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incommensurability, in the philosophy of
science, the property exhibited by two scientific
theories provided that, even though they may not
logically contradict one another, they have refer-
ence to no commeon body of data. Positivist and
logical empiricist philosophers of-science like
Carnap had long sought an adequate account of a
theory-neutral language 1o serve as the basis for
testing competing theories, The predicates of this
language were thought to refer to observables;
the observation language described the observ-
able waorld or (in the case of theoretical terms)
could do fo in ﬁﬂ__nHﬂ_m- This view is alleged to
suffer from two major defects. First, observation
is infected with theory — what else could specify
the meanings of cﬂumn?m:nu terms except the
relevant theory? Even 1o perceive is to interpret,
to conceptualize, what is perceived. And what
about observations T::_n by instruments? AI¢

differently). Aristotle’s accou

these not completely constrained by theory?
Second, studies by Thomas Kuhn, Paul Feyer-
abend, and others argued that in periods of
revolutionary change in science the adoption of a
new theory includes mnﬂnﬁm:ﬂm of a completely
new conceptual scheme that is incommensurable
with the older, now rejected. theory. The two
theones are incommensurable because their con-
stituent terms cannot have reference to a theory-
neutral set of observations; :.:H:m is no overlap of
observational meaning berween the competitor
theories; even the data to be explained are dif-
ferent. Thus, when Galileo .u____,.w_H.w_#;m...____.q the physics
af Aristotle he replaced his conceptual scheme —
his “paradigm” — with one that is not logically
incompatible with Aristotle’s, but is incomumensu-
rable with it because in a m.T-mm it is about a
different world (or the world conceived entirely
of the motion of
bodies relied upon occult qualities like natural
tendencies; Galileo’s relied immi_f upon con-
trived experimental situations in which variable
factors could be mathematically calculated. Feyer-
abend’'s even mare radical view is that unless
scientists introduce new theories incommensura-
hle with older ones, science cannot possibly
progress, because falsehoods will never be un-
covered. It is an important implication of these
views about incommensurabilily that acceptance
of theories has 1o do not 55_# with observable
evidence, but also with subjequive factors, social
pressures, and expectations of the scientific com-
munity. Such acceptance appears 1o threaten the
very possibility of developing a coherent method-
ology for science.
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(1) Most phenomenologists admit a radical
difference between the “natural” and the “philo-
sophical” auitude. This leads necessarily to an
equally radical dilference between philosophy
and science. In characterizing this difference some
phenomenologists, in agreement with Husser],
stress only epistemological issues, whereas others,
in agreement with Heidegger. focus their attention
exclusively on ontological topics.

(2) Notwithstanding this radical difference,
there is a complicated set of relationships be-
tween philosophy and science. Within the con-
text of these relationships philosophy has in
some sense a foundational task with respect to
the sciences, whereas science offers to philosophy
at least a substantial part of its philosophical
problematic.

(3) To achieve its task philosophy must per-
form a certain reduction, or epocke, a radical
change of attitude by which the philosopher
turns from things to their meanings, from the
ontic to the ontological, from the realm of the
objectified meaning as found in the sciences to
the realm of meaning as immediately experi-
enced in the “life-world.” In other words, al-
though it remains true that the various phenome-
nologists differ in characterizing the reduction,
no one seriously doubits its necessity.

{4} All phenomenologists subscribe 1o the
doctrine of intentionality, though most elaborate
this doctrine in their own way. For Husseri
intentionality is a characteristic of conscious
phenomena or acts; in a deeper sense, it is the
characteristic of a finite consciousness that origi-
nally finds itself without a world. For Heidegger
and most existentialists it is the human reality
itself that is intentignal; as Being-in-the-world its
€ssence consists in its ek-sistence, ie., in its

- standing out toward the world.

(5) All phenomenologists agree on the funda-
mental idea that the basic concern of philosophy
is to answer the question concerning the “mean-
ing and Being” of beings. All agree in addition
that in trying to materialize this goal the philoso-
pher should be primarily interested not in the
ultimate cause of all finite beings, but in how the
Being of beings and the Being of the world are to
be constituted. Finally, all agree that in answering
the question conceming the meaning of Being a
privileged position is to be attributed to subjectiv-
ity, i.e., to that being which questions the Being
of beings. Phenomenologists differ, however, the
moment they have to specify what is meant by
subjectivity. As noted above, whereas Husserl
donceives it as a worldless monad, Heidegger and

. Most later phenomenologists conceive it as being-

in-the-worid. Relerring to Heidegger's reinterpreta-
tion of his phenomenology, Husserl writes:

one misinterprets my phenomenology back-
wards from a level which it was its very

purpose 10 overceme, in other words, one has
failed to understand the fundamental novelty
af the phenomenological reduction and hence
the progress from mundane subjectivity (i.c.,
man} o ranscendental subjectivity: conse-
quently one has remained stuck in an anthro-
pology . .. which according to my doctrine
has not yet reached the genuine philosophical
level, and whose interpretation as philosophy
means a lapse into “transcendental anthro-
pologism,” that is, “psychologism.™

(&) All phenomenclogists defend a certain
form of intuitionism and subscribe to what
Husserl calls the “principle of all principles™:
“whatever presents itself in ‘intuition” in primor-
dial form (as it were in its bodily reality), is
simply to be accepted as it gives itself out to be,
though only within the limits in which it then
presents itself.” Here again, however, each phe-
nomenologist inlerprets this principle in keeping
with his general conception of phenomenology
as a whole.

Thus, while phenomenologists do share cer-
tain insights, the development of the moverment
has nevertheless been such that it is not possible
to give a simple definition of what phenomenol-
ogy is. The fact remains that there are many
phenomenologists and many phenomenologies,
Therefore, one can only faithfully report what
one has experienced of phenomenology by read-
ing the phenomenologists. J.J.K.
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