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There are several phenomenologically oriented philosophers who have lived
in or who have come from the Baltic States; Theodote Celms (1893-1989)
was one of them.” Celms and Kurt Stavenhagen (1885-1951) are considered
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to be the first philosophers of Latvia that dedicated their work to phenom-
enology and its problems. Stavenhagen is best known for his work in social
philosophy and philosophy of anthropology, where one can detect the influ-
ence of eatly phenomenological thought, especially that of Adolf Reinach.’
Celms gained international renown as the author of onc of the most pro-
found critiques of Hussetl’s transcendental phenomenology, titled [ lusser/s
Phenomenological 1dealism (Der phanomenologische Idealismus Husserls), first pub-
lished in 1928.*

The main objective of this paper is to discuss the fundamental ob-
jection contained in Celms’s critique of Husserl’s transcendental phenom-
enology, namely that the phenomenological reduction must be distinguished
from phenomenological reflection, and that the reduction cannot be fully
carried out. From this Celms infers that Husserl’s phenomenology cannot
claim to be a universal science. Prior to this, however, it is necessary to give a
brief survey of Celms’ relationship with the phenomenological movement
and the genesis of his critique agaimnst Husserlian transcendental phenom-
enology. This will shed light on the question of how Celms, as a devoted
follower of Husserl, became one of his most severe critics. More precisely, 1
will analyze the reasons that led Celms from his Profgomena to a Transcenden-
tal Historicism (Prolegomena zu einem transgendentalen Historismus, 1926%)—a work
praised by Hussetl himself—to the publication of Husser/s Phenomenological
Idealism, his critical interpretation of Hussetl’s transcendental phenomenol-

ogy.

Celms and Phenomenology

Celms began his philosophical studies in 1917 at the University of Moscow,
where he mitially became interested in Plato and Immanuel Kant. Duting his
studies, Celms stumbled upon a Russian translation of the first volume of
Hussetl’s Logical Investigations.® He was so imptessed with this wotk that he
decided he must one day go and study under the author of the book himself.
In 1922, Celms fulfilled his dream by enrolling at the University of Freiburg.

duction, 3% ed. (Kluwer Academic Publishers: Dotdrecht, 1994), 240, 253; Bernhard
Waldenfels, Eénfiibrung in die Phinomenologie (Munchen: Wilhelm Fink Verlag, 1992),
42.

3 Spicgelbetg, The Phenomenological Movement, 235.

1Sce note 2 above.

"Sce note 25 below,

“ Hocuecrue necnedosanust. Hacems nepoas. ponecosennt « uiemoir
gocece, Avans. VoA Berstein (O Ao bepnereiinn), ed. SC L Feank (CL )L Dpanne) (81
Peterburp: Obpaowme, 1909)

50 TueopoRrE CELMS’S CRITIQUE

Upon their first meeting, Husset] received Celms very kindly, though the
master warned that, consideting Celms’s previous training in the philoso-
phies of Plato and Kant, it would be hard for him to liberate himself from
their influence and submerge himself in the phenomenological way of think-
ing, which required openness towards its field of inquiry.” Rising to the chal-
lenge, Celms attended all of Hussetl’s lecture courses and seminars during
his stay in Freiburg. Nevertheless, Hussetl declined the request to supervise
Celms’s doctoral dissertation on Kant’s doctrine of concept (Begriff). After
three semesters in Freiburg, Celms earned his doctoral degree cwm lande in
philosophy in 1923, with his dissertation, “The Nature, Origin, and Function
of the Concept Accotding to Kant’s General Logic™ (“Kants allgemeiniogische
Auffassung vom Wesen, Ursprung und der Anfgabe des Begriffes”), written under the
supervision of Joseph Geyser (1869—1948). Husserl was an active supporter
of his dissertation, and wrote on behalf of its acceptance.®

After returning to Latvia in 1923, Celms engaged himself more
and mote with the problems of transcendental phenomenology. He studied
Husset!’s wotks (mainly Ideas I) and in 1925 returned to Freiburg, spending
the summer semester participating in Husserl’s seminat on phenomenology
and Jonas Cohn’s (1869-1947) seminar on problems in Kantian philosophy.
Celms came to the conclusion that Hussetl’s transcendental phenomenol-
ogy ultimately leads to a franscendental historicism, where the pure flow of con-
sciousness that consdtutes the wotld is a transcendental historical process
that contains in itself all the individual flows of consciousness. The idea of
transcendental historicism is expressed in his unpublished wotk Profgomena
to a Transcendental Historicism (circa 1926). At the end of 1926, the work was
submitted to the University of Latvia as a habilitation thesis. Celms also sent
a summary of the thesis to Hussetl, who replied with a letter praising Celms’s
ability to understand his life-long work. Husserl pointed out that only a few of
his students had undetstood the meaning and significance of transcendental
reduction as well as Celms had demonstrated.” During the next two yeats
Celms continued to think about transcendental phenomenology, its methods
and its object, and came to a conclusion that stood in a sharp contrast to the
ideas exptessed in Prolegomena to a Transcendental Historicism. He retracted his
previous claims that Hussetlian phenomenology leads to transcendental his-
toticism, and, more importantly, he took a very critical stance towards Hus-
setl’s transcendental phenomenology in general. These criticisms resulted in

" Celms® Weg zur Philosophie und Phinomenologie (Rock Island, 1L, August 12,
1972), 2. This wotk is an unpublished manuscript, the authotship of which is un-
known. The manusctipt was kindly provided by Theodore Celms’s son Peter Celms.

