
195A.-T. Tymieniecka (ed.), Phenomenology of Space and Time: The Forces of the Cosmos 
and the Ontopoietic Genesis of Life: Book One, Analecta Husserliana 116,
DOI 10.1007/978-3-319-02015-0_15, © Springer International Publishing Switzerland 2014

    Abstract     Particular layers of re-constitutive analyses, the access to the structure of 
the core ( Kern ), the “unbuilding,” as well as the “building-up”—there is a complex 
and structured notion of the movements of the phenomenological method that can 
lead us to challenges of that kind of investigation in which phenomenology and 
archeology overlap. We fi nd several legitimate questions: Where does the concept 
of archeology occur in the phenomenological context? What kind of methodological 
tools does it use and what are the results of archeological discovery? The sphere 
where we can elaborate this kind of thinking represents methodologically anchored 
investigation and it leads phenomenology to its boundaries, to its borderline charac-
terization as well. In this context we situate the question of origination and emergence. 
Our contribution will be based on Husserl’s manuscripts collected in  Husserliana 
Materialien VIII  and  Husserliana XXXIV , in which the problematics of reduction 
and time analyses are intertwined.  

    What does the phenomenological archeology as a part of the phenomenological 
methodology mean and which place does it occupy in the philosophy of Edmund 
Husserl? We start with a general characterization, that there are several possible 
ways in which we can grasp the phenomenological method in the meaning of its 
performance and impact. There are various manners in which it can be applied, 
uncovered or caught in its movements, without weakening its radical claim. And the 
method is determined by this achievement too. We shall pursue the issue in 
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accordance with this dynamic (reciprocal) “logic” of reduction. At this point we 
choose three points of view which mean three different optics in the framework of 
our chosen problem. 

 The  first  circle will be associated with different forms of borderline phe-
nomena. That which can be on the level of its appearing called “limit,” can shift 
us also to other boundaries and limits: thus to the boundaries of the method and 
to its possibilities, as well as to the possible structure of the phenomenology. 
In other words, the fi rst range of questions will be enacted on the line thematic—
methodic. 1  What we subsequently find out about the character of the method 
then we develop further in the  second  point when we focus on the topics as 
discovering, originating, generating, transforming, which are by their nature 
also very diffi cult to be addressed and which are also very important in a method-
ological context. At this point we shall pay particular attention to the manners of 
phenomenological archeology as a special part of the phenomenological achieve-
ment. In the  third  point we shall outline how both of these methodological 
accounts can function in the context of intersubjectivity and communicativeness 
(of phenomenology/archeology). This presents a feasibility test of these borderline 
phenomenological lines of thought (from the thematic and methodological point 
of view). 

 These refl ections will be based on the texts in which Husserl problematizes and 
radicalizes his methodological considerations. They belong to the 1926–1934 
period and diverge in two directions—toward temporal analyses (Hua-Mat VIII) 
and toward phenomenological reduction (Hua XXXIV). As a supplement we shall 
use Eugen Fink’s insight into phenomenology of phenomenology and Husserl’s 
answers in the  Sixth Cartesian Meditation  (VI CM and Dok. II/1). 2  These selected 
texts are important and their scope is wide from the thematic and interpretational 
perspective, and they have been researched in depth in further phenomenological 
literature. We shall draw from these resources selectively with regard to the three 
chosen problematic areas of our interest. 

1   If under the phenomenological method we understand the steps which are not inserted to the 
system from outside but are its inherent part. The methodological possibilities of phenomenology 
in the texts of late Husserl were analyzed in the monograph by Jaroslava Vydrová 
 Cesty fenomenológie .  Fenomenologická metóda neskorého Husserla  [The Ways of 
Phenomenology. Phenomenological Method of Later Husserl] (Pusté Úľany: Schola Philosophica, 
2010). Cf. Georgy Chernavin,  Transzendentale Archäologie - Ontologie - Metaphysik .  Methodologische 
Alternativen in der phänomenologischen Philosophie Husserls  (Nordhausen: Verlag Traugott 
Bautz GmbH, 2012). 
2   Eugen Fink,  Sixth Cartesian Meditation , The Idea of a Transcendental Theory of Method, With 
textual notations by Edmund Husserl, trans. Ronald Bruzina (Indiana University Press, 1995). 
Fink’s text will be quoted as VI CM, Husserl’s as Dok. II/1. Orig.:  VI .  Cartesianische Meditation , 
Teil 1. Die Idee einer transzendentalen Methodenlehre, Texte aus dem Nachlass Eugen Finks 
(1932) mit Anmerkungen und Beilagen aus dem Nachlass Edmund Husserls (1933/34), ed. Hans 
Ebeling, Jann Holl and Guy van Kerckhoven (Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers, 1988). 
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    The Method and Its Possibilities, Shifting of Boundaries 
and New Challenges 

 Each problem which stands aside the common range of investigation because of its 
specifi c nature is a kind of challenge which requires a distinctive approach, a 
specifi c “sensibility” 3  or a specifi c method. Husserl notices this in different points 
of his texts—although in his own work of exposing we can see that some problems 
come into the fi eld of view earlier, some appear later, thanks to the change of optic 
or thanks to the deepening or broadening of the investigation and its tools. Not every 
phenomenon can be investigated in the same (phenomenologically common) way. 

