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Ⅰ． Introduction : objectivity and perception

“Objectivity”is a quite ambiguous term ． Just brow sing through articles in philosophical ency-
clopaedias and dictionaries，it is easy to see that there is no clear and unanimous definition of w hat
the precise meaning of this expression is． How ever，it seems quite reasonable to state that，more or
less，all possible meanings one can ascribe to the w ord“objectivity”are in some w ay related to
w hat Thomas Nagel ( 1986 ) has called“the view from now here”，i． e． an understanding of the
things as independent from any point o f view，or，if you prefer，from any situated，and therefore
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concrete or physical，as it w ere，point o f view ． In general，w e can say that objectivity is the idea
that something is thus and so beyond one’s point o f view ． In this sense，a statement，but also an i-
dea，or phenomenologically an intentional act o f consciousness，is objective in as much as it repre-
sents something as it really is beyond it simple appearing to someone． In other w ords，the act is not
just reporting how something appears to，or it is judged by，a specific subject． The judgement itself，
indeed，is objective if and only if it derives from reasons or evidences w hich are not peculiar to just
one subject，but rather in principle to all ( possible ) subjects． Thus，the idea of objectivity is strictly
related，and sometimes even identified，w ith the idea of universal validity as w ell as accessibility．
Something objective is not the private property o f any single subject，or o f any selected group of
subjects． To have an objective view on something is to be given the thing as it is beyond any per-
spectival point o f view，and the reference of such a view is necessarily available to all subjects –
or to nobody at one time． In this sense，objectivity can，and indeed often is，reduced to the idea of
something w hich is shared by all ( real and possible ) subjects，i． e． a view on the object o f w hich
all subjects can partake． Follow ing this line of thought，one could tend to say that，being that per-
ceptual experience〔1〕 is alw ays perspectival，experience can have no meaning for objectivity，i． e． it
is objectively irrelevant．〔2〕

Stephen Gaukroger ( 2012) has recently essayed and explained different understandings of ob-
jectivity． The“view from now here”is actually not the only w ay to understand objectivity，and，ac-
cording to Gaukroger’s analyses，even not the most fundamental one – or，at least，it is not an un-
derstanding of objectivity w hich is applicable in all fields of cognition． Within the present article，
how ever，I w ill generally assume an idea of objectivity quite close to the“view of now here”dis-
cussed by Nagel． In general，as it should emerge from the fo llow ing pages，I consider here a basic
sense of objectivity，according to w hich there is an experienced reality w hich transcends one’s ex-
perience． In this regard，although I think that Nagel’s definition of objectivity is indeed able to
grasp a central aspect o f our common understanding of w hat is at stake w hen w e think or speak in
terms of objectivity，I do not share his reconstruction in three steps ( Nagel 1986，14ff． ) ． I consider
it to be too intellectualist in as much as it relies on one’s reflection on one’s experiences，while I
w ill here try to put forw ard a view according to w hich a primitive sense of objectivity is – at least
up to a certain degree – possibly generated w ithout the contribution of reflection． I w ill，indeed，
argue for a kind of immediate sense of transcendence w hich makes that very reflection possible —
or，maybe better，an immediate aw areness of transcendence w hich motivates one’s reflection a-
bout the distinction and the relationship betw een one’s experience and the objects“themselves”．
Such a sense of transcendence can be developed，w ithout the participation of reflection，to under-
stand the prepredicative ground of our general sense of objectivity．

In the present article，I am interested in show ing how the very idea of objectivity as referring
to something that cannot be reduced to any single experience，nor to any plurality o f experiences，
and as indeed being somehow beyond experience，is in turn grounded on experience． To do this，I
w ill analyse our most basic kind of experience of objects，namely perceptual experience． I w ill con-
sider it on the basis o f a Husserlian framew orks，which conceives of perception as not requiring
any conceptual，linguistic，or，in general，communicative，capacities． By endorsing this kind of
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framew orks，I aim to show that before，or beside，communication and language，w e are able to ex-
perience something as transcending our very experience of it，and，hence，as something to be possi-
bly determined beyond intuitive processes，i． e． as laying beyond the reach of“intuitive acts”( an-
schauliche Akte ) as w ell as o f systems of intuitive acts． I w ill concentrate on the perception of
three － dimensional objects，and I w ill show how such perceptual acts can be considered as the
cornerstone of our capacity to understand the w orld，and maybe also ourselves，in terms of objec-
tivity，i． e． as something beyond and /or independent from our experience of it．

Follow ing the dominant，though not undisputed，trend in philosophy of perception，as w ell as
Husserl，I w ill limit my analyses to visual experience． Moreover，I w ill limit the scope of my analy-
sis to a one － sided and almost static kind of visual perception． It goes w ithout saying that a full －
fledged account o f our understanding of the w ay objectivity is linked to our perceptual experiences
requires also analyses of more complex and dynamic experiences，which include also other senses
beside vision，as w ell as their reciprocal connections． As a matter o f fact，a phenomenological anal-
ysis o f thing － perception w hich is limited to a one － sided visual field，is certainly a kind of ab-
straction from a full － blooded account o f the very same visual experience． Nevertheless，the kind
of“reduction”to one － sided，purely visual perception I am endorsing here is beneficial，as I hope
to show，to our understanding of our most basic sense of objectivity and，then，to o ffer a prepredi-
cative grounding of a basic idea of objectivity，a grounding w hich can，at the same time，show us
both its the limits and its consequences．

Ⅱ． Some essential aspects of a Husserlian phenomenology of visual thing － perception

As said in the introduction，by adopting a Husserlian standpoint，I w ill here regard perception
as a kind of intuitive experience，i． e． a kind of consciousness w hich puts the subject in direct rela-
tion to a certain content．〔3〕The latter is given in the flesh ( leibhaftig ) ，and is not merely intended．
In intuition w hat is meant is there，and the intentional consciousness is directed tow ards it，al-
though the presentation of the object can happen w ith different degrees of accuracy and vivid-
ness．〔4〕Furthermore，in perception w ith find a combination of sensuously“full”intuitions ( which
correspond to the sensuously given sides of the object ) ，empty intentions ( which correspond to
the non given sides and aspects o f the object ) ，and sensuously fulfilling intuitions ( which deliver
the material required by the empty intentions ) ． This is obviously the feature of perception w hich is
o f crucial importance for the issue of objectivity as this w ill be discussed here．