! lidmund THusserl, “Bticfwechsel. Die Freiburger Schuler,” in Husserliana
dokamente, vol. 3/4 (Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers, 1994), 67.

“asser, Briclhwechsel” 67.
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the publication of Husserls Phenomenological Idealism in 1928. The work was
sent to Hussetl as well as some membets of the Munich-Géttingen circle;
namely, the realist phenomenologists Alexander Pfinder and Moritz Geiger.
Although Celms had not had any previous contact with Pfinder or Geigert,
both of them quickly responded favorably to his critique.”® Pfander wrote a
positive review of it,'" concluding that Celms’s critique was irrefutable.”? The
same conclusion was also shared by such philosophers as Maximilian Beck,
Nicolai Hartmann (who was a Celms’s colleague during the period of 1944—
1949 at the University of Gottingen), and Spanish philosopher José Ortega
y Gasset. In 1929 Celms visited Husserl, and was told “that he [Hussetl] had
read up on the book that was sent to him, but thought that the ctitique was
“too sharp” and he still nurtured a firm hope to be able to give a justifica-
tion of his conviction about the possibility of a putely phenomenological
way to idealism in the nearest future.”'® Celms, howevet, never gave up or
reconsidered his criticism of Husserl; he did not reconsider his criticism afrer
reading Husserl’s Cartesian Meditations (Méditations Cartésiennes. Introduction  la
Phénomeénologre, 1931)—a text that might be considered a response to Celms’s
ctiticisms of the transcendental phenomenological project—nor after read-
ing Hussetl’s The Crisis of Enropean Sciences and Transcendental Phenomenology (Die
Krisis der enropdischen Wissenschaflen und die transzendentale Phinomenolygie, 1936).1*

In this context, one might wonder what is Celms’s true relationship
with the phenomenological movement. Celms’s view of Husserl’s transcen-
dental phenomenology was clear: the ultimate goal of every philosophy is
to be a universal science, and phenomenology falls short in this respect.”® He
writes: “It is exactly because Husserl’s transcendental method refrains from
any position-taking with respect to transcendence, [that] the results yielded

1 Celns’ Weg, 4.

" Alexander Pfinder, “Celms T. Der Phinomenologische Idealismus Hus-
setls. Acta Universitatis Latviensis XIX, 1928 —Riga, 1928. S. 251439 Deutsehe
Leteraturzeitung 43 (1929): 2048-2050.

12 Celrs’ Weg, 4.

e daff er das ibm sugeschickte Buch griindlich studiert habe, Jinde aber, daff die Kritik
w3t scharf sei und daf er immer noch die Jeste Hoffung bege, seiner Uberzm(gzm(g iber die
Méglichkeit eines rein phéinomenologischen Weges zum Idealismus in der néchsten Zukunft Be-
griindung geben zu kinnen” Celms’ Weg, 5.

Y1In the revised version of Celm’s paper “Edmunds Huserls,” in Truth and Ap-
pearance (Patiesiba un Skitums, 1939), about Hussetl’s Cartesion Meditations Celms writes
on page 156: “From a phenomenological point of view it offers nothing principally
new, but is an impottant confirmation to how close Husset] stands to Descatrtes.”
(“Fenomenologiskda zind tis nekd principiali janna nesnieds, bet ir svarigs apstiprindinms tam,
¢tk tnpn Huserls sidy Dekartam.”). .

‘ " The reason for this will become clear later, when we discuss Celms’s objec-
tion to Husserl’s phenomenological method.
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by this method cannot constitute a philosophy. Philosophy, after Hussetl’s
own idea, must be a science that is absolutely universal, comprising in its
problem area anything and everything, that s, its judgments must reach any-
thing and everything; while to phenomenological method every judgment
about transcendence, about its reducibility or irteducibility to consciousness
is fundamentally denied.”® Thus, Celms thought that transcendental phe-
nomenology could not be a universal philosophy because it did not deal with
a reality independent from consciousness, which he believed there to be.
Celms’s son Peter remembers: “He [Theodore Celms] always very strictly in-
sisted that phenomenology is a method, maybe a great method, but from the
basis of phenomenology it is impossible to achieve a philosophy of reality
(or ontology, a solution to the question about essences).”!” Celms held a view
that scientific knowledge should not be confined to the level of mere de-
scription, which was characteristic to phenomenology; it should make use of
inductive and deductive judgments as well."® In his “Subject and Subjectifica-
tion” (“Subjekt nnd Subjektiviernng”), published in 1943, Celms expressed the
idea by using a distinction between reflection and construction of thought in
the research of subjectivity. He writes: “There are two totally different ways
for knowledge of the subjective existence, ways that cannot be substituted by
one another but rather complement each other: the way of reflection and the
way of the construction of thought.”” He did not want to limit himself to
phenomenology, although he found it a valuable (yet not a sufficient) tool for
the research of the subjective reality that constitutes only a part of the world.
Celms saw phenomenology as being confined to the sphete of subjectivity,
but he maintained that there was also a sphere of objectivity that exceeded