 We can start with one distinctive and paradoxical case, which can in the end return 
us to the question of emergence, to the context where this question could be raised. 
“Only that is ‘unthinkable’ for me that I cease to exist transcendentally. The ending 
as a man in the objective world, dying, whereas others are bodily living further, that 
needs another interpretation, which does not belong here.” 4  What is being suggested 
here? Thematically this opens up the sphere of other, “new” phenomena; and it is also 
a new level of investigation. 5  The development of this investigation can bring forward 
signifi cant distinctions which in turn cast light on the possibilities of the method. 
The broader background of the problematic of death represents—as the phenomenon 
itself indicates—the temporal question of understanding the future, or the horizon 
of future. Its consequent thematisation is not appropriately available to static analy-
sis and it is beginning to open up on the background of the question of the living 
present as a considerable phenomenological problem. The phenomena connected to 
the past and to the future have their specifi c nature partly linked to the characterization 
as possibility, ambiguity, lack of clarity, doubtfulness, almost nothingness—however, 
in both cases of past and future they are defi ned in specifi c ways, because the 
future is not accessible to investigation in the same way as in the case of the past. 6  

3   As Róbert Karul indicates: “Sensibility, which is connected to appearing of being, is sensibility 
of intentionality of consciousness related to the openness of being…” Róbert Karul, “Subjektivita 
ako afektivita a trpnosť,” [Subjectivity as Affectivity and Passiveness]  Filozofi a  51: 6 (1996), p. 387. 
This was analyzed in depth and pointed out in many works of A. J. Steinbock, to some of them we 
refer in the further text. 
4   Edmund Husserl,  Späte Texte über Zeitkonstitution  ( 1929 – 1934 ), Die C-Manuskripte, ed. Dieter 
Lohmar (Dordrecht: Springer, 2006), Hua-Mat VIII, p. 97. “Nur das ist ‘undenkbar’ für mich, dass 
ich transzendental aufhöre. Aufhören als Mensch in der objektiven Welt, sterben, während Andere 
leiblich fortleben, das bedarf einer anderen, nicht hierher gehörigen Auslegung.” 
5   Which draws attention to itself by standing aside from the fi eld of investigation, or it does not let 
the phenomena to appear in this investigation in the adequate manner. 
6   Cf. Husserl,  Späte Texte über Zeitkonstitution  ( 1929 – 1934 ), Hua-Mat VIII, C 4, No. 21 a – Husserl 
speaks about a different reconstruction of that which is past and future. This problematic is 
elaborated also by Anthony J. Steinbock in his text: “From Phenomenological Immortality to 
Natality,” in  Rethinking Facticity , ed. François Raffoul and Eric Sean Nelson (Albany: State 
University of New York Press, 2008), pp. 25–40. 
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The living present is a key, which opens and starts up this analysis in two directions 
as well as anchors it in  I  as a  Limes  of the beginning and the end. 

 Husserl asks: “ How  do we come to Limes or rather to ending?” 7  We need to 
come to the borderline which lets new options “enter” the problematic, the border-
line that should “let through” the heterogeneity and thus make it thematised in a 
certain kind of way. We arrive to the borderline of experience and the borderline of 
its regularity. It is a problematisation of the question, how is this kind of differentia-
tion possible within the continuity, sameness? 8  Let us mention three problematic 
spheres which can occur here: The example of stopping represents not only death, 
ending, but also sleeping, falling asleep, the unconscious, passivity, but also exhaustion, 
faintness, illness, which are slow forms of stopping, losing interest, decline of 
attention or ceasing any activity. There are different forms of “leaving.” An example 
from the other part of the range of “beginning–end” is a birth, which stands aside 
the common range of understanding mainly by minimal overlapping of the past and 
the future 9  compared to the adult—who always orients with regard to his or her past 
and future horizons. The third sphere of borderline forms are animal beings with 
different degrees of intentional “distancing” ( Entfernung ), plants, different kinds 
of pathological anomalies, which thanks to their particularity in turn cast light on 
subjectivity and its normality—thus they co-determinate it. 

