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NATALIA SMIRNOVA

HUTZ’S CONTRIBUTION TO PHENOMENOLOGICAL
THEORY OF INTERSUBJECTIVITY

8C

problem of intersubjectivity nowadays.gr_eatly influences our con-
porary social thinking. The cause for this is that under post-modern
tions the concept of social reality includes multiple virtual realities, the
ajority of which are produced by computer activities. Such a virtual reality
ight include not only an imaginative animal of which we are able to take
, but even a spouse who — in contrast to a corporeal one — does not appeal
ar feelings of responsibility or our sense of justice. Anyway, the efforts to
e the problem of intersubjectivity seem to contribute both to the so-
d mind-body problem and to the problem of a meaningful background of
1 communication as such.
shall confine myself to the analysis of the most influential phenome-
yeical approaches to the problem of intersubjectivity, derived from
rI’s transcendental theory of intersubjectivity (the Alter Ego problem).
romenology turns out to be one of the most significant aspects of modern
ilosophy and sqgjology due to the fact that phenomenology claims to reveal
background of human thinking as such and to constitute the deepest
ningful foundation of transcendental certainty. The general aim of phe-
enology, as Husserl posited, was to shed light on the implicit presup-
tions upon which any science, and even current philosophy are actually
d. For this reason phenomenology ends where all the traditional
ophies begin. It poses the questions that cannot be answered by the
hods developed within the framework of the social sciences themselves.
the question of how it happens that mutual understanding and commu-
ion in human society are possible at all, appears to be the most
iﬁcant theoretically and the most practically oriented among them.
ut could the problem of intersubjectivity have any satisfactory solution
I within the framework of transcendental philosophy? Husserl clearly
'tht? eminent danger of solipsism as a possible consequence of his
Ception of the phenomenologically transcendental reduction. A. Schutz
'S out that, when asked why he had refrained from publishing the second
_ e.Of his Ideas of Pure Phenomenology (Ideen), Husserl answered that
?t tlme .(1913) he did not find any satisfactory solution to the problem of
bJectlvity. The father-founder of phenomenology clearly recognized
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“pere” (hic). Thus, according to Husserl, in transcendentally and
reduced spheres we are able to grasp an Alter Ego by means of

nalogical projection.’ And this is precisely.the point, where Ortega-y-
va ¢ deviates from Husserl’s view. According to Ortega, the Other’s
ass;; Jife is to me latent and hypothetical. His reality is of a special kind,
ely a «second degree reality.” Even though th§ Other’s body belg{lgs to
world, his world remains strange to me. For this reason Ortega criticized
serl’s theory of the constitution of the Alter Ego as an analogical
ojection of my own body. Husserl (he thinks) fails to take into con-
ration that T observe merely the exteriority of the Other’s body, whereas I
‘ﬁﬁperience my own body “from within.” Never can this difference be

uced to the spatial perspectives of Here and There. For this reason,
Ortega insists that the Other’s radical reality remains inaccessible to me as

that the attack on this problem presupposed carrying out still further 4
of the constitutive activities of consciousness. Husserl faithfully ,
that he offered the desired solution of the Alter Ego problem in the Rig
his Cartesian Meditations.! Unfortunately, he did not succeed ther
eliminating some difficulties. The main difficulty consists in the fad
within the framework of transcendental philosophy the problem of int
jectivity is inconsistent by its very nature. Having performed the ph
nologically transcendental reduction and analyzed the consti
problems of the consciousness, built up by the activities of
scendental subjectivity, Husserl singles out within the transcenden
what he calls “my own peculiar sphere” (primordial sphere) by elimi
all the constitutive activities which are related to the subjectivity
Others. This could be done by abstracting from all the meanings refer;
the Others. What still remains is strictly my private primordial spher
most radical sense of the word. In short, if the phenomenologically
scendental reduction brackets the natural attitude, in the framewo
which the others are simply taken for granted, the so-called z
reduction — as far as I can see it — seems to be a kind of cognitive
within this particular sphere aimed at solving the problem of
subjectivity as it were.”

Husserl presupposes that within the primordial sphere there can be
out the object which can be controlled by the activities of meditating eg
calls it “my own body” and ascribed to it all the sensorial fields. The es
which functions in my body and controls its gestures Husserl su,
calling “my personal 1.” If a resembling object emerges within my prim
sphere, it is interpreted by means of the so-called “passive synthesis”
called “pairing” or “coupling”) as analogous to my own body and the
apperceived as other people’s bodies. This means that two obje
presented in the unity of consciousness by means of association
psychical nature of the Other’s corporeality manifests itself in changin
always concordant gestures. In this way the Other appears to be appr
tatively constituted as an Alter Ego. As far as I can see it, if is not
resemblance of bodies, but rather the ability to control them, which
stitutes an Alter Ego in the precise sense of the word. But Husserl himsel
not clearly formulate this conclusion.