S “Cerade darum, weil die phinomenologische wethode Husserls sich aller Stellungnabme
qur Transzendenz, enthdlt, kinnen die Resultate dieser Methode nnmiglich eine Philosophie aus-
machen. Die Philosaphic nuff ja Flusserls eigener idee nach eine absolut universelle, alles nn Jedes
in ihren Problemfreis einbezichende Wissenschaft sein, d.b. ihre Urteile miissen sich anf alles 1n

Jjedes ersirecken, wihrend der phiénomenologischen Methode alles Urteil iiber die Transgendens,
iiber deren Redusierbarkeit by, Nichtredusierbarkeit anf das Bewnfitsein pringipiel] versagt ist”
Celms, Der phinomenologische 1dealismmns, 198.

V<L ins vienmiér stingri pastivéja, ka feromenologija ir metode, varbit lieliska metode,
bet 1o fenomenologijas pamata nekddd veidd nevar dabit kdd istenibas filozzofiju (jeb ontologiju,
bitibas jantdjunmn risindjumm).”’ Pétetis Celms, “Filozofs Teodots Celms: Visvalza
Klives un Pétera Celma saruna,” Latvijas Zindipu Akademijas Vestis. A. 5/6 (1994):
64.

18 Pauls Dale, “Profesors Dr. phil. Teodors Celms: 50 muza gadu atcerel,”
Ixglitibas Menesraksts 6 (1943): 123.

Y <“Eg gibit savel total verschiedene Wege sur Erkenntnis des subjektiven Seins, - Wege,
die eincnder nicht ersetsen konnen, sondern einander ergianzen: den Weg der Reflexion und den
der sedanblichen Konstruktion.” Theodor Celms, “Subjekt und Subjektivierung,” in Der

Phvinonwnotosische Ldvalismos, 315.
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the limits of phenomenological investigation, and he thought that a proper
delineation and relationship of these spheres should be investigated. Inquity
into the delineation of subjective and objective existence was the main task
of Celms’s philosophy after 1928. In his work “Subject and Subjectification,”
Celms gave an account of the different ways of understanding subjectivity
in its relationship with objectivity in the history of philosophy. This project
was developed further during the years he spent in Germany, and latet in the
USA,” contained in a soon to be published manusctipt Phenomenon and Reality
of the . Studies of Subjective Being (Phéinomen und Wirklichkeit des Ich. Studien iiber
das subjektive Sein).*!

As to Celms’s relation with realist phenomenology the situation is
more complicated. On the one hand, he joined with the realist phenomen-
ologists in criticizing Husserl’s transcendental phenomenology as one-sided.
On the other hand, there are persistent attempts from Celms’s to reconcile
phenomenology and natural sciences, trying to combine them in a consist-
ent scientific system. This was first evidenced by Celms’s consideration of
phenomenological description as a confined approach to reality that should
be complemented by thought constructions, as mentioned above. Secondly, it
was evidenced by his attempts to offer a system in which there was a place for
physical, biological and intentional elements. In “Envitonment of Life and
Projection of Life” (“Lebensumgebung nnd Lebensprojektion,” 1933) he wrtites
that the “life of a human being is physically really, psychically really, and intention-
ally formed. The first means the spatial-temporal existence, the second means
metely the temporal existence, the third means intentional existence.”? In-
sofar as “human being” was a spatial-temporal being and an organism in
the nature, she could also be an object of investigation by natural sciences,”
although the results of this kind of investigation would not give a full depic-
tion because there are three components, of which spatial-temporal being
constitutes only one of them.

Taking into account what has just been said and the view of Petet
Celms; namely, that his father did not think of himself as a phenomenolo-

*® Celms moved to the USA in 1949 where he worked at the Augustana Col-
lege in Rock Island, Illinois as a philosophy professor.

*'Thanks to Celms’s son, professor Emeritus in History at the University of
Wittenberg (Springfield, Ohio) Peter Celms, and his wife Batbro Celms, the manu-
sctipt is soon to be published by the Institute of Philosophy and Sociology of the
University of Latvia.

=, .das Menschenleben 25t physisch-real, psychisch-real und intentional komponiert. Das
erste bedentel ein riumlich-geitliches, das gpveite ein blof§ geitliches, das dritie ein intentioiales
Znsammengeserysein.” Celms, “Lebensumgebung und Lebensprojektion,” in Celms,
Der phinomenologische Idealismus, 227.