 Husserl indicates: “The original source of ‘intuition’ for all the possibilities of a 
transcendental subject lies always in myself, in the modifi cations of my inwardness. 
Possibilities through modifi cations occur also in the higher ‘intuition’ as borderline 
cases.” 10  We could say, that these examples lead to the level of transformation, mod-
ifi cation or in other words, of depth of that which is “psychic inward” ( Innerlichkeit ). 
The road there could be opened by the kind of method that is associated with acquiring 
the form of the world in the infi nite opened progress of uncovering the horizon 
(as pointed out in the text C 6, No. 22). 11  

 In these examples Husserl  on the one hand  continuously uncovers particular layers 
of the life of subjectivity, which cover the following: I and its life, different modes, 

7   Husserl,  Späte Texte über Zeitkonstitution  ( 1929 – 1934 ), Hua-Mat VIII, p. 97 (italics J. V.). 
8   Husserl goes further: “Primal phenomenally belongs to the primal impression the difference 
(the unexplained) pertaining to sameness as well as not-sameness, of the sameness that is concrete 
self- same with itself (the unchanged), of the not-sameness that is continually and concretely simi-
lar with itself; further of the not-sameness as a leap, making diversion…” (“Urphänomenal gehört 
zur Urimpression der Unterschied (der unausgelegte) des Gleichmäßigen und des Ungleichmäßigen, 
des Gleichmäßigen als mit sich selbst konkret Gleichen (Unveränderten), des Ungleichmäßigen als 
mit sich kontinuierlich konkret Ähnlichen, ferner des Ungleichmäßigen als einen Sprung, <ein> 
eine Abhebung bildenden…”) (Ibid., p. 98). 
9   Cf. Ibid., p. 101. The world of the child “begins in instinctive intentionality of the ‘fi rst childhood’ 
in the body of the mother” (C 3, No. 17). 
10   Ibid., p. 105. (“Die Urquelle der ‘Anschauung’ für alle Möglichkeiten eines transzendentalen 
Subjekts liegt aber immer in mir selbst, in den Abwandlungen meiner eigenen Innerlichkeit. 
Möglichkeiten durch Abwandlungen ergeben sich auch in höherstufi ger ‘Intuition’ als Limesfälle.”) 
11   As a paradox (a very apt one) this is the point of intersection of the absence, the minimalism or 
the poverty of the borderline phenomena with its depth, or the depth it helps to unlock. 
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forms of its directedness, which create a special style or centralization of I; he 
discusses the higher degree of refl ection and its pre-conditions, the constitutions of 
practical interests, the relationship between affectivity and activity, etc.  On the other 
hand  gradual deepening and layering enable us to open the theme of the horizon 
(the horizon of the world and the horizon of the situation), the foreground and back-
ground, implicit and the explicit. He thus brings into the game different possibilities 
of “the allowed,” the acceptable or adequate thematisation. As we can see, some 
themes can fall out of the scope of investigation and are missing in its optic because 
they require another degree of approach or a different methodological index. 

 What do these examples suggest to the understanding of the phenomenological 
method with regard to the problematic of emergence? The thematic casts light on 
the methodological; the methodological on the other hand releases the thematic. 
On one hand, both spheres appear heterogeneous in their nature, i.e. they refuse 
simple or causal parallelism. On the other hand, they infl uence each other, they are 
intertwined. This double exposure is effi cient and becomes obvious also as a result 
of the analysis of borderline cases. This analysis points out not only to limits of the 
method but also functions positively to enlarge its scope. We may relate this under-
standing to Georgy Chernavin’s description who writes about different methodological 
strategies, potentialities and alternatives being “different perspectives of developing 
the phenomenological method.” 12  

 These methodological examples nevertheless need not be on the same level which 
moves us to yet another issue. This is the matter of a more complex outlook on the 
form, the build or the structure of phenomenology. As Husserl wrote, it is the case 
of  layering . As we get more intense in investigating phenomena—and this goes 
hand in hand with problematizing of “how” and “if” we may explore them—there 
appears in the fi nal analysis the problematic of phenomenology within the phenom-
enology of phenomenology. The layered nature of phenomenology is described by 
Eugen Fink in the  Sixth Cartesian Meditation : (1) self-consideration is radicalized 
in the form of (2) the phenomenological reduction, bracketing, which leads to the 
transcendental onlooker and to the question of the constitution of the world. The next 
step is (3) the transcendental theory of elements ( Elementarlehre ) with the scope of 
examination of regressive and constructive phenomenology. And the highest level 
(4) is the transcendental theory of method. 13  Each layer has its own problem sphere 
of investigation. Other possibilities of structuring however offer different outlooks 
on the steps of reduction and epoché, as colorfully described and realized in particular 
texts by Husserl. 

