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How would we conceive a phenomenology that has been  purified by a post-modern critique?  Although the term “post-modernism” names an extremely varied phenomenon, two features seem especially relevant.  The first is its distrust of meta-narratives or overarching accounts of the way things are.  The second, which is closely related to this, is the deconstruction of the subject.  By this is meant not just the deconstruction of the “author”—i.e., the undermining the notion of his/her subjective intentions as setting the parameters of textual interpretation.  At issue is the grand meta-narrative of modernity itself.  This is the narrative of subjectivity.  Beginning with Descartes, and continuing through Kant and Husserl, subjectivity has been central theme of modern philosophy.  For Descartes, it provided the Archimedean point, the central focus of certainty.  For Kant, subjectivity is the terminus of his Copernican turn.  Rather than assuming that all our knowledge must conform to objects, let us, Kant suggests, turn and try the reverse.  Let us see if the rules of our understanding make possible the experience of objects.
  Husserl, in radicalizing this position, takes these rules as rules of synthesis.  He sees the world we experience as the “product” of the synthetic (or constitutive) activities of transcendental subjectivity.  After pointing out the difficulties with this narrative,  difficulties involving the inability of subjectivity sustain the normative role that modernity assigns it, my question will be: what remains of the phenomenological project?  How can we think of phenomenology apart from the narrative Husserl inherits from his predecessors?  In othe words: What is phenomenology’s self-understanding, once it admits the validity of the post-modern critique of the subject?  Such an understanding, I shall argue, can be found in Patocka’s insight that that “manifesting in itself … is not reducible … into anything that manifests itself in manifesting.”
  In particular, it is not reducible to the processes of a transcendental subjectivity.  The reverse rather holds: These processes, particularly those of time-consciousness, are those of manifestation as such.  The account of a phenomenology that has been purified by the post-modern critique is, I shall argue, an account that sees it as the study of the “how” of appearing—a “how” that does not involve any ontological commitment at all. 

The Narrative of Subjectivity: Descartes and Kant


In philosophy, the turn to subjectivity came as a response to the skepticism that followed the collapse of the scholastic synthesis of faith and reason.  The philosophical question raised by such skepticism was: how do I know that I know?  For Descartes this question was framed in his belief that knowing involved the object’s somehow sending an idea or image of itself to the knower.  In Descartes’ words, the belief is “that this alien entity sends to me and imposes upon me its likeness ...”
   Descartes’ question is how can I know whether “the ideas [or likenesses] which are in myself are similar to, or conformable to, things outside myself”? (Meditations, III, p. 36).  I cannot, as it were, leave my head so as to compare the original and the image in my head.
  All I have is the image or likeness.  Given this, the question really revolves around an internal standard for knowing.  Is there something in the image, and more generally, in my conceptions of the world that would mark them as certain?  To answer this, we have to find something that we can be absolutely certain of affirming.  We then have to see what characterizes this knowledge.  This will be our standard.  Descartes’ conclusions are known to all.  He is absolutely certain that he exists.  What characterizes this conception is clarity and distinctness.  As Descartes writes, “in this first conclusion, there is nothing else which assures me of its truth but the clear and distinct perception of what I affirm, (ibid., p. 34). Taking this as his standard, he believes he “can already establish as a general principle that everything which we conceive very clearly and very distinctly is wholly true” (ibid, ; see also V, p. 62). 

Granting this, it still remains a question: what exactly is this self of which he has a “clear and distinct perception”?  Descartes declares that it is a “thinking thing” (Meditations, II, p. 27), that is a being or substance that thinks.  Yet this being is also called “indescribable,” in the sense that “it cannot be pictured by the imagination” (ibid., p. 27).  Thus, it is not the self having a “face, hands, arms and this entire mechanism of bodily members.”  It is, rather, the self that doubts whether any of this pertains to it, the self which assumes that “I ... have no senses: body, shape, extension, movement, and place are all figments of my imagination.”
  The “thinking” that characterizes embraces such things as doubting, understanding, affirming, denying, willing, imagining and sensing.
   What it does not include are the objective correlates to these actions.  Thus, for Descartes, all the objects the self can attend to can be doubted; what cannot be doubted is simply the attending itself.  In other words, the self that remains is not an object, but rather that which directs itself to objects.  Can we identify it with its various acts?  Even this is doubtful, since it remains one and the same while its acts shift.  It is not, then, its acts, but rather a unity that relates to objects through these acts.  Given that this unchanging unity is not divisiable into parts and, hence, not extended, we have Descartes’ assertion that it is “entirely distinct” from its body (ibid., VI, p. 74). 

