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It is a great pleasure to have the opportunity to speak at the annual meeting of your distinguished  Husserl Circle. Many thanks to Dermot Morran for inviting me. 


It is my task today to remind you briefly of the name of Jan Patočka and his contribution to the development of phenomenology. I am sure you have heard of him, although the Iron Curtain isolated him for nearly all of the second half of his life, keeping him from full-fledged philosophical contact with the western scholarly public. Some of you perhaps remember that we celebrated the 95th anniversary of his birth by dedicating the Prague 2002 conference to his memory, an event by which we successfully established the world-wide Organization of Phenomenological Organizations. 


Jan Patocka met Edmund Husserl for the first time in Paris. At the end of his university studies at Charles University in Prague, Patočka spent the 1928-29 school year at the École des Hautes Études and at the Collège de France, where he did not miss the opportunity to attend Husserl’s Paris lectures, later published as Cartesian Meditations. Already there, Patočka was introduced to Husserl by Alexandre Koyré. The impression of Husserl’s way of  philosophizing on Patočka was immense and decisive. In 1931, he defended in Prague his doctoral thesis The Concept of Evidence and its Meaning for the Noetics. 

In 1932, Patočka was supported for two years in Germany by the Humboldt Stiftung. He started his post-doctoral study in Berlin, where he attended the lectures of Nicolai Hartmann, Werner Jaeger, and Jacob Klein. Klein in particular influenced Patočka tremendously, and this led to a lifelong intellectual correspondence. During his stay in Berlin, Patočka was successful in getting the invitation from Edmund Husserl for a longer study in Freiburg.  Jacob Klein encouraged him to attend also the lectures of  Martin Heidegger. Ironically, Patočka left Berlin just after having experienced the Nazi coup d’état and witnessed Heidegger’s ill-fated period of functioning as a Nazi-rector of the University. 

In Freiburg, Husserl entrusted Patočka to the care of his assistant Eugen Fink who initiated Patočka, who was two years younger, to the deepest secrets of phenomenology, not omitting the complicated relations between Husserl and Heidegger and the problems of the difference in their phenomenological conceptions. A firm friendship between Fink and Patočka was the result of those days spent in Freiburg, as witnessed by the volume of their correspondence published in Orbis Phaenomenologicus, 1999. Husserl was also quite enthusiastic about his young countryman as his letters
 witness.

In 1935, Patočka defended in Prague his habilitation thesis The Natural World as a Philosophical Problem. As he said later, perhaps too modestly, here the subject matter was for the most part pre-phenomenological, the problems having been taken over from the intuitive realism of Bergson, Losskij and Whitehead.  The method, however, was apparently that of Husserlian transcendentalism. But the topic of the book was in fact Husserlian, too. The whole of the world, split into two, i.e. the world of the natural human activities and the world of scientific constructions, had to be united again by reducing it to a pre-existent transcendental subjectivity with its temporal structure of living presence, protention and retention and the laws which govern the constitution of any objectivity in the subjective activity. This basically active consciousness with its parergical activities, inactualities and potentialities was for Patočka at that time already the world as a horizon of all horizons. As the method of access to all the phenomena of nature, human body, moods, intersubjectivity, speech, home in contrast to the distanced and the alien, etc., Patočka proclaims and applies the phenomenological reduction. It is interesting that the book appeared in 1936, even before Husserl’s Prague lecture on Crisis was published in Belgrade. 

Apart from Husserl and Fink, Ludwig Landgrebe, just starting to work at the German University in Prague, was another important discussion partner for Patočka when he was writing his book. These three friends had a key role in attempting to organize the emigration of Husserl to Prague when it was clear that the political conditions in Germany were getting dangerous. In 1934, the Cercle philosophique de Prague pour les recherches sur l’entendement humain was established as a platform uniting the philosophers living in Prague and interested in one way or another in phenomenology. Prague of that time was a town inhabited in fact by three nations, Czechs, Germans and Jews, speaking Czech and German. To be really democratic, this philosophical society had the French title and French was its official language; to keep a parity, they had one Czech (J. B. Kozák) and one German (E. Utitz) for presidents and the two secretaries, the Czech one being Jan Patočka, the German Kurt Grube who died soon after and was succeeded by Ludwig Landgrebe. 