Given this framew ork，it is easy to see that one of the main issues in a phenomenological anal-
ysis o f perception is constituted by the fact that w e visually perceive certain objects as three － di-
mensional，and this implies that w e intend the thing as being made of more parts or aspects than
the ones w hich are actually sensibly given to us． In this regard，especially in the trend of Husserlian
phenomenology，it is important to stress that the intention directed tow ards the thing does not sim-
ply think，or conceive，of the thing as containing more parts than the ones w e effectively see，but
that the direction tow ards the parts w hich are not sensuously given to us，is contained in percep-
tion itself，w ithout any interference on behalf o f o ther types of act．

This is a puzzle that any philosophical treatment o f perception cannot avoid considering． In
Husserlian phenomenology，this puzzle can be formulated as fo llow s : When w e perceive a thing as
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being three － dimensional，w e are also aw are that only a part o f the thing is actually given to us．
Only some aspects o f the thing are sensibly present． Other aspects，fo r example the backside，are
not presented to us，but rather only co － presented．

Now，if w e maintain，fo llow ing Husserl ( 1983，92 － 94; 2001，54 － 55) ，that spatial thing － per-
ception ( from now TP ) is necessarily perspectival，it could seem that in our perception w e also in-
tend something w hich is not properly given to us． Does this mean that perception presents us
something as being ungiven? Should w e assume that perception giving us the outer reality show s
us that the reality contains something that is not given to us? How ever，if this is the case then，at
least from a phenomenological point o f view，w e have to ask : how can w e know，or more basically
be aw are of，something w hich is not given to us? The main philosophical issue is found，indeed，in
the clarification of the meaning of the aforementioned co － presentation of the non － given profiles
o f a thing．

Despite the partial non － givenness，w e do not really have an incomplete consciousness of the
thing． In TP w e perceptually intend the w hole thing． Per se，perceptual experience intends more
than w hat the senses offer． These senses are relative to only some aspects o f the thing ; how ever，in
our perceptual apprehension of the thing，the sides for w hich w e apparently have no corresponding
sensations are also included． The puzzle，then，w ith perceptual three － dimensional objects lies in
the belief that the non － given parts are essentially intertw ined w ith the very givenness of the ob-
ject． We w ould not see a three － dimensional thing if w e w ere not able to see it as also being made
of non － given sides．

This being the phenomenological situation，w e have to clarify w hat justifies or motivates our
perceptual aw areness，and the fo llow ing belief，that there are other aspects o f the thing beyond the
ones w hich w e have sense evidence of． To state the question briefly : Where does my aw areness of
( a part o f) something derive from，considering that this said ( part o f ) something is not given to
me?

Since this is the core，fundamental situation I w ill consider in order to ground our basic sense
of objectivity，I w ill restate it once more． When w e straightforw ardly〔5〕 visually perceive a three －
dimensional thing，w e“see”that it has more aspects than those w hich are actually visible． We are
somehow certain of the latter． To deny this w ould be equivalent to denying that w e are perceiving a
three － dimensional thing． Thus，when w e are aw are of something as three － dimensional，w e are
( unthematically ) assuming that w e are not properly seeing the to tality o f the thing． Our certainty
concerning this excess of the thing w ith respect to our sensible access to it，is no fruit o f reason-
ing，though． The further sides of the thing are not given to us symbolically either． We can say that
w e intend them blindly，or，more precisely，emptily． How ever，one has to remark that the kind of
emptiness involved here is different from the kind of emptiness w e have w hen w e read，hear，and
understand any kind of signs and symbols．〔6〕In this latter case，w e do not perceive anything at all
o f the intended object，while in perception w e see a part o f the object itself，and w e understand
such part as part． Now，the problem is : how do I know，or how do I come to be aw are of the fact，
that w hat I see is just a part o f a larger w hole?

Putting aside the idea of a signitive account o f perception，the question is w hether or not there
—391—

Somewhere This Side of the View from Nowhere: On the Phenomenological Prepredicative Grounding of the I-
dea of Objectivity



are other options to account for the perceptual certainty w e have that there are other aspects o f
the thing，even if the perception itself by means of w hich they are meant does not sensuously offer
them to us．

In this regard，there are at least three main options． I can know about the improperly given
sides of the thing by means of :

－ Memory ;
－ Imagination ;
－ Ｒeasoning，or Inference．
As Matt Bow er ( 2014，4) efficaciously show s，these can all be considered as w ays to supple-

ment the limited information provided to us by our senses． There are good reasons for rejecting all
o f these alternatives． Follow ing the rebuttals o ffered by Mulligan ( 1995) and Zahavi ( 1996b) ，I w ill
just briefly recapitulate them here in order to better specify the description of a three － dimensional
thing w hich results from such a refusal．

When I perceive a three － dimensional thing，I somehow assume that the thing is made up of
more parts than the ones I have sensible access to，and that these further parts are actually there
now ． Their actuality and their simultaneity w ith respect to the sensuously given sides are in con-
trast w ith their being in another time as w ell as w ith a merely imaginative or potential givenness．
Although they are given improperly，they are co － presented and not presentified in any w ay． Infer-
ential thought w ould likew ise be untenable，because it implies that w e have the concept o f a
three － dimensional thing，〔7〕while in TP the other sides are given in the flesh．〔8〕

The insistence on the present actuality o f the other aspects o f the thing also refutes another
possible w ay of accounting for our positing of them，namely by means of their relation to our po-
tential kinaestheses． It is true that，by perceiving something as three － dimensional，w e are also a-
w are that w e can fulfil certain bodily movements，by means of w hich w e can discover the other
sides of it． With his insistence on the affections w hich somehow guide our most basic relationship
to the sensible w orld，Husserl himself does indeed seem to suggest that w e are guided by the al-
lures，or stimula ( Ｒeize ) w e somehow receive from the outer objects to explore them，or at least
to have a certain bodily attitude tow ards them which is elicited by the things themselves as having
further sides ( see，e． g．，Husserl 2001a，§ 1) ． How ever，although the allures could perhaps be con-
sidered as affording us to move tow ards the other sides，in the situation w e are trying to clarify w e
already perceptually intend the other sides as being there now ．〔9〕It is on the basis o f this intuitive
aw areness of their existence that w e can be eventually provoked to their disclosure．〔10〕