What then is the object of Descartes’ certainty when he asserts that he has a “clear and distinct perception” of his being?  The difficulty in conceiving it does not just involve its relation to our extended body—i.e., how it could, as non-extended—interact with it.  It is that it escapes any content we might choose to give it.  All such content points to its objects—amongst which is itself as an embodied human being.  The object of Descartes’ certainty seems, then, to be a bare existence.  It both lays claim to the “thinking”—i.e., the various activities of perceiving, willing, imagining, etc. that are aligned under this title—and yet distinguishes itself from them.

When we turn to Kant, we find the same dichotomy between the assertion of subjective certainty and the inability to specify what exactly we are certain of.  Like Descartes, he leaves us with an affirmation of a bare existence that escapes any particular, specifying content.  His answer to the question of how do I know that I know involves his “Copernican turn.”  All attempts at acquiring certain knowledge having failed under the assumption “that all our knowledge must conform to objects,” Kant suggests that we turn and assume that “that objects must conform to our knowledge.” (Kritik, B xvi; Ak., III, 11-12).
  To see objects as conforming to our knowledge is to see the experience through which they can be known as conforming to our concepts.  As Kant writes, it is based on the suppositions that “experience itself is a type of knowledge requiring understanding; and understanding has rules which I must presuppose as being in me prior to objects’ being given to me  These rules find expression in apriori concepts with which all experiential objects must conform and agree” (ibid.).  The apriori concepts are Kant’s categories; the rules that they express are those of connecting perceptions so that objects of experience can appear.  Thus, certainty obtains whenever our judgments on some object are based on the "universal and necessary connection of the given perceptions," this being the connection that everyone experiencing the given object must have.
  The “must” here refer to the fact that without this connection, the object cannot appear.  It cannot because an essential condition for the constitutive synthesis responsible for its presence does not obtain.  To take a common example, one cannot have the appearing of a special temporal object without a perspectival connecting of its perceptions.

All this seems to give the subject some content.  It can be understood in terms of the categories of the understanding or, more basically, in terms of the universal rules for connecting perceptions that are expressed by the categories. The difficulty, however, is that the subject is not such rules for connecting or synthesizing perceptions.  It is rather that which engages in them.  In Kant’s words, there is "an action of the understanding which we may name with the general title of synthesis in order, thereby, to draw attention to the fact that we cannot represent to ourselves anything as combined in the object without ourselves first having combined it and that combination … can only be performed by the subject itself since it is an act of its selfhood."
  What is this selfhood?  How are we to understand its action?  When we pursue Kant’s answer, we find once again the notion of the self as an indescribable unity. This unity is prior to all combination.  It is, in fact, what "first makes possible the concept of combination.”
  This follows from the facts that all combination requires a combiner and that combination can only be performed by the subject itself.  Thus, were the subject not an uncombined, completely simple unity, there would have to be another self behind it, acting as its combiner. How, then, are we to understand this unity?  Since it is prior to all combination, it follows, as Kant writes, that “the representation of this unity cannot arise from combination” (B131; Ak ?).  Since, however, all the categories of the understanding express rules for combining perceptions, this implies, Kant adds, that “this unity, which precedes apriori all concepts of combination, is not the category of unity” (ibid.).  It thus escapes all the categories of the understanding by which we would attempt to think it.  The same holds for the actions that this undivided unity is supposed to engage in.  We are this unity.  Its action of combination is our own, yet neither the self nor its action are describable in terms of the categories of the understanding.  In saying this, we of course, simply repeat Kant’s point that the acting self is noumenal rather than phenomenal.


This noumenal “transcendental” subject bears a striking family resemblance to the Cartesian subject.  It escapes any content that we might choose to give it.  All such content  is displaced onto its objects. The appearing subject, the subject we can phenomenologically describe, is not the transcendental subject.   It is, rather, just another  of the transcendental subject’s objects.  Here, the Cartesian problem of the mind’s relation to the body reappears  as the relation of the transcendental subject to the appearing world. How it relates to the transcendent affection by which the world provides it with the material for its syntheses is deeply mysterious.  It is not something we can grasp through the categories of the understanding.   As a noted Kant scholar asks, “... ‘affection’ cannot be causation in Kant’s sense.  But then, what else can it be?”
  The point is that Kant’s limitation of the understanding to the phenomenal world seems to undermine his account of how this faculty actually operates.


