Introduction

David Hyder

The essays composing this volume are all concerned with Edmund
Husserl’s last work, 7he Crisis of the European Sciences and Transcendental
Phenomenology, a book that was meant to cap Husset!’s long and illustri-
ous career, and yet was never pubiishcd in its entirety in his lifetime. To
date, little attention has been paid to the Crisis, which is remarkable
when one considers Husserl’s reputation during the first half of the twen-
tieth century. Under normal circumstances, its publication would have
been greeted with great interest. In fact, few works in the history of phi—
iosophy have had such a dismal reception, which begins in negiect, in
Nazi Germany, and turns to rejection in the 1950s and 1960s, when both
continental and anaiytic phiiosophers were opposed to many of its most
basic assumptions. What is the source of this aversion? And why should
we devote our time to the book now? These introductory remarks provide
brief answers to these questions and are followed by a discussion of the
individual contributions.

The book was born in a political crisis and, as Eva-Maria Engelen ex-
piains in her contribution to this volume, at a time of pcrsonai crisis as
well. Husser]l was invited to give lectures in 1935 in both Vienna and
Prague, titled “Philosophy in the Crisis of European Mankind” and “The
Crisis of European Sciences and Psychoiogy,” respectiveiy. These lectures
were later reworked as the first two sections of the Crisis and were pub—
lished in the journal Philosophia in 1936, shortly before Husserl became
ill. Thcy were suppicmented by the third section when Walter Biemel fi-
nally published them in 1954 in their final, but still fragmentary, form. The
originai pubiication was almost totaiiy ignored, aithough the pubiication
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in France in 1939 of what later became Appendix VI, 7he Origin of Geom-
etry, did provoke some discussion there.

Husserl used the occasion of the Vienna and Prague lectures to address
topics that had come to preoccupy him in the increasingly hostile envi-
ronment in which he found himself. His state of mind can be inferred
from comments made to Gustav Albrecht in the following year, in which
he makes clear that he has been driven to take a stand on his own status
as a German philosopher. “T have finally at least to make clear for myself,”
writes Husserl, “that [ am no stranger in German philosophy . . ., and
that all of the great thinkers of the past would have had to count me as a
true heir of their spirit, as blood of their blood.”! His defense against
ostracism is to insist first on the primacy of the European philosophical
tradition and second on his bclonging to that tradition. He responds o
opponents who would banish him from Europe by championing it.
Philosophical culture is European culture, and European culture corre-
sponds quite Cxactly to what we refer to as the West. We learn that “spiri-
tual” Europe includes some of the “colonies of England”™ but only those
parts that are prcdominantly white. There are apparcntly no contribu-
tions to the history of science and philosophy from the Arabs, Indians, or
Chinese. This is not a popular line to take today, whatever truth there
might be to it.

In retrospect, we can see that this political goal was doomed from the
start, and thus it is tempting to read the work today without regard ro it.
Since Husserl was fbrcea' to make a claim that we find obvious—that he
was a German philosopher, heir to the tradition of German Idealism—it
can scarcely be enlightening to watch him defend that truism against the
absurdities of his National Socialist opponents. It is tragic, or at the very
least embarrassing, to find Husserl employing the language of Blut und
Boden when defending himself against the Nazis. And we are easily in-
duced to adopt the same attitude toward the arguments he uses. He should
not have to stoop so low.

It is worth emphasizing how much the origins of this text in Nazi Ger-
many affect its content, because these aspects may elicit negative impres-
sions today. They contributed to its peculiar status in the postwar period,
when it Cmerged as a foil to what I call, in my contribution to this vol-
ume, the French linguistic turn. In this later context, reaction to the Crisis
was less political and more philosophical, but it remained critical. And
since developments in France were part and parcel of a large interna-
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tional movement characterized by suspicion of mental or cognitive expla—
nations, there was little interest or sympathy shown for Husserl’s text in
the English-speaking world of the 1950s and 1960s outside the embattled
and increasingly isolated group of American phenomenologists. As phe-
nomenology petered out in the analytic world, as behaviorism, Quine,
and Wittgenstein carried the day, there was no place left for this peculiar
phenonlenological coda. Lastly, it did not help that, among phenonlenol—
ogists, Husserl’s Crisis came to be seen by some as a last-ditch attempt on
Husserl’s part to keep up with his protégé Heidegger, whose existential
phenonlenology was breaking new ground. With the possible exception
of the school of Constructivism centered at the University of Erlangen, it
is safe to say that by the 1970s, this was a book almost wholly unloved (a
notable exception is Elisabeth Stréker, 1979, 1997).

But we should be reading it now. The wheel has turned, and many of
the doctrines that postwar philosophers rejected, and on whose ground
they rejected Husserl, have returned in force. There are systematic rea-
sons for this. On the analytic side, the sustained arguments of Searle and
others have forced the theory of intentionality back on the agenda, and
there is increasing recognition that Husserl provides us with the most
developed modern theory of intentionality. We now realize that the gap
between continental and analytic philosophy has limited applicability
before the 1940s: As David Woodruff Smith observes, Husserl and Car-
nap are correctly viewed as sharing problems and methods, for instance
the notion of a constitution-system. Above all, the problenl lying at the
heart of the Crisis, nanlely the relation between the world as experienced
and the world as it exists scientiﬁcally, is now the subject of lively debate.
Recognition of intentionality asa legitinlate subject for research has meant
readmitting the referents of everyday intentions (think of qualia), that is
to say readnlitting sonlething very much like Husserl’s life-world. One
need only consider “theory theory” and the naive science program, both
of which seck to analyze the belief systems undetlying speakers’ everyday
reasoning about the world and other people.