# Celms, “Lebensumgebung,” 225.
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gist, but rather as a critical realist,? it is possible to maintain that Celms was
not a “pute” phenomenologist. He believed phenomenology to be just one
apptoach that could give specific knowledge about one aspect of the wotld,
while natural sciences could give knowledge about another aspect of the
wortld. Philosophy as a universal science should take into account both as-
pects. ’

Celms’s Criticism and its Genesis

As to the motives that led to Celms distancing himself from Husserl’s tran-
scendental phenomenological project, and led him to powerful criticisms of
the project, it is safe to say that the most significant factor was the review
of his habilitation thesis, which he received from his future colleague at the
University of Latvia, Ridolfs Jirgens” Jirgens’s critical remarks had a great
impact on the content of Husser/ Phenomenological Idealism, as well as the for-
mation of Celms’s later thought in general. In his critique, Jirgens considered
Celms a devoted disciple of Hussetl, a loyal follower,® and so his criticism
of Celms’s work was meant as a ctitique of Hussetl’s project as well. Al-
though it was perhaps unfait to equate Celms and Hussetl the way he did,
it is interesting that later Celms himself ascribed to Hussetl the theses and
ideas contained in the Jirgins’s critique. A thorough invesdgation of Jirgens’s
ctitical remarks in compatison with those made by Celms concerning Hus-
setl’s phenomenology shows remarkable similarities in several crucial points,
especially in regards to the transcendental or phenomenological reduction,
and the problem of intersubjectivity.*’ What differentiated the two critical
positions was mainly that Celms was far more competent in Husserl’s phe-

2P Celms, “Filozofs Teodors Celms,” 64.

2 Unfortunately Celms’s habilitation thesis Prolgomena to a Transcendental His-
torism is lost. However, Jirgens wrote an extended manusctipt (circa 1926/27) which
includes a summary of the thesis and his own critical remarks. Jirgens’s manusctipt,
under the title Jirgens R. Atsanksnes par ditn antorn (I Celma, A. Mesera 1.c.) darbiem
(Jirgens R. Reviews on the works of other authors [T. Celms, A. Messer ezc)) is stored in the
National Library of Latvia.

*Radolfs Jirgens, Jirgens R. Atsantesmes par citu antorn (T. Celma, A. Mesera u.c.)
darbiens (Riga, citca 1926/27), 1. This unpublished material by Radolfs Jirgens con-
sists of notes, summatries and reviews of works by several authors, including Celms.
It is accessible in the Reading Room of Rate Books and Manusctipts of National
Library of Latvia under the signature A 240 V. Sl’(ﬂtem fonds, N 26.

7 For a mote detailed analysis of Celms’s critique of Husserl’s philosophy in
relation to the problem of intersubjectivity, see: Uldis Veégnets, “Theodore Celms’
Critique of lidmund TTusserTs Phenomenology in the Context of the Problem of
solipsison Hamanitics and Socsal Scicuees: Tatvir 19, 00, 1 (2011): 143157,
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nomenology; hence, Celms’s critique, even though it advanced the same ob-
jections that Jirgens did, was mote informed and substantiated. While there
are several arguments in Celms’s critical survey of Hussetl’s transcendental
phenomenology that coincide with those previously advanced by Jirgens in
his review of Celms’s Prolegomena to a Transcendental Historicism, 1 will confine
myself here to what I take to be the main objection that Celms makes in his
Husserls Phenomenological 1dealism.

In his critical remarks about Celms’s habilitadon thesis, Jirgens asked
whether it was possible to reduce the entite wotld to consciousness; that
is, was the world merely something that is given in consciousness ot was it
something more and beyond consciousness? Jirgens saw the phenomeno-
logical reduction only as a way of considering the woild, and found that the
only difference between psychological and phenomenological investigation
was that phenomenology ignored the relationship between mind and body,
as well as the psychophysical world in general. Jirgens wrote: “If we in our
contemplation due to a chosen standpoint ignote the connection of con-
sciousness with body and the rest of the psychophysical environment, it does
not follow that this connection has really ceased to exist.”*

Celms gave a similar criticism in his own book. Central to his en-
tire critique was a concern with the phenomenological method; that is, the
transcendental or phenomenological reduction and the relationship between
transcendental consciousness, on the one hand, and a transcendent reality or
external wotld, on the other. Celms’s argument was built upon what he be-
lieved to be a fundamental pofysesny or equivocation on the phrase ‘phenom-
enological reduction’ (phanomenologische Reduksion) in Hussetl’s phenomenol-
ogy. Celms claimed that the phrase meant two fundamentally distinct things,
and that Husserl used the phrase both for a reduction in terms of consideration
(Zuriickfiihrung der Betrachtung) and a reduction in terms of being (Zuriickfiibrung
des Seins).” The first one Celms labeled ‘phenomenological reflection,” or
epoche, and the other he labeled ‘phenomenological teduction’ propet.

Phenomenological reflection implied “reduction as a leading-back
of all objectively (transcendently) directed consideration to the consideration of
the corresponding modes of consciousness.”” Howevet, phenomenological

*“Ja miés savd apeeré, pateicoties izvélétam viedoklin, jonoréjam apimas sakaribu ar
nriest un préjo psibofizisko apkdrtni, tad tipéc §T sakariba tacu nav redli partritkusies [i3-
beigusies]”’ Jixgens, Atsanksmes, 7.