Husserl, in the Krisis, directed his severest criticisms of Kant to precisely this point.  

He writes that Kant’s “great discovery” of the “understanding” and its functions “could never be actually grounded or even be fully comprehensible.”
  This is because in its move to the noumenal subject, it leaves us with “a mode of the subjective which we, in principle, cannot make intuitive to ourselves either by factual examples or by genuine analogy.”
  Husserl’s enduring response to this impasse can be summed up in his “principle of principles,” which is that “every intuition that gives [a thing] directly is a legitimizing source of knowledge.”  It is an “absolute beginning” behind which we cannot seek.
  This means that if we are to legitimately speak about transcendental subjectivity, it must appear.  If our claims about it are to count as knowledge, they must be based on the intuitions that give it directly.  Yet, in spite of this insistence—or rather, precisely because of it--Husserl fails to overcome the paradoxes of appearing and being that characterize the narrative of subjectivity.

Husserl’s Paradox of the Two Subjects


For Husserl, the narrative of subjectivity also has normative  cast.  His answer to the question, “how do we know that we know?” is to see “the accomplishment of knowing … as an intentional  [constitutive] accomplishment.”  When we do, he asserts, then “every sort of being itself, be it real or ideal, becomes understandable as a constituted product (Gebilde) of transcendental subjectivity, a product that is constituted in just such an accomplishment.”
  Thus, the answer of to the question of knowledge is to see what we know as a constituted product.  This, of course, leaves open the question: who is the constituter.  Is it the individual human subject or is it its transcendental analogue.  In the Krisis, the conflation of the two leads to what he calls “the paradox of human subjectivity.”   This involves its two-fold being.  Such subjectivity has “both the being of a subject for the world and the being of an object in the world.”
  As the first, it appears as the subject whose constitutive syntheses result in the presence of the world.  Possessing an “absolute being,”
 it is uniquely singular.
  As the second, it is itself but one object among many in the world.  It appears as a particular, finite human subject.  Reflecting on this duality, Husserl asks: “How can human subjectivity, which is a part of the world, constitute the whole world, i.e., constitute it as its intentional product …?  The subjective part of the world swallows up, so to speak, the whole world including itself.  What an absurdity!”
  The absurdity arises when we identify the two subjectivities, that is, when we say that the absolutely constituting subjectivity is, in fact, our own limited human subjectivity.  It is at this point that we say that a part of the world constitutes the whole of the world and hence itself as a part of this whole.


One response to this paradox is simply to deny this identification.  Husserl, in the Krisis, takes this tack.  He asserts that “the ‘I’ that I reach through the epoché …”—i.e., the transcendental subjectivity that is ultimately constituting—“is actually called ‘I’ only by equivocation.”
  What is “exhibited in the epoché … is nothing human, neither soul nor psychic life nor real psycho-physical human beings.  The latter pertain to the phenomenon, to the world as a constituted pole.”
  Human beings, in other words, are not constituting, but rather constituted entities.  They are appearing “object-poles” and, as such, subject to a “regressive inquiry” into the experiences and connections of experiences that bring about their constitution.
  Along with the world they inhabit, they are, in Husserl’s words, the “product  (Gebilde) of a universal, ultimately functioning subjectivity.”  He adds that “it pertains to this world-constituting accomplishment that subjectivity objectifies itself as the human subjectivity that is a part of the world”  (Krisis, pp. 115-16).  Thus, on the one hand, we have human subjectivity as an object in the world.  Such subjectivity has a personal history.  It has particular memories and personal characteristics.  On the other hand, we have the ultimately constituting subjectivity, which is not an object but rather the condition of the possibility of objects.  This includes the possibility of itself as an object in the world.  The claim, here, in Husserl’s words, is that in the epoché, “the reduction of humanity to the phenomenon ‘humanity, which is included in the [general] reduction of the world, allows humanity to be recognized as the self-objectification of transcendental subjectivity” (pp. 155-56).


