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Protocol, Graduate Seminar – From Husserl to Levinas 
Class Session: 3 - Date: January 26, 2012 
Minute taker: Christian Lotz 
Topic: Noesis and Noema, Hyle, Time 
 
Abbreviations 
LI2 = Husserl, Logical Investigations, Volume Two; ID1 = Husserl, Ideas, Volume One; AP = Husserl, 
Analyses; CM = Husserl, Cartesian Meditations; TI = Levinas, Totality and Infinity; DE = Levinas, 
Discovering Existence with Husserl; A = Derrida, Adieu 
 
Top note on Eidetic Seeing 
We perceive, imagine, recollect, judge, love, and watch television, but we are unable to see perception, 
to see imagination, to see recollection, to see our loving, and to see our watching TV. Nevertheless, we 
can somehow “direct the regard” (ID, 212) to these “acts” that are nowhere given, except in absolute 
reflection. As soon as we start to think about these acts, we are no longer directed towards these acts as 
psychological units; rather, we are already directed towards something else, namely, the eide of these 
acts. However we manage to further think about this fact, and even if “seeing” essences seems to be an 
inappropriate expression, we cannot deny that there is this intuition of essences - clarifying itself in 
thinking as a process. 
 
Schema 
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The Theme of Sections 76-86 
Husserl starts out by repeating the overall nature of his investigations. In contrast to the last sections 
discussed in class, Husserl starts out here with what Lotz indicated in his last two write-ups, namely, that 
with the claim that transcendental phenomenology is based on the assumption that we need to start 
from an absolute dimension, from which or in which all ontological regions receive their meaning. Only 
then can we claim that a phenomenology of nature or a phenomenology of the psyche/mind is possible. 
For if we would not already assume that there is a consciousness of objects constituted as natural, and 
of objects constituted as mental, then we would not be able to investigate those objects. The givenness, 
however, of these basic “objectivities” cannot be found in these regions. Accordingly, idealism in 
Husserl’s case does not mean that there is a region called “psyche” that produces or establishes all other 
regions; rather, it means going back to what he calls absolute consciousness within which all regions as 
regions are established. It is precisely this move that leads Heidegger to ask whether Husserl did in fact 
examine the being of the absolute consciousness, implicitly accusing Husserl of falling back into a 
conception of phenomenology based upon a “super region” (but nevertheless a region). In addition, as 
we mentioned in class, the infinity of phenomenological research leads to the critical question of where 
the limitations of the “fields” of research (such as nature, social objects, cultural objects, materiality, 
etc.) come from if not through ontological distinctions that get carried into phenomenology. Husserl 
speaks of ontological “guiding clues” into transcendental phenomenology, but it is questionable 
whether he ultimately succeeds in reducing all ontological questions to phenomenological questions. 
However we deal with this problem, at this point we need to understand that the epoche and reduction 
lead to the establishment of the priority of givenness (phenomenon) over being. As Husserl says: 

“Everything transcendent, in as much as it becomes given in consciousness, is an object for 
phenomenological investigation not only with respect to the consciousness of it – e.g., the different 
modes of consciousness in which it becomes given as the same – but also, though this is essentially 
involved with the former, as what is given and accepted in the modes of givenness” (ID, 172) 

and 

“the whole world with all its psychical individuals and their psychical processes, belongs in 
phenomenology: all of it as a correlate of absolute consciousness” (ID, 172) 

Time Consciousness 
Husserl deals with time extensively in his lecture courses on time (a selection of which Heidegger edited 
and published in 1928). The reflections on time in Ideas I as well as in Analyses are therefore not fully 
satisfactorily presented, but their short form nonetheless helps us to understand how Husserl 
approaches the problem of time. The most important distinction we need to keep in mind is the 
distinction between objective time (clock time, measured time, cosmic time, etc.) and what he calls in 
Ideas I “phenomenological time,” which is to say, the time of the manifestation of meaning itself. This 
“subjective” time is the time that belongs to the flux of consciousness itself. 