The most spectacular activity of the Cercle was organizing Edmund Husserl’s visit to Prague. It was planned for the spring of 1935 but some administrative misunderstanding made it necessary for Husserl to first go to Vienna. The success of his lectures in Prague in autumn 1935 was as great as that in Vienna half a year before. Keeping in mind the political situation in Germany, the Prague Cercle offered Husserl the opportunity to move to Prague. But it was not easy to find enough financial support for that, and in the meantime Husserl died. Nevertheless, a part of Husserl’s manuscripts was transported to Prague and Landgrebe managed to transcribe and edit Husserl’s text Erfahrung und Urteil. The book was published by the Cercle in the spring of 1939, just as German troops were marching in to occupy the country. Except for a few copies sent to US, most of the edition was confiscated and destroyed. The copy kept by Patočka was used for the photomechanical re-edition of the book after the war.

In the years to come, during the Nazi occupation and later, when he was allowed by the Communists to work on an edition of the works of the Czech 17th century philosopher Jan Amos Comenius, Patočka was realizing his idea formulated already in his habilitation, namely, that the study of the structures of the “natural world” and the problem of its splitting have to be undertaken as a study of its history, in fact as a sort of philosophy of  history in general. A substantial part of the mostly unpublished texts concerning this topic, papers housed in the Patočka Archive in Prague, was recently edited and translated into German by Ludger Hagedorn in the Institute for Human Sciences in Vienna.  They are now appearing in Orbis Phaenomenologicus under the supervision of Hans Rainer Sepp. 


In the beginning of sixties, the political situation was becoming milder and Patočka was given a possibility to spend some time in Louvain. It turned out that during the previous decade, when he was allowed to publish only on Comenius and Aristotle and translated Hegel’s Phenomenology of Spirit, he was apparently not losing sight of the developments in Western phenomenology, and he continued his own phenomenological research. After he returned from Louvain, he published a large text called An Introduction to Husserl’s Phenomenology, a text published in installments in the 1965 issues of the Czech Philosophical Review. The political climate was still not mild enough to allow it to be published as the book it deserved to be. Some of you perhaps know it in the English translation made by Erazim Kohák for the Open Court Publishing Company, 1996. In this book, Patočka introduces the reader thoroughly not only into details of Husserl’s philosophical work, but also into his own investigations in this field. For the first time Patočka speaks here about his concept of an “a-subjective” phenomenology.

He developed this concept as a continuation of the criticism of Husserl’s phenomenological transcendentalism exerted in the meantime by a lot of Husserl scholars, especially by Patočka’s old friends, Eugen Fink
 and Ludwig Landgrebe.
 I think we can dare say that Patočka’s a-subjective phenomenology was his attempt to understand the necessity of Heideggerian secession from Husserl’s concept of transcendentalism to the philosophy of Dasein, as it was developed in Sein und Zeit. Patočka also carefully examines the possibilities of accepting something from Heidegger’s philosophy after Kehre. Patočka was doing this from the perspective of Husserl’s highly appreciated achievements in the struggle with the original Cartesianism of his phenomenology. Nevertheless, Patočka thinks, the struggle was not brought to a final goal, although at the end of his Krisis Husserl is convinced that it was. 

In the last years of his life, Patočka wrote several larger essays in which he summarized his position.
 So, what is specific in his approach? He himself understands his originality like this: “… none of the authors who examine this [i.e. Husserl’s] way [i.e. the struggle with the Cartesian heritage] stresses what we consider the decisive moment that keeps Husserl from finally fully overcoming the metaphysical character of modern thought… Husserl is led by the inner logic of the struggle with the Cartesian heritage to pose the ontological problem at least in the form of a question about the mode of being of things that are, and yet he does not develop this question systematically”.
 But why? Why is Husserl not willing to take this step? What would this step mean? Patočka explains that it “would mean for him a parting with the kind of transcendentalism which he seeks to defend to the end, with a transcendentalism rooted in a past-oriented conception of the subject, of reflection, of time…”.
 
Now, Patočka wants to show that to take this step would not mean to give up the original intention of phenomenology. On the contrary, it would mean to keep this intention and cultivate it. In his paper titled Was ist Phänomenologie, written in German for the book published 1979 in honor of Raymond Klibansky, Patočka formulates the essence of phenomenology like this: “The new philosophy does not want to study reality but rather the appearing of all what appears. … it must thematize appearing as such, wherever and whenever it occurs, it must derive its way of proceeding only from the appearing as such and not succumb to any usual prejudices about the appearing of what appears, the prejudices supplied by the tradition of metaphysics and the special sciences.”
 Of course, we recognize in it the Husserlian “Principle of principles”, but Patočka apparently says more than that. 