In other w ords，the so － called a － priori correlation betw een subject and object o f constitution
( Husserl 1960，§ 44) could suggest that the further aspects o f a thing are constituted in relation to
w hat Husserl ( 1989，270 － 271 ) calls Vermglichkeiten，i． e． the capacity a subject has to make
something appear．〔11〕In this w ay，though，w e w ould consider the other aspects as potential and not
as actual． The other aspects are correlated w ith potential view s，and the latter to potential move-
ments ( both mine or o f the thing ) ． How ever，w e cannot properly say that it is our capacity to a-
chieve certain movements that let us intend the other parts o f the thing as being there now，or that
our potential kinaestheses are the condition of possibility for the perception of the thing as three －
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dimensional． Of course，and this goes w ithout saying in a Husserlian framew ork，any givenness re-
lates to some specific subjective achievement ( achievement here should not be understood as be-
ing necessarily“active”) ． How ever，I w ould suggest that w e should rather reverse the depend-
ence，and say that，at least in this case，it is the actual presentation of the thing as being more than
w hat I see，that motivates ( or grounds ) my aw areness of the possibility to achieve certain move-
ments in order to discover its further aspects． If they w ere not intended as being there now，I
w ould not be motivated to discover them ． In other w ords，it w ould be a quite aw kw ard account o f
our phenomenology of perception to say that the further aspects o f the thing are constituted by
means，or also，more humbly，together w ith our movements tow ards them ． Such an account w ould
amount to quite a strong onto logical form of idealism or subjectivism — a position Husserl’s“cor-
relationism”w as not，I hold，meant to endorse．

This being the phenomenological situation w e have in the case of TP，let us now see how it
can contribute to the foundation of our idea of objectivity． The first step in that direction consists
in clarifying how TP goes hand in hand w ith an aw areness of transcendence．

Ⅲ． Transcendence and Indeterminacy

The idea of objectivity，and fo llow ing the perception of something as objective or in relation to
its objective determination，certainly seems to imply that the thing is not a private and exclusive a-
chievement o f a single subject，and that objectivity requires a kind of“publicity”of both the object
and its determination．〔12〕In this sense，it is undisputed that objectivity implies transcendence．〔13〕

Intuitively，only w hat transcends one’s mind，what goes beyond one’s feelings，opinions，and
thoughts，can be considered as an object o f objective scrutiny and assessment，i． e． o f objective de-
termination．

How ever，I w ould argue that this implication is unilateral: objectivity requires transcendence，
but the reverse does not hold． It is，indeed，possible to perceive something as transcendent w ithout
any，thematic or unthematic，reference to objectivity in the sense of a specific w ay to determine，
i． e． to establish，to know how a thing is． More specifically，objectivity seems to be unavoidably
connected to an idea of the thing as fully determined in itself，although such full determinacy goes
beyond one’s proper evidence of it． On the contrary，aw areness of transcendence does not imply
aw areness of complete determinacy． TP entails an aw areness of the perceived thing as going be-
yond w hat one properly sees，i． e． w hat one has sensuous impressions of，but the other sides of the
thing are posited w ithin TP in an indeterminate w ay，which，in turn，means that they，in them-
selves，are posited neither as determinate nor as indeterminate．〔14〕The aw areness one initially has
of them lies beyond a distinction betw een determinacy and indeterminacy，so to say，before the
sensitivity to them ．

As Smith ( 2002) has thoroughly show n，perception is a kind of experience that，although it is
connected w ith sensations，is o f a to tally different quality． That’s w hy I above said，that TP gives
the thing as going beyond one’s impressions of it． It is，thus，TP itself that marks a distinction be-
tw een the object and me，as w ell as betw een the thing as such and its givenness to me． In this re-
gard，w e should first point out that the difference betw een immanence and transcendence，as far as
TP is concerned，is not only related to the problem of the other sides of a thing，but rather also to
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the lived experience that the given object is something persistent although its givenness changes．
Plurality o f appearances — or，in a more Husserlian vocabulary，adumbrations ( Abschattungen) —
is not to be exclusively related to the different sides of one thing，but rather to one same side as
w ell． I can see the same side in many w ays，according to different lightenings，fo r example，and an-
yw ay as changing through a plurality o f different appearances，though keeping being intended as
the same object — or，more precisely，as the same side of the same object． Follow ing，the con-
sciousness of the transcendence of the thing in relation to my sphere of immanence could already
be located at this level o f experience ( Husserl 2001，53 － 62; Smith 2002，135) ．〔15〕

With that said，w e have to acknow ledge that the issue of the back sides of a three － dimen-
sional thing adds a relevant element to this framew ork． While the discourse concerning a plurality
o f adumbrations in regard to one single tw o － dimensional object could allow for an understanding
of the object as being fully given from each perspective，although w ith different degrees of accura-
cy，the reference to the other aspects puts onto the table the idea of something w hich is intuitively
or properly not given at all，which is given emptily or，as I suggested，which is given in an indeter-
minate w ay． On the other side of the thing there can be aspects o f w hich I have as good as
no idea．

In order to show that w e can conceive of TP in terms of indeterminacy is far from being a
merely abstract understanding of TP，w e should consider an example that，although it w as inspired
by a piece of literature，can hardly be dismissed as a mere conceptual game．

I w alk into a room and I perceive a thing lying at the centre of it． I see that it is three － dimen-
sional，even if I do not know w hat the thing is． I cannot figure out w hat its to tal shape is — not to
mention the colour． I see that w hat is given to me present a mixture of irregular geometrical pat-
terns，but I cannot recognize anything w hich allow s me to figure out its to tal shape，and thus how
the other sides are． The only，extremely vague，idea I can get is that also the other sides are very ir-
regular． Let’s，in short，suppose I am perceiving an odradek．〔16〕I have no doubts that it is some-
thing and that it has an extension w hich goes beyond the sensuously given sides，although the ob-
ject is o f a kind to tally unknow n to me，i． e． I have no idea about its to tal look．〔17〕

It is then clear that TP implies that I see the thing as being composed of o ther sides，but the
latter can be intended w ith a very high level o f generality，i． e． indeterminacy． In a certain sense，I
w ould be aw are of them even if I had no clue w hich allow s me to anticipate how they are or how
many they are．〔18〕

According to the aforesaid，w e can establish that TP is possible even if one does not intend the
thing as fully determinate，and，in a sense，even w ithout w ondering w hether the thing is fully deter-
mined and，in case，how ． We could say that to perceptually believe in the existence of the other
sides of the thing，w e do not need to believe almost anything about them，about their qualification，
and even about their quantification．〔19〕

