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EMPATHY BEFORE AND AFTER HUSSERL

Husserl’s definitive treatment of intersubjec-
tivity and the consciousness of other people is
contained inthe Cartesian Meditations, say com-
mentators. On the transcendental ego and its con-
stitution of objects in consciousness, consult the
first and especially the second book of the Jdeas.
But to search the Husserlian scriptures without
considering their intellectnal milieu or the prac-
tices of their production is to collude with those
texts as they constiuct a dogma of the ego by sup-
pressing vital contextual considerations. At the
same stroke, it is to elevate those texts to the
status of a disembodied voice that, resounding
from nowhere, becomes itselfthe prime evidence
for what it asserts about egoic function

I suggest, and will briefly demonstrate here, a
different practice of reading Husserl. It adds two
further steps to the customary methods of study-
ing his texts. First, it places his evolving treat-
ment of empathy into its contemporary intellec-
tual context, particularly Munich
phenomenclogy; and secondly, it examines how
other people figured into Husserl’s own profes-
sional practices of text production.

Einfiihlung and Motivation in Munich
Phenomenology

Einfiihlung does not mean “empathy.” Moti-
vation does not mean “meotivation,” in the sense
of a psychological drive to do something, These
two terms had a specialized technical meaning in
the German hermeneutical tradition of the nine-
teenth century. They are the keys to unlocking the
logical and aesthetic theories of Theodor Lipps,
whose work set the agenda for Munich phenome-
nology from the first years of the new century
down through the suppression of empathy theory
under National Socialism, Husser! read Lipps’s
books closely, and he wrestled with Lipps’s de-
veloping account of egoic function while he was
formulating his own transcendental phenome-
nology. Moreover, Husserl was in sustained dia-
logue with Lipps’s students and disciples.'

What, then, was Lipps saying about Einfiih-
fung? Lipps was interested in the epistemological
dimensions of psychology, aesthetics, and
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logic——all fields in which he authored works
taken as the standard of their day* He framed is-
sues for which familiar Husserlian formulations
provide solutions. In his 1903 Leitfaden der Psy-

chologie, Lipps wrote that there are three fields of

knowledge: things, myself, and other human in-
dividuals Knowledge of the first two comes by
sense perception and by inner reflective percep-
tion, respectively; while other people are known
by Einfiihlung One should translate this term as
“inner awareness” or as “awareness-within” The
“in” of ein- can indicate either position within, or
motion toward, or both. This Einfiihlung can oc-
cur “within” oneself of “into” another. It is the
way in which one inhabits or coincides with one’s
own subjectivity, but it is also the way one over-
takes and saturates someone else.

‘Perhaps Lipps’s most astute observation is
this: one cannot telt which kind of inward aware-
ness has been going on until it is brought to termi-

nation A busy, engaged, ecstatic deployment of

Ich—nondifferented “i” — within activity is the
prime instance of in-feeling, for Lipps. Only as
in-felt activity concludes do individual i’s
emerge. [ can then tell, reflectively, whether the i
deployed in the experience has been my own or
someone else’s. This lived inner coincidenc® is
able to deliver knowledge of others as human in-
dividuals precisely because the “inner reflective
perception” that lets me know myself also has
that same character of saturating inner coinci-
dence, Einflihlung

Although he has received very bad press on
this score, Lipps carefully distinguished between
logic and psychology. Psychology, he wrote, in-
vestigates how knowledge and error alike are to
be made intelligible, but it neither accounts for
their difference—as logic does—nor claims that
knowledge and error are the same. Logic, for its
part, certifies knowledge by inspecting the forms
of its genesis. Logic informs us that what we have
is knowledge when the chains of inference deliv-
ering it exhibit the proper pattern. Logic tells us
that we have error when the pattern is improper. It
is the patterns, inference chains, and thought-
forms themselves that interest Lipps. They are
what the mind understands. To think is to follow
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connections, that is, to live-through them . Intelli-
gible connections are of two kinds. Causal con-
nections are recognized in the world of real
things, while motivated connections are experi-
enced (erlebs) in conscious life Lipps, then, de-
picts conscious life as a stream whose flow can be
followed. When the flow has been directed by hu-
man choices, we have history and the arts, whose
intelligibility is their motivation by those
choices.’

