I ntroduction to the Ansterdam Lectures

by Richard E. Pal mer

There are a nunber of reasons that the Ansterdam Lectures, although not
Husserl's best-known work, hold a special interest for present-day readers of
Husser| :

1. They attenpt a conprehensive short introduction to phenonenol ogy,
al t hough of course they are only one of several such efforts undertaken by
Husserl. Neverthel ess, since they were conposed when he was at the height of
his powers and directed to an international audience, they command the
attention especially of English-speaking readers. In fact, as the first
| ectures after his formal retirenent at Freiburg they manifestly represent an
effort by Husserl to distill the essence of his phenonenol ogy into the conpass
of a single short opus accessible to those new to the subject.

2. In conjunction with the Brittanica article they represent the closing
of a chapter in Husserl's association with Heidegger. The project Husserl had
envi sioned as a coll aborative effort had ended with Husserl dropping even the
few pages of Heidegger's draft. Husserl realized, too, that this breakdown was
no nmere passing clash in tenperanents. Rather, it nmade nmanifest in an
unm st akabl e way that his |arger project of phenonenol ogy as a universal
ri gorous science established on absol ute foundati ons woul d not and coul d not
be continued by his trusted assistant and successor to his chair at Freiburg.
In this context, the Lectures offered Husserl the opportunity to reply to
Hei degger unhanpered by the constraints of length that were involved in the
Brittanica article.

3. The Lectures are of interest also as a major fornulation by Husser
of the relationship between phenonenol ogy and psychol ogy, a subject that had
occupied himfromhis earliest witings. This i1nvolved clarifying the relation
of a pure, eidetic phenonenol ogical psychol ogy to enpirical psychol ogy on the
one hand and to transcendental philosophy on the other. These matters had been
a mpjor topic in the Britannica article, and now they are unfol ded at nuch
greater |ength.

4. Finally, the Lectures are of interest as a revision of the Britannica
article. On the envel ope containing the manuscript in the Husserl Archives (F
Il 1) Husserl has added in pencil inmediately under the caption
"Phenonenol ogi cal Psychol ogy: Dutch Lectures," the note: "This reworking of
the project in typescript for the Encycl opedia Britannica was conpleted in
Goettingen between the 7th and the 17th of April, 1928." Clearly, then, the
Anst erdam Lectures are yet another draft of the Brittanica article--a "fifth
draft” as Joseph Kockel mans has ternmed themin his study, Ednmund Husserl's
Phenonenol ogi cal Psychol ogy (Pittsburgh, 1969, p. 234), which by the way
contains a | engthy paraphrase of the Lectures, in essence a forerunner of the
present translation.

Yet when one conpares the Brittanica article and the Ansterdam Lectures
in detail, one is struck by the extent of Husserl's reworking of the earlier
text. The Lectures not only greatly expand the Brittanica article, they revise
it so extensively that one actually finds only two or three dozen sentences at
nost that are basically identical in both versions. What renains the sanme in
both texts is the general sequence and overall thematic structure, not
i ndi vi dual sentences. What we find is a shared theme and sequence of topics
expressed in quite different formin the two versions. The relationship
therefore, between the two texts is nore |ike that between text and commentary
than between text and revised text. This constitutes a special kind of
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"intertextuality" that bears on the interpretation of both documents. Thus, it
is perhaps a little msleading to call this text a "fifth draft" of the
Britannica article when in fact the earlier text is sonething like a thematic
base for a nore explanatory exposition in the later text. Yet precisely
because of its unique relationship to the Britannica article, we have a text
whi ch can scarcely be studied in isolation fromits precursor

The four dinmensions of the significance of the Ansterdam Lectures just
menti oned provide the thematic franmework for a few introductory renarks.

The Amsterdam Lectures were witten out, according to Husserl's note on
the envelope (F Il 1/1a, (-48)> and verified by other sources, in Goettingen
during a ten-day period just after his formal retirement at Freiburg and a few
days before they were presented as two |l ectures in Armsterdamon April 22 and
29, 1928, along with a discussion session at sone other tine. Husserl at this
time was truly at the height of his powers. His |lectures at Freiburg both
before and after his retirement drew such | arge nunbers that students arriving
| ast had to stand. Leo Shestov, who attended Husserl's first Ansterdam
Lecture, comrented that Husserl stood at the podiumthroughout the
presentation, which |lasted over two hours, "with an extraordinary |ightness,
and with the art and power of a nman forty rather than seventy years old...."
<Husser| - Chroni k, p. 330, citing E.H, pp. 51-52> For Husserl, surely this
invitation to speak to a | earned audi ence in Holland nmust have seened a
hearteni ng reassurance that his thinking was arousing interest beyond the
borders of Germany and that a lifetime of phil osophical |abor was not going to
be | ost.