External factors also impinge on the philosophical debate. The progress
of the sciences has accelerated; the gap we experience between the life-
world and the world of science is wider. At the same time, the scientific
world intrudes in the life-world ever more obviously, further weakening
the latter’s claim to legitinlacy. Finally, even those aspects of the book that
may scem politically incorrect to contemporary readers are topical and
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merit scrious reflection. As Michael Friedman, David Carr, and Rodolphe
Gasché all point out in their contributions to this volume, Husserl does
not simply champion the European tradition. He subjects it to the same
critical inquiry that it has always required of itself, and he detects a para-
dox in the fact that this supposedly universal form of thought is neverthe-
less specific to a given cultural and historical setting, and that it may
therefore be unjustified in its claim to universal validity.

Like the writings of the late Wittgenstein, the Crisis is difficult to read
because it presumes working knowledge of the complex development in
Husserl’s phiiosophieai thinking that preceded it. And it is not just a re-
capituiation; it introduces new interpretative probiems of its own. Because
it is in many respects the summation of Husserl’s project, it will hardiy
come as a surprise that this is a book about everything: about the world
and the self, though perhaps that is normal for theoretical philosophy,
but also about a iarge part of the history of philosophy and science. In
this regard it is nothing short of Hegeiian, even if its author was suspi-
cious of Hegei. The essays collected in this volume attempt to provide
some of the context necessary for understanding this diflicult work. The
breadth of topics addressed in the Crisis is reflected in the scope of the
papers, which are divided into three main areas: Husserl’s theories of sci-
ence and the life-world, the theory of history advanced in the Crisis, and
the dissemination and appiication of Husserl’s views.

Husserl’s Crisis is not a work in the phiiosophy of science as we now
understand the term; however, it is deepiy concerned with science and its
deveiopment, with its relation to everyday experience, and with its inter-
nal structure. In this sense, the Crisis can be correctiy said to have a the-
ory of science. In his “Science, Intentionality, and Historical Back-
ground,” David Woodruff Smith extends ideas drawn from Hussetl to
consider how scientific theories are grounded in intentional activities
occurring in concrete historical contexts, ineiuding both the natural world
they represent and the human world in which they are developed. On
Smith’s view, the eariy Husserl in Logic.czl Investigations took a theory to
be a form of “pure logic,” while in the Crisis, the late Husser]l worried
how our idealized theory of nature—mathematical physicsfhad become
alienated from our commonsense understanding of the world.

According to Smith, a scientific theory is a structure of propositions
supported by evidence. These propositions are intentional contents of sci-
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entific thought or judgment, formed from concepts developed in the
course of scientific rescarch and tied through perceptual evidence to con-
cepts developed in everyday life. 'Though ideal meanings, theoretical
propositions arc bound to historical circumstances in several ways. In his
chapter, Smith appraises these types of dependence on historical context,
addressing both the indexical character of scientific concepts or proposi-
tions and the historical background of theorizing they presuppose.

Smith shows how an extended Husserlian view of science elucidates
(a) Husserl’s seemingly divergent carly and late views of theory, (b) Quine’s
“web” view of scientific theory (with mathematics and logic at the center
of the web of belief), and () Michael Friedman’s revisionary Kantian-
Carnapian view of relativized a priori principies within a scientific the-
ory. The basic, formal ontoiogy of a scientific theory is, for that range of
theory, a priori (Friedman), the least revisable part of the theory (Quine),
and furthest from our ordinary range of Lebenswelt (life-world) theory
(Husserl). Yet on Smith’s view, a theory remains a system of ideal propo-
sitions bound by dependence to the world in which we put forth these
propositions.

One benefit of Smith’s analysis consists in identifying the central role
of the life-world in Husserl’s theory—a concept some have seen as new to
the Crisis. In his “The Lebenswelt in Husserl,” Dagfinn Follesdal analyzes
what he sees as the iong role of this key Husserlian notion in phenorne—
nology, with particular attention to the notions of noema, horizon, con-
stitution, and world. On Fellesdal’s view, the notion of a life-world
derives from a distinction between the “natural” and “transcendental”
attitudes that Husserl introduced in 1906, and which he develops under
a varicty of names, until it makes its first appearance in 1917. This life-
world is pregiven and intersubjective, for it contains other peopie with
their own intentional states and attitudes toward the same world we all
share. Follesdal maintains that these essential attributes of the life-world
remain unchanged in the Crisis, and that its appearance there conforms
to Husserl’s past understanding. Husserl saw it as opening a new way to
approach phenomenology, in that the latter can be understood in part as
an attempt to characterize the formation or construction of this natural
world.

Follesdal believes we should resist the urge to see the life-world as some-
thing set up against science, for the scientific world is itself part of the
life-world, scientific statements get their meaning from being embedded
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in the life-world, and thus they are also uitiinateiy jmriﬁea’ by the life-
world. He concludes by considering this last key function of the concept,
which appears to hold for Husserl even in the case of mathematics. How
can the life-world be the source of ultimate justification if it is also the
realm of doxa, of mere opinion and prejudice? Follesdal’s reply is that for
Husserl, there is no dishonor in so justifying our beliefs, because there is
no alternative. Even the scientist must revert in ultimate justification to
the everyday world and life he lives.

