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On Edmund Husserl Y : ’

{For: "The Jews of Czechoslovakia')

Husseﬂ!s'scbpe is wide, and his impact on philosophical, scientific, pdlitical
and artistic-thought‘is'ﬂeep and manyfold., There is an ever growing litefature on
the various'aSPects of his approach and method, It is therefore a hopeless task to
try and resume his work. I. shall not attempt it. Inatead, 1 shall try to show why
1t may be held that wlth Husserl a radical revolution of our thought patterns sbts
in, and that ‘we can no longer see the world and ourselves in the Bame way in which
thosge before Husserl did. Wy Husserl was right in believing that hia Phaenomeno-
_logy)&s the -fundamental Bscience of philosophy'. > ‘¥T7&%u~ &%7
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egin with the problem of knowledge. How do we knbw”i This 15 an veter-
nal" problem, and Husserl shows that it is Yeternal', because it was formulated in

Let me

a way which. admits to no solution. Namely thus: in order to know, ‘there must be a
subject who wants to know and an object to be kn{fn. The problem then is: how does

paA
the subject adequated himself to the objeot?hAmAdaequg%lo 1ntellectu5 ad rem'. Ever
<

since Aristotle, passing through Descartes and Hegel, and up to Huaserl, varicus

theories of knowledgé} ﬁepistemologies?, have been elaborated, and they have struct-

ured science. However, none of thesa theories could claim success. On the contrary:
Hume was able to show that on the basis of those theories knowledge in eneral, and

scientific kndaledge 1n.part1cular, is strictly 1mposslble.ﬁ%;ﬁd when Kant: trled to

‘"save science", he aid ‘so by sacrificing the link between theory and praxis, between
"pure" and ﬁépplied“ science. In the meantime, science went on knowing and changing
the world and man, as if it had solved the "eternal" eplstamological problen.

The problem cannot be solved as stated, because it poses the questlon of pre-
cedence between subject and object, Does the subject preceed the object. (*idealis-
me")? Does the object‘preceed the subject, (“realism")? Are they simultaneocus and
somehow mysterlously coordinated? All those are metaphysical questions in the bad
sense of that term. If radically pursued, they lead either to solipsism, {there is
nothing but a. lonely subject who "dreams up" the world), or to a primitive sort of
materlalism, (there is nothing but the mute world of objects, and no such thing as
a mind which knows it)., All the more reasonable positions in between cah be shown
te be compromises between those two radical extremismse.

Husserl reformulates the problem of knowledge, and suddenly there is no probe
lem any longer. He does so by accepting knowledge as a concrete fact, and by showe
ing that it is not knowledge. but the subject and the object of knowledge whiéch are
in need of mn explanatlon. Let me give an examples "I know this table." Now this
is a concrete fact: I know the table. Indeed, it is so concrete that T can take
hold of .
my "Lebenswell',
what I mean'when saying and "table"., What do I mean ‘when saying wIn?  Wells