What precisely is the sense of this “self-objectification”?    What is the meaning of the distinction it draws?  At first sight, the distinction seems to return us to the Kantian distinction between the phenomenal and the noumenal subject.  Thus, the reduction of humanity to the phenomon humanity, clearly positions the latter as an appearing subjectivity.  The same, however, cannot be said of the subjectivity that constitutes it.  Transcendental  subjectivity is not an object.  Given this, how can it objectively appear?  Husserl’s response to this question is to speak of transcendental subjectivity in terms of the experiences and connections that make it up.  Given that objects appear through connected experiences, the constituting experiences and connections can be termed pre-objective.  If we grant that these latter can appear, then so can the subjectivity they compose.  It is a consciousness made up of these pre-objective constituting elements.  Since as Husserl asserts in the Krisis, “every constitution of every type and level of entity is a temporalization,” 
  these elements are actually those of an ultimate time-constituting consciousness. With this, the divide between the transcendental and the human subject becomes the division between the subject taken as this time-constituting consciousness (everything in time being its object) and the subject as a temporal object of the same consciousness.  This ultimately constituting consciousness consists of the constituting stream of connected experiences through which every temporal object appears.  The individual subject is this same consciousness regarded as an appearing object in time.  It is the temporal “self-objectification” of the ultimate consciousness.

The Regress as a Version of the Paradox


 This Husserlian response has an overriding  difficulty.  In applying the “principle of principles” to the ultimate consciousness, it demands that it appear. This, however, rather than resolving the paradox of the two subjectivities, simply moves it to another level.  As the analyses of time-consciousness in Bernau Manuscripts show, the attempt to relate the constituted subjectivity to an appearing constitutive  results in the paradox of an infinite regress of constituting subjectivities. The basic structure of this regress is quite simple.  It follows from the fact that every temporal object has its modes of givenness, i.e., the experiences and connections through which it is given.  At the ultimate time-constituting level, an object appears (or is “given”) as temporal through the synthetic connection of retained and present data.  The latter, insofar as they are themselves temporal objects, also have their modes of givenness, which modes, as temporal objects, have their modes of givenness, and so on ad infinitum.  A typical expression of this regress occurs when Husserl writes with regard to hearing melody: “The tones have their temporal modes of givenness, which are in a certain sense one dimensional multiplicities, in which the time of the tone ‘presents itself’ (as ‘objective’ time)….  This one-dimensional multiplicity of temporal modes of givenness is also temporally ordered; it also has its time; but this time also has its modes of givenness, its present and past, and once again, these modes of givenness are temporally ordered, etc.…  And thus the chain reoccurs.”

We may, of course, ask why we have to continue this chain.  Why not posit temporal modes of givenness that do not have their own temporal modes of givenness?  Is it not possible to imagine the stream of such modes as not being itself constituted as an extended temporal object?  The difficulty with such a supposition is that all appearing is appearing through time.  To think of something as appearing without its own temporally dispersed modes of givenness is to think of it as being given and vanishing without a trace in the same instant.  The impossibility of this conception implies that the stream of such modes must, as experienced, be in time.  The stream cannot be apprehended and not be temporally constituted.  What about the supposition that the ultimate “hyletic data” forming the stream are not temporally constituted and, hence, are not apprehended.  The supposition is that the ultimate process of time-constitution is not itself a constituted process.  Considering this alternative, Husserl asks, “Are we actually protected from the dangers of infinite regresses by the assumption of a non-apprehended, non-intentional, non-constituted process?  Is this assumption even thinkable?  Does it not lead to the grossest absurdities?”
  The greatest of these is that we have violated Husserl’s “principle of principles.”  To the point that we engage in a phenomenological analysis, the ultimately time-constituting process that we are describing must appear to us.  Insofar as this appearing process is our own, the necessity is that of its self-appearing.  This means, in Husserl’s words, that “a primal process that does not constitute itself for itself and hence grasps (bewusst) itself is unthinkable.”  This necessity, however, returns us to the regress.  As Husserl adds, “If every phases of the process is apprehended (bewusst), we would have to see every phase as a consciousness of the phase.  Doesn’t this consciousness of the phase itself have to be originally grasped in the same sense and so on ad infinitum?  This is the difficulty.”
  The difficulty is that every consciousness of a temporal phrase, if it is to appear, must itself be temporal and must presuppose a prior time-constituting consciousness, whose own temporal appearing requires a prior time-constituting consciousness and so on.  In general terms, the regress arises because the grasp of each consciousness is through its modes of givenness.  The being-given of these modes requires new modes of givenness and hence the consciousness consisting of such modes and so on indefinitely.  As a result, we, the phenomenological self-observers, are pushed further and further back.  Each attempt to conceive how we grasp ourselves seems to add but one more link to the chain of the regress.

