guarter-

potsful, barrelsful, and other moulded rhs of water'

*in"a river and the free water flowing between thenm.

‘Usiné Jamesf words, siEFe.every3perceived object ;s
faiéd' and 'steeped"in this flux of ambiguous phenomena,
the value or significance of a perceived objéct is
greatl& determined by the natu}e of the fringe of con-

79 It is this influénfial
role assumed by the fringe of conscioﬁsness in the

forming of the meaning of a perceived object, or it

/
/;
7

.
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James, in a footnote on page 258 of The Principies

of fsychology to make this claim,

But the frlnge, as I use the word, means

nothing like this (some sort of psychlc materlal
by wHich sensations in themselves separate

are made to cohere together); it is part

0f the object cognized--substantive qualities
and things apgearlng .to the mind in a fringe

of relations.®": ' 4

-

Secondly, James poinfs out that some pszqhologists
call the 'frinée of cansciousness' the 'psychicﬁl zero!
and claim that, while its results on our objects<§f
consciousness can be felt in our Feflecﬁion, it itself;
nevertﬁeless, cannot be really perceived. For James,
though'ﬁhe-'fringe of consciousness' as a sort of tfans—
itive.part of thought, does not carry any object within
iéself, however, contrary to what these.phiigsophers *
suppose, it is not a sort of transparent, unperceivable-
phenomenon. As a'vagyé halo that surrounés an object
of consciqusness, it is, in a'cértain -sense, a%ﬁays
perééivéd with the oﬁiect of thought. ‘It even is part
of the objecf_pf;tﬁdhéht.

What, theh, is this dimly felt halo that escorts
and surrounds évery pérceived object? In chapter I.
of this dissertation, we have already pointed out that,
for James, a fringe of consciousness can mean a vague

anticipation, a not-yet manifested central idea, a

certain feeiing'of harmony, discord and a sense of
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affinity. These are, ﬁndoubtedly, the various sorts
of the 3amesiaﬁ fringes of consciousness. But, if

we like to give_a more thorough exposition of James'
.notion of the fr;rge of conscioushess, then our job

cannot be done b¥ simply presenting a description of

these various types of fringes. Rather, it is solely
by looking at the notion of the fringe of consciousness

in the context of the structure of the object of con-

-

sciousness that we are able to really grasp the true
meaning of'the'fringe of consciousness. Here, 1=t
us see how.James-presgﬁts this notion to us.

JFirst, as we have already pointed out in the former

- -

section in our dissertation, most of our’ 'objects of

-~

thought' have “the charac}eristics of referring themselves
J -

towards this or that self-same, unchanged 'fopic of»
thought'. ‘Thus, James. claims that, wﬂenever one single
object of thought presents itself to us, a so#f of

vague phenomencn that always appears with it will be
. _ -
its relatiog or its own attachment tg/%his particular
- .'/
"topic of thought'. James says, L

Half the time this topic is a preoblem, a

gap we cannot yet f£ill with a definite picture,
word, or phrase, but which, in the manner
described some time back, influences us in

an intensely ackive and determinate psychic
‘way. Whatever may be the images and phrases
that pass before us, we feel 'their relation

to this achjing gap. To £ill it up is our
thought's destiny. Some bring us nearer

KN
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to that consummation. Some the gap_negaﬁes*
- . as guite irrelevant. Each swims in a felt
s fringe of relations of which the aforesaid
' ' gap is the term.

Using Jamés' expression, most of the objects of
thought are 'swimming in a felt fringe of relations’

-towards a 'topic of thought', thus, we can, like A.

' Schutz, even claim that, wﬁile an object of thoughﬁ
pre§é§ts itselflto us, what exists outside thé focus
of our attention and At the margin of "this object of ~

. T thought, then, is,tﬁe topic oﬁ thought to wh}cﬁ it
. reférs. Therefore; we can cansider thi; topic of thought

as a sort of JameSLan frlnge of consciousness.

James also p01nts out that, corresponding to an
object of thought's different relations towards a topic
of thdught or a cgntral #heme, subjectively, an ambigugous
feeling of either harmon§ or discord always appears
with our perceptlon of this very object of thought.

T When an’ obaect of thought is a sort of furtherance

l " of this topic, we will have a feellng of harmony at

the frlnge of our consc1ousness, and when the object

of thought is a sort of hindrance of the topic of thought’
~then we wii&ohave a feeling of discord at the fringe

of our éonsciousnéss; James regards these dim senses

. , D g

of discord or harmony as another kind of vague halo

that él&ays escort ocur perceptions of the objects of

5 - *; -£hquht.. He ' says, -
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Relation, then, to our topic or interest
is constantly felt in the fringe, and particu-
larly the relation of harmony and discord,
of furtherance or hindrance of the topic.
When the sense of furtherance is there, we
are 'all right', with the sense of hindrance

we are dissatisfied and perplexed, and cast
about us for other thoughts.82

All the objécts of thought that revolve around
one self-same topic-or aEL being khitted into one unitary
syétem by one central theme, will then be bathed.in
a sort of dim halo which James calls by the name
hiﬁartiéulated affinity'.. In other words, James claims
that, every object 6f-thought in this unitary system
will not jpst present itself, but will present itself
és the same type of object as other objects in this.
system. James regards this_sensg of sameness carried
by alllthe_objécts in the same séstem as another important
kind of fringe of consciousness.

Finally, James points out that, as most of the
objects of thought have the tendency to unify under
one central ideq into one unitary Fhematic system or .
under one self-same topic into Qne"object-system, there-
fore, whenever,one single object of thought presents
itéelf to us, a vagque ideé of this totai-thgmatic system:
or object-system will also emerge at’ the back of.our
mind. James claims that it is this ambiguous'under—'

standing,of how a total thematic system or object-

system should be that leads us to have a sort of vaque

.4
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anticipation of a coming object of thought in this
system before we are actuélly conscicus of it. James
calls this dim precognition of an object of thought

an awareness of 'the direction of thought' and claims
that, to a certain extenﬁ; most of the objects of thought
are given themselves to us in these fringés of our

expectations of them. 1In The Principles of Psychology,

he tries to explicate these phenomena to us by the

folIOfijgféxample. He says,

What is that shadowy scheme of the "form"

of an opera, play, or book, which remains.

in our mind and on which we pass judgment

when the actual thing is done? What is our:
notion of a scientific or philosophical system?
Great thinkers have vast premonitory glimpses-
of schemes of relation between terms, which
hardly even as verbal images enter the mind,

s$0 rapid is the whole process. We all of

us have this permanent consciousness of whithe%i\f}
our, thought is going. It is a feeling like

any other, a feeling of what thoughts are
next to arise before they have arisen.83

Of course, éqcording to James, if an object of I ¢

.thought can meet our expectaticn, then, it will not

just présent itself to us,'but will present itself
ﬁo us in a psychic suffusion qf 'feltfsuitébility'.

.On'thq contrary, if an object«of thought is not able -’

to fulfill our anticipation, then a sense of unfitness -

. 'will accompany our percepfion'or consciousness of this

particular object. These halos of 'felt sﬁitability'

or 'unfitness' that always escori an object of thought .

-’
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are, then, another type of Jamesian fringe of conscious-

ness. : ' .

[ -

From James' ﬁarious expositions of his notich
of 'the fringe of consciousness', we can understand
that, by this particular term, he attempts to mean
oﬁe of the followiné phenomena: it can be the momen-—

tarily given-‘object of thought's relations to a certain
A

'topic of thought. 1In these relations, we can ind

out whether the presently given object of thought is

Qr is not a sort of further manifestation of this topic:
It can be a dim sense of the presently appearing opject
Sf thought's fitness or unfitness to a certain thematic
system. It can be an ambiguous feeling of a certain
object of thought's affinity with other members of

the same thematic systeﬁ. It dan be a vagu anticipa—.
tion of é certain not-yet maéerialized objkct of thought.

Tt can also be a faint feeling that thds particulaf

ertain intended
ggject is going to disclose to us, or what a thematic
system is going to make up. But what exactly are these
various vague phenomena fhat bresent themselves with

the objects of[tﬁbught?‘ In order to answer tHis'quesﬁion,'
we have to look back into James' theory of the structure
of an object of-consciousness. In the former section

of our dissertagipn, we-have‘qlready poiﬁéed out that,

for James; an object of consclousness or a thematic -
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system is maae up of a flux of éonstantly varying objects®
of thought all referring themselves towards one self-
same. tofpic or idea. Now, if we try to look at the
frinée of consciousness, the vague halec surrounding
every object of thought in the context of the essential
structures of either the object of consciousness or .
the thematic system, then, we can say that the fringe
of consciousness, in fact, is the sign of an object

of thought's 'belongingness’'® or 'bqndage' teo this total
system. It is, methphorically speaking, the shadows
cast Ey this total system upon a momentarily present
single element of this system. These shadows tell -

us something more than what are actuélly given'in thi;

‘object of thought. It tells us that the momentarily

1
ra

‘given object of thought is not just a form, a patch

Ay

of color, a certain sign or a single word, but is also

-

an aspect of a certain continuousjy disclosing object

of consciousness or a part of a developing theme. Or
-+

we can say that the fringe of consciousness is the -
. . ’ &

) e
link between a single object of thought and the total:

A

system to which it belongs.

After the above exposition of James' notion of -

the fringe of consciousness,” the second question that
we have to solve im~tnis section of our dissertation
is:' why Husserl considers James' notion of thejfringe

of consciousness as similar to his notion of horizon?-
AN

L]
+



-

177

Structure of the Object of Consciousness

First, we can claim that a Jamesian fringe of conscious-
ness does have the same sort of general character as
a Husserlian horizon. Like a Husserlian hoxizon, a

Jamesian fringe of consciousness is 3 sort of rarginal -

phenomenon which always appears with an object'of,thought.
s

- _/ N
While a Jamesian object of thought, like a Husserlian

noema, occupies the focus of our attention and can

be cleéarly perceived or thought of, a Jamesian fringe

* of conscioushess, like a Husserlian hoxizon, exists

solely at the fringe of our'consciousness and can only

be ambiguously sensed. A Husserlian horizon. is "the
=]

dimly apprehended depth or fringe of indetefminate‘

reality which girts or pervades that which is actually
= -
84

,percelved’" is the misty "outlying zone of apprehension

- consisting of marginal 'co-data' of an accessory kind,"

85

whlle the Jamesian frlnge of consciousness is the vaguely

feit hald, or penumbra which always surrounds ang escorts

every obje of thought. In other words, we can say

'_that the Jamesian frlnge of consc1ousness is 51m11ar

to the Husserlian horizon in the sense that they both"

afe the dimly sensed phenomena which the actually per-

fceived or judged objects bring with themselves, They

both are the 'something’ more than the momentarlly
perceived'or judged ohject.” But, the sim;&arities

between a Jamesian fringe and a Husserlian hofizon

\ - . ‘_G . f
.are not just limited to their being the same sort:of\>

. A

' Yo /

8

RN
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'misty outlying zone of apprehension’ surrounding an

actually appearing object of thought. The second,

and, in fact, the much more significant reason for

. Husserl to regard James' notion of the fringe of con-

‘ . s ', s e .
sciousness as his notion of horizon appearing under

a different labél, is that in James' explications of

the notion of the fringe of consciousness, an almost

complete portrayal of a Husserlian internal horizon

‘has already appeared. Before we can try to argue for

1

the above statemenf, let us, fi;st of all,‘recollecﬁi
what we havé'said_about Hﬁséefl's notion of internal
horiion, In this chapter, we havg already présented

an explication of HusSeri's notion of the'internél
horizon in this way: we pointed out that, corresponding
to one single pdise of percéiving experience, a .
perceived object will givénitself to us in a one-sided
manifestation wh'ch Husserl calls'a'perceptual noema.

What Husserl means by the internal horizon will then

be the whole perceived object hidden behind this single

perceiqeé;ﬁide of the perceived object. It is this

hidden whoie-object that induces us, uéing Husserl's

expreséion, to see something more than what has actually

been offered in this,singlé manifestation of the pér-h
ceidred object. Iﬁ.faé%, we .will try to fit this

momehtafilg appearing perceptual noem# into the whole

! 4

context of. the object of consciousness and see it

s

~
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as an aspect, a part of this particular object. We

see it as the natural continuity of what the pereeived
‘object has already revealed to us, as a fulfillmeht

of our.formé‘ anticipation. We have a vague precognition
of what is g ing.to follow the present noema. In other
words, it solely because of the existence of the
internal Aorizon that we are able to see a perceptual
ﬁoéma as one ring in thé chain of the continuous revela-
tions of a perceived object than as an independent,
isolated and complete entity. Now, keeping ﬁusserl's
‘explication of his notion of infernal horizon in mind

and looking back at James' descriptions of the fringé ‘

of éonsciousness, we are able to Q}nd'out that, using
different'ekpressions, what, in fact, these two philo-
sQphers atkempt to presenf to us are the same sort
: N

of phenomena. It is the meaning oﬁ'the moﬁentarily
appearing object of thought or perceptual noema which

is not éiven in this object of thought or noema-. In

it we can sge,the total object of consciousness or
thematichystem in which the present object of tbought
or perceptual noema is‘only one single constituent.

In it we see éither this object's fitness or itgﬁgnfit- \
ness to this system; in it we also see the spebific
meaning of §his object of thought in this partlcular

L]
context. Or we can say that a JameSLan fringe of

consciousness is similar to a Husserlian. internal o
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horizon in the sense that they both are the hidden
Gestalt whole in which the preéent object éf thought

is only a part; and they both assume a very infl;ehtial
role in detérmining the meaning of the present object
oF‘thought. Thus, we can conclude that a Jamesian
theorv of the constitution of the object of consciousness
is similar to a Husserlian theory of the structure

of an intentional obiect not ofily in the sense that
both philosovhers coqsider a flux of the objects

of thouaht as having ﬁhe eséential cﬁaracteristic

of unifyiné into one unitary system and referring
themselves all tpwards a self-same central core,

but also in the sense thét‘both ﬁﬁilosophers contend
that every single object of thought is given in the

shadow of the system to which it belongs.

N
-
-




Chapter II

Husserl, Logical Investigations, p. 208.

2 R. B. MacLeod "Phenomenology A Challenge

to Experimental Psychology," in Behaviorism and
Phenomenology, ed. T. W. Wann [Chicago: University
of Chicago Press, 1964}, p. 49.

3 James, The Principles of‘Psychology, I, p.
145, : . - -

4 James, The Principles of Péychology, I,'p.

145.

3 Herbert -Spencer, The Principles of Psychbiogy
(New York: D. Appleton andyCompany, 1895), section
60. . . -

~

6 James, The P;inciples,of Psychoiogy:_l, D.

277.
] -
. ¢7 James, The Principles of Psychology, I, p.
161. ' , '
8 dames, The Principles of Psychology, I, p.
278.
9 Husserl, Logical Investigations, p. 208,
10

Aron Gurwitsch, "On the Object of Thought,"
in Studies in Phenomenology and Psychology (Evanston,
Ill.: Northwestern University Press,) 1966); "Towards
a Theory .-of Intentlonallty,“ PhllosopLy and Phenomenolo-
gical Research, 30 (1970); The Field of Consc1ousness
(Pittsburgh: Duquesne University Press, 1964).

1L James M. Edie, "Necessary Truth and Perception:
William James On the Structure of Experience," in
New Essays in Phenomenoclogy, ed. James Edie (Chicago:
Quadrangle, 1969).

2 Husserl, Logical Investigations, p. 208.

3 Husserl, Logical Investigations, Investigation
2, chapter 5. Cow




7.

182 |

Chapter II : : T

Notes \

14 John Wild, "Husserl's Critique of Psychologism: -t

Its Historical Roots and Contemporary Relevance," : %
in Philosophical Essays in Memory of Edmund Husserl %

(Cambridge; Harvard University Press, 1940}.
15

James, The Principles of Psychology, I, p. . T

218. _ ;
— ! o

16 as Robert C. Solomon in an article called e
"Husserl's Concept of Noema" points out, the controversy . !
between these two branches of Husserlian commentary ‘ o

lie mainly in their different understanding of the _
nature of noema. While the orthodox Husserlian scholars

tend to regard noema as the 'perceived as such', the

‘object viewed from a certain perspective', the linguistic
orientated commentators, on the other hand, claim '
'the unperceivability' of the noema and regard it

as an abstract or intensional entity. Following R.

C. BSolomon's line of argument, we consider these two .
branches of Husserlian intetpretation more as the T
complements of each other than as two unsolvable contes- L
tations. 1In fact, it is merely the different focus o :
on different levels of noema in these two branches : -
of interpretation that entail the appearance of two i
seemingly contradictory notions of noema. Dagfin ‘ ;
F#gllesdal and his followers focus their explications

of Husserl's concept.of noema mainly on the noema

of judgment or other higher levels of noema; on the

other hand, the orthodox Husserlian scholars tend - -
to concentrate their exploration of the noema at '

the level of perception. In R.'C. Solomon's words:

"The dispute between the 'orthodox' view .
of Gurwitsch, Cairns, et al. {(What Hubert
Dreyfus has called 'the New School school')’
and the ‘'heretical' view of Fgllesdal and )
his s'tudents can be seen largely in terms <
of their acceptance of ot of these competing
paradigms (the paradigm of the study of
perception and the paradigm of the studies o
- of logic of mathematics) and their relative . i
neglect of the other. Gurwitsch, who has
- also beén a major contributor to the philo- .
-sophical aspects of Gestalt psychology, -
ltakes perception and its problems to be' - -
®"/the proper setting for Husserl's noema. , !
Fgllesdal, a first-rate logician and -student ' i
of W. V. 0. Quine, sees in Husserl's concep- s
. * tion of ‘the noema an answer to_ certain '

M
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puzzles in the Fregean theory of 'indirect!
or t'opaque'! intensional contextse o« o

Fgllésdal, on the other hand, takes Husserl's
noema to be very much like Frege's notion
of the Sinn of a linguistic expression,

generalized appropriately to nonlinguistic
acts," '

(Robert C. Solomon, '"Husserl's Concept of the ‘Noemat,"
in Husserl: ositions and #ppraisals, eds, Frederick
Elliston and Peter McCormlcﬁg'Notre Dame: University

of Notre Dame Press, 1977', D. 161.)

‘Gurwitsch uses. perceptual noema, namely, the
correlate of the perceptual experience, as the paradigm
for his study of Husserl's notion of noema, Noema
is interprefed by Gurwitsch as a perspective of an-+
object or an object perceived in a certain wvay,
(appropriately "bracketed!" by the phenomenoclogical
epoche). Noema, therefore, is perceivable., Fgllesdal
understands Husserl's distinction of intentional
experience, noema and object in the framework of
Frege's distinction of linguistic expreéssion, meaning
of the linguistic expression and reference of the
linguistic expression. Judgmental noema, the correlate

" of the tonceptfual experience, namely, the asserting,

believing, judging, doubting, is the paradigm which
Ffllesdal uses to understand Husserl's notion of

rioema, Noema, thus, is interpreted by him as the ,,)
‘meaning of a state of judgmental experience. It 1s

an abstract, intensional entity which is not perceived
through the sense. = ’ " oo
Now, if we return to Husserl's original .-

analysis of the notion of noema as given in ‘ldeas,
ve ¢ see that noema, for Husserl, stands for
irreal correlate of all types of intentional -experiemges.
The notion of noema, in fact, covers both the
pérceptual and judgmental noema, What the orthodox
Husserlian cgmmentators and the linguistic analysis
oriented scholars give us, axe not two incompatible,
contradictory interpretations of the notion of noema.
As the analyses of the different levels of noema, they
are the complements of each other and can be combined
into a more thorough interpretation of the Hussetrlian
nocma,

* 1In our dissertation, HusSerl's notion of noema )

will be used to shed a new 1light on James! notion of

the 'object of thought'. What we attempt to discuss
will be the basic affinity between these  two rnotions.

e
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Yle attempt to explicate that James! 'object of thought!,

- like Husserl's noema, js a subjective object, an object

intended as such e correlate of the intentional

experience through® which the experience intends its

object., The term 'object of thought'! is, in fact, used
by James to indicate both the correlates of rerceptual
and judgmental experiences, Therefore, no matter which

“branch of interpretation we adopt in this dissertation,

Husserl'!s notion of noema can still be used as a frame
work to give James' notion of tobject of thought! &

4 phenomenological interpretation. Since our analysis of

o -

James! theory of the structure of the object of consclousness

will be limited mainly to the level of the perceptual
object, so we just follow the school of commentary
which focuses on the interpretation of Husserl'§ concept
of noema at the level of perception,

17 | :

Husserl, ldeas, segtion®™g0, p.262

18 Hussepl,-Idéas, section 88, @. 258

19 Husserl, Ideas, section 88, p. 258

20 ‘aron Gurwitsch, "On the Intentionality of 3
Consciousness, % in Phenomenology, ed. Joseph J. Kockelmans

. (New York: Doubleday, 1967), p. 128. o :

.

2l

Gurwitsch,"On the Intentionality of
Consciousness," p. 129.

22 _ . .
Husserl, ldeas, section 89, pp. 260-261 .

25
. Aron Gurwitsch, "Husserl's Theory of the
Intentionality of Consciousness in Historical Perspective,™

in Phenomenology and Existentialism, eds. E. N, Lee
and Maurice Mandelbaum (Baltimore: The Johns Hokins”
Press, 1967), p-f&? .

