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One of the permanent factors driving philosophy is the puzzle presented by our embodi​ment.  Our consciousness is embodied.  We are its embodiment;  we are that curious amalgam that we try to describe in terms of mind and body.  Philosophy has sought again and again to describe their relation.  Yet each time it attempts this from one of these aspects, the other hides itself.  From the perspective of mind, everything appears as a content of consciousness.  Yet, from the perspec​tive of the body, there are no conscious contents.  There are only neural pathways and chemical processes.  As thinkers as early as Locke and Leibniz realized, we may search the brain as thoroughly as we wish; within its material structure, we will never find a conscious content.
  Both perspectives are obviously one-sided.  We are both mind and body; we are determined by our conscious contents and our physical makeup.  Husserl’s Logical Investigations takes account of this fact in speaking of the real and ideal determination of the subject.  As embodied beings, we are subject to real causal laws.  Such laws, insofar as the relate to our mental contents, take these as determined by the contents temporally proceeding them.
   As engaged in mind, we are also subject to the ideal laws of “authentic thought.”  These are nontemporal, logical laws governing “the compatibility or incompatibility of mentally realizable contents.”  In the Investigations, the problem of the mind’s relation to the body comes to a head in these two determinations.  How can the same set of mental acts be subject to both causal and logical laws?  How can a causally determined subject grasp an apodictically certain set of logical relations?  As Theodor DeBoer puts this question: “on the one hand, these acts are empirically necessary and determined; on the other hand, an idea realizes itself in them through which they claim apodeictic validity.  How can both these views be combined?”
  


To answer this question, I will pursue a somewhat unusual path.  My response will conjoin the early and the latest stages of Husserl's career.  Thus, having raised the problem of the dual determination of consciousness in the context of the Logical Investigations, I will look to his Origin of Geometry to find a solution.  Between the two works, there is, of course, a turn in Husserl's thinking—one marked by his introduction of the phenomenological reduction.  The reduction opens up the question of the constitution of the ideal and real.  Pursuing it, we are tempted to see these categories, not as determining factors of consciousness, but rather as determined by consciousness.  We take them as structures that consciousness, itself, constitutes through its various acts.  Consciousness, thus, appears as independent, rather than as determined, while the real and the ideal appears as correlates to its unconditioned acts of positing.  Such a view, when pursued to the end would take the whole question of the ideal and real determination of consciousness as an example of the naïve, "natural" attitude--an attitude towards the world that the reduction suspends.  This view, I think, ignores two points.  The first is that Husserl's career can be understood as a motivated path.  By this I mean that it is guided or motivated by certain persisting problems--chief of which is that of understanding how objectively valid knowledge can be possible.
  Both the Logical Investigations's positing of the ideal determination of consciousness and the Origin of Geometry's account of the constitution of ideality are stages along this path. The movement to a latter stage is motivated when an earlier solution is seen as one-sided or partial.  This occurs when the solution raises problems which it cannot answer in its own terms.  The ensuing movement does not involve a rejection of the earlier solution.  It results, rather, in an increase in our understanding of what it involved.
  It is precisely such a transformed understanding of the real and the idea that I want to relate by turning to the Origin of Geometry.  My second point is that the phenomenological reduction, unless we give it an inappropriate "idealistic" interpretation, does not imply that consciousness has somehow lost its reality.  As Husserl's manuscripts on embodiment indicate, consciousness remains engaged in the world, vulnerable to all its necessities and pleasures.  Thus, the problem of its dual determination remains.  What changes is how we understand this determination.  As I hope to show Husserl’s conception of it, at the end of his career, is in terms of the intersubjective constitution of mind.  His final position exhibits the “place” of mind as within us in an intersubjective sense.  It is within us in, determining us through its ideal forms, by being determined by Others outside of us.

I.


The notion of the dual determination of consciousness is first introduced in the context of the Investigations’s critique of psychologism.  According to Husserl, psychologism attempts to see our mental life as subject to a single real-causal determination.  Applied to logic, it implies the reduction of ideal-logical necessity to a real-causal necessity.  This involves a threefold identification.  First of all, psychologism identifies the propositional contents forming a syllogism with the real mental contents of some subject.  Since the latter are empirical matters of fact, it then sees the logical law as an empirical law.  The second identification thus takes the logical law to be an inductive generalization drawn from the observa​tions of our actual mental processes.  The third identification occurs when we see these mental processes as depending on our physical makeup.  As Husserl observes, “such a depend​ence will and can only be thought of as causal.”  With this, the logical law becomes identified as a caused facticity.  Its “truth,” Husserl writes, supposedly “depends on the constitution of the species homo and the laws which govern this species” (LI, p. 143).
  Now, the species homo is the contingent result of one of many possible lines of evolutionary development.  Since it is contingent, so is the truth of the logical law that depends on its real constitution. At the end of this line of reasoning, we thus have the assertion that “even logic alters with the development of the brain” (p. 162).  The problem here, as Husserl realized, is that we cannot maintain this conclusion.  Since the reasoning that led to it is itself “logical,” that is, makes use of the laws of inference, it itself is undermined.  Thus, the reasoning that leads to the conclusion may hold for us and our constitution.  We cannot, however, assert this for a differently constituted reasoner.  The result, then, is simply a self-undermining skepticism, one where reason loses all claims to objective validity.
  