 This approach which works with a certain kind of “classifi cation” on one hand 
systemizes the process of investigation; on the other hand it frames the functioning 
of the method. Such framing can exclude a potential discovery of other contexts. 

12   Chernavin,  Transzendentale Archäologie - Ontologie - Metaphysik , p. 11f. 
13   Sixth Cartesian Meditation , VI CM, p. 12f., cf. §§ 1, 2; cf. Roberto J. Walton, “The Constitutive 
and Reconstructive Building-up of Horizons,” in  Epistemology ,  Archeology ,  Ethics .  Current 
Investigation of Husserl ’ s Corpus , Continuum Issue in Phenomenology and Hermeneutics, ed. Pol 
Vandevelde and Sebastian Luft (London, New York: Continuum, 2010), p. 134. 
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Static phenomenology thus cannot see the genetic and the generative; the descriptive 
level should be adequately elaborated 14 ; the analysis can enable the passage toward 
the interpretative, hermeneutic connections; or the basic constitutive analysis may 
not be suffi cient for the deeper archeology, etc. Such enumeration points out the 
extent of achievement of the method. On the background of the notions of layering 
nature of phenomenology, there appears the question of new possibilities, plurality 
and pluralisation of the phenomenological method. Within the formalizing and 
systemizing approach there may also appear different characterizations of the 
method bringing forth something newer and more effi cient—and the manner in which 
this happens shall be described in the upcoming example of phenomenological 
archeology as a possible access to the topic of emergence.  

    Movements and Transformations 

 The principle of plurality in relation to the nature of the method and its boundaries 
does not need to function only on the quantitative level (as snowballing of new pos-
sibilities) but also in the form of deepening, intensifying or radicalizing. 15  Thereby 
we can once again open the question of refl ecting upon motivation with regard to the 
phenomenological method which functions as “a disturbance,” a turning point in the 
common way of perceiving, living; refl ecting its iteration, it is “the decision that is 
being decided each time, anew;” 16  and refl ecting on its movements, movements of its 
performances. Husserl also uses the word “Windung,” wrapping something around, 
winding something around (or also winding something off), which metaphorically 
suggests that neither the direction nor movements of the method are not straightfor-
wardly linear but work within the variousness of layers. Similarly, in the relationship 
between attitudes (if we talk about the main differentiation between the natural and 
the phenomenological attitude; in the more narrow meaning of the attitude- thematic 
we may talk about the plurality of attitudes) it is not just parallelism that functions 
there, the transitions between attitudes do not occur along the same “avenues” from 
one to another and back. The focus of the phenomenological method—not only in 
the genetic phenomenology, but also in analyses of earlier texts—takes different 
courses and develops in different dynamics. The polysemy that occurs around the 
phenomenological method is in some later texts supplemented by the overlapping of 
epoché and reduction, or by some kind of liberation. This outcome is partly natural 

14   This was pointed out by Jagna Brudzinska in her contribution “On descriptive Methods.” 
Cologne-Leuven Summer-School in Phenomenology: Methods of Husserl’s Phenomenology (July 
16th–20th, 2012). 
15   Cf. the work by G. Chernavin. 
16   Steinbock, “The Poor Phenomenon. Marion and the Problem of Giveness,” pp. 129–130. Cf. Hua 
XXXIV (p. 194), where Husserl fi nds “the synthetic action of refl ective iteration.” Edmund 
Husserl,  Zur phänomenologischen Reduktion , Texte aus dem Nachlass (1926–1935), ed. Sebastian 
Luft (Dordrecht, Boston, London: Kluwer Academic Publishers, 2001). 
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due to thematic variety. This specifi c development of the phenomenological method 
could be shown in Husserl’s texts in the volume XXXIV that are focused on reduc-
tion: on one hand they are thematically divergent which on the other hand refl ects 
their inner fi xation within the methodological context. 

 The optic that captures the methodological variety is connected with the issue of 
layering, and phenomenological archeology brings forth the act of  de - layering . The 
work of an archeologist—and by analogy also a researcher as well as a philosopher—
functions as: progressing toward  Abbau , walking backwards ( Rückgang ), the 
uncovering ( Aufdeckung ) of elementary structures. Behind these instructions 
(mentioned e. g. in the text C 6, No. 23) we can fi nd Husserl’s insights toward what 
he calls the kernel structure ( Kernstruktur ): “The primal hyle in its own temporal-
ization is so to speak a core, alien to I, in the concrete present.” 17  An archeologist 
proceeds by several steps by which he or she goes through different layers. What is 
uncovered on the fi rst layer is my fl owing present in the epoché (my past and my 
future), on the second layer we reduce the specifi c fl owing present through  Abbau 
 “to primal impresional immanent presence-of-a-matter, to the ‘alien to I,’ i.e. the 
immanent hyle.” 18  The movement through which we disclose these layers is indicated 
in the movement of Abbau, the movement back,  zurück —through searching for 
different forms and layers of the (hidden) transcendence toward the original (pre-)
impressional sphere, toward the hyletic core. 