This Second Ego is the Other, which in accordance with its con
sense refers back to what Husserl calls “the first creation.” He stres
the Second Ego is an Alter Ego, i.e. the alien corporeality. It .
apperceived in the mode of another spatial dimension, namely, “there
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ell as mine to him.
Schutz also points out several difficulties in Husserl’s transcendental
ry of intersubjectivity. Some difficulties arise from the very conception
of the transcendental reduction. First of all, this transcendental intersub-
' ctivity exists within the consciousness of the meditating ego. It was con-
tuted exclusively from the sources of Ego’s intentionality and does not
to the real existence of an Alter Ego. This objection against Husserl’s
scendental theory of intersubjectivity is by now widely shared by many
ph osop%r's'. Furthermore, I tend to agree with Schutz, that it is hard to
~ understand how the abstraction from all the meanings referring to Others
uld be performed in the required radical manner. Having suspended
man belief in the real existence of the Other, as well as in the real
istence of an outer world in the very process of the phenomenologically
ﬁ‘anscendental reduction, Husserl feels induced to elaborate within this
reduced sphere the device of abstracting from the meaning of the Others
gain, in the process of thematic reduction, leading to the primordial sphere.
g{hls fact seems to confirm the aforementioned difficulty, rather than refute
!t In other words, where is the demarcation line that singles out my
Ezl;‘ims)rdial sphere? Hence, some meanings related to Others must be nec-
gjznly Presupposed in the very criterion of non-reference to Others. Finally,
g 1n N0 way established (suggests Schutz) whether the problem of inter-
i bJect}vity and therefore sociality is a problem of the transcendental sphere
gﬂ?eli; 10-;- th;ther it does not rather belong exclusively to the mundane
1 our life-world.4
F(’fbl;é.ct??helfr greatly con.tributed to the §olution of the problem of int?r—
VIty.> He was convinced that the failure of all the efforts to deal with

.
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this topic has been caused by the lack of clear distinctions betye
different questions here involved. He enumerates the following ques

1.
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Jife of an Alter Ego. Only if he elevates himself as a person does he gain

the experience of the Other — without empathy and inference by analogy.

The very perceptions of the Other are viewed as rather complicated. If we
ally ask what the 'object of our perception the .Other is, we have to answer
that we perceive neither tl}@ Other’s body, nor his Soul.or Self or Ego, but a
totality. undivided into objects of outer and inner experiences. By no reason-
ino might it be interpreted as “expressions” of the Other’s thought, which
cannot be broken down into parts of expressive character.

But does Scheler’s perceptional theory of intersubjectivity greatly
contribute to the solution of the transcendental problem? As Schutz points
éut, Scheler has supported this theory not by analysis within the tran-
scendental sphere, but by references to the empirical facts, taken from the
psychology of children and primitives. He was convinced — and I tend to
agree with him — that for transcendental phenomenology (as a science based
~ on accurate analysis of the transcendental field) Scheler’s hypothesis does
not offer the desired solution.

According to Schutz, it is in no way established whether the existence of
Others is the problem of the transcendental sphere at all, whether the problem
of intersubjectivity does exist between transcendental egos or whether inter-
subjectivity and therefore sociality does not belong exclusively to the
mundane sfsee of our life-world. Schutz clearly suggests taking the problem
of intersubjectivity not as a transcendental, but rather as a mundane problem.®
And if we take this problem as belonging to the life-world, the first
question is, whether Scheler’s proposition, that the sphere of We is pre-given
t‘o,.us, proves true. Schutz maintains that within the natural attitude the
existence of Others is simply taken for granted and is no more questionable
fha}n the existence of an outer world. As long as we stick to the natural
attitude we have no doubt that intelligent fellow men do exist. So far, we
m?y agree.with Scheier, that the sphere of “We” is pre-given to the sphere of
:ﬁzul- }]iut in this naive attitude I am not aware of myself. My own stream of
% th§ nastzenlls tg be an anonymous flux. S'chutz suggests that still remaining
B ra tattm%de and without perf(')rmlng the transc?endental reduction, I
Bl . t(})’s urn in the act .of -reﬂectlon'fron.l the obJ.ects of my acts and
B (hidrgy acting and thmk'mg. Only in this reflective turn does my Self
. ;:1 yﬁet by the obJects. of my acts and.though'ts). It df)es not
i o, teh e.ld O.f my conscmusness; rather, it constitutes this field.
diStinguish tois at in his percepgonal the.or'y of Ater Ego Scheler does not