Husserl’s response to this impasse is to deny the identifications upon which it is based.  The contents related by logical judgment cannot, “without absurdity” be regarded “as a part or side of a mental experience, and so as something real” (LI, p. 180; see also pp. 183-84, 325).  Thus, the laws relating them are not inductive generalizations based upon observing real events.  Their “truth,” in fact, has nothing to with our real makeup.  Once we admit this, then we accept Husserl’s assertion that “logical impossibility, as the inconsistency of the ideal contents of judgment, and psychological impossibility, as the non-performability of the corresponding acts of judgment, are heterogeneous notions” (ibid., p. 158).  The two types of impossibility relate to two different types of contents.  In Husserl’s words, “the same experience” has a “content in a twofold sense.” Alongside “its inherent actual content,” there is “an ideal, intentional content.”
  The latter does not have the type of being that could allow it to be subject to real causal determination.  Thus, on the one side, we have “the individual, real act of judgment.”  On the other, we have “the ‘judgment’ qua content of judgment, i.e., as the ideal unity.”  Once we distinguish the two, we can see that the judgment’s truth pertains to this content.  We thus can claim with Husserl, “My act of judging 2 x 2 = 4 is no doubt causally determined, but this is not true of the truth 2 x 2 = 4” (p.  142).  This point follows because “the ideal relation between contents of judgment” on which this truth depends is not “the real relation between the act of judgment and its law-bound conditions” (p. 156).  The latter may cause me to judge incorrectly, but this does not undermine the objective validity of the laws I violate in making my incorrect assertion.


This distinction between ideal and real contents of judgment might lead us to suspect that the two corresponding sets of laws are totally unrelated.  Given, however, that they both apply to us, i.e., to our being as an embodied consciousness, this cannot be the case. As Mohanty notes, the ideal contents of a judgment stand “internally related to the mental life (thoughts, feelings and intentions) of the persons participating in them.”
  The laws governing these contents must, then, apply to this mental life.  Its empirical possibilities which, as pertaining to a real individual, are causally determined, should also be subject to an ideal determination.  This implies, as Husserl expresses it, that “each genuine ‘pure’ law, which expresses a compatibility or incompatibility grounded in the nature of particular species, limits, when it relates to a species of mentally realizable contents, the empirical possibilities of psychological (phenomenological) coexistence and succession” (p. 829).   With this, we return to the question: how are these determinations to be combined?  How are we to think of one and the same individual as subject to both?  In DeBoer’s words, “How can one combine the postulation of eternal norms [accessible to a subject] with a naturalistic interpretation of consciousness?”

II.


To answer these questions, we need a more precise sense of what Husserl means by the ideal contents of a propositional judgment.  As Mohanty observes, the claim that “meanings are ideal entities” attempts “to capture an essential moment of our experience of … meanings.”  Three things, he writes, characterize it: “first, discourse, and more so logical discourse requires that meanings retain an identity in the midst of varying contexts; secondly, meanings can be communicated from one person to another, and in that sense can be shared; further, in different speech acts and in different contexts, the same speaker or different speakers can always return to the same meaning” (Mohanty 1977, p. 76, italics added).  According to Husserl, this identity that we can communicate, share, and return to in differing contexts is a one-in-many.  Its ideal being is that of species.  He writes, “As a species, and only as a species, can [the propositional meaning] embrace in unity ... the dispersed multiplicity of individual singulars.”  These individual singulars are, Husserl adds, the “act-moments of meaning, the meaning-intentions” of the “varied acts of meaning” (LI, p. 330).  This last remark is crucial.  It implies that propositional meanings are not, strictly speaking, objects of reference.  They are, rather, mediums of reference.  As Mohanty puts this, “When in an act of reflection [meanings] are made objects, they cease to function as meanings.”  At this point “they are referred to through some other meanings” (Mohanty 1977, p. 78).  This follows because “meaning,” in the first instance, names a function.  This, according to Husserl, is the referring function carried out by the various “acts of meaning” through their “meaning-intentions.”  The ideality of meaning is, then, an ideality of this referring function.  This function can remain the same in the shifting contexts of linguistic expressions.  Preserving its identity, it can be communi​cated.  The act of reference or “intentional experience” that exemplifies it can be continually reactivated allowing us to return to the same reference as communicated through the same content of judgment.

