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TOWARDS AN
ASSESSMENT OF
TWENTIETH-CENTURY
PHILOSOPHY

Dermot Moran

The long twentieth century

What is the legacy of twentieth-century philosophy? Or, to adapt the question
originally asked (in relation to Hegel) by the ltalian philosopher Benedetto Croce
(1866-1952):! What is living and what is dead in twentieth-century philosophy?
The sheer range and diversity of the philosophical contribution is surely one of the
century’s most singular characteristics. As the century fades into memory, so many of
the great philosephers associated with it have also passed away: Rudolf Carnap (d.
1970}, Martin Heidegger (d. 1976}, Jean-Paul Sartre (d. 1980), Simone de Beauvoir
(d. 1986}, A. ]. Ayer (d. 1989), Emmanuel Levinas (d. 1993), Gilles Deleuze (d.
1995}, Thomas Kuhn (d 1996), W. V. O. Quine {d. 2000}, Elizabeth Anscombe
(d. 2001}, David Lewis (d. 2001}, Hans-Georg Gadamer (d. 2002}, John Rawls (d.
2002}, Robert Nozick {d. 2002), Donald Davidson {d. 2003), Bernard Williams {(d.
2003}, and more recently Jacques Desrida {d. 2004), Peter Strawson (d. 2006), Iean
Baudriliard {d. 2007) and Richard Rorty (d. 2007). When one thinks of the names
that were current at the beginning of that century — Croce, Bradley, McTaggart,
Pritchard, Joachim, Collingwood, Whitehead, Duhem, Husserl, Natorp, Dilthey,
James, Dewey, Cassirer, Josiah Royce, George Santayana, Roy Wood Sellars, to name
but a few? — one realizes just what a rich and varied legacy of philosophy the century
has produced and how great is the span that separates those who opened the century
from those who closed it.

How can we even begin to appreciate the philosophical heritage of that turbulent,
terrifying, but enormously productive period? To review such a vast repertoire of
philosophy is certainly challenging. Developing a critical assessment of twentieth-
century philosophy, then, one that identifies accurately its main accomplishments
(avoiding ideological distortion and clannishness) as well as the probiems it bequeaths
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to current thinking, is a remarkably complex and demanding affair, but nonetheless it
stands as an important, even urgent, task, one that calls for judgement and decision.?

Given that historians are apt to speak of “long” centuries, certainly the twentieth
century must now seem one of the longest. This tamulteous period was characterized
by world wars, the rise and fall of Communist, fascist, and totalitarian states, the
invention of nuclear weapons and other weapons of tass destruction, genocide,
famine, anti-colonial struggles, globalization and technologizarion on an enormous
scale. Rapid scientific and technological advances were coupled with political catas-
trophes and dramatic events of a scale hitherto unimagined. But we are still too close
and the century in many ways — not least in terms of its intellectual legacy — remains
an undigested mass for us, we who are stili living so completely in its shadow.

Thinking specifically of philosophy, there probably has never been a time when
there have been so many professional philosophers at work in universities across the
world. Yet what has been their contribution? Perhaps, for most of the century, one
could say that the nineteenth-century Karl Marx and his twentieth-centusy followers,
including Lenin and Mao, were the most influential philosophers in terms of the scale
of their practical impact stretching over almost half the globe (including the countries
of the USSR, China, North Korea, Cuba, as well as in Central and South America).
In terms of impact, one can also name the great public intellectuals in the West:
Jean-Paul Sartre ( “the philosopher of the twentieth century,™ who turned down a
Nobel Prize) and Bertrand Russell, united in their opposition to the Vietmam War; or,
much earlier, John Dewey who campaigned for progressive education; or the displaced
intellectual Hannah Arendt, reporting on the Eichmann trial in Jerusalem;® or the roles
of Noam Chomsky (a prominent critic of US political engagements), Richard Rorty,¢
Bernard Henri-Lévy? or Slavej Zidek today. There is undoubtedly a public appetite
for philosophy in many countries; think of the public interest in the philosophical
dissertations on happiness, such as that by Alain de Botton;® or perhaps an interest in
philosophical lives, witness the popularity of Ray Monk’s biography of Wittgenstein.?
One cannot overestimate the extraordinary influence of A. J. Ayer’s Language, Truth
and Logic, especially the manner in which it was developed by those who wanted to
argue that moral and religious statements were in fact literally meaningless. While,
perhaps, Roger Scruton’s defense of fox-hunting!® in England is not momentous
enough to be counted here, certainly Peter Singer’s book Animal Liberation sparked
enormous public debate about the ethical treatment of animals, for which he argued
on utilitarian grounds on the basis of animal sentience.!! Existentialism was perhaps
the first great philosophical movement (since the ancient Greek movements such
as Stoicism, Skepticism, or Epicureanism} to have had popular support among the
masses and even to become a fashion for a time in the mid-century. There are philoso-
phers who preached engagement and critique (for instance, Sartre, or the Frankfurt
Schoot), and those who recommended skeptical distance and irony {Rorty). On the
other hand, many of the more exciting technical advances in philosophy have been
produced by retiring figures working relatively unseen, absorbed in their research {one
thinks of Wittgenstein, Kripke, Flusserl, Levinas, or Rawis), who contributed little to
public debate.
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TOWARDS AN ASSESSMENT OF TWENTIETH-CENTURY PHILOSQPHY