“In itself every living through is a flux of becoming, is what it is in a generation originaliter of an invariant 
essential type; it is a continuous flow of retentions and protentions mediated by a flowing phase of 
originarity itself in which there is consciousness of the living now of the living through in contradistinction 
to its ‘before’ and ‘after’ (ID, 179) 

Husserl makes a distinction between protentions, retentions, and the “living now” that synthesize every 
consciousness of (and ultimately the whole monadic and inter-monadic life). This synthesis is passive 
and not brought about by an Ego, by a logical subject (Kant) or by an activity; rather, it has established 
itself before every activity performed by the awakened Ego, as without the synthesis of time 
consciousness, the unity of consciousness itself could never come about. Protentions and Retentions are 
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not acts in the normal sense, as they are extensions of the living now phase itself, i.e., they are not 
intentional in the sense discussed so far. There are two reasons for this: [1] The main regard in which 
they differ from intentional acts is that the consciousness of the “just happened” and the “just arriving” 
is holding the hyletic material “in mind” without being directed to it as its object. For example, while I 
am listening to the melody I am not directed towards the hyletic material. Nevertheless, the hyletic 
material is in its time “extension” synthesized. [2] The second regard in which they differ from 
intentional acts is that protentions and retentions are always fulfilled, which is to say, they can never be 
empty and they do not a presence/co-presence structure (see ID, 195). Accordingly, they cannot really 
be intentional, which clashes with Husserl’s claim that intentionality is the absolutely essential structure 
of consciousness. Lotz proposed to understand time here as the sense of “temporalization of 
intentionality.” Recollective intentions and anticipatory intentions, however, have an empty horizon and 
can be fulfilled. Put differently, the object in this case is never immediately given as a whole. Whereas 
protentions and retentions are immediately fulfilled because the living present ultimately comes down 
to the sensual living present (animated by apperceptions), recollections, anticipations, etc, are 
intentional, i.e., they have intentional objects. Think of the following example: when you hear a tone, 
the “having-been” of the tone when the tone is in its now moment is turning constantly into its “having-
been.” It is therefore for the consciousness of time unimportant whether we have the feeling that the 
tone is becoming less vivid. Instead, we need to understand the “flow of time” that makes the continuity 
of the tone possible. Husserl takes up the topic of time consciousness later with his claim that, 
ultimately, time is the absolute synthesis of all consciousness of. Time, for Husserl, is not something 
objective (such as the time of the melody in objective time); rather, there is, prior to objective time, 
time consciousness itself, i.e., the time of the heard melody and the time of intentionality itself. This also 
means that the givenness of the object in intentionality has its time if we assume that the hyletic 
material is usually – i.e. without abstract reflection – in apperceptive function. For example, the hyletic 
material of the heard melody is part of the melody apperception. If we reflect on this 
phenomenologically, though, we should see that we need to make a distinction between the melody 
and the hearing of the melody. This “hearing consciousness” is given in its time, which is not to be 
confused with objective time.  
 Consequently, we need to differentiate three levels of unity and synthesis: [1] the level of the 
“living present,” [2] the level of the past and future being of consciousness (accessible through 
recollection and “being ahead”), and [3] the level of the unity of the whole. The living present is 
constituted in pure passivity through the synthesis of the immediate past, the present, and the 
immediate future; past and future are constituted through recollection, memory, anticipation, etc., and 
the unity of the whole (i.e., the monad) is constituted, as Husserl puts it in Ideas I, through an “idea in 
the Kantian sense” (ID, 197), which unifies the potential horizons of all past and future living throughs. A 
consciousness that would not be in such an ideal unity at any point of its “living” and “streaming” would 
simply fall apart and, consequently, would not have a meaningful world at all. In his later writings, 
Husserl develops a teleological idea of this unity, as he tries to show that all acts are ordered, organized 
and meaningfully synthesized because they are pre-structured by a teleological structure of 
consciousness (=reason). The wholeness of consciousness that makes it one consciousness is a problem 
for Husserl, as he takes the “events” of birth and death to be constituted within absolute consciousness. 
This, however, should inspire us to ask how we can speak of a whole without beginning and end.1 
Husserl seems to assume at several points in his writings that absolute consciousness does not have a 
beginning or end, which our neo-platonic friends might like, but most phenomenologists find 
mysterious.  
 