st as I can take hold of all the other concrete facts which make up

the world I live in., However, what is very much 1ess concrete is

something which, among other things, knows the table. What to I mean when saying
"table"? Well: something which is known by me and by other knowers. . Thus knowledge
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in its sheer concreteness takee‘precedence to both the subject and the object of
knowledge. There is no knower, where there is no knowledge. There is nothing
known, if there is no knowledge. Thus it is not a fact that a knower and a known
| must meet in order to hring about knowledge. On the contrary: it is knowledge
"which bringe about a knower on one of its sides, and a known on the other. Know=
ledge is a concrete relation. and it relates between the two abstractions '"knowerv
rand "known", between two abatract extrapolations from concrete knowledge.
- Theory of knowledge is no longer an attempt to explain how knowledge -comes
i'abont. but to explicit what is implicit in knowledge. It can be shown that 1t is
"a dynamioc relation, a sort of arrow, It points from somewhere. (a euppoeed .BUub=
ject), to eomeuhere. (a Buppoeed object)s It is “intentional" I cen cell the
point where 1t intents from a "subject", and the point where 1t intente to an "ob=
" jectm, "I'know this table" is a concrete intention, e le the abetrect point
where it starts. and "table" is an abatract point which it aims at. But of course
'“there are more knowledgea in my "Lebenswelt' than "I know this table" There is
_for instance the knowledge "I know this house", and the knowledge Vyou know this ;
table", Which brings me to the fellowing vision, ("Schau"). of the concrete wrld
.of knowledgez It is a net of concrete intentionalities, a "field"., . 1In this net
.there are points from which the intentionalities of knowledge flow- thoee are the
" abstract subjects. And there are points in which the 1ntentionalit1ee of knov=
_ledge meet: those are the abstract objects. Thils net is dynamic'#xﬁgzl%;ge in=
creases enlhgggfeasee. And the structure of the net is orderly: "mathesis uni-
versalis"y  The task of theory of knowledge is to study thie fnndamental mathe~
_:metics of the field of knowledge. '
"'0"1"."."-".".-. . )
Now what goee for knowledge, poes for every concrete relation. For in-
:jetance for experience and for evaluation, Experience ie concrete, and it preceeds
" the abstract ‘experiencer and the abstract object experienced. Evaluation is cone
: crete, and it preceeds the abstract evaluator and the abetract object evaluated.
iThe "Lebenewelt" is made up of such concrete, intentional. relations. For in-
stance: when I feel a pain in my stomach, it is the pain which is concrete. and
"IN and "stomech" are but abetract attemps to explain the pain. When I Jjudge
rnaziem to be bad it is the value "evil" which is concrete. and "I" and "HEitler!
.are but abstract attempts to explain evil. Now all thoee types of concrete in-
: tentionalities imply each other. Nothing is known without'being'experienced and
:eVelueted.'nothing is experienced without being known and'evaluated. nothing is
evaluated*uithout being known and experienced. This is what renders the"Lebena-
rfwelt" ooncrete' that it is a net of intentionalities which relate experiencee.
:knouledge and Values. That it gives meaning, (“Sinngebung"). to abetract sub=
Jocts and objeote. I sum: what is concrete about the "Lebenewelt" ie that it is
‘, intentional.l o) ,? sa-o-j '

: Such a "Schau" has of course enormous consequences. Some of which have

eelready come ebout. and most of which have probably not yet been reelised. ‘he ne~
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gative consequence is that the "eteroal" metaphysical struggle between realism
and idealism is over. Among the poeitive coneequences I shall mention only a
few, which appear to me to be fundamental., (a) The attitude of science has chang-
. eds It no longer tries to "decipher" the objective world, but it is now aware of
the fact that it is scientific intention which structurea the ob3ective world. vI¢
the objects did not behave according to scientific rulea, they woukd not be ob-
¥ Jects, (b) Science has become aware that there is no such thing as "pure knowe
" ledge", "pure science" That science implies experience and valuea, that there
is an "artistic". and a "political“ side to every scientific proposition. And that
this co-implication of knowledge, experience and values is precisely what is con-
.. crete about science, its "pure intentionality", its "Sinngebung" L (e) The arts
come out from there splendid isolation in glorified ghettos, and they now accept
their responeabilitiee in the field of knowledge and values. They accept their
epistemological and political responsablfilities, because they assume their pure
. 1ntentionality". ‘which is to give meaning, (not only expérience, but also know-
ledge and values). .The fatal modern divorce between the arts and technology is
. almost over. (a) Political thought is changing. It is becoming aware of the close
" link between political structures, scientifie thought and deed, and artistic eX-
Q; pression.«,But I shall have to say more on this in a later consideration,
-—--o-e—o—o—o ) : ‘, - !

There is one difficulty in all this, however: the "Scheu" I was referring to
is not easily attainables When we look about us, it is not pure intentionalitiea
which we see, but things like tables, And when we 1ook "inside" it is not pure

. intentionalities which wve meet, but something like a mind, an identity, an "pt,
Of course: we know that we are mistaken. Ve know that the table is nothing but
an electromagnetic and gravitational field which behaves according to- "our" equate
ions. VWe know that the mind ia nothing but a sort of data processing which we can
simulate in computers, Still: we cling to the belief in the reality of minds and

.. tables,. fhis is Bo,.because our "Lebenswelti" is covered by thick layers of pre=-
-judicea, (previoua Judgements), which make us believe 1n‘objects ‘and aubjects. It
is necéssary to remove these layers, to "reduce" them,. - The obgects must be freed
from f%ose iayers, to show what they really are: abstract points I intend to, ("phee

. nomenological reduction'"), AaAd "I" must be freed from those layers to show what I
really am:.an abstract point from which intentionse irradiate. ("oidetic reduction").
Once I have freed the Lebenswelt from those layers, I can see the vworld as a pure

