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Epmunp HusserL (1859-1938) was the last
great European rationalist, albeit a
unique and even paradoxical one: the
father of phenomenology but also of ex-
istentialism; the Cartesian whose re-
searchesintheend eviscerate the cogito;
the mathematician-logician whose ulti-
mate concern was spirit. The final phase
of his thought, like the final phase of his
life, unfolded in Nazi Germany in the years
just prior to the Second World War. The
memory and shadow of the Great War of
1914-1918 were still fresh, the essential
historical meaning of which had yet to be
understood, and which could never be
understood:

..if history has nothing more to teach us
than that all the shapes of the spiritual
world, all the conditions oflife, ideals, norms
upon which man relies, form and dissolve
themselves like fleeting waves, that it al-
ways was and ever will be so, that again and
again reason must turn into nonsense, and
well-being into misery. Can we live in this
world, wherehistorical occurrenceis noth-
ing but an unending concatenation of illu-
sory progress and bitter disappointment?!

Husserl was to suffer persecution at
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the hands of the Nazis (and even at the
hands of his erstwhile disciple Martin
Heidegger) but his death in 1938 spared
him the fate of his fellow Jews. And like so
many German Jews, Husserl was thor-
oughly assimilated, more German than
Jew, the product of high German intellec-
tual culture, the “Good European” pro-
foundly concerned with the destiny of a
contemporary Europe dominated by
Heidegger on the one hand and the
Vienna Circle on the other; the rationalist
offended, astonished, and challenged by
the philosophical irrationalism, skepti-
cism, and mysticism of his day and among
his own disciples. The question for
Husserl was the meaning of the crisis of
European man, particularly of reason and
of reason’s greatest accomplishment,
European science since the Renaissance.

There are only two escapes from the crisis
of European existence: the downfall of Eu-
ropeinits estrangement fromits ownratio-
nalsense of life, its fallinto hostility towards
the spirit and into barbarity: or the rebirth
of Europe from the spirit of philosophy
through a heroism of reason that over-
comes naturalism once and for all. Europe’s
greatest danger is weariness. If we struggle
against this greatest of alldangers as “Good
Europeans” with the sort of courage that
doesnot fear even an infinite struggle, then
out of the destructive blaze of lack of faith,
thesmolderingfire of despair over the West’s
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mission for humanity, the ashes of great
weariness, will rise up the phoenix of anew
life-inwardness and spiritualization as the
pledge of agreat and distant future for man:
for the spirit alone is immortal.?

Against this dramatic backdrop and
within this chilling context, Husserl de-
livered his famous Vienna Lecture before
the Vienna Cultural Society on May 7 and
May 10, 1935, with the original title “Phi-
losophy in the Crisis of European Man-
kind.” [t was tobecome the seed of his last
great work, The Crisis of European Sci-
ences and Transcendental Phenomenology
(1936), which would codify phenomenol-
ogy as the last great manifestation of
German idealism, and in which Husserl
introduces a new method, one that is
teleological-historical and phenomeno-
logically grounded. Such a method of
historical reflection is possible only if
history is treated (like the world) sym-
bolically and eidetically.

The strangeness of Husserl’s lecture is
in what is left unsaid in his discussion of
science, but which really lies at the inner
heart of the text, and which requires so
much cautionin approachingit: the prob-
lem of evil, which in the end is the prob-
lem of God.