Continuities, discontinuities, novelties

Philosophy does seem to have undergone enormous changes in the course of the
century, but it also has diversified into many different and competing forms. New
disciplines have emerged: from mathematical logic and meta-ethics to philosophy
of language, philosophy of mind, and philosophy of psychology: from philosophy of
gender and embodiment to environmental philosophy {or “ecosophy” as founded
by the Norwegian philosopher Arne Naess).”? Unfortunately, to date, there have
been remarkably few academic studies of twentieth-century philosophy in its inter-
connections although there are some studies of specific traditions.”? Indeed, it is
noteworthy that even the ten-volume Routledge Encyclopedia of Philosophy contains
no entry for “Twentieth-century philosophy,”* yet it is clear that the very meaning
of philosophy changed in profound ways in that century, ways that are certainly not
even documented, never mind fully understood. It is important, then, to document
the commonalities and continuities; to identify the transformations, discontinuities,
dead-ends and sheer novelties.

In terms of continuity, many aspects of philesophical practice in the twentieth
century follow on directly from patterns set in the nineteenth century, e.g. the
academic professionalization and specialization of the subject, begun in the nineteenth
century, became all-pervasive during the twentieth, such that the independent,
non-institutionally funded scholar contributing substantially to a discussion is now
almost an extinct species {apart from some dissidents who emerged in the former
USSR and elsewhere). Philosophy is now carried out, almost universally, in universities
and higher research academies. Yet, a most important — and indeed novel - feature
of the ongoing professionalization of philosophy has been the entrance of women
into the philosophers’ academy. Rosa Luxemburg emerged in Germany quite early
in the century, and, partly because women were the majority of university students
during the First World War in Germany, Edmund Husser! became one of the first
major philosophers to attract a sizable number of women students and assistants in his
Freiburg years. Hedwig Conrad Martius, Edith Stein, and Gerda Walther all studied
with him, even if he was not always supportive of these women’s desire to continue
to professional careers in philosophy.!® In fact, women philosophers in Germany were
active in removing institutional constraints;!® e.g. both Hannah Arendt and Edith
Stein promoted equality of education between women and men. In England, Elizabeth
Anscombe emerged as Wittgenstein’s student at Cambridge in the 1940s, and acted as
his editor, translacor, and interpreter, before going on to develop her own path as an
original and influential philosopher, especially in the area of philosophy of mind and
action.” Anscombe also opposed the Second World War and was an active critic of
the American President, Harry Truman, for his actions in relation to the dropping of
atomic bombs on Japanese cities.

Following on from Simone de Beauvoir, a whole generation of women philosophers
emerged in France, leading to a particular tradition which includes Julia Kristeva
(born in Bulgaria but educated in a French school), Hélene Cixious, Luce lrigaray,
Sarah Kofman, and Michele Le Deeuff (see “Feminism in philosophy,” Chapter 7). In
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Britain, prominent women philosophers include: Philippa Foot, Onora (’Neill, Susan
Stebbing, Sarah Waterlow Broadie; in the US: Ruth Barcan Marcus, Seyla Benhabib,
Judith Butler, Christine Korsgaard, Martha Nussbaum, and Judith Jarvis Thomson;
in Australia, Genevieve Lloyd.'® Women not only entered the academy to work in
traditional areas, but often transformed the debate in certain areas, introduced new
topics, and made ground-breaking contributions (Ruth Marcus in logic; Judith Jarvis
Thomson in the area of the ethics of abortion). Following on from the theme of
ferninism, new areas have emerged that include issues surrounding the philosophy of
gender and lately “queer theory,” which has overlapped the boundaries of philosophy
and linked it more with disciplines of social criticism.

