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ABSTRACT

A NON-EGOLOGICAL INTERPRETATION OF HUSSERL’'S
PHENOMENOLOGY

Yedin, Arzu
Ph.D., Department of Philosophy

Supervisor: Associate Prof. Dr. David
Griinberg

August, 2008, 233 pages

In this thesis, | defend a non-egologic pure consciousness which is the
initial position of Husserl in the Logical Investigations. There is anti
transcendental ego argumentations in which | claim that self alienation
of the “transcendental ego”, incomplete reduction, the presence of the
pre-refiective transcendental ego are the reasons to leave the claim
about the existence of the “transcendental ego”. | also claim that the
possible solution of the mind-body problem depends on the denial of
the “transcendental ego” in the frame of phenomenology. | defend the
non-egologic pure consciousness which is not identical and reducible to
whatever is material, including brain. Qualia, intentionality, intuition,
philosophizing, constitution acts of pure consciousness are used to
support the claim about immaterial nature of non-egologic pure

CONSCIOUSNESsS.

Keywords: Transcendental Ego, Transcendental Reduction, Self

Alienation, Pure Consciousness.
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EGOSUZ BiR HUSSERL FENOMENOLOJISI YORUMU
Yegin, Arzu

Doktora, Felsefe B&limi
Tez Yoneticisi: Dog. Dr. David Grinberg

Agdustos, 2008, 233 sayfa

Bu tezde Husserl'in Mantiksal Aragtirmalar kitabinda savundugu gibi
egosuz bir saf bilincin varh§ savunulmaktadir. Askin egonun varligina
kars! iddialar yer aimaktadir. Askin egonun kendisine yabancilagmasi,
eksik askinsal indirgeme ve yodnelim oOncesi bulunan agkin ego
nedenleriyle askin ego iddiasindan vazgecilmelidir. Fenomenoloji
cercevesi icinde, ruh beden ayriminin miumkin olan ¢oziimi de agkin
egonun kabul edilmemesine baghdir. Maddi olana, beyin de dahil olarak,
indirgenemeyen ve maddi olanla 6zdes olmayan egosuz bir saf biling
savunulmaktadir. Fenomenal 6zellikler (qualia), yonelim, sezgi, felsefe
yapma, saf bilincin aktiviteleri maddi olmayan egosuz saf biling iddiasini

desteklemek igin kullantdmisgtir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Askin Ego, Asin indirgeme, Kendine Yabancilagma,
Saf Biling.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 The Purpose of the Thesis

The purpose of the thesis is to show that to accept the “pure

» 1 w 2

ego” ' in Ideas, “iranscendenial ego”“ in The Crisis of European
Sciences and Transcendental Phenomenology causes many problems
and paradoxes which are “transcendency within immanency” in the
former and the identity of the “psychological ego” with the
“transcendental ego” in the later. The embodied soul within the body in
The Crisis of European Sciences and Transcendental Phenomenology
also leads to the mind-body problem. To solve these problems,
paradoxes and the mind-body problem, the best way is to leave the
“pure ego” and “transcendental ego” as in the initial position of Husserl
in Logical Investigations. This thesis involves some cerfain steps on
which one reaches the conclusion which is the denial of the "pure ego”
and “transcendental ego”. | Show that the self alienaton of the
“transcendental ego”, incomplete “transcendental reduction”, “pre-
reflective” nature of the “transcendental ego” and its unconscious nature,

cognitive presuppotions of phenomenology, objectification of the

' Husserl, Edmund, /deas (franslated by W. R. Boyce Gibson), {New York
Humanities Press), 1976, § 57, p. 173.

? Husserl, Edmund, The Crisis of FEuropean Sciences and Transcendental
Phenomenology (translated by David Carr), (Evanston: Northwestern University
Press), 1970, § 57, p. 202,



“transcendental ego”, the presence of the paradoxes are the reasons
to leave the "pure ego” and “transcendental ego”. Husserl accepts that
there is non-egologic pure consciousness in his initial position in Logical
Investigations. In fact, to accept the “pure ego” and “transcendental
ego” is incompatible with the definition of consciousness and scientific
rigorous spirit of phenomenology. Pure consciousness should be
purified from all transcendences. Some of the commentators who are
David Bell, Comnellis A. van Peursen and David Carr define these
paradoxes. However, they do not foomulate and solve these paradoxes,
especially the paradox of the identity relation between “psychological”
and “transcendental ego”. The solution of these paradoxes is the first
contribution of the thesis. These paradoxes are defined and solved in
the Anti Transcendental Ego Argumentations section which is the main
part of the thesis. | claim that “franscendental ego” involves the self
alienation as the second contribution of the thesis. | show the
similariies among these padoxes. Furthermore, | show that
“transcendental ego” is the result of the category mistake which can be
realized by means of part-whole analysis as the original part and the
third contribution of the thesis. One thinks and talkks about moments as
if they are pieces as a result of abstraction which causes category
mistakes. Different forms of category mistakes cause the claim about
the existence of the “pure ego” and “transcendental ego”™. The denial of
the “pure ego” and the “transcendental ego” causes the purification of
the consciousness. To solve the mind-body problem, 1 return the initial
position of Husserl in Logical Invesfigations. The embodied soul in The
Crisis of European Sciences and Transcendental Phenomenology
causes the mind-body problem which can be solved by showing the

difference between first and third person perspectives. Transcendent



"3 is phenomenologicaily constituted as the intentional object

“ego body
of intentional experiences to solve the mind-body problem. To deny the
“pure ego” and the “franscendental ego” causes the problem of
personal identity, this is commonly discussed in the frame of analytic
philosophy. To solve this problem, | support the mental continuity theory.
i use memory to show the mental continuity and the sense of personal
identity, despite of the absence of the persisting ego. This is the fourth
contribution of the thesis. In fact, | also use some thought experiments
to avoid the presuppositions of the common sense. | also use the
Kafka’'s Transformation to support my claim about the personal identity
as the fifth original contribution of the thesis. | also try to show “what is
irreducible” by presenting the special abilities of the non-egologic pure
consciousness such as qualia, intentionality, constitution, abstraction,

ete.

In Chapter 1, in the Epoché and Presuppotioniess Philosophy
section, | start with epoché which lets to “shift” the attitude from “natural
attitude” to the “transcendental attitude”. In other words, there is the
necessity to change the third person perspective to the first person one.
To constitute a presuppotionless philosophy is the Husserlian ideal, but
there are still some ontological, formal and cognitive presuppositions in
the philosophy of Husserl. However, epoché lets just a few
presuppositions, especially cognitive presuppositions. Phenomenology
deals with what is given to consciousness or what appears to
consciousness, due to the “principle of all principles”. To start with
epoché is the pre-condition of phenomenology which involves the
change of the definition of consciousness. In this section, | show that

there is the “shift” of the perspective from the third person perspective

3 Husserl, Edmund, Logical Investigations {translated by J. N. Findlay), (New York:
The Humanities Press), Vol. 2, 1870, investigation V, § 3, p. 541.



to the first person one. This “shift” of the perspective will be used in the
solution of the mind-body probem. It also shows the difference of
phenomenology from the naftural sciences to explain the conscious

events.

In Chapter 2, | examine the concepts, mental acts, self, body and
their relationship in Logical Invesligations, ldeas and The Crisis of

European Sciences and Transcendental Phenomenology.

In Logical Investigations, Husserl claims that “empirical ego” is
the totality of “ego body” and “purely mental ego” or
“phenomenologically reduced ego”. Husserl “cuts out” the “ego body”
from the “empirical ego”. Phenomenologically reduced ego” is the
“unified sum total of content” as “contemporary bundie of experiences”.
Husserl clearly denies the existence of “pure ego”. In /deas, Human
being {(empirical ego) includes ego body and phenomenological ego.
After epoché, “empirical ego” is excluded and “pure ego” is retained as
a “transcendental residuum”. However, there is the “transcendency
within immanence” of the “pure ego”. In The Crisis of European Science
and Transcendental Phenomenology, one realizes the paradoxical
identity relation between “human ego” (psychological ego) and
“transcendental ego” as a result of the “transcendental reduction”.
Furthermore, the embodied soul causes the mind-body problem. To
compare and contrast the first person perspective of phenomenology
with the third perspective of natural sciences which is the “natural
attitude”, 1 explain the third person perspective and materialist theories
of mind. To compare and contrast the explanations of Sartre, Gabriel
Marcel and David Bell, | use their explanations in the Arguments of
Sartre Aganist Transcendental Ego, Being and Having Distinction in

Gabriel Marcel and The Comments of David Bell sections.



To deny the “pure ego” and the “transcendental ego”, | need
firm grounds. Then, | defend the self alienation of the “transcendental
ego”. There are two kinds of self alienation. One of them is the self
alienation of the “transcendental ego” from its mental acts, because of
the isolation from all “world-apperceptions” and “human self-
apperceptions” via “transcendental reduction”™. This causes a self
alienated “transcendental ego” from its experiences. This self alienation
of the “transcendental ego” is used in the Anti Transcendental Ego
Argumentations section. The other form of alienation is one’s ignorance
of the change of individuals in the world. In the thought experiment, the
person cuts his whole relation with the world. So, there will not be
internal time consciousness any more. This person turns into a little god.
Unlike the eternal and glorious knowledge of God, there is the problem
to know the change of the individuals for human being. So, he is still
ignorant about the change of the particulars. Similarly, there is the
problem of solipsism after epoché which turns everything into a
phenomenon for consciousness. Solipsism is also re-examined and
used in the Anti Transcendental Ego Argumentations section to defend

the non-egologic pure consciousness.

| use the concepts which are “reflective” and “non-reflective
consciousness” to show the different ontological status of
“transcendental ego” and its conscious acts in the Anti Transcendental
Ego Argumentations. There is a self-identical “pure ego” and its coming
or going processes in /deas. There is an ontological difference among
them, due to the “transcendency within immanence”. Unlike its
experiences, self-identical “pure ego” shows a “peculiar’ kind of
transcendence and difference. When pure consciousness “intentionally
related” to the “pure ego” as if it is an object, there will be a distinction

between what directs toward and what is directed. If leads to the



ontological difference among them. There will be a “pure ego” which is
unaware of its experiences, due to the ontological differences. Similarly,
“transcendental ego” is realized via “transcendental reduction” which is
attended to bring into the focus in The Crisis of European Sciences and
Transcendental Phenomenology. Atiention is also a kind of
intentionality and there will be a distinction between what directs toward
and what is directed as “reflective” and “non-reflective consciousness”.
In fact, this distinction also leads to the objectification of the “non-
infentional consciousness” which becomes the “object ego” of the
“subject ego”. Sarire also realizes the ontological difference of the
“transcendental ego” from “each erfebnisse”. in other words, there is
alsc an ontological difference between “human” or “psychological ego”

and “transcendental ego” as a result of this distinction.

In this section, | defend the non-egologic pure consciousness as
the initial position of the Husserlian philosophy. To examine the
arguments fo support the non-egologic consciousness, it is necessary

{o understand the thesis in detail.

1- Argument from the solution of the paradoxical identity relation:
There is a “difficult” and “paradoxical” identity relation between *human

EH 1

ego”, “psychological ego” or “empirical ego” and “transcendental ego’.
“Apodictic ego” or “transcendental ego” is the subject of intentional
experiences or acts of consciousness as being identical, despite of the
alteration of experiences. There is a mind which is embodied within the
consciousness. Whether there is an enduring self, “I” or “transcendental
ego” or not? To solve this paradox, one has to accept one of them as
the simple solution of the paradox. “Transcendental ego” can be an
immediate siate of consciousness which can be experienced
immediately, direcily and privately as any other state of consciousness.

The other possibility is that it can be something other than a state of



consciousness which one cannot immediately experience. This “I
unifies all momentary states of consciousness and makes a unified
being. If it is the former, it cannot unify the momentary states of
consciousness. If it is the later, it cannot be conscious of the momentary

mental states, due to the ontological difference.

The famous commentators of Husserl realize this paradoxical
identity relation. However, there is no formulation and solution of the
paradox. | try to define and solve the paradox as the main contribution
of the thesis. My suggestion to solve the paradox is the acceptance of

lt'”

the non-egologic pure consciousness or the denial of the self, or

“transcendental ego”.

2- Argument from the self alienation of the “transcendental ego™
“Transcendental ego” has the capacity of self alienation from its
“psychic experiences” (Erlebnisse). It can "lift’ itself from all “world
apperceptions”, “human self-apperceptions” by isolating itself. This self
alienation of the “transcendental ego” shows that there are contents in
my consciousness and I am unaware of these contents. There is a
“consciousness of which | am unaware”. There is a continuity and unity
of the stream of consciousness. However, self alienation minimizes the
sense of this continuity and unity. The isolation of the person after
epoché leads to the problem of solipsism. Self alienation of the
“transcendental ego”, solipsism and the minimal awareness of the acts
of consciousness are used in this section. | re-define the
“transcendental ego” which can isolate and alienate itself from its

mental acts.

3- Argument from the epistemological presuppositions of
phenomenology: | show that phenomenology lets just a few

presuppositions, especially the cognitive presuppositions after the



usage of epoché. Fully transparent nature of consciousness, potential
or actual conscious nature of all mental phenomena are among these
presuppositions. “Pure ego” and “Transcendental ego” are contrary to
these presuppositions. Since, they cannot be known adequately as the
phenomenon of pure consciousness, to leave the “pure ego” and

“transcendental ego” can be the suitable solution of this problem.

4- Argument from the paradoxical concept, “unconscious
consciousness™ There is the presence of the “pre-reflective”
“transcendental ego” which can be accessed by means of the further
usage of “transcendental reduction” on “human ego” or “psychological
ego”.

In the cases of psychotherapy, one sees the unconscious mental
events. Similarly, there is the presence of unconscious, preconscious,
“pre-reflective” “transcendental ego”. In the structure ego cogito
cogitatum, cogifo is the changing experiences. However, ego is the
identical ego-pole. To realize the “transcendental ego”, one applies the
“transcendental reduction” to “human” or “psychological ego”. So, there
is no identity relation among them on the basis of Leibniz’ law, due to
these ontological differences. One can easily realize the “human” or
“psychological ego”. However, “transcendental ego” is completely
different from the “psychological ego” and to leave the claim about the
“transcendental ego” can be the suitable solution of these problems.
Furthermore, the pre-reflective “transcendental ego” causes the
presence of ‘“unconscious consciousness” as a paradox
“Transcendental reduction” also leads to the constituted psychic ego

and the constituting “transcendental ego” division.

5- Argument from the incomplete “transcendental reduction™ One

applies the “transcendental reduction” to "human” or “psychological



ego’. Unlike “human” or “psychological ego”®, “transcendental ego”
never turns into a phenomenon for consciousness which causes
incompleteness of “transcendental reduction”. To avoid the deficiency in
the methaod, it is better fo leave the “transcendental ego” as a solution of

the problem.

¥ 1,

6- Argument from the “pre-reflective” “transcendental ego”:
Attention is always intentional. One brings the “transcendental ego” into
focus by means of “transcendental reduction”. | examine that whether
the knowledge of it comes from inner experience or inference. The “pre-
reflective” “transcendental ego” shows that there can be some mental
content which one is unaware. | make a connection between the “pre-
reflective” “transcendental ego” and the potential unconscious mental
content. Then, | defend that there can be some “logical fallacies” which
one uses certain logical laws and syllogisms unconsciously. By this way,
one reaches the conclusion about the presence of the “transcendental

ego” as a category mistake which is also an original claim of the thesis.

7. Argument from the claim which is reflected “transcendental
ego” as the object of the knowing “subject ego” turns into an intentional
object as the known “object ego™: Attention is always intentional which
causes the separation between reflecting, intentional consciousness
and reflected, “non-intentional’ and “pre-reflective” consciousness.
Phenomenological reflection always reduces the reflected
consciousness into an intentional object as “object ego’. There is the
objectification of the “transcendental ego” by the “subject ego”. There is
also an incomplete “transcendental reduction”. it is either the direct
consciousness of the particular mental acts or a transcending unity
which has all of these particular mental acts. If “transcendental ego” is

the former, 1o explain the transcendence of it from its mental acts will be



impossible. If “transcendental ego” is the latter, it will not be conscious

of its own mental acts, due to the ontological differences.

8- Argument from the unity and continuity of the stream or flow of
consciousness: One can claim that “transcendental ego” provides the
sense of the continuity and the unity of the stream of consciousness.
However, self alienation causes the disunity and discontinuity of
experiences. If one does not accept the “transcendental ego”, self
identity will be a matter of degree. It merely depends on the re-
collection of the old perceptions, without an identical "pure ego” and
“transcendental ego”. This claim will be re-examined in the frame of the

personal identity problem as the original part of the thesis.

9- Argument from the problems of the “pure ego” in Ideas: The
self-identical “pure ego” has some problems such as “transcendency
within immanence” in Ideas. Epoché and “transcendental reduction”
excludes whatever is transcendent, except for the “pure ego”. To gain a
homogeneous pure consciousness, to leave the “transcendental ego”
and to accept the non-egologic pure consciousness will be the suitable

way to solve the problems in Ideas.

10- Argument from introspection: Descartes, Hume and Husserl
can agree with the introspection which provides direct, immediate and
private access to the mental states, despite of the failure to recognize
the immaterial substance and “pure ego” via introspection. Hume claims
that introspection does not give the knowledge of the immaterial
substance. | use the same claim for the “pure ego” and the

“transcendental ego” as one of the original claims of the thesis.

11- Argument from solipsism; Epoché causes the problem of

solipsism in which one can know the content of consciousness, despite

10



of the ignorance of the outside world. ! also use the definitions of David
Bell about solipsism. The person in the thought experiment turns into a
little god, due to the “disconnexion” from the “fact world” after epoché.
One should reach the content of his consciousness in solipsism. Eidetic
reduction, epoché and “transcendental reduction” purify the pure
consciousness. However, “pure ego” still shows a “peculiar” kind of
transcendence. To leave the claim about the existence of the

“tfranscendental ego” can be a suitable way to solve these problems.

12- Argument from the “shift” of the definition of consciousness
after epoché: Before epoché, every cogitatio (thought) has the form of
cogifo or ‘I think”. However, epoché provides the “shift” of the attitude.
Cogito involves “I have consciousness of something”. This provides the
“shift” of the definition of consciousness. Don Welton also stresses this
“shift’” of the definition. In The Crisis of European Sciences and
Transcendental Philosophy, there is the further “shift” of the definition of
consciousness. He repeats the structure, ego cogito cogitatum. One
accesses the “transcendental ego” via “transcendental reduction’.
However, one cannot define what “franscendental ego” is. Because,
“transcendental ego” is the identical, “ultimate ego pole”, the definition is
mere negation of the cogifo. Now, one can ask that whether negation
gives information or not. “Transcendency within immanency” causes a
partial self alienation of the the ego. In fact, it cannot be known

adequately. So, to define it properly seems as a problem in /deas.

13- Argument from the definition of consciousness in the frame of
phenomenology: After epoché, “pure ego” and its ego life remain in the
domain of consciousness. There are two different kinds of essences
which are Nature and Consciousness for human being in the claim of
David Woodruff Smith in “Mind and Body” in The Cambridge

11



Companion fo Husserl. Body, brain, neural activities are the
instantiation of the essence, Nature. They should be “set aside” to open
the domain of phenomenology. Phenomenology deals with the
conscious events as the instantiation of essence, Consciousness.
Natural sciences depend on the third person perspective, but
phenomenology depends on the first person perspective. Unlike the
mental acts of consciousness which can be accessed from the first
person perspective, one cannot access the “pure ego” as being
incompatible with the definition of consciousness. So, to leave the “pure

ego” is the suitable way for the rigorous spirit of phenomenology.

in this thesis, | want to show that there are Cartesian style
category mistakes in the Husserlian philosophy in the Cartesian
Category Mistake section. Pure consciousness is able fo think and talk
abstractly. So, pure consciousness can consider a moment as if it is a
piece. Pure consciousness can turn the absfractum into a concretum
which causes the category mistake. One can access his mental states
directly, immediately and privately, not the immaterial substance or
“transcendental ego”. Human being can experience these mental states
and “what is immaterial” from these experiences by means of the first
person perspective. However, one claims the immaterial substance in
the philosophy of Descartes and “transcendental ego” in the philosophy
of Husserl as a result of the abstraction and objectification of “what is
immaterial” as if it is a piece, not a moment as the source of the
category mistake. The other forms of category mistake belong to
sciences. To “equalize” the body with the mind is the category mistake

of sciences which has the Cartesian origin.

One can solve the mind-body problem after the denial of the
“transcendental ego” as in the initial position of Husserl. Transcendent

“ego body” is phenomenologically constituted as the intentional object

12



of the intentional experiences in The Dissolution of the Mind-body
Problem in Husserl section. Transcendent body is phenomenologically
reduced to be an immanent object of mind. The relation between an
immanent mind and transcendent body is dissolved by means of the

phenomenological reduction of the transcendent “ego body”.

After the denial of the identical and persisting “transcendental
ego’, there is the problem of personal identity. Since, there is no
immaterial substance or persisting ego as a result of the defense of the
disembodied non-egologic pure consciousness, | deny the strict
perébnal identity which is a matter of degree. | show the relationship
between personal identity and memory which is the re-collection of the
old perceptions in the Problem of Personal Identity section. In fact, to
show how the sense of personal identity siill continues is necessary,
after the denial of the “transcendental ego’. One can realize the old
selves by means of the recoliection of old perceptions. To support these
claims, Kafka’s novel Transformation and the hero of the novel, Gregor
Samsa is used as the example of the new body scenario in the
Personal Identity in the New Body Scenario section. In this example, !
show the connection between personal identity and memory. | also

show the dynamic nature of the constitution of the personal identity.

In Chapter 3, | ask that why we do not prefer the third person
perspective and the explanations of the sciences. Different nature of
conscious events in the frame of phenomenoclogy on the basis of the
Leibniz’ law can be used to answer this question. There is the
irreducibility of conscious events, due to the special abilities of pure
consciousness such as constitution, intuition, qualia, intentionality,

special acts of pure consciousness, etc.

13



In the General Comments on Husserl section, | compare and
contrast my claims with the claims of Sarire, Gabriel Marcel, David Bell,
David Carr, etc. Sartre aiso claims the “error of substance” in his
analysis of the “pre-reflective cogifo” in Being and Nothingness. 1 also
claim that there is a category mistake which causes the acceptance of
the immaterial substance in the philosophy of Descartes, but | also
claim that “pure ego” and “transcendental ego” also arise as a result of
the category mistake in the philosophy of Husserl. The originality of my
claim is that the denial of the “pure ego” and “transcendental ego”
depends on the detailed analysis of the paradoxes and their simple
solution in the frame of phenomenology. David Bell claims that there is
an identity relation between psychology and transcendental
phenomenology. However, he does not formulate the paradoxical
identity relation between “psychological ego” and “transcendental ego”
and there is no solution of the paradox. Peursen in Phenomenology and
Reality also questions this identity relation. He also does not formulate
the paradox. However, his tendency is to deny the “transcendental ego”
by claiming that it is “a linguistic fiction”. Similarly, David Bell, who also
denies the ego, suggests that it just has an “explanatory task”. Like
Sartre, Aron Gurwitsch defends non-egologic pure consciousness in the
frame of analytic philosophy. | also deny the “franscendental ego”.
However, | make a part-whole analysis to show how moments turn into
pieces as a result of the abstraction of moments. Human being can
think and talk about moments independently as if they are pieces, as a
result of the abstraction and isolation of pure consciousness. Then,
“pure ego” and “transcendental ego” gain ontologically independent
status. Besides the category mistake claim, there is an ontological
difference between “transcendental ego” and its mental acts. | use the
Sartre’'s concept, “pre-reflective” to show that “transcendental ego”

cannot be accessed without “transcendental reduction”. Unlike cogito,
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“transcendental ego” is the identical “ultimate ego pole” which is
ontologically different from its mental acts. Gabrie! Marcei also defines
the “specialization”, “specification” and “partial alienation” of the self in
Being and Having. | also show the self alienation of “transcendental
ego” which is also a reason to leave the “tfranscendental ego” as one of
the original claims of the thesis. To deny the “transcendental ego” is the
suitable way to solve the mind-body problem. Because, | suggest the
initial position of Husserl in which he denies the “pure ego”. If one cuts
the "ego-body” from the “empirical ego”, “transcendentally reduced ego”
will remain. The relationship beiween the mind and body is that
transcendent “ego body” is phenomenologically constituted as the
intentional object of some intentional experiences. So, the solution of
the mind-body problem depends on the denial of the “pure ego” in Ideas
and “transcendental ego” in The Crisis of European Sciences and
Transcendental Phenomenology. Similarly, Marcel also claims that
“what we have” obviously presents an appearance of external reality to
ourselves. But it is not an absolute externality. Furthermore, he defends
the presence of “what is irreducible”. Like Marcel, I also try to show the
irreducible nature of whatever is mental. To claim the psycho-physical
identity on the basis of Leibniz’ law is impossible. Because, there are
different mental capacities such as intentionality, constitution, qualia,
etc., | also support the claims of Marcel who considers that to realize

and {o show “what is irreducible” is the “task”.

Briefly, phenomenology is the suitable way to examine the pure
consciousness adequately. The old philosophical problems can be re-
examined in the frame of phenomenology. In this thesis, there is the re-
examination of the old philosophical problems such as mind-body and
personal identity problems. | also examine the nature of consciousness

in the frame of phenomenology.
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To solve these old problems of the philosophy, | followed certain
steps. First of all, | show that there are still certain presuppositions in
the phenomenology, especially, epistemological presuppositions which
makes the phenomenoclogy possible, inspite of the usage of gpoché in

the Chapter 1.

In Chapter 2, | examine the concept of consciousness in Logical
Investigations, Ildeas and The Crisis of European Sciences and
Transcendental Phenomenology. | show that there is no “pure ego” and
“transcendental ego”. To deny the “transcendental ego” is necessary to
solve the mind-body problem. | claim that “iranscendental ego” is a
category mistake. Then, | try to present the possible solution of the
mind-body problem in the frame of phenomenology. | also show the
solution of the problem of personal identity without an ego. To support
my claim, | use Kafka's Transformation in which Gregor Samsa has a

new insect body.

In Chapter 3, | also answer the question which is why
phenomenology is the suitable way to examine the real nature of
consciousness, instead of sciences. | show the special abilities of non-
egologic pure consciousness such as qualia, intentionality and
constitution to show the necessity of phenomenology which depends on

the first person perspective, not the third person one.

1.2 Epoché and Presuppotionless Philosophy

The main guestion is that whether there is the possibility of

presuppotionless philosophy or not? The success of epoché depends
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on the constitution of the presuppotionless* philosophy in which one
should overcome “the hidden but already felt naiveté of earlier
philosophizing.”® To answer this question, one should compare and
contrast the Cartesian and the Husserlian philosophies. in fact, there is
also a Cartesian ideal in which artificially isolated mediator tries to reach
a presuppotionless philosophy by means of the method of doubt. Before
the examination of this question, one should answer the questions,
what epoché is and why it is used again after the systematic usage of
the method of doubt in the Cartesian philosophy. The other possible
guestion is about the success of epoché for the “shift” of the attitude
from the third person perspective of the sciences in the “natural attitude”
to the first person one in phenomenology to change the definition of

consciousness.

Husserl tries to constitute the most radical philosophy, which is
presuppostionless. Epoché shows that how one, who lives in the
“natural attifude” unconsciously accepts the absolute belief about the
existence of the world® without justifying this belief or clarifying its
foundation. In fact, one should re-discover this world which is
“constituted” in each individua! pure consciousness by keeping its
objectivity via intersubjectivity. In fact, gpoché is means “...to rediscover
the intentional constitution of world.”” In the history of philosophy,

Descartes uses the method of doubt at the beginning. If is not a way of

To be scientific, a science must satisfy “the principle of freedom from
presuppositions” as the claim of Husserl Edmund. See Husserl Edmund, The
Shorter Logical Investigations, (London: Routledge), § 7, 1997, p. 97.

° Ibid., § 2, p. 6.

¢ Husserl who questions the “naive acceptance of a world” follows Hume. See
Murphy, Richard T., Husserl and Hume (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff Publishers),
1980, p. 13.

Breda, H. L. van, “A note on Reduction and Authenticity According to Husser!” in
Husserl: Expositions and Appraisals (edited by Frederick A. Elliston and Peter
MCCormick), (Notre Dame: Notre Dame Press), 1877, p. 124,
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philosophical life as Greek skepfics in the Cartesian philosophy.
Epoché is a method which can be used whenever one wants, not only
at the beginning of the philosophizing. In fact, its frequent usage may be
healthier for the “constifution” of presuppotionless philosophy. The
usage of epoché provides the immediate and evident access to the data
of consciousness. Husserl tries to constitute a presuppotionless
philosophy in which he neither denies the existence of the outside world

as sophists nor doubts it as skeptics by means of epoché.

if 1 do this, as | am fully free fo do, | do nof then deny this
“world”, as though | were a sophist, | do nof doubf that it is
there as though | were a skeptic; but | use the
phenomenological epoché, which completely bears me from
using only judgment that concerns spatio-femporal existence
(Dasein).?

Husserl as a follower of Descartes has a procedure {o start from
consciousness, its contents and the experiences. in fact, one should not
take any authority or one should not accept cultural, scientific tradition,
scientific theories and metaphysical explanations as presuppositions in
phenomenology. Positive sciences accept the existence of the outside
world. Especially, physics which depends on the empirical knowledge
also accepts the existence of the outside world and the causal relations
among facts in the “fact world". Empirical knowledge is a probabilistic
knowledge which can be refuted by means of observation and
experiment. So, there must be an “Archimedean point” which does not

presuppose any L,in(:ertain‘{y.g To describe what is given or what

® Jbid., § 32, pp. 110-111.

® Husserl's goal is the “radically unprejudiced knowledge” which depends on the
separation of episterné, frue knowledge from doxa or opinion. See Held, Claus,

18



appears to consciousness, there is no need for the presuppositions of
sciences, including the presupposition about the existence of the
outside world. The Greek word, “phainomenon” means appearance
which is the subject matter of phenomenology. Evidence of immanent
data is used as the only source of knowledge for phenomenology which
is means to access the consciousness in order to analyze it. So, the
“task” of epoché is to let thé analysis of how things are given or appear
to consciousness as phenomenon without any kind of presupposition.
“Our phenomenology should be a theory of essential Being, dealing not
with real, but with franscendentally reduced phenomena."10
There is still need for the further analysis of the term,
presupposition. According to Brentano, “presuppotionless” means to be
“free from prejudice” or from “prejudgments™’’. In spite of the ambiguity
of the term, presupposition, it literally means “posited as holding or as
existing in advance”.*? If one considers the term, presupposition in its
broadest meaning, it can refer to any kind of supposition or assumpfion.
This assumption can be material, a realm of existence, a process of
experience, a system of knowledge, ideal domain, formal principles
which can be “...either in the sense of arbitrary assumptions or logically
necessary principles”.”
There are different kinds of presuppositions on the basis of the

acceptance of different entities.

“Husser's Phenomenological Method” in The New Husser/, (Indianapolis: Indiana
University Press), 2003, p. 7.

® Husser, Edmund, /deas (translated by W. R. Boyce Gibson), (New York:
Humanities Press), 1976, p. 44 (in the 6th printing).

1 wWest, David, An Infroduction to Continental Philosophy, (U.S.A: Polity Press), 1996,
p. 20,

2 |bid., p. 20.
" Ibid., p. 20.
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1. “There are material presuppositions, which are either physical
in their reference, or relate to domains of abstract things.”™ For
example, the world of experience, its continuity as an existence in time,
the independence of the existence of the world from the human being,
causal uniformity and infinite extension can be given as the examples of

material presuppositions on the basis of physical reference.

2. Cognitive presuppositions are reliability of perception, memory
and validity of knowledge. They may not be considered as assumptions.
However, the achieved truths depend on such kind of cognitive
presuppositions. “Our ability to know reality truly does not have to be
assumed if all known evidence overwhelmingly verifies it.”" In spite of
epoché, there are still some cognitive presuppositions such as the
“principle of all principles”, power of intuition, potential conscious nature
of all kinds of conscious events, transparent nature of consciousness,
etc. These cognitive presuppositions make the phenomenology
possible. To have a presuppotionless philosophy is an ideal
Phenomenclogy fries to reach this goal. However, absolute
presuppotionless philosophy seems difficult, even for phenomenology.
These cognitive presuppositions will be used in the Anti Transcendental

Ego Argumentations section.

3. There is the possibility of formal assumptions in a special
system to use for deduction. The whole system of logic shows the
nature of a special system which has its own laws as a structure. The
principles of the traditional logic as the “laws of thought” can be
considered as theorems in the system of logic. It is clear that all sets of

logical propositions do not show the same level of deductive power.

" Ibid., p. 21.
' Ibid., p. 21.
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Since they are deductively more powerful than other sets of logical
propositions, these “laws of thought” can be considered as logically
prior. De facto sciences which are formal depend on the apodictic truths
in the philosophy of Husserl. | will show the unconscious usage of these
privileged logical laws and syllogisms in the Anti Transcendental Ego
Argumentations section. Unlike the contingent nature of sense intuition,
Husser! claims the apodictic nature of laws of logic. | will show them as
the evidence of the irreducible nature of non-egologic pure

conscicusness in the Irreducibility of Qualia section.

For the complete analysis of the concept, presupposition, one
can examine the other usages of the term which includes motivation,
influence of society, term, beliefs of the term, world-view assumptions,
prejudgments, cultural tradition or all kinds of fraditions and their

assumptions, etc.

There is the possible philosophical naivety and dogmatism, due to
the unguestioned presuppositions of natural sciences and their
dominance in the philosophy. Descartes also tries to overcome the

presuppositions by the method of doubt in the history of philosophy.

Some year ago | was struck by the large number of
falsehoods that | had accepted as frue in my child hood, and
by the highly doubtful nature of the whole edifice that | had
subsequently based on them.™

"®Descartes, Rene, Meditations on First Philosophy (transiated by John Cottingham),
{Cambridge: Cambridge University Press), 1986, p. 12.
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Descartes also tires to knock down all kinds of given truths
which are called as “preconceived opinions”. One sees the systematic
usage of the method of doubt to reach the indubitable, clearly and
distinctly perceived truths of reason. Similarly, Husserl also tries to
constitute a presuppotionless philosophy in which Cartesian philosophy

is accepted as a “prototype™” for his philosophy.

I realized that it was necessary, once in the course of my iife,
to demolish everything completely and start again right from
the foundations if | wanted to establish anaything at all in the
sciences that was stable and likely to last.”

Like the presuppositions of the “natural attitude” which causes
philosophical naivety and dogmatism in Husserl, there is the influence
of the “preconceived opinions” in Descartes. There is the influence of
the authorities, especially Aristotle, teachers, the influence of the
senses etc. All of these undesired elements can be considered as “the
given” which can be cultural and scientific tradition. In fact, we see the
influence of the cultural factors on the members of the community in the

Lebenswelf in the later Husserl.

Epoché lets one to know that what one knows is our
“constitution” in our consciousness and what one just knows what
appears to our consciousness as it appears. By this way, there is the
*shift” of the atfitude from “natural attitude” to “transcendentai attitude”,

due the change of the attitude toward this “fact world” and individuals in

17 Husserl, Edmund, Cartesian Meditations (translated by Dorion Cairns), (Netherlands:
Marfinus Nijhoff), 1973, § 1, p. 2 (in the 5th printing).

'8 Ibid., § 1, p. 1 (in the 5th printing).
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it. In other words, the person who “...excluded from every connexion
within the “real world”, ' can direct his regard to his pure consciousness.
If just pure experiences and its intentional objects remain as they are,
there can be the danger of solipsism which is derived from the Latin,
solus ipse. Husserl claims that “...the ego carries on a kind of solipsistic
philosophizing”.?°
“In fact, the principle of freedom from presuppositions has been
called the greatest preasuppo:«;itibn.”21 Like the Cartesian method of
doubt, Husserl introduces the method, epoché Descartes opens
consciousness as being a secure area via introspection which provides
direct, immediate and privaie access to one’s own menial states, due to
the transparent nature of consciousness. In this secure area of
consciousness; one sees the clear and distinct perception of simple

ideas in Descaries.

To accept the pure, fransparent consciousness without any proof
is the main presupposition of the Husserlian phenomenoclogy.
Furthermore, there is a stream of consciousness which fluxes.
According to Husserl, every single experience of an individual has a
beginning and end, due to its duration. "But the stream of experience

cannot begin and end"? which is also a presupposition in Husserl.

The presupposition about the subsistence of eidos in the eidetic

world depends on the acceptance of “common element’ in many. It is

™ Husserl, Edmund, /deas (franslated by W. R. Boyce Gibson), (New York:
Humanities Press), p. 45 (in the 5th printing).

® Husserl, Edmund, Cartesian Meditations, (Netherlends: Martinus Nijhoff), 1973, § 1,
p. 3 (in the 5th printing).

" Farber, Marvin, The Aims of Phenomenology, (U.S.A: Harper Torchbooks), 1996, p.
18.

2 Husserl, Fdmund, Ideas (translated by W. R. Boyce Gibson), (New York:
Humanities Press), 1976, § 81, p. 2306 (in the 6th printing).
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necessary to avoid the claim that intuitive experience of eidos is just a
mystical experience without the acceptance of the intersubjective world
of eidos in individual consciousness. One will get into real trouble by
falling into subjective idealism or just mystical experiences for each
individual. So, such kind of hidden ontological presuppositions are
necessary for phenomenology. Now, one should examine that whether
there are cognitive presuppositions in the Husserlian philosophy about
the reliability of perception, memory, intuition and the validity of
knowledge or not. Now, one can use the Cartesian evil demon as a
mean to check whether phenomenolbgy is immune to skepticism at the
maximal level and intensity or not. Evil demon suddenly arises to use
his deceptive power again. Fvil demon uses all of its energy to deceive
all of us about the subsistence of “essences” and their intersubjective
nature. So, there is no eidos and all of the descriptions of eidos are just
the descriptions of our “common illusions” which cause an illusory

intersubjectivity.

In other words, intersubjectivity is the result of the “common
illusion”, because of the evil demon and all of its energy which is used
to deceive all of us. However, phenomenological analysis and

descriptions are still true.

In the Husserlian philosophy, Husserl uses the concepts,
“lllusion” and “hallucination”. He also realizes their deceptive nature.
Even if everything is just a fiction, phenomenological analysis is still true.
Phenomenology just deals with something which is given to
consciousness as being the data of consciousness. “The only thing
absolutely true is what appears as a datum, something given to my

consciousness.” There is the possibility that things may not be as they

% Ibid., p. 43.
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appear to us, but | just know the appearance as the only well known
thing for me. The perceived tree may be just a “hallucination” as an
objectless non-veridical perception, but the appearance of the tree is
always true for me. If phenomenological method merely depends on the
description of how things appear o us and all other things are mere
speculation, then evil demon and its deception are meaningless for
phenomenology. In fact, phenomenological method is just to describe
how things appear to us. Even if everything is just a "common illusion”,
due to the deceptive nature of evil demon, everything which appears to
me, to my consciousness will be true. So, the deceptive nature of evil
demon does not influence phenomenology. If one takes drug which
causes ‘“hallucination”, there will stil be the possibilty of
phenomenology which deals with what appears o the consciousness

regardless of its origin.