What drives this regress is a peculiar conflation of being and appearing, one where appearing is, as existent, itself regarded as a being.  The result is that every appearing, taken as a being, points back to a further appearing through which it appears.   This appearing, taken as a being, has its own modes of givenness or appearing, and thus points back to a further appearing, and so on ad infinitum.  Thus, the hyletic datum, as existent,  has its modes of appearing, which, as existent, have their own modes of appearing, and so on.  Given that hyletic “data,” as “givens,” must be perceived, we have to say with Husserl, “the being of these data is included in their being immanently perceived.” The regress follows when Husserl asks: “What about the perception of these data themselves?  If [these perceptions or appearances] are also immanent objects, then their being (Sein) consists in their being immanently perceived (Wahrgenommensein).”  But if this is true, then, “don’t we then arrive at the infinite regresses?
 The same point holds for constituting subjectivity understood as a being, i.e., as something that appears through its modes of givenness.  Taking such modes as a more ultimate time-constituting consciousness, and taking this consciousness as a being that has to be given through its own modes of givenness simply drives the regress further. To avoid this, we would have to say that appearing should not be ontologized.  It is not to be taken as a being that has its own modes of appearing.  Appearing or manifestation, we would have to assert, has to be understood in its own terms.

Manifestation and the Solution of the Paradox

The philosopher who most forcefully expressed this view was the Czech phenomenologist, Jan Patocka.  His basic claim is that “manifesting is, in itself, something completely original.”  This means that “manifesting in itself, in that which makes it manifesting, is not reducible, cannot be converted into anything that manifests itself in manifesting.”
  It is not some objective material structure.  It is also not the structure of mind.  Both exist and both can manifest themselves.  But “showing itself is not any of these things that show themselves, whether it is a psychic or physical object.”
   Not only is it not these, it cannot be deduced from them.
  It cannot be because such a deduction would already assume, in the content of its terms, the very showing that it was trying to deduce.
  According to Patocka, this point is continually ignored in the history of philosophy.  Again and again, we find “that peculiar slide from the problem of manifesting to the problem of existence.”
   In Husserl’s case, the tendency to ontologize the process of appearing occurs when he interprets his description of this process as a description of transcendental subjectivity.  The description of the phenomena thus becomes a description of “a subject whose accomplishment are phenomena.”
  Modes of givenness become ontologized as modes of transcendental subjectivity.  The fundamental difficulty in this procedure  can be put in terms of the givenness of transcendental versus human subjectivity.  The features of the latter can be described.  It has a personal history; it has properties and states that distinguish it.  The transcendental subject, however, is as empty of content as the Kantian or Cartesian subject.  All of its objects, insofar as they appear to it, stand against it.  To use Husserl’s terminology, such objects cannot be considered ‘really inherent parts’ of it.”
  Given this, transcendental subjectivity does not, as such, appear.  What appears are its objects.  

Patocka radicalizes this conclusion by noting its implication for phenomenological reflection.  Husserl, he says, thought that transcendental subjectivity had to be posited “because, in order that something manifest itself, it has to manifest itself to someone.”  From this, he drew the conclusion that “manifesting is always mediated by some kind of subjectivity.”
  To capture this subjective being “in the original,” we need only “the act of turning inward” to reflect on it.  This act, however, “does not exist.”  It cannot, since the mediating subjectivity the act aims at does not show itself.  What we find instead, as Patocka says, is that “mediating by the subject shows itself … directly in [the] things showing themselves to us…. for example, that we have a cup in its original which is always in radii of givenness, and finally crosses into deficient modes of givenness and then the surroundings and so on ….”  These are what show themselves.  In other words, the supposed turn to constituting subjectivity is a turn to such elements.  As Patocka adds, “only these indications, references, and this whole system of indicators is subjectivity, is us.”
 