In the Lectures he chose to deal with two topics he had been centrally
concerned with throughout his career: the nature of phenonenol ogy and the
nature of the relationship between phenonmenol ogy and psychology. It is not
surprising, then, that Husserl should turn to that essay in which he had
attenpted to deal with precisely these two topics: the Britannica article. It
was in this article that Husserl had undertaken in short conpass a genera
survey of phenonenol ogy and also a clarification of its relation to

psychol ogy.

In a letter to Roman I ngarden dated Decenber 26, 1927, Husserl wote,
"The new encycl opedi a <Britannica> article has also cost a | ot of work. It
will come out in expanded formin the next volunme of the Jahrbuch. | would
like to shape the article in such a way that it furnishes a sonewhat usable
gui ding string <Leitfaden> for the chain of further publications, above al
the pieces in Ideen Il." <lch noechte den Artikel so gestalten, dass er als
ei ni germassen brauchbarer Leitfaden dient fuer die Kette weiterfol gender
Publ i kati onen, vor allem der Stuecke von Ideen Il. <Husserl-Chronik, p. 326>
Clearly, then, Husserl intended the Britannica article not just as a casua
pi ece for use in an encycl opedia, but was to function as a progranmatic
outline for his future endeavors. It is, in essence, an outline of his
phenonenol ogy.

One is hardly surprised, then, that when Husserl turned to the task of
preparing his Ansterdam | ectures, he turned to this text over which he had
| abored at the end of his acadenmic career and which he regarded as a
programmatic outline. OF course, it can be argued that what one finds in the
Anmst erdam Lectures is found in nore conplete formin the |arger works, and
furthernmore that these cone to us in a text that Husserl hinself did not
prepare for publication during his lifetime;, consequently we do not have an
aut hori zed text.

Neverthel ess, we do have a text which, as a fifth draft, is one which
has received Husserl's careful and repeated study and attention. Furthernore,
we rmay infer fromHusserl's intention to publish an expanded version of the
Britannica article in the Jahrbuch that the Amsterdam Lectures were witten



not just with oral delivery in mnd but to serve as that expanded version
i ntended for appearance in the Jahrbuch

It would seemthat Husserl wrote the Amsterdam Lectures with eventua
publication in mnd. Another indication of this is the fact that the
manuscript is enbroidered with hundreds of corrections in different colored
pen and pencil, a correction of sone word or phrase in virtually every
sentence. This suggests that our text was probably al so used subsequent to the
Anst erdam Lectures in connection with the |ecture-course he offered in
Frei burg on the topic, "Introduction to Phenonenol ogi cal Psychol ogy," and
possibly also in the sem nar "Phenonenol ogi cal - Psychol ogi cal Exerci ses
<Husser| - Chroni k, 332>, both during the summer senester of 1928.

In dealing with the question of why Husserl did not prepare the
Anst erdam Lectures for publication and | eave us an authorized, final text, it
could be that perhaps other matters of greater novelty and urgency occupied
him or perhaps that the Cartesian Meditations (based on the Paris Lectures)
al ready provided an expanded statenent of his position. But a nore likely
possibility would seemto be that since the Ansterdam Lectures projected an
expanded third part, as contained in the Britannica article but not given in
t he Ansterdam Lectures, and this would have involved considerable tine,
Husserl, pressed by other matters, sinply never got back to the task of
finishing that expanded version of the Britannica article intended for the
Jahrbuch. Yet the unfinished torso is not wi thout interest, and furthernore
the Anmsterdam Lectures differ considerably fromthe Cartesian Meditations.

The Ansterdam Lectures are only about one third the I ength of the
Medi tati ons and are devoted centrally to clarifying the relationship of a
phenonenol ogi cal psychol ogy to enpirical psychol ogy, on the one hand, and to
transcendental phenonenol ogy on the other. Thus, while it may be true that the
Anst erdam Lectures do not have the status of the mmjor |ater works of Husserl,
such as the Formal and Transcendental Logic, the Crisis, or even the Cartesian
Medi t ati ons, neverthel ess they are of interest not just in connection with
Husserl's divergence from Hei degger but as a | ocus wherein Husserl tried to
formul ate his whole programand to explain in brief conpass his mmjor ideas.
They conprise a concise statenent of his vision of phenonenol ogy at the hei ght
of his career and deserve to be taken seriously.