It is clear that Husserl has a hidden presupposition about the
power of consciousness, intuitions, especially “essential insight” or
“ideation” which gives the knowledge of “truth-in-itself” as the
knowledge of essences. All intentional acts have the moment of
preseniation and there are two different kinds of experiences or
presentations. The first one is the originary presentation which is
intuition. An infuiion presents an object directly, originally. The
subjective characteristic of this experience is spontaneity. There are two
kinds of intuition, empirical and eidetic. Sensuous object is given via
empirical intuition at the level of contingency, due to the changing
nature of sensuous object. “Essential insight” or “ideation” is means by

which the essence or eidetic structure of an object is diven
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originally. "The intuition of essences is a spontaneous experience, not
l w24

a creative experience as the empiricist believes dogmatically.

The second type of intuition is arbitrary intuition by which the
object is given directly but, by means of an arbitrary activity. It is
production or creation of our own mental activity. One is conscious of
this production. Unlike the intuition of essences, one experiences that
they are constructions. One sees that Husserl relies on the cognitive
ability of each individual consciousness as a presupposition. Unlike
sense infuition, eidetic intuition gives the knowledge of necessary or
apodictic knowledge at the level of necessity. Furthermore, human
consciousness realizes that arbitrary presentations are merely
constructions as being the creation of our mental activity. Husserl
accepts that “essential insight” or “ideation” gives the knowledge of
what is valid, in spite of the changing nature of a sensuous object and
empirical intuition. Phenomenology is possible at the level of necessary

and valid knowledge of essences.

Like Descartes, Husserl deals with consciousness and avoids
unconscious elements. Husserlian philosophy introduces some hidden
cognitive presuppositions. However, if some unconscious elements
influence the consciousness and its working, phenomenology and
eidetic descriptions can be full of unconscious elements. Furthermore,
how can one be sure that there are no unconscious elements at the
level of consciousness which is accepted as absolutely pure and simple?
One cannot be sure about unconscious elements. In fact, whoever is
aware of what is unconscious; it reaches the level of consciousness.
Are there unconscicus elements in the descriptions of eidos?

Furthermore, if evil demon sends all of its energy to mix unconscious

2 ibid., p. 54.
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elements with conscious one without letting us to know i,
phenomenology can mix up with all unconscious elements. In fact, the
influence of the unconscious factors will be examined in the Anti
Transcendental Ego Argumentataions section. in the famous novel of
Balzac, Lilly in the Valley, one sees the Oedipus complex and the
influence of the unconscious elements in the second valley descriptions
of Felix as the possible problem for phenomenological descriptions. In
Marxism, consciousness is determined by the social class of individuals.
If phenomenologist does not provide the proper “disconnexion” and
proper isolation from the “fact world", the phenomenoiogical
descriptions can be under the influence of the social classes as in the
claim of Marx, cultural elements as in the claim of Wittgenstein. Even
the gender dependent perspective of the phenomenologist is possible
for phenomenological descriptions. To escape from all of these
influences, one should cuts his total relation with this world to direct
toward his own consclousness, but this total “disconnexion” will cause
the problem of solipsism which will be used in the Anti Transcendental

Ego Argumentations section.

if Chomsky is right about his claim that every language has an
innate mechanism which is “S is p” structure as a species specific
mechanism of human being, he can use this innate, S is p” structure
for the descriptions of eidos and their eidetic relationships. Even this
structure can cause a linguistic presupposition of an immaterial
Cartesian substance in Descartes, “pure ego” and “transcendental ego”
in Husserl, due to the form of “i think”. “I” may be presupposed as a

linguistic presupposition.

To constitute a presuppotioniess philosophy seems quite difficult,
but it is also necessary to take the first person perspective to examine

the genuine nature of consciousness. Sciences such as neurology,
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cognitive sciences can examine the brain, neurons without
understanding phenomenal qualities of the subjective experiences. The
other main and unavoidable problem of the application of epoché is the
old Cartesian problem of solipsism. If one is just certain about the
content of his consciousness, the problems of solipsism is unavoidable.
Furthermore, there are also old philosophical problems, which need the
fresh formulations such as the problem of personal identity, re-definition
of the human being, nature of consciousness and its re-definition, etc.
To answer these old problems is the “task” of the phenomenology.
Despite of these mentioned problems of epochg, it is the only way for
the “shift of the attitude” in which one leaves the third person
perspective of sciences and fakes the first person perspective for
phenomenology. Furthermore, the first person point of view, which is
provided by the method of doubt in the philosophy of Descartes and the
epoché in the philosophy of Husserl, is the unique way to examine the
genuine nature of consciousness. Epoché changes our attitude toward
what reality is and what consciousness is. Instead of the reality of the
external world, there is the reality of the experiences. Epoché turns
everything into a phenomenon for consciousness. What one certainly
knows is what is carried to the “phenomenological residuum” by means
of epoché, instead of the “fact world”. There is the destruction of the
common sense beliefs about the existence of the “fact world”. Briefly,
epoché is very successful for the “shift” of the attitude™. After this
change, one realizes that the only available and legitimate source of
knowledge is what is given to consciousness which is available from the
first person perspective in the frame of phenomenology. Epoché is the
suitable means to overcome and re-examine the common sense beliefs
and to direct one’s regard to the pure consciousness and its
experiences as the genuine reality. In spite of the presuppositions in the

phenomenology, they are still minimal. In phenomenology, intuition
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which is the only source of knowledge in the consciousness is still
epistemologically prior to all kinds of theories. Husserl accepts “the

principle of all principles”, which is the title of 24th section in Ideas.

But enough of such topsy-turvy theories! No theory we can
conceive can mislead us in regard to the principle of all
principles: that every primordial dator Infuition is a source of
authority (Rechtsquelle) for knowledge, that whatever
presents itself “intuition” in primordial form (as it were in its
bodily reality), is simply fo be accepted as it gives ifself ouf to
be, though only within the limits in which it then presents
itself.?

“Principle of all principles” shows that every originary intuitive
presentation is the legitimizing source of knowledge. “The principle of all
principles” implies that there is the absolute evidence of what is given in
intuition. This totally changes our definition about the reality and
consciousness. These cognitive presuppositions are the basic of
phenomenology. These presuppositions such as the tfransparency of
consciousness, power of intuition, “principle of all principles”, and
potential conscious nature of all kinds of mental events provide a
foundation for phenomenology. These presuppositions will be used in
the Anti Transcendental Ego Argumentations section. | also show that
how epoché causes the problem of solipsism which also will be used in
the Anti Transcendental Ego Argumentations section. | also show how
the world of eidos which can be intuited via eidetic intuition or ideation is
constituted in the consciousness. In this section, | show the “shift of the

attitude” and the “shift” of the perspective from the first person

* Husserl, Edmund, Ideas (translated by W. R. Boyce Gibson), (New York:
Humanities Press), 1869, § 29, p. 90 (in the 5th printing).
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perspective to the third person one. This “shift” of the perspective will
be used to solve the mind-body problem. | will also defend the necessity
of the phenomenology to examine consciousness from the first person

perspective.

Now, we can examine the concepts, seilf, mental acts, body and
their relations in Logical Investigations, Ideas and The Crisis of
European Sciences and Transcendental Phenomenology, after the

“shift” of the attitude and perspective in the frame of phenomenology.
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CHAPTER 2

EXAMINATON OF CONSCIOUSNESS

2.1 Consciousness in Logical Investigations

In the 13th section of the Logical Investigations, Husserl needs
to fix his own terminology to eliminate the “conflicting assumptions” and
“confusing ambiguities”. ® Husserl uses the term, ‘“intentional
experiences”, instead of “psychical phenomenon”™ for better
“accuracy”.”” Husser! stresses that experience must be understood in

the “phenomenological sense”.

The qualifying adjective ‘intentional’ names the essence
common to the class of experiences we wish to mark off, the
peculiarity of infending, of referring to what is objective, in a
prensentative or other analogous fashion *®

Intending is defined in the “sense of especially noticing” or

“attending to something”.*® “The term ‘intention’ hits off the peculiarity of

% Husserl, Edmund, Logical Investigations (franslated by J. N. Findlay), (New York:
The Humanities Press), Vol. 2, 1970, Investigation V, § 13, p. 562.

" Ibid., Investigation V, § 13, p. 562.
* |bid., Investigation V, § 13, p. 562.
% Ibid., Investigation V, § 13, p. 562.
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acts by imagining them to aim at something, and so fits the numerous
cases that are naturally and understandably ranked as cases of
theoretical aiming.”3° After the explanation of the term, intentionality,
Husserl introduces the term, “intentional object”. "An infentional object
need not, however, always be noticed or attended fo.™’

Husserl realizes the “varied ambiguity of the fterm
‘consciousness”™.*? Meanwhile, Husserl uses the concepts which are
“conscious contents” and “conscious experiences”. Husserl analyzes

the three concepts of consciousness.

1. Consciousness as the entire, real (reelle)
phenomenological being of the empirical ego, as the
interweaving of psychic experiences in the unified stream of
consciousness.

2. Consciousness as the inner awareness of one’s own
psychic experiences.

3. Consciousness as a comprehensive designation for
“mental acts”, or “intentional experiences”, of all sorts.*®

Husserl explains that modern psychology defines itself as the

n34

science of “psychic individuals™ which can be considered “as concrete

conscious unities.” ¥ However, the analysis of the consciousness

% |bid., Investigation V, § 13, p. 563.
¥ |bid., Investigation V, § 13, p. 562.
* |bid., Investigation V, § 1, p. 535.
% |bid., investigation V, § 1, p. 535.
% |bid., Investigation V, § 2, p. 536.
% |bid., Investigation V, § 2, p. 536.
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depends on the further analysis of the terms which are “experience”

and “content” in Husserl.

These latter terms, ‘experience’ and ‘content’, mean for the
modern psychologist the real occurrences (Wundt rightly
calls them ‘events’) which, in flux from one moment to the
next, and interconnected and interpenetrating in manifold
ways, compose the real unity — of — consciousness of the
individual mind.*®

Perceptions, acts of conceptual thinking, imaginative and
pictorial presentations, joys, beliefs, hopes, whishes, fear, acts of will,
doubting arise in the consciousness as “experiences” or “content of
consciousness”. “And, with these experiences in their total and concrete
fullness, their component parts and abstract aspects are also
experienced: they are real contents of consciousness.”’

In the second section of Logical Investigations, Husserl claims
that the concept, consciousness can be seen in a purely
phenomenological manner via cutting out all relation with the empirically
real existence such as persons or animals in the nature. In the same
section, Husser! explains the outer perception of the sensory aspect of
colour as the “experienced” or conscious content of “the full perceptual

appearing of the coloured object.”®

% |bid., Investigation V, § 2, p. 536.
37 Ibid., Investigation V, § 2, p. 536.
% |bid., Investigation V, § 2, p. 537.
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The sense — aspect of colour, e.g., which in outer perception
forms a real constitutent of my concrete seeing (in the
phenomenological sense of a visual perceiving or appearing)
is as much an ‘experienced’ or ‘conscious’ content, as is the
character of perceiving, or as the full perceptual appearing of
the coloured object.*

One is aware of the colour sensation. Furthermore, one is also
aware of “the object's objective colouring”. *° Of course, Husser
stresses the subjective elements such as “different standpoint’,
“different interest” of the outer perception. During the outer perception,
an object presents itself as such or an object appears as such. This
appearing is experienced and “interpreted” or “apperceived” via the
“animating interpretation of sensation.”*'Husserl emphasizes the “unity
of consciousness” or “phenomenologically unified stream of
consciousness of an “empirical ego”."* In this quotation, Husserl clearly

accepts the “empirical ego”, in spite of the denial of the “pure ego”.

This merely means that certain contents help to constitute a
unity of consciousness of an empirical ego. This itself is a
real whole, in reality made up of manifold parts, each of
which may be said to be ‘experienced’. It is in this sense that
what the ego or conscious experiences, are its experience:
there is no difference between the experience or conscious
content and the experience itself. What is sensed is, e.g., no
different from the sensation.*®

* 1bid., Investigation V, § 2, p. 537.
“% Ibid., Investigation V, § 2, p. 537.
1 ibid., Investigation V, § 3, p. 539.
2 Ibid., Investigation V, § 3, p. 540.
* Ibid., Investigation V, § 3, p. 540.
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There are the mere experiences in which one cannot separate
what experiences and what is experienced and there is the “empirical
ego” which is the totality of these experiences which constitute a unity

of experiences.

There is an “empirical ego” which is the totality of “ego body” and
“purely mental ego” or “phenomenoclogicaly reduced ego”. Husserl
needs further phenomenological investigation and reflection on

consciousness by separating the “ego body” from the “empirical ego”.

If we cut out the ego-body from the empirical ego, and limit
the purely mental ego to its phenomenological content, the
latter reduces to a unity of consciousness, to a real
experiential complex, which we (i.e. each man for his own
ego) find in part evidently present, and for the rest postulate
on good grounds.**

Husserl “cuts out” the “ego body” from the “empirical ego’. The
“purely mental ego” as the fotality of the phenomenological content

succeeds each other in the unity of consciousness.

The phenomenologically reduced ego is therefore nothing
“peculiar’, floating above many experiences: it is simply
identical with their own interconnected unity. In the nature of
its contents, and the laws they obey, certain forms of
connection are grounded.*®

* Ibid., Investigation V, § 3, p. 541.
* Ibid., Investigation V, § 3, p. 541.
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The “phenomenologically reduced ego” is nothing more than its
experiences. The “phenomenologically reduced ego” is simply identical
with these experiences in this interconnected unity. In other words,
“phenomenologically reduced ego” is the “unified sum total of

content” %6

They run in diverse fashions from content to content, from
complex of contents to complex of contents, till in the end a
unified sum total of content is constituted, which does not
differ from the phenomenologically reduced ego itself.*’

¥ 13

in the Logical Investigations, “consciousness”, “experience” and
“content” are the key words io explain the concept, consciousness.
Meanwhile, Husserl mentions about the “inner consciousness” and ifs
special ability of “inner perception”. The “self-evidence” is attributed to

the inner perception as adequate the perception.

An object is intuitively presented or given as a real (reell) part of
the perceptual experience. In fact, adequate perception can only be the
inner perception. Inner perception is the perception of one’s own

experiences as adequate or evident perception.

Every perception is characterized by the intention of grasping
its object as present, and in propria persona. To this intention
perception corresponds with complete perception, achieves
adequacy, if the object in it is itself actually present, and in
the strict sense present in propria persona, is exhaustively

6 |bid., Investigation V, § 3, p. 541.
7 Ibid., Investigation V, § 4, p. 541.
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apprehended as that which it is, and is therefore itself a real (reell)
factor in our perceiving of it.*®

Husserl stresses that presentations of the content of experiences
are also important. Since, all acts are intentional experiences which
“direct toward” its objects; there is a need for the phenomenology of

presentations.

Mental acts are often called ‘activities of consciousness’,
‘relations of consciousness {o a content (object), and
‘consciousness’ is, in fact, at times defined as a
compighensive expressing covering mental acts of all
sorts.

The nature of consciousness is identified with all kind of mental
acts and its relation fo its consciousness. Meanwhile, Husserl accepts
the ideality of not only species, but also meanings. Meanings have to
be present in meaning-intention which has a certain relation with
intuition. “We have often spoken of the fulfilment of a meaning -
intention through a corresponding intuition, and have said that the
highest form of such fulfiliment was that of self —- evidence.”°
It is quite surprising that Husser! clearly denies the existence of

“pure ego” as a doctrine in some passages of Logical Investigations.

8 Ibid., Investigations V, § 5, p. 542.
% Ivid., Investigations V, § 5, p. 534.
* Ibid., Investigations V, § 5, p. 533.
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These contents have, as contents generally have, their own law-
bound ways of coming together, of losing themselves in more
comprehensive unities, and, in so far as they thus become
and are one, the phenomenological ego or unity of
consciousness is already constituted, without need of an
additional, peculiar ego-principle which supports all contents
and unites them all once again. Here as elsewhere it is not
clear what such a principle would effect.”’

Husserl denies the “pure ego”. In fact, “empirical ego’ is
identified with the “psychic subject.”* “Phenomenologically reduced
ego” remains after the reduction. Phenomenological reduction causes
the “seif-enclosed”®® and “temporally growing unity of the stream of
experience”. ®* In this stream of experience, one experiences the
phenomenon or “psychic phenomenon” which is defined as “appearing
object as such.” The object is defined by giving its essential nature.
Among these definitions, one can mention that “the object is a
conscious datum”, the object “is in consciousness” or it “is immanent to

consciousness.”®

In the ego definition of Husserl in Logical Investigations, ego is
not more than the “conscious unity” or the “contemporary bundle of
experiences”. These explanations remind the bundle theory of mind in
which mind is defined as the perceptual content on the basis of the

denial of the Cariesian ego in the philosophy of Hume.

5 )bid., Investigation V, § 4, pp. 541-542.
%2 |bid., Investigation V, § 6, p. 545.

% |bid., Investigation V, § 6, p. 545.

* Ibid., Investigation V, § 6, p. 545.

% |bid., Investigation V, § 11, p. 557.

% Ibid., Investigation V, § 12, p. 560.
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This is quite obvious since the ego is either no more than the
‘conscious unity’, or ‘contemporary bundle’, of experiences,
or, in a more natural empirically — real {realer) perspective,
the continuous thing — like unity, constituted in the unity of
consciousness as the personal subject of our experiences,
the ego whose mental states these experiences are, that
performs the intention, percept, or judgment in question.””

Briefly, Husserl accepts that he is not able to find a primitive ego

as the “necessary center of relations”. The only thing he finds is the

“empirical ego” and “its empirical relations to its own experiences”.

I must frankly confess, however, that | am quite unable to
find this ego, this primitive, necessary center of relations. The
only thing | can take note of, and therefore perceive, are the
empirical ego and its empirical relations to its own
experiences, or to such external objects as are receiving
special attention at the moment, while much remains,
whether ‘without’ or ‘within’, which has no such relation to the

ego.%

One is aware of the “empirical ego” in his daily experiences.
Since, one does not get any difficulty to understand the “empirical ego”,
he perceives the “empirical ego” as the perception of external things.
“Self-perception of the “empirical ego” is, however, a daily business,
which involves no difficuity for understanding. We perceive the ego, just
as we perceive on external thing.”>® Husserl tries to constitute a
presuppotionless philosophy. There is the demand of a “psychology

without a soul” by leaving all metaphysical presuppositions about soul.

7 Ibid., Investigation V, § 12, p. 561.
*® Ibid., Investigation V, § 8, p. 550.
* Ibid., Investigation V, § 8, p. 551.
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Husserl mentions about two group philosophers. One group of
philosophers is Hobbes, Descartes and Locke. The other group of

philosophers is Berkeley and Hume.

The doctrine of Berkeley and Hume, which reduces
phenomenal bodies to bundles of ideas, fails to do justice to
the fact that, even if the elementary ideas in these bundles
are psychically realizable, the bundle itself, the intended
complexes of element, are never present in real fashion
(Reell gegenwérﬁg) in any human consciousness and never
will be.*

These theories are called as “phenomenalistic theories” in which
one does not make a distinction between “appearance” (Erscheinung)

as intentional experience and the apparent object.

It is the fundamental defect of phenomenalistic theories that
they draw no distinction between appearance (Erscheinung)
as intentional experience, and the apparent object (the
subject of the objective predicates), and therefore identify the
experienced complex of sensation with the complex of
objective features.®!

Despite of some differences in the philosophy of Hume and
Husserl, there are some similarities in the philosophy of Husserl in
Logical Investigations with the bundle theory of mind in the philosophy

of Hume. Bundle theory of mind owes its name from the philosophy of

% Ipid., Investigation V, § 7, p. 546.
® Inid., Investigation V, § 7, p. 546.

40



Hume who describes the self as nothing more than a bundle or
collection of different perceptions. This bundle or collection of different
perceptions succeeds each other with an inconceivable rapidity in a
perpetual flux and movement. In fact, Hume defines this theory against
the second Mediation of the Cartesian philosophy in which Descartes
defines that experiences belong to an immaterial substance. Hume is
clearly against the existence and continuity of the self. Hume considers
that if one accesses his mental states via introspection, he can merely
find thoughts, sensations, emotions and nothing more than them, not an
immaterial substance. Hume also considers that Cartesian self is a

mere myth.

Hume claims that Cartesian philosophy gives an independent
ontological status to the ego as immaterial thinking substance which
does not have an independent ontological status in reality. There is a
category mistake in which soul gains an independent ontological status.
Hume gives the famous example of France to show the Cariesian

category mistake.

Hume claims that all kind of reasoning about matter of fact
depends on the relation between cause and effect. By means of this

relation, one can go beyond the evidence of his memory and senses.

If you were to ask a man, why he believes any matter of fact,
which is absent, for instance that his friend is in the country,
or FRANCE; he would give you a reason; and this reason
would be some other fact; as a letter received from him, or
the knowledge of his former resolutions and promises.*

%2 Hume, David, An Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding (edited with an
introduction by Charles W. Hendel), 1955, (U.S.A: The Liberal Arts Press), § iV, p.
24.
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By using mind and France analogy, Hume claims that there is
no France as independent from land, its citizens. Similarly, there is no
mind or ego which is more or different from perceptions. In fact, all of
these reasoning go beyond the evidence of perception and memory.
Briefly, Husserl clearly denies the existence of the “pure ego” in his
initial position. In Ideas, he will accept the “pure ego” as a result of the
further phenomenological reflections. These explanations about pure
consciousness will be re-examined and used in the Anti Transcendental

Ego Argumentations section.

2.2 Consciousness in Ideas

In Ideas, Husserl defines two kinds of pure consciousness. One
of these definitions is that “pure consciousnesses” is the “residuum” of
the "transcendental attitude”. The other is that “pure consciousness” of
the “natural atfitude” is the worldly aftitude of scientists. This pure
consciousness is ‘interwoven” with the natural world in the

consciousness of some man or beast.

Individual consciousness is interwoven with the natural
world in a fwofold way: it is some man’s consciousness, or
that of some man or beast, and in large number at least of
its particularizations it is a consciousness of this world, what
is meant by saying that consciousness has an essence “of
its own” that with other consciousness it constitutes a self-
contained connexion determined purely through this, ifs
own essence, the connexion determined purely through this,
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its own essence, the connexion, namely, of the stream of
consciousness.®

Epoché excludes or brackets the real world and such kind of
reduction opens a clean and pure “transcendental residuum” which is
pure consciousness. The objects of the world are real. However, pure
consciousness includes pure experiences which are reel. The world is
constituted or re-constituted as the intentional object of experiences.
Unlike feelings and sensations which are non-intentional experiences,
other experiences such as perceptions, thoughts, etc are intentional

experiences.

Epoché provides the “phenomenological disconnexion” through
which absolute unigueness of nature remains unaffected as it is. Pure
consciousness is a “phenomenological residuum” which opens a field of
new science which is the science of phenomenology. In this
“phenomenological residuum”, the world is constituted or re-constituted

as it is without destruction.

In these studies we go so far is needed to furnish the full
insight at which we have been aiming, to wit, that
consciousness in itself has a being of its own which in its
absolute uniqueness of nature remains unaffected by the
phenomenological disconnexion.®*

% Husser), Edmund, /deas (translated by W. R. Boyce Gibson), (New York:
Humanities Press), 1976, § 39, p. 126.

® Ioid., § 33, p. 113.
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All experiences, constituted intentional objects and meanings
are immanent. However, the objects of the world which is outside the

consciousness are franscendent.

Self as “pure ego” in Ideas: Human being {(empirical ego)
includes ego body and phenomenological ego. Before epoché, every
experience or cogifo presupposes the existence of the
phenomenological ego. Epoché opens a pure clean area or pure
consciousness as a “residuum” in which “empirical ego” is excluded.
One can ask that whether “pure ego” is also excluded or retained within
the “transcendental residuum” or not. “For what can remain over when
the whole world is bracketed, including ourselves and all our thinking
(cogitare)?”® Husserl clearly answers this question by retaining “pure

ego” which involves the paradox, “transcendencey within immanency”.

if as residuum of phenomenological suspension of the world
and the empirical subjectivity that belongs to it there
remains a “pure ego”’ (a fundamentally different one, then,
for each separate stream of experiences), a quite peculiar
transcendence simultaneously presents itself — a non-
constituted transcendence — a [franscendence in
immanence.®® o :

The “pure ego” is retained as a “residuum” which is not an
experience. It neither arises nor disappears with the experience. Before

epocheé, every experience in the form of cogitafio (thought) has the

% bid., § 33, p. 112.
® Jbid., § 57, p. 173.
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form of cogito which is *I think” which presupposes the existence of the

phenomenological ego.

let us reduce till we reach the stream of pure
consciousness. In reflexion every cogifafio on being carried
out takes the explicit form cogifo. Does it lose this form
when we make use of a transcendental reduction.®’

Despite of epoché, “pure ego” is preserved as a “residuum’
which is in and beyond the flux of manifold experiences. “Pure ego”

survives as a “franscendental residuum”.

So much is clear from the outset, that after carrying this
reduction through, we shall never stumble across the “pure
ego” as an experience among others within the flux of
manifold experiences which survives as transcendental
residuum; nor shall we meet it as a constitutive bit of
experience appearing with the experience of which it is an
integral part and again disappearing.®®

The “pure ego” is defined as self-identical, despite of the
changes of experiences. “This visual ray changes with every cogifo,
shooting forth a fresh with each new one as it comes and disappearing

with it. But the ego remains self-identical.”®

* \bid., § 57, p. 172.
* \bid., § 57, p. 172.
* \bid., § 57, p. 172.
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According to Husserl, every cogifatio can change, can came
and go in principle. “Pure ego” is absolutely self identical and it is

“necessarily” and “permanently” there as a “transcendental residuum”.

“Pure ego” is fundamentally different from the stream of
experience as a “franscendental residuum”. There is a quite “peculiar’
transcendence of the “pure ego”. Briefly, transcendental reduction
excludes the “empirical ego” without eliminating “pure ego” which is
self-identical as a “phenomenological residuum”. The “pure ego”
belongs to each experience and vice-versa. “Pure ego” consists of pure
experiences within the immanency. However, it is still franscendent in a

*peculiar” sense. It is neither an experience nor a part of it.

Briefly, Husserl accepts “pure ego” in Ideas. In The Crisis of
Furopean Sciences and Transcendental Phenomenology, he accepts
the “transcendental ego” as a result of the constant and further usage of
“transcendental reduction”. The examination of the “pure ego” and the
paradox, “transcendency witin immanency” will be used among the
reasons to deny the “pure ego” in the Anti Transcendental Ego
Argumentations section. Now, | will examine the concepts, mental acts,
self and body in The Crisis of European Sciences and Transcendental

FPhenomenology.

2.3 Consciousness in The Crisis of European Sciences and

Transcendental Phenomenology

One of the main “tasks” of phenomenology is to answer what the
genuine nature of human being is. Husserl separates the attitudes as
the attitude focused upon nature and “personalistic attitude” to answer

this question in the Appendix lil.

46



Attitude toward nature, which is not naturalistic: If we now speak
of different experiential attitude on the ground of natural world,
we must distinguish: () the attitude focused upon nature, in
this case experienced nature, upon mere things, or abstractly
upon animals' bodies or cultural objects as mere things (2)
personalistic attitude: attitude focused upon persons or upon
human beings as persons.”®

In The Crsis of European Sciences and Transcendental
Phenomenology, one uses the “transcendental reduction” on the human
being to abstract the moments of the human being. If one uses the
Husserlian terminology, there is the awareness of the “transcendental
ego “at the highest self-reflection”’. There is a “constant reflexity”’ by
which human being applies the “transcendental reduction” to him
constantly. “[The awareness] that this is the case itself belongs to the
domain of philosophical knowledge at the level of highest self-reflection.
Only through this constant reflexity is a philosophy universal
knowledge.”"

One of the great “transcendental discoveries” is the realization of
the 'transcendental ego” (apodictic ego) as a result of the
“transcendental reduction”. The other important “transcendental
discovery” is that the “empirical ego” or "human ego” as “previously
naive ego” is identical with the “transcendental ego” in the “mode of

naive hiddenness”.” In other words, “empirical ego” and “human ego” is

7 Ibid., Appendix {ll, p. 326.
™ Ibid., Appendix 1, p. 291.
2 Ibid., Appendix I, p. 291.
® Ibid., Appendix I, p. 291.

“The concept, “naive hiddenness” is deliberately used by Husserl to show that
psychological and “transcendental ego” is identical, one and ithe same, but to
realize it depends on the “transcendental reduction” on the human being. See
Husserl Edmund in The Crisis of European Sciences and Transcendental
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identical with the “transcendental ego”. However, this identity relation

can be realized by means of “transcendental reduction”.

According to Husserl, the transcendental philosophy depends on
the proper self-understanding of the human being. There is the
necessity for a clear and genuine sense of “transcendental turn” which
is possible with the “transcendental reduction”. There are no self-
evident and apodictic truths in the form of unguestioned, supposedly

i

quite obvious presuppositions. Therefore, “...what is supposedly

obvious is questioned, the theories are criticized for this, and this

"5 It is clear that transcendental

creates the stimulus for new attempts.
theories have difficulties to explain the human being. So, there must be

a change in the “common sense” perspective.

... Transcendental theories imply corresponding difficulties of
understanding and that people are foo lazy to overcome them.
So much is correct, that any transcendental philosophy must,
and with essential necessity, create extraordinary difficulties
for the natural man's understanding-for “common sense” —
and thus for all of us, since we cannot avoid having to rise
from the natural ground to the transcendental region’.

Husserlian “psychophysical dualism” 7 depends on a rich
phenomenology of our awareness of body and mind. In fact, human
sou! or psyche is embodied within a body which can be called as

“psychophysical dualism”. So, consciousness and body are the two

Phenomenology (translated by David Carr), (Evanston Northwestern University
Press), 1973, § 59, p. 210.

8 ibid., § 57, p. 198.
™8 Ibid., § 57, p. 200.
7 Ibid., Appendix [, p. 202.
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aspects of one and the same human being. There is numerically one
and the same person who has got various aspects. According to
Husserl, there must be a transcendental philosophy which must be
freed from all “paradoxes”. There is a “difficult”,”® even “paradoxical’™®
relation between psychology and transcendental philosophy, because
of the “paradoxical” identity relation between “psychological ego”
(empirical ego) and “transcendental ego”. In fact, the history of
psychology is merely the history of crisis which is the basic thesis of the
Husserlian philosophy in The Crisis of European Sciences and
Transcendental Phenomenology. Husserl tries o constitute a “universal
transcendental philosophy” or phenomenology “through the deepest
sort of reflection upon itself”. ¥ For the radical and genuine
transcendental philosophy, one should avoid from all kind of
“paradoxes”. During the investigation of the origin of the crisis in
psychology, Husserl examines the “task” and the origin of the
psychology. “The task set for modern psychology, and taken over by it,
was fo be a science of psychophysical realities, of men and animals as
unitary beings, through divided into two real strata.”’

Psychology which is the science of “psychophysical realities”
suppose that the aspects of the soul as objective, “true being-in-itself"®
are already known or it will be known like all kinds of theoretical thinking

and natural sciences.

™ Ibid., p. 203.

™ This paradoxical relationship is emphasized at the beginning of the 58th section.
See Husserl Edmund, The Crisis of European Sciences and Transcendental
Phenomenology (translated by David Carr), (Evanston: Northwestern University
Press), 1973, p. 203.

% Ibid., Appendix 1, p. 204.
" 1bid., Appendix 1, p. 204.
%2 fbid., Appendix |, p. 204.
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Here all theoretical moves on the ground of the taken-for-granted,
pregiven world of experience, the world of natural life; and
theoretical interest is simply directed as a special case to one
of the real aspects of it, the souls, while the other aspect is
supposed to be already known, or is yet to be known, by the
exact natural sciences according to its objective, true being-
in-itself.®®

“/Aldmired model,”® natural sciences, especially physics cause
that psychology is “burdened” with its “tasks” as being parallel to
physics. Husserl claims that such kind of parallelization is “absurd”.®®

Thus psychology was burdened in advance with the task of
being a science parallel [to physics] and with the conception
that the soul — its subject matter — was something real in a
sense similar to corporeal nature, the subject matter of
natural science.®®

In the Husserlian philosophy, the bodily aspect is divided into two
aspects which are called as “physical body” (Kérper) and the "living
body”®” (Leib). Whatever is material can be perceived one sidedly,
inadequately as “what and how of the manners of givenness” from the

third person perspective. However, one reflects on himself in the

8 |bid., Appendix I, p. 204.

8 Natural sciences are accepted as "admired model” of psychology which does not
fulfill its “task” to deal with psyche, due to this admiration. See Husserl, Edmund in
The Crisis of European Sciences and Transcendental Phenomenology (transiated
by David Carr), (Evanston: Northwestern University Press), 1973, § 60, p. 212,

% |bid., § 62, p. 215.
% Ibid., § 60, p. 212.
¥ |bid., § 60, pp. 211-212.
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“manner of ego-centeredness’ ® by means of ‘ranscendental
reduction” from the first person perspective. Husserl claims that
“le]veryone experiences the embodiment of souls in original fashion

only in his own case.”®®

As |, philosophizing, reflect in pure consistency upon
~myself as the constantly functioning ego throughout the
alteration of experiences and the arising out of them, as
the ego having consciousness of the world and dealin
with the world consciously through these experiences...*

One is consciously aware of the life world with all its chancing
representational contents (Vorsfellungsgehalfen). Meanwhile, one

b

realizes the identity between “psychological ego” and
“transcendental ego”. In fact, human being is a “transcendental
ego, but he is not conscious of this in a particular attitude which is
the naive attitude or “natural attitude” as “one-sided”, closed
perspective which depends on the certain habitual one-sidedness
of the “natural attitude”. Once before, there was an “unbroken
naiveté” ®' However, this naivety is broken through the method’ of
“transcendental reduction” and its constant application. In fact,
“pure ego” was hidden, due to this naiveté. Meanwhile, one
realizes that psychological ego and “transcendental ego” is
identical as two dependent aspects of one and the same person. ‘|

know through my phenomenological studies that |, the previously

® 1bid., Appendix I, p. 204.
* Ibid., § 62, p. 217.
® 1bid., Appendix I, p. 204.
 Ibid., § 50, p. 209.
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naive ego, was none other than the franscendental ego in the
w02

mode of naive hidings. ..
This unavoidable identity between “psychological ego” and “pure
ego” is “paradoxical” and “difficult” to understand. In fact, i is

“incomprehensible” %

Nevertheless, psychology and transcendental philosophy are
allied with each other in a peculiar and inseparable way,
namely, in virtue of the alliance of difference and identity-
which is no longer an enigma for us, but has been clarified-
between the psychological ego (the “human ego”, that is,
made worldy in the spatiotemporal world) and the
transcendental ego, its ego-life, and its accomplishment.®*

There is a “difference and identity” relation between
“psychological ego” and “pure ego” as the cause of the “paradox” which
must be solved in the frame of phenomenology. During the “constant
reflexity” on a person, he will realize that “psychological ego”, “human
ego” and “pure ego” are aspects of the numerically one and the same
person. There is an attitude change of the person toward himself. There
are “continuing acquisitions” of the “transcendental ego”. Meanwhile,
Husserl examines the essence of the mind. He explains that this

essence cannot refer to a “mystical ‘metaphysical’ essence”.®® This

2 Ipid., § 59, p. 210.

% Incomprehensibility of this identity is delfiberately claimed to show the necessity of
the “transcendental reduction”. See Husserl, Edmund, The Crisis of European
Sciences and Transcendental FPhenomenology, (translated by David Carr),
{Evanston: Northwestern University Press), 1973, § 57, p. 202.

* Ibid., Appendix |, p. 205.
% |bid, § 60, p. 213.
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essence refers to “...one’s own being-in-oneself and for-oneself which,

after all, is accessible to the inquiring, reflecting ego through so-called

‘inner’ or’ self-perception’ "%

An original reflective question is now directed toward what
and how souls — first of all human souls — are in the world,
the life world, i.e., how they “animate” physical living bodies,
how they are localized in space — time, how each one “lives”
psychically in having “consciousness” of the world in which it
lives and is conscious of living; how each one experiences
“its” physical body, not merely in general, as a particular
physical body, but in a quite peculiar way as “living body” as
a system of its “organs” which it moves as an ego (in holding
sway over them); how it thus “takes a hand” in its consciously
given surrounding world as “I strike” 1 push”, “I lift” this and
that, etc.®’

Souls are embodied within bodies in the life-world as being
“Jocalized in space-time” by showing the qualities of the spatio-temporal
material things such as causality, being influenced from gravity, etc.
Soul or psyche “animates” the body which becomes a living body (Leib),
instead of physical body (Kérper). The soul of the human being is not
“res extansae” ®® but it is still real in the sense of bodies, due to their
relatedness to the bodies. By this way, the “animated” physical body
turns into living body which has some special abilities. The living body

(Leib) is defined by intentional attributes, volition and kinesthesis,

* |bid, § 60, p. 213.
% 1bid., § 60, pp. 211-212.

® This concept is deliberately used to show that soul, res cogitans is completely
different from res extansa by showing some immaterial, irreducible qualities by
Husserl, Edmund in The Crisis of European Sciences and Transcendental
Phenomenology (translated by David Carr), (Evanston: Northwestern University
Press), 1973, § 61, p. 215.
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besides the material attributes. Living body can be moved by will and
one can be aware of its movement kinestically. All of these explanations
show that how souls are pre-given in the life-world and how one
experiences what the essence of the soul is as a result of the

“transcendental reduction”.

“Husserl claims that “[I] myself, as transcendental ego
“constitutes” the world, and at the same time, as soul, | am a human
ego in the world.” “Transcendental ego” defines itself as the “ultimate
ego-pole”.'®

“Transcendental ego” ‘lifts” itself from its all kinds of “self-
apprehension” such as its “human self-apperception”, ‘“world

apperceptions”. In fact, physical body, living body, even “psychological
1”101

» i

ego’”, “psyche” or “sou is “over and against” the “transcendental

ego’.
“Transcendental ego” is still somehow transcendent fo its acts
and objects, due to its ontological difference. “Transcendental ego” can

be defined as the subject of all kinds of intentional acts.

“Transcendental ego’ defines itself as constituting and
philosophizing ego who constantly applies to the “transcendental
reduction”. During the “constant reflexity”, there is the highest level of
self-reflection or maximal intensity of the “transcendental reduction”

39,

which lets us to now not only the “transcendental ego”’, but also its
paradoxical identity relation with the “empirical” or “psychological ego”.

All of these “transcendent acquisitions” are important for the “proper

* Ibid., § 57, p. 202.
190 1hid., § 58, p. 206.
" 1bid., § 60, p. 211.
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understanding” of the human being in phenomenology. These
explanations will be re-analyzed and used in the Anti Transcendental

Ego Argumentations section.

2.4 The Third Person Perspective

Introspection lets one to access his own mental states or
processes directly, - immediately and privately. It depends on the
observation of mental processes from the first person perspective which
is the only possible and proper way to understand mental processes. In
Logical Investigations or the initial position of Husserl, pure
consciousness is disembodied and non-egologic. It is accessible
through reflective introspection and the first person perspective, not the
third person one. In the initial position of Husserl, mind consists of the
totality of one’s mental processes which can be known by means of
reflective introspection as a subjective method. However, sciences
prefer the third person perspective to explain the real nature of mental
processes in an objective way. This objective method depends on the
publicly observable circumstances from the third person perspective.

There is the intersubjective agreement in the third person perspective.

2.5 Materialist Theories of Mind

There are different materialist theories of mind. Logical
behaviorism is the first theory of mind which ignores, even denies the
inner aspect or qualia of our mental states. For example; to have a pain
is not merely a matter of being inclined to moan, to wince, to take an

aspirin, etc. In fact, pain has an intrinsic qualitative nature which can be
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accessed by means of infrospection. In fact, this theory depends on

the publicly observable circumstances and behavior.