For Lipps, causality and motivation are
equally empirical. Both are patterns recognized
in perceptions that have occunied seriaily, and
both have the character of something understood
rather than substantive, Motivation consists in a
series of tugs from one perception to the next,
tugs that register with an i as it flows along nonre-
flectively, therefore impersonally, through the se-
rial connections among objects passing in con-
scious review. Or rather, this non-individuated i
is the registration of that conscious flow. As such,
the i is activity, not substance. Theiislivedasa
kind of midpoint between two contrasting di-
mensions of in-feeling. On one side, Lipps says, 1
in-feel me busy, active, and free in the willful re-
alization ofthe comings and goings ofthe objects
of consciousness for me. Those objects belong to
me and depend on me, On the other side, I in-fee]
me bound, constrained, obliged, unfiee, or pas-
sive in my presentation of objects of conscious-
ness. Lipps positions the i as a conscious hinge
between determined objectivity and creative sub.-
Jectivity. (Husserl’s ater doctrine of “constity-
tion” has its roots here.)

But in this early (1893} account, Lipps has not
yet distinguished between living the i and feeling
the i (feherlebnis versus Einfiihlung) Besides
choices, he would say, one also lives-through or
inhabits the logical connection between antece-
dents and consequents, and the cqusal connec-
tion between independent and dependent vari-
ables. Eventually Lipps restricts the term

Einfithlung to instances in which the activity of

the i contributes something original: something
optional and dependent upon the i such as a
mood, a desire, a striving, a choice. The i is then
felt as the source of such colorings.’ Husserl’s
own doctrine takes the other branch in the road
His transcendental €go constitutes objects with-
out variance.

Because Lipps regards non-differentiated in-
feeling as primary, he suggests we have the possi-

PHILOSOPHY TODAY
124

bility of Iecapturing it whenever we are cop-
fronted with a human expression, whether in art
or in the human body Lipps says that humans
have a twofold instinet: to express, and to follow
along with expression, What is expressed is the
motivated in-dwelt freedom of the series of expe-
riences. Its expression induces an imitation in
which the motivated series replicates itself in the
i of the beholder Or rather, the two i’s coincide
Individuation is temporarily lost, and primal ec-
stasy is regained. Soon the coincidence ends, and
Iteturn to myself with the knowledge ofthe other
human being

Lipps postulated these “instincts” to account
for how I choose apt targets for my projective
feeling-into, and his aesthetics was rightly criti-
cized for this. Yet his insistence that the possibil-
ity of’understanding tests upon structures that gJf
people share is a point that compares favorably
with the theory that would supplant it The Nazj
ideologue Alfred Rosenberg refuted Lipps’s
Einfiihtungslehre on grounds that only racial
traits can be the basis of the possibility of under-
standing,

Husser1’s Framing of Transcendenta)
Phenomenology in Lippsian Terminology

Space precludes an adequate account of the
roots of Lipps’s doctrine of Motivation in the ear-
lier work of Dilthey and Schlciermacher Suffice
it to recall that Dilthey sought to establish the
epistemological foundation for the cultural sci-
ences (Gez'.steswz‘:ssenschaften)‘ These would be
sciences of understanding through motivation,
rather than sciences of explanation through cau-
sality in the mannet of the natural sciences. Thig
was the ambition of Scheler and Reinach as well,
who called for a new kind of psychology that
would found the human sciences and set them
apait from the natural sciences. In their view, the
teleological motivations that impart intelligible
coherences to occurrences in the cultural world
(and to that world itself as aworld) are quite dif-
ferent from the generic causes that impart inte]li-
gible coherences to occurrences in the natural
world (and to that world itself)

Husserl’s quest wag different. He wanted to
investigate how it happens that one understands
coherences and has worlds af all. Husserl noticed
that one’s understanding of causality and motiva-
tion is neither caused nor motivated. Something
underlies both the human sciences and the naty-




ral sciences that itself is neither kind of science.
Husserl would struggle to formulate his investi-
gations of this “pure logical” source in spatial
terms (“realm,” “field,” “foundation™) and also in
terms of cognitive activity {*i,” “ego pole,” “con-
stitution™). At the outset, he needed to insist that
logic was not a product of thought, nor was it the
tried-and-true, habitual patterning built up by
correct thinking . Thus he agreed with the Munich
phenomenologists that one must consign a cer-
tain brand of psychological research, with its
causal claims, o the realm of the natural sci-
ences, Husser] alone, however, would come to re-
gard the cultural sciences as equally problematic,

The new science that Husseil proposed—phe-
nomenology—would investigate how the other
sciences, both Geisteswis senschaften and natural
sciences, could exhibit their respective varieties
of coherence: motivation on the one hand, and
czusality on the other This new science would be
a seeing of essences, whereas the other sciences
were followings of coherences. Essences are un-
wavering, whole, simple, and given all at once to
the understanding. In contrast, both motivation
and causality involve chains, segments, se-
quence, articulation Thus the instantaneous see-
ing of essences contrasts with the quasi-
kinesthetic step-by-step following of motivation
and causation. 7