24 .
The noetic phases and the hyletic phases

" of the intentional experiences- are, ‘according to Husserl,

the two real components of the intentfional experiences. -

By the hyletic phase of intentional experience, Husserl
eans the formless experience in a state of intentional
experience, It is the pure experience of colour,

touch, sound, etc. Husserl calls the hyletic phase

of the intentional experience by tﬁe\Qs?es of *'sensory

. |

*
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content', ‘sensile experiences' or '‘primary content'.
In Husserl's opinion, it is through the stratum of
the hyletic phase of the intentional experience that
the appearing phases of .an intended object, i.e.,
‘its colour-quality, its roughness, etc., exhibit themselves.
'By. the noetic phase of the intentional experience,
Husserl means the immaterial form ip a state of inten- .
' tional experience. It is the empty intentional form, ’
namely,. the empty form of seeing, feeling, remembering, - ;
judging, etc., in a state of intentional experience. ,
Husserl considers the noetic phase of the intentional
experience as the ‘animating', '‘meaning-bestowing' .
- stratum of a state of intentional experience. It ~
is, according to Husserl, in this stratum of consciousness’ '
that the hyletic phase of ‘interrtional experience is
"animated, namely, that it undergoes the 'formal shaping’,
the 'gift of meaning'. In other words, it is in this
stratum of consciousness that the pure .experience
in a state of intentional experience is formed into
a certain type of intentional .experience. For example,
it is in the form of 'seeing' that the formless exper-
‘ jence of redness is formed into a state of concrete
- B experience, 'seeing a red thing'. Here, by the sentence
' ‘both the.noetic and hyletic phases of the intentional
experiences of this apple tree will undergo ¢ontinuous
_ wodifications', we attempt to mean the following things:
n/ looking into a-garden at a blossoming apple tree, o
we-will have a stream of different perceptual experiences
of this particular apple tree. By the modificationg>
of the hylétic phases of the intentional experiences
of ' this apple tree, we attempt to mean the changing ‘
experiences of the different appearing phases of this -
apple tree, i.e., the experiences of this aspect or.
that aspect of the apple tree, this colour or that
L IR colour of the apple tree, etc. By the modifications
' of the nogtTc phases of the intentional experierices
of -this agple tree, we mean the changes of the 'wdys
o in which .¥e intend this apple tree, namely, the® different .
ACTR ’//) ways of seking it, hearing it, or smelling it, etc. :
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o~ 23 In footnote 24 of this chapter, we have already
presented a brief explication of what Husserl means -
by the hyletic phase and the noetic phase of the inten- S

tional experience. Here, by 'the special characteristics
of the noetic and hyletic phases of these intentional
experiences', we mean the special characteristics

of the 'sensory contents’' of the intentional experiences
and the special characteriSQics of the forms in which

the intentional experiences \snd their objects.
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Chapter TIII

The Foundation of the Structure ©f the Object of

kﬂ\\u/ Consciousness—=-An Examination of William
~ - James' Theory of the Activities of
Consciousness

In the previous chapter of our dissertation, we ) .
have presented an analysis of William James' theory R
on the structure of the object of consciousness and

disclosed crucial similarities existing between James'

notion of the structure of the objéct of consciousness

and Husserl's notion of the constitution of the intended . -
objects. In this chapter of our dissertation, we plan

to go on to expose the affinity between James and

Husserl's theories on the nature of consciousness. ’
In the first'and second parts of this chapter, we shall

try to expiiéate how both James and Hussérl ;onsider
'projecting outside of itself towards its objects'

as consciousness' essential characteristic. We intend

to prove that a Husserlian notion of intentionality

has already emerged from James' exposition of

censciousness' essence of cognition. IA the thiri

.and fourth part of this chapter, we attempt to point Iy
out £hat, for both Husserl and James, consciousness

will not just merely direct itself towards its.object,
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but it can perform a certain active constitution of
its object. In the third part of this chapter, we

will expose the similarities between James' notions

of.consciousness' various passive and active cognitive ;
functions and Hussegrl's notions of the hyletic phases
and the different noetic activities of consciousness.
In the fourth part, we will point out how both Hussgrl

and James hold that the different stratum of an intended

¢

femiserbmmr . L, .

object are the product of consciousness' different
cognitive functions. n ,
. - -

1. An Explication of Edmund Husserl's
Theory. of Intentionality

It is generally agreed among the Husserlian scholars
thaf; besides the concept of phenomenclogical reduction,
intentionality is a key concept in Husserl's phenomeno-

logy. From Logical Investigations, in which Husserl

N

works out the first elaborate exposition of His concept

Jof infqntionality, to Cartesian Meditations and Formal

and Transcendental Logic, in which Husserl accomplishes

a thgory of the so-called operative intentionality,

Husserl continuously makes revisions of this notion.
Like J. N. yohdnty, in an éxpository article called
"Husserl's Concept of Intentionality," points out,

by tracing the development of Husserl's concept of

et
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intentionality, one can almost grasp the total picture
of thé development of Husserl's phenomenology.l Since
our purpose here is neither to give a thorough examina-
tion of the development o6f Husserl's cdncept of inten-

tionality nor .to present a detailed analysis of the
O .

various issues in Husserl's theory of intentionality,
- 4

we shall confine ourselves, therefore, to a basic expo-
'£€E&on of Hqssérl's notign of intentionality.
The Huégerlian notion of intentionality is a revision
of Brentano's’notion of intentionality. Thus, before
we go on to whét sort of amendments Husserl has made
to Brentano's notion of intentionality and how the
Husserlian notion of infentionaiity develops from Brentano's
notion of intentionality, we woﬁld like teo, first of
all, take a brief look at Brentano's notion of inten-
tiénality._
| As Brentano, in an article called "The Distinction
Between Mental and Physical Phenomena," points out,-
'intentionaiity' is a cdﬁcept presented by him to give
'the line of demarcation' between fhe areas of mental

] '

and physical phenomena. According to Brentano, inten- .
tioﬁality is the mental phenomena's unique'and egsential
characteristic which'is‘able to distinguish the mental
phenomena from the physical phenomena. He says, '

"This intentional inexistence is exclusively characteristic
4 .

of mental phencmena. No physical phenomena manifest

i et ST S AT
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anything similar."2

What ﬁrentano means by the mental phenomenon's
ﬁnique characteristic of ‘'intentional inexistence'
or 'intentionality' is, in fact, the mental phenomenon's

peculiar characteristic of 'directj‘ig'itself towards

its object', *ré*ifedness to'a content’ or 'immanent
objectivity'. He explains this notion in this -way,

‘Every mental phenomenon 1is characterized

by what the scholastics of Middle ages called
the intentional inexistence of an object,

and what we could call, although in not entirely
unambiguous terms, the reference to a content,
a direction upon an object, or an immanent
objectivity. Each one includes something

as object within itself, although not always

in the same way. In presentation something

is presented, in judgment something is affirmed
or denied, in love loved, in hate hated,

in desire désired, etc.

¥

Intentiohality, according to Brentano, is conscious-

ness' unique characteristic of having something as

-

its intended object, of referring itself towar@s_something
of wﬁich it is the consciousness, pf carrying someihing
within itself as its object, of being specifiedqu

its object, etc. Since no physical phenomenon displays
this'chéracéeristic, Brentano considers intentionality

as the distinguishing feature which is able to set

the mental: phgnomenon apart from the physical phgnomenon.

‘Although Husserl is not interested in the enter-

prise of distinguishing the area of the mental phenomenon

PP Sy

o
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from the physical one, nevertheless, he considers-
'Brentano's notion of intentionality as. an indispensable
starting-point for his analysis of the nature of con-

sciousness. He admits that difectedness.towards its

object is the essential characteristic of most of the :\

consciousness. Husserl says,

We take intentional .-relation, understood
in purely descriptive fashion as an inward
peculiarity of certain experiences, to be
the essential feature of 'psychical phenomena'
or 'acts', seeing in Brentano's definition
of them as phenomena intentionally contthining
objegts™in themselves a circumscription of
: wihose 'reality' (in the traditional
is of course ensured by examples.4

t is intentionality which characterizes
\consciousness in the pregnant sense of the
Ferm. . . .« .+« . . . 0 . .. e 0. .

e understood under Intentlonallty the unlque
pecullarlty of experiences "to be the conscious-
ness of something." It was in the exp11c1t
cogito that we first came across this wonderful
property to which all metaphysical enigmas

and riddles of the theoretical reason lead

us eventually back: perceiving is the per-
ceiving of something, maybe a thing; judging,
the judging of a certain matter; wvaluation,

the valuing of a value; wish, the wish for .
the content wished, and so oh. Acting concerns
action, doing concerns the deed, loving the
beloved, joy the object of joy. 1In every
wakeful cogito a "glancing" ray from the

pure Ego is directed upon the "object" of

the correlate of consciousness for the time
being, the thing, the fact, and so forth,

and engoys the typice&ly varied consciousness
of it.

In Husserl's opinion, Brentano's discoveries that

-

consciousness is the 'consciousness of something'
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and that consciousness can be characterized by its

i

i

1

k3

- 3

'reference to its object', in fact, are able to give %
him the preliminary answer to his inquiry concerning a
: . 3
what is consciousness. In other words, if the main o
purpose of Husserl's phenomenology is to give us a |4

‘transcendental description of the structure of conscious- 3
ness (of course, the structure of the object of
¢onsciousnesé, as the structure of the correlate of

consciousness, will also be described in Husserl's

RS R TN

phenomenology), then, Brentano's notion of intentionality,
as Brentano's discovery of the essence of consciousness,

obviously can be used by Husserl as the valuabple starting
as J. N. Mohanty or Herbert Spiegelberqg have already
pointed out, Husserl does not just transplant Brentano's
notion of intentionality into his analysis of the nature
of consciousness without any modificatiqn.6 According
té these two Husserlian scholars, it is solely by revising
Brentano's theory of intentionalit& into his own‘theéiy
of idgg;tionality that Husserl is able to present,
in hi;;;ﬁgﬁbmenology, a more accurate déscription of
consciousness' essential characteristic of 'projecting
outside of itself towards its objects’, 'transcending
beyond itself towards the world'.

In his appropriation of Brentano's concept of -

intentionality, we find that Husserl has, in fact,
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' made two crucial revisions: first, he has dropped

Brentano's notion of the immanency of the intended

object in the intentional expérience. Secondly, he ¥
has transformed Brentano's concept of intentionality
from conscicusness' passive, static diréctedﬁess towards
its object to consciousness' active constituting of
its dbject. ]

In the tﬁird part. of thié chapter, where we present
an exposition of Husserl's notion of consciousness'

various hyletic phases and noetic acts, we will explicate

how, in Husserl's opinion, consciousness will not just

e e e .

- direct itself towards its object, but can, in fact,

[ ——

perform an active constituting of its object. Here, .
in this section of our dissertation, we will merely '
confine ourselves to the exposition of Husserl's rejéction
of Brentano's notion of the immanency of the intended
object. -~ |

As we have already mentioned, while Brentano éon—
siders intentioﬁality as menté& phenomencn's distingu§§hing
characteristic which is able to separate it away from
the physical phenomenon, he has defined intentionality
by the mediaeval terms ‘as 'the intentional inexistence
of an intended object in consciousness' or ‘'the immanent'
objectivity of .the intended iject'i That means all
mental phenomena, according to Brentano,  have thé peculiar

nature of directing themselves' towards their objects. Lo
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However, for Brentano, the intended objects towards

which the mental phenomena direct themselves afe, in

fact, nothing other than immanent'beings-existing inside
the menfal phenomena as the contents of the mental-
phenomena: . Of course, as H. Spiegelberg or J. N. Mohanty
have already pointed out, Brentano, in his later writings,
especially in his lefters, does give up this notion.

But, we can say that, before such a radical step is

taken, Brentano's failure to realize an intended object's
absolutevobjectivity and his reduction of an intended |
object into a sort of psychological existence does

lead his thinking to siip into the pitfall of ﬁsychologism.
This psychologistic position, in fact, had hindered
Brentano in working out an adeguate formulation of

thé notion of intentionality.

-~

To Brentano's concept of 'the immanency of the

intended object', in Logical Investigations, Husserl -~

raised such objections.

It is always quite ‘questionable, and frequently
. misleading, to say that perceived, imagined,
asserted or desired objects, etc., 'enter
consciousness' (or do so in perceptual, pre-
sentative fashion, etc.), or to say conversely
that 'conscicusness', 'the ego' enters into
this or that sort of relation to them, or
to say that such objects 'are taken up into
consciogshess' in this or that way, or to
say, similarly, that intentional experiences
'contai something as their object in them-
selveg' etc. etc.

e ’

vnli

L bk el

——
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Contrary to what Brentano- has probosed, Husserl

claims that an intended object is not an immanent object
whiqgrexists inside a state of intentional experience
as part of this state of experience. 1In Logical

Investigations, we find that Husserl has given these

two reasopé to support his objection of Brentano's

'concept of the 'immanency of the intended object':

Containing, having or being contained, being had,
a part to a whéle or a whole to a part, are, in Husserl's
opinion, a sort of real relation existing between two
real beings, namely the container and the contained,

the possessor and the possessed, the part and the whole.

- Intentionality, according to Husserl, 1is not a sort

of real relation between the intentional experience

and the intended object. Husserl peoints out that,

‘while we say that a state of intentional experience

has an intentional relation with its object, what we
mean is solely that an actual state of experience has
intended or meant its object in a certain way. Whether

.

the inténded object is or is not a real being does
not hinder‘the intentional experienée to intend or
mean it in a certain way. In other words, a state '

of intentional experience may intend an irreal object:
The fact that this particular intended object is not
an actual object does not make any difference to the

intentional experience's essence of intending this

4
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object in a pertéin way. Therefore, in Husserl's opinibn,

if we élaim thét a stezg/éf intentional experience

intentionally dirgcts itself towards a certain object,

we do ﬁot mear that this state of intentional experience

is having any real relation with this object in the

sense of containing this object, having this object

as part of itself. Opposite to what Brentano Holds,
/

an intended object, thus, for Husserl,_is hot /an immanent

object existing in the intentional experience, like

-.an entity in an'empty pox.' Besides, the 'immanent
content Qf a state of intentional experience', according
to Husserl, is, in fact, part of this intentional‘act‘

rather than the object intended by this particular

intentional act. Husserl says, <
- -~ . A

2 These so-called immanent contents are merely
intended or intentional while the truly immanent
contents which belong to the real make-up
of- the intentional experiences are not inten-
tional: they constitute the act, provide
necessary points d'appui which render possible
an intqntion, but are not themselves intended,
not the intended object in the act.8

% _ The second reason given by Husserl to support

his notion of the 'transcendence of the ‘intended object’'-
1s the difference in structure between the intentional
experience and the intendgd object. Husserl points

out that while the intentional experiences are a flux

of constantly changing, -non-recurrent states of

' . /—4 >
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consciousness, an intended object is a self-same, enduring-

entity. The endurance of the intended object, according

»

"to Husserl, can be proven by the vaious fact that,

_in ‘our stream of consciousness, we always find that

a multiple number of our different mental states can
all direct themselves towards one self-identical object <
and become a 'number of different experiences of this
object. As an unchanged, enduring entitX: an inténded'
object, in Husserl's ;pinion, of cou;se is not part
of the non-recurrent str af intentional experieﬂces.

Thus, although Hu;sefl has adopted Bfentano's
notion of intenticnality - into his analysis of tbe nature
of consciousnesé, unlike Brentano, he does not consider
an: intended object as an immanent objecL which consti-
tﬁtes part of the cdnsciousness. An intended cobject,

-

for Husserl, is "a transcendent object existing outside

of the sphere of the intentional experience. According /,/

to Husserl, when we claim that we intend some objects,

what our intentional experiences direct themselves

to are the objects themselves rather than the mental

images or sensations of "these cbjects, as Brentano

'or‘otﬁer philosophers in the camp of psychologism have

alwaYs claimed. Husserl says, "I do not see colour-
sensations but coloured things, I do not hear tone-

sensations but the singer's sqng,'etc. etc.“9

I,
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It need only be said to be acknowledged that
the intentional object of a presentation
is the same as its S;yhil object, and on
_ occasion as its ext&rnal object, and that
. if is absurd to distinguish between them.

1N

Now, no matter whether the feasons given by

Husserl in Logicai Investigations to support his rejec-

l"_.
tion of Brentano's notion of the 'immanency of the

inéended objecéf are or are not sound enough, the crucial ’

‘fpoint‘that we need to notice here is that Husserl has
revised Brentanb's notion bf intentionality by substi-
tuting the nq{ion of the 'transcendggcy of the intended object'
fqrtheﬁEEEZ; ofthe'imhanency of the intendedobject'..The

‘crucial péintfthat we need to notice here is that,

by changing the inténded object to which consciousness

directs itself from an immanent objéct existing inside

consciousness to a transcendent object existing outside '

of the sphere of consciousness, Husserl has, in fact,

changed the whole meaning of the concept 'intentionality'.

If an intended object is transceAdeht rather than

immanent, intentionality, as consciousness' essence

of refe;;ing'itself towards its object, should, then,

be interpreted as consciousness' characteristic of

prdjecting outside of itself towards its object, riEBEr

than consciousness' essence of being specified by what

it carries inside itself. Thus, we can say that,

following Brentano's footsteps, Husserl has considered
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that the essence of most .of the consciousness lies
. in its infentionality. Howé;er, by intentionality,
whét Husserl attémpts to‘meaﬁ is-;at consciousness’
- 1 . : -
peculiar nature ofl'incl#ding something. as an obiject
within itself', but consciousness' uniéue function
» .

of transcending itself, thrusting outside itself, direc-

tiﬁg itself towards an object other than itself.

-

]

Intentionality, instead of consciousness' eésence of
y containing its objects’Qithiﬁ itself and severing itself
- from all the non-mental entities, as it has been inter-
preted by Brentano, is, for Husserl, consciousness' ' - ~
e e uniqué chéracte;istic‘of opening, projecting itself g—
towards all the mental and non-mental entities,.the
thsical, mental as well as the transcendental world.
Thus, if we were asked to give the simplest inter-
pretation of Husserl's notion of intentionality, then,
we can say that intentionality is Husserl's notion
that the essence of most consciousness lies in its
being the consciousness of somefhing other than itself.
0f course, this 'something being'g%nscioﬁSed' is not
necessarily a real entity, as Prof. D. Carr has said

.in an article called "Intentionality:"

The intended object is not necessarily some
real thing, whether internal (mental) or
external that they both have. To speak of
an intended object is to refer obliquely,
. " . one might say, to a possible real object,
: but not to commit oneself to its reality
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{(or unreality).

Now we could say of the two experiences
of a dancing bear, one veridical and one
illusory, that what they have in common is
an intended object. The intended object
is not necessarily some real thing, whether
internal (mental) or external, that they
both have. To speak of an intended object
is to refer obliquely, one might say, 'to
a possibly real object, but not to commit
oneself to its reality.(or unreality). Possible
equivalents for 'intended'* would be ‘putative’
or ‘alleged'.ll -

s

"In this paragraph we can find out that both a
veridical and an illusory éggékience have an intendeq
" object., | In this‘example the intended object is\a dancing
bear. The reality of the intended object, in thg case
of the veridical experienqe of a dancing bear, and the
uﬁreality of the intended object, in the case of the
illusarf experience of a dancing béar, however, does
notgmake any difference to the fact that both thesel
ﬁwo experiences'are intentional experienc;s and have
an 'intended objecf'. The reality or unreality of-

“the int%gded object of an experience is not in any

-way a condition for this particular experience to be

intentional.

2. The Worldliness of Thought--An Analysis
of James' Concept of Intentionality

In an article called "William James' Significance

for Husserl's Phenomenology" in The Phénomenological

L]
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YT Movemeht, Herbert Spiegelberg has made these remarks

dbout James' influence on Husserl,

Little would be needed to show traces of

James' inspiration in the case of such concep-
tions as that of the "stream of consciousness"
(Husserl's rendering of James' usual phrase

"stream of thought") after the publication

of the second volume of the Logische Untersuchungen,
which had been in the making in the years
after 1894; the same applies to a concept
like that of the "fringe." But there is

one case, possibly even more important, where
James' influence is less obvious and has

‘not yet been noticed: Husserl's concept

of intentionality.l2

Spiegelberg then claims that he suspects it is
James' studies on the nature of consciousness that

-

stimulate Husserl to develop the notion of intentionality

beyond Brgntaho's mere relatedness £0.§n object to
the Husseflian active éonstitutioﬁ o§ the intended

« Object.’ Nawv in this section of our dissertation,
we are not interested in exposing James' significance -
for Husserl's phenomenology. In fact, the qﬁestion'
that we attempt to faise hére is: if what Spiegelberyg
speculates is true, that James' notion of the nature
of consciousness does play a crucial role in Hussérl‘s
elaboration of his theory of intentionality, then,
can we, in James' analysis of consciousness, discover
¥he emergenée of a Husserlian notion of intentisnality?

Intentionality, or the specification of a mental

- .
state by this mental state's relatedness to a certain
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ocbject, is an age-0ld notion formulated by the schoolmen
in mediaeval times. Nevertheléss, in modern times,

it is Brentano who recovers tﬁe significance of this
notion and uses it to'prgvide a distinguishing defini-
tion to the subject of psychology, namely, the psthical
phenomena. Thus, before we start to disclose the notion
of intentional;ty in James' thinking, we would like

to know whether there is any relation existing between
James and Brentano?

In The Principles of Psychology, James has quoted

Brentano's Psychologie Vom Empirischen Standpunkt four

times, in volume 1, page 187; volume 1, page 240; volume
1, page 547 ana volume 2, page 286. He admité openly
that in the issues of the infallibility of thé intro-
spective obsérvation, the continuity of the flux of
consciousness, 'and the classification of the mental
phenomena, he agrees totélly wéth Brentano. Thus,

we can say that James not only is a serious reader

of Brentano, but, in fact, haé adopted some of Brentano's

concepts into his psychology. If the concept of inten-

tionality is Brentano's crucial contribution to
psychology, then it is almost unthinkable that James
has not come across it in his studies of Brentano.