One of the materialist theories is the identity theory or reductive
materialism which claims that mental states are the physical states of
the brain. In other words, all kinds of mental processes or mental states
are identical with some type of physical states or processes within the
brain or central nervous system. Identity theory is a reductionist
tendency in which one claims the identity of mental states with brain

states.

Eliminative materialism denies the existence of consciousness
and all kinds of mental processes or conscious experiences which are
kinds (types) such as belief, desire, pain, perception and instances of

these kinds.

Understanding these mental kinds depends on consciousness.
To understand the pain, one should realize the pain consciously. It is
certain that materialist theories are unable to explain the phenomenal
qualities of mental states. This is the problem of gualia which can be
used to criticize all kinds of materialist theories. Eliminative materialism
merely denies the existence of qualia to overcome the problem.
However, phenomenal qualites or gqualia are undeniable. The
knowledge of qualia depend on the first person perspective as
subjective method. Functionalism also claims that mental states can be
shared by physically dissimilar systems such as human being,
computers, Martians. All kinds of materialist theories depend on the
third person perspective or objective method. However, phenomenology
is a suitable way to explain such kind of conscious events which cannot

be explained by materialist theories.
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2.6 Arguments of Sartre against Transcendental Ego

Sartre considers that Descartes makes the “error of
substance™® in his analysis of “the pre-reflective cogifo™.'®® He claims
that “[nJow the cogifo never gives out anything other than what we ask
of it."'® He continues that “Descartes questioned it concerning its
functional aspect-‘/ doubt, | think” And because he wished to pass
without a conducting thread from this functional aspect to existential
dialectic, he felt into the error of substance.”'®

There cannot be a ‘“transcendental ego”. | am a state of
consciousness (a pour soi rather than an en soji). “It is often said that
the act of reflection alters the fact of consciousness on which it is
directed.”'® Sartre makes a distinction between “reflective” and “non-

» 07 “Transcendental ego” causes an

ontological difference from “each erlebnisse” '®® , because of this

reflective consciousness.

“reflective” and “non-reflective consciousness” distinction. Sartre claims
that the first condition of all reflection is “the pre-reflective cogito”. He
also claims that “[tJhis cogifo, to be sure, does not posit an object; it
remains within consciousness.”® He also stresses the epistemological
priority of “reflective consciousness”. “But it is nonetheless homologous

with the reflective cogifo since it appears as the first necessity for non-

2 Sartre, Paul, Being and Nothingness (translated by Hazel E. Barnes), (New York:
Routiedge), 1989, p. 73.

% ibid., p. 73.
% Ibid., p. 73.
"% 1bid., p. 73.
"% Ibid., p. 74.
" 1bid., p. 74.
% Ibid., p. 74.
1% Ibid., p. 74.
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reflective consciousness to be seen by itself.”"'® “The law of being of
for-itself, as the ontological foundation of consciousness, is to be itseif

in the form of presence to itself.”""’

As a conclusion, he denies the “transcendental ego” on the basis
of these claims about consciousness. The success of Sartre depends
on the usage of certain concepts which are “pre-reflective cogifo” which
shows the Cartesian form of “l think”, before the reflection. The other
important concept is the “reflective consciousness” and “non-reflective
consciousness” distinction which causes ontological difference among
them. These concepts will be used in the Anti Transcendental Ego

Argumentations section.

2.7 Being and Having Distinction in Gabriel Marcel

In Being and Having, Gabriel Marcel makes a distinction between
“being” and “having” (having-as-possession). Human being combines
“peing” and “having” intimately in his own reality. Unlike other bodily
things, my own body is not an instance of “having”. It belongs to my
being and it helps to constitute what | am distinct from what | have.
Marcel makes a distinction between “what we have” and “what we

» 112

are “What we have obviously presents an appearance of external

reality to ourselves. But it is not an absolute externality.”’’> When we

1 |bid., p. 74.
U bid., p. 77.

2 Marcel, Gabriel, Being and Having, (New York: Harper & Row Publishers), 1965, p.
155.

15 |hid., p. 155.
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commit suicide,"™* we kill ourselves as if they are something which we
have or as if they are things. However, who refuses to kill himself does
not recognize a right to do so. According fo Marcel, he does not belong
to himself. This person knows the mysterious relation between the self
and ourself. At this level, one recognizes what is irreducible which

changes the attitude toward consciousness.

He also claims that what we have are things in principle as being
“exterior” to its possessor, ‘independent of me”. ''° Is my body
something which | have? “In the first place, can my body as such be
called a thing?”'"® The answer of this question is quite complicated. In
fact, “if | treat it as a thing, what is this ‘I' which so treats it?"'"" As a

(13

conclusion, he claims that “we end up with the formula: My body is (an
object), | am Nothing.”'"® In other words, “[ijdealism has one further
source: it can declare that | am the act which posits the objective reality
of my body.”""® Therefore, “[tjhe difference between this sort of idealism
and pure materialism amounts almost nothing.”"*®

“! have a body” means “I am conscious of my body’ and
“something exists which can be called my body”. He claims that “[I] can
only express myself in so far as | can become someone else to

myself.""?' We can only express ourselves in terms of “having”. He also

" This example is given by Marcel. See Marcel, Gabriel, Being and Having, (New

York: Harper & Row Publishers), 1965, p. 155.
' bid., p. 155.
" |bid., p. 155.
"7 bid., p. 156.
"8 |bid., p. 156.
" |bid., p. 156.
2 |bid., p. 156.
2 |bid., p. 161.
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continues that “[t]he statement ‘I have’ can only be made over against
another which is felt to be other.”*** The duality of possessor and
possessed is lost in a living reality. In other words, | consider myself
from the point of view of another as having certain characteristics, “but |
do not separate myself from this other except after having first implicitly
identified myself with him.”"® There is a tension between “Same” and
the “Other” which is in the world of “having”. There is the “specialization”,
“specification” and “partial alienation” of the self. The desirable position
is “a manner to have without having”.'**
This position can be called as a situation in which “l conceive
myself as having in myself.”'*® So, the distinction between externality

and internality seems difficult.'?®

 There is the recognition of an irreducible. There is also the
recognition of something which is beyond this irreducible. Such kind of
duality belongs to the “nature of man’s metaphysical condition”. '?
Fallen human being cannot properly define and explain what this
irreducible is. “This deficiency is essentially a kind of Enértia, but apt to
turn info a sort of negative activity, and it cannot be eliminated.”'?®
However, to recognize what is irreducible is our task. For human being,
one can mention the presence of the mystery as the foundation of his

being, apart from his nothingness as the subject matter of religion, art

22 1bid., p. 161.
123 Ibid., p. 161.
4 ibid., p.162.
125 |bid., p. 161.

28 This is one of the main claims of Marcel. See Marcel, Gabriel, Being and Having,
(New York: Harper & Row Publishers), 1965, p. 161.

127 |bid., p. 174.
128 |bid., p. 174.
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and metaphysics. The subject of the Cartesian cogifo is the
epistemological subject. The self is “simply presupposed”. ' As a
conclusion, he claims that “I am recognizing that the whole reflexive
process remains within a certain assertion which | am-rather than which
| pronounce-an assertion of which | am the place, and not the

subject.”!*

The success of Marcel is the realization of what is irreducible. He
also claims that to realize what is irreducible is the “task”. In fact, this
realization totally changes the definition of consciousness and human
being. One of the main claims of the thesis is also to show the
importance of this realization and to define it as a "task”. Marcel also
realizes the “partial alienation” of the self with a great success. | also
explain the self alienation of the “transcendental ego” as a resulit of the
abstraction of the “transcendental ego” and the alienation of the human
being from the outside world as a result of epoché which also causes
solipsism in the frame of Husserlian phenomenology. The possible
solution of mind-body distinction depends on solipsism from the first
person perspective, not third person one in the frame of
phenomenology. These claims will be used in the Anti Transcendental

Ego Argumentations section.

2.8 The Comments of David Bell

David Bell defines the concept, solipsism on the basis of the

n131

“priority”, “independence™’®’ of mental acts, states of individuals in the

2 jid,, p. 171.
B \bid., p. 171.
131 Bell, David, Husserl, (New York: Routledge), 1991, p. 156.
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weak sense. He also defines solipsism as the claim “I alone exist or

am known to exist.”"** So, there are no other minds in the strong sense.

Since, solipsistic idealism depends on the “singular or of the first
person pronoun” such as “I”, “me” and “what is mine”, Bell claims that
Husserl's The Crisis of the European Sciences and Transcendental
phenomenology and Wittgenstein's Philosophical Investigations depend
on “non-solipsistic, transcendental idealism”." It is clear that “non-

kel 14

solipsistic idealism” depends on the usage of “us”, “ours” and “we” in
The Crisis of European Sciences and Transcendental Phenomenology

and Philosophical Investigations.

The other successful comment of Bell depends on the realization
of the paradoxical relation between psychology and transcendental
phenomenology. During the “performance of the reduction”,'** one must
bracket all judgments and beliefs about the physical world which is
studied by natural sciences, including psychology. Psychology deals
with “conscious beings”, “minds”, “mental events” and “conscious
states”. The difficulty and paradox is that the existence of conscious
states, contents of consciousness should be “set aside” as the subject
matter of psychology. Then, Bell claims that ego and its ego-life remain
as they are. He claims that there is an apparent “contradiction”.’* Bell
claims that “we are told that reference to our own mental acts is
forbidden, but also that it is manotory.”'>® The only possible resolution
of the contradiction is to accept either 1 or 2 of the following claims. If 1

is true, 2 is false and vice-versa.

" Ibid., p. 156.
' Ibid., p. 1586.
* Ibid., p. 167.
%5 Ibid., p. 167.
3¢ Ibid., p. 167.
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1- Reference to myself, my mental acts and their contents is

outlawed by the transcendental reduction,

2- Reference to myself, my mental acts and their contents is aff

that is allowed by the transcendental reduction.'®

Bell realizes that “transcendental ego” is not a part of the world.
“Empirical ego” is alsc not a part of the “transcendental world". Bell
denies the “transcendental ego” which is the name of “...some entity
distinct from the “empirical ego™. '*® “.. [T]ranscendental ego is merely
the “empirical ego”, or mind which is viewed transcendenially.” 139
Besides their “explanatory task”,'*® “transcendental ego” and “pure ego”
“perform no work”."! Bell also shows the development of Husserl's
thought in which he denies the existence of the “pure ego”’, then he
accepts its existence. Bell claims that this change is nominal, not
substantial. He claims that “...Husser! does not posit the existence of
any substance or individual that is distinct from, but the owner or
subject of, mental acts.”**? He considers that “the transcendental ego is
indistinguishable from ‘the processes making up his life™."* Briefly, Bell
defends “no-ownership”, “no-subject” doctrines of the seif. There is no
subject, bearer or owner of mental acts different from the acts

themselves.

37 Ihid., p. 168.
3% 1bid., p. 170.
132 1bid., p. 170.
40 tbid., p. 170.
! bid., p. 170.
2 1bid., p. 204.
3 Ibid., p. 204.
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Bell is very successful about the paradoxical identity relation
among psychology and phenomenology. However, there is the problem
in the definition of psychology. He also cannot realize and solve the
problem of paradoxical identity relation between “psychological ego”

and “transcendental ego”.

2.9 Noema and Noesis

First of all, one should examine the formulation of the problem
about identity on the basis of the distinction between sense (Sinn) and
reference (Bedeutung). When one utters an identity sentence, “Venus is
the morning star”, one wishes to express that both “Venus” and “the
morning star” name the same thing, a certain celestial object. However,
when one accepts meaning of an expression as its reference, a
paradox arises. It is quite obvious that these sentences “a = 2" and “a =
b” have different meanings. For example, “The morning star is identical
with the morning star” is the instance of “a = a”. It is analytic and truism.
However, “The morning star is identical with evening star” is an instance
of “a = b”. It is synthetic and it provides a valuable extension of our
knowledge. If a and b are the same object, it will be quite difficult to
explain how these two sentences have different cognitive content or

meaning.

Frege concludes that one must make a distinction between the
meaning (Sinn) of a term and its reference (Bedeutung). The signs
which are “the morning star” and “the evening star” denote the same
referent which is the planet Venus. However, these two expressions
have different meaning, sense (Sinn) or connotation. When one utters

that “The evening star is identical with the morning star”, it gives new
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information about the identity of “the evening star” and “the morning
star”. However, “The morning star is identical with the moming star” is
analytic and uninformative. Both of these expressions not only denote
the same object (Venus), but also the same sense or meaning. Frege
rejects the principle that two expressions are synonymous if and only if
they denote the same object. Similarly, to say something about noema
is to say something about noesis in language which focuses on
meaning rather than the act on the basis of the distinction between
reference (Bedeutung) and meaning (Sinn). In fact, this distinction is

useful to explain the non-veridical perception.

Naive realism which is compatible with the common sense as the
perspective of the “man in the street” claims that what we directly
perceive is the physical things and real aspects, not a sense datum.
However, this claim cannot explain the non-veridical perceptions such
as illusions, hallucinations and dreams which are the examples of
objectless perception. In fact, Cartesian dream argument shows that
what is seen in the dream is indistinguishable from the external objects.
All of these problems need the phenomenological analysis of the mental
act of perception. To explain the outer perception, | organize a thought
experiment in which there is an infant and he lives in an isolated
surrounding world and he is owner of a cube toy which will be used to

wid4

explain “the way we see”™" in this world.

A cube toy will be used to show the perception of a material, tree
dimensional spatio-temporal object in the “fact world”. The infant can

just see the cube from a certain angle, perspective or angle, not all

* Husserl’s description of perception depends on the analysis of what we see, the
way we see and how we see. The first one is the object of perception as public
things. In this respect, Husserl is naive realist. The way we see is the perceptual
content. See Mulligan, Kevin, “Perception” in The Cambrige Companion fo Husserl
(Barry Smith & David Woodruff Smith), 1998, p. 169.
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sides at once. He also intends the sides that are hidden as being
potentiaily visible but actually absent sides. Objectively, what is given to
infant is the mixture of the present and absent sides of the cube.
Subjectively, the perception of the infant is full of filled and empty
intentions. There are presence and the absence of the sides, filled and
empty intending in accordance with them. Whenever infant turns the
cube, the potentially perceived becomes the actually perceived and the
actually perceived slips into absence as objective part of the activity of
perception. If one considers the subjective side of the perception, the

empty intentions become filled and the filled become empty.

During the perception of the cube, sides, aspects and profiles are
the main elements. There are six sides of the cube and each of these
sides can be given from a certain perspective, angle at a certain time. If
the infant holds a side directly before him, it will be presented as a
square. If the infant turns the cube slightly, it will look more like a

trapezoid, etc.

There is a manifold of temporally different appearances in which
identity of one and the same object is given. The momentary and
individuated presentation of an object can be called as the profile of the
aspect. Aspects, sides are all intersubjective. However, profile is not
only subjective and relative, but also private. In these sides, aspecis
and profiles, one and the same cube is presented and its identity is
given in and through them. The identity which is beyond its manifolds

never presents itself in a side, aspect or profile.

To explain the conscious acts and their objects, Husserl

introduces the terminology which are noema'® (what is thought) and

"The “object-in-the-how-of-its-givenness” is called as noema which corresponds fo
noesis. The appearances, manners of givenness are the “phenomena’,
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noesis (the act of thinking). The experienced is the noema and the
experiencing is the noesis. The mentioned perceptual presentation is
the noema. One single aspect or perspective of the intentional object
can be accessed. The thing perceived or the intentional object is a
system of noemata or full noema. In other words, the intentional object
is the system of noemata. However, some of these noemata are
immediately grasped, but the rest of them are apperceived. This
apperceived object is the object for consciousness. When one looks at
the tree, he sees sizes, shapes, groups and patterns of colors as hylefic
data of consciousness. The intentional object is a meaningfull whole
which is the synthesized data. One is conscious of the tree, the
apperceived tree. One apprehends the complete tree on the basis of
the one-sided, single perspective noema. The systemn of noemata is the
meaningful object. Husserl claims that noema is "the perceived as such’.
“Perception, for instance, has its noema, and at the base of this it's
perceptual meaning, that is, the perceived as such.”'*® Husserl gives

"147 in the garden. From

the example which is "a blossoming apple-tree
the natural standpoint, the apple tree exists in the transcendent reality
of time and space. From the phenomenological standpoint, even if it is a
“mere hallucination”, it is still there, in spite of its absence in the “real”
objective world. Transcendent reality of space, subject’'s perspectival
experience and the perceived external object have already been

bracketed. There is just the perception which can be objectless'*® as in

appearances as being compatible with the “principle of all principles” which claims
that philosophy is possible on the basis of the “originary, given” intuition. See Held,
Clauds, “Husserl’'s Phenomenological Methed” in The New Husserl, (Indianapolis:
Indiana University Press), 2003, p. 10-11.

46 Husserl, Edmund, /deas (translated by W. R. Boyce Gibson), (New York:
Humanities Press), 1969, § 88, p. 258 (in the 5th printing).

47 Iid., § 88, p. 58.

¥8 fllusion and haliucianation are the examples of non-veridical and objectless
perception. See Griunberg, David, “On the Structure of Husserl's Perceptual
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the example of hallucination. Other aspects of full noema or other
possible perspectives are the experiences of as-seen, as-hallucinated,
as-remembered, as-imagined, as-feared, etc. One of the main claims of
Husserl is intentionality. “The peculiarity of intentional experience is in
its general form easily indicated; we all understand the expression
“consciousness of something, especially in the illustrations which we
make for ourselves.”'® The Husserlian claim “perceived as such”'*®
also supports the intentional nature of experiences. Except sensory

data and feelings, all experiences are intentional.

The things in nature are spatio-temporal and real. The acts of
consciousness, experiences, event of consciousness are temporal, but
not spatial. To be consciousness of something does not imply the
spatiality. So, they are reel. This will cause the distinction between
“inner time” and “outer time” which is also bracketed as a part of the
world. These concepts will be used in the process of the self alienation
of the “transcendental ego”. These explanations will be used in the Seif

Alienation of the Transcendental Ego section.

The detailed analysis of the perception will be used to show the
relation between perception and memory in the Problem of Personal
Identity section. In this section, | will also show the similarities between
the perceptions of an object and to realize its identity when one

remembers it and the re-collection of old perceptions and the realization

Noema and the object of Perception” in Analecta Husserliana (edited by Ana
Teresa Tymieniecka), (Dodrecht: Kluwer), 2005, Vol. 88, p. 181.

" Husserl, Edmund, Ideas (franslated by W. R. Boyce Gibson), (New York:
Humanities Press), 1976, § 87, p. 255,

1% Aron Gurwitsch also support that perceptual noema is the perceived as such on the
basis of the concepts, perception, perspective as being contrary fo the claim of
Follesdal. See, Solomon Robert C., "Husserl's Concept of Noema” in Husser!
Expositions and Appraisals, (Nofre Dame: University of Nofre Dame), 1977,
pp.168-171.
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of one’'s own identity as a result of the re-collection of these

perceptions via memory.

2.10 Self Alienation of the Transcendental Ego

In this section, | claim that there are two kinds of self alienation.
The first one is the alienation of the “transcendental ego” from its mental
acts. The other is the one’s ignorance of the changes of the individuals
in this world, due to the total “disconnexion” from the changing world.
These claims about the self alienation of the “transcendental ego” and
solipsism will be used in the Anti Transcendental Ego Argumentataions

section.

Before the “iranscendental reduction”, to realize the
“transcendental ego” is impossible. “Transcendental reduction” is mere
abstraction and isolation of the distinct, dependent moments of one and
the same person. There is a relation between the "transcendental ego”
and self alienation. “Transcendental ego” “lifts” itself from all “worid-
apperceptions” and “human self-apperceptions” in the “transcendental
attitude”. *®' The isolation and such kind of self alienation of the
“transcendental ego” lead to the ignorant or unconscious
“transcendental ego” which is unaware of its own mental acts or
experiences in the stream of consciousness, including all world and
“human self-apperceptions”. The isolation of the “transcendental ego”
also causes that it is unaware the changes in the life world. To
constitute the inner time, the perception of the external world is the

necessary pre-condition. Otherwise, “transcendental ego” and all of its

15! Husserl, Edmund, The Crisis of European Sciences and the Transcendental
Phenomenoclogy (translated by David Carr), (Evanston: Northwestern University
Press), 1973, § 58, p. 206.
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atemporal intentional objects remain as they are. To show the seif
alienation, | organize a thought experiment in which the invented
machine is used to contact with the consciousness directly by isolating
all kind of brain and neural activities. This thought experiment is
organized to show that to accept the “tfranscendental ego” causes the
problem of self alienation from its mental acts and the outside world. In
the thought experiment, one stops the stream of consciousness by
means of cutting the whole relation with the world. A person is isolated
from the world as if he is a little god in the thought experiment. For God
who is eternal and glorious, to know particulars and the change of the
life world is not a problem. However, it can cause some problems for
the human being. To eliminate the “transcendental ego” is a way to
overcome the problem of self alienation. In fact, this claim will be used

among the anti “transcendental ego” argumentations.

One should examine appearing time and appearing duration as
such in the flux of conscicusness. Phenomenology avoids the
assumption about the existence of the world and its world time. The
appearing time and duration can be regarded as absolutely given. “In
contrast to physical objects, which can exist regardless of whether or
not they de facfo appear for a subject, experiences are essentially
characterized by their subjective givenness, by the fact that there is a
subjective feel to them.”'*? For the “shift of the attitude”, epoché is
already used as a method to bracket whatever is in the world in Ideas.
“Objective space and time, ahd the world of real things and events, are

transcendent entities which are “bracketed” in order to make possible a

52 Zahavi, Dan, in “Inner Time-Consciousness and Pre-reflective Self-awareness” in
The New Husser! (edited by Don Welton), (Indianapolis: Indiana University Press),
2003, p.160.

70



descriptive science of pure immanence.”'> So, whatever is immanent
should be analyzed to reﬂéct just as they appear in experience.
“According to Husserl, our acts are tacitly self-aware, but they are also
accessible for reflection.”’™* All of our mental acts can be reflected upon
and by this way; it can be brought to attention or “focus” potentially.
Phenomenology shows the phenomenological origin of time. There is a
distinction between objective or world time which is the time of clocks
and calendars and inner or subjective time.'® In fact, such kind of time
belongs to processes and events of the world. Space and time of the
world are not only public, but also verifiable. However, there is also an
internal, immanent or subjective time. This kind of time belongs to the
duration, sequence of mental acts or experiences which foliow one
another in the flux of consciousness. The basic characteristic of the
particular temporal object which is franscendent to consciousness such
as frees, houses is duration in the stream of consciousness. The acts of
perceiving trees, houses are immanent to consciousness as immanent
sensory content. “There are different perceptions of one and the same
individual from the “alteration of perspecfives”, “manifolds of exhibitings,
appearances”.'®® In other words, there is the perception of the same

object “...in the changing course of seeing | see it now from this “side”,

%% Farber, Marvin, The Aims of Phenomenology, (New York: Harper Torchbooks),
1966, p. 84.

1% Zahavi, Dan, in “Inner Time-Consciousness and Pre-reflective Self-awareness” in
The New Husser! (edited by Don Welton), (Indianapolis: Indiana University Press),
2003, p.163.

155 Sartre claims that consciousness unifies itself via time-consciousness. There is no
need for the external, unifying principle. The claims of Sartre are used to support
the non-egologic arguments by Carr, David, “Transcendental and Empirical
Subjectivity” in The New Husserl, (Indianapolis: Indiana University Press), 2003, p.
194,

% Husserl, Edmund, The Crisis of Furopean Sciences and fthe Transcendental
Phenomenclogy {translated by David Carr), (Evanston: Northwestern University
Press), 1973, § 45, p.157.
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now from that, continuously perceiving it from ever differing sides.”®"

The essential characteristic of temporal objects is duration. The
perspective is the mode or manner of appearing as the way in which it
presents itself. Besides temporal objects, there can be atemporal
objects which are mathematical propositions, ideal values such as
Pythagorean Theorem, beauty as an ideal value as atemporal ideal
objects which lack spatio-temporal nature. They do not endure in the
stream of consciousness. They do not begin and end. However, the act
of intention to them, the act of judging to them, etc. endure (in the

158 of

stream of consciousness. They begin and end. For the constitution
the internal time consciousness, temporal objects play an important role.
They appear in a certain way and we are conscious of them in a
specific temporal mode, which involves not only now, but also past and
future as dark horizon or dependent moments of the temporal
appearance. There is the consciousness of the succession of now
points in the stream of consciousness. Each now point as a femporal
mode of appearance enjoys a privileged status in the temporal horizon.
Now, past and future are relative to one ancther. Now point slips into
the past and replaced by a new now point. In the flow of time, now point
continuously replaced by new now points. Non-flowing absolutely fixed,
identical, objective time is constituted. “But this fixed objective time will
be given to us only through the perpetually changing temporal modes of

appearance: now, past, future.”"®® There is a series of now points or

BT Husserl, Edmund, The Crisis of European Sciences and the Transcendental
Phenomenology (translated by David Carr), (Evanston: Northwestern University
Press), 1973, § 45, p.157.

%8 Constitutive functioning of consciousness and the constitution of the subjective
fime are the main claims. See Russel, Matheson, Husserl: A Guide For The
Perplexed, (New York: Continuum International Publishing Group}, 2008, p. 140.

1% Brough, John, "Husserl's Phenomenology of Time-Conciousness’ in Husserl's
Phenomenology: A Textbook (edited by J.H. Monathy & William R. McKenna),
(Washington: University Press of America), 1989, p. 264.
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“orimordial succession of hyletic data”."®® Husserl mentions about the
retention and protention of the now points in the stream of
consciousness. “In the continuous alteration of seeing, the side just
seen ceases being actually seen, but it is ‘retained’ and ‘taken’ together
with those retained from before; and thus | ‘get to know’ the thing.”*¢" In
this quotation, Husserl explains how retention happens. Similarly,

Husserl also explains the process of protention in some of the passages.

This happens not as a blending of externals; rather, as
bearers of ‘'sense’ in each phase, as meaning something, the
perspectives combine in an advancing enrichment of
meaning and a continuing development of meaning, such
that the prior meaning, such that the prior meaning which
anticipates a continuous flow, the expectation of ‘what is to
come’, is straightway fulflled and more closely
determined.'®?

There are three dependent intentional moments through which
we are conscious of the extended temporal objects. These intentional
moments are primal impression, retention and protention which need
further analysis. Husserl makes a connection between perception and
“unity of internal consciousness”. “This present, actual, enduring lived

experience is, as we can discover through a change in our regard, after

%% Rodemeyer, Lanci, “Developments in the Theory of Time-Consciousness in The
New Husserd, (Indianapolis: Indianapolis University Press), 2003, p. 140.

! Husserl, Edmund, The Crisis of European Sciences and the Transcendental
Phenomenology (lranslated by David Carr), (Evanston: Northwestern University
Press), 1873, § 45, p.158.

%2 |bid., § 45, p. 158.
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all a ‘unity of internal consciousness’, of time-consciousness, and this
»163

is precisely a consciousness of perception.

1. Primal Impression: Husserl defines primal impression as the
absolutely originary consciousness as the primal source of all
consciousness and as a way of being conscious. This primal impression
and its status are called as “primal sensation” by Husserl. In fact, he
sometimes calls impression in general as sensation. The moment of
intentionality is that it presents an object and a new time-point as now. It
is the first and original consciousness of the “now”. There is the new
time-point as “now” and it is the new appearance which presents itself
as being the new and present “now” of the stream of consciousness.
Consciousness intends the new now point as such. In fact, this primal
impression is the “primal creation”. There is also a direct access to the
new now point. Consciousness intends the “now” as “primal impression”

which is abstract and originary representation.

2. Retention: Retention is “primary” or “fresh” memory. It can be
defined as the impressional consciousness of the just past “now” of the
spatio-temporal object. Husserl distinguishes ordinary memory or
“secondary” memory from the retention or “fresh memory”. Retention
does not re-present the passed “now” as “secondary” memory which
involves the original consciousness of the past. The essential nature of
this memory is the perception of what has “just seen”. Briefly, one can
give the short definition of the retention by claming that it is the
perception of the past, perceived duration or perceived succession of
the temporal location. If perception or primary impression is the
originary presentation, then retention is the “originary consciousness of

what is past’. Impressional consciousness constitutes the object

% Husserl, Edmund, The Phenomenology of Internal Time Consciousness (edited by
Martin Heidegger), (London: Indiana University Press), 1964, pp. 175-176.
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originally and gives it as there itself. However, representional
consciousness cannot do it. Husserl clearly separates the retention or
primary memory from the secondary memory. Retention gives originally,
but recollection gives it again. In retention, “one sees what is past”. In
the secondary memory, one can only re-present it. Retention is the
impressional consciousness of the past. In retention the past is
constituted not “representatively”, but “presentatively”. Retention is
consciousness of the past “now”. Whatever is retentional is not about
the present but, it is about the “primarily remembered”. What retention
retains is not “now” or is not given as “now”. It is past, really past. In fact,
retention is the consciousness of the past. There is the originary
consciousness of what is past which is sinking back into the past or
“passing away”. What is retained is still living, dynamic and not yet

finished and it implies the continucus change.

3. Protention: Protention is a form of impressional time-
consciousness. According to Husserl, every originally constituting
process is animated by protentions. What is intended in protention
appears as not yet now, but as future. It is clear that retention is primary
memory. Protention emptily constitute what is coming as coming. So,
what is future is intended via protention. In other words, it is intended or
given as future. Protention is the impressional presentation of what is
future by implying what will come. Unlike the privileged position of now,
retention and protention belong to the dark horizon. Briefly, there is the
succession of consciousness and consciousness of succession. If one
examines the time object as a pure sense-datum, it will begin and stop
in the stream of consciousness. An appearance of the object lasts and it
has its own time, due to its duration and temporal location in the
confinuous stream of consciousness. An object is given or it is known
via now points. There is the time-duration of the now-point which will be

known as duration of the previous now point via retention. During the
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whole stream of consciousness, one and the same object can be
known as such. Briefly, the immanent temporal object “appears” in a
continuous stream as being what is given io consciousness,
appearance. These experiences are immanent to consciousness. “They
too begin, endure for a while, and end.”'® Sensory contents which
depend on the experience of temporal objects are immanent to
consciousness such as tones, colors. They are perceived in the
“temporal horizon”. Husserlian phenomenology of time depends on
sensory content which is immanent to consciousness. Appearing world
is intended in various temporal modes of appearance through time-

constituting acts of consciousness.

If one accepts the “transcendental ego”, there will be a sharp
distinction between the “transcendental ego” and its counter pole. Here,
one sees that how “transcendental ego” constitutes its object via
duration or temporal location on the basis of the mode of an
appearance of an object or  what is  given to
consciousness as an appearance of the object in the continuous stream
of consciousness. Now, one can use the machine or evil demon
scenario to stop the continuity of the stream of consciousness. If there
is no continuous flux of consciousness with the appearances of the
spatio-temporal objects, there will not be any time-horizon and the
constitution of the internal time consciousness, due to the absence of
the now point and possible new now points. In such a situation, just
consciousness and its ideal coexistent worlds such as the world of
mathematics, world of eidos, etc remain as they are. The timeless
intentional objects of consciousness remain, after the usage of the

machine to stop the continuous stream of consciousness. The person in

164 Brough, John, “Husserl's Phenomenology of Time-Conciousness” in Husserl's
Phenomenology: A Textbook (edited by J. H. Monathy & William R. McKenna),
(Washington: University Press of America), 1989, p. 281.
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this thought experiment turns into a little god. There is a pure
consciousness which just reflectively “directs toward” itself and its
timeless objects. So, the person in the thought experiment looses all his
own “connexions” with the particulars, individuals in the world. The
particulars, individuals of this world always change, due to its contingent
nature. However, one never knows not only this world, but also the
change of individuals in this world any more. So, “transcendental ego”

will be unaware of not only its mental acts, but also the outside world.

All these explanations remind the arguments of the medieval age
on God’s knowledge which is eternal and glorious. The formulated
problem about God’s knowledge is about the knowledge of particulars
in Averroes, “[The problem. How can God be aware of a change in
reality without a comesponding change occurring in His eternal
Knowledge?]"*®°

Knowledge of God is glorious in which all these things are in the
knowledge of God before they existed. However, the knowledge of God
should change as a result of the change of the particulars. If the
particulars in this world change, the knowledge of them must also
change on the basis of the change of the particulars. Otherwise, it
cannot be known by God. Now, alternatives are that either the eternal
knowledge of God varies in itself or the things come into existence are
not known by God. However, both alternatives are impossible for God
who is glorious. However, one cannot deny that knowledge of God must
necessarily change, when the object which is known changes. However,
the eternal knowledge of God cannot change. So, eternal knowledge of
God does not let o comprehend particulars. In such a situation, heli and

paradise will be impossible, due to the God's ignorance of particulars.

185 averroes, “On God's Knowledge” in Medieval Philosophy (edited by John F. Wippel
& Allan B. Walter, O. F. M.), {L.ondon: Collier Macmillan Publishers}, 1969, p. 235.
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Aristotle also emphasizes that God does not intellect anything outside
its own essence like this person who looses his entire "connexion” with
this world by leaving pure consciousness and all of its eternal objects as

they are.

[Aristotie] means: Because of ifs not intellecting anything
outside its own essence (since it is simple), its intellection of
its own essence is something which can be subject to no
mutation through all eternity, no can there be any doubt
regarding the fact that it is not subject therein to any
weariness such as is the case in our intellection.'®®

According to Aristotle, God is not intellecting anything outside its
own essence, due to its simplicity. There is just the intellection of its
essence. Similarly, he is just intellecling its own essence and timeless
objects like a little god. God is ignorant what there is and what changes
in this world. So, the situation of the person is similar to God, after the
usage of the machine to stop the flux of consciousness. There are
opposite claims about the knowledge of God who knows what there is
through a universal knowledge, not through a particular knowledge.
God understands its own essence, nothing besides his own essence.
For example; God knows the nature of heat qua heat, not the
knowledge of the heat which is present in hot things. God knows the
nature of the existent qua existent which is his essence in an absolute
way. One also claims that such kind of knowledge includes past,
present and future, due to its eternity. Similarly, there is a temporal

horizon which involves now, past and future in the philosophy of

16 Averroes, “On God's Knowledge” in Medieval Philosophy (edited by John F. Wippe!
& Allan B. Walter, O. F. M.), {London: Collier Macmillan Publishers), 1969, p. 2309.
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Husserl. Furthermore, the eidetic intuition, ideation and grasping the

essences also remind the knowledge of God.

If one stops the continuous stream of consciousness via this
machine, this person will really turn into a little god. In other words, just
pure consciousness and its eternal objects remain as they are. The
person reflectively “directs toward” himself as in the example of God
who is a thinking thing which continuously intellects its own essence.
However, the knowledge of particulars and their change for the person
is still a real problem, after the usage of the machine. Despite of the
similarities between the knowledge of the person and God, there is the
maximum level of solipsism in which this person just knows the content
of the mind. It is clear that the knowledge of him cannot reach the

knowledge of God.

Epoché causes solipsism in which “transcendental ego” is aware
of the mental content, in spite of the ignorance of the world and the
change of the particulars in this world. “Transcendental reduction”
causes the self alienation of the “transcendental ego”, due o the
minimal awareness of the mental states as a result of the isolation from
“world” and “human self apperceptions” as a kind of self alienation.
Analogously, “tfranscendental ego” ‘lifts” itself for the isolation which
causes that it is unaware of its own mental acts or experiences in the

stream of consciousness as a result of this self alienation.

Sartre also realizes the problem which is “transcendental ego”
causes an ontological difference from “each erlebnisse”. On the other
hand, he does not realize the origin of this ontological difference.
“Transcendental ego “has the capacity to isolate itself from its all “world-
apperceptions” and "human self-apperceptions”. This isolation can be

considered as a kind of self alienation of the “transcendental ego”. This
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is an important part of my claim to deny the existence of the
“transcendental ego”. Furthermore, | also show the similarities of the
paradoxes which are “transcendency within immanency” and identity of
the “psychological ego” and “transcendental ego”. Both of them cause
the problems such as transcendences in the pure consciousness,
alienation from its mental acts, the certain problems about the
relationship between the changing mental acts and something

unchanging, efc.

Briefly, there is the “transcendental ego” which is unaware of its
mental acts as a result of this self alienation. Without internal time
consciousness, one is unaware of the change of world and individuals
in it. Similarly, the total “disconnexion” from the world causes the
problem of solipsism. All of these claims will be used in the Anti

Transcendental Ego Argumentations section.

2.11 Anti Transcendental Ego Argumentations

In the philosophy of Husserl, the self alienated “transcendental
ego” which is “"pre-reflective”, before the “transcendental reduction”
leads to many problems. So, there will be the defense of the cogito
cogitatum, instead of ego cogito cogitatum ®" as a result of the
elimination of the ego. Moreover, self-identical "pure ego” is directed as
if it is an object for consciousness. However, it cannot be grasped
adequately, due to the “transcendency within immanency”. To leave the

“pure ego” can be a suitable way to avoid such kind of problems by

7 Fgo is the identical ullimate ego pole, cogito is the mental acts, conscious
experiences and cogifatumn is the intentional objects as the repeated structure in
the philosophy of Husserl. See Husserl, Edmund, The Crisis of European Sciences
and Transcendenial Phenomenology (franslated by David Carr), {Evanston:
Northwestern University Press), 1870, § 50, p. 170.
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defending non-egologic pure consciousness which is the initial position

of Husserl in Logical Investigations.
1. Argument from the solution of the paradoxical identity relation:

In The Crisis of European Sciences and Transcendental
Philosophy, Husserl claims a “difficult” and “paradoxical” identity
relationship between “human”, “psychological” or “empirical ego” and

“tfranscendental ego”.

The difference between empirical and transcendental
subjectivity remained unavoidable, but also
incomprehensible, was their identity. | myself, as
transcendental ego, “constituie” the world, and at the same
time, as soul, | am a human ego in the world.'®®

This paradoxical identity relationship between human or

"189 is stressed by Husserl in

“empirical ego” and “transcendental ego
different sections of The Crisis of European Sciences and

Transcendental Phenomenology.

158 Husser! Edmund, The Crisis of European Sciences and Transcendental Philosophy
(translated by David Carr), (Evanston: Northwestern University Press), 1970, § §7,
p. 202.

' Roman Ingarden formulates the problem of identity in which he asks that how one
and the same ego can be both constituting or pure ego and the constituted real “I*.
In fact, Husserl says that | am both “psycholegical” and “franscendental ego”, but |
do not know this unt! | perform the phenomenoclogical reduction. Ingarden
questions the identity of them and Persuen examines this problem from his
perspective. Then, Persuen tries fo solve the problem by denying the
“franscendental ego”. He claims that it is “a linguistic fiction". To formulate the
problem of identity, Ingardens’ claims are used. See Persuen, Cornellis A. van,,
Phenomenology and Reality, (U.S.A: Duquesne University), 1972, pp. 53-54.
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Nevertheless, psychology and transcendental philosophy are
allied with each other in a peculiar and inseparable way,
namely, in virtue of the alliance of difference and identity —
which is no longer an enigma for us, but has been clarified —
between the psychological ego (the human ego, that is,
made worldly in the spatiotemporal world) and the
transcendental ego, its ego-life, and its accomplishment.'”®

"1 is the subject of

“Apodictic ego” or “transcendental ego
intentional experiences or acts of consciousness as being identical ego
pole, despite of the alteration of experiences. In other words, there is a
mind which is embodied within an egologic conscicusness. One should

“I"

answer the question, whether there is an enduring self, or

“transcendental ego” as an existing entity which persists through time,
despite of the change of experiences, change of one state of

“l!l

consciousness to the other or there is no enduring self, or
“transcendental ego” as in the claim of the Husserl's initial position in
Logical Investigations in which Husserl defines non-egologic pure
consciousness. Similarly, Hume also claims that the stream of
consciousness is a loosely connected ontologically distinct state of
consciousness without any relation with an enduring conscious entity in

the bundle theory of mind.