This interpretation finds agreement in Ulrich Majer’s discussion of the
views of Hermann Weyi, who claims that the scientist or mathematician
always has recourse to primitive life-world capacities. Majer’s “The Ori-
gin and Significance of Husserl's Notion of the Lebenswelt” approaches
the life-world from the point of view of contemporaneous philosophy of
science, above all the philosophical writings of Weyl and David Hilbert,
two prominent Géttingen mathematicians and physicists indirectly con-
nected with Husserl. He argues that Husserl's concept is an important
discove?_‘y—both phiiosophicaiiy as well as from a scientific point of view.
For Majer, it would be a mistake to read the Crisis as a work on the his-
tory of phiiosophy, enriched with some history of science; rather, we are
deaiing with phiiosophy dressed up as history. He identifies the key
philosophical problem as akin to what Husserl’s contemporary Weyl had
described as a “ridiculous circle.” To illustrate the circle, Weyl imagines a
reductive sequence in which we analyze “the chalk on the blackboard”
as an amalgam of elementary particles, and these in turn are “dissolved”
into a rule-governed calculus, which is in turn revealed to be nothing
other than “concrete signs written with chalk on the blackboard.” Weyl
contends that this shows us that there is an 7rreducible basis to our experi-
ence, which he refers to as “the manner in which we understand man and
things in daily life” (Weyl, 1968, 342).

It is in fact one of the central themes of the Crisis that we cannot un-
derstand science with the methods of science on pain of circuiarity. But
there is a deeper connection to be seen, Majer suggests, when one recalls
that Weyi is thinking here in part of the foundations of mathematics, in
particular Hilbert’s formalism. In such a pure formalism, Weyl argues,
we can dispense with almost all familiar (including logical) concepts, but
we still presume basic capacities to operate with synlbois. It would be
wrong, he asserts, “to reduce this naively and roughly understood spatial
order of signs to a purified spatial intuition and structure as it is expressed
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for example in Euclidean geometry.” This capacity is a “natural under-
standing in dealing with things in our natural world surrounding us”
(1968, 341). To hope to replace our natural understanding of signs with a
theoretical account would be, Majer suggests, a category mistake akin to
the confusion of symbol and sign, which distinction is itself a reflection
of the distinction between mind and body.

This close agreement between Husserl’s and Weyl's views raises the
question of whether anyone has actually ever fallen into Weyl’s ridicu-
lous circle. Many scientists, Majer points out, are sensitive to these issues.
Bur there are also scientists who believe that all traces of the mental can
be banished from our scientific ontology, a position that is of course
familiar to many philosophcrs as strong reductionism or physicalism. To
champion this strong view, Majer selects David Hilbert, the scientist who
maintained that all problems that can be cleatly stated can be solved. If
Hilbert is aware of the circle, that would be good reason to believe that
most scientists are. And here we may be reassured, for Hilbert himself
acknowlcdgcs that there is something paradoxical to the idea of a com-
plete scientific theory, one that Cxplains evcrything, for such a theory
would transform our thought itself into something “merely apparent.”

The foundations of mathematics are also the main concern of Ian
Hacking’s “Husserl on the Origins of Geometry,” which focuses on 7he
Origin of Geometry, an appendix to the Crisis that has reccived almost as
much attention as the work itself. While Hacking is sympathetic to Hus-
serl, he is above all critical of the latter’s notion of sedimentation, which
on Hacking’s view is far less common in mathematics than Husserl
seems to think.? According to Hacking, Husserl is one of those philoso—
phers who is awed by mathematics, particularly by mathematical proof,
which is not surprising when one recalls that his doctorate was in math-
ematics, not philosophy. This awe is bound up with Husserl’s historico-
foundational project, however; that is to say with the search for what
Hacking calls the Ur words: the Ursprung (primal origins) of geometry,
its Urstiftung (primal establishment). The search for origins betrays a
tendenoy found also in Freud, ultimately due to Hegel, namely to think
that by finding the origin of some event or process (pathology, proof ), we
will somehow grasp or undo the problems it presents to us. Thisisa proj-
ect that Hacking himself cannot share, because, in his view, the ability to
make proofs is an innate human capacity, which makes a search for the
unique historical origin of mathematical proof otiose.
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Hacking develops these ideas by contrasting Husserl’s views on the ori-
gins of geometry with Kant’s, drawing on the well-known passage from
the preface to the first Cm'tique, in which Kant imagines the first geome-
ter. Unlike Kants lone geometer, Husserl’s form a community; and
whereas Kant focuses on the notion of conceptual construction (mathe-
matical proof’), Husserl directs his attention to the formation of ideal ob-
jects. His primitive geometers construct an ideal ontology through their
communal linguistic activiry. Lastiy, whereas Kant’s scientific hero is
Newton, Husserl focuses on Galileo, or more precisely on Ais Galileo,
what he sometimes calls the “Galilean style.” Hacking disagrees with
Husserl, however, who he thinks unjustiy saddles Galileo with an old on-
toiogy of ideal geometricai objects, while what Galileo mathematized
were not t/ain‘gs but motions.