Nevertheless, in both his The Principles of Psychology

and Psychology: Briefer Course, he has never even

once mentioned Brentano's concept of intentionality.
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Does this fact indicate that James either is not inter-
ested in the issue of consciousness' intentionality
or does not consider that consciousness has intentionality
as its essence? Now, if we ignore the historical fact
df whether James has or has not quoted Brentano on
a particular point and try ta—concentrate our  attentions
on the intrinsic affinities existing BétweenAthese
two philosophers' concepts, then we can discover that,
altpough James has never even once mentioned Brentano's
notfon of intentionality in his works, in his psycholo-
gical studies, he not only has analyzed the intentionality
of consciousness, but, like Brentano, has also considered
intenpionality as consciocusness' essential characteristic.
Theréfore, we suspect that James is deeply influenced
by Brentano in the issue of the directionality of
consciocusness, even thought he has never mentioned
it in his works.

The first obvious evidence of James' awareness
oflthe existence of intentiénality in_consciousness
can be found in James' explanation of his usage of
the terﬁ 'thought' to indicate the stréam of conscious-

ness. He says,

We ought to have some general term by which
to designate all states of consciousness
merely as such, and apart from their parti--
cular quality or cognitive funection . . ..
‘Thought' would be by far the best word to
use if it could be made to cover sensations.
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.It has no opprobrious connotation such as
. "feeling" has, and it immediately suggests
the omnipresence of cognition (or reference
to an object other than the mental state
itself), which we shall soon see to be of
the mental life's essence.l
In this paragraph, James tells us that the reason
for him to choose the general term 'thought' insﬁead
of other general terms like 'psychosis', fconscious
modification' or 'idea' to designéte.all states of
consciousness is that the term 'thought' can immediately
suggeét the consciousness' essence of directionality
towardslits object. What we, then, can grasp L n A
this explanation is the evidence that while James is selecting
the term‘to indicate ;he flux of consciousness, he
ié already aware of consciousness’ essence of inten-
tionality. He, then,.hopes that the term he chooses
is able to convey to his readers thié cpucial character-
istic of congciousness. The only thing that we need
to notice here is that while Brentano uses the term
fiq;ent;ggflity' to indicate consciousness' essence
'being conscious of something as its object', James
calls it the presenZ?/of cognition or knowledge. <f/
The other evidance that shows that the notion | -
of intentionality has already existed in James' psycholo-
gical studies can be fbund in James' explications of
the scope and datum of his psychological investiga-

-

tions. ‘In these explications, we find James not

B

el i 2B
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only admits that consciousness has the capacity of
intending (knbwing, feeling) its object, but even consi-
ders the existence of the intentional relation between
consciousness and its object as the indisputable pre—
suppdgition for his psychological analysis.

IF the Introduction to Psychology: Briefer Course,

James claims that the existence of "knowledge, by

these states of conscicusness, of other things“14 like
the existencé of the states of consciousness, is. what
he likes to assume at the beginning of his psychological

studies. Or, in The Principles of Psychology, he claims

that while the relation between consciousness aﬁd its
object is one of the indubitable data of his psycholo-
gical investigations, what he means'by this relation
is nothlng other than the intentional ‘relation. He
says, "The mind's relations to other objects than the

brain are cognitive and emotional relations exclusively,

s6 far as we know. It knows them, and it inwardly welcomes

or rejects them, but it has not other dealings with

W15 '

them. In the same chapter of The Principles of

Pszchology, James then claims fhat, "knowledge becomes
for him an ultimate relation that must be admitted,
whether it be explained or not, just like difference
or resemblance which no one seeks to explain.“16

James, here, holds that though, as a psychologist,

he is not going to ask the philosophical questions
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how consciousness is able to know its object or what
is cognition, nevertheless,"consciousness knows-its
object' is taken by him as an obvious, undisputable
fact which he likes, to assume at the outset of his
psychological analysis. Therefore, we can say that
James might not, like Brentano, consider intentionality
as consciousness' unique and distinguishing feature.
However, it is unquestionable that he 1s aware of con-
. sciocusness' functions of feeling and knowing ;;s object
and considers these emotional or-cognitive relations
as the only relations that consciousness can have with
its objects. Whether or not James gets the inspiration
from Brentano, in his éffirmation of the omnipresence
of cognition in consciousness, we are, in fact, able
to see an unformulated version of Brentano's idea of
intentionality.

In a former section of our dissertation, we have
already pointed out that Husserl, in his studies of
+he nature of consciousness, has inherited Brentano's
notion of intentionality and considered reference to
its object as consciousness' essential characteristic.
But we also emphasized that Husserl does not just
uncritically Qransplant Brentano's notion inté his
'philosoéhy. We pointed out that,.in his adopting of
Brentano's notion of inten£ionali@y, he has, in fact,

transformed it from consciousness' unique character
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of having an immanent object in itself to consciocusness’
function of projecting itself to an object other\than
itself. A Husserlian notion of intentionality, thus,
is a revised version of Brenpano's notion of inten-
tionality.— In this section of our dissertation, if
we' want to claim that a Husserlian notion of intention-
ality rather than Brentano's notion of intentionality
has already been cultivated in James' theory of the f.
nature of consciousness, then we cannot, as we have
up to this moment, just point out that a Brentanian
idea of cansciousness‘ relatedness to its bbject has
already existed in James' thinking. We must, rather,
prove that James, like Husserl, while admittihg Brenﬁanian
directedness towards itslobjeégﬁ%s consciousnésé'
essence, nevertheless, regards this directedness as
consciocusness' éapacity to transcerd itself. Can we,
then, find any contention of consciousness' ;ransgendenl
télity in James' analysis of the nature of consciousness?
If we are careful enough, even in James' advocacy
of the presence of cognition in consé¢iousness, which
we have just quoted in the former paragraph, we can
already find traces of James' ideé of cognitioﬁ as
consciousness' essential characteristic of thrusting
itself towards its object. Therefore, we find that
James,-while asserting the omnipresence of cognition

~
in consciousness, interprets cognition as 'reference

L et
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to an object other than the mental state itseif; He,
whilg claiﬁing pbn;ciousnegs' knowledge as a pre¥supposition
which he would like to asgume at the oﬁtset of his
psycholbgical studies, points out that by knowledge,

he means.'knowledge, by these states of consciousness,
of other things'. ' It is obvious that James, unlike
'Bfeétanb, does not consider an intended ocbject as part
'quifﬂe experigncing consciousness. But, if we are

not éatisfied‘with these ‘casual remarks, then, a more
elaborated theory of consciousness’ transcendentality
can be founa in Jaﬁeé' exposition of what Bruce Wiléhire
calls 'the worldliness of consciousness' in his study

of the phenomenological tendency in William James'®

psychology, namely, in his book called William James

and Phenomenology. It is in James' notion of the worldli-

ness of consciousness that phenomenological scholars
like Aron Gruwitsch, B. Wilshire or James Edie, etc.,
discover an obvious proto-Husserlian theorﬁ of inten-
tionality. We must say that Spiegelberg also suspedts
that Jémes' contention of consciousness' openness to
the world,.namely, consciousness' worldliness, has
inspired-Hu§serl to drop the idea of the immanence
of the intended object. Iet us see what James sayg
in his thecry of the worldliness of cénscioksness.

In order to give an éxplicit account of James'

notion of the worldliness of consciousness, we must,

D Gl £
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here, first of all, shift our attention to one.dominant
Cartesian notion of mind which has been accepted by

most of the post-Cartesian philosophers, both the ldea-
lists and the empiricists. For it is only through

a contrast with Descartes' notion of mind that James'
notion of the worldliness of consciousness, like Husserl's
notion of intentionaliﬁy, can be thoroughly explicated.
What we mean by this dominant Cartesian notion of mind

is Descartes' confinement of consciougness {; a subjec-
tive domain of interior;ty. As gé“ﬁZie already -pointed

out several times in this dissertation, Descartes,

after having severed reality into two unbridgable domains,

- the domain of res cogitaps and the domain of res extensa,
claims that mind has to be closed within -itself. Thus, .
while Descartes, like Brentano, admitting that mind,

as a flux of cogitations, has the essential capacities
of intending its objects, all the intended objects,

for him, are nothing other than the.immanent objects
existing inside consciousness. When the miﬁd knows

a transcendent object in the external world, what the" ’
"mind knows, according Eo Descartes, is the mental image-
of this transcendent objecty rather than the\Esgiifendent
object itself. We can say that, Brentano's cohcept

of intentionality as the mind's haviﬁg mental entities

inside itself is, in fact, a theory based on this

Cartesian hotion of the self-enclosedness of consciousness.

Alimmt . el ea -

ittt g
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A Jamesian theory of the worldliness of consciousness,
speaking simply, is a rejection of Descartes' notion'
of mind. What James attempts to present in this parti-
cular theory is that, contradicting Deagartes and the
post-Cartesian thinkers' view that the mind can only

be aware of its own content, consciousness is able,
through: its cognition, to refer itself to something
other than.itself. By worldliness, we mean merely

consciousness' characteristic of having non-mental

entities as its objects. In The Principles of Psychology,
he explicates his notion of the worldliness as,

"Human thought appears to deal with objects independent
of itself, that is: it is cognitive, or possesses the

function of knowing."l7

Also, he claims that, while
'writers of every school' content "that knowledge in
any strict sense of the word, as a self-transcendent
function, is impossible,” his "own blunt statements
about the ultimateness of the cognitive relation, and
the difference between the 'object' of the thought

and its mere 'topic’' or 'subject of discourse', are

all at variance with any such theo-ry."l8 Now, if we
reéolleet how Husserl, in his explication of conscious-
ness' intentionality, emphasizes that while inten-

tionality is consciousness' characteristic of directing

itself towards its object, thig directedness is
LA} .

conse{eusness' capacity of projecting-out of itself,
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thrusting out of itself, then, we can cléim that the
affinity between James' notion of consciousness' worldli-
ness and Husserl's notion of intentionality is undeniable.’_
But, - in his theory of the worldliness of consciousneés,
James not only presents us e same sort of concluding
remarks about -consciousness’' ability go intend something
other than consciousness as Husserl does in his theory '
of intentionality. Since-it is quit® possible for
a naive realist to have the same dualistic concept
of consciousness and the object of consciousness, so,
if the similarity between Husserl's notion of intentio-
nality and'James' notion of the worldliness of con-
scidusness is merely limited to.thersimilar blunt state-
ménté about consciousness and the object of conscious-
ness' irreducibilities to each other, then, the similarity
can be quite superficial ané insignificant. What,
then, leads us to assert the affinities between Husserl's
notion of intentionality and James' notion of theé
worldliness of consciousness are not only that both
philosophers have held the similar concluding remarks
about the pature ggtconsciousness} but also that both
their remarks héve been based on the same observations
of the structures of consciousness and the objéct of
conscioﬁsness. ' i

The first observation that James shares with.Husserl

is the observation of the transcendence of the object
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of consciousness. In our former explication of Husserl's
theory of intentionality, we have already pointed out
héw Hésserl has refuted the Brentanian concept of the
immanence of fhe object of consciousness by distin-
guishing the intentional experiences from the intended
cbﬁect. Husserl's revision 5f Brentano's notion of
intentionality from consciousness' having an object

in itself to consciousness' projecting qut of itself

to an outside object were, in fact, foundgd on Husserl's
‘;eﬁeCtion of Brentano's notion of the immanence of" .
the intended object. In James' psychological studiesﬁj e °
we caf f'ind the same sort of advgcationA of the dis-

-

tinction -between consciousness and the Qﬁject of con-

T
sciousness.(f\ .

In chapter’ II of this dissertétion, we have already
presented én examination of James' notion of the trans-
cendence of the object of consciobgpess; We have pointed
out that, by disclosing the differences in structure
between consciousness and the object 'of consciousne§s,

namely by discleosing the irrecurrences of the mental

l\\- >

states and the self-sameness of the object of con-
sciousness, James has succeeded in demonstrating that
an object of consciousness is something other than

consciousness. Here, we do not want to repeat what

we have already said in this dissertation. .The only

thing that we would like to add to our former exposition
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of James' notion of the transcendence of the object

of consciousness is that, by distinguishing the object

-

of consciousness from consciousness, James not only

]

B ST

‘rescues the sphere of theﬁizizct of consciousness from
totally collapsing into the’%ubjective, psychological

2 -

sphere and refgtes the Cartesian or Humean ndtion of
the immanence of the intended object. But, if we look
at James' ﬁotiqn of the transcendence of the object
of consciousness in the contex£ of James' diécussion ‘ ?
pf copsciousness' cognition, then it is this pfrticu;ar
notion that induces James to consider cognition as
consciousness' transcending\function.

Besides the transcendence of the object of con- L)
sciolsness, the other observation that induces both
‘James and Husserl to claim the transcéndentality of -
consciousness, is_cénsciousness‘ characteristic of
intending the same thing byvmultiple states of conscious- = -

ness.

»

First, from Logical Investigations to Experience

and Judgment, thfoughodt the whole of his philosophical

career, Husserl Has claimed that dne self-same object

I - . .
can manifest itself in a number of various "objects

19

intended as such's." Correlated to the same intended

object's persistent reappearance in the shifting

'intended as such's', consciousness can, in Husserl's

-

opinion, constaﬁtly direct its different states to kY, i
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tﬂis unchanged unity. For Husserl, it is the-jntended
.objecg's constant endurance that convinces h§:2§-the
intended object's transcendence from the flux of >

' constantly chahging consciousness. It is, on Ehe other
hand, the varying mental states' referring ‘to one common,
self-same point of fefefence, namely the unchanged
iﬁtended object, that illuminates the fact that mental
_states, instead of referring themselves to their own
contents, to something that can go with them, can project

outside themselves to something other than themselves.

In chapter 12, The Principies of Ps&chologyr we

find Jameé, too, claiffs that our flux of coOHnsciousness
is able to intend the same object by a number of its
different portions. He says,
The same 'matter can be thought of in successive
' portions of mental stream, and some of these

portions can know that they mean the same
- matter which the other portions mean. . . . .

. - . - - - + - - L . - . - - . . - - - .

The mind cén always intend, and know when
it intends, to think of the same.Z20
From'conséiousness' unique characteristic of con-

stantly meaning or intending the same object by its
flux.of continuously shifting states, James, likg Husserl,
comes. to. the Eonclusion that this flux of consciousness,
instead of directing itself backwards to its own con-
tepts; namely, instead of directing itéelf to something

that can go with it, intends something other than
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itself. He says,

~

The judgment that my own past thought and

my present thought are of the same object

is what makes me take the object gut of either
and project it by a sort of triangulation

into an independent peosition, from which

it may appear to both.Z2l

Therefore, we can conclude that, if in James'
realization of the presence of cogniticn in consciousness
.
‘we are able to find the emergence of a Brentanian concept
of intentionality, then in James' explication of how
the consciousness' cégnition-is; in fact, consciousness'
unique characterdéstic of knowing or meaning something

other than the consciousness, we can see the formation

of a proto-Husserlian transcendental notion of

intentionality.

3. Three Modes of Intentionality in William
James' Theory of Consciousness

In the two former sections.of this dissertation,

- we have already mentiQned that Husserl, in his adoption
of Brentano's notion of intentionality into his
phenomenology, not only had changed intentionality
from consciocusness' ‘essence of having an object within
itself to conscioﬁSness' essence of proiecting itself

to an object, but also had transformed intentionality

-

|
{
-
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from consciousness' static relatedness to its object
to copsciousness' active, creative constituting of
"its object. We have also pointed out that some
Husserlian scholars like Spiegelberg or Gurwitsch
have suspected that Husseri's revision of Brentano's
notion qof intentionality is accomblished under the
influence of James' theory of the nature of conscious-
ness; In the‘two former sections of this chapter,

we have already presented an explication of what,

in Husserl's opinion, is consciousness' essence of

self-transcendence, namely, consciousness' intentionality;

and in what sense James, in his analysis of conscious—
ness' cognition, has attributed the same sort of char-

acteristic to congcidusness. In this section of our

dissertation, we shall attempt to present an examinatioh

of James' idea of three sorts of crucial functions

of consciousness. Then we shall attempt to explain

in what sense these three sorts of cognifive functions
are similar to Husserl's three modes of intentionality.
Therefore, in this section of our dissertation, we
shall try to compare James' notions of sensatic.*n,'L
perception and cqnception to Husserl's notions of

the hylétic phases of coﬁsciousness, consciousness'
functions of noetic formation and identification.

Our purpose is to demonstgate that, before these thrée

sorts of consciousnessg active, creative and

o a4 AR
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constitutive acts are exposed elaborately by Husserl
in his phenomenology, they have already been, in fact,
disclosed by James in his studies of the nature of

consciousness. .

JA.  An Analysis of William

James' Notion of Sensation
Sensation; for James, is the most basic function

of cognition. In both The Principles of Psychology

and Psychology: Briefer Course, James has tried to-:

explicate this almost passive function of consciousness,
this mere bPresentation, by contrasting it with
cdnsciousness' preliminary function or organization,
the perception. ' Here, let us see how James describes
this fg;ction.

First, James claims that, like perception, sensa-
tion is a sort of mental function. He says, "Both
of them (sensation and perbeptioq) name processes
in which we cognize an objective world. . . . They
ére therefore names for different cognitive functions,
not for different sorts of mental facts."22

The crucial significance of this statement is
that, by it, James has totally broken the linkage
of his notion of sensation with the sensationalists'.
While the sensationalists, for examéle Hume, consider
sensations as the elementary sensoryfﬁﬁterials, the

basic ‘building blocks of which the perceptual or
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conceptual cbjects are‘made, James considers it as

a type of consciousnesskvé;;hitive relation towards
its 5bje¢ts,‘namely, consciousness' dumb presenting
of its bbjects. While James considers sensation as
consciousness' preliminary encountér with the objects
in the wqud, the basic building stuff of our percep-
-tual or conceptual objects, then, contrary to what
the sensationalists propose, are the dumb presences
of the objects 5f the world, brought to us by our
sensations, rather than.our sensations or impressions,

namely our mental images of the objects in the world.

Therefore, in William James and Phenomenology, Bruce

Wilshire points out that, according to James,
consciousﬁess'.characteristic of worldliness, namely,
consciousne§ ' characteristic of projecting outside
itself towargg‘an“abjects in the world, does not

just manifest itself in consciousness' active cognitive
functions like perception or conception, but also
p;esents itself in consciousness' most passive function,

namely, its sensation.23

James then claims that sensation can be differen-
tiafed from perception by, contrasted to percepticn's
activeness(’ its extreme passiveness, and contrasted

to perception's coﬂ%tituting function, its function

ﬁof mere presenting. At the beginning of a chapter

called "Sensation" in The Principles of Psychology,

PERWIReT by
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we find Jamgs distinguishes sensation from perception
5 :

in this way,

The nearer the object cognized comes to
being a simple quality like "hot", "cold",
"red", "noise", "pain", apprehended irre-
latively to other things, the more the state
of mind approaches pure sensation. The
fuller of relations the object is, on the’
contrary; the mbre it is something classed,
located, measured, compared, assigned to

a function, etc., etc.; the more unreservedly
do we call the state ¢of mind a perception, ~
and the relatively smaller) is the part in
which sensation plays.24

At first sight, it seems James, like P. Natorp,
claims that sensation and perception not only are
bofh the functions‘of consciousness, but, as the mental
functions, they also cannot be differentiéted from
one another. The only difference; then, lies in the
difference between the objects of these functions.
While the objects of éensations are some simple qualities
like 'red', 'hot', 'noise', the objects of percéption
are these qualities classed ané organized into certain
perceptual objects. But, if we go a step further
to see how these two cognitive functions are explicated
later by James in the same chapter, then, we can- find
ocut that, although James goes so far as to sgy that
. "sensation, then, so long ag we take the analytic

L J

point of view, differs from perception only in the

extremelsimplicity of its object of content,"25 what
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James means by 'the simplicity of its cbject' is, .

in fact, the simplicity of the ways in ‘which an object -
is being intended rather than the simp%}city of the

intended object itself. In addition to the former

p

explications, we find James continuously describes

sensation in the following ways,

A pure sensation is an abstraction and when !
we adults talk of our "sensations" we mean
one of two things: either certain objects,
namely simply quality or attributes like
hard, hot, pain; or else those of our thoughts
. in which acquaintance with these cbjects
is least combined with knowledge about the
relations of them to other things. As we
can only think or talk about the relations
of objects with which we have acquaintance
A already, we are forced to postulate a function.
‘ : in our thought whereby we first become aware
of the bare immediate natures by which our

several objects are distinguished. The
function is sensation.27’

Sensations, then, first make us acquainted
with innumerable things, and then are
replaced by thoughts which know the sa
things in altogetherCother ways.28

. + . dumb awakening to the consciousness : :
of something there, a mere this as yet (or

something for which even the term this would

perhaps be too discriminative, and the

intellectual acknowledgment of which would

be better expressed by the bare interjection
'lot!') .29
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It is easier for us to grasp a clear, undistorted
J

{ . . .
understanding of J?mes' notion of sensation in the

{ .
above passages. We can say that, the difference between

the object of $ensé&ion and the object of perception
is the result of th; difference between two sorts
of cognitive functions in which these two particular
sorts of objects ére intended rather than vice versa.
In contrast to perception'sﬂfdhction-of.classinq,

constituting, interpreting of its objects,. namely,

in contrast to perception's function of putting its

-

objects in.the gpnte%t of relations, éehsation, for
Jamesﬂ is the ' non-analytical, uninterpretative, dumb
experiencing of its object%f Or, we can say that,‘ -
*n contrast to perception's active openatiﬂg on its

- objectaL_sensation is the passive having, accepting

of its objects or encountering w%th-its objects. It
is,#according to Jameg, correlated to sensation's

pure passiveness that the objects of sensation are
intended‘as 'the something there', the 'mere this

as yet', or as a set.of "whats or thats, or its, of

~

subjects of discourse in other words, with their rela-

“39 Or, we tan say fhat,

tions not yet brought out.
due to sensation'é,non:analyticai, uninterpretative

and pure presenting éunction,_the objects of conscious-
ness will appear to us, in Sartre's terms, as a lump

of pure existence. James claims that, in this pure

e
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sensation, not only the sensed objects cannot be classed,
distinguished from one ancother or related to one

anothser, but the sensing consciousness also cannoct

e e m e
e g A A

separate itself from its objects. James says, "The

first time we see light, in Condillac's phrase, we

are it rather than see it.“31 Since in our adult

life, all our cognitive activiéies are, in a more

or less degree, a sort of active organization or consti-
tution of our intended objectspbso Janes claims that
sensation, the pure passive presentation of our objects,
can either only‘Occur at-the first day of our life

' \\“"‘ .. ‘
or exist as an abstraction. In other words, in our

adult life, we can only find sensation mixed with

other cognitive function‘rather than the pure sensation

in our. conscious S.

| A; last, Jame laims that sensétion, as con-
sciousness' basic and ‘simplest cognitive functioﬁ, - ’
does not have it in any other sorts of cognitive function.