The Vienna Lectureis Husserl’s radical
attempt to breathe life into the question
ofthecrisis of Europeanscience. Husserl’s
treatment of the crisis lies within the
boundaries of philosophy conceived as a
universal science. It must be made clear,
early on, what Husserl means by science:
by no means is it positivism. It is not a
science frozen by the boundaries of natu-
ralism. The supposed success of the posi-
tivistic sciences is actually its failure, for
science of this sort has failed to grasp that
which is its natural entelechy, namely,
the world of consciousness and the ques-
tion of the meaning of man. When the
exact sciences lost sight of their
rootedness inthe spirit, they have indeed
marked their failure:
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It was not always the case that science
understood its demand for rigorously
grounded truth in the sense of that sort of
objectivity which dominates our positive
sciences in respect to method and which,
having its effect far beyond the sciences
themselves, is the basis for the support and
widespread acceptance of a philosophical
and ideological positivism. The specifically
human questions were not always banned
from the realm of science: their intrinsic
relationship to all the sciences—even to
those of which man is not the subject mat-
ter, such as the natural sciences—was not
left unconsidered. As long as this had not
yet happened, science could claim signifi-
cance—indeed, as we know, the majorrole—
inthe completely new shaping of European
humanitywhich beganwiththeRenaissance.
Why sciencelost this leadership, whythere
occurred an essential change, a positivistic
restriction of theidea of science—to under-
stand this according to its deeper motives,
is of great importance for the purpose of
theselectures.?

For all its successes in the material
sphere, how is it that science has so little
to say of human-spiritual existence?

The success of the scientific attitude
had been based on the exactness of its
sciences, going beyond the merely intui-
tive and limited empirical procedure that
characterized pre-modern Aristotelian
science to reach a kind of exactness that
is a true unity, “a true revolution in the
technical control of nature.”* But this
exactness is not to be confused with posi-
tivist reductionist objectivization, which
is but a misunderstanding of science as a
derailment of the ideal of a humanistic
science. Positivism attains an inauthen-
tic worldless exactness where all things
are to be seen as mere objects and there-
fore, as objects, can now be subjected to
“systematic approximations, in terms of
its unconditionally universal elements
and laws.” We must pay close attention:
this is where Husserl comes in, with the
reassertion of the world of universal ele-
ments and laws, which are universal but

29



only because of their rootedness in
lebenswelt-worldhood. This is the strange
uniqueness and integrity of his idealism.
The misguided rationalism of the earlier
rationalists, holding up the merit of its
“scientific” success, has not gone far
enough; it has left out the world. More
precisely, positivism has missed the very
point of science, it has left out the tran-
scendental character of the “I,” and this is
the key to Husserl’s unique idealism (and
yet,asweshall see, the paradoxical result
of his doctrine of intentionality). The sci-
entific attitude of the earlier rationalists
led to a kind of positivism not concerned
with the broader questions of philoso-
phy; narrowing its scope away from the
arduousness of philosophy has been its
superficial success. The reductionist
objectivization of the world allows for
“clear and distinct” but nevertheless un-
critical knowledge, and therefore of no
bearing on the origin of knowledge in a
universal science. Husserl never wavers,
that when it comes to man we are in the
treatment of a different kind of being. The
knowledge of nature can be scientifically
“objective” only insofar as the methods
and the questions are positivistic, but the
humanistic disciplines must frame their
questions differently, in such a way that
they account for the intimate human sub-
jectivity which escapes reduction to
measurable facticities.® Husserl’s criti-
cism of the humanistic sciences (specifi-
cally psychology), and thereason for their
failure when compared to the other sci-
ences, is precisely their postivistic ap-
proach. The failure of the humanistic sci-
ences is that they ape the rules of natural
scienceintheir endeavors. Rather should
they lead. This failure of scientific reason
to understand itself is what led to the
nineteenth-century philosophic dualis-
tic impasse between equally naive mate-
rialist realisms and subjectivist idealisms,
and from there to the twentieth-century
crisis of alienation and therefore to the
crisis of European man:
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Blinded by naturalism (nomatter howmuch
they attackit verbally) the humanists have
totally failed even to pose the problem of a
universal and pure humanistic science and
to inquire after a theory of the essence of
spirit purely as spirit which would pursue
whatis unconditionally universal, by way of
elements and laws in the spiritual sphere
with the purpose of proceeding from there
to scientific explanations in an absolutely
final sense.