Ⅳ． TP and three － dimensionality

In the previous section w e have seen that a basic feature of TP，namely that it incudes more
parts than the one ( s ) one properly has intuition of，is clearly connected w ith the essential embed-
ding of TP in a three － dimensional space． A thorough account o f three － dimensionality evidently
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goes beyond the limits as w ell as the scope of this contribution． We have to limit ourselves to point
out and carefully consider just some fundamental phenomenological facts w hich characterize the
givennes of space in TP beside，as it w ere，the givenness of the thing．

First o f all，w e should remark that in TP a thing is given in a three － dimensional space w hich
is perceived as surrounding the thing，and w hich lies betw een the perceiver and the thing． Second，
space has depth，and the thing possesses depth among its features． Third，in TP w e literally see the
thing as covering a part o f the space and，at the same time，the space as extending itself beyond
the thing．〔20〕

These three phenomenological data，as it w ere，are evidently in need of further investigations．
What is o f relevance to the present task is that the hidden parts o f the thing are intended together
w ith a respective part o f the surrounding empty space and that the emptiness of the surrounding
space is deeply different from the one concerning the ungiven sides of the thing． In general，the
emptiness of space is properly given，i． e． given as properly empty． Also in general，the filling of the
empty space is different from the filling of the empty intentions concerning the hidden sides of the
thing． As for the latter kind of emptiness，it concerns the intentions，and not the thing itself． By fill-
ing my intentions tow ards the other sides of the thing，I do not fill in the sides themselves，but rath-
er just my consciousness of them ． As for the empty space，emptiness is the determination of space
itself，i． e． empty is how the space is． In this case，then，to the intentions directed tow ards an empty
space are，in themselves，“full”intentions，and not empty． As for the replenishment o f the empty
space itself，this can be achieved by means of occupying it w ith something，including one’s view ． It
is，then，easy to realize how，in TP，slightly shifting one’s attention from the thing itself to the
space surrounding it，one can become aw are of the other sides of the thing as determinable． Let’s
schematically see how this precisely happens．

We can say that，all w e can be certain of in the perception of a thing w hich appears as three －
dimensional is that :

－ there is a part o f w hat w e see that w e do not properly see ;
－ w e have a kind of apodictic certainty that the other sides of the perceived thing exist ;
－ w e can have only clues concerning how the other sides，and thus the thing in its w hole de-

terminacy，are ;
－ w hat w e do not see is posited because w e see the extension of the thing in a third dimen-

sion – regardless w hether w e have or not a sort o f gestaltic scheme to continue it beyond the intu-
ited surface．〔21〕This scheme，indeed，cannot o ffer any guarantee about the real aspects o f the thing
and it is based on the primary understanding of the thing as three － dimensional;

－ this means that w e are also aw are of the space surrounding the thing ;
－ the surrounding space is perceived，in contrast w ith the space occupied by the thing，as

empty ;〔22〕

－ a space perceived as empty does not get filled in the same w ay empty intentions directed
tow ards the ungiven sides of the thing get filled，i． e． by means of fulfilling intuitions ;

－ the replenishment o f empty space corresponds to the possibility o f occupying it either w ith
other things，or w ith one’s ow n body，including one’s eyes and，thus，one’s gaze．
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In the context o f our present reflex ions，it is the second kind of“fulfilment”which is o f inter-
est． Follow ing :

－ the surrounding empty space can be perceived as allow ing kineastheses into it ;
－ the aw areness of these possible kineastheses can allow the aw areness of the other sides of

the thing as determinable．
If this schematic account is correct，w e have somehow understood how from a minimal view

of a thing as three － dimensional，though w ith an indeterminate aw areness of its o ther sides，w e
can arrive to a consciousness of the very same thing as determinable in its entirety． How ever，w e
have thus not really reached the level o f consciousness w hich considers the thing as already deter-
mined now ． The other sides are first given in an indeterminate w ay． Husserl ( 2001a，§ 1) speaks of
“determinable indeterminacy”． We have seen that the sw itch of our attention from the thing to the
surrounding space can support，maybe even elicit，our aw areness of the other sides as determina-
ble． It should now be questioned w hat else is necessary in order to become aw are of the other
sides as determinable determinacy，so to say． In other w ords，w e need to understand w hat moti-
vates our aw areness of the other sides as determinate before，or this side of，our exploration of
them ．

To be sure，such aw areness can derive from many factors． We do not need to specifically con-
sider them here． We can limit ourselves to point out that，so far，both memory and imagination have
been excluded from the factors w hich participate in TP． That w as valid，though，as regards the
most basic，elementary as it w ere，fo rm of TP． At that stage，w e simply had a grasp of the thing as
external and as composed of more sides than the ones w e have sensations of． The other sides w ere
thus kept indeterminate – if you w ill，their determination w as not in question at all． As soon as w e
acquire a consciousness of them as determinable，though，any faculty w e have to presentify，i． e． to
figure out how those sides are，can come into play． Moreover，beside imagination and memory，one
should consider at least tw o further factors : gestaltic law s，and the aw areness of o ther subjects．
The latter is the most important for us，here，because it clearly overcomes the possibilities o f a sin-
gle subject，but，at the same time，it allow s，in principle，an understanding of the thing as properly
and fully given – although this is tantamount to a proper givenness，which no singular，real and re-
ally perceiving subject can have． Assuming that the to tal surface of a thing can be covered by the
view of a more or less large plurality o f subjects，the surface can be to tally and properly given in
one single instant，although no subject is the one w ho benefits o f such a proper givenness． This
means that，by means of consciousness of o ther – wherever this comes from –，〔23〕one achieves a
consciousness of a to tal givenness of the thing w hich is effective，i． e． it is，in a certain sense，real
and actual，but goes beyond one’s sphere of intuition，as w ell as the sphere of intuition of all par-
taking subjects． As it is easy to see，this is a step even beyond an aw areness of the thing as to tally
determined in itself ; w e are here in front o f an aw areness of the thing as to tally and determinately
given． This is，I maintain，the“ideal”a basic understanding of objectivity amounts to ．〔24〕

It is quite clear that，in this regard，our sense of full － blow n objectivity is certainly not some-
thing w e can properly account for if w e remain confined w ithin the limits o f pure，or mere，TP．
Full － blow nobjectivity should，quite reasonably，be located on a discursive，communicative level o f
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experience． With that said，what makes this latter idea so reasonable should not be situated on the
same predicative level，but rather in a more direct level o f access to the things themselves as inde-
terminately given，as determinable beyond the reach of any single intuition，and，finally，thanks to
memory，imagination，gestaltic law s，and consciousness of o thers，as determined in itself． Once w e
have acquired such a consciousness，it is not difficult to see how，assuming that w e also acquire a
linguistic mind，w e can come to a consciousness of the thing as given to a kind of panoptic view –
a view from everyw here．