But‘perception or other higher levels of cognition, A :

on the other hand, always include in themselves sensa- /

tion. He says.

Perception always involves Sensation as

never takes place in adult life without
perception also being there.32

PRTINPT
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As we can only think or talk about the rela-
tions of objects with which we have acquain-
tance already, we are forced to postulate
a function in our thought whereby we first
become aware of the bare immediate natures
by which our several objects are distin-
guished. This function is sensation.33
Perception, conception, judgment, namely all
the Gignitive activities other than sensation, accor-
ding to'James, can operate an active formation of
-their objects. But, in order to accomplish these
activities, they must have a datum to operate on.
In James' words, "We can only think or talk about
the relations of objects with which we have acquain-
tance already."34 Sensation, as the "mere inartiéh-

late feeling of the presence"35

of objects, in James'
opinion, is the agency by which the datum, the lump
of dumb, not yet known objects are presented to our
var ious éctive cognitions.‘ Using James' words, it

is "a function in our thought wheregy we first become
aware of the bare immediate naturés;" Therefore,
James claims thatrpegception or other cognitions at

. the higher level must base itself on sensation.
Analytically speaking, ih perception or_other higher
cognitions, we can always discover the elément of
underlying sensation.

If we look at James' notion of sensation from

the perspective of phenomenology, then we can easily
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discover that this passive, non-interpretative cogni-
tive function called by James as sensation is, in
faet, pretty ;imilar to a sort ef dumb experiencing
ability which Husserl claims to exist in the hyletic.
phases of consciousness. ; .

In section 85 of Ideas, Husserl claims that,

. analytically speaking, every state of consciocusness

is combined or interwoven of two strata or crucial

elements: . the 'primary content' and the experience

or phase' of experience which is the bearer of the

specific guality of intentional‘ity.36

In Ideas, Husserl
names the former layer of consciousness, the hyletic
phases of consciousness and the latter layer of

consciousness, tHe noetic phases of consciousness.

_ The noetic'phgses of consciousness, as the bearers

of the specific quality of £htentionality,‘aceording
to Husserl, are the'variouiiform*shaping, meaning-
" i
. bestowing or constituting intentional fﬁnctiens. {In
the following two sections of this chaptei,_we'will

explicate, in a more thorough way, what, for Husserl,

are exactly the noetic phases of consciousness. At .

-

this point, we will stop with a brief understanding

that the noetic phases ¢f consciousness, in Husserl's

..0pinion, stand for the active function in a state

of intentional experience.) The hyletic phases. of

consciousness, according to Husserl, are lumps of
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.the pre-forming, pre-meaning-bestowing and pre-
constituting, thus’, pre-predicatéd pure experiences

or feglings...In lgggg, Husserl calls this hyletic
pPhase cof consciousness the 'unitary sensile exéer—
iences', tthe sé?sory contents'. In other words,

if we take £he nbetic phases of consciousness, the
forms of c¢onscilousness, for example, the form of either
hearing, imagining or remembering, etc. away from

an actual state of consciousness,lfor example, én
actual mental state of either hearing of a certain
Qoice, imagining of a red rose or remembéring of a
table, étc.# what, then, is left in this state of
conéciousness,. namely the pure experiencing of a
sound, the‘dﬁmb sensing of the redgeés of a rose,:

thé meaningless feeling of the varioﬁs qualities ;f'a'-
table is called by Husserl the hyletié phases of con~
sciousness. Thug, Hussérl describes the hyletic phases
of consciousness as "the -'unitarysensile expefiences‘,
'senéory contents' such as the data of colour, touch,
sound, and the like, which we shall no'longer confuse
with the appearing phases of things, their &olour
quality, their roughness, and so forth, which' rather
'exhibi?' experientially through their means."37 Or,
as Alphonso Lingis, in an artiqle called "Hyletic
Data". points out, under the title‘hyletic data, Husserl,

in fact, .
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. . . classes together indiscriminately
the exteroceptive sensations corresponding
to the ,various sense organs, the intero-
ceptive kinesthetic sensations, the affective
sensations of pleasure, pain, tickling and
other sensile feelings, and the sensile
phase of tension and release, impulses,
drives, volitions, and inclinations, like
the empiricist sensations, they are passivity
and matter (hyle}, and are of the nature i
of impressions.
In Husserl's opinion, what this lump of sensile

experiences, this flux of formless senses do in a

state of consciousness is to present by themselves

or. exhibit through themselves the various appearing
qualities of an intended object, namely, the colour
gquality or the roughness of an intended object. Or,
using Alphonso Lingis' words, what the hyletic'phasés
of consciousness do in a state of consciousness is
mirror by themselves w1th1n consciousness the various -
cbaracteristics of the transcendent object, Now,

if we recollect how James describes ‘'sensation as con//—\\
sciousness' passive cognitive function of purely presen-
ting an intended object, then it is not difficult

for us to see that what James attempts to expose in

his notion of sensation is, in- fact, the same sort

of consciousness' basic feeling mirroring function

which Husserl claims to exist in the h&letic phases

of consciousness.

.
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As the 'primary content' of a state of conscious—
ness, or as the underlying strata in a state of conscious-
ness, the hyletic phases of conscio&sness, accordiné
to Husserl, are not yet a state of consciousness.
A state of consciousness, in Husserl's opinion, is
éhe combination cf the hfletic and noetic phases of
consciousness. It is only after the hyletic phases
of consciousness, as a flux of pure feelings or exper-
iences of colour, touch, sound, etc., are animated -
through noetic phases of consciousness, namely, have
undergone the formal shap;ngs or gifts of meaning

that a complete state of conscicdusness can be formeaé

]

Intentional experie s are there as unities
through the bestow of meaning (used here

in a very wide sensk). Sensory data offer =
themselves as materX for intentional
informings. or bestowals of meaning at
different levels.39

'In a state of consciousness, the hyletic phases

of consciousness, as a flux of pure senses 0f colour,

touch, sound, etc., are, in Husserl's terms, the 'sensile

Or sensory materials', 'simply and plainly materialg'

or the 'material data' given themselves to the inten-

tional phases of consciousness to be molded into various

sorts of consciousness. Husserl says,
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. - . and from the functional view-point,

it wins significance from the fact that

it ‘furnishes a woof that can enter into

the intentional tissue, material that can

enter into intentional formations.40

In Husserl's opinion, it is solely due to the
presence of the hyletic phases of consciousness, that
» -

a state of consciousness can have a content. It is,
in other words, only after the empty cognitive forms,
the noetic phases of consciousness are-furnished with
the hyletic phases of consciousness that a state of
consciousness can emerge. For example, it is only
after the empty cognitive forms of séeing, remembering,
imagining or asserting, etc., are furnished with 'the
pure senses of a red rose' that a state of 'seeing
a.red rose', 'imagining a red rose', 'remembering

a red rose' or 'assertihg a red rose' can be formed.

Husserl, thus, claims that while how a stite of con-

sciousness intends is totally determined by .the noetic

‘phases of conscioushess, what a state of consciousness

intends is totaily determined by the hyletic phases
of consciousness. .

If we recollect how James claims.that sensation,
as our consciousness' pure passive cognitive function,

as our consciousness' function of dumbly experiencing

an object, never appears independently in our normal

@
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cognitive function in a state of perception, imagination,
memory,‘etc.; and if we recolléct how James claims

that it ;s solely through sensation, namély, through

our consciousness' fuyrction of purely being aware

of an object, that perception, imagination, reason,

etc., namely, that our consciousness' other active

1
/ -

cognitive functions are lee to encounter their intended

object, then it is not hard for us to detect the other

crucial similaritf between the Husserlian hyletic

phases of conscibusness and the Jamesian sensation.

goth the hyletic phases of consciousness and sensétion,

according to Husserl and James, are the undeflying,

passive strata in a state of consciousness. Both .

Husserl ahd James consider this underlying stratg

in a state of consciousness as the medium by which

this part;Fular state of consciousﬁéss is able to

hqve an intended object.
' Therefore, we can conclude thaf, in James' expo-

sition of his notion of sensation, we can already

find the emergence of the Husserlian notion of the

\

hyletic phases of consciousness.
B. An Analysis of James'
Notion of Perception
In the former section of our dissertation, we -
have presented an examination of James' notion of

sensation, namely, James' notion of conscilousness'
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passive, receptive fundtion of cognition. We have
aiready pointed out.that, by this pure passive function
of cognition, ayégi;ing to James, our consciousness

is able to have a series of intended objects as "a

set of whats, or thats, or its; of subjects of discourse
in other words, with their relations not yvet brought .
out."41 But our consciousness will not stop with’ )
just dumbly having lumps of the 'mere presences of ‘i::)

the intended objects' in it. James points out that,
: N

%ﬁter we have some 'objects' in our mind, our conscious-

ness will "thinh over their relations and subject

them to a sort of tréatment and operate upon them."42

In othér words, James claims that, after we have a

flux of 6bjects presented to us as a flux of formless

.and meaningless ‘'‘there's’', the various active cognitive
. . o«

functions of consciousness are able to shape them’
into different sorts of intended objects by absorbing

them into the different contexts of relations. In

The Principles of Psychology, James calls these different
types of consciousness' active forming acts by the

common psychological terms of 'perception’', .'memory’,

¢

in the various chapters under the titles of the
"Perception," "Memoryf‘"Imagination“-or "Reason,"
James has presented.to us a thorough explication of

how these various active cognitive acts knit a piece

"imagination' or 'reason'.  In The Principles of Psychology,

A
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of ‘'‘mere presence of the intended object' into different

contexts and shape them into either 'an aspect of
a perceived objedt', 'an aspect of.-a remembered object’,

'an aspect of an imagined object’' or 'a subject of

discourse'. The limit of space prevents ﬁs from giving
each of James' notions of the active forming activities
of consciousness a £horough exposition. In this section
of our dissertation, we would, then, like to simply
present an exposition of James' notion of perception,

James' notion of consciousness' most basic active

forming function. We hope that we are able to use

perception as an example to show what, in James' opinion, -

is an active forming function of consciousness and

how these various active forming functions of conscious-

. . v
ness shape the 'mere presences of the objects' into

different 'types of intended objects.
If sensation, in James' opinion, is consciousness'

most passive function of experiencing an object, then
percepéion! in James' opinion, is consciousness' active
function 6f adding ﬁo the given object of sensation

a numbér of associations. In other*words, if by sensa-
tion, what James intends to mean is our consciousness'
most basic function of‘havihg an object, then perception
is our consciousness' active function of understanding

this given object in a certain context of relations.

Let us, here, see how James explicates this notion.

R
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First, James claims that, "Perception thus différs
from sensation by the consciousness of farther facts
associated with the object of sensation."43

Then, James uses an example, the perception of
a side of a library table, to explicate to u; what
he attempts to mean in this sﬁatement. He points
out that, when we look at a rectangular walnut library
table from a certain perspective, what we immediatély
obpain in our mind, then, is a "brown eye-picture
~with lines not pérallel and with angles unlike."44
This 'brown eye-picture', in James opinion, is tgg

\ ject of‘the sensation of one side of the reqtangular
///?jbrary table. It is, in other words, an object sensed
by us in the dumb, passive way. As we have already
pointed oﬁt in the former section of our dissertation,
cprrelated to the inactive way by which we are aware
of-it, the object of §énsat;on,pi.e. this 'brown eye-
picture', will appear to us aéja piece of unknown,

uninterpreted mere 'there', T.e., a certain patch

of brownness, even undistinguished from the mental

state Which'gxperiences it. Acccrding to James, although

in our perception of the library table,, 6 we always
have to have in our mind, first of all, a dumb aware-
ness of this table; in our ordinary adult life, this

dumb awareness never actually exists. Thus, when

we look at the brown'library table from a certain
/’ .

- e —
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angle, what we usually are conscious of is, in fact,
a brown librarf table appearing to us from a certain
perépective, namely, an aspect of a library table.
Now, what transforms an object of consciousness from
the.'mere presence of a patch of brownness' into

"'an aspect of a library table' is not, according to
James, a certain change tak-id#¥ place in the in;éﬁ%ed
object itself, but the change of the ways by which

it is intended. In other words, it is solely because
an intended object, i.e. a 'brown eye-picture', is ,
intended by us as an object perceived by us from a
certain angle, i.e., a brown library table perceived
by us from a certain angle, that it can, become an
.;spect of this perceived object, i.e., a side of this
library table. Jaﬁes points out that, while we look
at the brown rectangularpgwalnut library table and

have the 'mere presence of this brown library table'

by our passive cognitive function, namely, our sensation,

. the active cognitive functions of our consciousness
can, simultaneously and withoﬁt our awareness, subject
Ehe object of sensation, i.e., this patch of
‘brownness' into a certain treatment or operation.

The active cognitive function at, the level of percep-
tion can relate the moment;rily given single aspect
of‘the intended object to fﬁe other features of this

intended object not given at this moment. In the

et Al e BB o d,..“,‘;_ o
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case of the perceptioh of the 'brown library table',
the active cognitive function at the level of percep-
tion can connect this side of the brown library table
presenting itself as a 'patch of dumb brownness' to
the other gides,and corners of the brown library table
and transform it into a side of the .brown walnut I;Zrayy
table. Or Qe can say thét the active cogniﬁive func-
tion at the level of perception can, according to‘
James, fix this momentarily given, single presentation
of the libréry table to the total system of various ..
presentations of the library table and transform it
into an aspect of the perceived object.l It is in
this sense that James .claims that, in the case of
the perception of the brown library fable, "the back
of the table, its square corners, its size,’ ' its heavi-
ness, are features of which I am conscious when I
look ({(at this particular library table), almost as
I am conscious of its néme."45 Therefore, James claims
that if sensation is the passive consciousness of
an intended bbject, then "perception thus differs from
sensation by the consciousness of farther facts asso-
ciated with the object of sensation."46

In.ofder to relate a presently given perceived
aspect of the intended object t6 other aspects of

the intended object not given at the presen't moment,

" what we actually are doing in our psychological sphere,

A A bt e s
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according to James, is "supplementing a sense-impression

by an accompaniment or escort of reviyed sensations.“47

In the psychological area, we connect the experience

of the presently perceiyed object to the retentions

of the past experiences of other objécts. Or, we

can say that, in James' opinion,. in order to understand

a presently given sifhgle aspect of the perceived object

in the context of the constitution of the total per- N
ceived object, what we, in fact, do psychologically C
‘is gnit the experience of this single aspect of the ;
rerceived object into the system of the experiences

of the total perceived object. It is in this sense

that James claims that, unlike an object of sensation,

which is a lump of presently felt attributes, an object

of perception is this lump of felt attributes tied

together with the reproQuced attributes in the unity -

of a thing with a name,48 #In Psychology: Briefer

Course, Jameg thus claims that a state of perceptual

experience is made up partly with the sensational

experience and partly with the active function.that ‘ i

can relate this particular piece of sensatiepal ekper-. i

ience to the other sensational experiences.49
Consciousness' active functions of relating eithe?.

tﬁe presently given_sinqle aspéctlof the perceived ’

‘object to the total perceived object or the presentlgl

given sensational experience to the whole system of
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the perceptual experiences of a perceived object, .
uﬁnderstood in a more profound way, should be, in fact,
interpreted as conscicusness' active function of con-
ferring thermeaning of 'part of a certain system’
to either a presently appearing object of sensation
Oor a state of sensational experience. 6r, we can
say that perception, in James' opinion, is consciocusness'
active function of bestowing the meaning of 'an aspect
of a perceived object' on 'an aspect 0of a perceived
object' sensed by us as a lump of meaningless 'there'.
Imagination, memory or remson, according to James,
.are also-qonsciousness' otﬁer sorts of active functions
of béstowing the meanings of 'the imagined object’', |
'the remgmbered object' or 'the subject‘of a ceftain
judgment' on a piece of passively awared, meaningless
;sensed object'. by relating this piece of 'sensea
object' in a cerfain pattern to a certain system of
'imagined objects', 'remembered objects' or 'judgéd
objects'. In James' opinion, it is because conscibus~
Jneés can thus actively abso;p a'piéce of dumbly sensed
objett into a certain 6rde£ of objects that this par-
ticular piege of {dumbly sensed object' can become
a 'remembered object', an 'imagined object' or a 'judged
object'. Hére, by presenting an-exami@ation of James"'
notion of perception, we wish to, in this exahple,
give a general explication éf what James means,- by

/l
I
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consciocusness' active forming functions and how these

various forming functions of consciousness, in James'

-

opinion, mold the flux of sensational experiences

3

into different types of experienced objects.

) If one is familiar with Husserl's analysis of
the constitution of thé intentional experiences, then
it is not difficult for one to discover that what
James attempts to mean as consciousness' various active
forming functions do bear a striking likeness to what

Husserl intends to mean as the intentional experiences'

various noetic phases. - In other words, if one is

familiar with Husserl's theory of how a flux of concrete °

intentional experiences is constituted of a lumg/s%
meaningless hyletic phaées undergone noetic phases'
variéus 'formal shapings'{ 'gifts of meaning’', then
it is not hard for one to see that, while the Jamesian
sensational experiences can be likened“to the Husserlian
hyletic phases, James' various active forming functions
of consc%ousness, then, Ean be likened to Husserl's
different noetic phases ‘which can perforﬁ the various
form shgpings or meaning bestowings.

In Ideas, Husserl claims that every state of
consciousness is a composite of two real components.
They are the hyletic and noetic phases of conscious=

ness. Husserl says,

" _—
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. . A
Intentional experiences are there as unities
through the bestowal of meaning (used here
in a very wide sense). Sensory data offer
themgelves as material for intentional

informings or bestowals of meaning at different
levels.3

4

While, by hyletic phases of consciousness Husserl
means the lump of meaningless anq fofﬁ}ess séﬁsqiy
materials in a state of concrete experiences, by thé
noetic phases of conscicusness, Husserl,.then, means -
the active denoting, form-shaping or constituting
functions in this state qf consciousness. In Husserl's
cpinion, in order to become a certain type of %ntentional
experience, for example, a pefcepiion, the 1ump_6f

P . 5
hyletic phases of conséiousness has to undergo a certain
sort of operation performed by thé noetié phases of .
consciousness. In Husserl's words, "the material
eiemehts are animated fhrough noetic phases, they
undergo 'formal shapings'; 'gifts of meaning', which
we grasp, in reflection, upon and with:the mate;iél
elt_aments.'.'5l | LT *

The noetic phases of consciousness, for Husséri,-
are conscicuysness' different animating apprehensions,
namely, consciousness' differen; active molding, sense-
conferring or constituting functions. ‘hs we have
already pointed out in this section of our disserta-

tion, what James attempts to mean as consciousness'

various active cognitive functions, namely, imagination,




241

Activities of Cons®iousness

memory, reason, are the various forming activ;ties

Ain a state of experiénce which are capable of forming
a lump of sensational experience into various types

of experiences. ﬁe can say that, in James' exposition
of the various active cognitive functions, namely, |
,in James' exposition of consgiousness' functions of
perception, imagination, membry and reason, he has

already anticipated Husserl's notion'pf.the noetic
phases of consciousness,

But the more crucial reason that induces us to
consider James' notion of consciousness' various active
%ognitive functions as the HuSéerlian notion of the
Various noetic phases as presenteq undex different
names and in a less systematic way is the wéy by whiéh
James consiéers the various active functions of conscioué-
ness form.the sensational experiences into differéht
types of experience is similar to the way by which,
Husserl considers the noetic phases of consciousness

mold the hyletic phases of consciousness into different

sorts of intentional experiences. In Ideas as well

"as in Experience and Judgment, Husserl has presented’
us a thorough analysis of how the hyletic phases of
consciousness or the pre-predicated experiences aré

:_cénstituted by the different noetic phases of con-
gciousneSS'intQ different sorts of inténtional exper-

‘iences. The limit of space forbids us to go into
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detail to see how different noetic phases of conscious-

ness shépe the hyletic phases of consciousness into ;
different levels of intentional experience. Since
in this section of our diséértation we have already
used James' notion of perceptual constitution és an
example to show how, in Jamés' opinion, the active
cognitive_functidns of consciousness are able %o shape
the sensational experiences into different types cf

concrete experiences, SO we would like to confine

our exposition of Husserl's notion of noetic formations
.o ‘the level of the formation of perceptual experiences.
Bj‘exposing the similarities between Husserl and James'
jdea of how, at the level of pérceptipn: the active
function of consciousness forms the sensa;ional exper-
ienééé into perceptual experiences, we hope that we
are able to demonstfate that James' idea of how the
active functions of co sciogsness‘shape the,sensationai
experiences into different sorts’of concrete experiences
is similar to Husserl's idea of how the various noetic
phases of coﬂsciousness animate the hylétic phases
cof consciousness into different sorts of_intentional
experienées. )