0 1hid., § 58, p. 205.

1 *Transcendental ego” is the “identical substrate of habitualities”. The substrate does
not change. It remains stable as the identical pole of the given experiences. There
are two important discovery of Husserl. One of them is that the ego is enduring.
The other is the changing nature of the ego. The ego never presents itself as
completed and fixed entity. It always presents itself as becoming. However, the
problems of the enduring and changing ego are not realized by Byers. See Byers,
Damian, Infentionality and Transcendence, (U.S.A: Noesis Press), 2002, pp. 195-
196.
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If there is a self as transcending the limitations of the
immediately and directly gained present state of consciousness, this

self will be the “transcendental ego” of the Husserlian philosophy.

Husser! claims that there is a paradoxical relationship between
“human” or “psychological ego” and “transcendental ego”. To solve the
paradox, it must be formulated that there is either “human”,
“psychological ego” or “transcendental ego”, instead of the Husserlian
formulation in which there is both “human” and “transcendental ego” as
being identical to each other. This ego can exist as one of the two

things: we can formulate the solution of the paradox like this;

1. There is either “psychological ego” (human ego) or

“transcendental ego’.
2. There is “psychological ego”.
3. Therefore; there is not “transcendental ego”.

This simple solution of the paradox needs further examination in

which “transcendental ego” can only be one of these things:

1. An immediate state of consciousness which is experienceable

immediately, directly and privately as any other state of consciousness.

2. Something other than a state of consciousness which cannot

“i”

be immediately experienced. This unifies all momentary states of
consciousness which constitute the consciousness and make it a

unified being.

If “I” am a state of consciousness, then “I” cannot unify all state of
consciousness in the stream. In fact, “I’ will be merely one of these

states and other states are also waiting to be unified.
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If “I” is something different than a state of consciousness by
unifying all states of consciousness into one coherent entity, then “I” will
not be conscious. In fact, all of the states of consciousness will be
ontologically different from what “I” am. This will contradict with our
experience of ourselves as having the status of conscious being. We
have the direct and immediate experience of all kinds of experiences as
being conscious beings. However, “transcendental ego” cannot be
experienced directly and immediately. Even, it cannot be realized
without the further application of “transcendental reduction” to the
“human” or “psychological ego”. This implies the ontological difference

of the “transcendental ego”.

The acceptance of the “transcendental ego’ causes many
problems about the ontological status of such an ego and the
relationship between experience and the ego, self or “I", because of the
ontological difference between human or “psychological ego” and
“transcendental ego”. The suitable solution of the paradox is to leave

the claim about the existence of the “transcendental ego”.

Some of the commentators of Husserl realize this paradoxical
identity relationship. For example; Persuen defines this paradoxical
relationship without formulating and solving it in Phenomenology and
Reality. He merely denies the “transcendental ego” claiming that it is the
result of “a linguistic fiction” withbut enough satisfactory reason to
support this claim. Bell also realizes the identity relationship between
psychology and transcendental phenomenology. However, he does not
formulate the identity relationship between “psychological” and
“transcendental ego”. Unlike the clear formulation of the paradox,
“transcendency within immanency”, there is no clear formulation and
solution of this paradox. One of the important contributions of the thesis

is the clear formulation and solution of the paradox. | also show the
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similarities of these paradoxes which cause self alienation,
transcendences in pure consciousness and difficulties to explain the
change of the conscious acts, in spite of the presence of something
identical. Without solving these paradoxes, phenomenology cannot
fulfill its functions which is the examination of pure consciousness in its
purity. To avoid the possible paradoxes, one should accept that pure
consciousness is not embodied within an ego. To solve the paradox,

one can defend the non-egologic pure consciousness.

Disjunctive syllogism shows the simple solution of the paradox. |
consider that one of the main “tasks” of the phenomenology is to show
that what is supposedly known as true involves some unnoticed
problems, because of its simplicity. In fact, to accept the
“transcendental ego” does not have firm foundations. However, to deny
the existence of the “transcendental ego” has reasonable and firm

foundations which will be examined in the following arguments.
2. Argument from the self alienation of the "transcendental ego™

“Transcendental ego” has the capacity of alienation from its
“psychic experiences” (Erfebnisse). In The Crisis of European Sciences
and Transcendental Phenomenology, “transcendental ego” can

automatically alienate itself from its own “psychic experiences”.

If | myself affect the transcendental attitude as a way of lifting
myself above all world-apperceptions and my human self-
apperception — purely for the purpose of studying the
transcendental accomplishment in and through which |
“have” the world, then | must also find this accomplishment
again, later, in a psychological internal analysis — though in
this case it would have passed again info an apperception,
i.e., it would be apperceived as something belonging to the
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real soul [als Realseelisches] as related in reality to the real living
body.""?

In this quotation, “transcendental ego” can be defined on the
basis of its essential capacity to be alienated from itself. The realization
of this alienation and re-definition of the “transcendental ego” is the one
of the main contributions of the thesis. “Transcendental ego”
automatically alienates itself from its own “psychic experiences” or
lower order states of consciousness. Sartre also realizes the ontological
difference between “franscendental ego” and “each erlebnisse”.
However, he does not use the concept which is alienation. | claim that
“transcendental ego” can “lift” itself from all kind of apperceptions. There
is the isolation and differentiation from its experiences. | also consider
that isolation, abstraction and alienation are the essential aspects of the
“transcendental ego”. “Transcendental ego” is not a content of
consciousness as being completely experienceable like any other
conscious experiences. Similarly, it is possible to say that there are
contents in my consciousness and | am unaware of these contents, due
to this alienation. To explain the “consciousness of which | am
unaware™ 3 is a quite difficult phenomenon for phenomenology. There
is a unity and continuity of the stream of consciousness. However, this
self alienation also minimizes the direct consciousness of the unity

within the sfream of consciousness.

As a result of this self alienation, “franscendental ego” is unaware
of its “psychic experiences” (Erfebnisse). Similarly, one turns into a little

god who is also unaware of the changes of the individuals in this world

72 |bid, § 58, p. 206.

'3 Eilis Ralph, An Ontology of Consciousness, (Dordrecht: Martinus Nijhoff
Publishers), 1986, p. 14.
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as a result of the self alienation of the human being from the world.
Unlike human being, it will not be a problem for God whose knowledge
is eternal. There is the self alienation of the “transcendental ego” from
its “psychic experiences”. Second, there is a person who is unaware of
the changes of the individuals in this world as a result of the self

alienation of the “transcendental ego”.

The word “I" refer to partially franscendent “franscendental ego”
which can be unaware of its experiences. So, to give up the
“transcendental ego” will be a suitable way to avoid the problems of self

alienation.

3. Argument from the epistemological presuppositions of

phenomenology:

In Epoché and Presuppotionless Philosophy section, |
show that epoché still lets a few presupposition, especially the
cognitive presuppositions such as fransparent, pure nature of
consciousness, “principle of all principles’, etc. One of the main
epistemological presuppositions of the phenomenology Is that
consciousness is fully transparent and all kinds of mental phenomena
are either actually or potentially conscious. If one turns his attention to
an unconscious or subconscious phenomenon, it can turn info a
conscious phenomenon, at least in principle. If there is a consciousness
which is mine, the true nature or content of this consciousness should
be transparent to me. Marcel claims that the fallen human being cannot
explain “what is irreducible” properly. However, phenomenology
depends on the power of pure consciousness to experience the mental
events as a cognitive presupposition. However, “I" is not defined
numerically identical with each conscious state in the stream of

experiences. This ego can be defined as transcendental or “pure ego”
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which is not a part of the experiences. Mental acts are manifold and
varied such as perception, thinking, remembering, but the “pure ego”
shows itself in these acts as identical. There is a "transcendence” in the
“immanent”. One can experience cogito cogifatum in its various modes.

However, one cannot experience the ego in a similar way.

The ego can appear to itself, during the self-reflection. Now, one
should explain the meaning of “appearing to itself”.' It is essential that
the ego identifies itself in every "now-point” of mentat acts in the stream
of time. Furthermore, there is the re-collection of these old perceptions
as they are to provide the continuity of the self. However, the “pure ego”
presents itself in a “not-now” in this temporalization. This presentation in
a “‘not-now” is called as “de-presentation” (Enfgegenwdrtigung) by
Husserl. “Pure ego” is in and beyond these manifolds and varied mental
acts or experiences. Since, the self-identification of the ego is “not-now”
in the stream of time, to accept a higher ego as the ego of all kind of
acts of conscious experiences is a problem in phenomenoclogy. In every
momentary now point, there is no possibility to grasp the essential
nature of the “pure ego”. This causes a kind of alienation of the self
which continuously presents itself as “not-now” in the stream of time,
despite of the epistemological presuppositions about the transparency
of conscious experiences which appears to itself, the potential

conscious nature of all kinds of mental events, etc.

If one considers the transparent and potentially conscious nature
of all kinds of mental phenomena, there will be the necessity o replace
the repeated structure which is ego cogito cogifatum by cogito
cogitatum, as a result of the elimination of the “pure ego”. In fact, “pure

ego” does not let to reduce itself to grasp as other conscious acts or

17 parsuen, Cornelis A. Van, Phenomenology and Reality, (Pittsburgh: Duquesne
University Press), 1872, p. 63.
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consciousness. Cogito cogitafum can be grasped as the basic
structure via reflection. Phenomenology aims at clear and distinct
description of phenomena, just as they present themselves in
experience. To remember is the re-collection or re-presentation of the
originary apperception which occurs in momentary perception in every
now. It is clear that the re-presentation or re-collection of the
momentary perception in every now, not “not-now” is enough to explain
the relationship between memory and self-identity. To explain this

relation, “pure ego” seems as an unnecessary hypothetical entity.

4. Argument from the paradoxical concept, “unconscious

consciousness’:

For phenomenology, one of the problems is the phenomena of

7S consciousness which s

unconscious and ‘“pre-reflective”
incompatible with the rigorous scientific spirit and the cognitive
presuppositions of phenomenology. The process of psychotherapy lets
one to realize that one has some thoughts and feelings which he is
unaware. The person suddenly realizes that he has already thought or
felt something without knowing it This phenomenon causes a
conceptual paradox which can be formulated like this: how it is possible
for a person to be unconscious of his own consciousness. The person
is ignorant of his consciousness until he suddenly realizes it. In other
words, there is the presence of preconscious, unconscious or “pre-

n 176

reflective” consciousness. “Unconscious consciousness also

includes a paradoxical relationship between conscious and unconscious.

175 The distinction between “pre-reflective” and “reflective” awareness is made to show
the distinction between conscious and unconscious evenis. See Moran, Dermot,
Edmund Husserl, (Cambridge: Polity Press), 2005, pp. 144-148.

176 This concept is used in the discussion of the Freudian question about the status of
the unconscious “in” consciousness. See Bernet, Rudolf, “Unconscious
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Similarly, there is a “pre-reflective” “transcendental ego’.
However, one cannot realize it before the application of the
“transcendental reduction” to “human” or “psychological ego”. In other
words, there is the presence of the pre-reflective “transcendental ego”
which can be realized via the application of “transcendental reduction”
to “human” or “psychological ego”. Furthermore, the division between
the constituted psychic ego and the constituting “transcendental ego”
division causes the multiplicity of ego in one and the same person after

the “transcendental reduction”.

| know through my phenomenological studies that |, the
previously naive ego was none other than the transcendental
ego in the mode of naive hiddenness: | know that to me, as
the ego again straightforwardly perceived as a human being,
there ego again straightforwardly perceived as a human
being, there belongs inseparably a reverse side which
constitutes and thus really first produces my full
concreteness; | know of this whole dimension of
transcendental functions, interwoven with one another
throughout and extending to the infinite.'””

“Transcendental reduction” is used as a method to overcome the
naive hiddenness of the “transcendental ego”. Furthermore, one
realizes that the previously naive ego which is “human ego” or
“psychological ego” is identical with “transcendental ego”. To be in a

“one-sided”, “closed”, “natural attitude® as a particular attitude causes

Consciousness in Husserl and Freud” in The New Husserl (edited by Don Welton),
{Indianapolis: Indiana University Press), 2003, p. 201.

Y7 Husserl, Edmund, The Crisis of European Sciences and Transcendental
Phenomenology {translated by David Carr), (Evanston: Northwestern University
Press), 1970, § 59, p. 210.
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that one cannot be conscious of the “transcendental ego”. Husserl

explains how one is not conscious of the “transcendental ego”.

In truth, of course, | am a transcendental ego, but i am not
conscious of this; being in a particular attitude, the natural
aftitude, | am completely given over to the object-poles,
completely bound by interests and tasks which are
exclusively directed toward them.'"

One is not conscious of the “transcendental ego” and the
paradoxical identity relation of “psychological ego” and “transcendental
ego”. To claim the paradoxical identity relation between “human” or
“psychological ego” and “transcendental ego” is a problem for
phenomenology. Furthermore, there is a “pre-reflective” “transcendental
ego” which cannot be realized without the usage of the further
“transcendental reduction” on “human” or “psychological ego” which has

already realized.

This to us rather obvious consideration, which is
nevertheless still in need of a deeper grounding, could of
course not be accessible prior to the transcendental
reduction; but was not the alliance between psychology and
transcendental philosophy always strongly noticeable, in
spite of all obscurity?'"®

"8 |bid., § 58, p. 205.
"7 |bid., § 58, p. 207.
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Husserl realizes the “transcendental ego” as the “ultimate ego-
pole”. “| can investigate transcendentally this total accomplishment of

which | myself, as the “ego”, am the ultimate ego-pole, and | can pursue

its intentional structure of meaning and validity.”'*®

“Transcendental ego” is defined as the “ultimate ego-pole” of
cogifo which involves alteration of experiences, changing
representational contents (Vorsfellungsgehalten) of life-world. In the
repeated structure which is ego cogito cogitafum. Ego is the identical

ego-pole of all kinds of cogito, mental acts or experiences.

As |, philosophizing, reflect in pure consistency upon myself
as the constantly functioning ego throughout the alteration of
experiences and the opinions arising out of them, as the ego
having consciousness of the world and dealing with the world
consciously through these experiences, as | inquire
consistently on all sides into the whaf and the how of the
manners of givenness and the modes of validity, and the
manner of ego-centeredness, | become aware that this
conscious life is through and through an intentionally
accomplishing life through which the lfe-world, with all its
changing representational contents [Vorstellungsgehalten], in
part aftains new and in part has already attained its meaning
and validity.'®'

If is clear that cogifo which is mental acts or experiences are
manifold and varied such as alteration of experiences, changing
representational contents of the life-world. However, “transcendental
ego” or “apodictic ego” is the identical ego-pole of all kinds of mental

acts or experiences. The distinction between unchanging, identical ego

%% \bid., § 58, pp. 205-206.
'*! Ibid., § 58, p. 204.
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pole and its changing mental acts, experiences or cogifo causes the
ontological separation. So, “pure ego” gains a different ontological
status which is different from its acts or experiences. Some similar
ontological differences between “human” or “psychological ego” and

“transcendental ego” are also emphasized by Husserl.

But did this make it seriously a psychology, a science in
which one learned something about the mind’s [Geist] own
essence? (I emphasize once again that this refers not to a
mystical “metaphysical” essence but to one’s own being-in-
oneself and for-oneself which, after all, is accessible o the
inquiring, reflecting ego through so called “inner” or “seif-
perception.”)#

Being-for-oneself is accessible for the inquiring, reflecting ego via
inner or self-perception. However, “transcendental ego”, being-in-itself
cannot be accessible, even if one applies the “transcendental reduction”
to “human” or “psychological ego”. “Transcendental ego” as an identical
“ultimate ego-pole” escapes from the complete reduction to be a mere
phenomenon for consciousness as other mental acts or experiences. In
such a position, there is a clear ontological difference between self, ego
or “I” and its experiences. If one considers the Leibniz’ law, one cannot
claim the identity of “human” or “psychological ego” and “transcendentai
ego”, due to these different properties. The main problem of this
ontological difference is that how “transcendental ego” can be really
conscious of these experiences or mental acts, because of the different
ontological status. Self-alienated “transcendental ego” is unconscious,

unaware of its mental acts or experiences as being contrary to the

182 1bid., § 60, p. 213.
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rigorous scientific spirit of phenomenology. In fact, “transcendental
ego” which is able to alienate itself from its mental acts is not an
immanent content of consciousness as being experienceable like any
other mental acts. To accept the “transcendental ego” means to accept
an ego which is unaware of its cogifo, due to the ontological
differences.'®® There is a self alienation within the “ranscendental ego”.
There is a self alienation in the stream of consciousness in which ego
interrelates in such a way that the subject of experience can alienate
itself from its experiences and it can be unaware of these experiences,
due to the self alienation. Ontological differences between “human” or
“psychological ego” and “transcendental ego” also cause that
“franscendental ego” can be unaware of its experiences partially or fully.
Phenomenoclogy should answer the detailed questions about what kind
of entity is it? And where is it? To define the “transcendental ego” which
is in and beyond the experiences causes the problem, which is about
the relationship between experience and ego, self or “I”. The “pure ego”
is a type of consciousness, whose ontological status is a higher than
the other kinds of conscious experiences. To solve these ontological
problems, to accept that consciousness is a kind of process in which
there are ontologically distinct states of consciousness without any
essential relation to an enduring conscious entity seems unavoidable. In
other words, ego, self or “I” simply refers to my present state of
consciousness at a certain time when | use the word without an

“l!f

enduring “I" as an existing entity which persists through time.

5. Argument from the incomplete “transcendental reduction™

'8 The distinction between the real and merely phenomenal subject leads to two

distinct egos with different features and metaphysical status. Like Sartre, it is also
realized that there is an ontological difference among these egos. See Carr, David,
“Transcendental and Empirical Subjectivity” in The New Husser! (edited by Don
Welton), (Indiana; indianapolis University), 2003, p. 184.
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In the Anti Transcendental Ego Argumentations section, 1 claim
that “transcendental ego” is not an object for and content in
consciousness. This pure and disinterested ego remains as a
guestionable presupposition. Despite of the “transcendental reduction’
on “human” or “psychological ego”, “transcendental ego” is still not
reduced to a mere phenomenon for consciousness. However, epoché
and “transcendental reduction” are means to exclude whatever is
transcendent in the domain of pure consciousness. Everything
becomes a phenomenon for consciousness, except for the
“transcendental ego”. The essential nature and identity of the ego
seems still uncertain, despite of the application of “transcendental
reduction”. Everything, including “psychological ego” can become a
mere phenomenon for consciousness and one can be aware of them.
So, there is an imperfect “transcendental reduction” on the
“transcendental ego”. This “transcendental ego” is both transcendental
and an ego which is not reducible to be a mere succession of mental
acts or experiences in the stream of consciousness. Its immediate,
direct grasping or intuition like other conscious phenomenon is
impossible. This causes deficiency of the method, “transcendental
reduction” as being contrary to the clarity and certainty of
phenomenology as a rigorous science. One claims the identity of
“psychological ego” and “transcendental ego”. “Psychological ego” is
reduced to be a mere phenomenon for consciousness, but
“transcendental ego” is phenomenon in itself as the noumenon of the

% brings the

Kantian philosophy. “Transcendental reduction”
“tfranscendental ego” from “pre-reflective” awareness into reflective

awareness. However, “franscendental reduction” is still incomplete

! The way which is reflection permits the ego to experience itself. See Landgrebe,
Ludwing, “Husserl's Departure from Cartesianism” in The Phenomenology of
Husserl (edited, {ranslated by R. O. Elventon), (Chicago: Quadrangle Books), 1870,
pp. 289-280
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reduction which cannot turn the “franscendental ego” into a mere

phenomenon for consciousness.
6. Argument from the “pre~reﬂective”’85 “tfranscendental ego”:

In the second volume of the Fifth Logical Investigation, Husserl

claims that the process of attention is always intentional.

Nothing has so hindered right views in this field as the by-
passing of the fact that affention is an emphatic function
which belongs among acts in the above defined sense of
intentional experiences, and which is not descriptively
graspable as long as “being experienced’, in the sense of the
mere existence of a content in consciousness, is confused
with intentional objectivity. %

It means that consciousness always intends or posifs some
object over against itself. “Transcendental ego” is something which is
always pre-reflexively conscious until | suddenly choose to attend it.
There is a selective attention or selective inattention to see certain
things and ignore others. There is the possibility of such phenomena as
“pre-reflective” consciousness as a result of the absence of the direct
and immediate realization of the “transcendental ego®. Unlike “pre-
reflective” “transcendental ego”, one can realize the changing, even
conflicting mental acts from the first person perspective. Then, one can

reach the consclusion about presence of something unchanging and

5 | barrow this concept from Sartre to show that “transcendental ego” cannot be
accessed before the reflection. This concept is used as “pre-reflective cogitc”. See
Sartre, Jean P., Being and Nothingness, (New York: Routiedge), 1989, p. 73.

188 Husserl, Edmund, Logical Investigations (translated by J. N. Findiay), (London:
Routledge & Kegan Paul), 1970, Vol. 2, Investigation V, § 19, pp. 584-585.
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identical. Here, the first premise is false and faisity is preserved in the

conclusion.
If there is change, then something must change
There is change
Therefore; something must change

There is the possibility that one uses such kind of syllogisms
without realizing it as a “pre-reflective” phenomenon. Furthermore, this
“transcendental ego” is considered as seif identical which may come
from the unconscious application of the principle of identity. There is the
application of laws of logic on “transcendental ego” unconsciously. In
other words, | ask that whether “taranscendental ego” can be realized
as a result of the inner experience or unconscious application of cerfain
laws of logic and syllogisms. This question and its answer is also one of

the contributions of the thesis.

For example, | know a name, but | cannot remember this name
at that moment. To accept the possibilty of “pre-reflective”
“transcendental ego” lets one to claim the possibility of all kinds of *pre-
reflective” conscious phenomenon. Similarly, | can make logical
inferences without realizing that | am doing so. It causes “logical

fallacies”. %

¥ one accepts the possibility of “pre-reflective”
consciousness, there is the possibility of the presence of conient in
consciousness to which | am not attending at this moment. There is the
possibility of the application of logic, especially on the “transcendental

ego” which is similar to the noumena of the Kantian philosophy. One

7 There is the possibility of making logical inferences without realizing it. The
possible reason of some of the logical inferences is this “logical fallacy”. See Ellis,
Ralph, An Onfology of Consciousness, (Dordrecht: Martinus Nijhoff Publishers},
1986, p. 83
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can experience that there are manifold and varied mental acts,
experiences or cogifo. These manifold and varied mental acts can be
experienced directly, immediately without realizing “transcendental ego”
in a sirilar way. In fact, one can just experience “what is irreducible”
from the first person perspective, not an immaterial substance or “pure
ego”. “We must refuse to turn activities, like thinking, into substantives
and finally into substances (res cogitans).”'®® Aron Gurwitsch claims
that the egological consciousness itself gets substantialized and
becomes like a monad. ' He also claims that Husserl criticizes
Descartes’ views. However, his egologic consciousness is also open to

the same critiques.

| claim that the presence of the “transcendental ego” is a
category mistake which is absent in reality. “Transcendental ego” is
claimed as a result of the unaware usage of certain syllogisms and

logical laws.

7. Argument from the claim that the reflected “transcendental
ego” as the object of the knowing “subject ego” turns into an intentional

object as the known “object ego™

Husserl claims that attention is always intentional. The “pre-
reflective”, “non-intentional” “transcendental ego” causes the possibility
of content in consciousness which is not attending at this moment. If
there is content in consciousness which is not focused is present as

“pre-reflective”, it will cause many problems. If attention is always

1% parsuen, Cornelis, A. van, “The Concept of the Body” in Analecta Husserliana: The
Yearbook of Phenomenological Research (edited by Ana Teresa Tymieniecka),
(New York: Humanities Press), Vol. 1, 1971, p. 134.

1% Gurwitsch, Aron, "a Non-Egologica! Conception of Consciousness” in Philosophy
and Phenomenoclogical Research, Vol. 1, 1841, p. 329.
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intentional, it causes a division'® between reflecting and intentional
consciousness as the knowing “subject ego” and reflected, “non-
intentional” and “prereflective” consciousness as the known “object

GQO” 161

Aron Gurwitsch who supports the non-egologic pure
consciousness and the claims of Sartre in the analytic frame defends
that “...the ego in question is that of the grasped, not of the grasping
act.”"® In other words, there is the distinction between the “grasped”
and the “grasping” consciousness. Furthermore, he adds that
“[fleflection gives rise fo a new object-the ego-which appears only if this

attitude is adopted.”'®

) Here, “ranscendental ego” is present as “non-intentional” and
“pre-reflective” ego. Then, “transcendental ego” becomes an object of
consciousness rather than an immanent noetic content within the
subjective dimension of the stream of consciousness. If attention is
always intentional as in the claim of Husserl, any consciousness which
is not intentional or which does not posit an object over against itself, it
will gain the status of unreflected, “pre-reflective” intentional object. if
attention is intentional, the "transcendental ego” which is already there
turns into an intentional object of this attentive awareness. If one is
attentively aware of a “non-intentional consciousness” such as the non-

positionatl self-consciousness of the “transcendental ego”, it will not be a

¥ This division is made as “original” reflecting ego and an objectified pure ego. See
Kockelmans, Joseph J., "Husserl and Kant on the Pure Ego” in Husser! Expositions
and Appraisals, {Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press), 1977, p. 273.

¥ The reflecting ego is performing an act which makes the previously latent ego an
intentional object or object of an act of reflection. Then, the performing ege
hecomes the “subject ego” who knows itself io be ideniical with the "object ego” or
the ohject of iis reflection. See Landgrebe Ludwing, “Husserls Departure from
Cartesianism” in The Phenomenology of Husserl (edited, translated by R. O.
Elveton), {Chicago: Quadrangle Books), 1970, pp. 289-290.

%2 Gurwitsch, Aron, “A Non-Egological Conception of Consciousness” in Philosophy
and Phenomenological Research, Vol. 43, 1941, p. 331.

3 Ibid., p. 331.
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content of consciousness and it will be a mere object of consciousness.
“Transcendental ego” cannot be a proper part of the flux or stream of
consciousness in which there is a continuous succession of now-points.
Phenomenological  reflection always reduces the reflected
consciousness into an intentional object.'® Husserl also claims that
consciousness can be directly and non-intentionally conscious of itself
in the flux or stream of consciousness. However, “transcendental ego”
is reflected via intentional attention as a result of its “pre-reflective”
nature. One intentionally directs toward the “transcendental ego” as if it
is an object. Then, it becomes the known “object ego” which causes the
incomplete “transcendental reduction”. Furthermore, there is ontological
difference between reflecting consciousness as the knowing “subject
ego” and reflected, “non-intentional”, “pre-reflective” consciousness as
the known “object ego”. If one accepts the transcending unity across
each conscious act in the stream of consciousness, “transcendental
ego” will be either the direct consciousness of the particular conscious

acts or a transcending unity which has all of these particular mental acts.

If “transcendental ego” is the former, to explain what binds the
mental states will be difficult. However, if “transcendental ego” is the
latter, it will not be conscious of its own mental acts, due to the
ontological differences. So, to leave the "transcendental ego” can be a

suitable solution of the problems.

8. Argument from the unity and continuity of the stream or flow of

consciousness:

1% The ego cannot be the content of consciousness. 1t is also claimed that it cannot be
described properly, See Kockelmans, Joseph J., “Husserl and Kant on the Pure
Ego” in Husserl Expositions and Appraisals, (Notre Dame: University of Notre
Dame Press), 1977, p. 271.
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Since, it has the ability of self alienation which influences the
direction of the flow of experiences, to accept the “transcendental ego”
causes problems. Therefore, it can indirectly influence the content of
experience. How this influence happens can be examined in detail like
this:

1. There is a unity and continuity of the flow of consciousness.

2. Self is experienceable as a kind of consciousness which

provides the unity throughout the stream of experience.

3. Seli-alienation minimizes the direct consciousness of this type
of unity and continuity within the stream of experiences or flow of
consciousness. What the ontological status of the “transcendental ego”
is and what the relationship between these concrete, conscious
experiences and the self is must be analyzed at this level
“Transcendental ego” provides unity and continuity of these concrete
experiences. If one claims the necessity to accept the “transcendental
ego” for the unity and continuity of experiences, there will be a serious
problem which is the self alienation of the “transcendental ego”. Self
alienation of the “transcendental ego” causes the disunity and

discontinuity of experiences.

Instead of the acceptance of the “franscendental ego” for the
continuity and unity of the experiences, | can claim the plurality of
selves which succeed each other as many distinct *{”. | can claim the
regular replacement of the retained old now point by the new now point.
Pure consciousness can experience itself in a continuous and unified
way by means of the successive replacement of the hew now points
and the retention of the old now points. The continuity of the self also

does not depend on the continuity and identity of the “transcendental
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ego”; it depends on the re-collection or re-presentation of perceptions
in which present self realizes old selves through the re-collection of
these perceptions.via memory. In other words, to claim that a person is
the same person at two different times in the history is only a matter of
degree. So, there is no need for the continuity of the persisting ego.
“Transcendental ego” is the mere the fiction of the mind, due to the
cerfain category mistakes which will be examined in detail in the

Cartesian category mistake section.
9. Argument from the problems of the “pure ego” in Ideas:

The claim which is “transcendency within immanency”'® of the
“pure ego” is quite paradoxical which can be solved by accepting either
transcendency or immanency of the “pure ego”. To leave the claim
about the transcendence of the “pure ego” can solve the problem. “Pure
ego” is both transcendent and immanent simultaneously and it is
contrary to the logical law, non-contradiction principle. In a disjunctive
syllogism, one can solve the paradox. “Pure ego” is either transcendent
or immanent, where ‘or’ is interpreted in “exclusive” sense: “pure ego” is
not totally immanent, due to its “peculiar” kind of transcendence in /deas.
So, to leave the transcendent “pure ego” will be the suitable solution of
the problem. In fact, to accept the transcendence of the “pure ego” is

incompatible with the ontology of radically immanent transcendental

3| evinas makes a distinction wakeful and sleeping ego which is the re-formulation of
the problem, “transcendency within immanency”. The underlying life of the ego is
forgotten or putting that life info a state of sleep, "the possibility of awakening
already makes the heart of the ego-of the troubled, living inside, transcendent in
immanence’-beat”. There is also claim about the “awakening within wakefulness”
which signifies the “de-fection” of the identity. See Levinas, Emmanuel,
Discovering Existence with Husser! (Translated by Richard A. Cohen), (Evanston:
Northwestern University Press), 1998, pp.162-168.
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phenomenology’®® which consists of purely immanent realm of beings

such as pure experiences, their meanings and intentional objects.

Furthermore, “pure ego” gains a different ontological status from
the purely immanent entities. The paradoxical claim, “transcendency
within immanency” is also one of the main reasons to leave the claim
about transcendent “pure ego” to solve the paradox. The better position
is to claim that pure consciousness is non-egologic which is free from
the transcendental subject of thoughts. Pure consciousness must be
totally homogeneous which does not involve anything, besides
immanent entities. Therefore, what remains is the “franscendental
residuum” of the “transcendental reduction® or epoché as being
disembodied, singular and continuous. There is the radical purification
of all transcendences, including one’s own body, other persons, “pure
ego’, efc. One should exclude every short of transcendence to clean
the pure consciousness to be compatible with the definition of the

“transcendental phenomenology”.'*’

10. Argument from introspection:

One considers that there is an intimate connection between

consciousness and introspection.'® One can be consciously, directly

1% Husserl characterizes the “pure ego” as “a non-constituted transcendence-a
franscendence in immanence’-which is “a special entity”. However, this special
entity is not bracketed. It is situated within the domain of transcendentally purified
consciousness as being incompatible with the purification of conscioushess. See
Gurwitsch, Aron, "A non-egologic Conception of Consciousness” in Philosophy and
Phenomenological Research, Vol. 1, 1941, p. 327.

7 Phenomenology should exclude every sort of transcendence to be compatible with
the definition of “transcendentai phenomenology”. See Kockelmas, Joseph,
Edmund Husserl’s Phenomenology, {indiana: Purdue University Press), 1994, p.
203.

'*® Hume claims that what he gets is the knowledge of perception from the first person
perspective. He cannot catch the self. There is the denial of the introspective
accessibility of the self. Then he concludes that “the self can be nothing but a
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aware of his own mental states via introspection. '™ “Whatever is
revealed to me by the natural light — for example that from the fact that |
am doubting it follows that | exist, and so on — cannot in any way be
open to doubt.”®® Descartes reaches a mental state, to doubt as one of
the mode of thinking via introspection in the evil demon scenario. Then,
he concludes that there is a thinking thing as a substance.”®' By means
of the methodic doubt, Descartes reaches the cogifo, after doubting the
existence of the world, including his own body. Like Husserl, the
thinking ego is responsible to build up clear and distinct corpus of
knowledge. However, Cartesian cogifo is too wide that he conceives it
as a substance which has an immaterial, indivisible and independent
ontological status as a piece of reality. Descartes claims that thoughts
(mental processes) do not independently exist as attributes. He claims
that thoughts are merely attributes of a thinking thing or immaterial
substance which provides the unity of thoughts (mental processes).
This unity is called as self or "I".
Descartes claims that the existence of the self in this famous
expression, cogifo, ergo sum or ] think, therefore | am”. “I think” part

depends on the immediate, direct and private access of a certain

bundie of perceptions”. See Noon, Harold W., Hume on Knowledge, (New York:
Routledge), 1899, p. 200.

¥% Direct, introspective acquaintance of sensation and its intrinsic character is
explained, despite of the intersubjective nature of sense words. See Goldstein, Irin,
“Intersubjective Properties by which we specify Pain, Pleasure, and Cther Kinds of
Mental States” in Philosophy (edited by Anthony O'Hear), (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press), 2000, Vol. 75, p. 89,

 Descartes, Rene, Meditations on First Philosophy (transiated by John Cottingham),
{Cambridge: Cambridge University Press), 1996, p. 27.

11§ one accepts that experiences, thoughts, ideas as the properties of the self, how
do they relate to the objects and the world they are about? This question is asked
as a problem of the Cartesian philosophy. See Carr, David, “Transcendental and
Empirical Subjectivity” in The New Husser!, {indianapolis: Indiana University Press),
2003, p.183.
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mental state which is to think. Sum is translated as “| am” or “| exist”

which is a thinking thing as a substance.

From the perspective of the Husserlian phenomenology,
consciousness is consciousness of something, because of its
intentional nature. Therefore, it also includes the cogifatum. However,
Cartesian cogifo is too wide that he conceives it as a substance.
Thinking thing as a substance still survives and it is not bracketed by
the method of doubt. However, Husserl has bracketed the totality of
reality, including psycho-physical ego to claim the presence of
“transcendental ego” as the identical, ultimate ego pole of all kinds of
mental acts or cogifo. In the bundle theory of Hume, self or person is
assumed to be the mind. Mind is assumed as nothing but a bundle or
collection of different perceptions which succeed each other with an
inconceivable rapidity, perpetual flux and movement. Hume defines the
non-egologic pure consciousness and he is against the Cartesian
immaterial thinking thing as a substance. "We have no perfect idea of
anything but of a perception. A substance is entirely different from a
perception. We have therefore no idea of a substance.”® In A Treatise
of Human Nature, the final decision of Hume is that “soul is absolutely
unintelligible."**® The root of Hume’s bundle theory is against the illusion
about the personal identity. If there is a self, it should be experienceable.
The existence of self cannot be inferred from any kind of experience.
Whenever | introspect, | can find thoughts, sensations, emotions, not
the thing which has them. There is a Cartesian myth in which one

claims the existence of an immaterial substance as an underlying unity.

22 Hume, David, A Treatise of Human Nature, (London: J. M. Dent & Sons Lid.), 1961,
p. 223,

2% hid., p. 237.
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Hume denies the category of mental substance®® to which
experiences are attributed. He cannot find the necessary owner which
is something other than the rest of the bundle. Hume denies the
category of mental substance which one atiributes the experiences.
Similarly, he also denies the necessity of a material owner. So, there
must be a disembodied, non-egologic pure consciousness in which
different perceptions succeed each other with an inconceivable rapidity
in a perpetual flux and movement. There are two important claims of

Hume.

1- Introspection reveals the presence and certainty of thoughts,
perceptions without revealing an immaterial thinking thing as substance.
Similarly, he also avoids a material owner of these thoughts,

perceptions, etc.
2- introspection also reveals a disembodied consciousness.

It is clear that | cannot experience myself as anything other than

the experience itself through introspection.

In The Crisis of European Sciences and Transcendental
Phenomenology, there are two different bodies which are physical body
(Korper) and living body (Leib).?®® Physical body can be considered as
my body for others which are the objective body as being the object of

experience and scientific inquiry. However, living body is felt by me as

24 Hume, who claims that self is a fiction as the opposite claim of Kant, denies the
immortal sout. Then, it is called as "Hume’'s fictionalism” in which self is defined as
‘non-existent’. However, Carr accepts the “transcendental ego”- See Carr, David,
*Transcendental and Empirical Subjectivity” in The New Husser!, (indianapolis:
Indiana University Press), 2003, pp. 188-190.

5 The distinction between “living body” and "physical body” is made by Husserl. See
Husserl, Edmund, The Crisis in European Sciences and Transcendental
Phenomenology (translated by David Carr), (Evanston: Northwestern University
Press), 1970, § 60, p. 212
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being my body for me. When there is a pain in my leg, | can access ifs
knowledge via introspection which lets me to know it immediately
directly and privately as the token of the pain typé. Our faculty of inner
observation or introspection does not let us to know our pain, hope and
beliefs in a neural network. Introspection which lets us to get the perfect
access of our mental states is not sufficient to reveal such kind of neural
system. What one can introspectively know is thoughts, beliefs, hopes,
not an immaterial underlying substance, a neural network or some kind
of bodily substance. In other words, introspection lets us to realize a
disembodied pure consciousness. Both Descartes and Hume agree the
reliability and validity of knowledge which come from introspection,
despite of the denial of Hume about the existence of an immaterial

underlying entity which binds these mental states together.

it is already explained that the “transcendency within
immanency” of the “pure ego” is that “pure ego” which is within the
immanency consists of totality of pure experiences. Since, it is neither
an experience nor a part of it; it is still not totally immanent. Each
coming and going mental process can be experienced immediately,

directly, despite of the transcendence of the “pure ego” in /deas.

All mental acts or cogito can be known immediately and directly.
Like Descartes and Hume, Husserl also agrees with the direct,
immediate access of all mental phenomena, despite of the failure of the
immediate access to the immaterial substance, “pure ego” and

“transcendental ego”.

All of these arguments support the disembodied non-egologic
pure consciousness which is free from a transcendental subject of
thoughts. There is a direct, immediate and private access to the mental

states or acts of consciousness or cogifo, despite of the failure to
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access an immaterial soul as a substance in the claim of the Cartesian
philosophy, “pure ego” in Ideas, and “transcendental ego” in The Crisis
of the European Sciences and Transcendental Phenomenoclogy. The
first person perspective is the inevitable and unavoidable position to

understand and explain all kinds of mental phenomenon.
11. Argument from solipsism:

Epoche®® turns the whole world and all of the individuals into a
mere phenomenon for consciousness, including the empirical body. In
solif.}sism,207 one can just know whatever is in his own mind. | use
solipsism as “priority”’, “independence” of mental acts, states of
individuals in the weak sense and “I alone exist or am known to exist,”
and there are no other minds in the strong sense as in the definitions of
David Bell. So, the world of eidos, mathematics and natural world
remain as they are in the consciousness to be focused or to be directed.
Even if one totally disconnects himself from the "fact world”, it is still
potentially there to be focused. Epistemologically, these contents of
consciousness have a privileged status to access. Unlike one’s
knowledge of his own consciousness, he is ignorant about the change

of the particulars in this world as a result of the “disconnexion” of

epoché like a little god.