Thinking of technical breakthroughs, it is easy to point to the development of
modern mathematical logic (with Frege, Russell, and Whitehead), modal logic (the
logic of necessity and possibility, begun by Aristotle but formalized in the twentieth
century by C. L. Lewis, Ruth Barcan Marcus, Saul Kripke, and others}, temporal logic
{A. N. Prior), the discovery of the incompleteness of formal systems (Gadel), and many
more logical innovations. It is less easy to find solutions to perennial philosophical
problems or revolutionary new appreaches to ethical and political issues that have
gained the status of scientific discoveries. As always, the human world is extremely
complex and escapes the exact lawfulness found in the natural sciences, and there is
no clearly identifiable progress in moral concepts. As the German Critical Theorist
Theodor Adorno once put it, “No universal history leads from savagery to humani-
tarianism, but there is one leading from the slingshot to the atom bomb.”® In moral
philosophy, for instance, the argument continues to rage about whether statements
such as: “slavery is and always has been wrong,” is an ohjectively true proposition.

With respect to direct continuities in philosophy across the centuries, it is
remarkable how many of the issues that were discussed so vitally at the start of
twentieth century, e.g. the nature of consciousness, perception, space and time, the
meaning of naturalism, the nature of the a priori, the proper methodology of the
human sciences, and so on, continue to be vigorously debated at the century’s end.
The descriptive phenomenology of inner time consciousness is as much an issue
now as it was one hundred years ago when Husser] was giving his 1905 lectures on
time-conscicusness, at a time when DBergson and James were also focusing on the
temporal nature of consciousness. Time-conscicusness certainly has been a major
focus of discussion among European philosophers such as Jacques Derrida;® whereas,
in the UK and USA, McTaggart’s discussions of temporal flux, with his A- and
B-series continue to provoke discussion concerning the unreality of time, by A. N.
Prior, Richard Swinburne, Hilary Putnam, Sidney Shoemaker, and others.?! Similarly,
William James’s interest in the existence and nature of consciousness? is surely repli-
cated in the work of David Chalmers and others writing about the “hard problem” of
conscicusness.”? It is hard to believe that the metaphysics of internal relations that
so preoccupied the British Idealists should again be a matter of discussion among
contemporary analytic metaphysics {see “Metaphysics,” Chapter 10).

In some cases, the continuities are of a different kind: where a subject seems to
appear and disappear only to reappear again some time later. The issue of embodiment
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TOWARDS AN ASSESSMENT OF TWENTIETH-CENTURY PHILOSOPHY

is one such issue which gets a very full discussion by Husserl in his Ideas II {written
between 1912 and 1918 but not published until 1952), is continued in Merleau-Ponty's
Phenomenoclogy of Perception (1945) and is again a hot topic among philosophers,
including analytic philosophers of mind.?* Essentialism is also a theme that surfaces
and disappears at regular intervals across the century (Husserl, Wittgenstein, Kripke,
et al.). Other kinds of continuities are of a more persistent kind. Thus, in “Moral
Philosophy” (Chapter 20}, Rowland Stout even suggests, somewhat paradoxically,
that the great philosophers of twentieth-century moral philosophy continued to be
Aristotle, Hume, and Kant! Continuities of this kind are also evident in the manner
in which both epistemology and analytic philosophy of religion have managed to
continue to talk, in ever more refined ways, about traditional problems such as the
nature of knowledge, skepticism, and the meaning of faith. Arguments concerning the
existence of God or the compatibility of the divine attributes continue in the work
of Anthony Kenny, Richard Swinburne, Alvin Plantinga, Nelson Pike, and others,
refining and sharpening debates to be found in Anselm, Aquinas, or Descarres. One
could say the same for aesthetics, whose central task, as suggested by Paul Guyer
(Chapter 22}, has been to respond to Plato’s questioning of the arts as a form of lie
(pseudos).