- We have already pointed out how, in James' opinion,
the perceptual funct;on of consciousness changes a; -

single piece of inarticulated feeling into a' one-

sided perception of something by relating this piece



243

Activities of Consciousness

of momentarily'given feeiing to other feelings of

this particular thing not given at the present moment.
In Ideas, especially in sections 97-and 98, ye.find'

oﬁt that, using aimost the same method of fixing oé
catching a piece of formless and meqndngleSS'hyletic
'ph;se of experience into a system of perceptual exper--
iences, the noetic phases of consciousness can stamp
the sense of 'being a partial_pe;ception of a certain’
object'fon this particular.piece of hyletic phase

of experience. Husserl points out that when we look
at a cerfain objecf for a period of Eime, for example,
.when we look at a tree trunk for a while, we will

| have in our mind not just a flux of meaningless hyletic
phases, for.examplé,|a flux of varying brown ‘senses,
but, with this flux of hyletic phases of consciousness
we will also have, in our mind, the .active cognitive
functions which unify-them inta a series of continuous
feelings of a self-same.object; for example, a flux

of perceptions of the same tree trunk from various
angles. 1In Husserl's opinion, it is solely by thus
being unified under‘the same object, for example,

the same tree trﬁnk,_that a series of feelings, for
example, a series of brown senses, can become a flux

of different perceptions of an object, for example,

o d apims A

a flux of different perceptions of a tree trunk. The

way used by the noetic phases of consciousness to
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bestow the sensé of 'be;ng a partial pefception‘ on.
éach'momentarily ggven hyletic_phase of consciousness,
according to Huﬁserl, is to relate this piece of hyle-
tic phase of constCiousness to the system of percep-~
tions not given at the present moment. After this
particular treatment of the noetic phase of conscious-
’\_\; ness, what appears in a2 state of perceptual e#perience,
. \\fffsrd*“g to Husserl, is not only the sense of a single
aépébt of a certain object, but also the feeling of
this single aspects of a certain object's relations
to the other aspect of this particular object.52 In
other words, at tﬂe stage of perception, what the
noetic phases of consciousness do is to associate.
the dumb presentation of a single aspect of a certain
‘object to the retentions of our past experiences of
this particular objegt and the anticipations of the
forthcoming experiences of this particular object.
Thus, we can say that what the- Husserlian noetic phases
of consciousness at the level of perception do is
to.mold a pulse of meaningless presentation of an
inten‘ d object, hamely, a hyletic phase of consciocus-
ness,\ into a one-sided percgption of an intended object
is pretty similar to what tqugamesian perceptual
functions of consciousnéss do to cast a piece of dumb

¢ .
sensation of an object into a state 6f perception

of this particular object. What these two sorts

I
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of active functions of consciousness do is to connect:
a piece of 'mere experi/ 2' of a certain object to

the total system of ékperiences of this particular
. .
cbject.r‘\{
. : :

As the same sorts of acﬁ&%e elements in a state .
of consciousness which are able to mqld, in the same
way, thg formless and meaningless experiences .in this
particular state of cohsciousness_into different types
of consciousness, .the Jamesian acﬁive cognitive func-
tions of consciousness, therefore, can be interpreted
as the Husserliap-noetic phases of consciousﬁess given

under a different name. {J

\

C. An Analysis of James'
Notion of Conception

After sensation, James' notion of consciousness'
passive function of purely presenting an object, and

perception, James' notion of consciousness' active

function of bestowing the sense of one-sided manifestations

. . \
of a certain object on the immanently presented object,

now, in this section of our dissertation, we come !'? .

to James' notion of the most crucial active function

of éonsciousness, namely, James' notion of conception.
One point that we would like to clarify before

we begin our'exposition of_James' notion of conception

is James' usage of the term 'conception'. 1In

The Principlés of Psychology, James claims thét, by

(PLEPPE T
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(J the term 'conception', what he attempts to mean is

g) neither an intended object nor a mental state. He

N\
says,

The word "conception" is unambiqguous. It
properly denotes neither the mental state
nor what the mental state signifies, but
the relation between the two, namely, the
function of the mental state in signifying
just that particular thing.33

Conception is a word used by James to indicate
a certain function of consciousness, or a certain

way by which consciousness is conscious of its object.

Since the word ‘'conception' comes from the word ‘concept!,

it is, therefore, quite easy for us to think that
James uses this term to denoge a certain sort of
consciousness' fuanction associafed with concept. As
P. L. Health'boints out in an article ca;led "Concept"”

!
in The Encyclopedia of Philosophy, “"Concept is one

of the oldest terms in the philosophical vocabulary,

and one of the most equivocal."54 In different schools-
of philosophy, the word concept may be used to mean
different things, namely meaning, word, Platonic form
or abstract_idea, etc. However, if. we understand.
r'concept' as an abstract idea or a general name, then,
we have to notice that; by the term 'conception;;

Jamgs does not attempt to mean a special function

of conscicusness by which consciousness is able to

L ]
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think about concepts. By 'conception', James does
not want to mean consciousness' function of mathemati-

I3 » L. ] 3
cal or philosophical reasoning, namely, consciousness'

function of thinking about the abstract ideas and
the relations between these abstract ideas’ Furthermore,

Jamqf does not use the term 'conception' to indicate

consciousness' function of conceptualizing. In other

words, 'conception', for James, is not consciousness'

"function of abstracting the universal and essential .

characteristics ¥rom a group of concrete entities
and using these ch&racteristics to form a common repre-
sentative of these,entities,’namely, to form a concept.
'Conception',.in fact, is used by James to indicate

a sort of function of consciousness which is present

in all sorts of consciouéness' intentiénal activities,
i.e., perceivingy imagining, remembering, etc. In
order to have an undistorted undersfanding of James'
notion of 'conception', we have to neglect all the
other meanings of the term 'conception', and look
upbn it juét as a sign used by James to indicate a
sort of mental function which he discovers in his

psychological investigations.

What, then, is conception? 1In The Principles "

ol

of Psychology, James defines conception as 'the

¢
principle of constancy in the mind's meanings' and

explicateé this definition ih the following ways:

—
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The mind can always intend, and know when
it intends, to think of the same . . . .

The same matter can be thought of in suc-

- cessive portions of the mental stream, and
some of these portions can know that they
mean the same matters which the other por-
tions meant.>2>

For Jémes, the mind's function to mean the same

or consciousness' 'sense of rsameness' is "the very

ikeel and backbone of"c'fi'fi:'thinking"s6 or "the most

important of all features of our mental structures."57
At first sight, it seems that what James gttempts‘
to mean as the most crucial function' of consciousness,

namely, conception, is, in fact, nothing other than

the basic function which all the realists or men of

common~sense assume consciousness to have. It is,
in fact,'consciousﬁess' function of intehding the
same perménent exterﬁél object by a multiple number
of mental states, no matter whether these ﬁental states
éré a flux of repeated recurrences of thé same state
or a series of constantly varying states. But, if
one goes a step fﬁrthe: to loock at James' more ela-
borated exp?sitions of his notion of conception, then
one can find that what Jémes atteﬁpts to mean as 'the
. ¢ .
principle of constancy in the mind's meanings' is

very different from what the realists claim as the

basic capacity of consciousness. In fact, while

e et

PP
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he realisté emphasize the self-sameness, the permanence
of the intended extérnal object and claim that it

is the self-samgness of the inteﬁded object which

causes the flux of mental states to intend it as the
same,_James stresses that consciousness' capacity

t0 mean the same, however, does not rely on the sameﬁgss

of the meant object. In The Principles of Psychology,

James claims that he is "speaking of the sense of
sameness from the point of view of the mind's structure
alone, and not from the point.of view of the universe."58
In other words, wﬁile the realists or men of common-
§ sense claim that multiple states of consciousness

are able.to'intend the same object, Jaﬁes actually

holds that an intended object may or may-QgE_coﬁtinue
. to bé the same, but, a stafe of consciousness can,

nevertheless, intend it as the same object which the

other states of consciousness intend. It is in this

‘sense that James, in The Principles of Psychology,
claims that, if_bne wants to have an accurate under-
standing of his notion of conception, then one has

.go pay spécial attention to the subjective charactef ‘
of this notion. He points out that, in his talking
about consciousness' function to intend the same,

he is "psycheologizing, not philosophizing."59 He

"/;b is, in other words, describing the 'sameness! of

the mind's meanings, not speculating'about the sameness




.
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‘of the real external intended object. In The Principles

of Psychology, he explicates his notion of consciocusness'

phenomenon of knowing the same object by multiple
mental states in the sense of the multiple states

- { 7
of consciousness' capaciﬁ{ito Tean the same in this
. 3y

- That is,'we do not care whether there be

any real sameness in things or not, or whether
"the mind be true or false in its assumptions
of it. Our principle only lays it down

that the mind makes continual use of the
notion of sameness, and if deprived of it,
would have a different structure from what
it has. . . . The mind must conceive as
possible that the same should be before

it, for our experience to be the sort of
thifg it is. Without the psychological
sense of identity, sameness might rain upon
us from the outer world for ever and we

be none the wiser. With the psychological
sense, on the other hand, the outer world
might be an "unbroken flux", and yet we
should perceive a repeated experience. Even
now, the world may be a place in which the
same thing never did and never will come
twice. The thing we mean to point at may
change from top to bottom and we be ignorant
of the fact. But in our meaning itself

we are not deceived; our intention is to
think of the same.66

Conception, then, in James' opinioﬁ, is a flux

.0of states of consciousnéss' subjécgiﬁe function to
mean, and know that they are meaning the same object,
no matter whether this intended object is or is not
a real self-same object. Without this peculiar func-

tion to intend the same, according to James, a flux

z.‘ .

b4

P
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of states of consciousness might encounter a self-
same object without knowing that it is the same.

While the objec; which }s meant to be the same
by a flux of mental states might or might not be a
real same object, this flux of mental states which
means their object; as the same, can never be a flux
of recurrences of the same étate. Since, as we have
already pointed out’several times in th;é dissertation,
in Jameé' opinion, it is impossible for a mental state
to reappear twice in exactly the same. way, so, the
flux of mental states which intend the same object
is a flux of different states. Thus, if we like to

1 4

explicate James' notion of conception in a more accurate

[

way,.then, we should say that, conception‘is James '
hotion of copsciousness' peculiar function of
constantly meaning the Samé object by a flux of differ-
ent states. What stays the same in this whole process,
according to James, is neither the meant object nor'
the meaning consgiousness, but the way by which this -
flux of consciousness means its object.

We have already pointed out that, for James,
"the mind's fﬁnction to mean the same' is 'the verd®
keel andibackbone of our thinking' or 'the most impor-
“tant of all features of our mental structures'. The
reason for James to make such a statement is that,

in James' opinion, 'the principle of constancy in

s
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the mind's meanings' is, in fact, the consciousness'
most crucial active function by which conscioﬁsneSs
is able to unify a flux of varying manifestations
of an object into an object presenting itself in differ-
ent perspectives.

In James' opinion, while we are looking'at an
object, for example, an érmchair, we will have not
onlf a flux of different perceptions of this object,
but in this flux.of different mental states, the .object,
rEhe armchair,'wfii bé perceived in a number of different
contexts and from a number of different angles. Accor-
ding to James, it is solély due to the mental states'’
peculiar function of bestowing thé 'sense of beiﬁg
the same object' on this flux of ‘objects perceivea
from different perspecfives and in aifférent contexts'
that these particular ‘objects perceived from different
perspectives and in different contexts' are able to
unify fhemsélves into a system of the different mani-
festations of fhé 'same object'. 1In other words,
it is because of the presence of 'the principle of
conséancy in the mind‘'s meaning' in our consciousness;
that while we éncﬁunter a flux of objects given to
us in.different ways, we are able to “fee; oursglveg
to be working over identical materials and thinking

wbl

them in different ways. Therefore, we can conclude

.

that, if by sensation we can passively have the
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bbjects as lumps of formless and meaningless ‘theré's
and that's' .and by percéption we. can bestow éhe meanings
or forms onlthis flux of dumb 'there's' by actively
fixing them into differenﬁ contexts and thus trans-
forming them into flux of varying 'thought's objects',
gggn, by conception, we are able to unify thi; flux
of constaﬁtly shifting 'thought's objects' into various
manifestations of self-same objects. According to
'Jamesﬂ the Héraclitusean flux of formless and irrecurrent
experiences are thus gradually constituted into our
different conceived worids. '

If we look at James' notion of conception froﬁ
the standpoint of a phehomenologist, then, we can
easily agree with the Husgerlian scholars like A.
Agurwitsch, A, Scﬁutz, Jémes Edie or Bruce Wilshire,
Johannes Linschoten, etc. by‘holding that, in his
disclosing of consciousness' péculiar function 6f
meaning the same object or topic by a flux of different
states, James haé, in fact, anticipated a most cruc%gl
discovery in Husserl's theory 6f intentionality, namely,
Husserl's discovery of multiple states of consciousness'

-

capacity to refer themselves to one unifiggAtopic
of reference.®? Before we go on to expose the crucial
similarity between James' notion of 'the principle

of constancy in the mind's meanings' and Husserl's

notion of the manifold-unity correlation between the
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noetic and the noematic sides of consciousness, we
would like to present a brief exposiéion of tgis crucial
notion in Husserl's theory of intentiopality.

| As we have pointed'out in the beginﬁing of chapte;
III of fhis dissertation, by adopting Brentano's notion

of intentionality, HusSerl has made a crucial revision

of the Brentanian notion of intentionality by trans-

) b 4
forming ‘an intended object from an. immanent entity

to a transcendent entify. Consciousness' ﬁéculiar
eharacteristic of.referring multiple different mental.
étates to one self-same object, then, as we have pointed
out, is one of the evidences used by Husserl to support
his theory of the transcendence of an intended object.

Neverté;less; in that section of our'di%éﬁgzation,

we did nét pfesent a more thorough.expagition of how
Husserl presents his notion of the muItiple.versus
unity relation between conéciéusness and~the'object

of consciousness. Here, we would like to fiﬁish what -
"we didn't finish before.

4

In Logical .Investigations, "Investigation 5,"

f“thapter 2, sections 14, 17; Ideas, sections 41, B¢,

135, 145, 150 and Cartesian_Meditations, sections
.17-18, Husserl explicates his notion of a multiple
state of consc;ousness' function of referring itself .
. to one self-same 5bject, roughly speéking in’ the

fqllowing ways: suppose we look at an object, for _

R
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example,.a tree, for a period of time. Because of—
the éhifting of our positions, the elag;ing of time;
the changing of the égjective conditions, etec., in

our mind, we will have a Jarious number of different
perceptions of this tree in which the tree will be
perceived in a number of different ways. According

to Husserl, this flux‘of conétantly varying perceptual
experiences is the real psychological occurrence of
our consciousness. Husserl calls it the noetic sphere
of consciousness. In‘Hussgrl's opinion, althougﬂ

our consciousness is a flux of éver changing, irrecurrent
intenticna} experiences, nevertheless, this flux of
sfétes of different experiences does have the peculiar
functieg/of referring itself to one self-identical
object. For examplé, in our seeing of a tree, the
flux df the varying perceptual experiences of the

tree will refer itself to the tree as the same object

which it ‘is all about., We find, in Logical Investigations,

Hussgserl describes consciousness' peculiar function

’ -

of referring multiple states of consciousness to one

self-same object in this way, .

L - -

In’ the flux of experienced content, we imagine
ourselves to be in perceptual touch with °
one. and the same object; this ftself belongs
to the sphere of what we experience. For

. we_experience a "consciousness of identity,”
i.e. a claim to apprehend identity. On
what does this CODSCLOHSHESS depend? Must
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‘ we not reply that different sensational
- contents are given, but that we. apperceive
or "take" them "in the same sense," and
o t+hat to take them in this sense is an exper-—
(—-.ienced character through which the "being
of the object for me" is first constituted.
Must we not say, further, that the conscious-
ness of identity is framed on a basis of
these two sorts of experienced characters,
as the immediate consciousness that we mean
the same?63

(Wwhile we look at an object for a period
of time), many new presentations may arise,
all claiming in virtue of an objective unity
of knowledge, to be presenting the same
object. In all of them the object which

*  we intend is the same, but in each our inten-
tion differs, each means the object in a
different way. :

According to Husserl, while an object is exper-

ienced by us as a flux of different experienéed contents,

our consciousness, neﬁertheless, has the crucial func-
tion to 'take' or 'apperceive' this flux of changing
experienced contgnts to be the experience of the same
.obﬁect. o ‘ .

Also, later in Ideas, while Husserl formulates
the intentional relation between the consciousness
and the object of consciousness as the noetic-noemat#c
correlation kthe structures of the noematic object
are corfelated to the constitutions of the noetic
experienées), he claims th&t} correlated to a flux
of the varying noetic experiences, £he noematic objert,

‘namely, the 'object intended as such by the noetic

RO e R
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rience§E> is a self-same unity. In Husserl's
——N

- - - . . E]
opinion,” it is the varying noetic experiences' peculiar

characteristic of constantly meaning the same object
that induces the intended object to appear as a self-
identical entity. In Ideas, we, then, find these
paragraphs about the noetic experiences' character

of referring themselves to one self-same intended

object. Husserl says,

A parallelism between noesis and noema does
indeed exist, but is such that the formations
; must be described on both sides, and in

their essential correspondence to one ano-
ther. The noematic field is that of the

. . unitary, the noetic that of the "consti-

. tuting" variety factors. The consciousness

' that "functionally" unites the varied ele-
ments, and at the same time constitutes
unity, never, as a matter of fact,.shows
.identity where in the noematic correlate
we have an identity of the "object" presented.
Where, for instance, different sections
of an enduring act of perceiving through
which the unity of a thing is being consti-—
tuted show something identical, this one
tree that remains unchanged within the
meaning of this perceiving process, there-
we become aware of the object subsisting ,
in the noema as self-identical in the strict -
sense of the word, bu the different.
sections of its i nent duration our con-
sciousness of it _As something non-identical,
its parts being‘merely conjoinedé and one

only in virtue of’itscontinhity.

-

To the one object we attach a variety of
modes of consciousness, acts or act-noemata.
Manifestly there is nothing accidental; '
no one of these is thinkable unless various
intentional experiences are also thinkable,
bound together in continuous or in properly
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synthetic (polythetic) unity, in which "it",

the object, is censciously grasped as self-

same and yet in a noematically different

way .66 .

In the above two paragraphs, we can also see

how Husserl, in Ideas, claims that, although our con-
sciousness is made up of states of constantly changing
intentional experiences, however, this flux of varying
consciousness. does have the unique characteristic
of meaning the 'same object'. Some Husserlian scholars
consider Husserl's notion of the manifold-unity relation
between consciousness and the object of consciousness

as the key-notion in his transcendental theory of

intentionality, in his theory of consciousness' essen-

tial characteristic of projecting outside itself towards -

67 The reason for fhe

something.other than itself.
Husserlian scholars Fo make this contention is very
simple.. It is fhe discovery of a stream of continuously
passing away, irrecurrent intentional experiences'
éssential characteristic of referring mhemsglves to

the unthanged object, the object ﬁhich does not péss
awa& with them, that leads Hdsserl tb realize that,

in the process of knowing, what ponsciousness does

.15, in fact, constantly point to something other than
itself.

By referring_themselves to one self-same object,

a flux of intentional experiences, in Husserl's
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\
opinion, are able to synthesize a flux of changing

noemata into a system of varying presentations of

one self-same object. 1In chapter II, we have already
pointed out that, the essences and structures of a
noema or a system of noemata is total;y correlated

to the characteristics and copsﬁitutioné.of a state

.of intentidnal experience or a flux of intentional
experiences. Thus, while a flux of intentional exper-’
iences conskantly refers itself to one ' self-same object,
the noemat?'of this f£lux of intentional experiences -
_will all attach themselves to this self-same object

and unify into a system of wvarious presenﬁatipns ofh
.one.selfésame object. It is, then, in_ this sense

that Husserl cousiders consciousness' peculiar function
of constantly.meaning the 'same object' as "an
experienced character through which the 'being of

n68 It is

the object for me' is first constituted.
also in this sense that Husserl holds that consciousness
can "1 functionally' ‘unite the varied elements, and

at the same time constitute unity.“69

Thus, conscious-
ness' function of referring multiple states of con-
sciousness to one self-same object is considered by
Husserl as consciousness' active-constituting function.
Here, after we.have'an understanding of Husserl's
notion of the manifold-unity correlétionhéf the con-

a

sciousness and the object of consciousness, it is

edd Aind
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4

“mot difficult for us to see in how striking a way

-

James" notiop of conception has anticipated this key-

notion in Husserl's theory of intentionality. First,

in James' explication of 'the principle of constancy

in the mind's meanings', we can easily see the emergence .

of Husserl's notion that a flux of varying intentional
experiences can éonstantly mean the same object. Then, -
by claihing that consciousness' ability to constan;ly
mean the 'same obfject' as consciousness' active function
by which consciousness is able to unify a flux of
varying manifestations of an object into one self-

same object, we can say that James, like Husserl and
beforé Husserl, has considered consciousness' ability

to mean the 'same' as the éubjective foundation for

the formation of the self-identical intended obiject.

It is in this sense that Jchannes Linschoten, in his’

book called On the Ways Towards Phenomenology, inter-

prets James™ notion of conception as a proto-theory

of intentidnality.7o.