The matter of the relationship between Husserl and Hei degger has been
dealt with at length by A Bienel in his introduction to Vol. 9 of the
Gesammel te Werke, which contains the text <pp. 302-49> on which this
transl ation is based, by Spiegel berg in his magnum opus on the
phenonenol ogi cal novenent, and of course by Professor Sheehan in this vol une.

Just recently, however, a significant retrospective letter witten by
Husser|l to Al exander Pfaender dated 6 January 1931 has been published in the
Pf aender - St udi en <Phaenomenol ogi ca 84, pp. 345-49> which gives a first-hand
account of Husserl's reaction to Heidegger's betrayal of the master. Since the
letter runs sone five printed pages, we shall nerely sunmarize its contents
briefly. Husserl opens by saying that Pfaender's letter left himtoo shaken to
reply i mredi ately, but he asks himto consider whether worse has not been done
to himthan had been done to Pfaender. (Pfaender had witten of his wife's
pai nful illness, and al so wondered that he was not considered nore seriously
for the post given to Heidegger.) Husserl then | aunches into a |engthy
retrospective nmeditation on his friendship with Hei degger. He urges Pfaender
to bear in mnd that Hei degger had come to himas an assistant at just the
time when his own spirits and sel f-confidence were at a | ow ebb, putting
hi msel f forward as a disciple who would continue Husserl's project of a
constitutive phenonenol ogy. Husserl recalls how i npressed he was by the
power ful energy of thought and commi tnment to phil osophy he found in Hei degger
and how the conviction grew on himthat the weight of responsibility for the



"Coperni can revol uti on" he hoped to bring about through the phenonenol ogi ca
reduction and the building up of a constitutive transcendental phenonmenol ogy
shoul d rest on Hei degger, whom he increasingly regarded as his "only rea

di sciple," the only one who could be shown the unrecogni zed breadth of his

i nvestigati ons and who would then be prepared to go on to discoveries of his
own. Husserl recalls that constantly i1 n those days there was tal k between them
of their conmmon work, and of Heidegger's future collaboration in the

conmpl etion of the investigations Husserl had begun. |If Husserl died, Heidegger
was to sift through the manuscripts and edit the nore worthy ones and in
general carry forward his philosophy.

And after Heidegger went to Marburg, Husserl interpreted the great
success of Heidegger as also his own success, so that their get-togethers on
vacation times were happy events, and they relished these opportunities to
share a joint sense of progress. Relying on the genius of Hei degger, Husserl
ent husi astically began to see the future of phenonenol ogy as assured through
the prom se of Heidegger's further work.

Then he began to notice disturbing differences between their ways of
doi ng phil osophy. At first, he attributed these departures fromhis
phenonenol ogy to Hei degger's "powerful energy of thought,"” but the suspicion
began to grow on himthat in Heidegger "not only the nethod of ny
phenonenol ogi cal research but also its very character as scientific" had been
gi ven up. Husserl tried to blane hinmself rather than Hei degger at first, and
not ed that Hei degger always deni ed that he had given up Husserl's
transcendental phenonenol ogy, even after the appearance of Being and Tine. And
t hus Husserl entrusted to himthe editing of the |l ectures on internal tinme
consci ousness and even presented the draft of the Brittanica article to
Hei degger for his criticisns and "sought in collaboration with himto reshape
it (which pronptly miscarried)."” Husserl remarks bitterly that he had plenty
of warning signs: He was well aware that "Hei degger's phenonenol ogy was
sonething totally different fromm ne; his academ c | ectures and his book
i nstead of being further devel opnents of nmy scientific work were rather
directed in open or conceal ed ways at attacking it and essentially
discrediting it. When | nmentioned this to Heidegger in a friendly way he
| aughed and said, "Absurd!"And thus, says Husserl, led on and blinded by his
own extravagant hopes for phenonenol ogy, and feeling hinself "so completely
isolated as a | eader called but without followers, or better wthout
co-researchers in the radically new spirit of transcendental phenonenol ogy,"
Husser| passed the mantle on to Hei degger

But within two nonths after Hei degger had taken Husserl's chair at

Freiburg it was all over between them says Husserl. "He evaded in the nost
obvi ous way any possibility of scientific discussion, apparently for himan
unnecessary, undesired, unpleasant matter.... | see himonce every couple of

nont hs, nore seldomthan the rest of ny colleagues...."