Hacking concludes by considering Husserl’s “historical a priori” as well
as the process of sedimentation. With rcgard to the former, he takes a
“French” line, seeing in Husserl the source of Foucault's homonymous
concept, namely historical structures of thought or speech that deter-
mine “conditions of possibility and exclusion that come into being” in a
given historical frame.? This notion is cieariy related to that of sedimenta-
tion, in that we call such a priori structures historical precisely because
they are now concealed from us. To reactivate them is to unearth sedi-
mented norms. Itis on just this point that Hacking deviates most strongiy
from Husserl’s views, for he siinpiy does not accept that mathematical
knowledge has the sedimentary structure that Husserl supposes. Consid-
ering a number of contemporary examples, he argues that modern math-
ematicians often have “the iiving experience of the very evidence, the
primal evidence, that Husserl sought.” This is because Kant had it better
than Husserl: Geometric and aigorithmic reasoning are indeed a cultural
phcnomenon, according to Hacking, but this is because they rest on in-
nate human capacities, which may express themselves whenever the cir-
cumstances are favorable, and which therefore do not have, as Husserl
believed, an inaugurai moment.

The next group of essays concern the second major theme I mentioned
in introduction, nameiy the thcory of history impiicit in the Crisis. How
is Husserl’s preoccupation with history to be understood? Does it consti-
tute a phiiosophy of history, and if so, in what sense? How does it com-
pare with other approaches to history? In his contribution, David Carr
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develops answers to these questions by drawing on the customary dis-
tinction between substantive or speculative philosophy of history, on the
one hand, and critical or analytical philosophy of history on the other.
Although he allows that there are elements of each in the Crisis, he con-
cludes that its most important contribution to the philosophy of history
lies in the concept of Geschichtlichkeit, or historicity.

On the surface, Husser!’s historical method is reminiscent of Hegel’s,
in that he offers a teleological history of Europe that is simultancously a
history of reason. But it would be a mistake, argues Carr, to read him in
this way. The mere appearance of the term crisis ought be sufficient to
warn us: Husserl views such a Hegelian project “as an object of bitter-
sweet nostalgia and with a sense of loss,” for the sciences are in crisis—
they are no longer a source of hope and salvation for humankind in the
way that Hegel envisaged. Nor will it do to read Husserl as substantive
history in the mold of Kant, for here again there is no crisis that demands
urgent intervention, whereas when we look to the philoso phical literature
in the decades preceding the Crisis, we find a number of similarly titled
works with similar preoccupations. Carr concludes that Husserl’s view of
history is typical for the early twentieth century, even while the speciﬁc
form of Husserl’s crisis is intimately connected to his personal situation
as a Jew (though a longtime convert) in Nazi Germany and to the situa-
tion of German philosophy as a whole at this time.

Carr next considers the analytical and epistemological aspects of Hus-
serl’s theory: Can it also be regarded as a contribution to the critical
philosophy of history? The key distinction here is between the Natur- and
Geisteswissenschaften (natural and human sciences) endorsed by German
philosophers and historians in opposition to the historical positivism of
Comte or Mill, which would assimilate history to natural science. Hus-
ser] sided with his countrymen on this issue, as reflected, for example, in
his parallel distinction between the “naturalistic attitude” and the “per-
sonalistic attitude.” But most of Husserl’s subtle treatment of these issues
is missing from the Crisis, according to Carr, and its contribution to the
epistemology of the (human) sciences remains limited.

Husserl's real contribution to the philosophy of history is instead to be
found in his notion of Geschichtlichkeit, or historicity, a term also promi-
nent in Heidegger, and which may have been derived from Dilthey, ac-
cording to whom we “are historical beings before we become observers of
history” (1968, 277—78). For Husserl, this came to mean that the ego, asa
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sclf-constituting synthesis of temporal relations, constructs a narrative
history of its own life; that is to say, it is an aspect of consciousness that it
have historicity. But we do not obtain historicity proper until we have
intersubjectivity, at which point the background of the individual’s past
becomes a social past, so that consciousness now includes history as an
integral part.

Although historicity is not an epistemoiogicai concept, it does have an
epistemoiogicai aspect, because it explains at the very least our interest in
the past. Carr suggests that we can grasp the epistemological import of
Husserl's notion if we compare it with what he say's about the life-world.
Just as the latter is the background without which there would be no
natural science—a background both independent of and prior to the
sciences—so the essential historicity of consciousness provides the back-
ground without which there would be no historical questions in the first
piace, whatever the speciﬁc epistemoiogicai probiems these may raise.

Carr argues, however, that the epistemoiogicai implications of the con-
cept go further. For involvement in any science entails an awareness of its
historical and communal past, which is most immediateiy exempiiﬁed by
Husser!’s own awareness of the past history of phiiosophy, in which he as
a phiiosopher will intervene, as opposed to inereiy describing or anaiyz—
ing. This is, Carr suggests, a late realization on Husserl’s part, for he had
carlier insisted, for instance in /deas I, that in doing phenomenology “we
completely abstain from judgment respecting the doctrinal content of all
pre-cxisting philosophy, and conduct all our investigations under this
abstention” (§ 32). In his late work, Husserl comes to acknowledge that
historical prejudices are not mere prejudices, that is to say that they too
require the phenomenoiogist’s attention. This fact leads to one of the
central paradoxes of the Crisis, which concerns phiiosophy’s history as a
European tradition. For this tradition, as Husserl points out repeatedly,
is a tradition that understands itself as free of any prejudices, thus pre-
sumabiy also those that derive from its speciﬁc historical situation.
According to Carr, Husserl can no longer affirm the absolutely universal
character of phiiosophy, but he is simiiariy aware that in conceiving of
philosophy as a European tradition, he opens it to the charge of cultural
relativism.

