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Lacan and Husserl: How Is a New Philosophical Critique Possible?
Ma Yinghui

Husserl describes the transcendental constitution as a generative process proceeding from eidetic
phenomenology to intentional psychology embodied in the genesis of the zone—-point body out of the procession
from primary differentiation and mutual repression into intentional integration. Lacan makes two crucial
breakthroughs here: firstly his mirror-stage theory reveals that the essence of intentional integration consists in
misrecognition and alienation; secondly based on the object @ he replaces the manifold structure of pure
consciousness with the topological structure of Being. Unlike Husserl who regards the corporal and integral
mother-infant relation as the foundation of zone—-point Being Lacan proposes that zone—point Being is ultimately
based on the object @ which permanently flows in its “future” phase prior to protention. Through the
revelation of the new essentializing and temporalizing functions of this special object the phenomenological

realm of intuition and being expands itself and a possible new philosophical critique emerges.

The Problem of Self-consciousness: The Heidelberg School Philosophy of Mind and Phenomenology
Zhao Meng

The Heidelberg School inaugurated by Dieter Henrich raises the “problem of self-consciousness” and
criticizes the reflection theory of self-consciousness. This paper examines four theoretical positions concerning
self-consciousness namely the higher-order theories the selfwepresentational theory the Heidelberg
Schools attitude and the phenomenological approach. The first two of these positions fall prey to the
Heidelberg School’s criticism; meanwhile the selfduminosity model of self-consciousness advanced by the
phenomenologist Dan Zahavi is a good approach to follow. Alert to the Heidelberg School’s criticism during the
construction  in the phenomenological tradition of the theoretical model of self-consciousness a
phenomenological access to self-consciousness emerges out of an analysis based on the phenomenology of inner

time-consciousness embodiment and the intertwining of these two aspects.