Now, one needs to explain the notions which are immanent and

transcendent. In fact, one can find several levels of transcendence and

208 Tha world is retained in the consciousness, not as a real world, but as a cogilata,
as that to which consciousness is oriented. See Persuen, Cornellis A, van.,
Phenomenology and Reality, (U.S.A: Duquesne University), 1972, p. 59.

27 There is the Husserl's “first person singular account of experience” in Logical
Investigations. There is a methodologically solipsistic account of experience. There
is also the suspending belief in the existence of the outside world and other minds
to explain how external objects and other minds are to be understood by each of
us individually. See Keller Pierre, Husserl and Heidegger on Human Experience,
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press), 1999, p. 39.
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immanence. In the side of the noema or intentional object, one should

distinguish different experiences:
1. What is immediately given to consciousness.

2. What is given in the succession of time, but is implied in what

is immediately given.

3. The thing in itself, which is given partially or one sided as in

the case of sides, aspects and profiles.

One can distinguish three levels of immanence and the
corresponding transcendence.”® In other words, there are different and

relative degree of tfranscendence and immanence.

1. Immanence as noesis and transcendence as noema. The
intentional act or noesis and its ingredients are in the area of
immanence. However, everything which belongs to the noema is
transcendent to consciousness. For example, the intentional act of
perceiving a tree is immanent. However, the intentional object tree is
transcendent. Here, the criteria to distinguish what is immanent and
transcendent depends on the question whether something is an integral
part of the act of consciousness or not. It is clear that the intentional
object is not an integral part of the act of consciousness. So, it is

franscendent fo consciousness.

2. Immanence as noesis and what is immediately given in the
noema, and transcendence as what is not immediately given in the
noema. The intentional act of perceiving a tree and the eidos of the tree

is immanent. However, future and past of the tree are only implications

8 Three levels of immanence and the corresponding transcendence is given by
Mayol. See Mayol, V. Valerde, On Husserl, (U.S.A. Wadsworth), 2000, p. 64.
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of it. The past and future are not given originally and immediately. So,
they are transcendent. The criteria of immanence and franscendence is
what is originally and immediately given to consciousness and what is

not originally and immediately given to consciousness.

3. Immanent is what is immediately given in the noema and its
implications (the past and the future). For example, the intentional act of
perception of a tree, the intentional object tree, its past and future are
immanent to consciousness. However, the real or extra-mental tree in
the natural world is transcendent to consciousness. The criteria fo
distinguish the immanence and transcendence is what is given in some

way and what is not given in any way.

Epoché, “transcendental reduction” and eidetic reduction provide
the purification of consciousness. However, self-identical “pure ego’,
which shows the nature of a “peculiar’ kind of transcendence, is
retained after epoché. It must be eliminated for the purification of the
consciousness from all kinds of franscendences. In solipsism, one must
be aware of whatever is in the domain of consciousness, at least as
potential. Unlike the experience of the individuals in the “fact world”, the
content of consciousness should be known in a certain way after
epoché. So, to leave the “pure ego” seems a suitable way to avoid all

kinds of transcendences.

12- Argument from the “shift” of the definition of consciousness

after epoché:
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209

Before the application of epoché,“” every experience in the

210 or thought has the form of cogifo (I think). Don

sense of cogitatio
Welton also claims that “[a]s the starting point, we take consciousness
in a pregnant sense and one which offers itself first, which we can
designate most simply by the Cartesian term, cogito, by the phrase I
think™.2'! Cogito in the Cartesian philosophy is so wide that it involves “|
perceive”, “I remember”, "I judge’, ‘I feel’, etc. However, epoché
provides the “shift” of the definition of consciousness.?'? Husserl claims
that “...the pregnant meaning of the expression ‘cogifo’, ‘| have
consciousness of something’, 1 perform an act of consciousness’.”*"?
This successful definition involves the special ability of intentionality as

the special ability of pure consciousness. After epoché,?'* “I have

2 Before epoché, “the phenomenclogzing 17 is already there to open to itself in a
mode of self-consciousness (of being-for-itself). Human consciousness of the “I” or
self is also already there, before the “reflection” as preknown and pregiven sense.
See Fink, Eugen, Sixth Carfesian Meditation, {indianapolis: Indiana University
Press), 1998, pp.13-18.

M0 The “cogitatio” or lived experience is really reell and immanent in consciousness.
Due to the pure immanence of “cogifations”, they are given absolutely. Unlike
transcendent world which fturns into an intentional correlate after epoché,
consciousness is absolute. See Kern, iso, “The Three Ways to the Transcendental
Phenomenaciogical Reduction in the Philosophy of Edmund Husserl in Husser
Expositions and Appraisals (edited with introduction by Frederick A. Eiloston &
Peter Mc Cormick), Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press), 1977, pp. 127-
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Welton, Don, The Essential Husserl, (Indiana: Indiana University Press), 1999, §
34, p. 68.

212 proché also shows that this world is contingent, but consciousness is necessary.
The essential feature of the “thing world” is existence which is not necessarily
guaranteed by its givenness fo consciousness. See Berger, Gaston, The Cogifo in
Husserl’s Philosophy, (Evanston: Northwestern University Press), 1972, p. XXI.

23 Husserl, Edmund, /deas (translated by W. R. Boyce Gibson), (New York:
Humanities Press), 1976, § 35, p. 118.

24 after securing the ego as the “residuum”, the world is mere a “phenomenon” for this
ego. The “cogifo” bears intentionally fo the whole world as a cogitatum after
epoche. See Kemn, Iso, "“The Three Ways to the Transcendental
Phenomenological Reduction in the Philosophy of Edmund Husser” in Husser!
Expositions and Appraisals {edited with introduction by Frederick A. Elioston and
Peter Mc Cormick), (Notre Dame; University of Notre Dame Press), 1977, pp. 127,
129.
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conscious of something.” Then, there is the cogifo cogitatum. However,
cogito involves the “pure ego” and its ego life. Unlike the success of the
definition of consciousness, there is the failure of the “franscendency
within immanency” in the frame of the definition of cosciousness. It is
clear that one cannot be conscious of the “pure ego” which has a
“peculiar” transcendence, in spite of the immanence of the mental acts
in the stream of consciousness. So, “pure ego” is contrary to the
formulated definition of consciousness. Something cannot be
simulténeousiy immanent and transcendent at the same time. So, to
leave the “pure ego” is the suitable solution of the problem in the frame

of phenomenology.

There is the “shift” of the definition of consciousness. However,
there is no futher examination of the definition of ego in The Crisis of
European Sciences and Transcendental Phenomenology. In fact, there
is the repeated structure which is ego cogifo cogitatum.*"® Ego is
accessed through further usage of “transcendental reduction” as the
“transcendental ego”. However, ego is simply the negation of cogito
which is changing, accessible, etc. Ego is unchanging, identical and
beyond the accessibility as the “ultimate ego pole”. One can ask that
what this ego is. It is clear that one cannot know the ego properly. So,
the negation of cogito is é way o explain what ego is without its
immediate access. One can also ask a question that whether negation
gives information or not? It is clear that negation does not give any
information. So, to leave the ego of the cogifo cogitatum is the suitable

solution of the problem.

215 The true sense of the ego, in the formula “ego-cogifo-cogitatum” will only be
revealed through the further reduction, the franscendental epoché. See
MacDonald, Paul S., Descarfes and Husserd, {Albany: State University of New
York), 2000, p. 174.
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13- Argument from the definition of consciousness in the frame

of phenomenology:

To start phenomenology, epoché is means to “set aside”
whatever is physical. “Pure ego” as irreducible “transcendental

residuum” and its “ego life” remain as a result of the application of

epoché.

There are two regions which are Nature and Consciousness. *'®
They are instantiated in a person as body and mind, which are distinct
dependent moments of one and the same individual. One “sets aside”
whatever is physical which involves body, brain, neural activities. They
are the concern of the sciences from the third person perspective which
provides the probabilistic empirical generalizations. However, the other
distinct dependent aspect is irreducible and purely mental from the first
person perspective. “That is, consciousness is a word that describes
intentional acts, not a thing.” ?"" Person A is the owner of a
consciousness in which there is the totality of mental processes as the
stream of consciousness. Potential or actual conscious of all kind of
mental processes should be the basic characteristic of conscious
events. One gets the disembodied pure consciousness, not “pure ego”
from the first person perspective. Husseri accepts “pure ego” and
“transcendency within immanency” in /deas. However, he also confess
that “...in respect of intentionality, is a quite fundamental distinction,
namely, that between the proper components of the intentional

experiences, and their infentional correlates, or the components of

216 The two region distinclion as Nature and Consciousness is made. See Smith,

David Woodruff, “Mind and Body” in The Cambridge Companion fo Husserl (edited
by Barry Smith & David Woodruff Smith), (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press), 1998, p. 335. '

a7 Hermberg, Kevin, Husserl’s Phenomenology, (London: International Publishing
Group), 2006, pp. 19-20.
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them.”*'® After epochs, pure consciousness remains. However, it
must be eliminated, due to the definition of consciousness. In the
definition of consciousness, Husserl also claims the intentionality of
conscious acts. Unlike “pure ego”, mental acts, experiences are
experienceable and they are quite compatible with the definition of

CONSCIOUSNESS.

Body, brain and neural aclivities are the instantiation of the
region, Nature as the domain of natural sciences. However, pure
consciousness is the instantiation of the region, Conciousness in which
everything should be actually or potentially available to be compétibie
with the scientific rigorous spirit of phenomenology. So, to leave the
“pure ego” and “transcendental ego” will purify the consciousness to be
compatible with the definition of consciousness in the philosophy of

Husserl.

Briefly, the proper way to avoid the problems which are the self
alienation of the “transcendental ego”, “pre-reflective” nature of the
“transcendental ego” and transcendence of the “pure ego”, one should
return the initial position of Husserl in which he denies the existence of
the “pure ego” and "transcendental ego”. All kinds of transcendences in
the consciousness should be excluded as in the initial position of
Husserl. Furthermore, to deny the “pure ego” and “transcendental ego”
will be used as means 1o solve the mind-body problem. It is clear that
whenever | deny the existence of the persisting, identical “pure ego”
and “transcendental ego”, the problem of personal identity becomes a
serious problem which will be examined and solved in the frame of
phenomenology. In fact, this problem is commonly discussed in the

frame of analytic philosophy, but | will try to answer the possible

28 Husserl, Edmund, Ideas (translated by W. R. Boyce Gibson), (New York:
Humanities Press), 1976, § 88, p. 257 (in the 6th printing).
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questions about the problem of personal identity in the frame of

phenomenology.

2.12 Cartesian Category Mistake

Husserl realizes the “transcendental ego” as a result of the
reflective transcendental inquiries. In this section, my aim is to show
that the immaterial substance of the Cartesian philosophy and the
“transcendental ego” of the Husserlian philosophy arise as a result of
the category mistakes which can depend on the misinterpretation of
sciences or on the abstraction of the non-egologic pure consciousness,
not on the inner experience as a result of the special methods such as
the “method of doubt” in the philosophy of Descartes and
“tfranscendental reduction” in the philosophy of Husserl. Hume
considers that Cartesian immateriali substance is the result of the
category mistake. If we use the terminclogy of Sartre, we can claim that
there is an “error of substance”. However, there is no clear claim about
the category mistake of the “franscendental ego” in the philosophy of
Sartre. In fact, it also arises as a result of the category mistake as in the
example of the Cartesian immaterial substance. To show these
category mistakes, the partmwhbie analysis, by which one can show
what piece is and what moment is in reality, is necessary. Then, one
should show how persons think and talk about moments abstractly as if
they are pieces. Pure consciousness turns an absfractum into a
concretum. Then, one concludes about the existence of immaterial
substance in the philosophy of Descartes and “transcendental ego” in
the philosophy of Husserl, as a result of this abstraction. One of the
main contributions of the theﬁsis is to show that there is a category

mistake which causes the: claim about the existence of the
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“tfranscendental ego”. The other main part of the claim is that this
category mistake can be shown by means of the part-whole analysis. In
fact, phenomenology let to examine what is supposedly known as true
by overcoming the confusions and misinterpretations. In reality, one
merely experiences “what is irreducible” from his own case or first
person perspective, not an immaterial substance and “transcendental
ego’. Since, pure consciousness gives an independent ontological
status to them as a result of its special capacity of abstraction; this

experience is the source of the category mistake.

“Transcendental ego” methodically reflects itself for the
purification of consciousness from all kinds of apperceptions of the
“subjective-relative” appearances of the life world and human self.
There is a self alienation of the “transcendental ego” from its “ego
life”.#'® Then, one can access the “transcendental ego”. The artificially
isolated mediator of Descartes, who also isolates himself via the
“method of meditation”,?® is a “prototype” for Husserl. One can be
certainly, directly and immediately aware of his mental acts,
experiences or cogito in the philosophy of Husserl and mental states in
the philosophy of Descartes by means of introspection, not an
immaterial substance, “pure ego” or “transcendental ego”. One can
claim that “[tlhe proposition “| am” depends on the “true principle of all
principles."?' There is the immediate, direct and private access to the

present mental states which are doubting, thinking by means of

2% pure ego alienates itself, due to its isolation and abstraction. See Eliis, Ralph, An
Ontology of Consciousness, (Dodrecht: Martinus Nijhoff Publishers), 1986, pp. 13.

| ike meditation, subject totally isolates himself from everything and this method is
called as the method of meditation. See Lauer, Quentin, Phenomenology: Its
Genesis and Prospect, (New York: Fordham University Press), 1958, p. 46.

21 |ondgrebe, Ludwing, “Husser's Departure from Cariesianism’ in The

Phenomenology of Husserl (edited, translated and with an introduction by R. O.
Elventon), {Chicago: Quadrangle books), 1970, p. 273,

116



introspection. However, the certainty of these introspected mental
states cannot presuppose the existence of “I” in the “l think”. “I am”
cannot depend on the “true principle of all principles”. Similarly, there is
the immediate, direct and originary access to the mental acts,
experiences or cogifo in Husserl. However, there is no such kind of
immediate, direct and originary access to the “transcendental ego”
which needs further “transcendental reduction” and reflection. There is
the certainty of cogito cogitatum, not ego cogito cogitatum. The origin of

these unfounded claims is the category mistake.

By means of “transcendental reduction”, one is able fo access
the “transcendental ego” as the identical, “ultimate ego-pole”. There is
one and the same person who has different moments such as living
body, physical body, “psychological ego”, *human ego” which are
abstracted to access the “transcendental ego”. Husseri also claims that
there are some personal properties of a person. “[iJt is a person,
substrate of personal properties, of original or acquired psychic
dispositions (faculties, habits).”?* This quotation shows that Husserl
has a tendency to accept the “transcendental ego” as the substrate of
personal properties as if it is the immaterial soul of the Cartesian

philosophy.

One of the main category mistakes belongs to sciences,

including psychology which takes physics as a model.

THE FUNDAMENTAL MISTAKE of wanting to view men and
animals seriously as double realities, as combinations of two
different sorts of realities which are to be equated in the
sense of their reality, and accordingly the desire to

22 |bid., § 67, p. 230.
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investigate souls also through the method of the science of
bodies, i.e., souls as existing within natural causality, in
space-time, like bodies-this gave rise to the supposed
obviousness of a method fo be formed as on analogue to
natural science®®.

The attempt to “equate” physical bodily reality with soul is a
category mistake. In fact, the “equalization” of completely two different
sorts of entities causes the examination of soul by means of the method
of natural sciences, as if it is something which obeys the laws of
“natural causality” in the space and time like bodies of the natural world.
This “equalization” of body with soul and the “equalization” of “natural-
scientific method” and “new psychological method™®* cause the false
parallelism of “inner” and “outer’ experience. Unlike scientific claims,
phenomenology shows that whatever comes from the empirical intuition
of the appearances of the Lebenswelf? are mere “subjective-relative”
and contingent. “...; [natural] science is supposed to be based on outer,
psychology on inner, experience. in the former, physical nature is given;
and in the latter, psychic being, that of the soul.”?*® In some of the
passages of The Crisis of European Sciences and Transcendental
Phenomenology, Husserl clearly blames the Cartesian dualism about
the failure of psychology. “Cartesian dualism requires the parallelization
of mens and corpus, together with the naturalization of psychic being
implied in this parallelization, and hence also requires the parallelization

of the required methods.””” Husserl clearly states that there is the

2% Ibid., § 63, p. 219.
24 1bid., § 63, p. 219.
2 Ipid., § 64, p. 221.
%26 |pid., § 63, p. 219.
7 |bid., § 64, p. 221.
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necessity to separate the experience of bodies from the experience of

n228

the spirit. Otherwise, some “paradoxical difficulties™” are unavoidable.

Since, body and all kind of bodily activities, including brain and neural
activities depend on the third person perspective of the probabilistic
sciences; one can access all kinds of mental acts directly, immediately

and privately from the first person perspective.

Husser! also finds many problems in the Cartesian dualism. To
examine these problems, one needs to analyze the concepts of

phenomenology. Wholes can be analyzed into two different kinds of

parts which are pieces and moments.**°

When | say ‘cohered continuously with it in unity’, | refer to
the unity of the concrete phenomenological whole, whose
parts are either absfract aspects, mutually founded upon,
and requiring each other in their coexistence, or pieces from
whose nature spring forms of coexistent unity, forms which
actually contribute to the content of the whole as real
indwelling aspects.**

28 |bid., § 65, p. 225.

2 There are two different subjects as real and phenomenal subjects with different
features and metaphysical status. This differentiation depends on the first person
point of view, a point of view | share, by definition, with no one else. The empirical
subject is experienced by others as the public "me”™. See Carr, David,
“Transcendental and Empirical Subjectivity” in The New Husser! (edited by Don
Welfon), (Indianapolis: Indiana University Press), 2003, pp. 184, 186.

9 Moment is used as a concept which means quality or aspect. See Husserl, Edmund,
Logical Investigations (franslated by J. N. Findlay), (New York: The Humanities
Press), Vol. 2, 1970, Investigation V, § 52, p. 800.

1 Husserl, Edmund, Logical investigations (translated by J. N. Findlay), (New York:
The Humanities Press), Vol. 2, 1970, Investigation V, § 6, p. 545.
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Pieces are parts which can subsist and be presented, apart from
the whole. Pieces can also be called as independent part. For example,
a branch of a tree is an independent part which can be separated from
the tree. In fact, it cannot function as a living branch of the tree any
longer. It is presented as an independent thing, apart from its whole.
Therefore, pieces are parts which can turn into an independent whole.
Unlike pieces, “moments” are paris which cannot subsist independently
apart from the whole as dependent parts. One of the examples of
moments is the colors which cannot occur apart from some surface or

spatial expanse.”*

To examine the concepts is necessary for the terminological
clarity. A whole can be called as concrefe which exists and presents
itself as a concrete individual. They can also be experienced as a
concrete individual. Since, a piece can become a concrefum, it is an
independent part. Unlike pieces, moments cannot become concrete.
Moments can exist and can be experienced with other complementary

momenis and it's whole.

In the Husserlian phenomenology, there is an “exploding”
perception of the numerically one and the same individual. Like a cube,
a human being is also experienced step by step fo discover different
aspects, moments of the numerically one and the same person. There
is only one substratum as an individual person which has two aspects
as the instantiation of two regions, Nature and Consciousness. There
are bodily and mental moments of the one and the same person.
Descartes claims a dualism of substances (mind versus body) and

attributes (thought versus extension). Cartesian dualism depends on

B2 «rClolor cannot be exemplified in something separately from extension”. See
Willard, Dallas, “Theory of Wholes and Parts” in Husserl's Logical Investigations
Reconsidered, (Dodrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers), Vol. 48, 2003, p. 169.
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the incompability between two substances. Bodies are essentially
divisible, due to its extension in space. However, souls are essentially

indivisible, due to the absence of the extension in space.

Husserl claims that psychic can be found in the world only in
connection with bodies.* In other words, physical body is animated by
soul or psyche by turning it into a living body. Souls are embodied
within body by being responsible from the willful actions of the person
and kinestically awareness of all kinds of action. Like Descartes,
Husserl questions the spatio-temporal nature of souls. "But do souls
have spatiotemporality in the true sense, in existence in his form, as do
bodies? It has always been noted that psychic being in and for it has no
spatial extension and location.” *** The ‘uniqueness” of the
“transcendental ego” is emphasized by Husserl. For the “transcendental
ego”, space and time are not the principles of individuation. Like the
Cartesian soul as a thinking substance, soul or psyche of Husserl also
violates all of the laws of natural sciences such as gravity, “natural
causality”, etc. Both of these soul definitions claim that the mass of the

soul is zero by violating all of the known rules.

In phenomenology, the distinction between pieces and moments
is very important for philosophical analysis. One can take something as
a piece, but it is a moment in reality by separating it from its wider whole
and other parts. The "task” of phenomenology is to show that something
is a dependent moment, not a piece. One knows that whatever is the

instantiation of consciousness is totally immaterial, without any

% Human being is not only object, but also subject. Human being can experience
himself “as worldy in the duafl sense”. See Zaner, Richard M., "“The sense of
Phenomenology” in The Way of Phenomenology, (New York: Pegasus), 1870, p.
120.

24 Husser!, Edmund, The Crisis of Furopean Sciences and Transcendental
Phenomenology (transltated by David Carr), (Evanston: Northwestern University
Press), 1973, § 62, p. 216
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extension and spatio-temporality. In spite of the different nature of soul,
it is the mere moment of the one and the same person, not a piece.
Both body and the soul are two different, distinct and dependent
aspects of one and the same person. In the history of philosophy, soul
is often separated from the brain and the body as if it is a piece, not a
moment. One separates what is inseparable by turning the abstractum
into a concretum. Descartes also separates soul from the body as
totally different kinds of substance. To formulate soul as a substance
which is an indepéndent category leads to a category mistake. This
mistake is called as mefabasis eis allo genos which is the change of the
genus in Greek, category mistake in the terminology of Gilbert Ryle or

“region” mistake in the terminology of Husserl.

Husserl claims that “...the psychic can be found in the world only
in connection with bodies”.?* Husserl continues like this; “[w]e had first
to help empirical inquiry toward an understanding of itself, we had to
make visible, through reflection, its anonymous accomplishment,
namely, the ‘abstraction’ we described.”*® Our immaterial conscious

"237 cause the acceptance of soul as

experiences and their “abstraction
an independent existence, concrefum as a piece, not a moment.
“..[Tlhe last residuum of the Cartesian theory of two substances is
defeated simply because abstracta are not ‘substances.” 2%
Analogously, one experiences immaterial conscious experiences which
changes continuously, then one concludes about the existence of an
immaterial “apodictic ego” which is identical, “ultimate ego-pole” of

these experiences.

3 1bid., § 686, p. 229.
%6 1bid., § 66, p. 229.
237 |bid., § 66, p. 229.
2 Ibid., § 66, p. 229.
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Now, one needs for the further analysis of the concept,
abstracfa. If one considers moments independently without any
dependence of them, they will be abstracta, due to the abstraction from
its whole. Language lets us to engage with a moment apart from its
necessary complementary moments and it's whole. To think and speak
about moments abstractly cause philosophical confusions and category
mistakes. One starts to think that moment can exist independently and
it can be a concretum. Briefly, the origin of the category mistake is that
one turns moment into a piece or an absfractum intc a concretum. The
soul is a moment which has an essential relation with a body and it is
founded upon the body as being “animated bodies”. Soul turns into a
piece as a vital force or a thing that can exist independently. it is also
presented apart from its organic base. Even it can pre-exist as being
independent from the body as a result of the category mistake. Since,
the claim about the existence of the “transcendental ego” is also a
category mistake, there is no such kind of ontologically different
“transcendental ego’. However, pure consciousness gives an
ontologically different status to the “transcendental ego”, as a result of
the abstraction by means of the further usage of the “tfranscendental
reduction”. Meanwhile, one sees that soul is completely different and
alienated from the natural world in the philosophy of Descartes. So, how
mind can get oufside itself to understand what is going on in the world is
a problem. In fact, the mind belongs to the world, due to its bodily
nature. Consciousness is essentially correlated with its objects.
Consciousness intentionally "directs toward” its objects as its content.
The whole world is carried to the consciousness as the intentional
correlate of the acts of consciousness. “[Tlranscendental

consciousness together with the natural world as its intentional
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"23% remain for transcendental phenomenology, after epochs.

correlate
In spite of the absence of the material nature of a tree, there is a
perceived free as such and it does not burn up like an extrapsychic tree.
There is an attempt to overcome the problem of knowledge about the
external world and the problem about how fo get the knowledge of the
extrapsychic reality. Mind is not a piece which can be separated from
the whole. However, mind is often separated from the brain and the
body, as if it is a piece, not a moment of one and the same person. The
“mind-brain” problem should be treated as an instance of such kind of
confusions which depend on the misinterpretation of part and whole

relationship.

The misinterpretation of part and whole relation leads to the
category mistakes in which one gives an independent ontological status
fo the immaterial substance in Descartes. When one talks about
persons, one uses the language of things, objects, individuals, entities.
Plato, Descartes and Christian tradition also use such kind of language
in which it expresses a certain kind of ontology. The most famous
expression of this ontology is Descartes’ res cogitans or "thinking thing”
which is the most certain truth. Human mind can rationally find the
conclusion that | am a thing which thinks. Cogifo of Descartes has a
form which is “I think”. There is a grammatical structure which is S is p”
in different languages. The acceptance of “I” in the philosophy of
Descartes, “pure ego” in Ideas, "transcendental ego” in The Crisis of
European Sciences and Transcendental Phenomenology depend on

the “grammatical hypotization”.?* The ability of the pure consciousness

»* Philipse, Herman, “Transcendental Idealism” in The Cambridge Companion to
Husserl (edited by Barry Smith & David Woodruff Smith), {(Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press), 1998, p. 254.

0 |deas and experiences are set up as objects and "true being” which can be grasped
through intuition, “just in case of empirical realities”. However, there is the “Platonic
hypostatization” in the claims of "Platonizing realists”. Empiricist phitosophers claim
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which is “abstraction” lets one to give an independent ontological
status which is also harmonious with our language structure. “What lies
before us, in fact, can be only the empirically real mental products of
‘abstraction’, which tack themselves on to experiences or presentations
in their natural reality.”®* It is clear that one of the rational ability is to
use language and to say “I”. One uses “I” in a particular language to
refer to the disembodied pure consciousness which is the agent of truth

“Il!

by making inferences, constructing hypothesis, etc. The “I” can say “l
think this or that”; “l intend to do this or that”. However, this “I” merely
depends on the abstraction of pure consciousness which lets fo think
and speak as if it is an ontologically independent entity or as if it is a
concrefum, not abstracfum apart from its whole. Other persons call this
“I” as “you”. This “you” is recognized as one and the same person in
different situations by other persons. However, they cannot reach the
conscious acts from the third person perspective. In fact, from the third
person perspective, other person is necessarily embodied within the
body, but one gets the knowledge of the disembodied conscicusness

from the first person perspective.

There is the creation of the ontologically different “transcendental
ego” as a category mistake in Husserl, as a result of the abstraction of
the moments from its whole. One also thinks and talks about moments
in an abstract way. This section is a continuation of the Anti

Transcendental Ego Argumentations section. | try to explain the

that “there cannot be any such thing as essence and intuition of essence (ideation).
So, they are the mere creation of the “grammatical hypostatization”. Husserl claims
that ideas or essences are “mental constructions”, "products of abstractions”
However, these claims should not lead to the conclusion that “essence”, “idea” or
“eidos” are “philosophical names for “sober psychological facts". | use the concept,
“grammatical hypostatization” to show that “pure ego” and “transcendental ego”
depend on merely "grammatical hypostatization”. See Husserl, Edmund, /deas

{New York: Humanities Press), 1976, § 22, p. 89 (in the 6th printing).
! 1hid., § 22, p. 89.
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reasons of the category mistakes which involve the claims about
Cartesian immaterial substance, “pure ego” in /deas "transcendental
ego” in Husserl in The Crisis in the FEuropean Sciences and
Transcendental Phenomenology. The elimination of “pure ego” and
“transcendental ego” will let to solve the mind-body problem in the

frame of phenomenology.

2.13 The Dissolution of the Mind - Body Problem in Husserl

To dissolve the mind-body problem in the frame of Husserlian
transcendental phenomenology is the “task” of the phenomenology. The
relation among body, mental acts and the self should be re-examined fo
dissolve the problem. The ontological status of mental acts or
experiences (Erfebnisse) and their relationship with the seif and body
should be analyzed as the first step of the examination. Everything,
including the body is put into brackets “to disengage the ego from its
natural concerns” ** In fact, this reduction also involves an ontological
separation. So, there will be detailed analysis of the ontological status

of mental acts, self and body to solve the old mind-body problem.

All mental processes presuppose the existence of a human being
who is the owner of mind. The consciousness of a person is the totality
of mental processes or a stream of consciousness. Different and
distinct streams of consciousness belong to different persons. All

mental processes are subject-dependent or egocentric.

22 | askey, Dallas, “Embodied Consciousness and the Human Spirit” in Analecta
Husserliana: The Yearbook of Phenomenological Research (edited by Ana Teresa
Tymieniecka), (New York: Humanities Press), Vol. 1, 1971, p. 197.
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Mental processes, which are sensations, perceptions, memory,
images, desires and volitions, are generally conscious. Subconscious
and unconscious mental processes are also potentially conscious®*
which can become actually conscious whenever one turns his attention
to them. Consciousness is the essential nature of the potential or actual
characteristic of all kinds of mental processes. After these explanations
about the nature of mind and consciousness is necessary to explain the

ontological status of mind.

Whether one can reduce the mind into a substance or not? if
mind is reducible to a substance, it will be either physical or spiritual.
The mind as a physical substance can be identified with an intelligently
behaving living body. There is no mind-body interaction problem in
which the mind is merely identified with the living body. The mind as a
spiritual substance can be in two different forms which are substance
dualism and property dualism. The typical example of the substance
dualism is the Cartesian dualism in which mind and body are two
different kinds of substances. Substance dualism claims the
disembodied soul coexisting with the body. Property dualism claims that
human being has two different properties which are mental and physical
as distinct, dependent moments of one and the same person. In the
substance dualism, there is the problem of interaction among these two
different substances. In property dualism, there is the problem of
interaction among two different types of properties which are physical

and mental.

If mind is irreducible to a substance, there will be a question,

whether pure consciousness is with or without an underlying ego. Mind

2 There is the claim about the potential conscious nature of mental processes. See
Gronberg, David, "Husserl’'s Transcendental Phenomenology and the Mind-Body
Problem” in Analecta Husserliana: The Yearbook of Phenomenological Research
(edited by Ana Teresa Tymieniecka), 2007, Vol. 94, 2007, p. 237.
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as pure consciousness without an ego is exemplified in the bundle
theory of mind in the philosophy of Hume and early Husserl in the
Logical Investigations. Pure consciousness with an underlying ego is
exemplified in The Crisis of the European Sciences and Transcendental

Phenomenology.

Non-egologic pure consciousness depends on the subjective first
person perspective. This perspective can be called as the Claim-1. To
define the minds as intelligently behaving bodies depends on the third
person perspective which includes objective, publicly observable
circumstances. Such kind of perspective can be called as Claim-2. A
mind which is embodied within an egologic consciousness is the claim
of the property dualism. There is also substance dualism. This
perspective depends on the common sense of the “man in the street’
and some of the philosophers who also agree with these common
sense claims. In The Crisis of the European Sciences and the
Transcendental Phenomenology, Husserl also claims the existence of
the “transcendental ego” or “apodictic ego” as the life-world perspective

or life-world attitude. This can be called as Claim-3.

These claims represent different perspectives. Claim-1 is from
the first person perspective. Claim-2 is from the naturalistic-scientific
perspective or “natural attitude” in the philosophy of Husserl. Claim-3 is
from the common sense or life-world perspective or life-world attitude in
the philosophy of Husserl. Unlike the Claim-1 and Claim-2 which are
theoretical perspectives, Claim-3 is practical. Claim-1 is harmonious
with the Husserlian transcendental-phenomenclogical attitude. Claim-2
provides satisfactory scientific explanations in the limits of the
naturalistic-scientific attitude or “natural attitude” in Husserl. Claim-1
and Claim-2 do not lead to the mind-body problem. There is no problem

for the relationship among consciousness and the underlying soul as in
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the substance dualism or the relationship among experiences and the
self as in the property dualism. The question which is how mind is
related to body and consciousness to the soul is simply dissolved. One
claims that there are no relations among them. Claim-1 and Claim-2
explain the nature of mind satisfactorily from their perspectives. Claim-1
depends on the phenomenological reflection by which one can get the
content of consciousness immediately, directly and privately. So, the
genuine nature of mind can be grasped via the phenomenological

reflection.

Claim-2 also explains the genuine nature of mind as a result of
the developments in neurophysiology and artificial intelligence studies.
One claims that there will not be any unexplainable phenomenon, as a
result of the developments in sciences in the future. In the Claim-3,
there is a mind which invoives not only body, but also consciousness as
distinct dependent moments of one and the same person. This claim is
compatible with the common sense claims and life-world attitude. It is
clear that human being is able to experience the mind and body
separately. The Claim-3 leads to the mind-body problem. To solve or
dissolve the problem, one can show the problem in the Claim-3. The
problem of the Claim-3 depends on the difference between the first and
third person perspectives. The possible solution is to accept either the
transcendental-phenomenological claim, Claim-1 or naturalistic-

scientific attitude, Claim-2.24

Dissolution of the Mind-Body Problem: There are three

competing claims for the dissolution of the mind-body problem.

#4 See Griinberg, David who classifies these views of mind as Mind-1, Mind-2, Mind-3
in the article "Husserl's Transcendental Phenomenology and the Mind-Body
Problem” in Anafecta Husserliana: The Yearbook of Phenomenological Research
{edited by Ana Teresa Tymieniecka), 2007, Vol. 94, 2007, p. 238.
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Claim-1 which is the transcendental-phenomenological attitude
defines mind without a self-identical “pure ego”. Mind is mere totality of
conscious experiences or “psychic experiences in the unified stream of
consciousness.”** In fact, these conscious experiences or “psychic
acts” are also called as “mental acts” and “intentional experiences”. It is
clear that Claim-1 depends on the first- person perspective. Whatever is
transcendent is constituted as the intentional objects of conscious
experiences. So, one can claim the ontological priority of these
conscious acts. Since, conscious experiences can be known certainly
on the basis of the reality of the conscious experiences, instead of the
reality of the objects and their properties, they are also
epistemologically primary. The only certain, legitimate source of
knowledge is these conscious experiences without any theory, including
scientific theories and metaphysical claims. In Logical Investigations,

“empirical ego” is the unity of “phenomenological ego” and “ego body”.

If we cut the ego-body from the empirical ego, and limit the
purely mental ego to its phenomenological content, the latter
reduces to a unity of consciousness, to a real experiential
complex, which we (i.e. each man for his own ego) find in
part evidently present, and for the rest postulate on good
grounds. The “phenomenoclogically reduced ego” is therefore
nothing peculiar, floating above many experiences: it is
simply identical with their own interconnected unity.**

%5 vusserl, Edmund, Logical Investigations (translated by J. N. Findlay), (New York:
The Humanities Press), Vol. 2, Investigation V, § |, p. 535.

%% 1bid., Investigation V, § 4, p. 541.
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in the Claim-1, the relationship between the mind and body is
that transcendent “ego body” is phenomenalogically constituted as the

intentional object of some intentional experiences.

Transcendent body is phenomenologically reduced to be an
immanent object of the mind. The relation between an immanent mind
and transcendent body is dissolved by means of the phenomenological
reduction of the transcendent “ego body”.**’

Meanwhile, “phenomenologically reduced ego” is nothing more
than experiences “in the unified stream of consciousness” or
“interconnected unity”. Husserl clearly the denies the “pure ego”. In fact,
“...the phenomenological ego or unity of consciousness is already
constituted, without need of an additional, peculiar ego-principle which
supports all contents and unities them all on.”*®

If Husserl accepts such kind of “pure ego”, there will be a
“peculiar’ kind of transcendence in the consciousness. However,
Husserl defines “[c]lonsciousness as the inner awareness of one’s own
psychic experiences” in Logical Investigations. However, there is a
“peculiar” kind of transcendence of the “pure ego” and different
ontological status than its experiences in Ideas and in The Crisis of the
European Sciences and Transcendental Phenomenology. To dissolve |
the mind-body problem depends on the denial of the self-identical “pure
ego” in Ideas or “transcendental ego” (apodictic ego) in The Crisis of the

European Sciences and Transcendental Phenomenology. In the Claim-

7 This is the possible mind-body solution after the denial of “pure ego” and
“Transcendental ego”. See Grunberg, David, “"Husserls Transcendental
Phenomenclogy and the Mind-Body Problem” in Analecfa Husserliana: The
Yearbook of Phenomenological Research {edited by Ana Teresa Tymieniecka),
2007, Vol. 94, 2007, p. 253.

248 |pid, Investigation V, § 4, p. 541-542,
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1, there is no reality besides consciousness, including “ego body” after
cutting the “ego body” from the “empirical ego”. **° So, just
“phenomenologically reduced ego” without a “pure ego” remains. In
other words, everything is immanent from the first person perspective
without letting any kind of transcendences, including the “peculiar” kind

of transcendence of the “pure ego”.

The “pure ego” is incompatible with the ontology of the radicaily
immanent transcendental phenomenology. Transcendental
phenomenology should deal with the purely immanent realm of beings,
including pure experiences, their meanings and intentional objects, etc.
So, Claim-1 excludes all kind of transcendences, including one's own
body. Claim-1 also supports the disembodied, singular consciousness
in which all transcendences are excluded and purified. There are mere
immanent concrete conscious experiences in the stream of
consciousness. Just “phenomenclogically reduced ego” which consists

of conscious experiences remains from the first person perspective.

Claim-2 which depends on the third person perspective is
naturalistic- scientific attitude or “natural attitude”. The nature of mind is
explained as a result of the developments in neurophysiologic
researches, cognitive science and artificial intelligence studies. The
mind and body relation is explained with a physical system which is
able to behave intelligently. Scientific explanations dissolve the mind-

body problem from the third person perspective. Claim-1 and Claim-2

9 Like the rest of the world, the body is also constituted by me in my experience. So,
it is necessary that one should give the analysis of intentional acts. In fact, every
act involves a noema which is the intentional object of an act. The central thesis of
Husserl's transcendental phenomenology is that the world and whatever it contains,
including our bodies is constituted by transcendental conscicusness. See Schmitt,
Richard, “On Knowing One’s Own Body” in Analecfa Husserliana. The Yearbook of
Phenomenological Research (edited by Anna-Teresa Tymieniecka), (New York:
Humanities Press), Volume 1, 1871, pp. 157-158.
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are not compatible with the common sense and life-world attitude.
Psyche or soul which is responsible from the kinestically awareness of
the bodily movements and will to move the body is embodied within the
body. In other words, psyche or soul turns the physical body into a living
body. Husser! claims that “[t]he soul “is”, of course “in” the world."**°
Souls are pre-given in the life world, because of the human body. Since,
soul or psyche is embodied within the body; there is the possible mind-

body problem in the life-world attitude.