                                                             
1 Heidegger will take this question up again, as his question about death is not simply “existential philosophy;” rather, the 
question of the accessibility of death is about the question of how we can constitute ourselves in certain circumstances as 
“one,” i.e., as limited through a future time horizon that is part of the present. 
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Noesis and Hyle 
Husserl’s introduction of the “hyle” has not found many supporters. Sartre and Heidegger were 
especially annoyed by this return to “sensational data,” which seems to reintroduce psychological 
concepts that Husserl wanted to overcome. Lotz explained, though, that he believes that this term is 
used in order to catch two flies in one move: on the one hand, Husserl knew that he needed to move 
away from psychological accounts of “sensational data;” on the other hand, he tried to come up with a 
way of looking at the sensible sphere that was not (yet) defined by certain qualities, as the latter would 
allow him to argue further against the psychological accounts of sensations (at the beginning of the 20th 
century) by claiming that the sensational level never presents itself as such, but, instead, is only possible 
in an apperceptive function (i.e., it is part of intentional references, horizonal intentionality, 
interpretation, etc.). In this connection, remember what Husserl says in section 36 (before the reduction 
to pure consciousness): 

“The datum of sensation, white […] is the bearer of an intentionality; however, it is not itself a 
consciousness of something” (ID, 75) 

So, again, we should no longer say that sensational data are “in” consciousness, as this suggests a spatial 
framework; rather, descriptively, we need to say that sensational data are part of or the bearer of the 
apperceptive act. We need, additionally, to take into account that section 85 is supposed to describe  a 
pure consciousness within which “sensuousness” (ID, 204) (note: he does not speak of data here) shows 
up as a “phenomenological residuum” (ID, 204), i.e., as the bottom rock foundation of every meaningful 
world constitution. Husserl clearly follows the Kantian tradition here. We need to assume, in other 
words, that the sensational level is “deep down” simply something abstractly defined before it is part of 
an apperceptive interpretation (i.e., meaning-bestowing act; see ID, 203), and that it can never be 
experienced as such (as this would go against the principle of intentionality). For example, though we 
always hear something, we can phenomenologically turn our regard to the sensible part of this hearing 
intentionality (though we never only hear “hyle.”) Remember: it is impossible that sensations would ever 
be the intentional object of consciousness. Seen from the standpoint of an abstractive reflection, though, 
we can speak of the sensible sphere first in terms of sense fields and, in a further step, we can think of 
something that underlies even the sense field as something that possibly could establish an 
apperception of something. In this vein, it is important to note that Husserl is not always clear about 
whether the sensational sphere and the hyle is noetic or noematic. If we take into account that noesis 
and noema are just the back- and frontside of the same coin (intentionality), we can defend the thesis 
though that the hyle is indeed noetic (part of the act), but – because it always functions in object 
apperception – is experienced as a noematic aspect. For example, the melody is heard and not the tones 
that make up the melody. Lotz proposed, again, to solve this problem in line with Husserl’s thesis about 
the apriori correlation between noema and noesis, according to which the hyle is always in object 
function and, as such, is part of the givenness of the object (“the white of the white paper”). In abstract 
reflection, however, we can also investigate the sensational sphere as if it is not in object function. For 
example, we can investigate the temporal nature of sound. As soon as we do this, the hyle or 
sensational field must turn into something noetic, as we abstract from the noematic aspect. Accordingly, 
the hyle has a sort of “double-nature,” insofar as it depends upon how we look at it from the standpoint 
of phenomenological analysis. In regard to experience, however, we need to argue that hyle can never 
be conceived as something outside of the noesis-noema correlation, as otherwise we would turn 
sensations into meaningful things. Nevertheless, we experience tones as melodies and not, as it were, 
melodies as tones. This, of course, should be differentiated from the problem of background and 
horizonal affections (as Husserl discusses it in the Analyses). Even affections that the Ego needs to turn 
towards cannot be conceived as being totally outside of any consciousness of (as then there would not 
be anything by which the Ego could possibly be affected). 
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Hyle-Noesis-Noema 
What Husserl calls “functional problems” in section 86 point to a wide range of possible 
phenomenological investigations. As soon as we understand that we no longer talk about ontological 
problems per se but about descriptive problems, we can start to analyze the whole world of meaning 
constitution on all levels of world experience, as everything that shows up is ultimately constituted as 
bestowed with meaning. This can be carried out on two levels: [1] we try to figure out the essential 
characteristics of the noesis-object relation (which Husserl presents after section 87), and, [2] we can 
start to describe the world formations themselves (regions, such as material world, natural world, 
personal world, body, space, time, affectivity, or higher cultural, social, and historical formations).  