S

J

4. Activities of Consciousness as the
Foundation of the Structure of
the Object of Conscicusness

After having exposed vdarious similarities between

Husserl and James' notions of the structures of the

4
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object of consciousness, and the cognitive activities
of consciousness, in this section of our dissertation,
we attempt to examine another crﬁcial affinity between
Husserl and James' theories of consciousnessnf We
attempt to ldsk into Husserl dn@ James' affinity in
considering consciousness' various active cognitive

actiﬁities as the foundation of the constitutions

‘0f the objects of consciousness. First, let us see what

exactly is Husserl's idea of the relation between
consciousness' various cognitive activities and the

objects of consciousness,

We have already pointed out that, in his adoption

~of Brentano's theory of intentionality, Husserl not

only changed intentionality from consciousness’'’ pecu-
liar characteristig of carrying an intended object

within itself to consciousness' essential capability

of projecting outside itself towards its object; but

also has transformed intentionality from consciousness'
mere directedness- towards its object to consciousness'
active constitution of its object. We, then, have
presented a brief'explication of what, in Husserl's
opinion, -are consciousnesst various passive-and active
cognit;ve activities. Here, what we attempt to

explicate is Husserl's notion that it- is solely because

consciousness can actively organize the intentional:

experiences into a certain system that the object
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of consciocusness can{acquire certain structure.
‘According to Huéserl, in the noetic sphere, the
noétic phases and the hyletic phases can, metaphorically
speaking, interweave into a flux of differedt inten-
tional experiences, e.g., perceptions, imagination,
ill;sﬁrations, etc. Since a flux of intentional exper-
iences has éhe essential characteristic of coﬁstantly
inténding a certain self-same object, the varying -
states of intentional experiences in this flux, there-
fore, are, in a certain sénse, unified into a system
of varying experiences'of.this self-same intended
pbject. It is correlated to tﬁese constitutions of
the intentional experiences in the noetic sphere that,
according to Hﬁséerl, in the noematic sphere, we can
have a self-same interided object constituted of a
flux of shifting noemata. What, then, we attempt
to present igvthis section of our dissertation\is
a bgiéf explication of this Husserlian idea of /the
'borrélation between the structure of the intended
object and the constitution of the intentional exper-
iencgg, Or, we can say that, what we would 1ike to’
expose in the-following pages is Husserl's idea that
the foundation of the\strdctgre of the intended object
exists in the constitution of a flux‘éf/dgnsciousness.

In our dissertation,7l we have already pointed

out that,. in Husserl's opinion, although the perceiving “

~
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‘experiences are a constantly changing flux, the pex-

ceived objects of this flux of experiences, nevertheless,

do appear to have a certain sort of stabie structure.
Contrary‘to what the Humean philosophers claim, that .
a perceived object (or other sorts of objects) are
just‘a series of continuously varying, unidentical
impressions, Husserl points out that a perceived object
is, in fact, made up of a fluk of constantly shiftiﬁg
'objects perceived as such', namely, a flux of changing
noemata, unified .under one self-same intended object
and giving themselves to us as a system of various
han;feStations of this particular object. In Ideas,

Cartesian Meditations, Experience and Judgment

“or The Idea of Phenomenology, etc., we find Husserl

claim that it is solely because a particular intended
object is intended by a flux of intentional experiences
which aré able to perform a certain active constitution
of this object that this intended ebject is able to

have such a_sort of structure. In other words, ﬁusserl
contends-that it is merely,because an intended object”
is constituted rather than just being made passively
consciocus of by a flux of consciousness that it is

able to a¢quire a certain type of structure. Husserl

says,

o ety bt b Rk e
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And the object is not a thing which is put

3 into cognition as into a sack, as if cognition
were a completely empty form, one and the
same empty sack in which now this, now that
is placegd. But in givenness we see that
the object is constituted in cognition,
that a number of different basic forms of
objectivity are to be distinguished, as
well as an equal number of different forms
of the given cognitive acts and clustersg
and interconnections of cognitive atts.

We have pointed out in chapter II of our dissertation,
e o . , . . .
an 1nﬁg§ded object, in Husserl's opinion, 1s, instead
. of an actual transcendent object, a system of irreal
correlates, namely, a unified system of noemata of
the intentional experiences which derives its 'esse'’

solely from its 'percipi'.73 Thus Husserl claims

that consciousness is able to operate a sort of consti-
tution of its intended object merely by connecting,
organizing or articulating itself, namely, the flux

of intentional experiences into certain structures.

Husserl, in'The Idea of Phenomenology, claims,

(while) cognitive acts, more generally any
mental acts, are not isolated particulars,
coming and going in the stream of conscious-
ness without any interconnecticns. As they
are essentially related to one another,
they display a teleological coherence and
corresponding connections.of realization,
corroboration, verification, and their
opposites. ./. . And.it'is in these inter-
connectiong/that, the' dbjectivity .involved
in the ob ectiveﬁsciences is first consti-
tuted, not in one stroke but in a gradually
‘ascending process—-and especially the objec-
5 tivity of real spatio-temporal actuality.74

-
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For Husserl, an intended bbjeét is, then
"the 'transcendeﬁtally constituted’' product, shaped
'on the basis' of the material experiencés, and 'through'
the noetic functions . . .."75G If an intended object

always appears to us to have a certain str

ture,

+

-

this constituted object, the “to H $serl, is nothing

other than the result of the\ inter, acings of the noetic

forms and the hyletic material®~" Or, in Cartesian

-
P

Meditations, Husserl points out that an intended object
. N
is "an intentional effect produced by the synthesis

76

of consciousness."” In Husserl's opinion, from the

.
particular structure of an intended object, a phenomeno-

\

logist is, in fact, able to trace back to the particular

>

of this bbject.

In,zgégg, especiélly in fourth sectibn, "Reason
and Reality,"‘Husserl gives us a clear descfiptiOn
of the structure of an intended-object. An intended
object, according.to Husserl, is composed of a flux
of shifting noemata.unified around one central core,
tﬁé'self—same object éf consciousnéss, and surrounded

by horizon. 1In various sections of Ideas,' Cartesian

Meditations and Experience and Judgment, Husserl constantly

] claims that, it is correlated to the various stages
and types of constitutions of the intentional exper-

iences in the noetic sphere, that, in the noematic
q .

constitutions or performances of the intentional experiences
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sphere, we can have.the different strata of an inten-
ded object, i.e., the different noemata and horizons.
Even the self-game intended object is the 'product'

of a flux of 'intentional experiences' unified by

constantly intending the self-same object.

As we have pointed out earlier in our dissertation,77

3
=
i
]

L

in Husserl's opinion, the basic stratum of conscious-

ness is a layer called the 'primary contents'. What

PRIETY X W e ¥ D

consciousness does through‘this layer is the pure

presenting ‘or exhibiting in itself the various aﬁpeariﬁé
phases of an inténded ﬁbjéctt namely, the various
rcolour-qualities, }esistance or ;ound-qualities of

an ipténdéd object. In other words, what consciouéness
performs by the 'primary contents', according to

-

Husserl, is the pure sensing, experiencing or feeling | 1

cf the intended obﬁect. In Husserl's opinion, presenting ;'
various appear;ﬂg phases of an intended object them-
selves as lumps of formless senée—datum.of coloyr,

- touch, sound, etc., are the results of thése pure
passiye operations of chsciousne;s. To the various |
active noetic functions, these lumps of sense-datum 3 i
éfe able to serve as the material foundation ph which ;
these various acﬁive cognitive acts are able to hestow
different forms and meanings. Co;;elated to Lhese |

- lumps of formless, meaningless 'primary contents' ) 3

of consciousness, there is, according to Husserl,

abdas

[ Y
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the formless material strata of the intended object

like the redness, the toughness, etc., of the in?ended
object. .Although various perspectives or manifestations,
in a certain sense, are made up of these material

datum, these formless materlalé are not yet the various
‘ manlﬁestat}ons of the intended_object. Therefore,
by'éassively experienciﬁg an intended‘object, what
consciousness produces'in its correlated, objeetive

area are the various material foundations of an intended
objecﬁ which are nof yet formea into the various mani-
festations of an intended object epd thus are not

part of the structure of the intended object. If,

1

in Husserl's opinion, the basic,~ fundamental constitu-
ents of an intended object are a flux of constantly
shifting noemata, for ekample, a flux of ‘'objects
perceived as such"glven themselves as a flux of con-

stantly changing manlfestatlons of one self-same per—

ceived object, then, each single noema is the result

,or correlate of consciousness' noetic or active forma-

/

tlon of its material contents. -
h ]

- In our dissertation,78 we_have already pointed

Qut that, in Husserl's opinion, an actual state of.

consciousneﬁg is, in fact, a lump of Hyletic matter,
namely, a lump of formless sense-datum which has ufder- -
gone a certain sort of noetic 'form shaping' or

'meaning bestowing' and molded into a certain type
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, of intentional experience, for example, the seeing
of a"red object from a certain perspective, the .
rémembering of a hard thing or the judging of a certain

sound. For Husser;,'these various -noetic forming

acts which can form the hyletic matter of consciocusness
into different sorts of intentionadl experiences are

the fundamental active functigns of consciousness.

»

T N 1, .
Since noema, according to Hutégrl, is the correlate
. . . ’~

of the intentional experience (in Husserl's words,

that le "Corresponding at all points to the manifold
data of the real noetic content, there is a variety

of data displayable in really pure intuition,’and

in a correlative 'noematic content', or briefly 'noema'.")79

-
-

so that, while the hyletic and noetic phases of conscious-

ness are interweaving into a certain state .of con- -

sciousness, in the objective sphere, a certain noema
a L 4

[
.Will emerge. For example, it is only while the.hyletiq

iy ; . o
datum of redness is formed into a state of perceptual
experience, 'the seeing of a red object from a certain
perspectivér, that, correlated to this ﬁarticular

state of intentional experience, a perceptual noema,
'a red object ‘pefreived from such a ée:spectivé',

will arise iﬁ_the obfectivé.sphere. In %he same sense,

-

;t’is.only when iumps of hy}etic data are shaped into

.a,flux of'consgggg}j}varyihq intentional experiences

Vthét, in Hussexl's opinion, a flux of continuously
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LY

shifting noemata are able to materialiée in the objec—
tivé éphere. Différent noetic activities, thgrefo;e,
for Husserl, are the various active cognitive actiﬁitiés
in which the different noemata are constituted. We
have, then,‘in thé same section, alréadyrpointed out
that, according to Hussérl, the ways by which a noetic
function molds a piece of hyletic data into a piecer

of partial percepéﬁal experience df an intended object '
is by bestowing the meaﬁi?g of being part of the system.
of the perceptual experieﬁge 5n this hyletic sense- .
matter. Husserl claims that the noetic ac of con-

sciousness will confer the meaning of beingfthe natural

continuity of the former state 2; perceptiual experience

‘on a piece of hyletic datum by connecting this piece

. of sense datum with the retention of this former state

of peréeptual experience and intend this piece of
hylétic datum as being able to evolve into a certain
perceptﬁal experience by addiné to this piece oﬁ hyletic .
métter the'pfe-cognition of the future state of

consciousness. In other words, it is by fitting the

- immediately given sensation of a certain.quality of

the intended object into the midst of the marginal

experiences of the other qualities of the intended
object that the noetif acts of consciousness turn

this particular piece of sense-datum into -the partial

perception of an intended object.  According to

4
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Husserl, it is correlated to these marginal experiences
o} a total intended object that always occur with -
every experience of a single aspect of an intended
object that, in the objective sphere, a total intended
;
objec£ will always appear behind every single manifes-
‘tation of the intended object. In.chapter II, “An
Analysis of Husserl's Notion of Horizon," of our
dissertation, we have already pointed‘out‘that this
whole intended oﬂ%ect, metaphorically speaking, hidden
behind every singlé perceptual noema is called by

Husserl as the internal horizon of the intended object.

Thus, in Husserl's opinion, the internal horizon that

alWays appears with every perceptual noema is also

perceptual experiences.

In our dissertation,s,0 we ﬁave pointed ou;”fhat,
af;er the néetic functions of consciousness h%ve shaéed
ﬁhe hyletic matter into a_cgrtain type of intentional
experience,_ﬁor example, the perceptual experience,
they aré able ﬁd unify this flux of perceptual exper=
iences into a unitary system of perceptioﬁsAof one
self-same object by referring each state in this flux.
of changing intentional ‘experiences ‘to this unchanged;
“self-identical object. . In the same section of our

‘di§sertation, we ‘have also mentioned that, by exposing

7\
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the intentional experiences' ability to intend one
self-same object by a flux of varying states, Husserl
has, in fact, solved one crucial problem that haunts
gll the posqfﬂumean‘philosophers. That is the problem
of how can we find a self-same intended object in

the flux of changing experiences of an object. Accor-

&

ding to Husserl, correlated to a flux of shifting
states of intentionél experiences constantly meaning
the 'same object', in the objective sphere, the flux
of varying nocemata, namely, the flux of ‘object€ intended
in a humber of different ways', thus, are able to

unify themselves iﬁto a system of adumbrational presen-—

tations of one self-same object. Husserl says,

In the fiﬁ;uof experienced c

‘ourselved to be in perceptual touch with

one and the same object; this\ itself belongs
to the sphere of what we experijence. For

we experience a 'consciousness pf identity’
i.e. a claim to apprehend identjity. On
what does this consciousness depend? Must
we not reply that different sensational
contents are given, but that we apperceive-
or 'take' them "in the same sense', and
that to take them in this sense is an exper-
ienced character through which the 'being

. .+ of the object for me' is first constituted.

' MuSt we not say, further, that the conscious-
ness of identity is framed on a basis of
these two sorts of experienced characters,
as the immediate consciocusness that they

: ' mean the same?81"
‘ -

tent, we imagine

In Hq?sérl's opinion, since this flux of changing

experiences has- the essential characterisﬁ{c of -
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.constantly meaning the same object by its different
states, so, a self-same intended object is not only
able td appear in a flux of changing intentional exper-
iences, but it is, in fact, in this flux of shifting
.intenfional experiences that this self-same object

is constituted. Husserl says,

The "object" of consciousness, the object
as having identity "with itself" during

the flowing subjective process, does not
come into the process from outside; on the
contrary, it is included as a sense in’ the
subjective process itself--and thus fas an
"intenticnal effect" groduced by the synthe-
sis of consciousness.82

In Husserl's opinion, a self-same intended object,

therefore, is constituted by the consciousness' active

functions of synthesizing a flux of consciousness
into a stream of uni}ary consciousness of this self-

same ohject.

Here, we can come to this conclusion: if an
intended object, for Husserl, always has A\Iertain'

sort of stfileture, then the foundation of this struc-

ture lies inrnowhere else than the various activities

of consciousness. [

We have already mentioned that the structure

of the object of consciousness preserted by William

-

James in his 'faithful description of what he discovers

in hfk\mind' does bear a striking similarity to the

o
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constitution of the ‘intended object which Husserl

exposes clearly in Ideas and other works.83 We péinted

out that while Husserl considers an intended object

as made up of a flux of noemata surrouhding a self-

same object and bathed in the halos of different hori-
. : /ﬁ>,f’ _

zons, James contends that an object of conscidusness

is constituted of a series of 'objects of thought'

revolving around one unchanged fopic and escorted B

by different fringes. Now, after having exposed Husserl's

n

conceﬁt of, how a constituted intended object is the
product of consciocusness' various cognitive functions,
we wouzd like to point out that the same sort of con-
stituted ogject, in James' opinion, is also the rgfult
of consciousness' active'organiiations. In fact,
instead of operating indirectly on its object through

the noetic-noematic correlation, cdnsciousness'’ active

cognitive activities, according to mes, are able

to perform different sorts of orgaﬁiz ion, classifiea-
tion,'formétion, etc., directly on the object of con- ‘
sciousness. ' ¥

,In our dissertation,84 ﬁé have pointed out that,
while for Husserl, consciéuéness' most basic activity
is its puré exhibiting, mirroringlof the appearing '

phases of the intended object, for James, consciousness?’

most fundamental or prim&ry function, thén, is its

. : : i
. Passlve cognitive encounter with an intended object.
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James calls this basic cognitive function sensation.
Now, the crucial point that we need to notice is that
James, unlike the naive realists, does not consider
that, through such inacﬁive, merely receptive gcognitive
acts, one is able to obtain before himself various
intended objects, constituted in‘diffefent forms and.
unified into a well ordered reality. According to
James, what one, in fact, can acquire through such

a sort of purely receptive cognitive acts is nothing
more than lumps of the duﬁb presences of the various -
appearing phases of the objects encdﬁntefed. fn James'
words, whét one gets in such a ﬁrimordial stage of
cognition is, owing to the temporal character of the

coénitive acts, a flux of simple quali es like ‘hot!'.

‘cold', 'red', 'nofise', 'pain', given unralat¢d to
other things, -namely, a flux of mute 'there
fthats' which are not yet any definite 'whats'. 1In

James' opinion, although this flux of dumb datum can

b3478TStituted into various objects‘:i consciousness,
nevertheless, as just the materials',rom which the

objects are constructed, they are not yet the objects.

He says,
A sensation is thus an abstraction’ seldom
. realized by itself; and the object. which
v a sensation knows is an abstract object
. which cannot exist alone. "Sensible qualities"
~-are the objects of sensation. The sensations

. - c R
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LT

. of the eye are 'aware of the colqrs of things,
those of ‘the ear ‘are acquainted Wwith their
sounds; those of the skin feel tMeir tangible
heaviness, sharpness, warmth or goldness,

. etc., etc. From all the organs pf the body
currents may come which reveal fo us the .
quality of pain, gnd to a: certafin extent ' n
thdflof'pleasure. 2

PP LIS AV

In other words, for both Husserl and James, what

—

' we ‘can obtain-through the passive acts of consciousness

L T S IO T

are rather the building stuff of the objects of con-

sciousness than the objects of consciousness themselves.

We have already pointed out that,86

instead of
a flux of isolated and constantly changing mute presences
of intended objécts presenting themselves as patches

of redness, lumps of coidnesst etc., an object of .

consciousness is, according to James, made up of a

P T ;.u...._.;;.s-!.-us...-.-a:'c.'mr.n‘z. PPN RS

flux of 'objects of thought', namely, a flux of objects
presenting themselves in different contexts of relations, .
revolving around one self-same topic. In James' opinion,

every single 'object of thought' then is the product

o Rbers i by nian

of consciocusness' various active operations. 1In other

wbrds, it is only af;er we have, using James' own

- .

et

words, "thought over their relations, subjected them

to a sort of treatment and operated upoﬁ them by our

thought,"s_7 that we can change a flux of 'mute

presences’ into a flux of "objects %§'thought'.
1, - 88

'
el A

We have already pointed out that, after wé

havéi tﬁxough tbe'passive, regceptive ability of our
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" conséiousness, obtained a series of dumb presences

of the objects as the 'theres', 'thats', the various
active functions of consciousness, in James' opinion,
are able to fix. these 'thats' or 'theres' into different
contexts of {elations. Aécording to fhe diffé}ent

ways or different 6rders in which an active function

of consciousness fixes a'lump of 'there', James will

call this activity of consciousness pPerception, imagina--

tion or reason, etc. In James' opinion, it is only
. p .

by thus having a certain context added to it, that

a dumb 'that' "will then receive a name and be no

longer speechless."89

In other words, it is only
after having been fixed into a certain network that
a 'mere'presence df object' can really become a known
object. For example, it is solely by being related
to other partial manifestations of a\ré rosé that
a patch of rédness can obtain the meani g of a paftial
presentation of a red rose; it is_sa&e y by being .
linked to other words of a spoken sentence that a
sound' can become the subject of a verbal statemeﬁt,
etc. James calls this object, or moré precisely,
this appearing phase of the ohject presenting itself
in* a certain context, the 'thought s object' There-
fore, if a noema, for Husserl, is the result of the

.noetic function's active formation of the hyletic

datum, thegsm jthought's object' or a flux of

4
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: 'thought's objects', for James, is the producﬁ.or

- products of consciousness' various active orgapizationsu
We have also presénted a description90 of how,

‘in James' opinion, the active functions at the level
of perception turn a piece of dumb 'there' into_a
cne-sided mapifestation of a perceived ?bject by .
connecting this piece of momentarily given 'there'
to the other one-sided manifestations of ﬁhe same
object. Tﬂe perceptua} activities are-able to Frang—
férm a lump of dumb 'there' into a partial presentatigm
of a perceived object by fitting this piece of 'there'

into the system of adumbraté presentations of a perceived

object. The shadow of the totad pérceived object

cast upon every partial manifestation of this object,
is, then, the product of consciousness’ perceptual
"acts. James says, "If a certain sensation be strongly e

associated with the attributes' of a certain thing, _ |

Sl o i

‘that thing is almost sure to berparceived when we
-get the sensatj n."91

} P o |
In odr-dissei‘i'ation,g2 we have pointed-ouf that . ;

the halo of a total perceivéd object or whole statement :

surrounding every 'object of thought', namely, every

‘object of thought' as a partial presentation of this

PR SO SRRrRT 1] T

.perceived object or a single word in this unitary

statement, is called by James as the fringe of conscious-

“ .
- el aimw

ness. Therefore, we can say that, for Husserl, the
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basis of the internal horizon of a perceptual noema
can be traced to consciousness' noetic acts at the
perceptual level; for James, too, the foundation of

the 'fringe of consciousness' lies in consciousness'

perceptual functions.

93

Finally, we pointed out that”” a flux of con-

stantly varying 'thought objects', namely, a flux

.of continuously changing 'mere presences of the intendedf

objecﬁ' appearing in different contexts, can revolve
around one self-same objéct or topic and constitute
themselves iﬂto a sygﬁem of different presentations
of this self—samebobject or topic; In James' copinion,
.%t is solely due to consciousness' active function
of feferring é flux of qonstantly shifting °'thought
.ébjects' £o-one self-same 'topic or intended object
'ppat £his particular .-flux of 'thought's objects' is
 ,éBie tg;unify under one self-same topic of intended o
. jec;%ﬂfIn our dissgrtation,94 we haﬁe pointed out
£ '

at, agcording to James, our consciousness does have

a peculiar sort of active function of conferring the

e of sameness' on a flux of constantly changing
s of thought'. James claims, "The thing we

.mean to point at may change from %to’ bottom and

r}

" we be ignorant &f the fact. But in our meaning itself '

we are not deceived; our intention is to think of

the same."95 ‘
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Our consciousness, in James' opinion, can actively
denote a flux of gontfhuously varying 'thought's objects' |

as a flux of changing presentations of one self-same

object or topic. By thus bestowing the 'sense of g
sameness' on a flux of shifting 'thought’'s objects',
‘consciousness does, in fact, constitute them into

a system of different aspects of one self-same objectl.