An original reflective question is now directed toward what
and how souls — first of all human souls — are in the world,
the life — world, i.e., how they “animate” physical living bodies,
how they are localized in space — time, how each one “lives”
psychically in having “consciousness” of the world in which it
lives and is conscious of living, how each one experiences
“its” physical body, not merely in general, as a particular
physical body, but in a quite peculiar way as “living body” as
a system of its “organs” which it moves as an ego (in holding
sway over them); how it thus “takes a hand” in its consciously
given surrounding world as “I strike”, "l push”, “I lift" this and
that, etc.?®’

These claims are harmonious with the common sense. However,
embodied soul or psyche leads to the mind-body problem. One always
gets the knowledge of mental acts or conscious experiences from the
first person perspective. Our introspective reports also support this
claim. Husserl divides the body of human being into two different kinds
which are physical and living. From the first person perspective,lone

experiences the living body by means of introspection of the pain,

% bid., § 60, p. 212.
1 |pid., § 60, pp. 211 —212.
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pleasure of the living body. However, third person cannot get the
introspective knowledge of these mental states. In other words, third
person perspective is the only possible way to get the knowledge of
other person which can be exemplified in the sciences. Unlike the first
person perspective, the other persons are necessarily embodied within
the body from the third person perspective. In the frame of the concepts
which are physical body (Kdrper) and living body (Leib), one can re-

examine the problem.

When one uiters the sentence, “I have a toothache”, one can get
the knowledge of it via introspection directly, immediately and privately
including its quale as token of the pain type. When someone utters the

” 1

sentence “you” have a toothache”, “you’ refers to the body of the
person who utters the sentence “I have a toothache®. However, “I"
refers to a certain mental state, pain from the first person perspective.
What one gets the knowledge of pain from introspection implies the
presence of pure consciousness, not body as in the claim of the third
person perspective. From the third person perspective, the “I” which is
the “you” of the other person necessarily embodied within a body.
However, one experiences mental states introspectively from the first
person perspective. “I” refers to the disembodied consciousness. It is
already shown that introspection neither reveals any brain or neural
activities nor the self. it merely supports the disembodied
consciousness. In Husserl, just conscious experiences without self
identical “pure ego” can be accessed directly, immediately via reflection
as in the claim of Logical Investigations, not in Ideas and The Crisis of
European Sciences and Transcendental Phenomenology. For example:
there must be further phenomenological reflection to access the

“franscendental ego”.
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In the Claim-3, one accepts the identical “transcendental ego” or
“apodictic ego”. As a result of the ‘“transcendental reduction’,
transcendent psyche is re-constituted in the pure consciousness. It
becomes an immanent intentional object for itself. So far, these claims
are suitable to the spirit of transcendental-phenomenological attitude.
However, identical “transcendental ego” does not let the further
“phenomenological reduction” to be a mere phenomenon for itself. It is
still in itself and it is still transcendent as being contrary to the
transcendental-phenomenolegical attitude. “Transcendental ego” never
becomes an immanent intentional object. The Claim-1 avoids this

problem, due to the denial of the “pure ego”.

In the Claim-2 which is natural-scientific attitude, one solves the
mind - body problem in the frame of sciences. The “natural attitude”
defends the third person perspective by leaving the first person
perspective. Claim-1 also solves the mind-body problem from the first
person perspective in the frame of the (transcendental

phenomenological attitude.

Claim-1 and Claim-2 do not lead to the mind-body problem.
Claim-3 causes the problems which are about mind-body and the
transcendence of the “transcendental ego”. Claim-3 includes the
problems about the explanation of how mind relates to body in the life-
world attitude. In fact, this claim depends on the confusion between the
first and third person perspectives. To accept the Claim-1 or Claim-2
can solve the mind body problem. From the first perspective of the
Claim-1 and the third person perspective of the Claim-2, the interaction
between mental and physical events is not a genuine problem. There is

no need to explain the interaction relation from these perspectives. So,
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one can accept Claim-1 or Claim-2 to explain the interaction
problem.?? Qur preference will be the Claim-1 in the frame of the
transcendental phenomenoclogical attitude. Why one should prefer the
Claim-1 will be explained in the third chapter which is Arguments for the
immaterial Pure Consciousness in the thesis. | will defend the

irreducibility of non-egologic pure consciousness.

So far, | have already denied the persisting ego. | also show that
the possible solution of the mind-body problem depends on this denial.
So, to solve the problem of personal identity is inevitable for the

success of these claims.

2.14 Problem of Personal identity

We are all persons. But what persons are? This is the one of the
main questions in the history of philosophy. People believed that we are
immaterial souls or egos which are contingently attached to our bodies
in the western ftradition, during the two thousand years. Plato and
Descartes are the two famous philosophers who defend these claims, in
spite of the ontological and epistemological problems. There is not only
substance dualism such as Descartes, but also property dualism which
can be exemplified in The Crisis of European Sciences and
Transcendental Phenomenology in the philosophy of Husserl. if one
claims that personal identity does not depend on the identity of

substance which can be immaterial substance or persisting ego, the

#2 See Grunberg, David, “Husserl’'s Transcendental Phenomenology and the Mind-
Body Problem” in Analecta Husserliana: The Yearbook of Fhenomenological
Research (edited by Ana Teresa Tymieniecka), 2007, Vol. 94, 2007, p. 254.
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problem of personal identity is inevitable.®® In the Anti Transcendental
Ego Argumentations section, | have already denied the existence of ego.
So, the problem of the personal identity is inevitable. The success of the
solution of the mind-body problem, which depends on the denial of the

ego, also depends on the solution of the personal identity problem.

Is there a self, “I" or an ego which provides the sense of
continuity throughout the changes? In fact, everybody experiences that
one undergoes from one state of consciousness to another. One should

“I"

answer the question whether there is an enduring as an existing
entity which persists through time. We have already shown that there is
no “pure ego” in Ideas or “transcendental ego” (apodictic ego) in The
Crisis in European Sciences and Transcendental Phenomenology. If “V’
simply refers to my present state of consciousness, it can be different
from the previous state of consciousness; even it can contradict with it.
in our claim, there is the mere “phenomenologically reduced ego” which
is the interconnected unity of experiences, without an additional “ego-
principle” as in the initial position of Husserl. So, there can be a
gquestion in which what provides the sense of the continuity of the
person over time. There are two competing theories in which one
defends the mental continuity theory against the physical one. The
memory criteria will be used to show that how one considers that there
is the continuity and the unity of the self, in spite of the denial of the

“ego-principle”.

“The question “What is a person” is to be answered by

examination of the question ‘What am 1?2”7?** Self consciousness is our

3 This is the basic claim of Noon. See Noon, Horald W., Hume on Knowledge, (New
York: Routledge), 1999, p. 188.

254 Sydney, Shoemaker, Self-Knowledge and Self Identity, {(ithaca & London: Cornell
University Press), 1963, p. 165.
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ability to think about ourselves, our awareness of our existence as
individuals and our distinctness from others. **°® The self-conscious
human being asks that “...what it is to be a person and what it is
involved in being the same person over time.”**® The strict continuity of
the person is questioned by asking “[wlhat is it to be the same person
today as one was in the past, or will be in the future?’®” One is aware
of the changes of himself, during the transition from childhood to old
ages. This problem can be formulated like that “...what does it mean for

a person to persist in time when so many changes occur fo that

being?"#%®
One examines “...the philosophy of our own strict survival or, fo
use a professionally popular label, personal identity”.*? It is “...central

to the issue of personal identity is the old and powerful idea that
persons have a unity or a continuity of consciousness.”**® We have
strong intuitions about the identity of the persons in different places and
times as being part of our common sense beliefs about personal identity

in which one sees the belief about a unified mental life of the person.

“Man in the street” observes that people age, some trees

regularly shed their leaves, ice melts with the coming of spring in the

2% This definition of self Consclousness is given by Chalmers. See Chalmers, David J.,
The Conscious Mind, (New York & Oxford: Oxford University Press}, 1996, p. 27.

5 Baillie, James, Problemns in Personal Identity, (New York: Paragon House), 1993, p.
1.

57 Garrett, Brian, “Personal Identity” in Routledge Encylopedia of Philosophy, Version
1.0, {London & New York: Routledge), 1988.

28 Alexander, Ronald G., The Self Supervenience and Personal Identity, (U.S.A:
Ashgate), 1997, p. 6.

%% Unger, Peter, I/dentity, Consciousness and Value, (New York & Oxford: Oxford
University Press), 1980, p. &.

0 \witkes, Kathleen V., “Fugues, Hypnosis, and Multiple Personality” in Self and
Identify, (New York: Macmillan Publishing Company), 1991, p. 115.
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“fact world”. The world is in a perpetual flux and transformation. In
spite of these alterations, we have a natural tendency fo claim that this

is the same person, the same tree or the same water.

There must be a philosophical reflection about the nature of
change and the identification or re-identification of something or
someone. In fact, there are common sense claims or natural human
inclinations to accept that there must be “something” which remains
unchanged and unaffected, in spite of the transformations it undergoes.
To solve this problem, one can use some thought experiments. Since
our common sense beliefs can be unreliable as incompatible with the

spirit of phenomenology.

Traditionally, there are two competing theories which defend
physical and mental continuity. *®' According to physical-continuity
theory, person A at time1 is identical to person B at timeZ2 if and only if
A and B have the same body, because of the continuity of the body.
The physical continuity theory is compatible with the practical conviction.
However, amputations, cosmetic surgery, even sex-change surgery

cause drastic changes without the loss of identity.

One also analysis the famous thought experiments about brain
transplantation which seems technologically possible in the future, at
least it is logically possible. Mr. Brown and Mr. Robinson?®? get an
operation simultaneously, due to the brain tumors. During the operation,
the careless assistant put Brown’s brain into Robinson’s head and
Robinson’s brain in Brown’s head. One of these men immediately dies.

However, the other person who is the owner of Robinson’s head and

®'This division is made by Moody. See Moody, Todd C., Philosophy and Artificial
Intelfigence, (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice Hali), 1993, p. 153.

2 This example is given by Garrett. See Garrett, Brian, Personal |dentity in Routfedge
Encyclopedia of Philosophy, (London & New York: Routledge), 1998, Version 1.0.
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Brown's brain regains his conscicusness. One can call him as
Brownson who will automatically reply that his name is Brown,
whenever one asks his name. He can recognize Brown's wife, family
and he can describe the detail events of Brown's life. However, he does
not have any evidence about the life of the Robinson. So, physical
continuity theory fails in this thought experiment. However, physical
continuity theory can reject this claim via the narrow version of the
theory about the continuity, identity of the brain. So, the identity of the
person depends on the identity of the brain, not other body parts. One
can imagine a situation in which one can construct a silicon brain to
support the same kind of mental life as organic brain. One also
organizes a thought experiment in which his brain gets cancer and brain
operators will replace cancerous parts step by step with silicon chips to
continue his mental life without any change in his beliefs, memories,
character, etc. At the end of the operations, the damaged brain tissues
are repléced with silicon chips totally. The mental life, physical
appearance and the abilities of the person are unaffected, after this
replacement. The claim about the identity of the human being depends

on the identity of the brain fails in this example.

There is a c¢laim in which one defends that brain continuity supports
personal identity, because of the mental continuity. In fact, mental
continuity theorist can agree with this claim. However, mental continuity
must be much more basic than physical continuity for personal identity.
Mental continuity theorists support a kind of dualism. One clearly
accepts that mental continuity is quite different than physical continuity.
There is the acceptance of non-physical which provides the mental
continuity. In fact, the real claim of the mental continuity theory is that
mental continuity is not reducible to any particular physical continuity in
the mental continuity theory. However, the brain-continuity theorist

insists that mental continuity is reducible to the physical one.
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To defend the mental continuity theory, one develops the
memory criteria of Locke from the phenomenological perspective.
Husserl explains the perception which involves its noema and
perceptual meaning as “the perceived as such”. “Similarly, the
recollection, when it occurs has as its own its remembered as such
precisely as it is “meant” and “consciously known” in it, so again judging
has as its own in it; so again judging has as its own the judged as such,
pleasure the pleasing as such, and so forth.”®® So, one can defend
continuity of the personal identity by means of the perception and the
memory. Temporal objects are transcendent to consciousness such as
houses, trees, etc. However, the acts of perceiving houses, trees are
immanent to consciousness as being sensory contents which endure in
the stream of consciousness. In fact, its main characteristic is duration
which has a beginning and end in the stream of consciousness as the

privileged now point which involves past and future in the time horizon.

The intentional analysis of “recollection” needs the examination
of the perception.?®® “Recollection” is merely the re-collection of what
was perceived as such. Recollection is the “the original manner of being
conscious of the past”. Intentional analysis of recollection presupposes

perception.

We soon see that we need the intentional analysis of
recollection as the original manner of being conscious of the
past. but we also see that such an analysis presupposes in

8 Husserl, Edmund, Ideas (translated by W. R. Boyce Gibson), (New York:
Humanities Press), 1976, § 88, p. 258.

1 Memory presupposes prior perception or perception of the past”[Wihat is
remembered is intended as having been perceived’. See Brough, John, “The
Emergence of an Absolute Consciousness” in Husser! Expositions and Appraisals,
(Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame), 1977, p. 85.
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principle that of perception, since memory, curiously enough,
implies having-perceived”®®.

During the “recollection”, there is the mere re-presentation of
what has already been perceived. So, there is a strict relation between

perception and memory.

...[L]like memory in the usual sense of intuitive “recollection”,
a phenomenon which openly, so to speak, plays a part in
object and world-apperception. And thus the different modes
of presentification in general enter into the universal
investigation we are undertaking here, namely that of
inquiring consistently and exclusively after the how of the
world’s manner of givenness, its open or implicit
intentionalities.”®

To examine the memory, there is the necessity to examine the
perception and how it presents objects to us. Perception directly
presents an object to us in the manner of presences and absences from
a certain angle or perspective which is called as the "world’'s manner of
givenness”. The identity of a spatio-temporal object and a human being
show similarities. During the different manifolds of presentation, one
and the same object continue to present itself. The identity is also given
when the object is remembered. Remembering also provides a set of
appearances or manifolds through which one and the same object is
given to us. However, it still presents the same object as remembered,

as past. When one stores the memories, one can claim that they are

25 tbid., § 46, p. 160.
%8 |bid., § 46, p. 160.
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not the images of things. They are the perceptions which are perceived
once before. In fact, one stores up the earlier perceptions as they are.
There is the storage of the perceptions which one lived once before.
When these perceptions are called up, they also bring their objects and
their objective correlates. What one remembers or calls up is his earlier
perceptions as such and as they are. The most interesting thing is that
one remembers the objects as they were given at that time. One
captures the earlier part of our intentional life. By means of memory,
one can bring it life again and again. There is the conscious activity to
relieve the past perceptions. That is why our memories are so nostalgic.
The past gains life again in a special kind of absence, not as the
absence of the other side of the spatio-temporal objects. In memory,
one reactivates not only an object but also a presentation of object as
there and then, and yet presenting itself again as here and now, but
only as past. Remembered objects takes a different noematic form from
perceived objects which are only here and now, not there and then.
One merely relieves the past perception. The same thing or object
which is there and then is given to me as here and now, but as past.
In memory, the object that was perceived once before is given as

past, as remembered. It means that it is given as it was perceived. One
organizes an imaginary situation in which he sees an automobile
accident. He remembers it from the same angle with the same sides,
aspects and profiles from which he saw it once before. One and the
same traffic accident can be retrieved again and again by the person
who can retrieve the details of the accident. One also can retrieve the
color of the traffic light, during the accident. One also tries to bring back
the details of the perceived accident as the retrieval of the past
perception as it is. The self is the agent of remembering. Husserl
defines the recollection as the “original manner of being conscious of

the past’. He also continues that the analysis of recollection
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presupposes the analysis of perception. In fact, memory depends on
what Husserl calls “having-perceived”. In fact, one knows that what one
perceives includes a certain kind of “world’s manner of givenness” and
its retrieval also involves it. In the traffic accident, one remembers the
event from a certain angle of the side, aspect and profiles of the past
perception. When one remembers something as in the example of
traffic accident, he displaces himself into the past. One can realize the
distinction between the present self who is here and now in which he is
sitting on a chair in a room and the old self who is the witness of the

traffic accident which occurred yesterday.

The retrieval of the earlier perception of the person involves the
retrieval of the old self who saw the traffic accident yesterday. His past
self as the agent of that experience comes to light again, during the
recollection of the past perception which is similar to the recollection,
retrieval of the perceived object. By means of the memory, a distinction
is introduced between the remembering self and the remembered self.
One also realizes that self is the identity which is constituted between
present self as remembering and past self as remembered via memory.
The self is constituted via memory which involves the retrieval of oid
perceptions. Since, they become the part of the self, the constitution of
the self via memory sometimes leads to some problems after some
traumatic experiences. Memory brings the old selves who are acting
and experiencing as there and then. One cannot be fully aware of the

succession of the selves and their continuity without the memory.

One aiso organizes a thought experiment in which the invented
machine “sets aside” whatever is physical, especiaily brain and all of its
neural activities. The machine lets us to watch the traffic accident
memories of the person on the curtain. By this way, other persons can

watch these reflected memories of the witness of the traffic accident on
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the curtain intersubjectively. It is quite surprising that not only the
person himself, but also the other persons claim that the present person
and the person who saw the traffic accident yesterday are one and the

same.

These claims remind the Locke’s memory based theory of
personal identity on the basis of the ability to remember one's past
experiences. For the further analysis, one can examine Korsakoff
syndrome which is caused by alcoholism and the deficiency of B1
vitamin (subsequent thiamine). This illness causes a certain degree of
amnesia, intellectual and cognitive impairments. The patients of this
iliness have difficulty in learning and remembering the new information.
However, they have the great ability to remember past experiences. So,
the patient can retrieve the vivid memories of his youth. However, he
still believes that he is still in the same age. If one meets an extreme
Korsakoff patient for the first time in the morning, he can not recognize
or remember you in the afternoon without realizing that anything is
wrong with them. One of the case histories, Jimmie G. also suffers from
a certain kind of retrograde amnesia, due to Korsakoff syndrome.” In
1975, Jimmie thinks that the year is 1945 and he is still nineteen years
old. When he looks at the mirror image, he sees a middle-aged man.
This mirror image causes an extreme panic for him. However, it
continues just few seconds. Then, there is no sense of the passing of
time any more. In this example, there is a psychological continuity on
the basis of his well-established memories of past events and
experiences, prior to 1945. In this psychological criterion, one can
mention some other factors such as the continuity of character, values,

habits and their remembrance. In this example, Jimmie G. has

%7 This example is given by Ballie. See Ballie, James, Problems in Personal Identity,
(New York: Pragon Houses), 1993, p. 108.
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“absolutely originary consciousness” as primal impression. There is
also no problem in retention which is “fresh” or “primary” memory. By
means of retention, he is aware of the “originary consciousness of what
is past”. Whenever he looks at the mirror image, he is conscious of the
perceived past, perceived succession, perceived duration of the mirror
image of him as primary impression. Retention provides to be
conscious of the past. Consciousness continuously fluxes as a stream
of consciousness, during the perception of the mirror image. Meanwhile,
he is conscious of the past by means of retention as the succession of
the duration. During the perception of the reflected mirror image, one
knows that there is the now point with its horizon of past and future in
the dark horizon. All of these processes show that perception occurs
without any recollection of it. There is no “original manner of being
conscious of the past” via recollection. Memory does not give any
information about what is “having-perceived”. So, he considers that he
is still ninetéen years old and the year is 1945. There is the sense of
personal identity from early ages to nineteen years old via memory. He
also can recollect his beliefs, character, values and hopes as being the
part of the self when he was nineteen years old. There is the mere a
bundle or collection of perceptions which succeed each other with an
inconceivable rapidity in perpetual flux and movement. Due to the
absence of the memory, Jimmie G. cannot provide the continuity of the
self from past to present. So, he can be called as “Humean being’.
There is the constitution of the self as an identity in a manifold of
appearances of us by means of memory. Unlike other entities, human
being presents himself as the agents of his intentional life. The reflected
mirror image causes the realization of the “empirical ego”. However,
there is no more sense of identity for him, due to the lack of

preservation of new memories. Memory lets one to have the sense of
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continuity of the self. So, there is no need for the identical “pure ego”

and “transcendental ego”.

Here it is a case of inquiries proceeding from real human
beings back to their “manners of givenness”, their manners
of “appearing”, first of all in perceptual appearance, i.e., in
the mode of original self-givenness, of manners of
harmonious verification and correction, of identification
through recognition as the same human person: as the
person previously known “personally” to us, the same one of
whom others sgeak, with whom they also have become
acquainted, etc®™®.

Husserl also claims that each person recognize each other in
different social groups. “There stands a man, in this social group of
persons well known to one another”.?*® Human being realizes not only

the identity of himself but also the identity of other persons.

One organizes a thought experiment in which “mind wipe”
technology is invented to delete an individual's memories and personal
dispositions. So, the person in the thought experiment has a mind which
is similar to the Lockean “blank state” without any problem in his
organic health. However, one cannot say that he is still the same
person, in spite of his bodily continuance. So, one can claim that mental
continuity is much more important than physical continuity.
Phenomenology accepts whatever is non-physical which is not

reducible to whatever is physical, including a brain.

%8 Ibid., § 54, p. 183.
*2 [bid., § 54, p. 183.
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In fact, common sense and practical conviction support that
physical continuity is more important than the mental continuity. Despite
of our direct and immediate experience of the disembodied pure
consciousness without an “ego-principle” from the first person
perspective, other persons see our body and bodily continuance which

lead to the confused claims of the physical continuity theory.

Briefly, there is the re-examination of the problem of personal
identity as a puzzle of the philosophy in the frame of phenomenoclogy.
We can claim that mental continuity is much more important than
physical continuity for the continuance of the personal identity. There is
the continuity of the habits, character and to remember them also
provides the continuity of the personal identity. To support these claims,

| use the Kafka’'s novel, Transformation.

2.15 Personal ldentity Problem in the New Body Scenario

One supports mental continuity theory to solve the puzzle about
the personal identity. However, human being can get so radical bodily
changes that one may not recognize him as the same person from the
third person perspective. However, there is still the sense of the
continuity of the self by means of memory from the first person

perspective.

One can imagine situations in which there is a radical body
change of a person to show that memory, dispositional continuity, ideas,
beliefs, character and mental continuity of persons are more basic than

the physical continuity. A person can imagine ?° himself in many

1  pPhenomenological reduction causes the apodictic self-certainty of the
“transcendental ego” which is present immediately to itself in this reflection.
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different situations. Memory and imagination show structural similarity.
So, one can easily slip into the other. Like memory, some sort of
displacement of the self happens in the imagination. In both forms of
intentionality, | here and now can mentally live in another place and
time. In memory, there and then is specific and past. However, events

" During the

occur in no where and no when in imagination. ?
imagination, events occur in no where and no when as being totally
different then here and now in which | actually inhabit. One displaces
himself into an imaginary world, > even he lives in the real one. In fact,
an object in imagination and imaginary object can be taken from real
perceptions and memories. However, they are projected into situations

that did not occur.

The major difference between memory and imagination depends
on the belief. The memories which | call up depend on what really
happened and what | did before. One cannot say that one has
memories and then one adds belief to them. In fact, they originally

come with belief about how it was just as my perceptions come with

Furthermore, this ego can know itself in eidetic variations. “In this self-presence of
its constituting functions it is apodictically ceriain of itself and can know, in eidetic
variations, these functions as necessarily belonging fo any thinkable Ego at all.” To
grasp the “eidos” transcendental ego” is thinkable without a transcendental ego as
factual. | myself who reflects and varies iiself via free fantasy. One realizes the seif
as the “apodictically the Ego of factual reality”, the Ego of abilities which in
particuiar | have acquired for myself in fact as an eidetically thinking and seeing”.
See Landgrebe, Ludwing, "Phenomenology as Transcendental Theory of History”,
Husserl Expositions and Appraisals, (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame), 1877,
p. 103.

1 In spite of some differences, it is claimed that imagination is a mode of memory.
See Casey, Edward S., "Imagination and Phenomenological Method” in Husser!
Expositions and Appraisals, (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame), 1977, p. 74.

2 There is no strict non-existence of phenomena in imagination. If one considers the
example of unicorn, one simply contempiates imagined objecis or events as
possible. An existent or non-existent unicomn is a purely possible beast. So, an
imaginary world can be potentially full of possible objects or events. See Casey,
Edward S., in “Imagination and Phenomenological Method” in Husser! Expositions
and Appraisals, (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame), 1977, p. 74.
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belief about how it is. One has to make an effort to delete the belief in
the memory or to change it info another modality such as doubt or
denial. In imagination, there is a suspension of belief which turns into
the mode of “as if”. There is a proper modal change in imagination. In
imagination, one displaces himseif into an imaginary world, not the real
world around the person. The real world remains as the believed-in
context of the imaginary world in which one is displaced. For all the
imagined things, one has the sense of unreality. There is no influence of
the imaginations as the unpleasant experiences of the past. Imagination
and memory are two different kinds of intentional activities of the pure

consciousness.

In all forms of intentional activities, identity synthesis is seen.
Similarly, there is also an identity synthesis in imagination. An imaginary
object stays one and the same, in spite of different imaginations of the
object. One can take the actually perceived objects to use in imaginary
scenarios and imaginary objects remain one and the same in different
imaginations as in perceptions. One can fantasize the imaginary objects
in all sorts of improbable situations. Unlike memory, there is a total
freedom in imagination. Therefore, one can claim that imagination
works in a doxic modality which is different from perception and
memory, because of its unreality. In imagination, an event occurs “as if’
it really happens. In fact, it does not happen in reality. One sometimes
imagines himself in different conditions in the future, when one tries to
make a decision or when one makes a plan for future. This is an
anticipatory form of imagination which depends on “fantasy”. When one
tries fo narrow the possible options among different choices, one can
use his imaginative power. The deliberation involves one’s imagination
in different imaginary situations. One can experience himself in a new
situation by means of the displacement of the self. Decision depends on

the calculation of the advantages and disadvantages as being the part
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of the rational calculation and deliberation by means of imaginative
projection. However, there are also some imaginary projections which

can be seen in dreams and fantasy.

The formal structure of displacement helps a person, who is here
and now, can imagine himself into a situation in some where and some
time in the no-man’s-land of free imagination. The displacement of the
self is also possible in past or future possible events. These displaced
forms of consciousness are derivative from perception which gives the
raw material and conient for them. Human being lives in the
immediately and perceptually given pre-theoretical “surrounding world”.
However, one also lives in the world of the displaced self as being
remembered, imagined or anticipated. All of them occur in the “natural
attitude”, but they are recognized and described in the
“phenomenological aftitude”. Kafka's novel, Transformation also
depends on the imaginative power of the writer who creates a kind of
new body scenario. | use the novel of Kafka, Transformation to show
that mental continuity is much more important than physical continuity

for the personal identity which has dynamic and constitutive nature.

The hero of this novel, Gregor Samsa sees a horrible dream in
which he finds himself as an insect in the bed and he is “embodied
within” the insect body. So, his bodily appearance totally changes. His
back is similar to an iron plate; his belly part becomes very dark color
with little divisions on it. His legs are also so thin that they are shaking
unwillingly, as if there is a windy weather. Gregor Samsa tries o
understand whether it is a dream or not. He understands that it is not a
mere dream. He wants to sleep again to escape from this unpleasant
reality. However, he is used to sleep by turning to his right side. He can
recollect his habits like this, despite of his insect body. However, his

new body does not let him to turn the right side, in spite of his repeated
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trials. So, Gregor Samsa understands his radical body change, without
the loss of the sense of personal identity. In the story, Gregor Samsa
thinks that he is a human being, in spite of his radical body change, due
to his old memories. He recognizes his family, his director and he still
remembers that he is the represent of new fabrics and he continuously
travels for his company. There is the possible recollection of the original
manners of the past consciously. Memory lets him to recollect whatever
is previously having-perceived. Recollection is a phenomenon which
includes the perception of objects, world apperception and “how of the
world's manner of givenness”. Gregor Samsa is able to recollect all of
the perceptions of the objects, world and his past selves, before the
transformation. He also can recollect his personal dispositions, beliefs,
hopes, character, habits, etc. However, he has new memories about his
character; habits and he re-discover his new body and ifs abilities as a
result of this fransformation. The treatment and the identity definition of
his family also change toward him. His sense of identity decreases as a
result of these developments. He knows that he was Gregor Samsa as
a human being who has a family, job and he is a member of the
Lebenswelf. However, he has new experiences and new memories
after the transformation. These new memories cause radical changes in
the sense of his personal identity. Due to the recollection of his old
memories, he knows that he is Gregor Samsa until his death. However,
he changes physically which cause the new experiences, new character,
habits and the new treatment of other people. So, personal identity is
dynamic process in which one defines his identity by means of new

memories.

In general, people also sometimes consider that they are still the
same person, during their life span. However, their habits, memories,
different experiences cause the sense that their present self is quite

different than before, in spite of the absence of such kind of radical
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change. In this new body scenario, new memories are the part of the
self which is re-constituted. Gregor Samsa still identifies himself as the
same person, in spite of the radical bodily change and new unpleasant
memories after this transformation. However, it is re-defined and
constituted as a new self by means of new memories. From the first
person perspective of the Gregor Samsa, there is the direct, immediate
and private access to his conscious acts and memories. Therefore,
there is the continuity of the sense of personal identity for Gregor
Samsa. However, other persons, including his family members consider

that it is a monster, not Gregor Samsa.

Briefly, mental continuity depends on the memory which provides
the continuity of the self, in spite of the succession of the selves.
Memory provides the continuity from the past selves to the present one
from the first person perspective. The misleading claims of the physical
continuity theory depend on the third person perspective about other
person’'s personal identity. The example, Gregor Samsa in Kafka's

novel, Transformation supports these claims.
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CHAPTER 3

ARGUMENTS FOR THE IMMATERIAL PURE CONSCIOUSNESS

3.1 Irreducibility of Non-egologic Pure Consciousness

In this section, | ask that whether psycho-physical identity is
possible or not? If it is possible, there will not be any need for
phenomenology to examine the nature of pure consciousness. However,
such kind of reduction seems impossible because of the two irreducible
kinds of entity which are mind and body.?”® Two different domains cause
the separation between natural sciences, including psychology and

phenomenology.

When the pure consciousness “directs toward” its objects

274 it reveals the domain of thoughts, sensations or similar

intentionally,
mental states, not a domain of electrochemical impulses in a neural
- network. The identification of mental states with brain states can cause
the “category mistake”, because of the conceptual confusions. Mental
states and all of its properties are radically different from any kind of

neurophysiologic states and properties.””® To analyze these objections,

*3 The irreducible psycho-physical reduction on the basis of the intentionality, in the
claim of Brentano is supporied. See Wiredu, J. E., "Brentano, Descartes, and
Hume on Awareness” in Philosophy and Phenomenological Research, Vol. 35,
(New York: State University of New York at Buffalo, 1975, p. 223.

2% prummond, John J., “The Structure of Intentionality” in The New Husser,
(indianapolis: Indiana University Press), 2003, p. 65.

¥ properties of mental events are different from the physical events such as the
experience of pain. Physical events are publicly observable, “spatially locatable”,
“swift” and “irreversible”. See Mucciolo, Laurance F., “The Identity Theory and
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Leibniz’ law which is called as “indiscernibility of identicals” can be
used to check the identity of these two items. Leibniz’' law states that
two items are identical just in case any property had by either one of
them is also had by the other. If A is identical to B, then all properties of
A must be the properties of B, and vice versa. If one finds a property
which is true for brain states, but not mental states or vice versa, the

identity of them will fail on the basis of this principle.

in the stream of consciousness which continuously flux, some
acts of consciousness is itself time consciousness if and only if its object
is a temporal object. The essential feature of temporal object is its
duration in the stream of consciousness as being a new now point which
will be replaced by new now points in the time horizon. So, perception
has duration without spatial position in the stream of consciousness.
However, brain states and processes have some specific spatio-
temporal location. If mental sates are identical with brain states, they
must have exactly the same spatial location as in the claim of the
identity theory.

But it is literally meaningless, runs the argument, to say that
my feeling-of pain is located in my ventral thalamus, of that
my belief-that-the-sun-is-s-star is located in the temporal lobe
of my left cerebral hemisaphere.?”

Criteria for the Mental” in Philosophy and Phenomenclogical Research, Vol. 35,
(New York: State University of New York at Buffalo), 1975, p. 167.

%18 Churchland, Paul M., Matter and Consciousness: A Contemporary Introduction to
the Philosophy of Mind, (Cambridge: The MIT Press), 1988, p. 30.
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In these examples which are “the number 5 is green” or “love
weighs fwenty grams”, 2’ there are category mistakes. It is also
senseless to ascribe the various semantic properties to brain states. Our
thoughts and beliefs have a meaning or a specific propositional content
which can be true or false. One can claim that they also enjoy relations
such as consistency and entailment. If one claims that thoughts and
beliefs are brain states, then all of these semantic properties will be the
properties of the brain. “But it is senseless, runs the argument, to say
that some resonance in my association cortex is frue, or logically entails
some other vet assonance close by, or has meaning that.”"®

To claim that mental states have anatomical locations and brain
states have semantic properties can be the result of the category
mistake. How physical brain states can have such kind of semantic
properties should be answered by identity theory or any other kind of
reductionism. One thinks that “2+2=4" is a mathematical proposition
which is also a propositional content. Here, pure consciousness “directs
toward” intentionally to its object which is atemporal and ideal as in this
example. A propositional content seems beyond to all kinds of brain
states. Furthermore, intentionality which is the performance of the pure
consciousness can not be attained to any physical system as its
function, including the brain. There is also the qualitative nature of our
mental states. They can be called as qualia which can be realized,

during the perception of the spatio-temporal world.

The Cartesian philosophy defends that human body and
whatever belongs to the outside world is subject to doubt, due to the

failure of senses. This claim is repeated in the dream argument.

217 |id., p. 30.
28 bid., p. 30.
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However, soul is not open to doubt as being immupe to all kinds of
doubt. In the evil demon scenario, soul is still immune to doubt. So, the
Cartesian mediator still reaches the resulf, cogifo ergo sum. Now, a
different version of this argument can be used again. Human body and
brain are purely complex physical systems which can be known via
“‘empirical intuition” which gives the knowledge of what is contingent,
due to the nature of sense perception. However, “essential insight” or
“ideation” causes the knowledge of what is apodictic (necessary) such
as all kind of knowledge about essences, etc. Whatever belongs to the
external world which obeys its natural laws which are also contingent
and their knowledge comes from “empirical intuition”. In the domain of
pure consciousness, all kinds of knowledge which come from “essential

insight” are apodictic.

One can never know whether ouiside world really exist or not,
even our body or brain, due to the contingency of “empirical intuition”,
possible “illusions”, “hallucinations” in the philosophy of Husserl. So,
what is given to consciousness as appearance, phenomenon is the only
genuine reality, regardless of its origin in the domain of pure

consciousness.

One can recall the arguments of the Cartesian philosophy about
dualism. Mind and body cannot be one and the same, if their essential
properties are not the same. Pure consciousness has the ability which is

intentionality. ”’® Perception includes nonphysical qualia which is the

279 Intentionality provides the “first person” knowledge of our experiences and their
‘infernal” character as subjective experiences. Therefore, intentionality cannot be
explained from the "third person” perspective which does not reveal the internal
and subjective character of our experience. Husserl defends a phenomenological
concept of intentionality. See Mcintyre & David Woodruf Smith, “Theory of
Intentionality” in Husserl’s Phenomenology: A Textbook (edited by J.N. Monathy &
William R. McKenna), (Washington: Center of Advanced Research in
Phenomenology and University of America), 1989, pp. 151-1582.
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sign of the purely conscious phenomenon. So, constitution,

280 and qualia imply the presence of the immaterial pure

intentionality
consciousness. Besides, feelings and sensations,”®' every mental act is

intentional.

Any physical system, even complex brain system lacks all of
these essential nonphysical properties. Therefore, one can not defend
the identity of mind and matter on the basis of Leibniz’ law. In other
words, these essential properties of mind are not owned by whatever is
material, including complex brain system. These mentioned special
abilities of the pure consciousness will be examined in detail in the

following sections.

3.2 Irreducibility of Qualia

The reduction of the mental phenomena to the physical one is
impossible. In fact, such kind of psycho-physical reduction leads to the
reduction of the logical laws to the species specific natural, regulated
laws of thinking for human being, not universal, adequate, apodictic

laws. There is the mere species specific relativism.?®* Unlike contingent

The thesis of Brentano about intentionality is “the mark of mental” is used against
the psycho-physical identity by Crane. See Crane, Tim, “Intentionality as the Mark
of Mental” in Philosophy, Vol. 43, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press), 1998,
pp. 229-252.

! Feelings and sensations are the example of “non-intentional” mental acts. See
Monathy, J. N., "Husserf's Concept of Intentionality” in Analecta Husserliana: The
Yearbook of Phenomenological Research (edited by Ana Teresa Tymieniecka), Vol.
1, 1871, p. 102

*2There is the subjective characler of an experience which invoives immediate
phenomenological qualities and a point of view of an organism. There is also an
objective point of view as a common species specific point of view. See Hill,
Christopher, “Discussion of Bats, Brains, And Minds” in Philosophy and
Phenomenological Research, Vol. 38, (New York: State University of New York),
1978, p.100.
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sense experiences which can change from person to person and from
one species fo another, there are apodictic truths which are beyond to
all kinds of relativism and skepticism. Phenomenology is an attempt to
avoid all kind of relativism and skepticism. Furthermore, just irreducible

pure consciousness is the owner of such kind of apodictic truths.

Consciousness is the mysterious phenomenon which causes the
mind-body problem insoluble, in spite of many materialist and
reductionist tendencies by means of psychophysical identification.
Unlike the famous scientific identifications such as the identification of
water with H,O, identification of lightning with electrical discharge, the
identification of gene with DNA, there is no such kind of successful
identification of mental phenomenon with physical one. Water is H,O in
reality. The identification of water with H,0 is formulated as a resuit of
the scientific developments. Every reductionist theory shows these
favorite examples of the identification. These unrelated, but successful
examples do not show the possible reduction of the mental states with
the brain states. There is no possible reduction of whatever is mental
into whatever is physical, even how complex it is like a brain. “Without
consciousness the mind-body problem would be much less interesting.
With consciousness it is hopeless.”?®® All kind of reductionism has to
make detailed explanation of conscious phenomenon. HoWever,

reductionist theories have a great difficulty to explain it.

“Conscious experience is a widespread phenomenon.” 2%

Conscious experience can be seen at many different levels of animal life.

“No doubt it occurs in countless forms totally unimaginable to us, on

%3 Nagel, Thomas, "What is it like to be a bat?” in Mortal Questions, (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press), 2008, p. 166 (in the 12th printing).

84 pid., p. 166.
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other planets in other solar systems throughout the universe.”?®® Nagel
gives the definition of consciousness in his famous article, “What is it
like to be a Bat?” Nagel defines consciousness from the perspective of
the organism in which “there is something it is like to be that organism.”
Husser! claims that “But no matter how the form may vary, the fact that
an organism has conscious experience af all means, basically, that
there is something it is like to be that organism.”?® In fact, this definition
is very suitable for the spirit of phenomenology. Furthermore, it also
shows the shift in the definition of consciousness. First of all
consciousness is defined by means of introspection. However, Nagel
claims that an organism has conscious mental states if there is
something that “it is like to be that organism” or something it is like for
the organism. All kind of mental states and subjective experiences
cannot be possible for robots or automata that behave, as if they are
human being. Whatever subjective is called as “pour soi” and whatever
is objective is called as “en soi” by Nagel. What is it like to be an X

7287 which

shows the subjective character of the experience or “pour so
causes the failure of all kinds of materialist and reductionist tendencies.
Nagel uses the example of bat which one believes that they have
subjective experience. It is a known fact that bats are mammals which is
a shared aspect of bats with human beings. However, they have a qguite
different sensory apparatus which is so different from our sensory
apparatus than that their life is called as alien®®® form of life by Nagel.