For Husserl the “surrounding world
...thelocus of our cares and endeavors” is
where we come to knowledge of ourselves
by stepping outside the self-centric natu-
ral world of custom and into the free
world of the spiritual sphere. The man
who understands spirit as spirit need not
ask for any other explanation but a spiri-
tual explanation. When the “surrounding
world,” the spiritual structure of our
present and historicallife, isillegitimately
weighed down by a naturalistic interpre-
tation, by artificial and inappropriately
applied exactitudes, we have leapt into
the realm of absurdity and alienation,
and are only one step away from barbar-
ity. This absurdity makes the very spiri-
tual nature of the surrounding world alien
to its own spirit, and with this alienation
comes the crisis of European man. Husserl
deftly understands that the error of the
human sciences was to disjoin the cen-
tral thrust of human life, its unity of spirit,
from man. The forgottenness of man, the
loss of his natural spiritual entelechy,
happened when man as a historical being
attempted to explain his spiritual occur-
rence in a “natural-scientific way”: this
very forgottenness has given rise to and
continually spreads the crisis of Euro-
pean science as the crisis of European
man. Until our entelechy is redirected to
the realm of the spirit, man’s barbarity
will thrive in a naturalistically closed
society run astray from its potentiality to
be brought up into the true scientific
attitude of a genuinely open society.
“Blinded by naturalism,” this illegitimately
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closed society has locked its door to the
real surrounding world of spirit intowhich
it must enter to be fully human as a com-
munity of human knowing. In other words,
natural science as it has developed his-
torically and teleologically has never truly
transcended the closed society; it has
instead lived within it while subverting it,
reducing and ridiculing while never el-
evating its traditions and myths.

The door to the meaning of the lived
world has been locked: Is it possible for it
to be reopened? Can we overcome this
crisis of science, as the crisis of European
man, and regain the infinite possibilities
and intentional infinities within the con-
sciousness of our surrounding world? In
other words, can we fully enter the open
society? How must we rectify the crisis of
European man? The scientist, who broad-
ens his scope, refusing positivistic reduc-
tionist objectivization, has begun to en-
ter the open society, but the scientist
must be a philosopher to gain full access;
the scientist must ask the genuine ques-
tions of human existence, relearn his
Greekheritage and therefore askthe ques-
tions of human existence in a way that
befits human existence. Humans are not
objects separated into categorically posi-
tivistic divisions; for science to be sci-
ence, to be really real, it must reach be-
yond the realm of factic assertion and
rejoin its origin as a universal science.
This European unification of man or “Eu-
ropean supranationality aims at an infi-
nitely distant normative shape, but not
one that could simply be read off the
changing succession of shapes by a mor-
phological observation from the outside.
The constant directedness towards a
norm inhabits the intentional life of indi-
vidual persons, and thence the nations
with their particular social units, and fi-
nally the organism of nations bound to-
gether as Europe.”” This single nation is
not built upon factic assertion but upon
atransformation of humanity, “anew sort
of humanity, one which living in finitude,
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lives towards poles of infinity.”®

11

The questions now are whether Husserl
has properly diagnosed the crisis and
whether his proposed therapy is cura-
tive. For all his sincere talk of the Greek
ideal, it is Spirit qua Spirit and not Being
qua Being that is his concern. Is this a
distinction without a difference or does it
beg the question that he is participating
in a great and vast idealism whose at-
tempt to regain the world is doomed at
the start? At Being’s core is mystery, at
least insofar as we are completely depen-
dent on Being for our knowledge of it. It is
this total mysterious dependence that
frustrates all rationalisms and idealisms.
Ourradical dependency led someonelike
Aquinas to an understanding of Being as
something other than the “I,” encoun-
tered only in the world; that this other
participates, without reduction, with the
“I,” in a kind of mutual transcendence.
The world of Being, the world of other-
ness, for Aquinas is necessary for knowl-
edge: so much so that even self-knowl-
edgerequires theworld. In away mysteri-
ous and profound, the human intellect by
its own being comes to be the known
thing. And yet if this is the starting point
for Husserl as well, astart within the world,
how can an Aristotelian intentionality as
such endinidealism? The question of the
possibility of beginning in intentionality
and ending in idealism may shed light on
Husserl’s embrace of the Renaissance
ideal and his need to envision philoso-
phy as universal science.