Therefore, we can say that, if Husserl bases the fgﬂida—

tion- of the identity of an intended object on conscious-

ness' actlve functlon of 1ntend1ng a self-same object .

by multiple states, then James traces Fhe ground of ?
the emergence of a self-same object to consciousness'

capability of bestowing the sense ofnsameness'on a

fiux of differen} 'objects' of thought'. He says, )

The mind must cbneceive as possible that

the Same should be before it, for our experience
to be the sort of thing it is. Without -
the psychological sense of identity, sameness
might rain upon us from the outer world

for ever and we be none the wiser. With
' the psychological sense, on the other hand,
the ocuter world might be an unbroken flux,
and yet we should perceive a repeated exper-
ience. .

" . | o i

Here, we. can tonclude that, if a Jamesian object

of consciousness, like a Husserlian intended object, -

is a self-same object presenting itself to us in a ’

number of different one-sided manifestations rather

, than a flux of changing, meanipglgss mere presences
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-of the appearing phases of the intended object, then
every strata.of a Jamesian object, like every level

. of a Husserlian 6bject, is the product of consciousness’
various active operations. 1In fact, throughout

The Principles of Psychology, Psychology: Briefer v

Course or various articles in his Radical Empiricism,

James, like Husserl, keeps on emphasizing that cbnscious—
ness is not just, metaphorically speaking, an empty
container ér sack into wh;ch an object just enters.
Consciousness, for James, like for Husserl, is a:series
of. various active cognitive acts by which we, the
cénceivéég, are able to. perform a number of classing,
measuring, locating, relating,'meaning-bestowing,

. -2
constituting, namely, a number of treatments on the
~datum given go us through.ouf receptive faculty, our
sensation. - According to James, it is through these
various creative, active operations of consciousness
that we organize a flux of méaningless 'mere presences
of_the intended objects' into a nﬁmber of obijects
of conécidusness preséziiné themselves to us from

. N . .
various perspectives and transform what we experience

into our different conceived worlds. Thus, in

The Principles of Psycholog&, James says,

S o

The result of the thought's operating on
the data given to sense is to transform

2+ the order in which experience comes into
an entirely diffe .order, that of the,
conceived world.?d7 .

ot
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Chapter 1V !
. .
Conclusion--William James' Humanistic Theory

of Consciousness

In chapter I of this dissertation, we have élready
po;nted‘out Husserl's several acknowledgments of James'
influence on the development of his phenomenology,
appearing both in his publications and his conversations
with various American scholars and the siénificant
‘numbers'of comparative studies of James' psychology
and Husserl's bhenomenology that inspired us to write
this diésertation. The cgntral questioh that we agtempt
to answer in this dissertation is this: can wé,vor
can we not, in James' collections of‘his unsystematic,

untechnical observations of various mental phenomena,

namely, in James The Principles of Psychology and

Psychology: Briefer Course, detect a theory of the

constitution of consciousness which is similar
to Husserl's theory of Ehe'structure of consciousness,
presented in his constitutive phenomenology? 1In order
to answer this question, we have, iﬂ the former three
chapters of this dissertation, worked out a comparison

of Husserl and James' theories of the appropfiate
r

‘method that can be used in their analysis of conscious-

-
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s
.

of consciousness and the natures of the activities
. A

S

~of consciousness and their notions of the relations
between the quect and the activities of coﬁsciousnesé.
The obvious similarities between Husserl and James'.
theories of methodology, idea.of the structure of
the objects and the natures of the activities of cohscious-
ness and their nétions of the activ;ties of conscious-
ness as the foundation of the structures of the objects
of consciousness have almost qohpelled ué fo admit -
that James has discovered, in ﬁis descriptions of
mental phenomena, ail the unigue characteristics of
- consciousness .and the object of conséiousness which
Husserl exposes in his phenomenoclogy. Thué James '
has, to a certain extent, established in his psychology
a theory of consciousness which-is very similar to
the Hu%serlian phenomenology. But, if we look back
and havg a general reflection of Husserl's phénomeﬁology
and James' psychology, theﬂ, we find that, despite
all the dazzlgné affinities existing in Husserl and
James' theory of consciousness, there has, in fact,
been one radical differencg between Husserl's phenomeno-
T'ogy and James' psychology. It is this basic diversion
between Husserl and James that prevents James to really
ﬁprmulate a Husserlian transcendental phenomenology

in his psychology, and forbids us to conclude our
. &

dissertation by declaring simply that James is a

'
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Husserlian phenomenologist. | | ) .
Simply speaking, the Erucial aifference between

Husserl and James is that, although in their phenomeno-~

logy and psychology they hold aimost identical ideas

about the constitution of the object of consciousness

and the nature of consciouSnes; nevertheiess,,ontolé-

gically speaking, they do not look upon consciousness

and the object of consciousness in exacﬁlyrthe same'

‘way. In other words, Husserl and James do not place

consciousness and the object of consciousness in Lhe

_ same on;oloq}cal class. As far as the problem of

'what are consciousness and the OSject of consciousness?'

is concerned, James has not, in faet, made, iﬁ Husserl's

words, a "change of standpoint,“l which is so decisively~

,importapt in Hussefl's phenoﬁenology. Since this

'change of standpoint' is the most crucial, distinguishing

characteristic of Husserl's phenomenology which, in

fact, disﬁiﬁguishes Husserl's phenomenolcgy from the.

empirical sciences, here, at the end of our disser£ation,

in order to, prese;t a more accurate reading of James'

psychology, we have to discuss briefly.thé lack of

this significant 'change of standpoint' in James'

theory of consciousness.
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1. William James', Psychology as a
Descriptive Psychology

Phenomeﬁology is a rigorous study.of the essences
of all Beings. This, of course, is the fundamental
definition of éhenomenology which one has to grasp
firmly if one would like to have‘a correct apprehension
of Husserl's phenomenology. At the beginning of Ideas,

Husserl has explicated this particular characteristic

<

of phencmenology in this way,

. As over against .this psychological "phenomeno- -
logy', pure or transcendental phenomenology
will be established not as a science of
facts, but as a science of essential Being
(as "eidetic" Science);.a science which
aims exclusively at establishing "knowledge
of essences" and absolutely not "facts".?2

In order to accomplish the‘ambitious gim'of building
philosophy into a sort of rigorous sciénce, Husserl
confines his'philosophical inveétigations to the analysis
of the.indubitable datum. Following the footsteps"
of Descartes, Husserl has searched backwards to our
étream of consciouéﬁeSs to find these indubitabile
materials of his philosophical investigations. But,

unlike Descartes, what Husserl considers as the abéolutely

e
.

eﬁident- datum is not jJust a "barren thinking éubject."3

Thinking subject, as a flux of cogitations, a flux

of intentional experiences, and the cogitatum carried
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by this stream of cogitations, the intended objects

of this flowing thinking subject, afe all included

by ﬁﬁsserl in the scope of indubitability. In other
-wordé, in corder to establish philosophy into a sort

of rigorous science, Husserl limits his philosophical
investigations to the studies of consciousness, objects
of consciousness and their relations. As we know,
consciousness, objects of ;onsdiousness and their
relations are the subject‘matter of psychology. Can
we, then, say that what Husserl intends to accomplish
in his philosophical invéggigatioqs,'namely, in his
phénomenoldgy, is a certain sort of pPsychology? Here

- emerdges one crucial point that we need to notice.

Even though at the f%rst sight, the territory of pheno-
menology and the territory of psychology seems to

have overlapped, nevertheless, phenomenology is not

péychology. From Ideas to Experience and Judgment,
we-can find out that Husserl constantly differentiates.

phe ology from psychology. 1In Ideas, Husserl

» « o the pur henomenology . . . is not
psychology, and “%hat it is not accidental
delimitations and considerations of termino-
logy, but grounds of principle, which forbid
its being counted as psychology. - Great

as is the importance which pPhenomenology
must claim to possess for psychology in

the matter of method, whatever the essential
"bases" it provides for it, it is itself
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{(if. only as Science of ideas} as little
identifiable with psychology as is geometry
with natural science.
First, phenomenology and psychology are two types
of totally different sciences. Psychology is a sort

of positive science which intends to expose the empirical

characteristics-of a flux of consciousness. Phenomenology,

on the other hand, is a priori or eide?ic science
which attempts to disclose thé essential structures
.of a flux of donsciousness. Phenomenolégy is, in
HUssegl'slwords, "a science which aims exclusively
at establishing ‘'knowledge of essenqes' and absolutely.
no 'facts'."s‘

Secondly, what Husserl attempts to accomplish
in his pheﬁomenology is absolutely ﬁot what a psycholo-
gist attempts to accomplish in his psychelogy. For
a psychologist, a flux of consciousness is just a
flux of real psychical life, a region of the reality.
What a bsychologist attempts to present to us be,
then, juét some analyses or descfiptions of théﬂpecﬁliar
characteristics of a region of reality. Hugserl,
on the other ﬂand, looks upon a flﬁx of consciousness
as a flux of absoluteiy indubitaﬁle da%dm for his
‘philosophical analyses. What, then, Husserl attem?ts

to extricate from these datum are not just some special

characteristics of a region of nature. Grasping a
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flux of Cartesian éubjecté as an indubitable starting-
point, whéé Husserl attempts to disclosé in his pheno—
menology éEE,'in fact, the essences of 911 that which

we can know indubitably. In other words, by exposing
the eséential characteristics of both consciousness

and £he objects of consciogsness, what Husserl attempts
to disclose are the meanings of both consciocusness

and the entire universé which is intended by conscious-
ness. It is in this sense that Husserl, in his "Articlg
for the Encyclcpaedia Briﬁannica,“ glaims that, what

his transcendental phenomenology aims to establish

is a Leib lzgan universal ontology. He says,

-

Remarkable consequences arise when one wefghs
the significance of transcendental phenomeno-
logy. 1In.its systematic development, it
brings to realization the Leibnizian idea

of an universal ontology as the systematic
unity of all conceivable a priori sciences,
but on a new foundation which overcomes
"dogmatiem” through the use of the transcen-
dental phenomenological method.® '

Phenomenology, therefore, is a-rigorous invéstiga—
tion of the essences of the total indubitable Being,
presenting itself as a system of 'Kﬁowings' and, as
correlates of these 'knowings', the 'knowns'. Now,
after we have, here, grasped firmly this essential
characteristic of phenomenology, we shall not hqye

 difficuity in understandihg what, in Husserl's opinion,

are the consciousness and the objects of consciousness
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which have such and such a sort of structure.
Speaking simply, an object of consciousness,
according to Husserl, is nothing other than a certain

intended object, be it a chair, a mental image or -

a mathematical qxidm,'which has its reality put into
a 'bracket' and all of its essential characteristics
and its objectivity remained untouched. As we have

aiready mentioned in this dissertation,7 in Husserl's.

opinion, an .object of consciousness is made up of

a system of noemata unified under a certain self-

same. object and appearing in a horizon. Husserl claims

that what a fiux of noemata stand for are the various

watadaknact

diffegznt ways in which an object of consciousness

is intended and what a horizon stands for is the parti-
cular context in which an object is intended.  Then,
i+ is solely due to a flux of consciousness' essential

characteristic of constantly rgferring to one self-

same object that a flux of noemata can be unified

into one self-identical object. In other words, Husserl

e e o e T i S At A b D e "

claims that, as an irreal correlate of consciousness'

various intentional activities, an intended object

derives botﬁ its characteristics and its constitution
.from the particular ways in which consciousness intends
its object. But, the crucial thing that we need to

" notice is that, as a phehomenologist who looks upon E

all the indubitable phenomena from a phencomenclogical
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*

perspective, Husserl doés not regdrd the noemata or
the horizon as a th;nkiﬁg subject's vqiigpL subjective
perceptions, interpretations or assertions of his
intended objects. For Husserl, the noemata: the horizon
are nothing other than the essences or meanings of

an intended object and the essential background or
context in which an intended object exists.

If all the objects of consciousness, in Husserl's
opinion,.ére the irreal entities whiéh derive both
their essénces and their structures fro? nowhere but
a flux of consciousness, thislflux of consciousness

' whiéh is able to bestow the meanings on its object
or Sonstiéuteé a flux of changing meanings into a
self—same object is not just a flux of flowing empirical
thinking ega existing in the natural world, but thé
transcenéén£al foundation ofrthe total essential Being.
Husserl says, ~ '

I am no longer a human Ego in the universal,

existentially posited world, but exclusively

a subject for which this world has being,

and purely, indeed, as that which appears

. to me, is presented to me, and of which
R I am conscious in some way or another .8

In other words, for Huséerl, a transcendental
phenomenclogist who attempts to bhild up a science
. of all the indubitable essences, a flux of conscious-=

ness, is rather the fundamental, absolute base from
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which all the essences derive their irreal existences
than an active thinking subject which is able to think
about its objects in various different ways. It is
in this sense that Husserl claims that a £lux of con-
sciousness is a 'transcendental subjectivity' "in
which this world and all that is presented--for us--
constitutes itself through certain appel_‘ceptions.“9

If what Husserl ambitiously attempts to éstablish
in his phenomenology is a univgrsal sciegce of Being,
namely, an investigation of the essence of t&tal
indubitable Being, then, what James humbly aims'fo-
accomplish in his psycheoleogy is'nqﬁhing more than - "
a faithful report of the characteristics of various

mental phenomena.

-~

out that psychology is just "the description and explana-

. ' , 10
tion of states of consciousness as such.' Also,

In Psychology: Briefer Course, James poi?ts )

in The Principles of Psychology, James points out

that what he, as a psychologist, attempts to accomplish

is "looking into our own minds and reporting what

we there discover."ll By claiming that the .task of

atpsychologist is to presént a faithful description

of bothuthe eséential characteristics'of consciousness,
the peculiar wdys in which consciousness intends its
object and the essential nature of the object ihtgnded

by cgnsciousness, what James attempts to do in his -

.
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psychology is almost similar to what Husserl proposes
to accomplish in his phenomenclogy, nevertheleéss,

there is still one significant difference between

. Husserl and James. ' As a natural scientist, James

has never imagined that,‘by giving aFfaithfﬁi repgrt
of the characteristics of a flux of consciousnegs,
herisgable to expose the essences of all that we can
knoﬁ indubitably. He never considers his psychology
as a rigorous trénscendental ontology.

After we have firmly grasped this crucial point,
namely, what James expects from his psychological
studies is totally different from what Husserl expects
‘from his pﬁenomenological researches, we will have
no difficulty in apprehending in what sense James
does not.interpret consciousness and the object of
consciousness in the same way as Husserl does. Now,
let us, first of all, see how James looks upon an
object of consciousness. , V.

’

As Aron Gurwitsch has pointed out in The Field

of Consciousness, a 'topic of thought', in James'

opinion, is nothing other than "the fact or state

1

of affairs, whether real, ideal, or merely imaginary,

to which the act of consciousness bears cognitive

12

reference." Therefore, we- can say that, undoubtedly,

a Jamesian 'topic of thought' is a Husserlian self-

same intended object presented under a different

-
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name. But when it comes to James' notions of 'an

object of thought' and 'the fringe of consciousness',

-~ .

then we find that we cannot easily contend for their
unconditional affinities with Husserl's notions of

13 we have

noema and horizon. In this dissertation,
*already mentioned‘how a 'thought's object' is described
by James as the 'entire content of how an object is
intended in a state of consciousness'. A 'thought's
, object' is understood by>James as the entire peculiar
ways of how an object is sensed, is perceived from.
a certain angle, is interpreted or is absorbed into
a certain.context by a state of consciousness. We
have, then,.ﬁointed out how Jamés' description of
the essential characteristics of a 'thought's objéct'
is similar to Husserl's description of the essential
characteristics of a noema. We have already -mentioned
how .a fringe of consciousness is interpreted by James
as a sort of‘vaéue awareness of a momehtarily given
'object of consciousness' status of being a single g
aspect of a total intended object or a part of a
unitary intended system.14 In other words, we have
.pointed.ouq how James, by looking upon a‘''fringe of
, consciousness' as the shadow cast by the total object
or system upon " an ihtended object, has understood
. a 'fringe of donsciousnéss; in exactly the same ways
in which Husserl understands a horizon. But there

o
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"is one crucial point that we have not mentioned in

. those two péculiar sections of our dissertation. That
is, these two philosophers do not consider the‘noema,
the 'object of thought', the 'fringe of consciousness”
and the horizon as the same sorts of beings. In fact,
while Hqsserl, as a phenomenologist, considers a flux
of noemata as an intended objeqt's essences or meanings
and horizon as the essential background in which an
intended object exists, James, as a psycholegift,
understands a flux of '"thought's objectS' and 'fringes

" of coﬁéciousness' solely as human beings' different
interpretations, understandings of an intenaed.object.
While Husserl considers the noema and the horizon
as a sort of irreal transcendent existence, James
contends that the ‘'object of thought' and the 'fringe
of conscioushess' are a sort of .immanent being existing
in a flux of consciousness. They are the 'contents'

14 a. .

"of a flux of consciousness.

. If James, as a psychologist, does not regard

-

.

what he discovers inside our minds, namely, the various
peculiar ways in which an object is intended as the -
Qarious essences of an igtended object, then, naturally,
he does not regafa alflux of consciousness which is,
able to think about its intended objects in these
various ways as a Hussgrlian transcendental sﬁbjectf-

vity from which the total intended world derives its
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being. For.James, a fiux of consciousnesgs is still
just a flux of flowing thinking subject which can
actively interpret or orgéhize its intended objects
in different ways. It is not the gfouné‘of the total
indubitable Being.

Y yUsing Husserl's terms, we can say that, as far
as the problem of the nature of consciousness and
the object of consciousness is concerned, James does

not shift his standpoint from that of a natural scien-

tist's to a transcendental phencomenologist's.,

)

v 2. William James' Reflex~Arc Theory

of Consciousness

- If one is familiar with some of the articles ~

' ?
published by James before “The Principles of Psychology,

for example, "Reflex Action and Theism," published
in 1881, "Remarks on Spencer's Definition of Mind
_.as Correspondence,” published in 1878, some of the

articles published by James after The Principles

of Psychology, for example, articles in Pragmatism,

published in 1907, and remarks ip The Principles

of Psychology, then it is not hard for one to find

that what sets ques‘ psychology apart from Husserl's
‘ phenomenclogy is not. just the fact that, .as a psycho-

‘logist, James has not ventured a step further to

3
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consider the objé?ts\of consciousness as the essence

of all that we can know indubitably and consciousness

,,»r as the fundamental, absolute grcund from w@ich the
total indubitable world of essences derives its legi-
-timate existenée. In fact, what séparates James'
psychology widely away from Husserl's phenomenoclogy
is the fact that James has always. held a reflex;
arc theory of consciousness‘énd an instruméntal notion _ |
of the nature 5f objects of consciousness which is

extremely different from the Husserlian notions of

consciousness and the objecﬁs of consciousness. In

L emimty

order to grasp a clearer iea ofﬂthis fundamental
division between Husserl's phenomenology and James
psychology, we would like‘to present a brief explication
of what, for James, ére exactly a flux of consciousness
and the objects of consciousness.
éontrary to Husserl's idea thét consciousness

is the transcendental ground for all the indubitable
essences, James hbids that a flux of céqsciousness
is just human Eeings' reactive faculty, namely, mental
functions by which human beings can convert the stimuli
into r‘eactiohs.l5 In an article called "Reflex Action
and Theism," James has described the structure of

1 this reactive faculty and the process by which it =

converts the stimuli into reactions in the following

ways:
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The structural unit of the nervous system
is in fact a triad, neither of whose elements
has any independent existence. The sensory
impressiors exists only for the sake of
awaking the central process of reflection,
and the central process of reflection exists
only for the sake of calling forth the

- final act. All action is thus re-action
upon the outer world; and the middle stage
of consideration or contemplation or +thinking
is only a place of transit, the bottom
of a loop, both whose ends have their point
of application in-the outer world.l6 ™

. Any mind, constructed on the triadic-reflex
pattern, must first get its impression
B - from the object which it confronts; then
- define what that object is, and decide
. what active measures its presence demands;
p and finally react. The stage of reaction
) depends on the stage of definition, and
these, of course, on the nature of the
- . impressing object.l7

In James' opinion, mind will first passively

receive the impressions which it gets from the objects

confronted cognitively by it in the surrounding world, then

. it can actively cénstitute these impressions into
different sprts of objects of thought or varioﬁs
contexts of meaning, and, at last, as a reaction
to the different objects of thought, it produces
dlfferent emotlons or desires to act. According
to James, how a mind reaéts towards the objects Whlch
it confronts is totally decided by how it 1nterprets
and uﬁderstands these objects. Therefore, in James'

opinion, among the three stages of our reactions

towards the externai world, the middle stage is
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the mbst important one. According to James, all

three stages of miﬂd's reactions towards the external
world are performed in the so-called three departments
éf mind. They are the department of sensory impressions,
the central departmenp of reflection and the departmenf
of action. Since it is in the central department

of mind that all the passively received impressions

are constituted into different sorts ofiobjects,-

soO, in~James' opinion, all the cognitive activities .
which we have previously described are the various
mental functioas existing in this section of our

mind.l8

Wwhile they can organize the objects which
they encounter passively in the outer world into
various sorts of objects of thought, what they actually

are doing, in James' opinion, is nothing other than
g LY

~arranging a flux of impressions into certain contexts

of meanings to which we can react properly. Therefore,
in "Reflex Action and Theism," James claims that
the active cognitive activities "can have but one

S

essential function . . ., the function of defining

the direction which our activiﬁg, iéyédiate or remote,
19

shall take."
Here, we are able to detect the first crucial

diversion between James and Husserl's interpretations

of the nature of consciousness. While Husserl holds

"that consciousness can perform the active functions
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_of constituting and meaning-bestqwing on its objects,
James goes a step further to claim that” by thus doing,
consciousness has transformed or organized a flux
of impressions_into some texts of guidelines to direct
human be:j.m;{s/'l actions.