“It is therefore a matter of inquiring, in the most comprehensive universality, into how Objective unities 
of any region and category are ‘constituted in the manner peculiar to consciousness’” (ID, 209) 

As we should immediately see, the field of phenomenology seems to be in principle infinite – and 
Husserl and his readers indeed struggled with this problem. Husserl’s call to systematically describe the 
essence of all “actual and possible consciousness” (ID, 209) raises the problem of how this infinite field 
is delineated and structured. Even if we assume that there is some essential core to all of these fields (as 
is presented in Ideas I through the noesis-hyle-noema thesis), what follows “on top” of this core seems 
to be an infinite field for phenomenological research.  
 
A Side Note on Husserl Scholarship 
Consequently, in Husserl scholarship we find two groups: the rather methodologically-oriented authors 
(for example, Hopkins, Crowell, and Drummond) and the “concrete” phenomenologists (for example, 
Steinbock and Casey). Usually, the “methodologists” look from “on high” to the issues themselves and 
Lotz often wonders whether they remain true to Husserl’s call to go back to the “issues themselves.” 
Lotz mentioned that he tries to position himself somewhere in between these two groups, and that this 
is not well received by the scientific community. An author who successfully maneuvers between 
methodological issues and concrete analysis (in this case of self and ethical phenomena) are Zahavi and 
Lohmar. Sokolowski and Mohanty are two excellent sources for a more independent style of writing 
about Husserl. Lotz underlines that he has especial respect for Mohanty, with whom he studied in a 
semester-long lecture course at Emory university just before Mohanty finally retired. The German 
reception of Husserl was very strong until the 80s, but has now shifted more to the Anglophone world. 
Excellent writings in German are still available by Fink, Landgrebe, Kern, Bernet, Marbach, Aguirre, Held, 
and Lohmar. The latter, who is the director of the Husserl archive in Cologne, is especially worthy to 
read, as he remains relatively uninfluenced by Heidegger and French phenomenology. After WWII (and 
the destruction of the great Jewish intellectual tradition in Germany through the Nazis and the Germans 
themselves) the status of phenomenology had to be rebuilt. However, of the formerly buzzing 
phenomenological circles before WWII, only three phenomenologically-oriented departments remain: 
Cologne, Freiburg, Wuppertal, and, with leanings towards the French tradition, Bochum. By now, it 
seems to be the case that these schools in Germany are falling apart, though in European countries, 
such as Italy and France, as well as in the Asian world, phenomenology is still going strong. And, on a 
final note, the new star of the Spartan Husserlians is Ivan Guajardo who is about to write his dissertation 
on Husserl and imagination. 
 
Noema 
Husserl introduces the noema in Ideas I, as he remained very unclear about the givenness of the 
intentional object up until 1908. In LI it seemed as if the correlate of the act is the intentional object. 
Since Husserl assumed that acts always have a fulfilling structure, he ran into the problem of how to 
determine the identity of the object throughout the process of fulfillment. For example, in the 
perceptive sphere we notice that the die perception has a presently “filled” core (that which I perceive 
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of the die) and an unfulfilled “absent” part. Now, it is not the die that simply has a front- and backside; 
rather, it is our consciousness of the die that is split into the actual and potential moment. Accordingly, 
we need to differentiate the intentional object from its givenness as a perceived object. The fact that 
the object is perceived and not judged is important, as this is not only a character of the noesis, but 
instead, also a character of how the object is given (presents itself in perception). We “can therefore,” as 
Husserl puts it, “inquire into what is to be declared as a matter of essential necessity about the side of 
this ‘something’ (ID, 213). Husserl calls this correlate the noematic sense [noematischer Sinn].2 For 
example, a fresh apple does not appear juicy to us because of some mental inferences or because we 
construct something in our mind; rather, in perception the apple is given as something “juicy.” Most 
dorm rooms appear as messy to us. The noema here is the way in which the object shows up for us. 
However, Husserl is not interested, primarily, in these life world examples; rather, he tries to come up 
with general structures of the noema as such. The noema is nothing 

“other than what ‘actually appears’ in the given case in something perceptually appearing and, more 
precisely, in the mode of givenness in which it is precisely something intended to in the perception” (ID, 
217) 