 This “kernel” layers as if had two meanings. It is essential in that it creates the 
grounds or the “footwall” that we may examine, but we can go further from it 
and build up on it. In one of the key passages Husserl explicitly describes the 
archeological work:

  Phenomenological archeology, the excavation of constitutive building elements concealed 
in their structural members, the building elements of apperceptive sense-achievements 
that present themselves in their readiness as experiential world. The questioning and the 
laying bare of individual achievements that create the sense of Being all the way to that last, 
 archai , to letting rise up again in the spirit the natural unity of variously founded validations 
of Being with their relative beings. As by the common archeology: reconstruction, under-
standing in ‘zigzag’. 19  

   Let us fi rst look at the movement of this process. To move in the zigzag fashion 
means to go further but not in the linear direction but respecting layers of the “soil” 
through which we move. It provides a special dynamic to the phenomenological 

17   “Die Urhyle in ihrer eigenen Zeitigung ist der sozusagen ichfremde Kern in der konkreten 
Gegenwart” (Husserl,  Späte Texte über Zeitkonstitution  ( 1929 – 1934 ), Hua-Mat VIII, p. 110). 
18   “…auf die urimpressionale immanente Sach-Gegenwart, auf die ‘ichfremde,’ nämlich die immanente 
Hyle (Empfi ndungssphäre)” (Ibid., p. 109). 
19   “Phänomenologische Archäologie, das Aufgraben der in ihren Baugliedern verborgenen konsti-
tutiven Bauten, der Bauten apperzeptiver Sinnesleistungen, die uns fertig vorliegen als 
Erfahrungswelt. Das Zurückfragen und dann Bloßlegen der Seinssinn schaffenden Einzelleistungen 
bis zu den letzten, den  archai , um von diesen aufwärts wieder im Geist erstehen <zu> lassen die 
selbstverständliche Einheit der so vielfach fundierten Seinsgeltungen mit ihren relativ Seienden. 
Wie bei der gewöhnlichen Archäologie: Rekonstruktion, Verstehen im ‘Zick-Zack’” (Ibid., pp. 
356–357). 
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method and at the same time it casts light on the specific interconnectedness, 
on relationships uncovered in this manner. 

 So we already defi ned the shape of the trajectory of this movement and now 
comes the question of its direction, “from where” it goes and “to where” it 
progresses. To the passage from Husserl quoted above we could add the explanation 
by Roberto J. Walton: “On the one hand, it amounts to a restoration that advances in 
the opposite direction of unbuilding, and employs the elementary constituents that 
have been unearthed as a cornerstone for the reconstruction of what was unbuilt. 
It sets itself the task of ‘letting rise up again’…what has been dismantled out of the 
 archai  provided by deconstruction … On the other hand, building-up can be under-
stood as an extension in the same direction into further depth dimensions.” It is not 
just simple movement “from here to there,” as Walton notices: “It is not a reversion 
but rather a continuation of unbuilding.” 20  

 Phenomenological archeology which at fi rst sight seems like continuous disas-
sembling to the level of elements incorporates thus—paradoxically—the question 
of creating, origination, emergence. What could archeology say about that? Let us 
note two moments:  The fi rst point  is  orientational  meaning that if we want to 
capture ephemeral events of origination, creation, ontopoiesis, the deeper meaning 
and possibilities of modifi cation, as a result of phenomenological archeology 
we can situate, anchor this problematic within the layers of phenomenological 
investigation. This point is essential for the methodological line of thought. With the 
help of Ronald Bruzina we would like to put this problem in the specifi c framework: 
“It is crucial, of course, to realize that this phenomenology of temporalization is not 
a rival to the cosmological account of the evolution of the physical universe.” In the 
part of his analysis called “Limitations to the disclosure of origination” he also 
writes about a “careful theoretical critique of the limits in phenomenology’s 
investigation into origins.” 21  

 Clarifying this problem from the methodological point of view and situating it in 
the specifi c phenomenological investigation is connected also with its development 
which represents  the second point —we can call it  nodal . Archeology “unlocks” this 
problematic on one hand in its center, on the other hand it then gets developed 
further, it is further thematisation. In other words, origination is here not only the 
theme as such, but it is developed in complex phenomenological connections. 
Husserl looks at it from different angles, more general or more partial, which are 
connected by the question of  modifi cation ,  transformation  ( Umwandlung )—in 
several philosophical differences as well as in inherently methodological matters. 