What stands between Aquinas’s Aris-
totelian intentionality and Husserl’s in-
tentional starting point is far more than
700 years and is perhaps the start of his
embrace of the Renaissanceideal, namely
the cogito. The cogito is a methodic iso-
lation of the thinking self from the world,
though within the world; it is an exclu-
sion of the world from thought. How does
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classical intentionality grounded in a
world that cannot be reduced, that is
trans-subjective, blend with theisolation-
ist subjectivism of the thought-centric
cogito?

Husserl wanted the fruits of an ideal-
ism, a humanity noble in its clarity and
communion of ideas, but he also wanted
the world. Idealism and its science had
not gone far enough, it did not have the
world; perhapsithad amathematized res-
extensa, but it did not have the phenom-
enological “lived-world.” To maintain the
lived-world is tomaintainthe dependency
that man has for being, the intentional
other, as the world. Without a depen-
dency, man has lost the unique union of
the world and the subsequent knowledge
that only arises from such a union. Again,
without dependencyallman hasis aworld
of positivistic facticity, an illegitimately
closed society entering barbarity.

For Aquinas, I do not as a knower con-
stitute the world, I constitute my knowl-
edge of the world. For Husserl, this is a
naive realism, and does not lend due jus-
tice to the “I”/ego and to existential man,
or explain self-knowledge. What it does
give, though, is akind of dependency. For
Husserl, I constitute the world but I am
dependent on that which I constitute for
my knowledge. His intentionality asserts a
dependency that gives man the back-
ground for which his ideas may reverber-
ate from spirit to spirit and back, all within
thenoetic framework of the “I.” The world,
“the surrounding world,” his life-world is
the intentional other, it is that which we
are dependent upon for knowledge but
that whichwe have ultimately constituted.
For Husserl, this intentionality encom-
passes the primacy of self-knowledge and
thus does not fall prey to what he believes
is a kind of naive realism: it is naive to
explain self-knowledge by a dual transcen-
dence with the other, with neither being
primal. Being gqua Being asserts the other
as real: this is so-called naive realism.

Spirit qua spirit has the dependency of
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the “I” but does not fall into this naive
realism because it never steps outside of
the “I.” For Husserl, the intentional move
outside oneself is actually to embed one-
self deeper into the “I”. The spirit cannot
be classified like objective being, it has
replaced Being’s mysterious and partici-
patory nature as the irreducible other,
with an autonomous spirit. This is a dis-
tinction with a radical difference, and
cannot lay claim to the same dependency
that man andreal otherness share. The “I”
as spirit is the “I” transcendent to its
deepest origin as an autonomous self-
thinking thought. This is the transforma-
tion from Phenomenology to Transcen-
dental idealism. Husserl has expanded
the cogito to include the world but at the
price of its reduction to a product of
consciousness and theloss of its irreduc-
ible metaphysical otherness.

1

The structure of Husserl’s lived-world
(Lebenswelf)is strangely akin to Bergson’s.
Henri Bergson (1859-1941) is Husserl’s
exact contemporary, and as aFrench Jew
is as broken as Husserl by Europe’s de-
cline into barbarity. (The intellectual-
philosophical similarities in interests
and, to some degree, in method and con-
clusion, have yet to be explored in ad-
equate depth.) Bergson’s last major pub-
lished work, The Two Sources of Morality
andReligion (1932),inwhich hedescribes
and distinguishes the open and closed
societies, can help ground an understand-
ing of Husserl’s world of the natural atti-
tude (custom and nomos) and that of the
open world of the scientific-philosophic
attitude or spirit. For Bergson, where the
closed society or morality is purely so-
cial, the open is human; the rule of the
closed is to love a few, excluding others,
the impetus of the open is to love all; the
closedisnatural wherethe openis super-
natural or mystical; the closed is static,
the open is dynamic; the closed works
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through pressure, compulsion, or neces-
sity, the open works through attraction
or aspiration or freedom; the closed in-
sures society’s self-preservation, the open
drives human progress; the closed re-
quires a universal acceptance of a law,
the open a common imitation of a model;
the closed is infra-intellectual (traditio),
while the open is supra-intellectual (ra-
tio); the characteristic feeling of the
closed society is well-being/security, that
of the open society is joy. Let us clarify
that at first glance, for Husserl, these two
societies are not opposed to each other;
rather the birth of the open society, of the
scientific attitude and the application of
its insights, is seemingly traceable to the
natural phenomenon of the closed soci-
ety, the society of tradition.