» A passage where Celms deals with the two meanings of the phenomeno-

logical reduction and its consequences to Husserl's phenomenology: Celms, Der
Pphdnomenologische 1dealismus, 83-91.
3 “Reduktion als Zuriickfiibrung aller objektiv (transgendent) gerichteten Betrachtung

auf die Betrachtung der entsprechenden BewnfSiseinsweisen”” Celms, Der phiriomenologische Ideal-
s s, 83.
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reduction implied “reduction as a leading-back of objective (transcendent)
being to the being of the corresponding modes of consciousness.””! So, on
the one hand, there is the phenomenological reflection, a way of considering
transcendent being that means that transcendent objects are viewed in terms
of their modes of givenness in consciousness. On the other hand, thete is the
phenomenological reduction as a reduction of the existence of transcendent
objects to their modes of givenness in consciousness. In each case, a differ-
ent suspension (Awusschalinng) is at work. In phenomenological reflection one
suspends judgment about something transcendent to consciousness (Zuriick-
haltung von allen Stellungnabmen); in the phenomenological reduction one demies
the existence of transcendent things-in-themselves apart from consciousness
(Leugnung).* In this respect, the things as they are presented in consciousness
are the things themselves.

Phenomenological reflection, Celms maintained, did not comimit it-
self to any statement about the existence or non-existence of a transcendent
reality, and therefore remained neutral with respect to questions of idealism
and realism as metaphysical and ontological positions. Phenomenological
reduction, however, necessatily committed itself to some form of ideal-
ism.»® If one treated an object of consciousness in its mode of givenness,
for example, in visual sense perception, thete is not alteady an implication
of the object’s ontological dependence on the act of visual perception. Tt
is simply a way of considering the object, and not a reduction of its being.
Celms thought that the possibility of phenomenological reflection, which
could be desctibed as ontologically silent or neutral (Zuriickhaltung von allen
Stellungnabme),”* did not necessarily imply the further phenomenological re-
duction that denied the existence of the world outside consciousness. In
phenomenological reflection, “T suspend all positdon-taking, all interest in
the transcendent; consequently, I have intetest neither for reducibility nor
irreducibility of the transcendent.” Celms argued, firstly, that both of these
methods did not coincide, and, secondly, that the domains which were at-
tained by carrying out each of them do not coincide.

Celms claimed that the domain attained by the phenomenological
reflection (Reflescionsumfang) was broader than that attained by the phenom-

3U<Reduttion als Zuriickfiibrung des objektiven (transzendenten) Seins anf das Sein der
entsprechenden BewnfStseinsweisen” Celms, Der phénomenologische Idealismus, 83.

32 Celms, Der phinomenologische 1dealismns, 85—86.

> 1hid., 83, 91.

*Tbid., 85.

W< el enthalte mich aller Stellungnabme, allen Interesses fiirs Transzendente; ich habe
s i Litercsse weder iir die Reduszéerbarkeit noch fiir die Unreduzierbarkeit des Transzendent-
e Celime, Der /)/1/'/'//u///f/m/rgr:/lrr'/u' Leleclismmns, 85.
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enological reduction (Reduktionsumfang).*® He consideted vatious types of
transcendent objects one might encountet, as they ate treated in Hussetl’s
works, and came to the conclusion that, while phenomenological reflection
“comprises the whole transcendence,” the domain that resulted from the
phenomenological reduction did not.*® Namely, it was possible to consider
everything transcendent with regard to its givenness in consciousness; how-
evet, it was not possible to ascribe all being of transcendence to its givenness
as a mere intentional cotrelate of consciousness.

Celms posited that there were two classes of transcendent objects
that could be considered phenomenologically, that s, in relation to the modes
of consciousness corresponding to them, but whose existence could not be
reduced to these modes. The first was the class of other pure I-subjects (fre-
mdes reines Ichsubjekd), and the second was the transcendence of God. As for
the transcendence of the other pure I-subjects, Celms wrote, “for me the life
of the other T is transcendent to me, but immanent to itself” According
to this characterization, one could suspend the belief in the immanence of
the other Ego in the phenomenological reflection and consider it only with
regard to its givenness to one’s own immanence, but one could not phe-
nomenologically reduce it to one’s own immanence, because the other Ego
has its own immanence irreducible to and inaccessible to my consciousness.
The other pute consciousness “is not just an intentional constitution of my
consciousness.”* Celms drew a similar conclusion concerning the transcend-
ence of God. God could be submitted to the phenomenological reflection,
but his existence could not be reduced to one’s consciousness: “This would
mean then: God is merely my intentional constitution, that is, He 1s precisely
not what is meant by the term.”" Namely, if God were my intentional con-
stitution, he would be something that He is not. The term ‘God’ implies
absoluteness, therefore to maintain His dependency on my consciousness is
self-contradictory.

Celms ultimately identified the phenomenological method with the
phenomenological reflection, which alone cannot constitute what Husserl
intended to accomplish with his phenomenological project; namely, a phil-

3 Celms, Der phinonsenologische 1dealismus, 86.

ST umfafit gweifellos die gange Transgendens,” Celms, Der phanomenologische Ideal-
255, 87.

*®Celms, Der phinomenologische 1dealismus, 81.

3 “Fiir mich ist das fremde Ichleben transzendent, fiir sich selbst aber immanent.” Celms,
Der phinomenologische 1dealisnaus, 89-90.

K0 micht eine bloffe intentionale Konstitution meeines BewnfStseins ist” Celms, Der
phénomenologische Idealismns, 90.