In Jémes' opinion, the thinking subjecf's practical
and exist ntial interests can play a dominating role
iﬁ determiining how the central departmeﬁt of his

mind is going to mold a flux of impressions into

4

different contexts of signals. James says,

I am not quite sure that its full scope

(the full "scope of the reflex theory of

mind) is.grasped even by those who have

most zealously promulgated it. I am not
sure, for example, that all physiologists

see that it commits them to regarding the
mind as an essentially teledlogical mechanism.
I mean by this that the conceiving or
theorizing faculty--the mind's middle depart-
ment--functions exclusively for the sake

of ends that do not exist at all in the

world of impressions we receive by way

of our senses, but are set by our emotional"
and practical subjectivity altogether.

It is a transformer of the world of our
impressions into a totally different world--
the world of our conception; and the transfor-
mation is effected in the interests of -
our volitional nature, and for no other
purpose whatsoever. Destroy the volitional
nature, the define subjective purposes,
preferences, fondnesses for certain effects,
forms, orders, and not the slightest motive
would remain for the brute order of our
experience to be remodelled at all. But,

as we have the elaborate volitional constitu-
tion we do have, the remodelling must be
effected; there is no escape. The world's
contents are given to each ©f us in an

order so foreign to our subjective interests
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that we can hardly by an effort of the
imagination picture to ourselves what it

is like. We have to break that order alto-
gether--and by picking out-from it the
items which concern us, and connecting

them with others far away, which we say
'belong' with them, we are able to make

out definite threads of sequence and tendency;
to foresee particular liabilities and get
ready for them; and to enjoy simplicity

and harmony in place of what was chaos. 20

In other words, for James, it is the thinking
subject's vérious needs, interests or.desires that
drive the central department 6f his mind to organize

g
the impressions into certain patterns of objects
of thought or even to perform the function of orgaﬁiza—
tion at all. Sinée in his explications of the conscious-
ness' various active activities, Husserl has never
tried to relate the activities of consciousness to
a thinking subjéét's personal interests, so, in James'
exposition of the necessary connection between a
thinking.subject's various needs and his different
active cognitive activities, we can discdover the
other crucial difference bgtwee; James and Husserl's
notions of éonsdiousness.' Here, we can sum up these
© £wWo philosophers' different notions of consciousness
in this way: Husserl considers a fluxrof consciousness

as a transcendental subjeétiﬁity'which is able to

constitute an indubitable world in . its various act}ve : )

F

activities, while the same flux of consciousness A
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is looked upon by James as human beings' mental reactive

faculty hhich, guided by this particular h&man being's
-
various practical and existential needs, can remodel
or translatelthé world which. it encounters into a
context of guidelines to lead his various actions.
While a flux‘of consciougness,'in James' opinicn,
is a teleological mechanism which can convert the

stimuli. into reactions, the objects of consciousness,

for James, érégihe contexts of different signals

. or guidelines for our actions. In “"Reflex Action

and Theism," James describes how the objects of thought

perform the functions of directing our actions in

this way,

When the objects are concrete, particular
and familiar, our reactions are firm and
certain enough--often instinctive. I see
the desk, and lean on it; I see your quiet
faces, and I continue to talk. But the

objects will not stay concrete and particular:

they fuse themselves into general essences,
and they sum themselves into a whole--
the universe. And then the object that
confronts us, that knocks on our mental
door and asks to be let in, and fixed and
decided upon and actively met, is just
this whole universe itself and its essence.
What are they, and how shall I met
them? -
The whole flood of faiths and systems
here rush in. Philosophies and denials
of philosophy, religions and atheisms,
scepticisms and mysticisms, confirmed emo-
tional moods and habitual practical biases,

jostle one another; for all are alike trials,

PR hasty, prolix, or of seemly length, to
answer this momentous guestion. And the

-
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function of them all, long or short, that
which the moods %nd the systems alike subserve
and pass into, is the third stage--the

stage of action. For no one of them itself

is final. They form but the middle segment
of the mental curve, and not its termination.
As the last theoretic pulse dies away,

it does not leave the mental process complete:
it is but the -forerunner of the practical
moment, in which alone the_cycle of mentality
finds its, rhythmic pause.

In James' opinion,.while a flux of impressions
are-cénstituteduby the middle department of our conscious-
ness into ‘different 'whatis', what we can find in
these 'what's' are the answers to our question:. how
shall I meet them? Thus, as an example, James claims
that, if the impressions of the weather of a number
of days is organized or summed up by the central

‘department of our consciousness into a concept, 'winter’,

“ then this concept 'winter' becomes an instruction

to guide our behaviour. James saysy

Nevertheless the w is a useful one to
plunge forward with to the stream of
our experience. - It cats off certain proba-

bilities and sets up’ others. You can put
away your straw hatg' you can unpack your
arctics. It is a sumpary of things to
look for. It names a Part of nature's

habits, and gets you ready for their continua~
tion.22 , -

For James, "theories thus become instruments,

. 23 : :
not answers to enigmas . . ." James says, "We

don't lie back upon them (theories), we move forward,

f
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and, on occasiens, make nature over again by their

aid.“24 ' |
Unlike Husserl, James does not interpret a flux

of objects of consciousness as a flux of indubitable

essences. A flux of objects of_consciousnessf or

a conceived reality, as the totality of the objects

of consciousness, is, in James' opinion, a set or

a context of symbols which we carve out from the

_world given to us to suit our human purposes.25 Accor-

ding to James, what is actually shown in an object

of tho;ght is either the use which an object has

to us, or the peculiar characteristic of an cbject

to which we have to react in a certain way. It is,

thereforg, in this sense tﬁat James says, "They (the

various objects of théught in a conceived realityﬁ

“characterized us more than they characterize the

thing."26 It is also in this sense that James claims

that, what an objec£ of thought gives to us is not

the answer to the quegtion 'what is that?', but the
answer to the question "what is to be done?"27
'TherefPre, we can say that, even though James
and Husserl have helg_almost identical ideas about
the ngture of consciousness, the strucﬁures of the
objects of cﬁnsciousness and the relations between

the object of consciousness and consciousness, never-—

theless, ontologically speaking, they do not lock
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- upon consciousness and its obg cts in exactly the
same way. It ié not only that{ James, as a psychologist,
refuses to changé his standpoint ahd regards conscious-
.hess as a transcendental subjectivity which can origi-
nate all the essences and the objects of consciousness
as these essences originated by the consciousness.

. What takes James' theory of consciousness even farther
away from Husserl's phehomenology is the fact that
James has interpreted consciousness as a teleological
mechanism which, in order to fagilitate an individual’'s
adaptation £0 his environment, has translated all
the objects it encounters into different signals
for actions? Ogjects of thought are this flux of
signals.

Of course, it will be unjust to claim that,
améng S0 many strikiné similarities existing Qetween
Jarne&;,‘l theory of“cénsciousnesg and Husserl's phenomeno-
logy, the emergence of these divergent interpretations
of the natures of consciousness an@ the object of
cdnsciousness can, in fact, prove tﬁat James has
not developed a certain sort of phenomenology in
his psychology. Nevertheless, due to the presence
of these crucial diversions, we are compelled to

. admit that a Husserlian transcendental phénomenology,

understood in the narrow sense,.has not béen developed

1 . ..
in James' theory of coggciousnéss.
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-On the one hand, James, unlike Husserl, has
never changed his 'natural attitude' into a 'phenomeno-
logical attitude'. What James aims to give us in
his psychological studies are the descriptions of
'the ways in which objects are intended' and the
essential natures of the intentional experiences.
'Unlike Husserl, he does not go a step furthér tp
look upon 'the ways in which objects are intended'
as the essential mqanings of the intended objects
and the intentiohal experiences as the ground from
which these meanings come. Therefore, James' constitu-
tive‘thecry of consciousnggs may bear a striking
similarity to.Husserdéﬁrconstitutive phenomenology,
but, in our opinion, it is not yet a fully developed
constitutive Qhenomenologyl.. ' ‘
On the other hand, in James' advocations of
the ;eflex-arc notion éf consciousness and instrumental
theory of the object of consciousness, we can sayh
that James has gone a step further than Husserl to
kdisclose the humanistic, existential aspects gf conscious~‘
ness and the object .,of consciousnegstWhich have always
been neglected by HuéserI in his-analfses,of thé
characteristics of consciousness ané the object of
consciousndss.. First, James has discovered that

a flux of consciousness is not just a flux of disinter-

ested, pure intellectual activities. James points

-
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out that, é flux of conscidusness is, in fact, a.
) ) .

flux of certain concrete human beings' teleological
mental activities. Whatever this flux of mental
activities are doing, they are doing for the purpose

of facilitating this particular human being's survival
.in the world. James, like Husserl, has discovered

how consciousness, through its intentional acfivities,
is able to bestow meanings and constitutions on its .
ochjects; nevertheless, Jame; has ventured a step s
further than Husserl to point out how these meaning-
bestowing and form-shaping activities are consciousness'
functions of making up signs #o direct a human being's.
actions. FornJames, conscio sﬁésé_is not just an
originator of peanings, buéi?s also a strategist - .

of actions. Or, Qe should say-that, in James' opinion,
consciousness' meaning-producing activities are also
| . consciousness' strategy-making activities. 1In tﬁésa
various strategy-making activities, no mattér that
they sometimes can be vefy abstract intellectual
operations, human beings' variocus existential intngsts,
aims and practical needs, according to James, can
.play a dominant role. Secondly, while both Husserl
and James hola £hat a flux of noemata or 'thought'é
objects’' is a flux of varying meanings or essences

surrounding an intended object, James, nevertheless,

unlike Husserl, does not undersﬁand this fliux of

b g -
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meanings or essences solely as a thinking'subject's“

disinterested, purei¥~intellectua enotations of

an intended object. For James, whatsrépfes?nt to

us as the meanings of an intended object are always

a thinking subject's praématic interpretatioﬁé of

an intended object. In other wq;ds, what the msanings

of an intended object stand for are the indications

. .of a particulqg intended object's usages or fhrsats
to a thinking subject. 1In James' opinion, what she
meanings of an intendeé‘object reveal to us are,
in fact, nothing other than a thinking subjectis

" idea of what sorts of actions they should render to
this particular intended OSject. James, like Husserl,

- contends that a chaotit, constantly changing world

._can be analyzed, re- organized by a thlnklng subject

l

into dlfferent contexts of meanings. -He 901nts out

 £ ﬁ,QH‘ that these contexts of meanings, for a-human belng,
-.'1,-_'," :. “a” ’ _' .:".'« -_: )
gt :ﬁy; ,-1fferent 'blue-prints’' or gulde -lines' which

';cah function as a sort of direction for his various
5“:15 activities. 1In his theory of consciousness, by thus
disclosing not just the constitutiéns of'the objects -
of consciousness and the constituting abilities of
consQiousness, but also uncovering the humanistic,
' existential aspects of th; objests of consciousness
and consciousness, we shou1d say that James has,

in fact, gone a step further than Husserl to initiate
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a sort of existential phenomenology, namely, a pheno-
menology with a humanistic tendency.
Here‘we would like to coqclude- ur “¢ntire pheno- -
qEheory of con-

menological interpretation of James'

sciousness in this way: due to the e;brgence of

‘
the unique Husserlian notions of the copstitutions

of the obngt of conéciousness, the transcendental,
congtitutive intentionaiity of COnsciousAeSS and
the constituting-constituted relationé between consciousness
and the object of consciousness in his theory of
consciousness, we haﬁe to admit that,- before Husserl,
Jaﬁes has cultivated, in his psychof%gical studies,
a theory éf_the‘constituti;n of conéciousness which
.is extremely similar to Husserl's theory of the sﬁructure
of consciousness. Nevertheless,lJamég, in his theory
of céﬁsciouSness, has never, like.Husseri, substituted
‘a pheﬁomenologicél a;titude' fo; his 'psychol?gical
attitude'. By not looking upon his.anaI§§£s of the
constitution of the objects of consciousness as studies
~of the essential stfuctufe of all that we can know
indubitably, and his analyses of the natures of conécious-
neéé as investigations of the natures of the foundations
of all these indubitable beings, we should éay
;hat Jaﬁés has not let his constitutive phenomenology

develop into a sort of Husserlian transcendental

bhenomenology. In faot, by fully exﬁosing the
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existential, humanistic characteristics of consciousness

and the object of consciousness, what James has }eally

gstablished in his theory of consciousness, in our

opinion,. is a humanistic theory of consciousness,

or a certain type of existential phenomenoclogy.

As we have already pointed out in the Introduction

of this dissertation, a significant number of phenomenological
studies of James have been published in the period between
1941 énd:l97k. fn order to prove that our thesis is not
just a tedious summary of thege previous works, it seems
necessary for us to present a brief assessment of the points
of originality of this thesis. fﬁis assessment can indicate
how our investigation complements_otﬂér phenomenolbgical
studies of James,

First of all, we have to acknowledge H. Spiegelberg
as the first scholar who has sensed the crucial
similarity between James' theory of the ‘constitution

of consciocusness and Husserl's constitutive phenomenology.

" From Spiegelbérg's brief contention of how James™has

inspired Husserl to transform a static Brentanian
notion of intentionality to a notion of constitutive
intentionality, we have developed this thesis, As we
have pointed out in a review of the previous works. in

the introduction of our dissertation, our investigation

-
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has focused on an area which has not yet been covered
thoroughly by any phenomenological scheolar, In our
dissertation, we have presented the following new
interpretations of James! theory of conscilousness which
we have never discevered in any phenomenological
examination of James:

1) VWe have presented'a_phenomenoldgical aﬁalysis
of James! psycholog;cal methodology. We point out how
the two crucial phenomenological techniques, the techn%ques
oi’phenomenological reduction and phenomenological
description, have already existed in James' method of
introspection. No pfevious work has ever presented-such
an analysis of James! psychological methodology.

2) In our discussion of James! refutation of
mind-stuff theory, we have noticed how James, by advocating
the difference in structure between consciousness and
the object of consciousness, has succeeded in lying down
the ground for an anti-psychologistic position and
restoring the absolute objectivity to the object of
consciousness. No scholar has ever discovered the root
of James! anti~psychologism in his criticism of
mind-stuff theory,. '

3) All the phenomenological scholars have
related James'! notion of the fringe of consciousness to
Husserl's notion.of horiaﬁn. Nevertheless,‘it is in our

dissertation that James!' notion of the fringe of
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consciousness is compared specifically to Husserl's
notion of internal horizon,

4) We claim that James has cultivated a notion
of the transcendental intentionality of consciousness
in his discussion of consciousness! essential characteristic
of réferring itself towards something other than itself;
While phenomenoclogical scholars like Bruce Wilshire or
James Edie have all noticed the emergence of the notion
;f'intentionality in James' theory of consciousness, it
is in our dissertation the the transcending character )
of the Jamesian notion of intentionality is thoroughly’
eXposed, )

5) We discover the crucial similarity between ‘

James' notion of sensation and Husserl's notion of the

. hyletic phase of consciousness.,

6) We expose the affinity between James' notion
of the active cognitive activities of consciousness and

Husserl's notion of the noetic phase of consciousness.

No phenomenological scholar has ever noticed this

concepts of 'what is consciousness! and 'what is an object

particular point of éffinity between James' theory of
consciousneég and Husserl's phenomenology.

7) In the conclusion, we uncover the basic
differences between James and Husserl's theory of

consciousness, We point out that they hold different

of consciousness!, We have discussed how these

Lt -
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Conclusion

-
differences separat their theories of consciousness into

a transcendental phenomenology and a theory of the )
constitution of consciousness with a humanistic,

existential tehdency. Ve claim originality in our

discovery of these diversions between James and Husserl's

theories of consciousness,
With the above points of originality, we believe
that our dissertation does make a significant contribution

to the Jamesian larship.
i fﬁﬂkkﬁ |
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'It is obvious that James considers the

"ttopic of thought' as a transcendent reference of
consciousness, James' anti-psychologistic position and
concept of transcendental intentionality, in fact, are
based on his notion of the transcendency of the object
of consclousness, While it comes to the problem about
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Chapter 1V

é{j Notes
the ontolofical status of the 'object of thought!?,
ambiguity arises, It is very hard to pin down -
whether James regards an tobject of thcught! as a
transcendent or an immanent entity, Scholars like

Bruce Wilshire or James Edie tend to interpret

the Jamesian 'object of thought! as a transcendent
entity. They contend that James has cultivated a
thoroughly developed Husserlian notion of noema

in his notion of 'the object of thought!. This

'object intended as such'! or 'entire ways of how -

an object is intended!, for James, is the meanings
existing outside the bphere of consciousness, - °

Their interpretations, in our opinions, can be

justified on one base, In Section 4 of a chapter

called The Stream of Thought in- The Principles of
Psychology, while James talks about how human thought
apvears to deal with objects independent of itself,

he seems to realize that the subjective intercretation.

or subjective quality of feeling of an intended object
can be objectified into a transcendent aning or

quality of an intended object. In other vwords, James
seems to think that an object of thought can hecome
either a public entity in a world of intersubjectivity

or a2 common object for a multiplesstates of consciousress,
But, if one takes a more global reading of James!

notion of object of thought,~one¢ can see that this

spark of inspiration does not eplighten James to elevate
his notion to the level of a Husserlian noema. In

fact, as far as the notion of an ct of thought is

concerned, James does not seem to sucteed in liberating
himself from the bondage of introspectiye psychology.
By calling a flux of objects of thought the contents
of a flux of consciousness, James seems incapable of
shedding the idea that an object of thought is an
immanent entity. Thereforg, in our -opinions, although
James considers that consciousness can refer a-flux
of objects of thought to a transcendent point of
reference, a transcendent topic of thought, he is still.
unable to regard these objects of thought as beings . ’
outside the sphere of psychology. Ve can not deny the
pregence of this remnant of psychologism in James!
notion of the object of thought. :

. 15

James, Psychology: Briefer Course, p. 372

16
William James, "Reflex Action and Theism,"

in The Will to Believe, and Other Esszys in Popular
Philosovhy (New York: Longmans, Green,\189?3! PPe.
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ABSTRACT

‘The purpose of our dissertation is to present
an examination of William James' psychology in the light
of Edmund Husserl's phenomenology. We attempt to argue
one point: if we look at James' psychological studies
with Husserl's phenomenology in mind, we can discover
that James has cultivated a theory of the constitution
of consciousness which is extremely similar to Husserl's
theory of the structure of consciocusness, pgesented

in his constitutive phenomenology. ?

In cha?/?é/l we first present an a£21y51s of

-~

ttﬁ;ﬂhethod ﬁsed by James in his psYchological studies.
What we intend to point out is that the two crucial
phenomenological techniquee, phenomenclogical reduction
and phenomenolegice description, have already appeared
ianemes' method of 'introspection'. We then give an
ekpiication of.James"theory‘of the irrecurrence and
continuity of a stream ef consciousness.

Chapter IT is devoted to the excavation of the

similarities between James.aee_Husserl's theories ef

the structure of the object ef conscicusness. We beginj'
with a phenomenological interptetatibn of James'-refﬁw
tat#on of the mind—stuff theory. The point that we |

would like to expose is: by advocating the difference



~
ot

'
in structure between consciousness ané its object,‘James
has anticipated Husserl's anti-psychologistic position

and created a foundation for the restoration of the
absolute cobjectivity to the object of consciousness.

We then continue with a discussion of the similarities
between Jémes'-notion of 'the object of thought', 'the
topic.of thought', '‘the fringe of consciousness'’ 3nd
Husserl's notions of 'the noema of consciousness', 'the
object of consciousness' and 'horizon'. We attempt

to demonstrate that, by considering an object of con-
sciousness as constituted gf a flux of multiple 'objects
of thought' referring to one self-same tépic and escorted
by the fringe of conscioqsness, James has almost developed

r

a proto-Husserlian theory of the structure of the object
of con;Fiousness. |

Chaﬁter IiI deals with James' theory of the various
activities of consciousness as the.fouﬁdaﬁion of the
structure of ﬁhe/object of consciousness. First, we
expose the affinity between James' concept 6f the world-
liness of,consciouénesé and Huséerl's notion of inten-
-tionaliﬁy. We then .go a step furthér to produce a compari-
éon of James® theory of the different cognitive |
activities of conSciouspess and Husserl's theory of
the different moées of intentionality. Welclaim that
James,.like Husserl, has uncovéred not conly the intén—

b

tionaiity of cqnsbiousnéss, but thé constitutive

}intentionality of consciousness, and grounded the

r
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structure of the object‘of consciousness in the acti-
vities of qonséiousness.

If the first three chapters of our dissertaﬁion
concern_the similarities between James énd Husserl's
thedries of consciousness, chapter IV turns to the differ-
énce. We discuss James and Husserl's diverse notions |
of 'what is consciousness' and ‘'what is the noema-of
_consciousness or thought's object'. We point out how
the emergence of this difference prevents us from viewiné
James' theory of consciousness as an exact Husserlian
transcendehtal phenomenoclogy. We conclude that, never;
theless, James, in his psychological studies, has worked
ou¥ a theory of the constitﬁtion of consciocusness which

-bears striking similarities to Husserl's theory of the

structure of consciousness.
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