20   Walton, “The Constitutive and Reconstructive Building-up of Horizons,” pp. 135–136. The prob-
lematic of phenomenological archeology is mentioned also by Angela Ales Bello,  The Divine in 
Husserl and Other Exploration , Analecta Husserliana XCVIII (Dordrecht: Springer, 2009). 
21   Ronald Bruzina, “Phenomenology in a New Century: What Still Needs To Be Done,” in  Analecta 
Husserliana CV , ed. Anna-Teresa Tymieniecka (Dordrecht, Heidelberg, London, New York: 
Springer, 2010), pp. 58 and 65. “What is at issue in genetic phenomenology…is the origination of 
the real of  sense - sensuous manifestness  and of the way sense-manifestness  is for intentional 
experiencing .” (p. 58) 
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We shall present here two examples of two (possible) contexts of its development 
which serve as two cross-sections through this problematic:

    1.     In a broader sense origination is a matter of large steps of the phenomenological 
method: “The transcendental-phenomenological I (and then the transcendental 
we) comes in this action to a new  self - creation , to a transformation of the natural 
I into an I of a radically pure self-consciousness, in radical and ultimate truth, 
and so to a radical and ultimate knowledge of the world and of everything.” 22  It is 
a special kind of transformation, a radical turn in the natural way of life, which 
is connected with a series of consequences related to its methodological 
peculiarity. Therefore Husserl turns to the need of describing the original method 
( Urmethode ) of phenomenology. As Ronald Bruzina writes: “The antecedency 
of transcendental origination is not temporal antecendency in the world; it is an 
antecedency of what can only be found as of that which it gives rise to…It would 
be, in other words, a sense of antecedency wholly specifi c to phenomenology, 
and drawn from its specifi c methodology.” 23    

   2.     In a narrower sense the second type of analysis appears: “This determines the 
system of tasks: (1) We have to learn in the primal modal present and learn to 
understand it in its double or triple primal modal transformation, in the primal 
modal not-egoic transformation, in primal temporalization in which a hyletic 
quasi-world, alien to the ego, has its pre-being; (2) then the ego for which this 
pre-world is and through which or through the functioning of which, in affection 
and action, the proper world comes to creation, in a plurality of levels of creation, 
to which relative worlds correspond.” 24  Such special insights show the thematic 
depth of the problem of origination. It appears in its explicit as well as implicit 
scope and contains not only transformation, modifi cation, variation, creation but 
also the rise of unity and difference, diversity, otherness—the building- up of a 
horizon or “stages, in which the ego does not distinguish itself from the world,” 25  
as described by Roberto J. Walton. They are exposed in the constitutive and 
re-constitutive sense, in the steps of archeological unbuilding, exposed in their 
basis, but also developed further within their effi cacy or functioning. It is the 

22   Husserl,  Späte Texte über Zeitkonstitution  ( 1929 – 1934 ), Hua-Mat VIII, p. 126, italics J. V. 
(“Das transzendental-phänomenologisierende Ich (und nachher das transzendentale Wir) kommt 
in diesem Tun zu einer neuen Selbstschöpfung, einer Umschaffung des natürlichen Ich zu einem 
Ich radikal reinen Selbstbewusstseins, in radikaler und letzter Wahrheit, und damit zu einer 
radikalen und letzten Welterkenntnis, Allerkenntnis.”) 
23   Bruzina, “Phenomenology in a New Century: What Still Needs To Be Done,” p. 66. 
24   Husserl,  Späte Texte über Zeitkonstitution  ( 1929 – 1934 ), Hua-Mat VIII, p. 350. (“Von da aus ist 
das Aufgabensystem vorgezeichnet. (1) Wir müssen in der urmodalen Gegenwart uns zunächst 
umtun und sie in ihrer doppelten bzw. dreifachen urmodalen Wandlung verstehen lernen, der 
urmodalen nichtichlichen Wandlung, der Urzeitigung, in der eine ichfremde hyletische Quasi-Welt 
ihr Vor-Sein hat; (2) dann das Ich, für das diese Vor-Welt ist und durch dessen oder in dessen 
Funktionieren in Affektion und Aktion die eigentliche Welt zur Schöpfung kommt, in einer Vielheit 
von Schöpfungsstufen, denen relative Welten entsprechen.”) 
25   Walton, “The Constitutive and Reconstructive Building-up of Horizons,” p. 133. 
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sphere where unbuilding as well as building-up appears. “In the primal streaming 
standing present, in the absolute life of my I, we founded primal intertwining, 
unity, and primal difference (primal statement, primal un-unifying), which do 
not found unity, but rather distance and differentiation. Distance from the unity, 
manifoldness in joint action with intertwining, which brings about the unity.” 26  
This extends the analysis of subjectivity to other dimensions—which are located 
on its boundaries and could be discovered using a specifi c methodological 
approach—but it remains in frameworks that describe the tension as well as the 
primal blending of both spheres, the sphere of I and not-I. 27     