In a very instructive text with the title The Subjectivism of the Husserlian Phenomenology and the Exigency of an A-subjective Phenomenology,
 Patočka shows that the problem of appearing belongs to the core of the philosophical tradition and he mentions the most important historical ways in which it was tackled. He suggests that the leading point of view when approaching the problem of appearing is to pay attention to the fact that the same thing can appear in different ways. It is also important to note to whom or where the things appear. I shall recapitulate now briefly his argument:

Patočka starts with Plato. There is a famous passage in the 7th letter
 about what we necessarily have to go through if we really want to acquire knowledge (epistēmē) of a thing (to pragma auto). These are onoma, logos, eidōlon. They are traditionally called stages of knowledge, but in fact they are the different ways of how a thing appears. And Plato explicitly says that they all must be united in the soul to let flash up the flame of knowledge.
 The thing itself cannot appear without them all. And it is “in the soul” where the flame is being fomented. Now Patočka reminds us that the items Plato mentions are very similar to those of Husserl in his Logical Investigations: onoma – a simple meaning, referring to the thing; logos – content of a proposition harmonically tuned to this meaning; eidōlon – a picture, the first intuition, an example, the first embodiment. Nevertheless Plato’s teaching was not elaborated concerning the ways of appearing. It was explained metaphysically: onoma, logos and eidōlon were understood as belonging to the realm of the sensual; alēthes doxa and epistēmē to the realm of the spiritual; to pragma auto to the realm of ideas. Instead of studying how the same appears in different ways, the items mentioned were stated as different objects.

The next important stop  is Aristotle. In his De anima,
 he explains that things can only appear if there is a being of a special kind which we call “living being”. The real being alive of a bodily creature having all the organs ready to function in a proper way to keep the body in functioning is, as is well known, what Aristotle calls the soul. One of the most important functions of the soul is to let things appear. The things, when not appearing, occupy some space (megethē). To appear, to show their shapes (eidē) the things need a sort of special place where to show it. And it is just the soul as eidos eidōn that can provide this; it is the soul which can take on all shapes – hē psūchē ta onta pōs estin. To say it in a modern way, the soul has a “noematic” side. Aristotle compares the function of the soul with the function of the hand when using tools. It is only in the hand that a tool actually becomes a tool. And so with the soul. It is only in the soul that the things appear. But the similarity is not total, objects Patočka: the hand when using a tool remains different from the tool, but in the case of the soul, it identifies with what is going on there. This identification starts with aisthēsis, goes on through fantasia and ends up in identifying ‘this here’ noetically with ‘what it already was for it to be’ (to ti ēn einai). Again, the topic of the different ways of appearing the same is touched on by Aristotle, but the modes are again understood only as the steps of how to climb from the realm of the sensual to the goal of the knowledge of essences. So far, this is Patočka. I would add myself that it would be really interesting to analyze further what sort of “where” Aristotle means when he says en tē psūchē, in the soul, especially in connection with chapter 5 of book III concerning the active reason, a chapter so famous for its obscurity.

The next step Patočka takes towards scholastics is to remind us that the speculation about the difference between esse reale and esse intentionale must have been one of the main sources for Descartes to form the doctrine of the intentional and, at the same time, representational characters of the “ideas” in the soul. (In English, you still call them “representations”). 

Now Patočka distinguishes four points in the problem of the soul as the place of appearing:

1. Soul has a structure of an intentional relation to something, to an object: it has a “noetic” side.

2. The problem of a transcendent identification – whether the intentional is or is not a representational in relation to the real.

3. Immanent identification as a synthesis of the different moments of the representation and its possible restructuring – the question of truth belongs here.

4. Immanent identification of different ways of being given, possibilities to change from one mode to an other, and the analysis of the inner rules of the appearing as such.

The tradition did not distinguish these points clearly enough and devoted its efforts mostly to points 2 and 3, i.e. the transcendent identification, and the analysis of the representation. 


Descartes takes the transcendent identification for granted. The objective ideas are intentionaliter present in the spirit. They are confused when they come from the senses, they are clear and distinct when they belong to reason; in this latter case, they are true. Truth resides primarily in ideas. The content of the ideas is formulated in propositions and judgments. The acts of judgment are distinguished from ideas and are either accepted or refused according to the evidence. The object can be present or absent. The point of the different ways of appearing is not developed much further in Descartes than it was traditionally. 


An important development comes with Leibniz. The objects are again represented by the ideas, but the ways of appearing are more differentiated: the ideas can be dark, clear, confused, distinct, inadequate, adequate. Judgments can be evident and blind. The intention of meaning can turn out to be empty. The different ways of appearing of the same are there, but, traditionally, they are not studied as such.