The open society of reason is a break-
through not a breakaway, areorientation
not a revolution.® But the question will
be, even though the two societies are not
opposed to one another, are they actu-
ally (in the end) existentially compatible
for Husserl? Can both societies thrive
simultaneously, indeed symbiotically, or
will the closed society, by virtue of the
autonomous structure of transcendental
reason, become subsumed and/or dis-
placed by the spirit and society of the
scientific attitude? Let us ask: if Husserlis
in his own way an idealist, can there be
room for any other society than that of
the “spirit,” that of the “I”/ego? The ques-
tion of the balance between these two
societies and their mutual survival in
confrontation with one another is, once
again paradoxically, the question of the
legitimacy of Husserl’s notion of inten-
tionality, that very notion which permits
him to have a world, in contrast to the
older idealisms which are mired not in
subjectivity but in subjectivism.

Ifthe autonomous spirit (the transcen-
dental ego) is not acknowledging the
same ontological dependency one en-
counters in a real world constituted by
the real existential confrontation with
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real being in the world, then is the ideal of
philosophy as universal science a dis-
tinction without a difference from the
grand idealisms of Hegel and his follow-
ers? What was happening in Europe in
1935 if not a struggle between left-wing
Hegelianism (the Bolsheviks) and right-
wing Hegelianism (the Nazis)?

Where could Husserl’s dependency
ever manifest itself if the closed society,
if the society of tradition and myth, has
been supplanted by the attitude of sci-
ence, i.e., the open society? More pre-
cisely:how canthe autonomy of the Ideas
and theoria of the Ego maintain a depen-
dency beyond theoria? Has not its very
autonomy frozen any possibility in the
very belief in that dependency? For is not
belief of that sort rooted in the integrity
of the closed society? Was the Renais-
sance ideal really a continuation of the
Greekideal as Husserl thinks it was, or was
it a break from a Greek ideal which not
only included an authentic closed soci-
ety but found therein the matter for its
thinking precisely as philosophical and
as scientific?

Bergson never pitted the open against
the closed society. Husserl does not in-
tend to do so either, and yet the question
remains whether heisnotforcedtodo so,
malgré lui, by his modernist rationalist
Cartesianidealism? Husserl does not have
in mind Aristotelian universal science
when he makes the seemingly Aristote-
lian assertion that Philosophy is Univer-
sal Science. His idealism, by being out-
side the world as constitutive of it, de-
mands a different kind of science, that of
clear and distinct ideas, and thus it can-
not be science in the classical sense, as a
participant within the world communi-
cating through the world to the highest
Idea. Husserl, by equating this modernist
form of universal science with philoso-
phy, reveals that he had in mind a very
different entelechy than that of the clas-
sical Greek thinkers, one redirected by
Cartesianism. But the Renaissance ideal
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is a radical break from the Greek tradi-
tion, when it confused the non-participa-
tory classical philosophical science with
the remote and isolationist modernist
science.