Husserl's bitter disappointnment cones out nore directly toward the close
of the letter: "I make no judgnent about his personality-- it has becone fully
unintelligible to me. He was for al nost a decade ny closest friend--naturally
all that is over; unintelligibility excludes friendship--but this turnabout in
scientific esteemand in relation to the person was one of the nost terrible

m sfortunes in ny life.... Do you see now why | do not wite as often as |

woul d i ke?"Beneath Husserl's signature is a cautionary afternote. "I beg you
to treat what | have said in this letter discretely. How | stand on scientific
matters <wi ssenschaftlich, scientifically> 1 have clearly expressed at every

opportunity. This is enough small talk <Gerede>; ny personal disillusionnent
<Ent t aeuschung> wi th Hei degger is nobody's busi ness <geht niemand etwas an.>."

Apparently Pfaender was i ndeed discrete, and it was over half a century
later, after the death of all three parties involved, that the enterprising
Her bert Spi egel berg canme across the letter in Pfaender's papers. Husserl's
letter offers us not only a poighant expression of his true feelings about the
rift between hinself and Hei degger, it also pinpoints the breakdown in their



rel ati onship as two nonths after Heidegger's arrival back in Freiburg, and
shows that this breakdown coincides with the mscarried project of
col |l aborating on the Brittanica article.

In the published text there are even exclamation points in parentheses
after "hinl' and "together"” in the sentence about submitting the draft to him
for criticismso they could reshape it together, apparently registering
Husserl's retrospective astoni shment at his naive trust in Heidegger and how
vain was that hope of hammering out a common articul ati on of phenonenol ogy.

Si nce Professor Sheehan has already dealt with the matter in relation to
the interaction between Husserl and Heidegger in relation to the earlier
drafts of the Britannica article, we will only make sone remarks on what is
i nvol ved in seeing the Amsterdam Lectures as the final chapter of the
Britannica story. When one does this, one does tend to read themin relation
to the issues that divide Husserl and Hei degger rather than sinply on their
own nerits or in relation to other Husserlian conceptions. In other words, one
tends to read the Amsterdam | ectures as a reply to Hei degger

Certainly it is possible to read themin this way--as indirectly
respondi ng to Hei degger by reaffirm ng, defending, and explaining his position
on the key issues that divided them But such an approach treats the Ansterdam
Lectures as only the final phase of the Brittanica article story. It focusses
on the Lectures as the ultimate formtaken by the Brittanica article as
Husserl revised it yet a fifth tinme, now definitively and painfully aware that
hi s successor was not the faithful assistant and foll ower, was not a coll eague
on the same wave-|ength who would carry on the project of establishing
phi |l osophy as a science on absol ute foundations.

If the purpose of Husserl in collaborating with Hei degger on the
Brittanica article was that they should both bend a little toward each ot her
to articulate the common program of a phenonenol ogi cal revolution, the
shattering of that project nmust have pushed Husserl in the other direction
that of hardening and clarifying the distinctions between them Thus, we see
inthis text, even nore than in the Brittanica article, that Husserl goes to
great lengths to explain the transcendental reduction and its roots in the
transcendental ego.

We al so see Husserl continuing his project of a scientific philosophy
wi th absol ute groundi ng and his project of a grounding for psychology in pure
eidetic structures. As Bienel points out in his introduction, Husserl's
enphasis on "rigorous science" and his view of phenonenol ogy as a foundationa
di sci pline on which all future investigations, whether in psychol ogy or
ont ol ogy, woul d depend, strongly distingui shes Husserl from Hei degger. The
closing lines of the Britannica article with their reference to phenomenol ogy
as a joint effort clearly indicate that Husserl at the end of his career
envi si oned phenonenol ogy as basic science which would be the place for
col |l eagues to join together in a commn endeavor in which each could have his
part and his work could be carried on |ater by others in the customary manner
of scientific progress.