This deliberate tension, which remains unresolved in the Crisis, is a
central topic of Michael Friedman’s “Science, History, and Transcenden-
tal Subjectivity in Husserl’s Crisis.” Friedman traces out the long-standing



Introduction xx1ii

connection between Galilean mathematical science and the phenonieno—
logical philosophy that begins with Husserl’s 1910 “Philosophy as Rigor-
ous Science” and extends to the Crisis. In that early text, Husserl took
Galileo’s work as a model for phenomenology: Just as mathematical
physics requires an a priori mathematical structure in order to qualify as
a rigorous science, so too philosophy must have an a priori part if it is to
avoid the trap of naturalist psychology, and this a priori core is what will
be provided by phenomenology. But this analogy between the two disci-
plines later becomes a problein, for by then the scientific ideal embodied
in the Galilean style has caused a crisis at the heart of the sciences. The
crisis results from our (that is, for Husserl, European humanity’s) mistak-
ing the ideal ontology of mathematical physics, which depends ulti-
nlately on life-world experiences, for the totality of objective reality. This
mistake is only possible because of the sedimentation of geometric knowl-
edge, that is to say the mechanical repetition of this knowledge without
regard to its eidetic origins. [ts most immediate consequence is Cartesian
nlind‘body dualism, which cleaves the world into physical and objective
matter and psychic and subjective mind.

The Cartesian split leaves the mind as a realm of appearances, and this
conclusion can only be fought by adopting a position much like that
advocated by Husserl in “Philosophy as Rigorous Science,” namely one
must recognize the transcendental character of mind, the fact that it has
an a priori structure. But Husserl rejects Kant’s attempts in this direction
because they do not recognize the essentially perceptual or intuitive na-
ture of mind: Kant's transcendental logic is arrived at not by considering
the structure of experienced consciousness (even if Kant claims that he
does), but by analyzing the sciences of logic and nature themselves and
positing their rudiments as basic structures of cognition. Put sinlply, Kant
ignores the life-world in his rush to ground Aristotelian logic and New-
tonian physics.

From here, Friedman turns to an extended analysis of Husserl’s notion
of the life-world. He considers in particular the distinction between ob-
jective sciences following the Galilean style and the science of the life-
world, which prescinds from all the special kinds of intuition appropriate
to each of these sciences, dealing instead with the foundational structure
that is the precondition of all of these—a process Husserl terms “the ep-
oché of objective science.” This epoc/aé, or bracketing, is to be contrasted
with the “Cartesian” method of the /deas, in which we prescind from the
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entire “external” world, including the life-world itself. But it is not yet the
full transcendental epoché Husserl develops in the Crisis, which requires
changing our orientation within the life-world to reveal its transcenden-
tal structure, namely its intentional constitution.

It is here that Husserl’s views are most clearly distinguished from
Descartes’ and Kant’s. According to Friedman, Husserl is at pains in the
Crisis to correct a common misapprehension of his project, nanieiy that
it is foundational. As Husserl himself points out, the aim of transcen-
dental phenomenology “is not to secure objectivity but to understand it”
(Crisis, § 55). 'This is not Descartes’ foundationalist project; it is a tran-
scendental one, which seeks to ascertain the conditions of experience.
But it is not Kant's project cither, because Husserl will not stop at what
he calls “the phenomenological-psychological reduction,” which is cen-
tered on the individual ego. The final transcendental reduction must
acknowledge that “self-consciousness and consciousness of others are
inseparable” (Crisis, § 71), by revealing that I am structured not as an
individual conscicusness, I am “within an inter-human present and
within an open horizon of humankind: I know nlyseif to be factuaiiy
within a generative framework, in the unitary flow of an historical de-
velopment” (ibid.).

Like Carr, Friedman argues that in arriving at this terminal position,
Husserl also broke for good with the conception of transcendental phe-
nornenoiogy he had articulated on the Galilean model in “Phiiosophy as
Rigorous Science.” He does so because on that carlier view, the relation
of phenomenology to psychology was analogous to that of mathematics
to physics: Phenomenology would articulate the normative structure of
psychology. Bur the new view includes intersubjectivity and historicity
as essential elements of consciousness, and it is no ionger concerned with
the normative structure of an individual ego’s thought alone. Instead, the
role of transcendental phenomenology is now to intervene in the present
crisis and recapture the originai idea of science as a phiiosophicai form of
human existence.

This same paradox concerning phiiosophieai and scientific universality
is the central topic of Rodolphe Gasché’s “Universality and Spatial
Form.” Gasché argues that Husserl’s Crisis can be correctly understood as
a critique of universaiity, more particuiariy of the failure of modern sci-
ence to deliver on the promise of universal knowiedge that was made in
ancient Greece. This failure is also a failure of the European ideal, since
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Europe, for Husserl, is inextricably linked to Western science. Universal
science in the Greek sense is not only the science of the one true (as op-
posed to apparent) world, it is also a science freed from any particular
attachments, whether these be to a given subject matter or to a given
knower or community of knowers. But this attitude is effectively lost in
the Renaissance, in that the eritical aspect of this project—caiiing all
particular attachments and traditions into doubt—is offset by an uncriti-
cal acceptance of its scientific fruits. Instead of being a truiy universal
form of knowledge, European science becomes anchored in the specifics
of European culture so that the eventual “Europeanization of all other
civilizations” becomes a “a historical non-sense” (Crisis, § 6). According
to Gasché, what is exported as techno-science is a kind of universality
that is (paradoxically) specific to European culture, thus one whose world
is not truiy shared by all.