¥ <Fs hiesse ja dann: Gott ist nur meine intentionale Konstitution, d.b. er st chenr dus
wieht, was mit diesem Terniinns gemeint wird” Celms, Der phenomenotosische Ldealismins, 00,
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osophy that was an absolutely universal science. This could be accomplished
only if reduction wete to come into play, that is, if it were possible to phe-
nomenologically reduce all transcendence. Celms’s claimed that it was impos-
sible to reduce all transcendence to consciousness and to deny the existence
of transcendence in-itself,”® and hereafter considered phenomenological re-

flection to be the sole method of phenomenology.“

Critical Assessment of Celms’s Criticism

Celms’ atgument concerning Hussetl’s phenomenological reduction will
be evaluated in three steps, each of which can be formulated in terms of
a question: (1) Even if one can distinguish between the phenomenological
teflection and the phenomenological reduction, still, does the one not sdill
presuppose the other? (2) Does the phenomenological reduction positively
deny the existence of a transcendent reality? (3) Can anyone be completely
certain of the transcendence of the other I-subjects or of God beyond one’s
ownl expetience?

To address question (1), it is necessary to return to Celms’s distinc-
tion of the two methods. On the one hand, Celms’s distinction between te-
flection and reduction is well founded, especially bearing in mind that in the
Logical Investigations Hussetl uses reflection, but not reduction, which is only
introduced into his phenomenology a few years later.** On the other hand,
it is of utmost importance that reflection in Hussetl’s transcendental phe-
nomenology be considered in light of what Husserl calls the “principle of
all principles™ in Ideas I, the most fundamental methodical prescription in his
phenomenology: “that every originary presentive intuition is a legitimizing
source of cognition, that everything otiginarily (so to speak, in its ‘personal’
actuality) offered to us in ‘intuition’ is to be accepted simply as what it is

7t is intetesting that after he has given arguments that the phenomeno-
logical reflection does not coincide with the phenomenological reduction and that
not all transcendence can be deprived of its being in and for itself (not all transcend-
ence can be reduced to consciousness), Celms declares that the possibility of a total
reduction is still open and tequires a special argument (“bier wmnff ein spesieller Redufe-
tionsbeweis erbrachi werden” Celms, Der phinonzenologische Idealismus, 91). This fact would
explain why Celms dedicated the rest of his life to enquiries concerning the criteria
of delineation of subjective and objective being,

3 Celms, Der phinomenologische Idealismus, 91.

" {Tusset] “discovered” the phenomenological reduction circa 1905, as we
know [rom the Scefelder Blirter, four years after the publication of the first edition

ol the Taogical Lirestivations.
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presented as being, but also only within the limits in which it is presented
there.”®

Itis true that if one does not take into account intuition (Anscharnzung)
as a soutrce of knowledge, reflection by itself is not capable of secuting the
self-sufficiency of the phenomenological domain. However, if one holds to
the “principle of all principles” (as Husserl did in his transcendental phe-
nomenology) reflection is necessarily accompanied by the phenomenological
reduction, which ultimately leads to absolute, “pute,” or transcendental con-
sciousness. Husserl writes: “If reflective seizing-upon is directed to a mental
process of mine, 1 have seized upon something absolute itself, the factual
being of which is essentially incapable of being negated, i.e., the insight that
it is essentially impossible for it not to exist; it would be a countersense to
believe it possible that a mental process given in that manner does not in truth
exist.™¥

What differentiates phenomenological reflection from the kind of
psychological reflection that occurs in what Husset] calls the natural attitude,
is that the latter still presumes that consciousness is only a part of the more
encompassing world;"” that the mental phenomena and processes being te-
flected upon are in the brain, and that the brain exists in the external world.
Husserl writes:

Of course reflection can be effected by anyone and anyone can
bring consciousness within the sphere of his seizing regard; but
that is not necessarily to effect a phenomenological reflection, not
is the consciousness seized upon necessatily pure consciousness.
Radical considerations ... are necessary in order to penetrate to
the cognition that there is any such thing as the field of pure con-
sciousness, indeed, that there is such a thing which is not a com-
ponent part of Nature, and is so far from being that, that Nature
is possible only as an intentional unity motivated in transcendent-
ally pure consciousness by immanental connections.®

Further on, he writes that “a transcendental investigation of consciousness
cannot signify an investigation of Nature and cannot presuppose the latter as
a premise because Nature is as a matter of essential necessity patenthesized
in the transcendental attitude.... [O]ur disregarding of the whole wotld in
the form of the phenomenological reduction is something different from a

* Edmund Hussetl, Ideas Pertaining to a Pure Phenomenology and to a Phenomeno-
logzcal Philosophy 1: General Introduction to a Pure Phenomenology, trans. F Kersten (The
Hague: Martinus Nijhoff Publishers, 1983), 44.

6 Husserl, Ideas I, 100.

*"Husserl, Ideas I, 64.

B Husserl, Ideas T,114—115,
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mere abstracting from components within more comprehensive interconnec-
tions, be they necessary ot factual.”™ To effect 2 phenomenological reflection
means also to effect a phenomenological reduction that in turn means to take
consciousness as existing absolutely, without the requirement of an external
world existing in-itself to ground its own existence or the existence of its
content.