Additional note on Noema and Noesis 
In order to understand Husserl’s conception of the noema, we must first grasp his definition of the 
“object-that-is-intended” in the noema. As Zahavi – following Drummond - pointed out, the “object-
that-is-intended” is itself a fundamental part of the noema, but it cannot be understood as an 
ontologically different entity. In other words, the noema is not to be conceptualized as a mediator. 
Second, we must attempt to grasp Husserl’s concept of the object. Husserl mainly deals with reality and 
actuality in the fourth part of the Ideas I, after (!) he introduces the noema. It is important that we take 
into account that according to Husserl, the noemata constitute themselves in the form of an identity. 
The simple fact that I perceive, imagine, or remember the same thing within a temporal process, 
constitutes the object of my acts as identical. For instance, I can now remember how I yesterday went to 
Prof. Hedrick’s seminar. Throughout my acts of remembering, I re-present my own acts of perception 
that I performed yesterday, for example, when I saw the Marx reader in the seminar room. “The Marx 
reader” as “the” thematic remains, throughout my different remembered acts, always the same, and it 
is indeed constituted as the same. This identical object must not be identified with its different 
appearances, however, and therefore it must be defined as transcendent in the Husserlian sense. To put 
it differently, the noematic identity of the object is beyond its appearances. However, the waterfront as 
an identical, intentional object is different from the real object, which is defined as the infinite 
fulfillment of all possible experiences that we3 could have of it. Accordingly, we must draw a distinction 
between the noematic identity of the object and the real identity of the object (or referent). If we take 
this distinction between the noematic identity of the object and the ideal reality (“truth”) of the object 
into account, then we can easily see that in fact Husserl never thought that the noema is an internal 
mediator of the object. After the phenomenological reduction is performed, the noema is the object in 
its how, showing up as both identical and (ideally) real. 
 
Additional note on the Noema 
Let me first clarify the “double sense” in which Husserl deals with the relation between the object as a 
part of the noema – i.e., the ‘X’ or substrate – and the ideal, “real” object as the possible and 

                                                             
2 On a side note, in German one can use the word sense for mind. “To have something in mind” in German is “etwas im Sinn 
haben” [to have something in sense] and, as such, is closely related to “Vermeinen” [to mean something]. “Sinn” is also used 
for what in English is “meaning.” So, the confusion and difficulty of translating Husserl into English is significant. “Meaning-
bestowing act” is “Sinn gebender Akt.” And for “intending,” Husserl often uses the word “Vermeinen.” 
3 If we take Husserl’s later theory of intersubjectivity into account, then we even have to claim that the „real“ or „actual“ object 
should be defined as an ideal object of all intersubjective experiences. 
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harmonious fulfillment of all experiences that we could have of such an object. It is my suspicion that 
Stone misses this important distinction, and hence does not see that Husserl’s conception of the relation 
between consciousness and object is rather unique, and that as such, it cannot be compared to Kant’s 
conception, which will lead us to the aforementioned problem of time. As we know, commentators have 
been puzzled by Husserl’s concepts of the noema and object for the last 30 years. It remains especially 
unclear whether the noema and the object should be interpreted within an epistemological framework 
or within an ontological framework. I argue, however, that if we follow Husserl, we should adopt a 
position that is beyond this divide and can incorporate both. I believe that Husserl’s position attempts to 
be merely descriptive, which is to say, that various epistemological and ontological levels are blended 
into each other. In order to understand Husserl’s conception of the noema, we must first grasp his 
definition of the “object-that-is-intended” in the noema. As Drummond has shown, the “object-that-is-
intended” is itself a fundamental part of the noema, and yet it should not be understood as an 
ontologically different entity. In other words, the noema is not to be conceptualized as a “mediator” 
between an inner representational world and an outer real world. Terms, such as “immanence,” 
“transcendence,” “object,” or even “noema,” are above all descriptive and eidetic concepts. Second, we 
must attempt to grasp Husserl’s concept of the object.  Here, it is important that we take into account 
that, according to Husserl, the noemata constitute themselves in the form of an identity: they are 
intended as an identity. While I am perceiving, imagining, or remembering, the same something 
constitutes the object of my acts as identical. In other words, the ‘X’ of the noema is the way in which 
something, a “theme,” is as something conscious. Identity and the ‘X’ belongs to the mode of experience 
itself.  
 