      “What,” “How” and “With Whom” of Communication 

 The next level represents the perspective of intersubjectivity, 28  which broadens both 
previous parts. It has however been already included in them. In which way? The 
series of borderline phenomena, as was mentioned in the fi rst part, casts new light 
on the intersubjective scope of phenomenology, while it brings forth the specifi c 
 Miteinander  which is for example associated with a child, his or her world, shaped 
on the embryonic level especially by the body of mother (instinctive intentionality 
of the fi rst childhood in mother’s body—as described e.g. in the text No. 7). Their 
world constitution is different from that of an adult. We could develop the analogy 
with the constitution of animals (No. 55), too. Furthermore it is the world of others 
in a wider sense, the world of another nation, other traditions, cultures. The inter-
subjective level opens itself up in its “breadth”—with all variety of the other and 
possible layers of their investigation. When we look into the “depth,” we could 
however fi nd it in its very core, in the centre of constitution where  Miteinander  and 
 Ineinander  overlap. Husserl describes the fundamental level as “primordium”: the 
level of the primordial where we can observe the layer of the primal experience as 
well as the primal alteration—“the alter immanent with the alter I, thus it alters for 
me the alter conscious world, alter-primal conscious”—the iteration of alteration, 
the other of the other. 29  The potentiality of archeology is applied also on the level of 
intersubjectivity, which is a part of unbuilding of fundamental construction layer of 

26   Husserl,  Späte Texte über Zeitkonstitution  ( 1929 – 1934 ), Hua-Mat VIII, p. 76. (“In der urströmen-
den stehenden Gegenwart, dem absoluten Leben meines Ich, haben wir Urverschmelzung, die 
Einheit begründet, und Ursonderung (Urkontrastierung, Uruneinigung), die nicht Einheit, sondern 
Abständigkeit, Differieren begründet. Abständigkeit von Einheiten, Mehrheit im Zusammenwirken 
mit der Einheit schaffenden Verschmelzung.”) 
27   Cf. “Konstitution von Seienden verschiedener Stufen, von Welten, von Zeiten, hat zwei 
Urvoraussetzungen, zwei Urquellen, die zeitlich gesprochen (in jeder dieser Zeitlichkeiten) 
immerfort ihr ‘zugrundeliegen’: (1) mein urtümliches Ich als fungierendes, als Ur-Ich in seinen 
Affektionen und Aktionen, mit allenWesensgestalten an zugehörigen Modis, (2) mein urtümliches 
Nicht-Ich als urtümlicher Strom der Zeitigung und selbst als Urform der Zeitigung, ein Zeitfeld, 
das der Ur-Sachlichkeit, konstituierend” (Ibid., p. 199). 
28   Cf. Walton, “The Constitutive and Reconstructive Building-up of Horizons,” p. 146f. 
29   Husserl,  Späte Texte über Zeitkonstitution  ( 1929 – 1934 ), Hua-Mat VIII, No. 85, p. 374. 
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(inter)subjectivity. In this sense, we are still in accordance with that which was 
already described in both previous parts. But the new dimension by which we want 
to extend this line of thought however means to  communicate  phenomenology, or in 
a specifi c sense to communicate phenomenological archeology. 

 How could this kind of analysis be communicated? To whom should this 
message be addressed? How and why should it be conveyed further? We can once 
again overlap the  Sixth Cartesian Meditation  with Husserl’s texts from the volume 
Hua- Mat VIII. The sixth meditation points to one important dimension which is 
the appearing of phenomenology, the localization in the natural world, “making into 
a science,” transforming it to a communicable science. This is the meeting point of 
both chosen texts, even the point where we may go beyond their scope or where 
we may try to move to  generative  phenomenology. 

 This generative broadening of the horizon anchors phenomenology in history, 
tradition, in how phenomenology becomes a concrete phenomenon, “cultural 
construct.” 30  The output of phenomenology is a very complicated theoretical transition 
of its emergence in concrete historical situation; but we can observe also concrete 
everyday praxis, different activities, phenomenological achievements and work. As 
Eugen Fink writes about it: “…the phenomenological cognizer philosophizes as a 
functionary of the human community, he fi ts himself into the human generative 
habituality of philosophizing, he transmits, lectures, publishes, etc.” 31  In this context 
we can speak about the idea of university, importance of research, sense and value 
of institution, about fellowship, loyalty, etc. Let us supplement this with the text C 
16, No. 83: “When I practice with my co-philosopher a phenomenological world 
consideration, a layering of absolute traditions is uncovered for me and for us, a 
layering in which the world is already constituted, and is there for everybody and 
each possible communicative-social society with its formed special sense and horizon 
of possible development.” 32  In communicating and applying, the phenomenologist 
turns mainly to other performers of reduction—and in our case in the scope of 
archeology. This creates the community of scientists. The place of co- philosophizing 
is here a natural sphere of communication. But its potential is however not exhausted 
by this. The alterity enters in play also here. The other can appear here not only 
as the other philosophizing subject, but—and this is essential—also as a non-
phenomenologist, a mundane scientist, a non-scientist, a member of other cultural 
tradition etc. On this level such a person meets with a phenomenologist who can 
offer his or her knowledge as communicable, or even for further development. 