Implicit in this last conclusion is that what we are calling transcendental subjectivity is nothing but this “whole system” of adequate and inadequate “modes of givenness.”  Transcendental subjectivity, in other words, is simply the process of manifestation. In seeing modes of givenness as modes of an existing transcendental subject, Husserl reverses the true relationship: the modes of what we have been calling “transcendental subjectivity” are actually modes of givenness.  If we accept this, then we cannot say that there are two subjectivities, human and transcendental.  Only the first exists.  In place of transcendental subjectivity, considered as a being, there is just the process of manifestation as such.  This process can be opposed to human subjectivity, only when we ontologize it into a transcendental subjectivity.  It is at this point that we have two opposing concepts of subjectivity with the resulting paradox of their relation.  The paradox disappears when we admit that manifestation as such is simply the structured process, the “how” of appearing, that any manifestation of an object—be it a person or a thing—follows.  The same point holds with regard to the paradox of the infinite regress of time-constituting consciousnesses.  If we follow Patocka’s insight, we have to say that the structures and processes that Husserl describes under the rubric of time-consciousness are not those of subjectivity, but rather those of manifesting as such.  The regress, as we saw, only follows when we attempt to ontologize these and take them as descriptions of an ultimate consciousness.  It is then that we face the question of the modes of givenness (the manifestation) of this consciousness and continue the regress by taking such modes as pertaining to a prior consciousness, one which has to be constituted through its own modes of givenness.   Such a regress is cut off from the beginning when we assert with Patocka that “manifesting is, in itself, something completely original.” It cannot be derived from anything other than itself. 

What about Husserl’s belief that manifestation requires mediation by a subject, a subject to whom things manifest themselves.  How can we understand this withour embracing the notion of a non-objective, non-appearing transcendental subjectivity?   The answer, I believe, depends on our holding fast to two items.  Together, they give the basis for the illusory positing of this subjectivity. The first is that the actual subject, the subject who sees is the embodied human subject; the “how” of appearing applies to its seeing.  The second is that the structure of the appearing that gives us a surrounding world necessarily involves a zero-point or center.  Temporally, this point arises because the constitution of the continua of the past and the future (through our retained and protended data) also results in the presence of a central now as their point of passage.
  A parallel assertion can be with regard to the perspectival patterning of experiences.  Such a patterning, when applied to the visual world, constitutes a central here, i.e., a zero point in space, from which things appear.  Given that the perspectival unfolding of experiences occurs in time, and that time always has “primal now” or central point of passage between the past and future, the appearing of a spatial temporal world necessarily involves a spatial temporal zero-point.  Now, were we to take this nonextended zero-point and ontologize it, i.e., understand it as an actually existing perceiver, we would return  to the paradoxical positing of a non-appearing subject.  This follows since a point that has neither spatial nor temporal extension cannot appear.  If, however, we refuse to conflate appearing and being, we need not assert that the zero-point that appearances posit is an actual perceiver.  What actually perceives is the biological, embodied being that we are.  The assumption that the zero-point is this perceiver comes from the fact that, as embodied, we always regard the world from a particular here, more precisely from a vaguely defined point in our heads.  Similarly, from the fact that we remember and anticipate, we always view time from the now that forms the boundary between our memories and anticipations.  From this arises what can only be called the “transcendental illusion” that the actual subject, the subject who sees, is a non-extended here and now.  

If I do associate this zero-point with the acting subject, I can take it as the immaterial mind or self that acts through its body and, thus, revisit Descartes’ mind-body paradox.  Taking its action to include synthesis, the result will be Kant’s nonextended, unitary synthesizing subject. If, however, I refuse this transcendental illusion, I enter what may be called a postmodern phenomenology.  Given that the illusion comes from a false ontologization of the zero-point of appearing, such phenomenology begins with a refusal to engage in it.  This refusal means that it does not give way to the temptation to conflate being with appearing.  It also signifies that post-modern phenomenology, in concentrating on the how of appearing, abandons the meta-narrative of an actually existing, normative  subjectivity. The practice of such phenomenology in no way involves our curtailing the phenomenological work of the description and analysis of manifestation.  Neither does it require that we avoid the question of normativity in our study of manifestation.  It only asks that we keep in mind the original meaning of Husserl’s epoché.  Understood as a restraint from taking a stand on the issue of existence, it can be taken as guarding us against the difficulties that follow from our conflating the questions of appearing and being.  The study of the “how” of appearing is, the epoché teaches, a unique enterprise
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