This should lead us immediately to acknowledge that for Husserl, terms such as identity and unity 
before they are idealized on the logical level are temporal concepts. For instance, being in front of FLW’s 
Fallingwater I can perceive parts of the building that up until now I always only imagined when flipping 
through catalogs and reading literature about the house. “Fallingwater” as “the” thematic ‘X’ remains, 
throughout my different, now remembered-imagined and perceived acts, always the same, but – and 
this is important to note – “it” (“Fallingwater”) is indeed constituted as the same. Hence, though it 
seems as if the determinable ‘X’ and the noematic sense are different, the ‘X’ is just another descriptive 
moment of the noema. However, Fallingwater as an identical, intentional object and the temporal 
fulfillment of all possible experiences that we could have of it, should be differentiated from the “real” 
or “actual” object “Fallingwater,” since, according to Husserl, this requires further investigations of 
modalizations, evidence and motivated positing (Ideas I, #136-#145), which leads to the “reality” of the 
‘X’ as being itself a phenomenon that can be investigated. If we follow Husserl’s own advice and take 
those concepts as descriptions and, if we take into account what he himself says in #131, namely, that 
“the determinable, which is part of every core, is conscious as identical” [“das Bestimmbare, das in 
jedem Kerne liegt, als identisches bewusst ist”] (Hua III/1, 302)], then we must conceive of the proposed 
identity of the determinable ‘X’ as the possibility of harmonious [einstimmig] fulfillment, and not, as 
some commentators claim, as something totally different from the determination (13); for this thought 
would indeed transform the ‘X’ into a “third.” Quite importantly, however, phenomenologically 
conceived, there is no third, given that ontological distinctions are bracketed out at that point of 
Husserl’s considerations. We should note that Husserl’s concept of an object and of Gegenstaende (in 
general) is different from Kant’s concept of objects, since [1] Husserl’s position is based on a conception 
of objects given in their fullness, such as values, purposes, perspective, lived Body, distance, nearness, 
the position of the eyes, reaching out, empathy, “more-consciousness,” etc., which are topics that 
remain, for the most part, unconsidered in Kant’s transcendental philosophy, [2] what Kant attempted 
to reconstruct as pure categories, turn, in Husserl’s theory, into phenomena in their own right, that is to 
say, they are turned into objects of study and analysis. For example, for Husserl, causality does not – as it 
does in Kant’s approach – become a determination of the object; rather, causality becomes a 
phenomenon that is another word for the constitution of the material object, as explained and 
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described by Husserl in Ideas II. Put simply, it is not, as in Kant, a rule that rationality prescribes, which 
guarantees objective knowledge. Hence, it is not true, as some commentators claim, that the 
indeterminable ‘X’ is a “consequence of the object’s materiality” (13). Indeed, materiality is a very 
specific mode within which the correlation between noesis and noema must be eidetically described in 
response to its specific givenness, but the infinity is not the consequence of its materiality. In addition, if 
we take Husserl’s genetic phenomenology into account, which attempts to show how logical categories 
emerge out of the sensible or aesthetical realm and become idealized, we immediately see that the 
phenomenological conception of what “object,” “thing” or “Gegenstand” means, is far removed from 
any Kantian or metaphysical account of the relation between consciousness and object. The question of 
the objective validity of the categories, is, seen from Husserl’s point of view, misconstrued, for 
phenomenologically, we deal with categories in modes of experiences within which those categories are 
given. Consequently, I cannot see how Husserl’s conception of the thing can be connected to Kant. It 
seems, rather, to have its origins in anti-idealist and anti-metaphysical movements at the end of the 19th 
century. However, as I pointed out, Husserl’s conception of the object as an indeterminable ‘X’ and the 
identity of the object, has to do with harmonious fulfillment and, hence, requires a temporal 
interpretation and synthesis. Husserl preferred the A edition of Kant’s deduction because of the special 
relation between consciousness and object. The phenomenon of time is the deeper reason for Husserl’s 
preference of the A-edition, especially if we take into account that Husserl himself speaks (in his Kant 
speech from 1924, which is really a speech about his own philosophy…) of the “mythology of the 
transcendental apperception” (Hua VII, 235).  
 
Questions and Comments: 
“Terrific! Dazzling! Amazing!” (Boston Globe)  
“Certainly the best class of 2012” (New York Times) 
“Outstanding, shocking - a learning experience of a special kind” (LA Times) 
“Deeply moving story of Husserl’s Ideas I” (Kansas Tribune) 
“A troubling emotional journey into hyletic stuff!” (Lansing State Journal) 
“Intentionality at its best!” (Huffington Post) 