So, there is something it is like to be a bat.

5 Ibid., p. 166.
% 1bid., p. 166.
7 1bid., p. 168.
%3 Ibid., p. 168.
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Now we know that most bats (the microchiroptera, {o be precise)
perceive the external world primarily by sonar, or
echolocation, detecting the reflections, from objects within
range, of their own rapid, subtly modulated, high-frequency
shrieks. Their brains are designed to correlate the outgoing
impulses with the subsequent echoes, and the information
thus acquired enables bats to make precise discriminations
of distance, size, shape, motion and texture comparable to
those we make by vision.?®

Bat sonar is so different from our perception that one cannot
understand the subjective nature of what it is like fo be a bat as such.
One cannot examine the inner life of the bat from his own case
analogously via empathy (Einfiihliing). In spite of the poor vision of bats,
it perceives the surrounding world by a system of a reflected high-
frequency sound signals. Human being can perceive that bat catches
insects and it spends the day hanging upside down. All of these
perceivable appearances of the bat are intersubjectively perceivable by
all of the human beings. Human being can also imagine how it is like to
be a bat. “Insofar as | can imagine this {(which is not very far), it tells me
only what it would be like for me to behave as a bat behaves.”**
However, it is impossible for any human being to know what it is like for
a bat to be a bat as such. They also show a specific subjective nature
which is beyond our ability to conceive. “And if there is conscious life
elsewhere in the universe, it is likely that some of it will not be
describable even in the most general experiential terms available to
us.””®! The similar problem of bat is also possible for Martians or some
intelligent creatures in the universe. Nagel uses an argument about

qualia which is against reductionism.

29 ibid., p. 168.
29 1bid., p. 169.
" Ibid., p. 170.
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A Martian scientist with no understanding of visual perception
could understand the rainbow, or lightning, or clouds as
physical phenomena, though he would never be able to
understand the human concepts of rainbow, lightning, or
cloud, or the place these things occupy in our phenomenal
world. %%

A Martian scientist can analyze the brain of human being, its
physical processes from his own perspective. However, the Martian
scientist cannot know what it is like to be the sensation of red, rainbow,
pain, sweet for human being from the perspective of the human being.
Similarly, human being can also know the physical processes of the
brain of bat or a Martian, in spite of the ignorance of what it is like to be
a bat or a Martian. All of these explanations cause to restrict the
possible psychophysical reduction. There is a species specific point of

»293

view or “phenomenal point of view™™ as such.

The possibility of the psychophysical reduction depends on the
reduction of the species-specific perspective and phenomenal qualities

which cannot be reduced to any kind of physical phenomena.

As a result of these different perspectives and relativity, one can
ask the question whether the world is as we perceive it or not. Kant
claims that one can never know the real or “noumenal” world. What one
can know as the “appearances” or phenomena, not things in themseives.
Our knowledge is limited via the faculties of perception and thinking
which organize the raw data of experience. Kant considers that what

one knows or what appears to one’s consciousness is not the uitimate

292 1hid., p. 172-173.
23 1bid., p. 174.
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reality. So, it is inevitable for Kant to separate the phenomenal world

and noumenal world as what is in-itself (Ding an sich).

These objects are not representations of things as they are in
themselves, and as some pure understanding would cognize
them, but sensuous intuitions, that is, appearances, whose
possibility rests upon the relation of certain things unknown
in themselves to something else, viz., to our sensibility.***

Kant who makes the Copernican revolution in the history of
philosophy claims that there are two sources of human knowledge. They
are sensibility and understanding. Objects are given to us via sensibility,
but they are thought via understanding. One can know things on the

basis of the limit and permission of his structured mind.

The distinctive activity of the mind is to synthesize and fo
unify our experience. It achieves this synthesis first by
imposing on our various experiences in the “sensible
manifold” certain forms of intuition space and time **°

Kant claims that “[s]pace and time are encountered immediately
in intuition and are, at the same time, a priori or, to speak figuratively,

lenses through which we always see objects of experience.””® One

?%% Kant, Immanue!, Prologomena: To Any Future Metaphysics that will be able to
Come Forward as Science (translated by Paul Carus), (Indianapolis: Hackett
Publishing Company), 1938, p. 30 (in the 7th printing).

?%5 Stumpf, Samuel E., Elements of Philosophy: An Introduction, (Singapore: McGraw-
Hill Bock Company), 1987, p, 426.

%6 Ibid., p. 426.
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experiences the outside world not only from the limitations of the

senses, but also the understanding.

In addition to space and time, which deal particularly with
way we sense things, there are certain categories of thought
which deal more specifically with the way the mind unitizes or
synthesizes our experience. The mind achieves this unifying
act by making various kinds of judgments as we engage in
the act of interpreting the world of sense.?’

One judges the manifold of experience via certain fixed forms or
concepts such as quantity, quality, relation and modality. All of these
ways of thinking provides the constitution of the act of synthesis which
lets the mind to make a consistent single world, in spite of the manifold
of sense impressions in the philosophy of Kant. According to Kant, the
mind of human being is structured in such a way that it imposes its way
of knowing on the world. Due to the active nature of mind, the mind
actively organizes our experiences. Thinking involves not only the
reception of impressions by means of senses, but also making
judgments about what one experiences. It is imaginable that if one
wears a fix colored glasses, he will see everything in that color, because
of its limitation. In Kant, existence of the outside world is not the
production of the mind which just imposes its categories on the manifold
of experience. One can know only as it appears to his consciousness
which is structured in a certain way. One approaches the world with
already armed “concepts of understanding”. The famous dictum of Kant
claims that “thoughts without content are empty; intuitions without

concepts are blind”. The mind is already armed with concepts of the

%7 |bid., p. 426-427.
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understanding to interpret the world as such. The concepts of
understanding are derived from certain fundamental categories such as
the category of substance or category of causality as a priori notions or

necessary preconditions to experience the world.

Any attempt to transcend the limits of sense experience causes
the antinomies, paradoxes and contradictions. The knowledge of the
world does not depend on the supposed properties of things in
themselves. So, one should examine the nature of mind which is
structured in a certain way to interpret the world. As a result of the
Copernican revolution, one accepts that law of causation, which means
that every event has a cause or every change occurs in accordance with
the law of the connection of cause and effect, is a synthetic a priori
judgment. The mind of human being has an automatic tendency to
spread itself on the external objects. There is the possibility of objective

and a priori knowledge by accepting the active mind to gain knowledge.

All of these claims show that mind-independent properties of
things, if there is really such kind of properties can be quite different
from how they appear to us as human beings. If one examines the
illusion, “apparent motion”, one will see that continuous and rapid
succession of the similar diagrams cause that one perceives them as
continuous and smooth motion of the shown figures. Similarly, a single
colored spot flashes successively with a short distance away. If the time
between flashes is short enough (between 10 and 45 milliseconds), then
one perceives that a spot is moving from the first position to the second.
The movements of the figures in the movies depend on such kind of
illusion of perception. It is a fact that blue light is merely and objectively
electromagnetic radiation. However, electromagnetic radiation is not
blue. Blueness of sky, blueness of the eye of human being, blueness of

the rainbow has different reasons. This situation shows that the property,
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blueness does not belong to these objects of the outside world as a
result of the absence of the common feature of these objects such as a
certain molecular surface structure, etc. Blueness as a property does

not belong to objective property of things.

There are different features of different things that cause us
to see them all as blue, no doubt if our visual apparatus was
slightly different, then we world no longer see some of those
things as blue; no doubt if our visual apparatus was slightly
different, then we would no longer see some of those things
as blue.?®

If one uses the terminology of Kant, the world is “as we see it” or
the phenomenal world is different from our perception. The world, in
itself, can be colorless. Perception may be mere interpretation. All of

these claims show that there is an inevitable skepticism.

Empirical intuition gives the knowledge of whatever is contfingent.
Phenomenology should be a rigorous science which can be damaged
by relativism and pragmatism which are open to all kinds of skepticism.
The famous maxim of phenomenology is the motto which is “back to
things themselves”. So, one should return his regard to what is objective
which can be ethical or logical as an object of consciousness or
intentional object. Husser! tries to radicalize the foundations of human
knowledge to make it immune fo skepticism. “Back to the things
themselves” means that one should go back fo the immediate data
which are given to the consciousness. Phenomenology avoids the facts,

singularities, individuals by dealing with essences, ideas or universals.

*8 Goldstein, Laurance, “The World We Perceive it and as it really is” in The

Phifosopher's Habitaf, {L.ondon & New York: Routledge), 1990, p. 186.
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Logic is used to avoid the psychologism and relativism. If a
theory denies the possibility of objectively true knowledge, it cannot
escape from the relativism which is a form of skepticism. “Logical
psychologism” means that logical laws are derived from psychological
laws. Logic is considered as “laws of thought” in such a way that logical
law is a natural law that regulates our thoughts. There is a confusion of
logical laws with regulative natural laws, due to the category mistake of
these two different kinds of law. Psychologism makes a category
mistake that logical laws have absolute validity, in spite of the probable
validity of natural laws. The laws of logic have absolute validity under all
circumstances as in the example of the principle of non-contradiction.
The absolute character of the laws of logic depend their apodictic or
necessary nature. Logic does not refer to the matter of fact and it does
not come from the inductive generalizations of the matter of fact. Natural
laws are mere inductive generalizations from experience and they are
valid only under certain circumstances. The psychological process of
thinking is a matter of fact. Logical laws are not the laws of

psychological thinking as psychological laws.

Logical laws do not regulate the psychological process of thinking
as the laws of nature which regulate natural phenomena. For example;
psychological laws regulate psychological processes. Logical laws
regulate our thinking, but they do not cause our thinking as
psychological laws do. Husserl tries to explain this situation with an ideal

person and his thinking process.

Let us imagine an ideal person, in whom all thinking
proceeds as logical laws require. Naturally the fact that this
occurs must have its explanatory ground in certain
psychological law, which govern the course of the mental
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experiences of this being in, starting from certain initial
“collocations”. | now ask: Would the natural laws and logical
laws in this assumed situation be one and the same?
Obviously the answer is “No”. Causal laws, according o
which thought must proceed in a manner which the ideal
norms of logic might justify, are by no means identical with
those norms. If a being were so constituted as never to be
able to frame contradictory judgments in a unified train of
thought, as never to be able to perform inferences which defy
syllogistic moods. This would not mean that the law of
contradiction, the Modus Barbara etc., were laws of nature
explanatory of this being’s constitution.?*®

The laws of nature and the laws of logic cannot be one and the
same. Because, psychological functioning, thinking is caused by
psychological laws. Logical laws just regulate the process of thinking. To
support these claims, Husserl uses the analogy between a computer

and a human being.

The example of a computer makes the difference quite clear.
The arrangement and connection of the figures which spring
forth is regulated by natural laws which accord with the
demands of the arithmetical propositions which fix their
meanings. No one, however, who wants fo give a physical
explanation of the machines procedures, will appeal fo
arithmetical instead of mechanical laws.**

Here, the procedures of the machine are not attributed to the

arithmetical laws, instead of mechanical laws. In fact, there are the

% Husserl, Edmund, Logical Investigations (translated by J. N. Findlay), (London:
Routledge & Kegan Paul), Vol. 1, 1970, § 22, p. 103.

0 1pid., § 22, p. 103.
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mechanical arrangements and connections of the figures for the
calculation. The possible causal explanation about the calculation
system of the machine is purely physical in accordance with the purely
physical laws. However, it is regulated by mathematical laws, despite of

the purely physical explanation about how it works.

The machine is no-thought machine, it understands neither
itself nor the meaning of its performances. But our own
thought-machine might very well function similarly, except
that the real course of one kind of thought would always have
to be recognized as correct of one kind of thought would
always have to be recognized as correct by the insight
brought forward in another.*"*

After using this analogy between a computer and the working of
mind, Husserl clearly realizes the category mistake of the

“psychologistic logicians”.

The psycholinguistic logicians ignore the fundamental,
essential, never-to-be-bridged -gulf between ideal and real
laws, between normative and causal regulation, between
logical and real necessily, between logical and real
grounds.*®

It is clear that the psychologistic logicians make a category

mistake by confusing ideal laws with real laws, normative regulation with

" bid., § 22, pp. 103-104.
2 |bid., § 22, p. 104.
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causal regulation, and logical necessity with real necessity. The
essential feature of logic is its “normative character” *® “Psychology, it is
said, deal with thinking as it is, logic with thinking as it should be. The
former has to do with the natural laws the latter with the normative laws
of thinking.”*** Husserl sharply divides the natural laws of thinking and

normative laws of thinking.

Some logicians presuppose psychological principles for logic,
but to introduce such principles into logic, is absurd as to
derive morality from life. It we take the principles from
psychology. i.e. from observations of our understanding, we
shall only see how thought proceeds, and what happens
under manifold subjective hindrances and conditions. These
would only lead to knowledge of merely contingent laws.*%

Logic does not deal with contingent laws. It seeks the necessary
laws. Mathematics and logic are de facfo sciences. “In logic we do not
wish to know what the understanding is like and how it thinks, nor how it
has hitherto proceeded in its thinking, but how it cught to proceed in its
thinking.”*%

In spite of the necessity of laws of logic, there is the contingent
nature of the laws of psychology and natural sciences. Husserl states

that “[plsychology must certainly investigate the natural laws of thinking,

%3 1bid., § 19, p. 92.
** bid., § 19, p. 92.
*5 |bid., § 19, p. 92.
% Ibid., § 19, p. 92.
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the laws which hold for all judgmenis whatever, whether correct or

In psychologism, laws of logic are accepted as high-level
empirical laws which describe how our minds function. In psychologism,
the principle of non contradiction is a mere statement about how our
mind works, how one arranges our ideas. it merely tells the habits of our
mind which can be innate or acquired. It does not say something about

how things have to be and how they have to disclose themselves.

Psychologism is the most common form of reductionism.
Biologism follows it as a reductionist tendency. In psychologism, one
reduces the laws of meaning, truth and logic to psychological laws. One
tries to reduce them to the mere biological structures that underlie our

psychology.

The tendency to reduce the activity of meaning, truths, logical
reasoning as the feature of our psychological or biological make-up is
refuted by Husserl. In fact, pure consciousness is not only empirical, but

also transcendental phenomenon.

Psychologism claims that reasoning, argument, knowledge and
sciences are merely a matter of our psychological make-up. So,
sciences such as physics, biology, and mathematics are ways in which
human beings adopt themselves to the environment. Apodictic truths,
“truth-in-itself’ become a problem in psychologism. The judgments and
propositions are mere organic or psychic responses which are not
different from the beating of the heart, the digestion in the stomach, or

the mood of depression.

%7 |bid., § 19, p. 92.
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Husserl claims that logical laws do not depend on the make-up
human being. Husserl also claims that it is a “specific relativism” which
causes a form of anthropological relativism. in this kind of relativism,
iogical laws are species specific laws which depend on the nature of
human being. Therefore, logical laws cannot be eternal and necessary
truths. Such kind of relativism causes radical skepticism which leads to

unstable, unreliable knowledge.

If there are such fraits and laws essentially common {o all,
men, then they make up the specific nature of man. All truth
in its universal validity is therefore relative to the human
species, or, more generally, fo some species or other
thinking beings. If species differ, so do truths and laws of
thought.>%®

One can easily claim that if logical laws merely depend on the
make- up of human being, logical laws can be altered because of the

further evolution of human species or another rational species.

1. A proposition is true for the homo sapiens, but false for a

different species.
2. A proposition cannot be both true and false in the same sense.

In Husserl, there is acceptance of the self-evident, adequate
eternal and apodictic truths. Logical laws are such kind of truths and

their certainty is used to defeat psychologism by Husserl.

BLusserl, Edmund, Logical Invenstigations (translated by J. N. Findlay), (London:
Routledge & Kegan Paul), Vol. 1, 1970, § 39, p. 150.
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Since, appearances are given fo consciousness as being proper
datum for consciousness, subjectivity of different specifies and
contingent sense experiences of human beings are inevitable. Even bat
has such kind of experiences, due to the presence of the some form of
consciousness. The absolute, apodictic truths of logic which are beyond
the “specific relativism” and all kind of relativism are used to defeat the
skepticism in Husserl. To be a human being means to be the owner of
the knowledge of logic, mathematics and essences as apodictic truths,
which are valid and eternal. Just pure consciousness which cannot be

reduced to whatever is material can be the bwner of such kind of truths.

3.3 General Comments on Husserl

The main purpose of the thesis is to show that the possible
solution of the mind-body problem is to return back to the initial position
of Husserl in Logical Investigations. In fact, the solution of the mind-
body problem depends on the denial of the ‘pure ego” and
franscendental ego”. Since, they involve not only the paradoxes, but
also the nature of transcendences in the pure consciousness, their
denial is the suitable way fo clean and purify the conscioushess.
Husserl accepts the self-identical “pure ego” which involves the paradox
which is “transcendency within immanency” in Ideas. There is a claim
about the presence of the “franscendental ego” which also includes the
paradox which is the identity relation between “psychological ego” and
“transcendental ego”. In fact, this “iranscendental ego” is not only “pre-
reflective”, but also “self alienated”. The domain of pure consciousness
should be clean from all kind of franscendences, including the
transcendence of the “pure ego” in Ideas and “transcendental ego” in

The Crisis in the FEuropean Sciences and Transcendental
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Phenomenoclogy. Self-identical “pure ego” is directed as if it is an
object for consciousness. However, it cannot be grasped adeguately,
due to the “transcendency within immanency”. So, to leave the “pure
ego” can be a suitable way to avoid such kind problems by defending

non-egologic pure consciousness.

The contribution of the thesis is to show the reasons of the denial
of the “pure ego” in Ideas and “transcendental ego” in The Crisis of
European Sciences and Transcendental Phenomenology. These
reasons depend on the paradoxes which are against the scientific
rigorous spirit of phenomenology. There are the formulations of these
paradoxes. However, there are no definitions and solutions of these
paradoxes, especially the paradoxical identily relation between
“‘psychological” and “transcendental ego”. One of the important
commentators, David Bell in Husser! also formulates the paradoxical
identity relation  between psychology and transcendental
phenomenology, during the “performance of the reduction”. However,
he does not formulate the paradoxical identity relation between
“psychological” and “transcendental ego”. He claims that psychology
deals with “conscious beings”, “minds”, and “mental events”. However,
they are bracketed as a result of the application of the “transcendental
reduction”. However, ego and its ego life remain as it is as a
contradiction. Phenomenology tries to regain its domain as a rigorous
philosophy which depends on the first person perspective. Whatever
belongs to the third person perspective can be the subject matter of
psychology, neurology, etc. Mental events in the domain of pure
consciousness are accessible from the first person perspective after the
“ranscendental reduction”. So, there is the misinterpretation of the
domain of psychology. Epoché lets a few presuppositions, especially
cognitive presuppositions. However, it is quite successful to show the

domain of phenomenology and to “shift” the definition of consciousness.
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This misinterpretation can be examined from the perspective of David,
Woodruff Smith in *Mind and Body” in The Cambridge Companion fto
Husserl. He claims that there is a dual aspect monism for human being
as the instantiation of two essences which are Naiure and
Consciousness. Nature and its instantiation can be the subject matter of
neurology, psychology or other natural sciences on the basis of the
empirical generalizations, not phenomenology. Pure consciousness and
mental acts can be the subject matter of phenomenology as the
instantiation of the essence, Consciocusness. In spite of the failure of
Bell about the domain of psychology, he claims that there is a nominal
ego, not a substantial one. He defends the “no-ownership”, “no-subject’
doctrines of the self which is different from acts themselves. He realizes
that it has no work apart from its “explanatory task”. Al of these
explanations are compatible with my claim about non-egologic pure
conscicusness. Similarly, Cornelis A. van Persuen also questions this
paradoxical identity relation. He also defends the subject-less
experiences. He claims that “transcendental ego” is “a linguistic fiction”
which is also quite compatible with my solution. Like Sartre, Gurwitsch
defends the non-egological conception of consciousness, but he keeps
on his analytic style in his article, "A Non-Egological Conception of
Consciousness”. However, David Carr accepts the existence of the
“transcendental ego” in his article, “Transcendental and Empirical

Subjectivity” in The New Husserl.

| clearly formulate the “difficult” and “paradoxical” identity relation
between “human®, ‘“psychological” or “empirical ego” and
“transcendental ego”. “Apodictic ego” or “transcendental ego” is the
subject of intentional experiences or acts of consciousness as being
identical ego pole, in spite of the alteration of experiences. | use
disjunctive syllogism to solve the paradox. Whether there is an egologic

pure consciousness or non-egologic pure consciousness.
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1-“Transcendental ego” is either an immediate state of
consciousness which is experienceable immediately, directly

and privately as any other state of consciousness.

2- “Transcendental ego” can be something other than a state of
consciousness which cannot be immediately experienced.
This “I” unifies all momentary states of consciousness, the “I"

cannot unify all state of consciousness in the stream. In fact,

“I” will be merely one of these states and other states are also

waiting to be unified.

If “I" is something different than a state of consciousness by
unifying all states of consciousness into one coherent entity, then “I” will
not be conscious. Because, all states of consciousness will be
ontologically different from what | am. So, the relationship between

experience and “I", self or ego is a problem in the philosophy of Husserl.

| use the Sartre’s concept, “pre-reflective” to use as adjective of
the “transcendental ego”. Sartre uses this concept as “pre-reflective
cogito”. My purpose is to show that one is unaware the “transcendental
ego” as “pre-reflective”. In fact, Persuen is also aware of this problem in
which he realizes that “transcendental ego” is not accessible before; the
“transcendental reduction”, besides the paradoxical identity relation
between “psychological ego” and “transcendental ego”. However, he
does not realize the automatic seif-alienation of the “transcendental
ego”. “Transcendental ego” ‘“lifts” itself from all world and human
apperceptions. This causes a self alienation. Then, “transcendental
ego” becomes unaware, unconscious of its mental acts. | also barrow
the concept, “unconscious consciousness”, which also implies a
paradox, in the article of Rudolf Carnap, “Unconscious Conscioushess”

in The New Husserf to show the position of consciousness as a result of
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this alienation. “Transcendental ego” can be defined on the basis of
the essential capacity to be alienated from itself. The self alienation of
the “transcendental ego” is not realized by Persuen. In fact, this self-
alienation causes the disunity and discontinuity of experiences. There
can also be the influence of the content of experience and the direction
of the flow of experience. There are contents in my consciousness and |
am unaware of these contents, due fo this alienation. My definition of
the self-alienation shows that there can be contents which | am
unaware of these contents. In fact, “transcendental ego” cannot be
grasped adequately. “Transcendental reduction” brings the
“transcendental ego” from “pre-reflective” awareness into reflective
awareness. ‘I’ refers to partially franscendent “transcendental ego’.
There is an incomplete ‘“transcendental reduction”. In fact,
“transcendental ego” is not an object for and content jin consciousness
as the noumenon of the Kantian philosophy. | fry to show that
“unconscious consciousness” causes some unexpected results. | ask
that whether “transcendental ego” is a performance, as a result of the
usage of "transcendental reduction” or unconscious application of
logical laws and syllogisms. Everybody experiences “what is irreducible”
which is the claim of Gabriel Marcel in Being and Having from the first
person perspective. Everybody also experiences the continuous change
from one mental state to another. | ask the question which is whether
there is the realization of the “transcendental ego” as an inner
experience via “transcendental reduction” or there is the unconscious
application of certain laws of logic and syllogisms. One can consider
that if there is change, something must change. There is a change.
Therefore; something must exist. This something is the reason of
category mistake in the philosophy of Descartes as immaterial
substance and egologic pure consciousness in the philosophy of

Husserl as the original claim of the thesis. One can apply to certain laws
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of logic and syllogisms as “logical fallacies” which are also barrowed
from Ralph Ellis’s book, An Onfology of Consciousness. For example;
there can be unconscious application of modus ponens which lets to
claim the self-identical ego. There can be the law of identity which also
lets to claim the identity of the ego. | show that how unconscious
application of the modus ponens causes such kind of category mistake.
in this syllogism, the first premise is false and falsity is preserved in the

conclusion.
If there is change, then something must change
There is change
Therefore; something must change.

in spite of the usage of epoché, there are a few cognitive
presuppositions such as transparent and actual or potential conscious
nature of mental events. However, cogifo cogitatum is experienceable,
but ego is not. It presents itself in “not-now” point in the stream of
consciousness. Being-for-oneself is accessible to the inquiring,
reflecting ego via inner or self-perception. However, “transcendental
ego’, being-in-itself cannot be accessible, even if one applies the
“transcendental reduction” to “human’ or “psychological ego”.
“Transcendental ego” escapes from the complete reduction, because of

the incomplete “transcendental reduction”.

“Transcendental reduction” brings the “transcendental ego” from
“pre-reflective” awareness into reflective awareness. Attention is aiso a
kind of intentionality. The relationship between the attention and
“transcendental reduction” is established as one of the original
contributions of the thesis. So, reflected “transcendental ego” as the

known “object ego” turns into an intentional object which is known by
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the knowing “subject ego”. This distinction and their ontological
difference are also realized by Sartre. There is an “intentional” and
“non-intentional consciousness” distinction. | use these concepts to
show the ontological differences among them. “Transcendental ego”
becomes an object for consciousness rather than an immanent noetic
content within the subjective dimension of the stream of consciousness.
However, “transcendental ego” cannot be the proper part of the stream

of consciousness.

There are also problems of “pure ego” in Ideas. There is
“transcendency within immanency” which is contrary to the non-
contradiction principle. One can solve the paradox via disjunctive
syllogism. “Pure ego” is either immanent or transcendent. “Pure ego” is
not immanent, due to its “peculiar” kind of transcendence. To accept the
transcendence of the “pure ego’ is incompatible with the radically
immanent transcendental phenomenology which must consists of
purely immanent realm of beings. Pure consciousness should be
homogeneous. The original attitude of the thesis is the denial of the
“pure ego”, and “transcendental ego”, because of these paradoxes.
Hume claims that introspection does not reveal a self or something
physical. It merely implies a disembodied consciousness. It is clear that
| cannot experience myself as anything other than the experience itself
through introspection. When there is a pain in my leg, | can access it
directly, immediately and privately by means of introspection. However,
| cannot access a neural network. Hume claims that there is no
intfrospective access to the immaterial substance. | use the similar
argument in which nobody can access not only the immaterial
substance, but alsoc the “pure ‘ego” or “transcendental ego”.
Infrospection just lets us to know the immaterial, disembodied pure
consciousness. To show the difference between the first and third

person perspectives, | use the Husserlian distinction between living
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body (Leib) as my body for me and physical body (Kérper) my body for .
others. In fact, the mind-body problem in The Crisis of European
Sciences and Transcendental Phenomenology depends on the
confusion of the first and third person perspectives. Similarly, when one
performs a syllogism, one cannot be aware of the obeying chemical
laws and psycho-chemical principles. The same claims are also
possible for the logical laws. Unlike the first person perspective, other
persons are necessarily embodied within a body from the third person

perspective.

I also use the arguments which depend on solipsism. | defend
the definition of David Bell about the “priority” and “independence” of
mental acts, states of individuals in the weak sense. Epoché turns the
whole world and all of the individuals info a mere phenomenon for
consciousness, including the empirical body. in other words, there will
be solipsism in which one can know certainly whatever is in his mind.
My claim is compatible with the definition of solipsism in the weak and
strong senses. Bell claims that “| alone exist or | am known to exist”, but
there are no other minds. Epistemologically, these contents of
consciousness have a privileged status to access. Unlike one's
knowledge of his own consciocusness, he is ignorant about the change
of the particulars in this world as a result of epoché like a little god.
Epoché, “transcendental reduction” and eidetic reduction provide the
purification of the consciousness. "Pure ego” shows a “peculiar” kind of
transcendence. There is the necessity for the purification of the
consciousness from all kinds of transcendences. Both “pure ego” and
“transcendental ego” which involve paradoxes do not let the purification
of consciousness from all kinds of transcendences which will let the
solution of the mind-body problem in the frame of the phenomenology.

Argument from the “shift” of the definition of consciousness shows that
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there is a radical change in the definition of consciousness, after
epoché. Before epoché, every experience in the sense of cogitatio or
thought has the form of cogito (I think). Don Weilton claims that
consciousness simply refers to the Cartesian term, cogifo or “l think” in
the pregnant sense. However, epoché provides the “shift” of the
definition of consciousness. Husserl claims that “...the meaning of the
expression ‘cogifo’, 1 have consciousness of something, | perform an
act of consciousness.” After epoché, ‘I have consciousness of
something”. Then, there is the cogifo cogitatum. Here, cogito involves
the “pure ego” and its ego-life. There is the successful “shift’ of the
definition of consciousness, in spite of the failure of the claim about the
transcendence of the “pure ego”. Don Welton also sfresses this “shift” of
the definition about consciousness. However, this definition of
consciousness changes slighily, as a result of the further usage of the
“transcendental reduction”. In The Crisis of European Sciences and
Transcendental Phenomenology, there is the repeated structure which
is ego cogifo cogifatum. One can experience cogifo in a direct and
immediate way. Ego is defined as the identical “ultimate ego pole”.
However, it never becomes the phenomenon for the pure
consciouéness. So, it is the mere negation of cogifo as unchanging,
identical ego pole of all acts. One can ask that whether negation gives
knowledge or not as one of the original claims of the Ant
Transcendental Ego Argumentations section. My critique depends on
the definition of ego of the cogito cogitatum. After epoché, just “pure
ego” and its ego life remain. One “puts aside” whatever is physical,
including body, brain, neural activities which can be accessed from the
third person perspective as the instantiation of the essence Nature.
David Woodruff Smith also thinks that there are two essences which are
Nature and Consciousness and their instantiations for human being. He

supports dual aspect monism for human being. So, phenomenology
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should deal with the essence, Consciousness and its instantiations.
Phenomenology cannot let anything franscendent which can be “pure
ego” in Ideas or “transcendental ego” in The Crisis of European
Sciences and Transcendental Phenomenology. There are the first and
third person perspective differences. One experiences the disembodied
pure consciousness from the first person perspective. In fact, Bell also
claims that there is a “non-solipsistic transcendental idealism” in The
Crisis of the European Sciences and Transcendenfal Phenomenology.
In fact, the confusion between the first and the third person
perspectives are the reason of the mind-body problem in the frame of

phenomenoclogy.

There are category mistakes, which give ontologically
independent status to the immaterial soul, “pure ego” and
“transcendental ego”, not only in the Cartesian philosophy but also in
the Husserlian phenomenology. Sartre also calls “error of substance” in
his analysis of “the pre-reflective cogifo” for the self as a substance. He
claims that the self is not a thing. Sartre claims that | am a state of
consciousness {a pour soi rather than en soi). Like Sarre, | also
support non-egologic pure consciousness, but | claim that it is mere the
abstraction of non-egologic pure consciousness, not inner experience
as a result of the application of special methods such as “method of
doubt” in the philosophy of Descartes and “transcendental reduction” in
the philosophy of Husserl. Persuen claims that “transcendental ego” is
“a linguistic fiction” in Phenomenology and Reality. David Carr claims
that to say "self is mere fiction” is a radical claim as in the example of
Hume. Carr claims that the self is “nof a thing”, but “no-thing at all'.
From the “natural attitude®, “transcendental subject” seems as if it is
artificial and mere fiction. From the “transcendental attitude”, the whole
world as a whole and my empirical self are phenomenon for

consciousness. Then, he claims that there are two radically
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incompatible sense of self. He claims that idealism reduces the world
and the empirical subject to the representations. | also support the claim
that self is “nof a thing”, but “no thing at all’. What we realize is the
“what is irreducible” in the phisophy of Marcel as purely mental
phenomenon. However, o claim two incompatible sense of self can
cause many problems. | also claim that “transcendental ego” is a mere
fiction. To realize its fictious nature, there is the necessity fo examine
the part-whole analysis. The originality of my claim depends on this
part-whole analysis. People can think and talk about moments
abstractly as if they are pieces, not moments. Pure consciousness turmns
an abstractum into a concrefum. One of the main category mistakes
belong to sciences, including psychology which takes physics as model.
The attempt to "equate” physical bodily reality with soul is a category
mistake. There is also a “parallelization” of the methods. Whatever is
mental cannot be put into the category of material as in the example of
sciences. The other calegory mistake depends on separation of a
moment from its whole as if it is a piece. Soul is the moment of one and
the same person as the instantiation of the essence, Consciousness. In
the history of philosophy, soul is often separated from the brain and
body as if it is a piece, not a moment. One separates what is
inseparable by turming the absfractum into a concretum. Cogifo of
Descartes has a form which is “l think”. This “I” is presupposed as a
“grammatical hypostatization”. In The Crisis of European Sciences
andTranscendental Phenomenology, soul or psyche is embodied within
the body. There is a confusion of the first and third person perspectives.
When one gets his own mental states from the first person perspective,
one gets the disembodied consciousness. “I' depends on the first

I(I"

person perspective. However, other persons call this as “you” as
necessarily embodied within the body from the third person perspective.

David Carr also makes a division between real and phenomenal
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subjects to show the difference between first and third person
perspectives. So, “transcendental ego” merely depends on the
abstraction of moments from its whole as the activity of the pure
consciousness. This is also one of the main arguments of the thesis to
defend the non-egologic pure consciousness. One also gets the
knowledge of “what is irreducible” from the first person perspective,
instead of “transcendental ego”. So far, | defend that there is no “pure
ego” and “transcendental ego’, in spite of the presence of "what is
irreducible” which can be accessed by means of the first person
perspective. In fact, the possible solution of the mind-body problem
depends on the elimination of the “pure ego” and “transcendental ego”.
Now, one can examine the explanations of Marcel about “being” and
“having” (having-as-possession) distinction. Our body cannot be a
possession. It belongs to my being and it helps to constitute what | am
distinct from what | have. "What we have obviously presents an
appearance of external reality to ourselves. But it is not an absolute
externality. He claims that “[I] can only express myself in so far as | can
become someone else to myself.” We can only express ourselves in
terms of “having”. He also continues that ‘[tlhe statement ‘| have’ can
only be made over against another which is felt to be other.” There is a

hH] H® I n

tension between “Same” and “Other”. can be used by means of

“specialization”, “specification” and “partial alienation” of the self. Marcel
claims that “I conceive myself as having in myself”. In the solution of the
mind- body problem, | ask the question whether one can reduce the
mind into a substance or not? If mind is reducibie to a substance, it will
be either physical or spiritual. The mind as a physical substance can be
identified with an intelligently behaving living body. There is no mind-
body interaction problem in which the mind is merely identified with the
living body. The mind as a spiritual substance can be in two different

forms which are substance dualism and property dualism. | formulate
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the three different and incompatible claims to explain the mind-body
problem. Non-egologic pure consciousness depends on the subjective
first person perspective. This perspective can be called as the Claim-1.
To define the minds as intelligently behaving bodies depends on the
third person perspective which includes objective, publicly observable
circumstances. Such kind of perspective can be called as Claim-2. A
mind which is embodied within an egologic consciousness is the claim
of the property dualism. Besides property dualism, there is the
substance dualism. This perspective depends on the common sense of
the “man in the street” and some of the philosophers who also agree
with the common sense. In The Crisis of European Sciences and
Transcendental Phenomenology, Husserl also claims the existence of
the “transcendental ego” or “apodictic ego” as a part of the life-world
perspective or life-world attitude. This can be called as Claim-3. In fact,
the problem of this perspective depends on the confusion between first
and third person perspectives. Claim-1 and Claim-2 do not lead to the
mind-body problem. There is also no problem for the relationship
among consciousness and the underlying soul as in the substance
dualism. The question which is how mind is related to the body is simply
dissolved by claiming that there is no relation at all. Claim-1 and Claim-
2 explain the nature of mind satisfactorily from their perspectives.
Claim-1 depends on the phenomenological reflection by which one can
get the content of consciousness immediately, directly and privately. So,
the genuine nature of mind can be grasped via phenomenological
reflection. Claim-2 also explains the genuine nature of mind, as a result
of the developments in neurophysiology and artificial intelligence
studies. One claims that there will not be any unexplainable
phenomenon, as a result of the developments in sciences in the future.
In the Claim-3, there is a mind which involves not only body, but also

consciousness as distinct dependent moments of one and the same
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person. This claim is compatible with the common sense claims and
life world attitude. It is clear that human being is able to experience the
mind and body separately. The Claim-3 leads to the mind-body problem.
This problem depends on the first and third person perspective
differences. The possible solution is to accept either the transcendental
phenomenological claim, Claim-1 or naturalistic scientific attitude,
Claim-2. Claim-1 which is the transcendental-phenomenological attitude
defines mind without a self-identical “pure ego”. Mind is the mere totality
of conscious experiences or “psychic experiences” in the “unified
stream of consciousness.” In Logical Investigations, “empirical ego” is
the unity of “phenomenological ego” and “ego body”. In the Claim-1, the
relationship between the mind and body is that transcendent “ego body”
is phenomenologically constituted as the intentional object of some
intentional experiences. Transcendent body is phenomenologically
reduced to be an immanent object of the mind. The relation between an
immanent mind and transcendent body is dissolved by means of the
phenomenological reduction of the transcendent “ego body”.
“Phenomenologically reduced ego” is nothing more than experiences “in
the unified stream of consciousness” or “interconnected unity”. Husser!
clearly denies the "pure ego”. This denial is the necessary pre-condition
to solve the mind-body problem. In fact, it lets the purification of all
transcendences from the pure consciousness. Marcel makes a
distinction between “being” and “having”. In fact, he also claims that
what we have obviously presents an appearance of external reality to
ourselves. But it is not an absolute reality. What we get is the
appearance of the outside world, including our body. One can say ‘I
have” over against another which is felt to be the other. Similarly,
Husserl also accepts that outside world, including our body is strange
and alienated. Similarly, | dissolve the mind-body problem by leaving

the “phenomenologically reduced ego”, after cutting the “ego-body’.
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The main claim of the thesis is the denial of the “pure ego” and
“transcendental ego”. If one denies the immaterial persisting substance
or “pure ego”, the problem of personal identity is inevitable. The
success of the denial of the ego depends on the solution of the problem
of personal identity. | support the mental continuity theory. 1 show that
mental continuity depends on the memeory, not a persisting, identical
ego. There is the re-collection of old perceptions as they are. One
realizes himself in different times and places. So, the re-collections or
re-presentations of the old perceptions let the sense of continuity of self.
I also used the Kafka's novel, Transformation to show the continuity of

the sense of self, in spite of the radical bodily changes.

In this thesis, | try to show the necessity of the phenomenology
to explain the conscious phenomenon. In fact, some conscious events
are unexplainable from the third person perspective of sciences.
Furthermore, one cannot show the possibility of psycho-physical
reduction on the basis of Leibniz’ law, because of the special abilities of
consciousness such as intentionality, qualia, constitution, etc. To
explain the conscious events, one should use the first person
perspective of phenomenology, not the third person perspective of
sciences. Intentionality, qualia, constitution which is the special abilities
of pure consciousness is used to support the claim of Marcel about
“‘what is irreducible”. If one uses the terminology of Marcel to show
“what is irreducible” is the “task”. Intentionality is also a special and
purely mental ability of pure consciousness. Qualia are phenomena
which cannot be explained by any materialist theory. All of these
explanations show the necessity of the phenomenology to explain
conscious events. From the third person perspective, whatever is the
instantiation of nature can be examined in the frame of sciences.
However, all kind of conscious events as the instantiation of the

essence, Nature can be studied in the frame of phenomenology.
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4. CONCLUSION

In this thesis, | claim that there is no need for the “transcendental
ego” in The Crisis of European Sciences and Transcendental
Phenomenology and “pure ego” in Ideas. | accept the non-egologic pure
consciousness as the initial position of Husserl in Logical Investigations.
The possible solution of the mind-body problem depends on the denial
of the “pure ego” and the “transcendental ego” which involve paradoxes.
The concepts, mental acts, self, body and their relationship are
examined in detail in Logical Investigations, Ideas and The Crisis of

European Sciences and Transcendental Phenomenology in this thesis.