In this regard, Husserl was carrying forward the essentially Cartesian
vi sion of a foundation of apodictic know edge on which the edifice of science
inall its diversity could be built. For Husserl, as for Descartes, the
foundati on for such a universal science on absolute foundations lay in the
apodictic insight by the ego as it turns on its own constitutive acts in what
Husserl calls the transcendental reduction. For Hei degger, however, the
foundation of the lifeworld did not lie in the transcendental ego but in the
opaque real m of Dasein's conprehension of the lifeworld in which he had his
factual existence (though Husserl must have read Hei degger's ontic-ontol ogica
di stinction as making the transcendental turn). But with such a foundation
there can be no question of a "scientific philosophy" with an "absol ute
grounding" in the "apodictic insights" of reflective consciousness in the
transcendental reduction



Nor coul d Hei degger enbrace the project of providing a theoretica
foundati on for psychol ogy through eidetic structures of consciousness,
al though the structures of Dasein's self-awareness and Hei degger's
"hermeneutic" of Dasein's facticity m ght have sone inportance for psychol ogy.
These, however, were never intended as a "theoretical foundation" for a
scientific psychology, nor as an apodictic foundation for further apodictic
know edge.

Clearly, it is beyond the scope of this introduction to sort out the
i ssues that divide the two thinkers and then systematically undertake a
readi ng of the Ansterdam Lectures as a reply to Hei degger

A maj or di nension of such an endeavor, as we have noted, would be to see
what things Husserl enphasized in the Arsterdam Lectures to a greater degree
than in the Britannica article. It is notable, in this regard, that Husserl
goes nuch nmore extensively in the Lectures into the Ego-pole as the center of
the constitutive acts of the transcendental ego. He is clearly reaffirmng his
view that the transcendental ego is the ultimte basis for phenonenol ogy.



VWhat ever the nerits of the Ansterdam Lectures as an introduction to
phenonenol ogy or a programmtic outline of Husserlian phenonenol ogy, and
what ever interest they may hold for us in relation to the Husserl -Hei degger
debate, they are w thout doubt one of Husserl's npbst inportant statenents on
the rel ati onship of phenonenol ogy to psychol ogy.

This was a subject with which Husserl westled in various forns from
his earliest witings to his last. In Husserl the subject has severa
di nensi ons: the probl em of psychol ogi sm (agai nst which Husserl struggled his
whole life), the problemof how to relate phenonenology to the enpirica
di sci pline of psychology in sone way other than merely a critique of naive
positivity, and finally the problemof how to nove froma "psychol ogi ca
phenonenol ogy" (or "phenonenol ogi cal psychol ogy") to a transcendenta
phenonenol ogy free of every vestige of psychol ogism and positivity. In these
| ectures Husserl nakes it clearer than ever before: phenonenol ogica
psychol ogy has a two-fold purpose: First, by creating a pure psychol ogy that
can parallel (insofar as this is possible) the apriori natural sciences of
mechani cs and pure geonetry, it can have a reformative effect on enpirica
psychol ogy. The eidetic insights into the essential structures of nmental life
give us a body of apriori know edge that is not in any way a matter of
enpirical fact but of universal principles.

But a "pure psychol ogy" can have another and totally different
function: it can be the propaedeutic for transcendental phenonenol ogy.

These two functions correspond roughly to the first two sections of the
Britannica article and formthe two main sections of the Arsterdam Lectures as
we now have them Husserl here nmkes very clear the internediate position of
phenonmenol ogi cal psychology: It in no way has the character of enpirica
psychol ogy, which remains the victimof positivity and which |acks the eidetic
conponent as well as the foundation of certainty afforded by apodictic insight
into essential structures, nor on the other hand is it transcendenta
phenonenol ogy. Enpirical psychology will never have the character of the pure
ei detic psychol ogy Husserl is reconmending, nor will this pure psychol ogy ever
have the character of transcendental phenonenol ogy, for it has not nade the
transcendental turn.

More than ever before, Husserl has clarified to hinmself the reformative
potential of a pure psychology and the possibilities of such a pure psychol ogy
as a prelimnary step toward a transcendental phenonenol ogy. He has al so
clarified a program by which this transcendental phenonenol ogy can be
approached within a psychol ogical franmework--that of a "pure psychol ogy." At
the sane tine, he nmakes it quite clear that the historical roots of
transcendental phenonenol ogy do not lie in psychology at all, and thus it
woul d seem quite possible to devel op a transcendental phenonenol ogy through
pure philosophical reflection wi thout any recourse to the enpirical dinensions
of psychol ogy.

Per haps because of his audience in Ansterdam and perhaps in order to
bid for the attention of psychol ogists, Husserl specifically dwells on method
in a pure psychology. It is clear nore than ever that Husserl expects the
reformati ve potential of phenonenology to be felt in psychol ogy.