Greek philosophy can be legitimately
seen as the axial period (in Jaspers’s and
in Voegelin’s sense) in which man was
abletotranscend his necessity and enter
arealm in which he had a clear vision of
the “surrounding world” and of free philo-
sophical thought and Idea. It is true that
the Greek philosopher in away became a
non-participating spectator, and that in
exchange for his non-participation, he
received a view of the Whole and hence
universal knowledge was attainable.!
But universal science for Husserl calls
into question his understanding of the
non-participating spectator. The non-
participating spectator of classic philoso-
phy is not and cannot be man outside the
world; he is not the man of clear and
distinct ideas; he is not a man sacrificing
his world to the mathematical systemati-
zation of the cogito apparatus. The non-
participating spectator of Plato and
Aristotle is the man of metaphysics and
judgment; he is the man of intentionality.
The non-participating spectator has
climbed the ascent to the top of the cave
and is preparing his descent. His meta-
physical ascent, his descent back into
the cave, and his stasis as non-participat-
ing spectator all occur within the world,
by the world, and through the world. The
difference between the philosophical
non-participating spectator of Aristote-
lian universal science in the Greek under-
standing and the non-participating spec-
tator for Husserl and the Renaissance
ideal is one thing only, yet that one thing
changes everything, the presence of the
world or its absence! When Husserl, fol-
lowing Descartes, re-introduces the
world, is it really the same world we be-
gan with? Does an idealism which consti-
tutes the world really have the same
world, the world of intentionality and
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irreducible otherness? Can one ever re-
ally re-enter the world once one has left it
behind by denying one’s transcendent
passage through the world, by the world,
and in the world-by denying, in a word,
the otherness of the Being of the world?

IV

Is not the aftermath and wake of this
idealism precisely the crisis of European
Man? And if in this wake we see, with
Husserl, the barbarity of evil, are we not
entitled to ask about the relation of ideal-
ism itself to the crisis of evil that he saw
engulfing Europe in 1935 and that we see
in other forms today? The system, the
constituted world of idealism, has the
Kantian intention of a noble society of
intellectual thought for the sake of infi-
nite intellectual ends. Because the intel-
lect is good, the end will, of course, be
Good, as idealism presupposes or posits.
Husserl is lamenting in the Vienna Lec-
ture that he cannot understand why the
Renaissance ideal, the communion and
sharing of ideas, has disintegrated into
the present morass of European man. It is
fathomless to him how this state could
have actually come about. He makes the
move to place blame on the positivist
reductionthat missed the goal of science,
thatlostthe world.In asense, he wants to
return to the Renaissance humanistic
ideal, in which man is the true center of
the universe; his idealism is meant to
accomplish this. But it is not enough to
bring the questions of man and the world
into his transcendental phenomenologi-
cal idealism to salvage the good from the
barbarous wreck of modern European
man. On the contrary, this idealism is the
very prolongation and the height of the
barbarity of European man. Yes, we can
lay claim that its intention was the oppo-
site of barbarity, but theidealistic system
in which Husserl’s Phenomenology is
housed is also the same system than can
breed the kind of evil that is adept at
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cloaking itself and walking among others.
Theshadows have been eradicated inthe
idealistic system, yet this toits detriment.
The evil man who spreads the disease of
barbarity goes unrecognized in idealism,
because the proper otherness that re-
flects true but finite knowledge contained
in a true lived-world has been lost to the
shadowlessness of clear and distinct
ideas of idealism. Every ideology is at its
root anidealism. The ground for true, real
intentional judgment has been lost and
thereby moral virtues are lost and no-
where is there ground to root and spring
a proper ethics.

Idealism does not allow for anything
other, butitis this very Other that reveals
lack, privation, and the absence of the
Good: i.e., evil. The European crisis is a
crisis of the lost Being as the loss of the
Other. In otherness alone can man ac-
quire knowledge and, we must not forget,
even self-knowledge. Self-knowledge is
attained only in the confrontation with
the Other. Before the metaphysical col-
lapse is a moral collapse, and before the
moral collapse is an epistemological col-
lapse. It has been aptly said that “Euro-
pean man became a thinker after he ru-
ined himself as a knower.”!! Husserl is
standing in the ruins of a lost intentional
grounding, he is in the aftermath and
wake of the epistemological collapse, and
he has not yet realized that this very
epistemological collapse is the ground-
ing of the moral collapse: in other words,
that the epistemological collapse of ide-
alismis the heart of the crisis of European
science as the crisis of European man.