Husseil uses the (metaphorical) term “in-
sight” to characterize the way in which one
grasps essence, and he uses Lipps’s term “in-
feeling” to characterize the way in which one fol-
lows an articulated chain of whatever kind: a pro-
cess of physical reactions, a sequence of emo-
tional responses, a national history, a biography,
or a logical proof. In-sight (Einsichf) and in-
fecling (Einfiihlung) are parallel but opposed
means of cognitive access. How may the relation-
ship between the two be characterized? In-sight
and in-feeling are integral to one another. In-sight
seeks the kinds of “why’s” that connect the steps
through which the understander flows—flows by
progressively in-feeling them—as she picks out
orrelives physical or cultural events, constituting
their coherence These “why’s” register as recog-
nitions affirming the rational coherence of the di-
rectional flow of in-felt understandings. In-sight
ratifies what has been experienced in inwardly
aware coincidence (Einfiiklung).

In Husserl’s work before the Armistice, two
distinct attempts were made to establish the cor-

relation between eidetic phenomenology and the
other sciences—that is, between the seeing of es-
sences and the in-felt following of coherences.
The first is the 1911 Logos article, “Philosophy
as Rigorous Science” Its tactic is of a piece with
the Prolegomenon to the Logical Investigations:
the relation must be one of logical foundation,
The second attempt is Edith Stein’s arrangement
of the second book of the Ideas, which Husserl
never approved for publication. There, the rela-
tion would be owing to the human person’s direct
access to other persons; all necessity is founded
in that.

The metaphor of “changing places” let
Husserl take his first tentative steps toward his
doctrine of the transcendental ego, as can be seen
already in notes from the 1905 Seefeld vacation
and in lectures from 1910 At first blush, those
lectures seem to derive the necessity of other peo-
ple from the eidetics of appearing of the things of
nature, Actually, they do no such thing. Husser!
formulates a law that any i is capable of access to
the same appearances as any other i; in other
words, that what is meanz by “i” is the capacity to
be appeared-to without contributing anything to
the contouring of any appearance. This law says
nothing about whether there are any othet i’s, o1
whether their consensus is needed for the certifi-
cation of the appearances that come on to me.
Stated another way, Husserl’s law merely de-
clares: the world must and does appear to me just
as it would appear to anyone else who might
stand where I stand; for my own unique individu-
ality is irrelevant to my observations. In the
Ideas, Husserl will develop this principle into the
foundation of the natural sciences.

Husser!’s primary use of the term “in-feeling”
is logical, not acsthetic or emotional. In-feeling
delivers only that component of someone else’s
experience that could be experienced in principle
by anyone at all I’s are interchangeable. In ef-
fect, the act of in-feeling is supposed to filter out
whatever was owing to the particular individual
who firsthad the experience. Husserl’s pedagogi-
cal technique of the “reduction” is actually a ver-
sion of Lippsian projective feeling-into. Both
procedures mean to peel away personal condi-
tioning so as to open access to pure-egoic activ-
ity. Lipps valued the peel; Husser] discarded it

Constitution as the Suppression of Variance
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Let us pause for 2 moment to note that until
1913, and arguably throughout both books of the

Ideas, Husserl’s philosophy has been developing
without an explicit treatment of the status of other
people. Yet Hussetl’s others, like ninja turtles, are
hiding in plain sight all over his work Assertions
such as the one just considered —that logical va-
lidity holds no matter who executes the
proof—already presume that logic and the sci-
ences are going to have more than one practitio-
ner. The very terms “in-feeling” and “motiva-
tion” are loan words from other writers, That
people necessarily live and think together was
tacitly acknowledged, even presupposed, in the
Logical Investigations when Husser! repeatedly
appealed to what “we say” or “we know” That
phrase is more than a professor’s droning mantra.
The Husserlian refrain wir wissen discloses a ten-
sion: Wir is discounted as wissen is brought under
phenomenological scrutiny. Moreover, Husserl’s
own professorial practice had always relied upon
the kindness of strangers. Alieni’s flocked to him
in the lecture halls and purchased his books Col-
leagues co-edited his Jahrbuch, and assistants
franscribed his manuscripts. Most of all, Husser]
wrote that some of his readers misunderstood
him. He complained about the misapprehensions
of book reviewers, and he tried to correct the ver-
sions of his views played back to him by Lipps
and cven Dilthey, among other correspondents.
One cannot help but wonder, then, why Husserl
produced no phenomenology of misunderstand-
ing The thing itself surely confronted him on
every side,