The rise and rise of naturalism is surely one of the most important of the conti-
nuities to be acknowledged in philesophy over the course of the twentieth century.
As Geert Keil has shown in “Naturalism” (Chapter 6), in 1922 Roy Wood Seilars
(1880-1973) could confidently declare: “We are all naturalists now,” and at the end
of the century that claim would lock quite accurate for lazge swathes of contemporary
epistemology, ethics, philosophy of mind and philosophy of science, where naturalisms
of varying kinds have flourished {see Geert Keil’s nuanced discussion). In keeping
with this recognition of the growth of naturalism, Edmund Husserl, in his 1911 essay
“Philosophy as a rigorous science,” diagnosed it as the greatest threat to the possibility
of a genuinely scientific philosophy. Yet despite the popularity of nacuralism, there has
also been a constant counter-movement, and especially since the 1970s there has been
a strong resurgence of transcendental philosophy and persistent arguments advanced
that the normative cannot be naturalized (see “Kant in the twentieth century,”
Chapter 4).” Furthermore, following on from early twentieth-century neo-Kantians
such as Rickert and Natorp, Husserlian phenomenology also adopted a resolutely post-
Kantian transcendental position against naturalism, arguing that objectivity can only
ever be objectivity-correlated-with-subjectivity and denying even the meaningfulness
of talking about things in themselves independent of the subjective knower. Indeed,
the manner in which Kant and Hegel continue to haunt twentieth-century discus-
sions is reflected in this volume by two chapters devoted respectively to Kant and to
Hegel (see Chapters 4 and 3). So much for the continuities.

In terms of novelties, some philosophical disciplines certainly seem to be new.
In “Philosophy of Language” {Chapter 9), Jason Stanley makes a strong case for
philosophy of language as making a unique twentieth-century contribution, although
the precise nature of the contribution has to be carefully nuanced. As Jason Stanley
contends,




DERMOT MORAN

The Twentieth Century was the century of “linguistic philosophy,” not
because all or even most philosophical problems have been resolved or
dissolved by appeal to language, but because areas of philosophy that involved
meaning and content became immeasurably more sophisticated.

Contemporary discussions of meaning, content, and reference, are indeed far more
sophisticated than anything to be found in Bolzano, Miil, or even Frege. So there is
certainly progress in philosophy in terms of increasing discriminations and disambigua-
tions of complex concepts. Of course, technical refinements are not confined to one
wadition. As Nicholas Davey shows in “Twentieth-century hetineneutics” (Chapter
16), the linguistic turn in twentieth-century thought owes as much to Heidegger and
Gadamer, in their opposition to the Cartesian “philosophy of consciousness”, as it does
to Frege and Wittgenstein, and furthermore, evidence of a linguistic turn in German
philosophy can be traced back to the Enlightenment with Hamann and others.? In
particular, this tradition points up the holistic nature of the linguistic enterprise and
the fact that the subject {speaker and hearer) cannot be disengaged from the practice
of linguistic communication and miscommunication.

Along with philosophy of language, one could also argue that philosophy of science
emerges decisively in twentieth-century philosophy as a distinct discipline. Indeed,
there has been an explosion of interest in the logic and philosophy of science from
the 1930s onwards, as Stathis Psillos documents in “Philosophy of science” (Chapter
14), and, especially as developed by members of the Vienna Circle and others, who put
science at the centre of phifosophy’s concerns.?” But even here there are continuities,
especially in the vigorous dehate over the nature of the a priori, which continues in
the work of Reichenbach {and following him Putnam and others) with the puzzling
notion of the revisable a priori.