In the conclusions w e have to assess w hether and，in case，how such a view from everyw here
is equivalent or linked to the view from now here．

Ⅴ． Conclusion

The pre － linguistic and pre － communicative experience of TP has taken us up to the con-
sciousness of the thing as fully determined in itself beyond one’s effective，or proper，view of the
same thing． Subsequently，the aw areness of o ther subjects as co － determining the thing，produces
the idea of a to tal view，i． e． o f an all － sided view of the thing． How ever，this view is not possible
for any single subject． Properly，it belongs to no subject，and any subject can only participate in it，
but no subject has any intuition w hich properly corresponds to such an encompassing view ． As a
consequence，the view from everyw here is a view of no subject． It is the view of no － one． The only
w ay to make it，so to say，real is possibly by means of communication betw een the involved sub-
jects． Indeed，it is only thanks to communication that a subject can partake such an all － sided
view ．

We could therefore say that such a view exists only in communication． Communication，
though，puts the determination of the thing beyond intuition，into the sphere of discourse and dis-
cussion，that is o f empty acts． Communication and language，as w ell as reasoning in general，are
made of，and produce，empty intentions，no fulfilling intentions．〔25〕No subject partaking such
sphere，and thus no subject seeing the things as to be determined by the to tal，intersubjective view，
can perform，or somehow acquire，the corresponding intuitive fulfilling acts． No one can grasp the
to tality o f the thing，and the to tal view of the thing can be achieved only by means of rational，dis-
cursive beliefs． One can only understand w hether the contents o f one intuition correspond to the
part o f the object the discourse ascribes to her．

It fo llow s that any subject that strives for the view from everyw here，i． e． for the to tal determi-
nation，aka know ledge，of the thing one has an intuition of – and then，as a consequence，any sub-
ject that strives for know ing the external w orld – has to accept to enter into a communicative
thought about the thing，to accept informations from other sources than one’s intuitions and，thus，
to allow also the sublation，as it w ere，of one’s intuitions of the thing at stake． Intuition，indeed，is
allow ed only to provide the common reference of all discursive acts，but the determination of how
the reference is，cannot be a matter o f intuition． Does this mean that one has to give up w hat one
sees?

In a certain sense，yes． By aiming for a to tal determination of the thing，the only w ay one can
partake in such determination is to abandon one’s intuitive data — in a sense，also the very fulfil-
ment o f the intentions corresponding to the determination of the sides one indeed properly sees．
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That is w hy one can come to consider a perfectly objective view a view w hich fully transcends
one’s as w ell as any other“concrete”view point — hence the so － called“view from now here”．

Generally，when w e speak of objectivity，w e speak about the capacity o f some act o f con-
sciousness，language，or thought to faithfully represent its reference，i． e． to o ffer a determination of
the intended object as it is in itself and not as it simply appears to any of us． According to w hat I
have been show ing in this article，such a w ay of understanding the determination of things，and fo l-
low ing of objects in general，is grounded on the fact that something is perceived as transcendent
and as exceeding one’s ow n intuitive access to the perceptual thing，plus the motivation to consid-
er that something is completely determined in itself． While transcendence does merely mean that
something lies beyond one’s view，and one’s grasp，as it w ere，objectivity is related to the full de-
termination of something even at the expenses of one’s intuitive access to the things． If our ac-
count o f TP and the passage to the idea of a to tal view of the thing are correct，w e can say that，
once one starts to see the thing one intuits as being determined beyond one’s perceptual intuition，
and any perceptual intuition in general，one can also develop a kind of“Kantian consciousness”to-
w ards the thing — as w ell as the external w orld in general — as something different from appear-
ance．

Certainly this is not the only meaning of objectivity w e can endorse． How ever，the story of TP
w e have been telling here can help to understand w hy our sense of objectivity — and，indeed，our
sensitivity tow ards a consideration of the very contents o f our experiences in terms of
objectivity — often sw ings betw een a view everyone can share，and a view beyond any situated
grasp，i． e． beyond any“subjective”grasp — a view，in a sense，no one can achieve． In the attempt
to fully determine a perceptual three － dimensional object，w e reach an understanding of such an
object as given in a to tal sight each has a part o f ; how ever，no one can see the w hole，and in order
to participate in the idea of a to tal vision，one has to give up at least parts o f one’s perceptual be-
liefs ． At any rate，one should enter a dominion of reason and trust in other sources than intuition —
including the reports o f o thers and our capacity to correctly interpret them ．

Husserlian philosophy，which has often been accused of so lipsism，and has been both criti-
cized and praised as intuitionist，in the end teaches us that our objective determination of the
w orld，although，so to speak，so lipsistically grounded in intuition in the form of TP，cannot，at least
not so lely，be a matter o f intuition，but rather o f communication，i． e． o f mediation，and possibly of
rational and logical discussion．〔26〕Accordingly，any appeal to intuitions in matters o f objectivity
could even be considered as a betrayal o f the very primordial and intuitive evidence w hich w e sup-
pose to give us access to the w orld．

As for the main purpose of this article，i． e． to show that idea of objectivity as concerning the
determination of any object or issue，which is independent o f one’s subjective view on it，w e can
finally say – assuming that the show has been successful – that the view from now here is alw ays
grounded on a view from somew here，i． e． that only a subject able to perspectivally perceive the
w orld in the flesh，i． e． w ho is able to perceive the w orld，to sensuously see it as exceeding one’s
view，and to perform all the“sensuous”steps w e described above，is also able to believe that the
true w orld has to be discovered — assuming that it can be discovered — beyond w hat one can sen-
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suously intuit． In other w ords，a“purely”perceptual and process is able to constitute the ground
for the belief that the“real”w orld is not a matter o f intuition，and，thus，it is not w hat w e per-
ceive ． Whether this is a paradox and，in case，whether and how it can be solved，is an issue for o th-
er investigations．

Notes :
〔1〕In the present article，if not specified as meaning otherwise，when I speak of“experience”I always mean“perceptual experience”．

〔2〕A certain，perhaps extreme，form of Cartesianism could come close to this idea． As known，indeed，for Descartes only“intellectual ideas”

can tell us something we can be justified in considering as true，because only intellectual ideas can be clear and distinct．