This is the central theme of the first section of the Britannica
article and, we assune, the whole first Ansterdam | ecture as delivered in
1928. Again we see in this concern to nake phenonenol ogy rel evant to a
specific scientific discipline a basic contrast between Husserl's conception
of phenonenol ogy and Hei degger's. It is never Heidegger's concern to provide
apodi ctic foundations for the sciences, nor does he address hinmself to



psychol ogi sts as even a major target audience for Being and Tine, although
mani festly that work can have great significance for psychol ogi sts.

So, clearly, the nore Husserl addresses these concerns and does so in
this way, the nore Heidegger is perceiving tendencies in Husserl that he does
not share. Later in his career |ooking back several decades to that earlier
peri od Hei degger remarks in his letter to Father Richardson which serves as a
preface to the latter's major scholarly work on Hei degger, already he was
feeling the insufficiencies of transcendental phil osophy per se, the tradition
of transcendental philosophy not just in Descartes and Kant but in the great
i deal i sts and then Husserl. But if philosophy is to be "rigorous science"
(which is what Husser|l takes it to be) and if it is to serve as a reformative
apriori discipline, then (according to Husserl) it nust affirmin the
strongest possible way its character as a transcendental discipline.

It is this point that Husserl passionately insists on: phil osophy must
be transcendental 1f it is to be philosophy and if it is to address the crisis
of the European sciences--which, for Husserl, it self-evidently nust do. One
m ght say that for Husserl philosophy can never be transcendental enough. But
precisely this point marks a parting of the way with Hei degger, for the |oss
of facticity, the denial of the factual content of the ego, bothers Hei degger
Thus his significant marginal remark on the Britannica article that the
worldly is included in the transcendental ego.

What ever the contrast in perspective may be between Husserl and
Hei degger, however, Husserl in the Ansterdam Lectures is addressing directly
the i ssue of how his phenonenol ogy can relate to the enpirical science of
psychol ogy, and these lectures renmain an inportant articulation of that
relationship as he saw it after three decades of work with the topic.



Finally, The Ansterdam Lectures are interesting precisely in their
relationship to the Britannica article. The two texts are parallel docunents,
one purportedly a "reworking" <Ueberarbeitung> of the other, yet the reworking
is so thorough that it is very difficult to |ocate parallel sentences in the
two texts even when they are nounted side by side. When one does this, it soon
beconmes apparent how highly condensed a version of Husserl's thinking the
Britannica article is.

But the availability of a text that is, on the average, between two and
three tines |onger under each parallel section heading in the Ansterdam
Lectures gives us what is in essence a commentary on the earlier text. Quite
possi bly Husserl hinmself had doubts that his standpoint could be persuasively
and clearly presented in the conpass of the length to which he had restricted
hinself in the preparation of the Britannica article. Certainly Husserl is
known to have remarked on the trenmendous difficulty of this project.

So the problemis not just that the collaboration wth Hei degger had
not gone well, but that the article itself clearly |loses a good deal of
intelligibility because of its extrene conciseness.|In fact, one can raise the
question of whether it is feasible in the first place to try to conpress the
work of a lifetime into 5,000 words, especially when these words are to be
addressed to an audi ence totally unacquainted with one's previ ous work and now
encountering it described in a second | anguage.

Clearly, Husserl was facing sone "herneneutical" obstacles. There is
the hermeneutical question of how nmuch preunderstanding is required in order
to make sense at all of Husserl's argunment in the Britannica article. Are we
per haps tal ki ng about sonmething in the category of "Operation
| npossi bl e"--undertaken with all good will by Husserl but intrinsically beyond
possibility of acconplishnment? Husserl not only undertakes to explain his
overall project in that space, but in both texts he goes beyond that and tries
also to clarify what it neans to overcone psychol ogi sm how the reductions
wor k, and why the transcendental problemremained unsolved for three
centuries.

Here Husserl is not just referring to matters already famliar to his
readers; rather, he is facing several of the thorniest problens in the history
of nodern thought and attenpting to present his solution for them
Phenonenol ogy, he argues, holds the solution to problens still unsolved in the
sci ences, which cannot overcone the chains of positivity because they |ack the
met hod of an epoche that would place the world in parenthesis, because they
| ack the technique of eidetic variation as a way of finding the essentia
structures of consciousness, because, lost in the positivity of the natura
focus, they cannot see the constitutive activities by which things in the
world are given in consciousness.