Phenomenological reflection in compatison to psychological reflec-
tion as it is carried out within the natural attitude is already motivated by the
phenomenological reduction, and when viewed from this perspective phe-
nomenological reduction is a necessary constituent of the former. If one
leaves the phenomenological reduction out with regard to the phenomeno-
logical reflection, the latter is not a phenomenological reflection anymore,
but simply psychological reflection.®

With regards to (2), it is questionable that the phenomenological
reduction necessarily entails the denial of the existence of things outside or
apart from consciousness, as Celms suggests. In my opinion, Husserl does
not deny the existence of transcendence outside of consciousness. According
to what he writes in Ideas I, it is possible to conclude that through “bracket-
ing” Husserl only intends to suspend the validity of any judgments we might
make about a realm of transcendent objects exactly because such objects, if
they exist, have nothing to do with our experience. As such, we can neither
affirm nor deny the existence of something transcendent to consciousness.
Every attempt to teach beyond expetience is surrounded with doubts, insol-
uble difficulties, and absutdities. Even the concepts of “thing,” “object,” and
“external,” have meaning for us only in the realm of immanence; that is, with
relation to how phenomena are constituted or given in and by consciousness.
This leads Husser! to consider consciousness as an absolute being, because
there is no necessity to accept something independent (from what conscious-
ness itself could be dependent) beyond consciousness in order to atgue for
its existence.

To develop this point, I will refer to the distinction, which is clearly
made in Hussetl’s Idea of Phenomenology, but which is also present in Ideas I. In

* Husserl, Ideas I, 115.

% The idea advanced here about the inseparable relationship between phe-
nomenological reflection and phenomenological reduction is mote cleatly ex-
pounded in other works and lecture materials that were not accessible to Celms while
he was wiiting his book; e.g., The Idea of Phenomenology (Die ldee der Phinomenologie.
Iinl Vorlesungen). See Edmund Hussetl, The ldea of Phenomenology, in vol. 8 of Ed-
wind Vlsserl Collected Works (Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers, 1999), 33-35;
and Curtesian Meditations (Cartesianische Meditationen). See Edmund Husserl, Cartesian
Mediiativns: i introduction to Phenomenolagy (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff Publishers,

1082y, 18 201,25 206,
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Idea of Phenomenology Hussetl distinguishes between two types of transcend-
ence, namely transcendence as an intentional correlate of consciousness, and
transcendence as something outside consciousness “existing in itself.”*' What
is accessible in expetience is transcendence given as its intentional correlate
through different modes of experience. Transcendence outside conscious-
ness, however, is at best a riddle.”

Objects given to us in consciousness are objects of consciousness,
and “objects” which might exist apart from consciousness, outside of it, are
something else than those we experience (that are given in consciousness),
and we cannot say anything with pretense to have knowledge about those
objects that exist outside consciousness. They are nothing to us. It is possible
to speak about objects of experience as dependent on the ways that they are
given in consciousness; however, one must refrain from position-taking with
regard to the wotld of objects outside of consciousness and expeticnce.”

Consciousness does not lose anything with regard to its content if
transcendence “in itself” is put into brackets.>* If transcendent things-in-
themselves are given in expetience, then they can be teduced to their modes
of givenness in consciousness. What the phenomenological reduction does
is to make one realize that what is considered as transcendent with regard
to consciousness Is actually a result of the constitutional processes of con-
sciousness. For example, about physical things Husser] writes,

-1t must always be borne in mind here that whatever physical things
are—the only physical things about which we can make state-
ments, the only ones about the being or non-being, the being-thus
or being-otherwise of which we can disagree and make rational
decisions—rhey are as experienceable physical things.... As a conse-
quence, one must not let oneself be deceived by speaking of the
physical thing as transcending consciousness or as “existing in
itself.” The genuine concept of the transcendence of something
physical ... can itself be derived only from the proper essential
contents of perception ot from those concatenations of definite
kinds which we call demonstrative experience.”®

The only wortld we know is the wotld of experience. Suspension ot bracket-
ing of transcendence is not a whim of Hussetl’s; it means putting aside the
problem of transcendence outside consciousness, because it is a riddle that
no one can solve. All claims about transcendence are merely speculative, and

*"Hussetl, Idea of Phenomsenology, 27-28.
2Ibid., 17, 28-29.

Husserl, Ideas I, 115-116.

1bid., 113.

3 Tbid., 106.
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thus do not coincide with Hussetl’s vision of phenomenology as a rigorous
science. There ate great problems with this kind of transcendence that lead
us to absurdities and insoluble riddles, so it is bettet to suspend the belief
about a “real world” existing outside of consciousness. The rea/ world is pre-
cisely the wotld that is constituted in consciousness.

Question (3) was answered in a general way in the previous step.
Already, Celms himself was aware of the problem that if one can prove that
everything can be explained ot considered by its modes of givenness in con-
sciousness, and there is nothing left about what this kind of consideration
cannot account for, it makes no sense to say that all or at least some of them
have their own being apart from how they are given in consciousness. If that
were the case, domains of the phenomenological reflection and the phenom-
enological reduction would be identical. Therefore, in order to support his
objection Celms was forced to show that there must be something that can-
not be wholly explained through its givenness in consciousness, namely the
pute other I-subject and God.