The quintessentiai product of Greek universal science is geometry, the
science of the ideal forms of space, which by determining the spatiai
forms of all possible (relative) worlds also determines the form of the one
we all share. In the Renaissance, this universal aspect ofgeonletry is used
as a basis on which new universal sciences are constructed, thus paving
the way for the mathematization of nature, a development that Husserl
characterizes as “strange,” because Greck geometric objects were nonsen-
sible idealities (that was the source of their very universality) developed by
abstracting from sensible, life-world experience. And yet for Galileo, this
connection to the life-world is ignored in favor of geonletry’s universal,
intersubjective aspects, resulting in “a tradition empty of meaning” (Ori-
gin of Geometry, p. 366). Gasché goes on to demonstrate that, for Hus-
serl’s Galileo, the priviieged role of geometry derives from positing the
one property all bodies have in common—shape—as fundamental, so
that the remaining material properties of our experience (the so-called
plena) must be reducible in principle to this one universal property. This
results in the idealization of the whole of our experience, a goai Husserl
calls “the Galilean idea,” and thus in the loss of those very material prop-
erties that originally provided the basis for the universal idealities (Criszs,
§ 9¢). According to this idea, the world is in principle completely math-
ematizable, and yet it remains a “strange” hypothesis, which is subject, in
the course of natural science, to an endless process of verification. Modern
scientific thought, instead of secing this unending project as a means of
framing the world, objectiﬁes it—it takes “for true 6eing what is actuaiiy
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a method” (Crisis, § 9h). This is, according to Gasché, “an cthico-
philosophical error” that Husserl believes can only be corrected by recog-
nizing the concealed project of universalization and idealization that
began in ancient Greece, thereby acknowiedging the essential historieity
of geometric and natural scientific knowledge. For Husserl, that means
acknowledging that they are the product of a constituting consciousness,
whose study is preciseiy an object of phenoinenoiogicai philosophy.

Eva-Maria Engelen investigates this same basic motif of the Crisis—the
scarch for “original” experience or meaning, here exemplified in Greck
scientific origins —in her “Husserl, History, and Consciousness.” She con-
siders three phiiosophicaiiy important origins of meaning in Husserl’s
text, and a fourth, personal one: consciousness, the life-world, European
philosophy and science, and Hussetl’s personal origins as a Jewish and
German thinker. The last two are evidently interconnected, since in writ-
ing the Crisis, Husserl is simuitaneousiy estabiishing his identity as a Ger-
man phiioso pher—against those who would deny him—by showing that
he is an inheritor of the European phiiosophicai tradition. In order to be
such a descendant, he must himself engage in critical reflection on that
tradition itself, since it has aiways been a tradition of critical inquiry.
Engelen compares Husserl on this point to Michel Foucault, who argues
that Kant was the first to pose the question concerning rationality as a
historical question, that is, as one concerning the social and historical
conditions of its deveiopment, as opposed to its origins in consciousness,
considered atemporaiiy. Husserl deiiberateiy runs these two together: His
scarch for the origins of European rationality is rooted both in present
consciousness and past history. Engelen suggests that this historical/
ahistorical duality is typical of all four of the origins of meaning that she
considers. She concludes by consideting the ways in which the concept of
consciousness itself has a historical dimension, in that it did not and per-
haps could not have existed for Greek tho ught. This raises the question of
whether the Greeks could have experienced a life-world, or whether the
latter is actuaiiy a post-Cartesian concept that has been iiiegitimateiy
projected by Husserl into prehistory.

The duaiity between historical and ahistorical origins forms the basis
of Michael Hampe’s “Science, Philosophy, and the History of Knowl-
edge” as well. Hampe considers Husserl’s Crisis, and in particular the
concept of a life-world, from the point of view of Wilfrid Sellars’s later
notions of the “manifest” and “scientific images.” According to Hampe,
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both Husserl and Sellars were among the first to see something that has
only recently begun to preoccupy philosophers generally, namely that a
complete account of knowledge must make room for both objective and
subjective knowledge and experience, as well as resolving the deep ten-
sion that always exists between the two. Both philosophers saw the reso-
lution of this tension as lying unavoidably in philosophy, which thereby
acquires a singular importance for human self-knowledge.

Hampe observes that both Sellars and Husserl follow in a line ofphilo—
sophical argument that emerged in German idealism, in which the ori-
gins of human knowledge are described in terms that are superﬁcially
historical, but are in fact intended to be rational-dialectical. Like Fichte,
Schelling, and Hegel, our two philosophers tell origin stories (the origin
of man’s concept of himself, the origin of geometry) that are clearly not
intended to be actual history, but that instead explain the ideal essence of
some unknown, and in their details, unimportant historical events. The
fictitious Aistorical priority of the life-world or the manifest image ex-
plains and justiﬁes their episremologiczll priority, nanlely the claim that
the scientific view is itself a product or developnlent of them. This episte-
inological priority also shows itself in the present, in that the manifest
properties of the life-world (for example, colors) persist as immediate
data for the subject even once their natural scientific explanation has
been given.