Instead, we find in the 1910 lectures some
comments on the limitations of cognitive access
to other individuals. Hasserl says that in-feeling
lets us learn about (erfakren) the consciousress
of another empirical i, but does not let us live it
through (erleben). In-feeling does not give the
alienias i, but as a content meant as —yetnotex-
perienced as-— living. In-feeling thus has a struc-
ture similar to the reflective acts of remembering
some past portion of one’s own streaming life, or
expecting some future portion of it. In both cases,
an act that is alive now—as t—grasps another ac-
tivity located elsewhere, as a “now” With re-
membering and expecting, the grasped activity is
meant as something that was or will be fully ac-
cessible to me, the one now grasping it Such is
not the case with in-feeling, says Husserl. What
one experiences of another always turns out to be
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non-live. The other’s empirical i remains off-
limits. It is known to be essentially something so
particular that it can have no adequate analog
concocted out of one’s own imagining. Husser]

concludes that the graspable act and the act of

grasping may occur at two different times within
the same i-stream, or at the same time within two
different i-streams. But i-streams never flow to-
gether. There are no canals, he insists.

The discovery that Husserl has made is that
the structure of one’s in-feeling of the experi-

ences of other people is similar to the structure of

entertaining a memory or a hope. Husserl would
later identify this discovery as having precipi-
tated his breakthrough into fully transcendental
phenomenology. He thought he had solved the
riddle of intersubjectivity by extrapolation from
the doubling of the now/“now” as experienced in
memory and expectation. One’s inner awareness
of other people’s experiences would be struc-
tured quite like one’s own memories and expecta-
tions. Henceforward, Husserl no longer regarded
Fremderfahrung, the experience of othet people,
as an interesting or provocative problem His fo-
cus shifted to “constitution,” the egoic autonomic
function of assembling unified identities out of
the seriated appearings of objects in conscious-
ness. )

The transcendental reduction that precedes
the analyses of constitution in Jdeas I/ rests on the

metaphor of trading places. That metaphor itself

runs on the tacit reduction of individual identity
to location. But are you your place? Could some-
one else take your place without epistemological
consequences for your world? We need not look
far for an answer We can consider the piactices
through which the text of Ideas /I was produced.
As a work of phenomenology, this book pur-
ports to recount what anybody at all would see
simply by following the observations that the text
suggests Its claims are not supposed to be ac-
cepted on faith or authority; they are supposed to

come true in the reader’s own led 1e-enactment of

originary egoic moves. Thus, it should not matter
who wrote Ideas JT. Ironically, then, scholars be-
have un-phenomenologically when they fret over
the authorship of various passages, or chatt the
historic course of the text’s development * But
also ironically, as we fret, we find that the por-
tions of the text composed by Husserl's assistant
Edith Stein do not match what is said about con-
stitution elsewhere, Apparently, it made a differ-

A s T

fimpyter
—_—




Lt

R 7 G AR A 2 it e - g o o« sty gl

TR U ST T S L e T,

SR

R T o

T e R B

ence when Stein took Husserl’s place. Even his
best student and most devoted disciple, attempt-
ing to write as he would, did phenomenclogy dif-
ferently than he did it. Their struggles over “con-
stitution” are documented in correspondence and
underlined by the fact that Stein dug up Husserl’s

own time manuscripts to confront him with his
own divergent results in earlier days °

Where Husserl took a wrong turn with consti-
tution, Edith Stein pointed out an alternative She
has in-feeling itself do the work that constitstion
is supposed to perform in Husserl’s phenomenol-
ogy. But that’s a story for another day

ENDNOTES

1 Husserl worked closely with Lipps’s students Alexander
Piander, Adolf Reinach, Johannes Daubert, and Hedwig
Conrad Martius, and he responded to the criticisrms of Max
Scheler, also a Lippsian phenomenologist

2. Lipps also edited the German translation of David Hume’s
A Treatise of Human Nature,

3. Lipps’s student Alexander Pfinder would develop the doc-
trine of motivation info an argument against the blind irre-
sistible drives postulated by depth psychology, and in
favor of the intentionality of every choice toward a modifi-
cation of the world meant as real. That is the kind of real-
ism that Husserl turns away from when he embraces
transcendental phenomenology.

Midway College, Midway, KY 40347

4 By contrast, Lipps says in his later work, the i is not “felt”
but “lived” in instances of judging, meaning, and believ-
ing. It doesn’t create; it merely assents

3 Forexample, see the critical discussion of Edith Stein’s un-
chronological rearrangement of Husserl’s time manu-
scripts, in John Barnet Brough’s “Translator’s
Intreduction” to Husserl’s On the Phenomenology of the
Consciousness of Internal Time (Dordrecht: Kluwer,

1991).

6 I'make these observations on the basis of published materi-
als: prinéipally the editorial introductions and critical
notes to relevant volumes of Husserfiana, and Stein’s cor-
respondence with Roman Ingarden See my Body, Text.
and Science in the Phenomenology of Edith Stein (Dor-
drecht: Kluwer, forthcoming) ‘
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