The tendency, which unfortunately characterizes still nowadays Husserl scholarship, especially the one tackling TI, at moving back and forth between radically different texts without ever posing the questions as to the legitimacy of such mode of proceeding has always been one of the main obstacles to the attempts at coming to terms with Husserl’s transcendental idealism. Already elsewhere, a systematic classification of Husserl’s texts was proposed with the explicit aim of shedding light on how the question itself of TI should be properly framed and set up.
In the first place, we should speak of the esoteric dimension of Husserl’s thought: by such turn of phrase we mean to include his research manuscripts and, more generally, all the texts that were not meant to be published. One can then speak of a semi-public dimension of Husserl’s philosophy, which would embrace e.g. his correspondence. To this, one should then add a third dimension of Husserl’s production, the public one: this would include lectures, seminars as well as public speeches and conferences (e.g., the Paris lectures). Finally, one can speak of the exoteric dimension of Husserl’s thought, by which we intend to refer both to the texts actually published by Husserl himself during his lifetime and those meant to be published. 

ES = Esoteric dimension
SP = Semi-Public dimension
PU = Public dimension
EX = Exoteric dimension

It is important not to misunderstand the reason behind this division or, better: its goal and purpose. The point for us is not to determine which texts should be taken into consideration and which ones should be banned. Negatively speaking—the point is to avoid moving back and forth between texts or contexts that are chronologically quite apart from one another, thereby running the risk of mixing them up systematically. Positively speaking—the goal is to acknowledge that as there exist different layers and strata of Husserl’s production and exposition of his thought, and as it might be the case that a certain system of concepts appears at one level, yet not at another or simultaneously at many levels, then a strategy is required that is able to justify our selection of texts and hermeneutics. That a concept can be at work in a certain text, even if its explicit presence is nowhere to be found (as is the case with the term/concept “transcendental idealism” in Ideas) is one thing. That one could take for granted that—although a certain term (or concept) is nowhere to be explicitly found in a certain text or context—its latent presence can be equally assumed without further ado, is another. We can accept the former line of thought but have to decisively reject the latter. As the strategy to adopt can and should vary depending on the specific set of concepts and problems under scrutiny, let us here focus upon what interests us in the first place: Husserl’s transcendental idealism.
As should be apparent, our strategy has been so far, and is going to still be the following: primary attention is to be given to EX and PU, that is to say, to all those texts and contexts in which Husserl publically (PU) and officially (EX) presents his view on TI. Thus, and based on what we can firmly establish in this way, an attempt will be made at moving in two different, yet parallel directions. On the one hand, the question will have to be asked why TI appears in certain EX and PU-texts, while not in other EX and PU-texts. In short, the problem will be why TI appears in certain official and public contexts (e.g., the Cartesian Meditations), yet not in others (e.g., Ideas I). On the other hand, we will try to move beyond the limits of PU-EX to understand how TI actually developed over the years in texts and contexts in which it is nowhere to be found. The highly problematic character of the state of affairs is shown by the following fact. In a letter of 1934 to Émile Baudin Husserl labels himself “the phenomenological ‘idealist;’” and yet, he hastens to add the following: “by the way, this is a word [= idealism] which I no longer use” (Hua-Dok III/, 7). The letter was written in June 1934. In the text written a few months later for his lecture for the 8th World Congress of Philosophy in Prague (September 2-9, 1934), Husserl will remark that terms such as idealism, subjectivism and transcendentalism are now affected by a “bad reputation” (Hua XXVII, 195). That Husserl must have really felt this way, it is also shown by the last work he published during his lifetime: the Crisis of European Sciences. Here the expression “idealism” seems never be employed by Husserl to characterize his own transcendental phenomenology. In a letter of 1932 to Roman Ingarden, Husserl speaks of a “completely new ‘idealism’” (Hua-Dok III/3, 287), yet only in quotation marks and—most importantly—with an explicit reference to the Meditations, notably, the relation between the first four meditations and CM V. At least when it comes to EX, Husserl seems to make good to his words to Émile Baudin. Even if it not easy to determine when, exactly, Husserl decided to stop using it to officially label his phenomenology, the term is explicitly present in the Nachwort of 1930—yet appears nowhere in the Phenomenology and Anthropology lecture of 1931 (but we know that it surfaced in that same very year, in France, in the Méditations cartésiennes).