But can such a project as Husserl is proposing possibly be made cl ear
and persuasive in so short a space and without exenplary studies to
denonstrate one's point? Hei degger had suggested that such studies would be
necessary to nmake the potentialities of phenonenology clear. It would seem
that Husserl hinself was acutely aware of this problem and in reworking the
earlier essay he took pains to expand and expl ain what had sonmeti mes been
concealed within a single sentence in the earlier text.

In any case, it is clear that in the Arsterdam Lectures Husserl| takes
advant age of having nore roomto unfold what m ght have seened enigmatic to
readers of the Brittanica article, even in its original German form and even
nore enigmatic to readers of the further reduced version as cut by Sal nmon for
publication in the Encycl opedia Britannica.
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In this regard, of course, see Spiegel berg's discussion of the fortunes
of the article in the hands of Salnon and also his article on G bson's diary
of 1928 ("From Husserl to Heidegger: Excerpts froma 1928 Freiburg Diary by W
R. Boyce G bson," Journal of the British Society for Phenonenol ogy,
2(1971):58-83).

Furthernore, it is not w thout herneneutical significance that the
Anmst erdam Lectures were conposed originally for oral presentation. The
conpression appropriate for a Britannica article is obviously not necessary
for a scholarly lecture in Arsterdam Here Husserl is trying to put the ideas
of the Brittanica article into a formthat could be understood by persons in a
foreign |l and, who were listening to a lecture in a |anguage not their own, and
on a subject not easy even for native Germans to grasp.

Surely the pressure for clarity nmust have been as great in the
preparati on of the Amsterdam Lectures as it was in the case of the Brittanica
article, a pressure now to express his ideas in a formthat could be foll owed
orally. Husserl the pedagogue, a man with a lifetime of public [ecturing
behi nd him surely nust have been the lively, engaging | ecturer Shestov
depicts in his memoir cited earlier

Thus we have in the Brittanica article and the Ansterdam Lectures two
very different texts but with special possibilities of nmutual illum nation.
Both follow basically the same sequence of topics, although in the Ansterdam
Lectures Husserl does find hinself early drawn into explanation of nethod in
relation to pure psychol ogy.

The topics are parallel not just in possessing the same three ngjor
di vi si onal headi ngs but in the whol e sequence of subheadings. The insertion of
addi ti onal subheadi ngs by the German editor which are not in the manuscript of
Lectures may sonewhat obscure the parallelism This gives the inpression that
Husser|l was choosi ng new headi ngs, when in fact Husserl is nmerely wandering
of f the topic under headi ngs he has taken over fromthe Britannica article as
gui des for his exposition.

If we conpare the main and subordi nate headings in the two texts, we
find that both project the sane three main parts:

l. Pure Psychol ogy: Its Field of Experience, Its Method, and Its Function
. Phenonenol ogi cal Psychol ogy and Transcendental Phenonenol ogy; and

I1l. Transcendental Phenonenol ogy and Phil osophy as Universal Science with
Absol ut e Foundati ons.

The two Ansterdam Lectures, however, did not take up Part Ill, so we have this
part only as presented in the Brittanica article. To have the Lectures stand
on their own as an organic whol e representing his phenonenol ogy, Husserl would
have needed to conplete an expanded version of the final section conparable to
hi s expansion of Parts | and 11

This he did not do, and the Lectures remai ned unpublished in Husserl's
lifetine.

It is beyond the scope of the present introduction to undertake a
conparison of the Brittanica article and the Ansterdam Lectures, but it nay be
of interest sinply to |list the sixteen sections of the Amsterdam Lectures with
an indication of the nunber of lines falling under each heading in that text
and under the sane heading in the article in the Encycl opedia Brittanica.
Since the German edition contains both texts in the sane volune and in the
same size type and line length, it becones feasible sinply to count the nunber
of lines in the parallel sections in the German edition. The headi ngs added to
t he Ansterdam Lectures by the German editor have been indicated in brackets
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and, of course, do not have a parallel in the Brittanica article.

1. The Two Senses of Phenonenol ogy: As Psychol ogi cal Phenonenol ogy and as
Transcendent al Phenonenol ogy. >
EB, no heading, 17 lines; AL, 43 lines.

2. Pure Natural Science and Pure Psychol ogy.
EB, 29 lines; AL, 93 lines.

3. The Method of Pure Psychology (Intuition and Reflection); Intentionality
as the Fundanental Characteristic of the Mental
EB, no heading; AL, 90 Ilines.