According to Hampe, both Husserl and Sellars suppose that in articu-
lating the concealed elements of our knowledge—that is, the life-world
background of the modern scientific view—we will achieve unification
through transparency: By revealing hidden or “sedimented” knowledge-
structures, we will supply the elements whose absence hinders unifica-
tion. But in setting up the unity of knowledge as the goal to be achieved,
they fail to recognize that much (scientific) knowledge is tacit and may
therefore be in principle beyond “reactivation.” Finally, it is just this proj-
ect of unifying by revealing concealed knowledge-structures that neces-
sitates the peculiar view of history just outlined: Each philosopher sees it
as a developnlent toward unification, as a process with a “hidden aim.”
Hampe has doubts similar to Engelen’s about the assumptions bound up
with Husserl's own conceptual tools. This whole approach would only
make sense, Hampe argues, if historical investigation itself were com-
pletely transparent and did not rely on implicit knowledge of its own—
and yet this is almost certainly not the case. Indeed, this assumption is
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reflective of a generai tendency to underestimate the conipiexity and
resilience of nonscientific knowledge and institutions, a tendency that
might, on Hampe’s view, “foster a kind of anthropological essentialism”™—
one that niight, however, resemble that advocated by Hacking in his
contribution when discussing mathematical proof.

The last three €ssays of this collection concern the application and dis-
semination of the late Husserl’s theory of science. David Hyder discusses
the relations between Husserl and later French authors such as Cavaillés
and Foucault, who transform Hussetl’s transcendental project into a
form of linguistic analysis. Friedrich Steinle shows how Hussetl’s ideas
may be fruitfuiiy extended and appiied in historical research in the ex-
perimental sciences, in this case, chemistry. And in his “On the Historic-
ity of Scientific Knowledge,” Hans-Jérg Rheinberger considers Husser!’s
work as an instance of wider deveiopnlents in the first decades of the
twentieth century, in particular what has been called a “crisis of reality”
or a “crisis of historicism.” This double crisis, which Rheinberger argues
is found in the work of Gaston Bachelard and Ludwik Fleck as well, led
to a transformation in the history of science, whereby it became a prop-
crly epistemological enterprise and no longer merely the chronicler of posi-
tive scientific deveioprnents.

According to Rheinberger, late nineteenth-century thinkers, for ex-
ample, Emil Du Bois-Reymond or Ludwig Boltzmann, held to a curious
fusion of mechanism and historicism, in which historical expianation in
the life sciences meshed with a naturalization of history, the link being
Darwin’s theory of evolution. But this view was only of brief duration,
for two developments within the sciences themselves led to a new per-
spective on history, one exenlpiiﬁed in Husserl’s and Fleck’s writings.
These deveiopnlents were the tapid changes within contemporary physics
and the same ptobienl of the unity of the sciences just mentioned in our
discussion of Hampe. The first of these led to an increasing awareness of
the open‘ended nature of scientific investigation, the fact that every the-
ory is provisionai. The second was given its bite both by the pecuiiar sta-
tus of bioiogicai expianation, which enipioyed concepts apparentiy dis-
tinct from physics, and by the internal differentiation within bioiogy,
both of which suggested that bioiogy was not to be united with the rest
of science easiiy, even if the Vienna Circle had made unification their
watchword.
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This is the context in which Ludwik Fleck, whose work is also dis-
cussed by Steinle, argued for an epistemology of the sciences that is both
social and historical. Fleck’s contemporary Bachelard drew similar les-
sons from developments in quantum theory: We should conceive of sci-
ence as the activity ofa community of human subjects who interact with
the world in an ongoing process of investigation, as opposed to one in
which they reﬂectiveiy contemplate it. At that point, the sciences them-
selves become an object that can be investigated with historical methods.
Rheinberger argues that we can understand Husserl’s Crisis as motivated
by shared questions concerning the (new) nature of the natural sciences,
particuiatiy the ptobiem of accounting for human subjectivity in the
terms of the natural sciences. We have scen this problem before: Natural
science itself is a product of human activity, so this means expiaining
science by means of science, the very circuiatity Hermann Weyi called
“ridiculous.”

The absurdity of such citcuiarity leads Husserl to ask for a “critique
and clarification” of “that huge piece of method . . . that leads from the
intuitiveiy given suttounding world to the idealization of mathematics
and to the interpretation of these idealizations as objective being” (7he
Vienna Lecture, p. 295). According to Rheinberger, Husserl understands
himself to be supplying the necessary critique and clarification by means
of his historico—epistemoiogicai investigation. But he could not free him-
self from foundational presuppositions, so that his historical investiga-
tions presuppose a teleological order to history and terminate in a foun-
dational life-world. It is oniy in more recent work on the historical
cpistemology of the sciences that these foundational presuppositions are
finally abandoned.