een the naive attitude of living in the acts and thoughts and

The ontological problem. Is the relation between man and fellow-,
just a factual one or does the concept of man already presuppose g
quite independently of the factual existence of a concrete €go w
concrete social world?
The logico-epistemological problem. How does the reality of an,
consciousness becomes accessible to me?
The problem of transcendental psychology. Which individual expe
must be presupposed and which activities of consciousness mus
considered as already performed before the knowledge of Alter Ego ;

emerge at all? 1
Some metaphysical problems are also involved in the theory of thy
Ego. M. Scheler has in mind here the Cartesian assumption c
separate substances influencing each other.
At last, some value problems are also connected with the prob
intersubjectivity. It obviously cannot be contested that such moral
love, responsibility, duty, gratitude, etc., refer by their nature
existence of Alter Egos. Scheler calls them “essentially social a
because they cannot be construed as pre-social. According to him,
means that each individual sociality always presents a part of socie !
this reason the sphere of the “We” is given to us prior to the sphere
I. Scheler admits that there can be situations where we cannot clear
tinguish whether a thought is actually ours or not. And he even goes a
further. Basing his conclusion on the results of modern child psych
which clearly reveals that the discovery of the child’s own individuz
a relatively late one, whereas the existence of others is simply take
granted, he maintains that man lives from the very beginning rathe
other people’s experiences than in his individual sphere. He a
furthermore, that the traditional identification of inner experience (i
perception) and self-experience is wrong. Scheler puts forward
ceptional theory of the Alter Ego, which stresses the role of the boc
the process of experiencing other people’s physical life. We expett
our bodily movements by sensation, whereas other’s people gestt
given to us as optical phenomena, having no analogy to our kine
sensations. For this reason, it is exactly bodily feelings, he thinks,
constitute the separation between a man and a fellow-man. But as
man lives only in his bodily feelings, he cannot find any approach &
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the attitude of reflection upon those acts and thoughts. Taking the dist; 1 . dealization, which belongs not to the natural attitude, but to the field of
between these two attitudes into account, Schutz made the foll E ldg ction itself. In other words, within the sphere of the life-world taken for
objections to Scheler’s theory: ] }re Ielted we never “simply live,” just as we never “only think.” Both

: g:zcesses seem to be simultaneous, and can be divided into parts only by
fn eans of reflection. But Schutz is absolutely right in saying that the general
ﬁesis of Alter Ego referring to the mundane sphere of the life-world opens
the door for constituting a sufficient frame of reference for the foundation
of the social sciences. It is just what should be done in the process of

~ further development of theory of intersubjectivity.

“

1. The statement that we live rather in Other’s than in our own stre
consciousness becomes true only for the naive attitude.
2. There is no such experience that would not indicate which in,
stream of consciousness it belongs to. I might feel doubtful whe
origin of my thought lies within my stream of consciousness, by
this thought and my doubt belong to the content of my experienc ]
3. At last, the results of modern studies in the psychology of childr
primitives, supporting that they only slowly become aware that
individuals, only prove that the technique of reflection is acqui
late by children and primitive men.”

Russian Academy of Sciences, Moscow, Russia
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Furthermore, Schutz points out that the time-structure of both atti
quit different. He supposes that in adopting the natural or naive attitu
live in our present and are directed towards the immediate future, whi
anticipate in our expectations (Husserl calls them “protentions” as the
terpart of “retentions”). Schutz calls the elements of our present, ref
the immediate future, “vivid present.” But according to the phenomeno!
theory of reflection, what we grasp by the reflective act is by no m
present of our stream of thought — it is always its past. In other words
consciousness can only be experienced in the past tense, as “lived
But — and this point is decisive for Schutz — in contrast to our own, in
face situations other people’s behavior and thoughts we experience
vivid present, as a vivid simultaneity. This conclusion leads Schu
definition of the Alter Ego: the Alter Ego is that subjective stream of tt
which can be experienced in its vivid present. The Alter Ego, therefore,
stream of consciousness whose activities I can grasp in their present
own simultaneous activities. This experience of the Other’s stream of
sciousness in vivid simultaneity Schutz calls The General Thesis of th
Ego’s Existence. This present, common to both of us, Schutz calls “the
sphere of the We.” And if we accept this definition, we can agree -
Scheler, that the sphere of the We is pre-given to the sphere of the Self,
quite a specific sense, which Scheler himself never had in his mind. 2

To the best of my knowledge, I cannot entirely share Schutz’s €It
concerning Scheler’s theory of the Alter Ego. It is based upon the
tinction between the naive and the reflective attitudes. But the matte
the aforementioned distinction itself should be viewed as a kind of @