〔3〕For the general concept of intuition in Husserl，and how it is closer to the pre － Kantian rather than to the Kantian and post － Kantian

meaning of intuition，see ( Hintikka 2003) ．

〔4〕One should notice that for Husserl perception is not the only kind of intuitive ( anschaulich) act we have． Memory and imagination are

intuitive as well，although，instead of presenting something，they presentify ( vergegenwrtigen) it． Moreover，one should mention the quite contro-

versial idea of a categorial intuition ( kategoriale Anschauung) ( Husserl 2001b，269 － 304 ) ． However，in what follows，I will speak of intuition

only in terms of sensuous and presenting intuition，i． e． as perceptual experience． My grounding of the idea of objectivity on a prepredicative，pure-

ly perceptual level can，therefore，also be considered as a foundation of the idea of objectivity on a kind of intuitive relationship to objects which

does not require any thematic form of reflection，nor a linguistic ability on behalf of the perceiver． Moreover，I will principally consider perception

as pure，i． e． in abstraction from any synergy with remembering and imagining． Following Husserl ( 1983，5 － 6) ，I will thus consider perception as

our primary access to something real ( outside of ourselves) ．

〔5〕I say“straightforwardly”in order to underline that here we are not considering cases in which we could make use of some instruments

in order to perceive things more completely，such as if we were to use mirrors． However，in this case as well，the possibility to associate the parts

of the thing I indirectly perceive with the ones I directly perceive，and so with the whole to which the latter belongs，rests on the previous under-

standing that the directly perceived aspects are aspects of a whole which is bigger than what I directly see．

〔6〕One should mention that，at an early stage，i． e． in the Logical Investigations，Husserl ( 1977b，VI，§ § 14，15，23，25，26 ) himself

speaks of a signitive relationship between the properly given sides of an object and the ungiven ones． However，Husserl will soon revise such a the-

ory，and will even point out all of its flaws: cf． Husserl ( 1997，§ § 16 － 18) ． For a very concise，but clear and precise，presentation of the evolu-

tion of Husserl’s thought concerning thing － experience，see Bernet，Kern，Marbach ( 1993，115 － 140) ．

〔7〕I intend here to rule out a strong conceptualist view conerning the contents of perception as characterized by Van Mazijk ( 2015) ． I will

not touch upon the issue as to whether or not what I propose here can be in accordance with what Van Mazijk calls a weak conceptualist view．

〔8〕If we assumed imagination as responsible for the givenness of the hidden sides，we would have either a reduction of the solid to a plane，

made of all sides disposed on a，more or less，flat surface，or a constant reference to hidden sides，because the imaginary view of the other sides as

those sides which are hidden to me in perception，should give them as，in turn，having hidden sides，which were the ones I am now perceiving． Un-

less I allow that in perception we encounter a kind of modal mongrel，made of imaginary and of real parts，imagination were then somehow alterna-

tive to my perception of the same thing，and not really complementary to it．

〔9〕I say that the other sides are perceptually intended because，as previously stated，in the Husserlian frameworks perception is，considered

as a whole，an intuitive act，but it is not solely made of intuitions，but also of empty intentions． Therefore，it is perception itself，as a complex act，

which intends the ungiven sides．

〔10〕In this regard，we could notice that，even in the case that we follow Gibson’s ( 1979 ) ecological theory of perception，we should say

that the affordances related to our ecological embedding are affordances in the actually given sides of the objects，while the hidden sides do not per

se offer any possible intramodal ( Bower forthcoming) clue． As known，the contribution of kinaesthetic awareness to thing － constitution has been

underlined by Husserl himself，for instance in Ding und Ｒaum ( Husserl 1997) ，and it has also more recently been discussed in interdisciplinary

researches on perception，for instance under the label of“sensorimotor knowledge”in No ( 2004) ． Within the Husserlian scholarship，Michela

Summa ( 2011; 2014) has offered careful and detailed analyses of the role of kinaesthetic awareness in TP． Although I do not contest their validi-

ty，I believe that kinaesthetic awareness does not properly account for our awareness of the unrevealed sides of perceived things． Evidently，kinaes-

theses are a kind of act，while the other sides are contents． In my view，we could perhaps claim that kinaesthetic awareness and the awareness of

other sides go hand in hand，but not that kinaesthetic awareness founds the awareness of other unrevealed，or ungiven，sides． Moreover，I claim that
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the relationship between act and content is here，from the point of view of our one － sided perceptual experience，primarily not a relationship of re-

ciprocal foundation，but of unilateral foundation: my current one － sided perception unproperly gives me the hidden sides，and these sides can

work as foundation for the awareness of kinaestheses apt to reveal them． Therefore，my primary question here is how we come to have an awareness

of such ungiven sides． In this regard，“a genetic ( or developmental) claim that we perceive objects as 3D because we have learned the way in

which their appearances change as we have moved around them in the past”，such as a referee of a previous version of this paper suggested me，

is beside the point I am analyzing． Said claim，indeed，seems to assume that we perceive something as 3D only after we have moved around it，or，

at least，that we are aware of it in relationship to our possible movements． Contrariwise，I am here assuming that such sides are intended before we

have an experience of turning around the object． I would indeed claim that the third dimension is not constituted“gradually”． There must be a

sense of depth which precedes my movement，as well as my awareness of possible movements，around the things． Otherwise，when we move around

something，how do we know that we are moving around the thing? Likewise，how can we understand that something is turning in front of us，and

not that it is changing its look? It is，as I will show later，rather because the thing is given as surrounded by space，an empty space which allows

my movements — and not vice versa． I thank the mentioned referee for allowing me to restate the general framework I assume in this article clear-

ly，and to spell out more elements which，in my view，are in support of it．

〔11〕This“enablement capacity”should not be interpreted as a kind of magical power on the part of the subject． It more trivially refers to

the bodily movements by means of which a subject can，if the situation allows it，discover the backside of an object，and observe it from different

viewpoints． See Claesges ( 1964) ．

〔12〕Twenty years ago，Zahavi ( 1996a; 1996b; 1997; 2001) has proposed a theory which has been very influential in the Husserlian as well

as in the larger phenomenological scholarship． Until recently，though not universally accepted，and although some scholars have indeed shown

some perplexities towards it，there have，to my knowledge，been only very few thorough critical examinations of such thesis: Bower ( 2014 ) and