Husserl in the  Investigations does not realize the full implications of this view.  The fact that meanings are functions rather than objects implies that we cannot treat them as the same sort of idealities as, say, color species.  Thus, in the Investigations, Husserl claims that “meaning is related to varied acts of meaning … just as Redness in specie is [related] to the slips of paper that lie here, and which all ‘have’ the same redness” (LI, p. 330).  Such a view, he later admits, ignores the different ways in which species and meanings are given.  As he writes in Experience and Judgment: We grasp a color species or “eidos …only because, having been given several individual moments of color, we bring the colored objects into overlapping ‘coincidence’ by comparison and then apprehend the universal, which is given in the coincidence, as what is common to them.”
  We do not grasp propositional meanings in this way.  Considered as referring functions, meanings do not have the sensuous content that would serve as a basis for the “intuitive (schauende) process of abstraction” that grasps a color species.  The basis of such an abstraction is our apprehension of real particulars, that is, individual colored objects.  But, as Husserl observes, there are no real particulars that serve as instances of the propositional meaning.  The content through which it refers is, he asserts, “from the first irreal” or ideal (EJ, p. 263).  It is a one-in-many, something identical in “an infinite number of propositional acts in which it is precisely what is intended” (p. 262).  But this “identical sense does not become particular in individuals.”  It “does not have [real] particulars under it” like a color species does (p. 263).  It exists “in” the act of judgment as ideal.  We grasp it by identifying it as one and the same ideality.
  

This statement recalls the Investigations’s assertion that an ideal intentional content dwells alongside the real immanent content of our experience.  Such a content, Husserl asserts, is “from the first” ideal.  To see why this must be so, we must note what is implied in seeing propositional meanings as referring functions.  Since such meanings are linguistic entities and language is intersubjective, their functioning is “from the first” intersubjective.   It necessarily occurs in the context of multiple speakers and auditors.  To give a unity reference in the multiple contexts of linguistic usage, the meaning must be such that it can be shared and returned to as the same again and again.  The content through which it refers must, in other words, already be ideal in the sense of being an identical correlate of repeated acts of identificaton.  If it were not, the functioning that defines it would be impossible.  Two points follow from this insight.  The first is that since propositional meanings are inherently intersubjective, their constitution must itself be intersubjective.  The full sense of their ideality must require others. 
   Insofar as this sense implies an “ideal” determination of consciousness, this also must be the result of intersubjective constitution.  My second point, then, is that since the ideality of propositional meanings is intersubjective, so is the determination of our thought processes through them.

III.

Husserl, in “The Origin of Geometry,” sketches in the basic structures of the intersubjective constitution of the ideality of meanings.  The constitution begins with an individual intentional experience.  As a real act, the experience with its “self-evidence” passes.  It thus “results in no persisting acquisition at all.”  One can, of course, recall the experience and compare it with a present experience having the same reference.  When we do, there can arise, in Husserl’s words, “the self-evidence of identity: what has now been realized in original fashion is [identified as] the same as what was previously self-evident” (OG, p. 360).
  This identification can occur again and again with new acts of intuition and recollection.  The ideality that is here grasped is, however, only intrasubjective.  It is not yet ideal as a functioning propositional meaning.  To move to ideality in the full sense of a super-temporal structure that is there for everyone, we need a linguistic community.  In the “reciprocal linguistic understanding” that defines such a community, “the product of one subject can be actively understood by the others” (ibid.).  Such others can take a person’s words and re-enact the intentional experience they express.  One person can experience the same self-evidence that another claims for her act.
  With this, a new experience of identity is constituted.  By virtue of our mutual understanding, there arises “the self-evident consciousness of the identity of the mental structure in the productions of” auditor and speaker.  This can happen repeatedly between different individuals.  In the resulting “chain of understanding ... what is self-evident turns up as the same” again and again (ibid.).  It achieves, in other words, the status of an ideality.  As Husserl writes, it “becomes an object of consciousness, not as a [individual, mental] likeness, but as the one structure common to all” (ibid.).  The final stage in the constitution of the ideality of this structure comes through its expression in written language.  Writing, Husserl notes, “makes communication possible without immediate or mediate personal address.”  Freed from the presence of the original author or auditor, a written text is, in Husserl’s phrase, “communication become virtual” (p. 361).  All that it requires is the capacity to reactivate the intention that its words express.  For Husserl, this capacity “belongs originally to every human being as a speaking being” (ibid.).  Given this capacity and given the persistence of the written text, the meaning structures it expresses achieve the “persisting existence of the ‘ideal objects’”—an existence that transcends individual speakers and knowers (ibid.).  They have the super-temporal availability of a text waiting to be read and reactivated in an individual mind.

IV.