The ongoing legacy of the nineteenth century

It is an obvious truism to assert that to understand the twentieth century one must
begin in the nineteenth. Many different traditions in contemporary philosophy have
a commeon origin in nineteenth-century problematics. For instance, in German
philosophy during the latter half of the nineteenth century, there were serious efforts
to resist the bewitchment of Hegel {(who had dominated philosophy in the first half
of the nineteenth century). The various schools of neo-Kantianism (Windelband,
Cohen, et ak.), with their war cry “back ro Kant” (zuriick zu Kant),® as well as those
inspired by classic British empiricism (and its nineteenth-century representatives, e.g.
J. 8. Mill), sought to distance themselves from what they considered to be the excessive
and ungrounded speculative nature of the Hegelian system.” QOddly, in Britain at the
turn of the twentieth century, the situation was almost the reverse of that prevailing
on the Continent, with neo-Hegelian Idealism in the ascendant with McTaggart at
Cambridge; E H. Bradley (1846-1924), T. H. Greene {1836-82), and Harold Henry
Joachim (1868-1938) — all at Oxford, and Bernard Bosanquet (1848-1923), who
translated Hegel's Aesthetics, and was for a time President of the Aristotelian Society,
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TOWARDS AN ASSESSMENT OF TWENTIETH-CENTURY PHILOSOPHY

in London. Hegel also continued to have influence in the USA in the late nineteenth
century owing to the St Louis Hegelians led by William Torrey Harris (1835-1909)
and Henry Conrad Brokmeyer (1828-1906),* and was represented by Josizh Royce
(1855-1916) at Harvard. Of course, it was against this Hegelian and Bradleyian system
that Russell reacted so strongly (albeit that Russell’s interest was focused on the logic
of relations and defending their reality against Bradley). Similarly, on the European
mainland, Kierkegaard too may be seen as leading a defense of the individual and
singular against the sweeping universalism of the Hegelian system.

Nowwithstanding the onslaught on idealism found in Russell, G. E. Moore,*! and
others, a critique that was foundational for the new analytic movement, idealism
in various kinds continued to be found across twentieth-century philosophy. One
of Sartre’s early teachers at the Ecole Normale Supérieure was Léon Brunschvicg
(1869-1944), a neo-Cartesian idealist. In the latter part of the twentieth century (in
Germany, partly inspired by Heidegger and Gadamer) there was a huge resurgence
of (primarily scholarly) interest in Hegel (e.g. in the Hegel-Archiv in Bochum),
but there was also somewhat earlier a strong resurgence of interest in Hegel in
France {with Jean Wahl, Jean Hyppolite as well as through the astonishing lectures
of Alexandre Kojeve®?), and in the UK and USA with works by ]. N. Findlay and
Charles Tayior, both movements aiming to restore Hegel's shaken credibility and to
show the relevance of his dialectic to current concerns. The rehabilitation of Hegel
is now complete (see “Hegelianism in the twentieth century,” Chapter 3) in that
Hegel has now entered the canon of analytic philosophy, having once been its béte
noire, in the work of McDowell, Brandom, and others. Whereas Wilfrid Sellars had
once claimed that with Wittgenstein's Philosophical Investigations, analytic philosophy
passed from its Humean to its Kantian phase, Rorty suggested that with Brandom,
analytic philosophy has moved on to the Hegelian phase of analytic philosophy.**
Furthermore, certain central Hegelian concerns run through the work of the Frankfurt
School especially in the writings of Marcuse, Adorno, and even Habermas himself, as
Axel Honneth has shown in “Critical Theory” (Chapter 18},

Certain philosophical subject areas seem to have developed in direct continuity
from the nineteenth century onwards: ethics and epistemology are obvious examples
here. Epistemology in the twentieth century, as Matthias Steup argues in Chapter 11,
to a large extent remains a response to problems posed by the modern philosophical
tradition stemming from Descartes, particularly with regard to the problem of our
knowledge of the external world (e.g. Russell’s Our Knowledge of the External World,
1914) and in defending the possibility of knowledge against skeptical arguments. The
main developments of the twentieth century appear to be new problems (Gettier-type
problems that challenge the conception of knowledge as justified true belief)* and new
efforts at articulating non-foundationalist forms of epistemic justification, but much
epistemology in the twentieth century is still based on forms of a priori reasoning
familiar in traditional philosophy.

Scholarly interest in the history of philosophy and the production of critical
editions of the great philosophers’ works continues to develop in a steady stream
from the nineteenth through the twentieth century. In terms of continuities, the

7
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main philosophical journals that were important at the turn of the twentieth century,
e.g. Mind (founded 1876), The Monist (founded 1888), Proceedings of the Aristotelian
Society (the Society was founded in 1880; the Proceedings began to be published from
1888), Philosophical Review (founded 1892), Kant-Studien (founded 1896), Journal of
Philosophy (founded 1904), continue to flourish — and continue to remain significant
- for the dissemination of peer-refereed professional philosophy research.