( Declerck 2018) ． Both have pointed out some flaws of Zahavi’s thesis，which has been labelled by Bower as Strong Open Intersubjectivity － the-

sis ( in short，SOI) ． SOI and the main argument in favour of it can be summarized as follows: a． in TP，some sides of the thing are stated although

they are not properly given within the very same perceptual act; b． the proper givenness of those sides is actually incompatible with the perception

which gives them improperly; c． the other sides correspond to perceptions which cannot belong to the same subject which improperly perceives

them; d． the other sides are thus correspondent to an open plurality of other subjects，i． e． to an open intersubjectivity; ergo e． TP already situates

the subject in an open intersubjective dimension，i． e． the experience of a transcendent object as transcendent goes hand in hand with the embed-

ding of a subject in an intersubjective community，as it were．

In the present article，it is not my interest to criticize，nor to defend SOI． I would limit myself to point out that，on the one hand，SOI has the

merit of raising the question concerning how an extremely basic，prepredicative experience can be connected to a sense of objectivity which，poten-

tially，overcomes one’s individual sphere of consciousness; on the other hand，by claiming that the awareness of other sides implies some kind of

intersubjective dimension，indeed that TP is in the end accomplished by a“transcendental intersubjectivity”，Zahavi goes definitely too far，and

risks to obfuscate the very prepredicative ground of our basic idea of objectivity，as well as our capacity to make sense of it，so to say our sensitivity

to it． Zahavi’s exaggeration depends，in my view，also from a deeply erroneous conflation of transcendence and objectivity，which，in turn，goes

hand in hand with a lack of consideration of the indeterminacy which characterizes TP，and the different stages of the awareness of such indetermi-

nacy，from determinability to determination，which，as I will now show，can be considered as paving the ground for our basic sense of objectivity．

〔13〕In this regard，one could ask whether，since they do not seem to be properly transcendent，in the way external objects are，feelings，emo-

tions，etc．，do not allow an“objective view”on them． I do not tackle this issue here． However，I would tentatively suggest that the capacity to gain

an objective standpoint about the“inner life”is genetically later than that concerning external objects，and is possibly a consequence of it． I is be-

cause we learn to consider external things as open to“objective determination”，that we become able to have such attitude also towards our inner

life．

〔14〕We could say that the givenness presents us a merely open possibility，but it does not properly，perse，entices us to any determinate

one． See Husserl ( 2001，39 － 62) ．

〔15〕This does not，however，imply any“Kantian”consciousness of the thing itself as something totally different from its appearances． What

appears is the thing itself，and not something intermediate between the thing and me． My perceptual awareness can be stimulated to perceive more

because the more I perceive，the more I“catch”the thing，and not a ghost of it，as it were． Therefore，albeit the thing shall not be reduced to its

appearing，as if it were nothing but appearing，the contents of the perceptual acts are appearances of the thing itself，they belong to the thing，are

part of it，and not simply of its manifestation． The manifestation，in turn，is not a kind of dress of the thing，it is simply，so to say，the fact of being

given to consciousness．
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〔16〕See ( Kafka 1995，427 － 429) ． A remarkable feature of this example is that，given that I have read Kafka，I can recognize something as

an odradek，although I have no idea about its“real”figure． It becomes，in a certain sense，a sortal term for things I cannot recognize． This means，

then，that there is a minimal amount of features which permits its cataloging． Such features do not include，for sure，any specific type of shape nor

color，but do likely include three － dimensionality．

〔17〕Furthermore，psychological researches seem to confirm that the recognition of shapes precedes the recognition of types of objects，and

that the perception of something as three － dimensionally extended is independent from both total shape and type recognition: see，e． g．，Sedgwick

( 2001) ，and Peterson ( 2001) ．

〔18〕For sure，one could say that the given sides put some constraints as regards how the ungiven ones can be — but such constraints con-

cern，in my view，only the size，because the other sides cannot be wider higher than the one I properly perceive． This is，however，quite far from

making our awareness of said sides“determinate”． As for other features，above all shape and color，I can have clues，but these are not definitely

binding． I would not，therefore，speak of constraints which TP really imposes to the other sides，but，in case，rather of constraints to one’s imagina-

tion of the other sides．

〔19〕Also Zahavi ( 1996a，37) has clearly pointed out the difference in consciousness between the that and the how of the absent profiles，

a difference which can be expressed in German by saying that we are certain of the Sein ( being in the sense of existence) of the other sides of the

thing，but not of their Sosein ( being － such － and － such) ． However，Zahavi does not seem to adequately consider it in his development of SOI．

〔20〕This phenomenon is what in psychological studies of perception has been called“occlusion”: see e． g． ．

〔21〕For relationships，similarities and differences between Husserl’s account of perception and the theories proposed by the Gestalt － psy-

chology，see ( Melle 1983，82 － 96; Smith 1998) ． A perspective which somehow seems to me in，at least partial，accordance with what I am clai-

ming here，in as much as it tries to work out a correspondence between the geometries of space and things，and our perception of them，which

somehow founds our orientation in space and our acquaintance with spatial objects on a level which precedes the typization of the perceptual con-

tents，is put forward by Boi ( 2006; 2013) ．

〔22〕The contrast with the space occupied by the thing should explain why，even if we perceive a thing as surrounded by other things，the

very emergence of the thing as different from the other goes hand in hand with the perception of the space occupied by the other things as，so to

say，emptiable．

〔23〕I leave，indeed，here aside if this consciousness precedes of follows the consciousness of the alterity of the external world． I would just

limit myself to the observation that，according to what I have tried to show in this article，Zahavi’s SOI is not really justifiable in as much as it

concern our consciousness of the world as fully transcendent，and the grounding of our awareness of the world as shared with other subjects seems

to me as rather to be pursued along the lines of Bower ( 2014) ．

〔24〕This ideal emerges here as clearly connected with the the issue of truth concerning the intentions towards the object． Within the limits

of the present article，the issue of truth cannot specifically be considered，though．

〔25〕As said above ( see footnote 4) ，I have to leave here aside the issue of what Husserl calls“categorial intuition”，which are situated on

the level of，we could say，acts of reasoning． However，categorial intuitions give，according to Husserl himself，ideal entities，and not reality． I have

here tried，on the contrary，to understand how reality，which is primarily，and in general only，given in intuitive acts，can become the object of a

non － intuitive determination．

〔26〕The result of the reflections presented here could，in this regard，possibly be considered in accordance to Wallner’s ( 2011) idea of a

fundamental hermeneutic dimension of Phenomenology． I cannot take on this issue，here． I will limit myself to pointing out that，either way，a fun-

damental hermeneutic dimension，in order to be meaningful related to something objective，must rely on a more fundamental purely intuitive

ground．

Ｒeferences :
〔1〕Bernet，Ｒ．，Kern，I．，Marbach，E．，An Introduction to Husserlian Phenomenology，Evanston ( Ill． ) : Northwestern University Press，