If the ideality of meaning is something that is intersubjectively constituted, then the determination exercised by such ideality must also be intersubjective.  It must, in other words, be a determination exercised on us by the others that form our linguistic community.  What they determine are not the real contents—the actual images, feelings, etc.—of our minds.  It is rather what transcends this.  It is, in a very precise sense, an outside-of-ourselves-within-us.  It is language as the presence within us of our others.  To see this, we have to note the abstractions through which language functions.  The first of these appears in our ability to use the same word to name a given object—say a “box”—as we view it first from one side and then another.  Each side yields a new perceptual experience with a distinct real content within us.  The name, however, in remaining the same, points to that which is common to such experiences.  In using the same name, we take it as standing for the one object of which we are having multiple perceptions.
  The word, in fact, stands as the intersubjective sign of the box.  The parent, who taught us the word, viewed the box from a different side than we did.  In his naming it as the same for himself and the child, the word takes on the status of a one-in-many—i.e., of a one and the same referent for both the child’s and the parent’s perceptions.  Its indicative function is thus established as that which stands in the place of the unitary intersubjective referent of the different perceptions.  A further level of abstraction occurs when the child learns to use the word for boxes of different shapes and sizes.  At this point, the word stands as a sign for an object that can appear in different intersubjective contexts.  There are boxes for moving, Christmas boxes, shoe boxes, and so on.  Aside from having eight corners, the content of the word is left indeterminate.  As Berkeley and Hume have shown, there is no mental image appropriate to an abstract name.
  This very lack of real content is, however, what is required for logical inference.  We work such inferences by abstracting from the specific contents of assertions and concentrating on the identities that link propositions together.  Thus, identifying the contents A, B, and C, and recognizing the prepositional structures, All A’s are B’s and All B’s are C’s, we can draw the conclusion that all A’s are C’s.  The law of inference we follow holds independently of the particular content of A, B, and C.  To employ it, we must, in fact, abstract from this content.


As Husserl recognized, we have here a clear demarcation of the logical law from the psychological law of association.  Association works by the pairing of specific mental contents.  One image reminds me of another.  The taste of a cookie calls up the memory of a childhood experience.  The sight of Peter brings the image of his friend to mind.  Such associations are private and dependent on a person’s specific past experience.  As such, the laws that describe their working are empirical laws.  They are inductive generalizations based on the observation of actual mental processes.  Insofar as they claim to be real causal laws, they take presence of the contents called to mind as determined by the presence of the contents that temporally preceded them. Since these laws concern real events, one can also say that what lies at their basis is probably our real constitution--that is, our individual physical makeup.  Logical inference, however, abstracts from all particular real content.  Its laws claim a necessity that transcends such content.  In other words, they claim to hold independently of the particular circumstances that generate a particular person’s experience.  In this, their necessity is intersubjective.  Transcending the private worlds of our temporally determinate personal experience, logical necessity is based on the abstractions that put us in contact with others on the level of language.  


Each of us, even in our most private, reflective moments is a part of an intersubjective, linguistic community.  This becomes apparent when we ask: who speaks, who is spoken to in the interior monologue that we often experience simply as the “chatter” in our heads.  To make this inner distinction between speaker and auditor, I must already, within myself, be outside-of-myself.  I must already be at the place of “mind.”  Questioning myself, demanding that I respond, that I be consistent, I am at the place of the intersubjectively constituted contents that transcend me and hence give me a perspective to confront myself.  At such a place, I suffer not a real, but an ideal determination.  I am at the necessarily intersubjective place of “mind.”  

V


Husserl’s point in introducing the notion of ideal being and ideal determination in the Logical Investigations is that to understand this place, this being outside-of-ourselves-within ourselves, a new ontology is needed.  What suffers ideal determination is precisely what remains hidden, so long as we remain within the ontology of real being and real causal explanation.  To make it appear, we must transcend this.  As the Origin of Geometry suggests, we have to take account of others and the ideality constituted through our communicative acts.  It is only then that we can uncover the place of mind.  


From a phenomenological perspective, to describe the functioning of mind in terms of our real makeup is rather like examining the transistors and wiring of a radio and attempting to discover its functioning from its structure alone.  The orchestra it receives is no more in the radio, than mind is in the brain.  The functioning of both involves their being in the world.  It starts from this.  Thus, radios were developed to pick up voices and orchestras.  Similarly, our brains evolved as part of our ongoing accommodation to the external world.  They thus share in the aboutness, the intentionality of all living organisms who have evolved by taking account of their world.  Insofar as this functioning cannot be understood apart from the world, its interpretive context always involves terms that exceed it taken as an isolated individual.  The same holds for us in our being in a specifically human world.  Our real-causal makeup has evolved to take account of others as speakers and auditors.  Husserl’s account of ideality and ideal determination is an attempt to give their determining presence within us an appropriate ontological foundation.  It is an attempt to determine mind’s place within being. 
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