30   Sixth Cartesian Meditation , Dok. II/1, p. 214. Cf. Geo-historical analysis and wider generative 
analysis of A. J. Steinbock ( Home and Beyond :  Generative Phenomenology After Husserl  
(Evanston, Illinois: Northwestern University Press, 1995). 
31   Sixth Cartesian Meditation , VI CM, p. 145. 
32   Husserl,  Späte Texte über Zeitkonstitution  ( 1929 – 1934 ), Hua-Mat VIII, p. 370. (“Indem ich mit 
meinen Mitphilosophen die phänomenologische Weltbesinnung durchführe, enthüllt sich mir und 
uns die Stufenfolge der absoluten Traditionen, in denen Welt schon konstituiert ist und für jeden 
und jede mögliche kommunikativ-soziale Gemeinschaft mit ihrem ausgestalteten Sondersinn und 
ihrem Horizont möglicher Ausbildung.”) 
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 “The communicative surrounding as a fi eld of communicative praxis has its 
intersubjective structure,” 33  that also applies to outcomes of the methodological 
 process. As a result following the phenomenological archeology we can highlight 
three aspects in this regard:

    1.    Specifi c layers of investigation bring forth their own possibility of communication, 
verifi cation, or further application of their processes. This makes it more complicated 
(limitary) for archeological research or borderline forms of givenness. This layer 
takes into account mainly the phenomenologist’s investigation of “how”.   

   2.    On the other hand this is associated with the shift toward others, toward the 
question “with whom.” On the intersubjective level there enters the diversity 
which infl uences the level of communication, where a phenomenologist 
communicates with an otherwise engaged actor,  et  vice versa.   

   3.    Phenomenological archeology is at the same time interesting by moving the 
boundary of thematisation when bringing the specifi c “what,” specifi c content of 
communication. In the context of Hua-Mat VIII phenomenological archeology 
brings specifi c deepening of investigating the layers of subjectivity, a certain 
in- depth egology, correlatively we could speak about the region investigation 
with regard to emergence (to which belongs the research on the boundary of I 
and not-I, research of temporality, history, or intersubjectivity), or some kind of 
“radicalized” uncovering. And it brings—this was our issue within the chosen 
topic—conclusion even in the area of methodology.    

      Concluding Notes 

 The three areas chosen to look into phenomenological archeology in this paper were 
referred to as the three optics through which we followed our problematic. The optic 
of borderline phenomena brought the opportunity to talk about variability and 
possibilities of the phenomenological method. The second optic followed move-
ments of the method which brought us to the place where the themes of origination, 
emergence and archeology meet. The third optic focused on intersubjective and 
practical consequences. 

 Although we focused primarily on specifi cs of the method and particular levels 
of investigation where archeology occurs, in conclusion let us mention yet one more 
methodological note. We will do it with the help of Anthony J. Steinbock who 
remarked that “phenomenology as regressive or ‘archeological’ reconstruction, 
then, belongs to a static phenomenology: It is ‘phenomenological’ inasmuch as it 
inquires into the accomplishments of sense; but it is static because it questions back 

33   Ibid., p. 398. In text No. 90 Husserl shows, how the level of communication and praxis is 
connected to ground level, core: “Aber es liegt darin, <dass> in allem als weltlich Konstituierten 
vorweg ein Kern bloßer Natur steckt, der durch abstraktiven ‘Abbau’ aller Prädikate objektiven 
Geistes jederzeit hervortreten kann” (p. 402). 
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and then merely lays out the single sense accomplishments.” On the other hand 
Steinbock admits the “possible genetic interpretation of reconstruction.” 34  As we 
mentioned the differentiation of static, genetic and generative phenomenology, or 
other cross-sections/outlooks on the layers of investigation (for example through 
particular steps of the phenomenological method) they make some questions feasible 
yet avoid others. The strategy that we could borrow from phenomenological arche-
ology is refl ected in the peculiar “zigzag” movement, in transitions through 
individual layers (and in turn in exposing them to the refl ection of their relationship), 
in the modifi cation of the method, in a different outlook as we would have expected, 
and in asking what it would bring for us. 35      
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