The lost Being is the question of the
missing God. Where is God for European
man? Not the Cartesian God, wherein
matters of faith are exempted from me-
thodical doubt and end up in the world of
merely practical certitudes, or the realm
of “hearsay” in Spinoza’s sense, but the
God who is dynamic, mystical and who
drives human progress, the God who is
immanent precisely because he is tran-
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scendent. The search for the missing God
brings us back to our analysis of the open
and closed society and the question of
survival for the closed society. We must
now enter with renewed caution what
has been called the realm of the cave.
The society of tradition and myth, the
closed society, has been eradicated, dis-
placed or subsumed into idealism so
much so that the specific characteristics
ofthe closed societyarelost. For Bergson
and all philosophers who start with the
world by way of the necessary presuppo-
sition that 7/ am in the world, have a kind
of closed and open society. The philoso-
phers who have not attempted to
reground knowledge outside the world
do not in their search for truth find such
a conflict within the confrontation of
thesetwo societies. Nothing necessitates
theloss of onetothe other;the openneed
not subsume the closed to survive; the
closed need not annihilate the open as
was happening in 1935 when the Vienna
Lecture was presented. Rather the con-
frontation between the open and closed
societies with all of their conflicts and
similarities is, for the philosopher of the
intentional presupposition, the two
poles, the hum and vibration of being.
Therefore, both societies must maintain
their natural confrontation and commun-
ion with the other. Is not the barbarity of
1935, the crisis of European man, but the
revenge of a closed society run amok
upon an illegitimately grounded open
society that had locked the door to tradi-
tion and had locked the door toits proper
life? We are now at the question of tradi-
tion in its traceable connection to God.
If we are to understand philosophers
of the intentional presupposition, men
like St. Thomas Aquinas, we are to under-
stand that it is not naive to say we can
reach God from anything, just so long as
this anything is in the world. A piece of
wood, the act of throwing a ball, the acts
of ritual, pattern, tradition, the actions
that form prayer, that form fear, theseare
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the wellspring of the closed society and
the gift that is given to the open society.
The man of the open society is like the
man who, for St. Paul, can live outside the
law only because he is honest. To live
outside the law is not to discard the law
(understood as the closed society), but
to uphold it more and in a deeper trans-
formational way. The man who lives out-
sidethelawisinessencetheliving epitome
ofthelaw. This is what is meant by saying
that the human intellect, in a mysterious

1. Edmund Husserl, The Crisis of the European
Sciences and Transcendental Phenomenology, trans.
D. Carr (Evanston, 1970), 7. 2. Ibid., 299. 3. Ibid., 7,
270. 4. Ibid., 271. 5. Ibid., 295. 6. Ibid., 273. 7. Ibid.,
276. 8. Ibid., 277. 9. It is worth mentioning at this
point that the language of “closed/open” is unfor-
tunate, the former being far too eulogistic, the
latter far too opprobrious, in tone and connota-
tion. It has also been hermeneutically determina-
tive, filtering our interpretation of historical forms
from Plato to the present day. It is also far too
dualistic, and while it is beyond the scope of this
essay, one might well develop other analogies to
express Bergson’s distinction while suppressing
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way comes to be, in the process of know-
ing, the known thing. This mysterious
way is the move of tradition as tradition
into the open society. It is not a reductio
of the closed society but a broadening of
its form so as to become internal fo the
man and not merely followed externally
by the man. The man in the open society
is the true boniform of law, tradition, pru-
dence, ethos, and virtue—man in the end
as deiform.'

the linguistically implied opposition. For example,
it seems a more appropriate analogy to say that
the two societies are a composite unity like body
and soul, separate but in need of each other,
mutually dependent, coming together in ontologi-
cal association to make the unity we call a man. St.
Thomas’s discussions on the unity of human na-
ture would be an invaluable asset in developing
this analogy. 10. Plato’s Theaetetus provides the
best example of the Greek notion of the non-
participating spectator and its role in the noetic
process. 11. Anton C. Pegis, Introduction to St.
Thomas Aquinas (New York 1948), xxiv. 12. Tho-
mas Aquinas, Summa Theologica 1, 12, 6, Resp.
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