1993．

〔2〕Bower，M．，Developing Open Intersubjectivity: On the Interpersonal Shaping of Experience，Phenomenology and the Cognitive Sciences，

10． 1007 /s11097 － 014 － 9346 － 2，1914．

〔3〕Bower，M． ( forthcoming) ，Husserl on Perception: A non － representationalism that nearly was，European Journal of Philosophy．

〔4〕Boi，L．，Phénomenologie et Méréologie de la perception spatiale． De Husserl aux théories Néo － Gestaltistes． In L． Boi，P． Kerszberg，F．

Patras ( eds． ) ，Ｒediscovering Phenomenology，Phenomenological Essays on Mathematical Beings，Physical Ｒeality，Perception and Conscious-

—302—

Somewhere This Side of the View from Nowhere: On the Phenomenological Prepredicative Grounding of the I-
dea of Objectivity



ness，Dordrecht: Springer，2006．
〔5〕Boi，L．，Ｒéflexions épistémologiques à propos de la perception spatiale，InMetodo，International Studies in Phenomenology and Philoso-

phy，1． 1，http: / /metodo － rivista． eu / index． php /metodo /article /view /15，2013．
〔6〕Claesges，U．，Edmund Husserls Theorie der Ｒaumkonstitution，Den Haag: Martinus Nijhoff，1964．

〔7〕Declerk，G．，Absent Aspects，Possible Perceptions and Open Intersubjectivity: A Critical Analysis of Dan Zahavi’s Account of Horizon-

tal Intentionality，Journal of the British Society of Phenomenology，49 /4，DOI: 10． 1080 /00071773． 2018． 1463638，2018．
〔8〕Hintikka，J．，The Notion of Intuition in Husserl，Ｒevue International de Philosophie，2003 /2，n． 224，2003．
〔9〕Husserl，E．，Erste Philosophie ( 1923 /4) ，Zweiter Teil: Theorie der phnomenologischen Ｒeduktion． Den Haag: Martinus Nijhoff，1959．

〔10〕Husserl，E．，Cartesian Meditations，Den Haag: Martinus Nijhoff，1960．

〔11〕Husserl，E．，The Idea of Phenomenology，The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff，1964．

〔12〕Husserl，E．，Philosophy as a Ｒigorous Science，In E． Husserl，Phenomenology and the Crisis of Ｒeason，New York: Harper，1965．

〔13〕Husserl，E．，Zur Phnomenologie der Intersubjektivitt，Texte aus dem Nachlass，Erster Teil :1905 － 1920，Den Haag: Martinus Ni-

jhoff，1973．

〔14〕Husserl，E．，Ideas Pertaining to a Pure Phenomenology and to a Phenomenological Philosophy，First Book，General Introduction into a

Pure Phenomenology，Dordrecht /Boston /London: Kluwer，1983．

〔15〕Husserl，E．，Ideas Pertaining to a Pure Phenomenology and to a Phenomenological Philosophy，Second Book，Studies in the Phenome-

nology of Constitution，Dordrecht /Boston /London: Kluwer，1989．

〔16〕Husserl，E．，Thing and Space，Lectures 1907，Dordrecht: Springer，1997．
〔17〕Husserl，E．，Logical Investigations I，London /New York: Ｒoutledge，2001a．

〔18〕Husserl，E．，Logical Investigations II，London /New York: Ｒoutledge，2001b．

〔19〕Husserl，E．，Analyses Concerning Active and Passive Syntheses :Lectures on Transcendental Logic，Boston: Kluwer Academic Publish-
ers，2001c．

〔20〕Kafka，F．，The Complete Stories，New York: Shocken Books，1995．

〔21〕Melle，Ullrich，Das Wahrnehmungsproblem und seine Verwandlung in phnomenologischer Einstellung Untersuchungen zu den
phnomenologischen Wahrnehmungstheorien von Husserl，Gurwitsch und Merleau － Ponty，Den Haag 1983．

〔22〕Mulligan，K．，Perception． In B． Smith and D． W． Smith ( eds． ) ，The Cambridge Companion to Husserl，Cambridge /New York: Cam-

bridge University Press，1995．

〔23〕Peterson，M． A．，Object Perception． In E． B． Goldstein，Blackwell Handbook of Perception，Oxford: Blackwell，2001．
〔24〕Sedgwick，H． A．，Visual Space Perception，In E． B． Goldstein，Blackwell Handbook of Perception，Oxford: Blackwell，2001．
〔25〕Smith，B． ( Hrsg． ) ，Foundations of Gestalt Theory，München 1998．

〔26〕Smith，A． D．，The Problem of Perception，Cambridge /London: Harvard University Press，2002．

〔27〕Summa，M．，Das Leibgedchtnis，Ein Beitrag aus der Phnomenologie Husserls，In Husserl Studies，27 /3，10． 1007 /s10743 － 011 －

9088 － 8，2011．

〔28〕Summa，M．，Spatio － temporal Intertwinings，Husserl’s Transcendental Aesthetic，Heidelberg /New York /Dordrecht /London: Spring-

er，2014．

〔29〕Van Mazijk，C．，Do We Have to Choose between Conceptualism and Non － conceptualism? International Journal of Philosophical
Studies，2015，23．

〔30〕Wallner，M．，Husserls，Paradoxie der Intersubjektivitt，Zur hermeneutischen Dimension der Transzendentalphnomenologie，In I．

Ｒmer ( ed． ) ，Subjektivitt und Intersubjektivitt in der Phnomenologie． Würzburg: Ergon，2011．

〔31〕Zahavi，D．，Husserl und die transzendentale Intersubjektivitt，Eine Antwort Auf Die Sprachpragmatische Kritik． Dordrecht: Springer，

1996a．

〔32〕Zahavi，D．，Husserl’s Intersubjective Transformation of Transcendental Philosophy． The Journal of the British Society for Phenomenol-
ogy，1996b，27 /3，pp． 228 － 45．

〔33〕Horizontal Intentionality and Transcendental Intersubjectivity，Tijdschrift voor filosofie，1997，59 /2，pp． 304 － 321．

〔34〕Zahavi，D．，Husserl and Transcendental Intersubjectivity，Athens: Ohio University Press，2001．

—402—

Academics 2019． 1