First of all, | examine epoché and its success. In fact, the “shift’
of the attitude is possible by means of epoché. The "transcendental
attitude” which is the first person attitude replaces the “natural attitude”
or third person attitude. The detailed examination of consciousness in
Husserl's different terms and the comparison of phenomenology with
natural sciences help us to prefer the suitable solution of the problems
in the philosophy of Husserl. Of course, the most suitable position is the
initial position of Husser! in Logical Investigations. In the Anti
Transcendental Ego Argumentations section, | show that the
paradoxical identity relation between “human” or “psychological ego”
and “franscendental ego” cause many problems in The Crisis of
Furopean Sciences and Transcendental Phenomenology. The possible
solution of this paradox is to leave one of them. Our preference is to

leave the “franscendental ego” which causes incomplete
“transcendental reduction” and self alienation. In fact, it is not a mere

phenomenon for consciousness. It is also against the main cognitive
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presupposition of phenomenology about the transparent and potential
consciousness nature of mental events. Furthermore, “human” or
“psychological ego” is the mere phenomenon for consciousness. So, to
claim the identity relation between “human” or “psychological ego” and
“transcendental ego” is also a problem for phenomenology. There is
also a self alienation of the “transcendental ego” which can isolate itself
via “transcendental reduction”. “Transcendental ego” is also present as
“pre-reflective”. However, to focus is also a kind of intentionality, but
“transcendental ego” does not let to grasp properly. One can also find
similar problems in /deas in which Husserl claims the “transcendency
within immanency” as another paradox. | also show that the capacities
of pure consciousness let to think and talk about the moments
independent from their dependent parts. However, these capacities of
the “pure ego” cause the category mistakes such as the acceptance of
sou! in the philosophy of Descartes, “pure ego” and “transcendental
ego” in the philosophy of Husserl. To solve these paradoxos, to solve
the mind-body problem, the suitable way is o leave the “transcendental
ego” and “pure ego” as the initial position of Husserl in the Logical
Investigations. Husserl claims that “empirical ego” is the unity of
“phenomenological ego” and “ego body” in Logical Investigations. "Ego
body” is reduced to the "phenomenological ego”. So, there is no mind-
body and their interaction problem. Because, transcendent “ego body”
is reduced to be an immanent object of the mind. The relation between
an immanent mind and transcendent body is dissolved by means of the
phenomenological reduction of the transcendent “ego body”. One alsc
examines the memory and the personal identity relation. Pure
consciousness constitutes the personal identity by means of memory,
inspite of the succession of the selves. The new body scenario of
Kafka's Transformation is used to support these claims. Meanwhile, the

irreducibility of pure consciousness is claimed on the basis of Leibniz’s
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Law. To support the claims about the irreducibility of conscious events,
intuition, qualfia, intentionality, constitution, special acts of pure

consciousness are used.

Briefly, phenomenology which depends on the first person
perspective is the suitable way to examine consciousness, instead of
natural sciences. During the examination of the concept consciousness,
one sees that the most suitable solution of the paradoxes is the denial
of the “pure ego” in Ideas and the “transcendental ego” in The Crisis of
European Sciences and Transcendental Phenomenology. The possible
solution of the mind body problem also depends on the denial of the
ego. Meanwhile, pure consciousness aiso establishes a connection
between personal identity and memory. Phenomenology also shows the
special abilities of pure conscioushess such as constitution,
intentionality and qualia. All of them show the importance and the
necessity of the phenomenology which depend on the first person

perspective, not the third person one.
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SUMMARY IN TURKISH

Tezin genelinde Husserf'in biling kavrami incelenmektedir. Tezin
amaci “saf ego’, “askin ego” kavramlarinin pek cok problem ve
paradoksa vyol actifinin gosteriimesine ve bu kavramlardan vaz
gecilmesinin gerekli oldugu iddiasina dayanmaktadir. Husserli'in /deas
adh eserinde “askin olanin ickinligi”, Avrupa Bilimlerinin Krizi ve Askin
Fenomenoloji adli eserinde ise “psikolojik ego” ile “agkin ego’nun
Ozdesligi birer paradoks olarak gorilmektedir. Ayrica, bedende olan,
onun hareketini ve kontrolinl sadlyan bir ruh anlayisi ruh-beden
problemine yol acmaktair. En iyi ¢ézim Husserfin Mantiksal
Arastirmalar adli eserindeki ilk iddialarina geri donmek, “saf ego” ve
“askin ego” iddialarindan vaz gegmektir. Tez belli asamalan
icermektedir. Bu agamalarin sonucu olarak “saf ego” ve "askin ego”
kabul edilmemektedir. Agkin egonun kendisine yabancilagmasi, eksik
“agkin indirgeme”, askin egonun “yénelim Oncesi” bulunmas:, agkin
egonun biling dis1 doasi, fenomenolojinin epistemolojik dn-kabulleri,
askin egonun obijelestiriimesi ve paradokslar “saf ego” ve “agkin ego”
iddealarinin kabut edilmemesi i¢in gerekli temelleri olugturmaktadir.

Husserl Mantiksal Arastirmalar adli eserinde egonun olmadigini
iddia etmektedir. Aslinda, “saf ego” ve “askin ego” hakkindaki iddialar
fenomenolojinin bilimsel ve kesinlik iddialanyla uyugsmamaktadir. "Saf
biling” butun askinhklardan arindinlmalidir. David' Bell, David Carr,
Cornelis A. van Persuen gibi Onemli Husserl yorumculan bu
paradokslart farketmelerine ragmen, bu paradokslarin, odzellikle
“psikolojik ego” ve “askin ego” 6zdesligiyle ilgili paradoksun ¢dzimu
konusuna agtk bir ¢dziim getirmemektedirler. Paradokslarin ¢oziimi
tezin birinci katkisidir. Bu paradokslar Askin Egoya Karsi Arglimaniar

boliimiinde yer almaktadir. Askin egonun kendisine yabancilagma
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Ozelligi vardir. Bu ozelligin fark edilmesi ve askin egonun yeniden
tamimlanmasi tezin ikinci katkisidir. Bu arada, paradokslar arsindaki
benzerlikler de gosterilmistir. Askin egonun varhdiyla ilgili iddialar
aslinda Descartes felsefesindeki maddi olamayan 16z iddiasina benzer
bir kategori hatasidir, bu iddia tezin G¢iinct 6nemli iddiasidir. Bu hata
parca-butiin analiziyle anlagilabilir. Saf bilincin &zelliklerinden birisi de
Ozelliklerin  bagh oldugu bitinden soyutlanarak dastniimesi ve
hakkinda konugulabilmesidir. Askin egonun bu O6zelligide kategori
hatasinin nedenidir. Avrupa Bilimlerinin Krizi ve Askin Fenomenoloji adli
eserdeki ruh-beden problemi birinci ve Ugtncti kigi bakis acilannin
farklihklarinin ~ gGsteriimesiyle  ¢goéziimlenebilmektedir.  Husserl'in
Mantiksal Aragtirmalar kitabindaki durumuna donerek ruh-beden
problemi ¢dzimienebilir. Burada, agkin "ego beden” fenomenolojik
olarak insa edilmis ve yonelimsel tecriibelerin objesi haline gelmistir.
Ruh-beden probleminin ¢ozilebilmesi icin saf bilingte bulnan agkin
“pure ego” ve “askin ego” bilingten anndinimistir. Boylece, sadece
bilince ickin olanlarin bilingte kalmasina izin veriimigtir. “Saf ego” ve
“agkin ego” hakkindaki iddialarin kabul edilmemesi benligin devami
problemine yol agmaktadir. Bu problem genellikle analitik felsefenin
gergevesi icinde tartisilan bir problemdir. Bu problemin g&z[‘:mﬂnde
bedensel olanin devami yerine zihinsel olanin daha 6nemii oldugunu
savunan gorisleri Kabui etmek fenomenolojinin ruhuna daha uygundur.
Bu nedenle benlik ve hafiza arasinda bir badlant! kurarak, ego olmadan
da benligin devam edecedini savunmaktayim. Bu iddia tezin dérdiinci
onemli katkisidir. Aslinda, bazi disiince deneyleri genele ait bakig
acisinin Gstesinden gelmek icin kullandmigtir. Kafka'min Degisim adli
romanindan yararlanarak benligin hafizaya bagl oldugu ve dinamik

stregleri oldugu gosterilmistir. Bu tezin besinci 6nemli katkisidir.
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Saf bilincin indirgenemeyen &zelliklerini gdstermeye calistim. Bu
ozellikler, yonelim, soyutlama, insa etme, fenomenal &zelliklerdir
(qualia).

1. Bolimde, Paranteze Alma ve On-kabulsiiz felsefe bélimande,
paranteze almanin dogal tavirdan fenomenolojik tavra gegis icin zorunlu
oldugu gosterildi. Bagka bir deyigle, Ggtncl kisinin bakis agisindan
birinci kisinin bakis acisina gecis zorunludur. On-kabuisiiz bir felsefe
ingasi Husserfe ait bir idealdir. Ancak, Husserl felsefesi ontolojik,
epistemolojik ve formal pek ¢ok dn-kabuli icermektedir. Paranteze alma
yontemi sadece sinifli sayida oOn-kabule izin vermekiedir. Bu 6n-
kabuller de genellikle epistemolojik dn-kabullerdir. Fenomenoloji bilince
verilenle veya bilingteki gdringiilerle iHgilidir. Bunun nedeni de
prensiplerin  prensibidir. Paranteze alma yontemiyle baglamak
fenemonoljinin 6n sartdir. Bu ydntem biling kavraminda ve taniminda
degisiklikleri zorunlu kilmaktadir. Bu bélimde, Gglncl kisinin bakis
acisindan birinci kisinin bakis acgisina gegis zorunludur. Bu degisim ruh-
beden probleminin ¢éziimiinde kullanilacaktir. Fenomenolojinin bilingle
tlgili olaylari aciklarken doga bilimlerinden farkli yanlan da agiklanmisgtir.

2. Bélumde, bazi kavramiar incelenmigtir. Bu kavramlar bilincin
yonelimi, benlik, beden ve bunlar arasindaki iligkilerdir. Husserl'in
Mantiksal Aragtirmalar, Ideas, Avrupa Bilimlerinin Krizi ve Askin
- Fenomenoloji adli eserlerinde bu kavramlan nasil kullandi§i detayh
olarak incelenmigtir.

Mantiksal Aragtirmalar adh eserinde, Husserl “empirik ego”
kavraminin “ego beden” ve “fenomenolojik olarak indirgenmis ego”
kavramlanni da icerdigini iddia etmektedir. Husserl ego bedeni empirik
egodan ayirmisgtir. "Fenomenolojik olarak indirgenmis ego” bilincin
icindekilerin  toplami  ve birestiriimesinden  ibarettir, bingteki
deneyimlerin bir demetidir. Husserl saf egonun varlign: inkar etmekiedir.

Ideas adli eserde “empirik ego” (insan) “ego beden” ve fenomenolojik
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egoyu icermektedir. Pranteze alma igleminden sonra “empirik ego”
disarda birakilmis. “Saf ego” fenomenolojik alan olarak bilingte kalmigtir.

vy

Ancak, /deas adli eserde saf egodaki “askin olanin igkinligi” problemi
sorunlara yol agmaktadir. Benzer bicimde, paradoksa yol acan
psikolojik egonun askin egoyla ézdeslidi problemi Avrupa Bilimlerihde
Kriz ve Agkin Fenomenoloji adht eserinde bulunmaktadir. Ayni eserde,
bedende olan ruh kavrami ruh-beden problemine yol acmaktadir.
Ugtinc, birinci kisi bakis acisi, bunlar arsindaki farklihgi ve bilimlerin
bakis acisimi vugulamak icin Uclincl kisi bakis agisi ve materialist
teoriler aynntili bir bicimde incelenmigtir. Sartre, Gabriel Marcel ve
David Bell'in gorisleri birbirleriyle kiyaslanmis ve kargasgtinmigtir.
Kullandiklari argimanlar Satre’nin Askin Egoya Kargt Argiimanlan,
Varlik ve Sahiplik, David Bell'in Yorumiar bélumierinde kullaniimistir.

n 14

“Saf ego”, “agkin ego” ve bu egolarin neliklerine dair iddialari
reddetmek icin saglam temellere ihtiyag vardir. Agkin egonun iki cesit
kendine yabancilagmasi soz konusudur. Bunlardan biri agkin egonun
kendi yonelimsel eylemlerine yabacilagmasidir. Bu tlir yabancilagma
‘askin indirgeme sonucu dis diinyadan izole olmanin dogal bir
sonucudur. Bu kendine yabancilagsma Askin Egoya Karst Argumanlar
boliuminde kullalmaktadir. Diger yabancilasma bigimi kisinin dis
cevresinden izole olmasina, yabancilagmasina ve dig dinyadaki
degisimi bilmemesine baghdir. Askin egonun kendisine yabacilagmasini
aciklamak amciyla bir dustince deneyi hazifanmigtir. Denedeki kisi dig
diinyadan batin fligkilerini kesmistir, baglantilarint koparmistir. Béylece,
bilince ait zaman anlayist da mimkin olmamaktadir. Kigi tekillerdeki
degisime kapall oldugundan kiglk bir tanriya déntsmastar. Tanrnnn
mutlak bilme bicimine karsin, insanin tekilleri ve tekillerdeki degigimi
bilmesi problemler igerir. Benzer bir bigimde, paranteze alma
yénteminden sonra her sey bilince verilen, biling icin fenomenlere

déniigmistir. Bu durum ise solipsizm problemi anlamina gelmektedir.
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Askin Egoya Karsi Argimanlar boliminde solipsizm problemi tekrar
ele alinmig ve “agkin ego” kavramina karst kullanimigtir.

Askin Egoya Kargit Argimanlar bdélimiinde, agkin egonun
yonelimsel eylemlerinden ontolojik statll farkini géstermek amaciyla
“yonelimsel” ve ‘“ybnelimsel olmayan® biling kavramlan aynmi
yapilmigtir. /deas adl eserde kendisiyle 6zdes “saf ego” kavrami ve
strekli degisen yonelimsel eylemler ayrnimu yapimakiadir. Aslinda,
“agkin olanin ickinfigi” kavrami bu ontolojik farklhihgi géstermektedir.
Bilincin tecriibelerinin aksine, kendisiyle 6zdes olan “saf ego” farklilik
gostermekiedir. Saf biling, agkin egoya yénelimsel ofarak baglandiginda,
yonelen ve yoénelinen arasinda ontolojik farkhliklar olmaktadir. Bu
ontolojik farkliiklar nedeniyle, “askin ego” kendi deneyimlerinin,
yonelimsel eylemlerinin farkinda degildir. Benzer sekilde, “askin ego”
“agkin indirgeme” yoéntemiyle farkedilebilir. Bu aslinda dikkatin
odaklanmasidir ve bu da yodnelimdir. Bu sayede “agkin ego”
farkedilebilmektedir. Farkedilen bu ego ve farkedilme siregleri Avrupa
Bilimlerinde Kriz ve Askin Fenomenoloji adll eserde ayrintili bir bigimde
veriimigtir. Dikkatin odaklanmasi bir ¢esit yonelimdir. Béylece yodnelen
ve yonelinen biling aynmi yap:labilir. Bu ayrim yoénelinen bilinci “6zne
ego’nun objesi veya “obje ego” haline getirmektedir. Sartre “agkin ego”
ve bilincin yonelim eylemleri arasindaki ontolojik farklar: vurulamistir.
Bagka bir deyisle, “psikolojik ego” ve "askin ego” arasinda ontolojik
farklar bulunmaktadir.

Bu bélimde, egosuz bir biling savunuimaktadir. Bu aynt
zamanda Husserl'in Manfiksal Arasfirmalar adli eserindeki iddialarla
uyumludur. Egosuz bir biling anlayisini savunmak igin, tezde yer alan
askin egoya karst hazirlanan argimanlarin incelenmesi gereklidir.

1- Paradoksal Ozdeslik iligkisinin ¢6zimi hakkinda argiman:
‘empirik ego” veya “psikolojik ego” ile “askin ego” Ozdeslik iligkisi

gb6ziimlenerek askin egonun kabuliinin bazi problemiere yol actigi ve

213



bu iddiadan kacinilmasi gerekti§i savunulmaktadir. “Askin ego”
yonelimsel eylemlerin &znesidir. Bu yonelimsel eylemlerin veya
deneyimierin siirekli degismesine ragmen, “askin  ego” kendisiyle
6zdes olarak kalmaktadir. Bilincin yerlestigi, bulundugu bir zihin vardir.
Bu acgklamalara dayanarak varhgini sirekli devam ettiren bir benlik veya
askin egonun varligi incelenmelidir. Paradoks psikolojik ego veya agkin
egodan birini kabul ederek ¢6zilebilir. “Askin ego” bilingteki deneyim
olabilir. Bu deneyime hemen, dogrudan ve kigisel olarak u!é§abiliriz,
Diger segenek ise sole ifade edilebilir: bilingteki deneyimierden farkli bir
sey vardir ve hemen, dogrudan, kisisel olarak ulagamayiz. Ancak, butiin
biling deneyimlerini bir arada tutma, bir araya getirme &zelligine sahiptir.
Eger benlik bunlardan birincisiyse, biling deneyimlerini neyin bir araya
getirdigi problem olarak kargimiza cikmaktadir. Bunlardan digeriyse,
“agkin ego” kendi biling deneyimlerinin farkinda olamamaktadir. Ctinkd,
“agskin ego” ve biling deneyimleri arasinda ontolojik farkilikiar
bulunmaktadir.

Bazi 6nemli Husserl yorumculan paradoksal o6zdeslik iligkisini
farketmiglerdir.,  Ancak, paradoksu acik olarak  belirleyip,
cozimlenmemigtir. Bu tezin en onemli katkilarindan biri paradoksun
belirienip, ¢oziimlenmesidir. Paradoksu ¢6zmek icin buldugum g¢ozim
yolu benlik veya askin egonun kabul edilmemesine baghdir.

2- Askin egonun kendisine yabancilasmasiyla ilgili argiiman:
Askin egonun kendi deneyimlerine yabancilagsma 6zelligi vardir. Agkin
ego izole olarak kendisini butiin deneyimlerinden soyutlayabilmektedir.
Askin egonun kendisine yabancilagmasi bilincin icinde olan, ancak
farkinda olmadi§imiz bir igerigin olmasi problemlere yol acmaktadir.
Bilincin kendi igeriginin farkinda olmamas! ciddi bir problem olarak
- goriilmekiedir. Bilincin akigimin bir devamhlt@r ve birligi vardir. Ancak,
askin egonun kendisine yabancilagsmast biling akiginin devamliik ve

birligini bozmaktadir. Paranteze alma yonteminin sonucu olarak
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solipsizm  problemi  kagindmazdir. Agkin  egonun  kendine
yabancilasmasi, solipsizm, agkin egonun kendi deneyimlerini farkinda
olmamas: gibi problemler bu bélimde ele alinacaktir. Agkin ego tekrar
tanimlanmigtir. Bu tanimda asgkin egonun 6z kendisini izole etmesi ve
kendi deneyimlerine yabancilagmasidir.

3- Fenomenolojinin epistemolojik 6n kabullerine dayanan
argiiman: fenomenoloji sinirh sayida 6n kabule izin vermektedir. Bunlar
ozellikle epistemolojik 6n kabullerdir ve paranteze alma yénteminden
sonra kalan 6n kabullerdir. Bilincin tamamen saydam olmasi, bilincteki
olaylarin potansiyel veya gergek anlamda bilingli olmasi bu 6n kabuller
arasindadir. Ancak, “agkin ego” bu &n kabullere uygun degildir. Cink,
bilince ait bir fenomen olarak bilinmesi miimkiin degildir. Bu problemin

» i@

en uygun yolu “saf ego”, “askin ego” ve bu egolarin dogasina ait
iddialann kabul ediimemesidir.
4- Paradoksa yol acan “bilingsiz biling” kavramina dayanan

S M

argliman: "yénelim oncesi” agkin egonun varhg “psikolojik ego” Uizerine
uygulanan “agkin indirgame” yontemiyle farkedilebilir.

Psikoterapilerde, bilingdisi zihinse! olaylara rastlanmaktadir.
Benzer sekilde, bilingdigi, bilingéncesi, “yénelim dncesi” bir “agkin ego”
anlayisi paradoksa yol acan "bilingsiz biling” durumuna yol agcmaktadir.
Bilingsiz bilincin varlih paradoksa yol agmaktadir. “Agkin ego” kavrami
ise insa edilmis “psikolojik ego” ve “asgkin ego” ayrimina yol agcmaktadir.
Ego cogifo cogitatum yapisi icinde, cogifo surekli degisen biling
deneyimierini icermektedir. Ancak, ego kendisiyle dzdes, degdismeyen,
ego noktasidir. Agskin egonun farkedilmesi icin “psikolojik ego” lizerine
“agkin indirgeme” yonteminin uygulanmasi gereklidir. Ontolojik
farkhliklar nedeniyle Leibniz kanununa gore bu iki ego 6zdes degildir.
“Empirk ego” veya “psikolojik ego” hemen farkedilebilmektedir. Ancak,
agskin egonun farkedilmesi igin “agkin indirgeme” y6nteminin

uygulanmasi gereklidir. “Agkin ego” psikolojik egodan ontolojik olarak
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tamemen farklidir. Bu nedenle, bu ki egonun &zdesligini savunmak
yerine agkin egonun varhgmi kabul etmemek problemin ¢ézimi olarak
distnilebilir.

5- Eksik “askin indirgeme” ybntemiyle ilgili argiman: “agkin
indirgeme” “psikolojik ego” (zerine uygulamir. “Empirik ego” ve
“psikolojik ego” bilincin fenomeni haline gelebilir. Ancak, “askin ego”
bilincin fenomeni olamaz. Bu nedenle, eksik, yetersiz “agkin indirgeme”
ve yonemile ilgili yetersizlikten bahsedilebilir. Metotla ilgili eksiklik, “agkin
ego” ve agkin egoyla ilgili iddialardan vazgecilerek saglanabilir.

L )

6- “Yonelim 6&ncesi” "askin ego” hakkinda argiman: dikkatin
odaklanmas! da yonelimdir. Boylece, “askin indirgeme” yodntemiyle
agkin egoya da ilgi odaklanir ve varhg: farkedilir. Askin egoyla ilgil
bilgiler icsel tecrubeye mi yoksa belli ¢ikanmlara mi dayanmaktadir?
“Yonelim Oncesi’ “agkin ego” bilingte farkinda olmadigimiz icerigin

o

varoldugunu goéstermektedir. “Yonelim éncesi” “agkin ego” ve blincinde
clmadigimiz zihinsel icerik birbirine benzemektedir. Buradan, farkinda
olmadan kullanitan bazi ¢tkarnimlar olabilecegi ve farkinda olmadan bazi
mantik kurallanimin  kullamilabilece§i savunulabilir. Béylece, askin
egonun varhig: bir kategori hatas: olarak Kabul edilebilir.

7- Yonelinen “agkin ego” ydnelen 6zne egonun nesnesi olmus ve
biinen “nesne ego” haline donigmustir. Bu nesnelestirmeyle ilgili
argiiman: Dikkatin. odaklanmasi yonelimseldir. Yonelimsel olmasi
yénelen ve “yonelimsel olmayan”, “yénelim 6ncesi” biling ayrimina yol
agmaktadir. “Agkin indirgeme” her zaman yodnelinen bilinci yonelen
bilincin nesnesi haline getirir. “Ozne ego” yoneldigi “yonelimsel
olmayan” bilinci objesi, nesnesi haline getirir. Bu nedenle eksik ve
yetersiz agkin indirgemeden s6z edebiliriz.

8- Biling akisinin devamhh@i ve birligiyle ilgili argiman: “agkin
égo" biling akisimin devamhlgini ve birligini sagiamaktadir. Ancak, askin

egonun kendine yabancilagmasi biling akisinin davamlihgini ve birligini

216



bozmaktadir. “Agkin ego” ve onunla ilgili iddialarin kabul edilmemesi

benligin devami problemine yol agmaktadir. Bu durumda, benligin
devami hafizanin varh§ina baghdir. Hafiza, daha énceki algilamalarin
bozulmadan, oldugu gibi geri cagrnimasidir. Bu problem, benlik
problemiyle bagdlantili olarak tekrar incelenmektedir.

O- Ideas adh eserdeki “saf ego” kavramiyla ilgili problemlerie ilgili
argiiman: Husserl'in /deas adl eserinde kendisiyle 6zdes olan “saf ego”
kavrammin “igkin olanin agkiniid)” gibi baz: problemleri vardir. Pranteze
alma ve “askin indirgeme” yontemleri “saf ego” dahil olmak izere
bilingteki askin olan ne varsa bilingten arindirmaktadir. Homojen bir
bilince sahip olmak i¢cin bilngte varolanlar bilingten arindiriimahdir.
Bunun igin en uygun yol askin egonun kabul edilmemesi ve egosuz bir
bilincin savunulmasidir.

10- Icebakis ydntemiyle ilgili argiman: Descartes, Hume ve
Husserl icebakig yontemi konusunda uzlagabilirer. Ancak, icebakis
yontemi bize mevcut zihinsel durum hakkinda bilgi vermsine ragmen,
maddi olmayan bir {6z, “saf ego” veya “askin ego” hakkinda bilgi
vermez. Hume da igcebakis yGnteminin bize maddi olmayan bir toz
hakkinda bilgi vermedigini savunur. Ayni argiman “saf ego”, “agkin
ego” hakkindaki iddialara kargt kullaniimaktadir.

11- Solipsizmie ilgili argiman: Paranteze alma yéntemi solipsizm
problemine yol agmaktadir. Kisi kendi bilincinde olanlari bilir. Ancak, dis
diinyayi bilmesi zorlagmigtir. Solipsizmle ilgili olarak David Bell'in
tanimian kullanilimaktadir. Dusince deneyindeki kigi, kiiclik bir tannya
dénmistor, bunun nedeni paranteze alma yoénteminden sonra
gergeklesen dig dinyadan kopmanin, izole olma durumudur.
Solipsizmde kigi bilincinde varolanlara ulasabilmektedir. Eidetik
indirgeme, paranteze alma ve “agkin indirgeme” yontemleri bilinci agkin

olanlardan temizlemektedir. Ancak, “saf ego” da bir c¢esit askinlig
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icermektedir. Bu nedenle saf egonun kabul ediimemesi problemin
¢6zim( olarak gorilebilir.

12- Paranteze almadan once, her digiince (cogifatio) “ben
disitiniiyorum” (cogifo) formuna sahiptir. Ancak, parantez alma tavir
degisikliine yol agmaktadir. Cogifo kavraminda da degisiklikler
olmustur. Biling bir seyin bilincidir. Don Welton da cogifo kavramindaki
bu degisimi farketmigtir. Ancak, degdisim bununla sinirh kalmamis ve
Avrupa Bifimlerinde Kriz ve Askin Fenomenoloji adli eserde yapi ego
cogito cogitatum haline déntsmustir. Baska bir deyigle tavir degisikligi
devam etmektedir. Askin egoya ulasmak varhigim farketmek “agkin
indirgeme” yoniemiyle miimkiin olmaktadir. Ancak, “askin ego’
kendisiyle 6zdes, defismeyen, bilncteki deneyimlerin 6znesidir. “Agkin
ego” cogilo kavramini dedillemesiyle elde edilmektedir. Degillemenin
bize bilgi verip vermedigi bir problem olarak goriilebilir. “Agkin olanin
ickinligi” nedeniyle egonun kismen Kkendisine yabancilagtigi
gorulmektedir. Aslinda, “saf ego” tam anlamiyla bilinememektedir. Bu
nedenle, egonun tam olarak tanimlanmast problem olarak
g6rizimektedir.

13- Paranteze alma ydnteminden sonra, “saf ego” ve saf egoya
ait deneyimler biling alaninda kalmaktadir. David Wodruff Smith’e gore
Doga ve Biling olmak Gzere iki tir 6z bulunmaktadir. Beden, beyin ve
ndral aktiviteler DoJa 6ziine ait 6rneklerdir. Fenomenolojiye alan acmak
icin bunlarin parantezin digina alinmasi gereklidir. Fenomenoloji bilingle
ve Biling 6zinin 6rmekleri olan olaylarla ilgilenmektedir. Doga bilimleri
tcinct kisinin bakig agnsuha dayanmaktadir. Ancak, fenomenoloji birinci
kisinin bakis acisina dayanmaktadir. Bilicteki olaylara birinci kiginin
bakig agisindan ulagsmak mimkindar. Ancak, bilingcteki olaylara birinci
kiginin' bakis acisindan ulasmak mimkinken, saf egoya, askin egoya
ulasmak, tam olarak ne oldugunu anlamak mimkiin degildir. Bu durum

fenomenolojinin kesin vebilimsel tavrina uygun dismemektedir. Bu
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nedenle, “saf ego”, "agkin ego” kavramlarnindan vazgegmek en uygun
yol olarak kabul edilebilir.

Bu tezde, Descartes felsefesindekine benzer bir kategori hatast
olduju ve bu hata nedeniyle, Descartes'in maddi olmayan tbz
anlayisina benzer bir “saf ego”, "agkin ego” anlayisina rastlanmaktadir.
Ancak, bu egolann Descartes’in t6z anlayisindan famamen farkh
oldugunu da vurgulamak gereklidir. Saf bilincin soyut olarak dusinme
ve konusma yetenegi vardir. Bu nedenle, biling ozellikleri, ilinekleri
sanki kendi kendine varolabilen, bagimsiz bir varlik gibi
diisinebilmektedir. Baska bir deyisle, abstractum, concretum haline
gelmektedir. Bu durum da kategori hatasinin kaynagini olusturmaktadir.
Birinci kisinin bakis acgisindan sadece mevcut zihinsel durum ve
“indirgenemeyen seyler’ farkedilebilir. Bunlarin soyutlanmas: ve
nesnelestirilmesi  kategori hatalarina yol acmaktadir. Ozellikler ve
ilinekler ontolojik olarak bagimsiz varlikiar haline geimektedir.

Ruh-beden Probleminin Co6ziimi boliminde, “ego beden’
fenomenolojik olarak tekrar inga edilmektedir. Béylece, “ego beden”
fenomenolojik bir obje haline gelmektedir. Agkin olan beden zihne ickin
bir obje, nesne haline gelmektedir. Fenomenolojik indirgeme sonucunda,
ickin zihin ile askin beden arasindaki problem ¢6zimlenmektedir. Diger
kategori hatas! bilimlerin ruhu bedene esdeger gdrmesi ve benzer
yontemleri uygulamasidir. Bu kategori hatasinin Descartes felsefesine
dayanan nedenleri vardir.

Kendisiyle o6zdes ve sirekliliyi olan askin egonun kabul
edilmemesi Benlik poblemine yol agmaktadir. Bu problem, Benligin
Devami Problemi béliminde imcelenmektedir. Hafiza sayesinde kisi
gecmisteki algilamalarint geri ¢agirmakta ve benligini farketmektedir.
Boylece, hafiza sayesinde benlik devam etmektedir. Benligin devami ve
hafiza arsinda bir iliski kurulmustur. Hafizadan anlagilan ise eski

algilamalarin hafizadan gern cagnimasidir. Bu iddialan desteklemek
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amaciyla, Katka'nin Degisim adli eserinden Yeni Beden Senaryosunda

Benligin Devami bdélimiinde yararlaniimistir. Bu bdlimde hafiza ve
benligin devami arasindaki iligki ve benligin olusumundaki dinamiklik
gosteriimeye calisiimigtir.

3. Bélumde, neden bilimsel agiklamalan ve Uglincii Kisinin bakig
agisindan aciklamalan kabul etmedigimiz anlatiimaktadir. Leibniz -
kanunu kullanilarak bilingle ilgili olaylarin maddeyle ilgili olaylardan
farkliliklan fenomenoloji cercevesinde agiklanmaktadir. Saf bilincin bazi |
ozel yetenekleri vardir. Bunlar insa etme, yonelim, sezgi, fenomenal
ozellikler (qualia). Bu ozellikler bilingle ilgili olaylarin maddi olana
indirgenemeyecedini géstermektedir.

Husserl Uzerine Genel Yorumlar bélimiinde, Kendi yorumlarimi
Gabriel Marcel, David Bell, David Carr, Sartre gibi filozoflarin
gorisleriyle kiyaslayarak benzerlik ve farkhliklan gostermeye caligtim.
Varlik ve Hiclik adli eserinde, Sartre “t6z hatasi” olarak adlandirdi§i bir
hatadan bahsetmektedir. Ben de benzer bir hatanin Descartes’in maddi
olmayan tozli, Husserlin “saf ego” ve “askin ego” kavramlarinda
varoldugunu savunmaktayim. Tezin en orjinal kismi “saf ego” ve “askin
ego” hakkindaki iddialarin reddedilmesi belli paradokslara ve bu
paradokslarin fenomenoloji cercevesinde c¢éziimine bagll olmasina
dayanmaktadir. David Bell psikoloji ve askin fenomenoloji arasinda
ozdeslik iligkisi oldufunu savunmaktadir. Ancaki “psikolojik ego “ve
“agskin ego” arasinda oOzdeslik iligkisinden bahsediimemektedir. Bu
paradoks farkedilip, c¢ozlmlenmemigtir. Peursen Fenomenoloji ve
Gerceklik adh eserinde, bu odzdeslik iligkisini sorgulamig, ancak bu
problemi tam olarak belirlememigtir. Genel egilimi agkin egonun dilsel
bir yaratma oldugu ve kabul edilmemesi yénindedir. Benzer sekilde,
David Bell de ego kavraminin bilingle ilgili olaylart aciklama 6zelliginden
bagska bir 6zelliginin olmadigimi savunmustur. Sartre gibi, Aron

Gurwitsch egosuz bir biling anlayigini savunmustur. Ancak, Sartre’den
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farkli olarak egosuz biling anlayigini analitik bir cercevede yapmistir.
Tezin genelinde egosuz bir biling anlayist savunuimustur. Ancak, tezde
parca-bitin iligkisi kurarak ozellik veya ilineklerin nasil ontolojik
bagimsiz varliklar olarak kabul edildigini gésterdim. insanlann ilinek ve
Ozellikler hakkinda nasil soyutlayarak ve izole ederek disinip
konusabildigini gbstererek kategori hatasinin kaynag anlatimaya
calisilmistir. Bu sekilde “saf ego” ve “askin ego” ontolojik olarak
badimsiz bir satatii kazanmistir. Kategori hatast disinda, “askin ego’” ile
biling deneyimlieri arasidaki ontolojik farkliikiar da é6nemlidir. Bu arada,
Sartre’nin “yonelim oncesi” kavramini “agkin ego” kavramina ancak
“askin indirgeme” yéntemiyle ulasilabilecegini goéstermek icin kullandim.
Cogifo kavramindan farkh olarak, “askin ego” kendisiyle Ozdes,
degismeyen biling deneyimlerinin 6znesidir. Gabriel Marcel de benligin
kismen yabanciastigini, ozellestigini savunmaktadir. Askin egonun
kendisine nasil yabancilagtiini gostererek, askin egonun kabul
edilmeme nedenlerini de gosterdim. Ayrica, askin egonun kabul
edilmemesi, zihin-beden probleminin ¢éziimi iginde gereklidir,
Husserlin Mantiksal Aragtirmalar adh eserindeki iddialar zihin-beden
probleminin ¢6ziimii icin gereklidir. Husserl bu eserinde ego kavramina
karsi ¢cikmaktadir. “ego beden” empirik egodan ayrilirsa “agkin olarak
indirgenmis ego” kahr. Askin “ego beden” bazi ydnelimsel tecriibelerin
objesi olarak inga edilmistir. Bu nedenle, Ideaé adll eserdeki “saf ego”
ve Awvrupa Bilimlerinde Kriz ve Askin Fenomenoloji adh eserde
bahsedilen “agkin ego” kavrami zihin-beden probleminin ¢bziimi icin
gereklidir. Marcel de "sahip olunanmin” dig dinyayayla Hgili gbriingUler
oldugunu savunur. Ancak, bu mutlak bir digsalik degildir. Marcel
‘indirgenemeyen seyleri” de savunur. Marcel gibi, benim argiimaniarim
da “indirgenemeyen” ve zihne ait olan seylerle ilgilidir. Leibniz kuralimi
uyguladigimizda zihinsel olan, maddi olan ve indirgenemeyenin varhigi

anlagihr. Conkdl, zihinsel olanla maddi olan birbirinden tamamen farkl
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ozellikler gosterir. Bu zihinsel 6zellikler inga etme, yénelim, fenomenal
ozelliklerdir. Aym zamada, Marcelin iddiasinda oldugu gibi
“indirgenemeyen” seyleri farketmek ve gdstermek bir gérevdir.

Sonug¢ olarak, fenomenoloji saf bilinci uygun bir bicimde
incelemek icin en uygun yoldur. Eski felsefi probiemler fenomenoloji
gercevesi iginde tekrar ele alinabilir. Bu tezde ruh-beden problemi,
benlik problemi, bilincin dogasi gibi problemler tekrar ele alinmaktadir.

Felsefenin bu eski problemlerini ¢dzmek icin, belli asamalar
izlenmistir. llk olarak, fenomenolojide belli dn-kabullerin clup olmadi:
incelenmistir.

1. Bolimde, paranteze alma yonteminden sonra bile bazi
epistemlojik 6n kabullerin oldugu gériimektedir.

2. Bélumde, Mantiksal Arastirmalar, Ideas, Batr Bilimlerinde Kriz
ve Askin Fenomenoloji adh eserlerde biling kavrami incelenmistir. “Saf
ego”, ‘“askin ego” kavramlarinin kabul edilmemesi ruh-beden
probleminin ¢ézimlenmesi igin gerekliidir. Askin ego” kavrami kategori
hatasidir. Fenomenoloji cercevesi icinde, ruh-beden problemi
cézimlenmeye cahsilmistir. Ego olmadan benligin nasil devam ettigi de
gosterilmistir. Gregor Samsa adhi kahramamn Kafka'nin Degisim adli
romaninda yeni bir bedene sahip olmasi ornek olarak kullanilarak
hafiza ve benlik arasinda iligki kurulmustur. Ayrica, benligin dinamik bir
sirecin sonucunda olustugu da aciklanmustir.

3. Bolumde, fenomenolojinin bilinci incelemek igin neden
bilimlerden daha uygun bir yol oldugu agiklanmigtir. Egosuz bir saf
bilincin belli yeteneklere sahip oldufu gdsterilmigtir. Bu yetenekler,
ybnelim, fenomenal Gzellikler (qualia) ve insa etmedir. Fenomenoloji
genel olarak Gglncli kiginin  degdil, birinci kiginin bakis acgisina

dayanmaktadir.
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Kisaca, fenomenoloji bilinci agiklamak icin en uygun yoldur.
Gunkd, bilincin indirgenemeyen maddeye ait olmayan pek cok ézelligi

bulunmaktadir.
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