4, The Meani ng of the Concept of Purity.>
EB, mssing; AL, 108 lines.

5. The Purely Mental in Experience of the Self and of Community. The
Uni versal Description of Intentional Processes.
EB, 98 lines; AL, 50 Ilines.

6. Phenonenol ogi cal Psychol ogi cal > Reducti on and Cenui ne Experience of
Sonet hing Internal.
EB, 98 lines; AL, 106 lines.

7. The Ego-Pol e as Center of Acts of the Ego. The Synthetic Character of
Consci ousness. >
EB, m ssing; AL, 252 |ines.

8. Ei deti ¢ Reducti on and Phenomenol ogi cal Psychol ogy as Eidetic Science.
EB, 34 lines; AL, 112 lines.

9. The Essential Function of Phenonenol ogi cal Psychol ogy for an Exact
Empirical Psychol ogy.
EB, 72 lines; AL, 142 |ines.

10. Descartes' Transcendental Turn and Locke's Psychol ogi sm
EB, 46; AL, 113.

11. The Transcendental Probl em
EB, 73 lines; AL, 134 |ines.

12. The Psychol ogi stic Solution to the Transcendental Problem
EB, 75 lines; AL, 70 lines.

13. The Transcendent al - Phenonenol ogi cal Reduction and the Transcendenda
Senbl ance of Doubl i ng.
EB, 111 lines; AL 239 lines.

14. On the Parallelismbetween Phenonenol ogi cal Psychol ogy and
Transcendental Phenomenol ogy. >
EB, m ssing; AL, 58 lines.

15. Pure Psychol ogy as Propaedeutic for Transcendental Phenomenol ogy. <The
Radi cal Overcom ng of Psychol ogi sm >
EB, 51 lines; AL, 85 lines.

16. Constructing Transcendental Phil osophy.
EB, m ssing; AL, 98 lines.

Total EB (without Part I11), 700 lines; AL, 1793 lines. Total EB, with Part
11, 880 lines; AL, 1793 lines. The Brittanica article, of course, contains
anot her six sections (nunbered I1-16) with an additional 180 |ines which
conprise Part |11, but even with this additional |ength added to the
Brittanica article, the Arsterdam Lectures remain over twice as long as the



earlier text. A further analysis and conparison of the two texts renmins

beyond the scope of this introduction
ot her hands.

so the transl ator

| eaves that task to
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The transl ator wishes to acknow edge with thanks the inpetus from
Her bert Spi egel berg nore than a dozen years ago to undertake a fresh
translation of the fanmpus Brittanica article working fromthe uncut origina
version available in volume 9 of the Gesamelte Schriften.

The new transl ation appeared in the Journal of the British Society for
Phenonenol ogy in 1971 together with an introducti on by Spiegel berg expl ai ni ng
the circunstances of its original appearance and the need for a new
transl ati on. When nore recently the translation was requested for inclusion in
an ant hol ogy of the shorter works of Husserl edited by Fred Elliston and Peter
McCorm ck, the translator took the opportunity to make many changes based on
corrections by Karl Schumann forwarded to him (with perm ssion) by Herbert
Spi egel berg. These have al so been incorporated into the present translation

For the present volume Thomas Sheehan and | have accepted the
suggestion of the Husserl Archives that the Ansterdam Lectures do belong with
the Brittanica article, so | have added the Ansterdam Lectures and Tom has
translated the earlier drafts of the Brittanica article.

In translating the Ansterdam Lectures | wish to thank nmy cotransl ator
Thomas Sheehan, and al so Fred Kersten for encouragenment and corrections of the
first fourth of the Lectures. If the first four sections seem any better
translated than the rest, this my also be due to the anonynous reader at the
Husserl Archives whose many val uabl e suggestions over the first sections have
al so been largely adopt ed.

| also gratefully acknowl edge the help of two colleagues in the Gernman
Department at MacMurray Coll ege, now eneritus, G sela Hess (the Brittanica
article) and Susanne Robbi ns (Anmsterdam Lectures) who checked ny transl ation
for grammatical and other errors.

| also wish to thank MacMurray Col |l ege for the use of their conmputer in
editing the translation and preparing it for publication.

Finally, | amindebted to Cairns' Guide to Translating Husserl which

consulted regarding every najor term although |I have in sone instances
devi sed alternative renderings.

R E. P. June, [983