David Hyder’s “Foucault, Cavaillés, and Husserl on the Historical
Epistemology of the Sciences™ deals with the impact of Husserl’s Crisis
on subsequent French phiiosophy of science, in particuiat the work of
Jean Cavaillés and Michel Foucault. It is in France that the Crisis, and
pethaps even more so, 1he Origin of Geometry had their greatest influ-
ence, in part due to the publication in 1939 of the latter text, with a series
of commentaries, in a wideiy read speciai issue of the Revue internationale
de p/oilosop/ﬂie. The substantial effect of this pubiication on the work of
Jacques Derrida is well known;* however, its influence on the school of
history and philosophy of science grouped around Gaston Bachelard is
less well documented. Hyder shows that Jean Cavailles drew heavily on
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Husserl’s account of scientific development in his Sur la logique et la théo-
rie des sciences, a book that deepiy affected Georges Canguiihem and his
student, Michel Foucault. He argues that, in the hands of these French
critics, the overall form of Husserl’s account of sedimentation is pre-
served, but a fundamental thesis shared with Kant—rthat the history of
science is in some sense a history of consciousness—is expiicitiy denied.
The result is that while the sedimentation of scientific ontoiogies and
their historical a prioris is an essential part of these French critics™ ap-
proach, Foucault in particular insists that the structures in question are
iinguistic, as opposcd to mental. He refers to the process of uncarthing
these hidden normative structures as “archacology.” Hyder argues that
even the latter notion can be traced back to Eugen Fink’s commentary
on The Origin of Geometry in that same 1939 publication. The result is
a Husserlian philosophy of science that has taken a linguistic turn re-
markabiy similar to that which took piace simultaneo usiy in the Engiish‘
speaking world.

Thus Husserl’s thinking has affected the history of science quite sig-
niﬁcantiy, aside from possibie influences of his thought on anaiytic no-
tions such as that of a constitution-system. Friedrich Steinle’s contribu-
tion gives us a practicai appiication of his ideas to a case of sedimentation
in the experimental sciences, one that apparently runs against Husserl’s
assumption that it occurs only in the deductive-mathematical ones. For
Steinle, there is more sedimentation in experimental science than Hus-
serl envisaged—the converse of ITan Hacking’s criticism, according to
which there is less sedimentation in mathematics than he supposed. His
case study concerns Charles Dufay’s discovery of the bipolar nature of
eiectricity.

According to Steinle, Dufay’s research was directed more toward ar-
ticuiating concepls than it was toward theories. Dufay did not offer any
expianatory thcory to go aiong with his conccptuai articulation; thus we
are not dcaiing in his case with an Cpisode in the deductive sciences. But
Husserl's concept of sedimentation, while it was dcvcioped with an eye
on the axiomatic, a priori sciences, is nevertheless just as appiicabie in
cases such as Dufay’s. For in the laboratory sciences, knowledge can sedi-
ment as materials and methods. In particular, the long sequence of con-
ccptuai articulation rcquired by Dufay to attain his new concept of elec-
tricity eventuaiiy sedimented for his successors because they were able
to purchase devices and textbooks that rendered the two electricities
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immediateiy accessible to them. Their unreflective use of these concepts
and equipment both contained and concealed the results of Dufay’s pains-
taking laboratory work.

Steinle agrees with Hans-Jérg Rheinberger in secing parallels between
Husserl’s notion of sedimentation and Fleck’s account of the origination
(Entstehung) of scientific facts, according to which these bear traces of the
now-hidden experiinentai and theoretical activity that generated them.
The existence of such processes suggests to Steinle that science may not
have the sedimentary structure Husserl ascribed to it. Instead of a succes-
sive iayering of axiomatic systems, Steinle sees a haphazard structure
reminiscent of a coral reef, whose iiving and sedimented parts are in fux,
and which can oniy be understood by investigating its organic history.

"The breadth of these essays is reflective of the scope of Hussetl’s Crisis,
which may strike us as absurdiy ambitious by present standards. Few
philosophers today feel able, and more importantly, they do not feel com-
pciied, to do philosophy on the scale that Husserl does in this book.
There can be no doubt that this is one of the last works of philosophy
that is free of the nagging sclf-doubt typical of much philosophy in the
latter half of the twenticth century. The collapse of both structuralism
and the project of unified science left both continental and analytic phi-
losophy in similarly fragmented states. Perhaps, as Michacl Hampe ar-
gues, Sellars was an exception to the rule, but it is fair to say that phiioso—
phy after the 1950s is chastened and modest in its ambitions, having
largely retreated to the analysis of language. Husserl’s book, on the other
hand, seems like a remnant of classical German Idealism stranded in the
twenticth century. It knows no restraint; and if it is despairing, it is em-
phaticaiiy not jaded.

But the Crisis still makes for instructive rcading, pcrhaps for this very
reason. Is not the process of dissolution and self-doubt that infects post-
war philosophy something the Crisis predicted? Is it not a symptom of the
crisis itself? Postmodernism began by Cxpiicitiy rejecting Husserl'’s solu-
tions, but that meant first accepting in iarge measure the diagnosis he
had offered, in particular the account of sedimentation and axiomatic
(written) systems. Similarly, analytic philosophy has conducted a long
campaign to reduce the mental to the physical but has only recently
come to acknowiedge the tenacity of intentional and semantic concepts.

The phiiosophy of mind operates in the very gap between life-world and
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science that Husserl so precisely Surveyed. Tt lives, one mighr say, in a
permanent crisis.

This is not to say that a modern—day reader will have an easy time ex-
tracting contemporary lessons from the Crisis. As with most late works,
we are in the presence of a master, but one who is increasingly alone, who
feels ever less of a need to explain or justify himself. That makes compre-
hension arduous. But the effort is well rewarded. Anyone who takes the
time to work through his arguments stands to gain much from these
night thoughts of Husserl.