Why Celms thought that the other I-subject was so special, that its
existenice “in itself” was ensured can be addtessed by taking into account
Hussetl’s statement: “No countersense is implicit in the possibility that every
other consciousness, which 1 posit in empathic experience, is non-existent.
But 7y empathizing, my consciousness of whatever sort, is originally and ab-
solutely given not only with respect to its essence but also with respect to its
existence.””® Celms maintained that a genuine intersubjectivity presupposed
subjects “in themselves” (an sich), which could not be reduced back to each
other. But that, as Celms believed, requited metaphysical assumptions. He
assumed that Husserl, in order to escape solipsism, must assume the premise
of subjects’ existences apart from one another. In his argumentation, he
arrived at a conclusion that Husserl must abandon the pute sphere of con-
sciousness and accept a metaphysical premise of pre-established harmony
between a multitude of pure consciousnesses or monads® that eventually
lead to a pluralistic solipsism, because each monad could not reach or influ-
ence other monads.®

A similar line of thought can be detected also in Jirgens’s critical
survey of Celms’s habilitation thesis. He assumed that Husserl abandoned

Thid., 101.

5 Celms thought that thete were many egos, many Is, or consciousnesses
(also pure consciousnesses) that exerted an influence on each other, although he be-
licved that Husserl’s phenomenology led to pure consciousnesses that cannot intet-
act in any way with each other. For Husserl thete is just one pure consciousness,
but for Celms there are many: to each phenomenon of the other Tin one’s pute

consciousness corresponds a pure consciousness of the other Tin itself.
W Ccls, Der phinamenolosische Tdealismas, 87, 129-130, 161-168.
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the phenomenological attitude and must return to the natural atdtude. Jirgens
came to such a conclusion because he misunderstood Husset]’s conception
of pure consciousness: “If my pure consciousness is teally a pure conscious
ness and it constitutes every transcendence, all the perception is unnccessary
for it....”* Jitgens thought that pute consciousness, if it is pute, must he
free from all sensuality, and sensuality, he believed, was a crucial clement
when accounting for other I-subjects and solving the problem of solipsism.
Therefore, Husser] and Celms must decide whether to remain with pure
consciousness, never able to overcome solipsism, or give up the purity and
admit that there were sensations; the causal results of interaction hetween
psychophysical beings with their specific bodies with sense organs. Jirpens
conceived of other I-subjects as self-dependent beings that have a body that
one can perceive.”

What is common to both critics of Husserl is the assumption (hat
Husserl left, or must leave, the field of pure consciousness gained through
the phenomenological reduction. Jirgens’s understanding of pute conscious
ness is cleatly erroneous; pure consciousness does not imply that it has heen
freed from sense data, they just have been robbed of their physiological in
terpretation. Thus, his critique is unsubstantiated. Celms, on the other hand,
does not follow Jirgens in this way, and yet he also ascribes to Hussetl a posi
tion that cannot be justified. Celms’s conclusion about pluralistic solipsistn is
valid only insofar as one assumes that Husset] wanted to treat or must (real
intersubjectivity not only intentionally as an experienced intersubjectivity, but
also as what Celms calls a “genuine intersubjectivity” that would not be con
fined to the expetience, and reaches outside of it. However, that was ncither
Hussel’s intention, not a necessary consequence of Hussetl’s transcendental
phenomenology. Husserl did not, and needed not, accept two kinds ol in
tersubjectivity. He stuck to the phenomenological reduction throughout his
analyses of intersubjectivity, maintaining that the only accessible, and in this
sense genuine intersubjectivity, was the intersubjectivity given in the experi
ence. If one insists on intersubjectivity outside of consciousness, Husscrl
could be considered a solipsist, although not a pluralistic solipsist, as Celms
suggests. However, if one takes into account the fact that the only evidencc
of intersubjectivity can come from the experience alone and Hussetl af-
firmed the evident givenness of such intersubjectivity, he was definitely not
a solipsist or pluralistic solipsist. As long as one cannot prove the existence
of other I-subjects without reference to expetience, any talk of a genuine

Ty mana fird apipa patiesdm ir ipd apima un visas transcendences fonstituétdja,
tad vipai ir lieka visa apjaniana....” Jirgens, Atsanksmes, 8.
“Yirgens, Alsanksmes, 8.
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intersubjectivity outside expetience in contrast to that of an intentional one,
is unfounded.

With regard to the transcendence of God, Celms did not elaborate
his argument, but as far as it can be understood, his atgument is somewhat
similar to that of St. Anselm of Canterbury’s in the Proskgion. It is not pos-
sible here to deal with the argument in detail (especially, if it is considered
together with Anselm’s argument), but it will suffice here to say that a tran-
sition from a concept or intentional object to existence that was implied in
Celms’s argumentation is at best questionable; namely, thete is a link missing
that could secure the validity of the argument. It could be that there is 2 God
that transcends consciousness, but with respect to Celms’s argument, it could
as well be the case that there is not.

Tt must be concluded that the arguments Celms provides in sup-
port of his objection that the phenomenological reduction must be distin-
guished from phenomenological reflection, and that the reduction itself is
problematic, have considerable flaws and hence do not ultimately undermine
Husserl’s transcendental phenomenology. However, it must be emphasized
that the conclusions arrived at in this paper about the validity of Celms’s
arguments are confined only to the main objection that he gave and the argu-
ments used to support it. These conclusions ate not meant to show that the
whole of Celms’s critique of Husserl or of the validity of phenomenology in
general do not hold water.”
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