The next step is made by Bernard Bolzano, a German philosopher and mathematician from Prague. He follows Leibniz but goes further by explicitly distinguishing the objective side of the representation from the subjective act of representing. He understands judgment as a setting of a thesis. The object of the thesis is the sentence as such. 

Bolzano’s move is now developed by Brentano in his teaching about the distinction between the contents of representation and the representing as real processes in the soul. The second are called psychic phenomena and their existence is warranted and characterized by the Cartesian certainty. The first ones are called physical phenomena and they do not have such certainty because they have only an immanent, intentional inexistence in the psychic phenomena. Brentano sought to analyze the immanent relation of the two and the problem of different ways of being given was developed in his school to the alternative: either a variety of different relations of the consciousness to the identical object, or a variety of objectivity related to an identical consciousness. Led by the metaphysical tradition, Brentano decided for the variety of relations of consciousness.


In Husserl’s Logical Investigations, the point of the variety of the different ways of givenness of the objectivity for the thinking was studied in full. Husserl understood that there is both a variety of the intentional relations to the objects and a variety of the ways of being objectively given. He criticized Brentano’s concept of physical phenomena, showing that it is the things themselves, either physically real or logically ideal, that appear to us. Husserl also rejected the doctrine of the inner perception of psychic phenomena. For him, psychic activity is a lived experience. Lived experience does not itself appear as it really goes on in time, as it was in case of Brentano’s psychic phenomena. The task of lived experience is to let something else appear, to allow the appearance of things. 

And here comes Patočka’s point. Husserl insists, in accordance with Descartes, that this lived experience can itself be made an object of consciousness through reflexion: for him, the lived experience is originary graspable, it is bodily present in original, we have a direct access to it, it is immanent, not transcendent, and we can look at it by the view of reflexion. 

Patočka emphatically argues that this was a remnant of Brentanism, and that it led Husserl to his transcendental doctrine in the form of the teaching about the absolute being of pure transcendental consciousness. For only this primary Cartesian certitude gives meaning to any kind of phenomenological reduction. Only supposing this basic difference between psychic immanence and any sort of “real” transcendence makes it meaningful to strive after neutralizing this difference by developing the concept of transcendence in immanence, of constitution and a pure phenomenon. To be sure, Patočka acknowledges that Husserl’s thought developed through his lifetime, and that the original concept of phenomenology which was characterized by the belief in apodictic evidence of the self-givenness of the consciousness was replaced by a more sophisticated concept in which there was no absolute evidence whatsoever, the world being the horizon of horizons, etc. But the privileged role of reflection characterized Husserl’s position until the end.


And it is just here, at this question of what is the psychic act for Husserl, that Patočka starts to expose his own attempt in “a-subjective” phenomenology. 


For Husserl, the necessity to speak about the givenness of a psychic act is proved by the variety of different ways in which the object, the content of my consciousness, exists for me. The differences are the differences in my apperception, my apprehension, it is my conception, my synthetic ”animating” intentional activity that makes, for example, the different sensational data appear as the same object, and vice versa. And this lived experience, which now comprises also all those sense contents that Brentano called physical phenomena, can be the object of an intuition in reflection.

Now Patočka makes the decisive step in his attempt to study the phenomenality, the structure of appearing as such. He does not want to decide directly what is my contribution to the process of appearing. He does not hasten to see the living experience. He just sees the things with a lot of objective and other characters, for example thetical. Some of them appear to belong to the thing itself; others do not, but they belong to the appearing of the things, they help or impede the appearing, and all of them appear “in front of me”, in the world, in a field of appearing, in a phenomenal field, as Patočka puts it. And it is valid both for my most private thoughts as well as for the eidetic abstractions. These characters that Husserl wants to study as self-given in the reflection on the transcendental life of endless constitution of the world are just not appearing as a subjective living experience. They are not “subjective” in the sense of a real (reell) lived experience that would belong “to me” as a part of my Self, that would belong “to me” as a special thing separated from the phenomenal field and looking at it from distance, be it from the distance of a transcendental ego which constitutes all the contents of the field. Patočka thinks that, in fact, to invoke this non-appearing stuff is trespassing on the principle of all principles: the living experience is simply not given.

On the other hand, Patočka does not want to neglect that all this conceiving, apprehending, and transcending the sensually given is an accomplishment that must be done by somebody, that it is a sort of returning, coming back to something identical what is then called an object. He wants to say only that these activities are not given directly, in original, absolutely, in the inner reflective view, but also only in the phenomenal field, with the decisive help of the things. 