]

.- and concrete field of relations.
| To do thia. I must somehow step away from all those prejudicea. I must
*. somehow tranacend them. I do not believe, as for me, that Husserl has shown how
Gﬂa5w3;3~d° B0, (“Transcendental reduction"), Wwhat he seems to- advocate is a sort of
tharsie,. mething like suspending all judgements by koaping one's mouth shut,
4LJb%ﬂEggzhzné%&ﬁ%;wzgigysilence of mine, in this pause, the Lehenswelt will begin to
speak for it5e1f° "Zu Worte kommen lassen", This attitude of silence is the pheno= -
menological attitude toward the world. VWhich does not mean that all the previous
judgements, (all the previous history of science, of politioé and the arts), is the=-
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reby abolisheds It only means that they are suspended, ("put between braoktba"),
and that, once the world has "spoken", (once it has shown what it is), the sus-
pended judgements may be applied to it, to see how they stand the test, Thus i'e-
poche" is not a denial of previous judgements, dbut a testing. " In boing 50, it is
a .radical renewal of previous knowledge, experience and values,
‘ ‘ [l Aol Lok St L T V .

However, what is most radical in all this is, in my opinion. the ‘new. vision.
"Schau", of human existence.‘ Let me put it this way: the ancient struggle between
idealiam and realism in the field of knowledge has an equally ancient counterpart
in the field of politics. (in the Greek sense of "art to govern a polis"): Bhat
takes precedence. man or society? Or: is man a function of society, or is aociety
a. function of man?  Is a man '"good", if he is good for society. or is society v'goodn
if it is good for man? Phenomenclogical "Schau" will do away with thie "eternal"
problem. which leads, on the one extreme, to absoclute ind1v1dualism, and on the
other extreme to totalitarian collectivism. . ‘ o

Under a phenomenclogical vision society will be seen a5 a net composed of J
1ntersub3ective intentional relations., The knots in the net &re what used to be '

called "individuals" before Husserle It can be seen that they are nothing conNw
crete: if the net is unknotted. they disappear. There can be no such thing as an
"I“ which is unrelated. In fact: I am the sum of my relations,. It can equally be
seen that there is no such thing as "a society". If the knots are unknotted. the
not will collapse and disappear- it comes out from the knote. "I" and "society"
are abstract extrapolations from concrete intersubjective relations. And those
relationa are intentionaly they "mean’, . S o

Now onee this vision of the intersubjective character of individﬁal and so=-
ciety is digested, At must lead to a new kind of political thinklng. Once it is
accepted that the individual is a function of scciety, society a funotion of the
individual, and that both are abstractions of pure intentmonalities, 1t will beconme
obvious that olitics is not about the individual or society, but about intersube
w@m‘m
politicians, but by scieﬁtista. engineers and artiste. The vision of a future in-
teraubjeotlvity which runs through the channels of telematics, this "univorsally
dialogical" vision, which is somaetimes called "information society“, seemsa to me

a oonaequence of Husserl's viaion, although of course moatly unknown ‘to those who

prepare it.
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Huaserl was of Jewish origin, bdbut there seems to be nothing eapecially
Jewish about him. Unless, of course, we consider his "epoche", this attempt to
atep back from the Lebenswelt, and to keep silent; so that: it may speak for itself.
There is something deeply unsatisfactory, mystical about this. It is; in fact.
religious attitude, and it msy be considered a Jewish one, (although Husserl would
probably disasree that it is s0)e It is very like the attitude which charadterizes
fho Sabbathe And I suspect that Jewish mystics would, with some reservations, ac-
sept HRusserl . as one of their own, which is a paradox werth consideration.:
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The thoughts I have submitted here are of course no objective rendering
of Husserl's writings. How could they be, if "objectivity" in the tradit10nal sen~
-ge is precisely ‘what Husserl aims at destroying? vhat I have done: ‘here is a report
on the impact which Husserl has had on my thoughts, my expariences, -and on my values.
'Hy report ia intersubjective. But I hope it is not subjective. 1 hope that many
are able to recognize themselves in its And that they will recognize the impact
?which Hussarl ‘had upon them, even if they have never read him. And: this ia, 1 be=~
flieve, the mark of greatness° Huaserl is changing even those uho do not know_that
fhe ever existed. : ot ' '
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