But how, then, are  we to understand this “somebody” who functions here, how to understand this “me” for whom the things are here? Is it not the ego, after all, which was assured by Descartes in his ego cogito? Yes, it is; this ego is surely me, it is me to whom the things appear. But it is only this certainty allowing me to say that the phenomenal field is my field, that we can keep out of Descartes’ experiment. This certainty does not comprise any contents. This “I” has no inner sphere, it is quite empty. All alleged contents of “me” is, so to say, “outside”, in the phenomenal sphere. In the phenomenal sphere, where I live and where I can figure out what matters, there appear my possibilities, the challenging characters of things, and it is again here, where I am appearing as the accomplisher of these challenges and possibilities, here, where something like a contents of mine, in fact, appears. Even my meanings, my hopes, my fears, all my intentions, their fulfillment or  shortcomings appear not in me but “before” me, in the phenomenal field.

It is therefore possible to say that this ego is a pure sum, pure in the sense that it is no thing, no contents.  It can never appear alone, as something self-standing, and therefore it is not possible to objectify the belonging of my things to me, it is not possible to make the transition from sum to the things into a phenomenon. 

Now it also becomes clear why we have a body. As the sum cannot appear alone but only in connection with things and with some activity oriented to things, it appears always as having a body. I always appear myself by means of something that appears and that is able to obey me more or less, and accomplish, fulfill the calls coming from phenomena. My body is here also as something that turns to me and demands something from me. My body never appears to me in its totality and never allows me to get rid of it. In this way my body sets me in the phenomenal field and keeps me there. It is my body that makes it possible that I appear to myself and come back to myself in the things which appear, which manifest their demands and references, with all the characters of the practical world of life. It is my body, to be sure, that makes me understand my appearing in the phenomenal field as in the context of meaning, to understand the potentiality and givenness, to understand myself in the dynamical nexus of means and goals, i.e. to be a temporal being.


Of course, it is not we who project the phenomenal field. The contents of it is not a result of our constitution, on the contrary, all the hints are coming from it, it teaches us all we know, and it opens for us the understanding of our future possibilities. “The transcendence of our existence is no getting out from ourselves, no projecting ourselves outside, but essentially being outside and receiving ourselves.”

Patočka agrees with Landgrebe, that “the free act in which the epoché is rooted cannot … be integrated into the … conception of subjectivity as it appears in the view of the transcendental spectator [because] freedom is essentially linked to the future-oriented extasis of temporality while insight, contemplation, and theoretical interest are by their very nature rooted in the past…”.
 And Patočka goes further and develops understanding for the Heideggerian move. The phenomenological reduction “cannot be a reduction to any being, however idealized and detached from the world, to any constitutional process…”.
 The reduction has to reduce “all existent being to that without which we cannot understand that things are, how they are and what mode of being is characteristic of them…”.
 It means that the reduction must be universal, it must not leave any sort of last existing ground. Only then the reduction leads to the phenomenal field, to the field of appearing. Only then, the original idea of Husserl’s phenomenology is fulfilled. 

And it means Patočka makes with Heidegger “a step back before the existent as a whole”, and acknowledges his study of the mode and the structure of being of Dasein. Patočka understands that only here the real study of the multiplicity of the ways of appearing can be undertaken – not as existent things, existent parts, or existent steps to be made that are necessary conditions for arriving at the ultimate existent, as it was in Plato or Aristotle. Now the multiple ways of appearing would belong to the structure of what makes encountering the things first possible, what makes it possible to understand them, especially to understand them “as autonomous, as independent and in itself untouched by being understood”.
 On the other hand, this study of the structure of the field of appearing would be a study of what makes it possible for us to understand ourselves in our open comportment with respect to the things. 

This new position achieved by the radical, universal reduction is, of course, no “transcendental idealism” and the task will not be the “constitution of objectivity in consciousness”
 any more. On the other hand, the new study cannot lead to a new understanding of how things, and we ourselves are, and it means, in fact, that it cannot lead to a new construction of this understanding, “unless it is linked to a historical de-struction of our previous conceptions of the being of that which is”.
 And Patočka explicitly accepts Heidegger’s formulation of the phenomenological method comprising the three moments of reduction, destruction and construction, as Heidegger speaks about it in his 1927 lecture, Die Grundprobleme der Phänomenologie.
 

But then, Patočka is not content with the way how Heidegger proceeds, how he gets entangled in the problems of his “Seinsgeschichte” and starts studying the human being in the world in his own way, the result of which is his theory of the three movements of the human existence and his view of the philosophy of history. But this extends far beyond the scope of this paper.
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