In the nineteenth century, the scholarly history of philosophy began to be practiced
entirely for its own sake, independently of the ideological baggage of Hegelianism for
instance, or, to give another example, neo-Thomism, whose advocates (e.g. Etienne
Gilson, Jacques Maritain, even Frederick Copleston), wanted to revive the realism
found in medieval philosophy, while downplaying the nominalist or even Neoplatonic
traditions. This history of philosophy is now flourishing as an independent disci-
pline in its own right and there are serious journals devoted to it (e.g. Journal of the
History of Philosophy and the British Jowrnal of the Hlistory of Philosophy}, as well as to
many of the individual figures (Locke, Hume, Kant, Hegel, and so on). The critical
edition of Hegel's works is still being produced at the beginning of the twenty-first
century, replacing earlier unsatisfactory editions. Similarly, the works of Plato and
Aristotle continue to be edited, translated, and commented on; see the work of W.
D. Ross (1877-1971), for instance; and new editions are being produced of classical
philosophers and early medieval writers who were almost unknown in the nineteenth
century. For example, the elegant nineteenth-century translations of Plato’s dialogues
by Benjamin Jowett {1817-1893),% or Aristotie’s major works by W. D. Ross,’? are
gradually being replaced with more contemporary translations, but by no means have
been made redundant and are still in common circulation among students. Simifarly,
the twentieth century has seen an extraordinary growth of knowledge of the later
antigue tradition, especially Plotinus, Proclus, Pseudo-Dionysius, and others, who
were first “re-discovered” in the nineteenth century, primarily by students of German
Idealismn (e.g. E A. Staudenmaier). The growth in interest in medieval theories of
logic, semiotics, and semantics is another indication of a continuation and deepening
of nineteenth-century scholarship.

In regard to the history of philosophy, it is important to recognize how recent
are many of our historical discoveries; to realize, for example, thar more has been
learned about all aspects of medieval philosophy in the twentieth century {its figures,
texts, sources, and influences) than in the whole period from the seventeenth to the
nineteenth centuries. Similarly, thanks to the discovery of the 1844 manuscripts, a
new version of Marx emerged in the twentieth century, that was highly influential on
the thinking of the Frankfurt School (see “Critical Theory,” Chapter 18).

Philosophy at the dawn of the twentieth century

In intellectual terms, one might consider the dawn of the twentieth century to be
marked by a number of important events: there was the death of Friedrich Nietzsche
(1844-1900), and the publication of two works that would eransform European thought
in very different ways: Sigmund Freud’s Trawmdewtung (Interpretation of Dreams, 1899),

8
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TOWARDS AN ASSESSMENT OF TWENTIETH-CENTURY PHILOSOPHY

which inaugurated psychoanalysis, and Edmund Husserl's Prolegomena zu reinen Logik
{I"olegomena to Pure Logic, 1900), which broke decisively with the prevailing psychol-
agio in the understanding of logic and mathematics and led to the development of
phenomenotogy. G. E. Moore’s essay “The nature of judgment™® appeared in 1899
(for Moore on propositions, see also “The birth of analytic philosophy,” Chapter 1)
uinl I8 often seen as the first paper in analytic philosophy, because of its particular
view al the nature of propositions as objective complex entities independent of
mibwls and analyzable into component parts (which had a formative influence on
Bertrund Russell).® The Internarional Congress of Philosophy, held in Paris in 1900,
wits itlso an important event, and Russell later recorded that it represented a turning
pesint in his life, because there he met Peano, whose precision impressed the young
Foggisluman, and, as a result, Russell turned to mathematical fogic as the methodology
far ils own philosophy.® He wrote a paper which he sent to Peano and even claimed:
“Tatellectually, the month of September 1900 was the highest point of my life,”*" and
thin helore any of his own major works had been published and while the Principles of
Mathematics (1903) was being composed.

One might at first be tempted to see that self-proclaimed “posthumous” man,
Jiedrich Nietzsche, as the principal philosophical voice of the century. His writings
sy to resonate with themes that became vital for the century — the nature of cruth,
the niture of power relations, the problem of the writing of history, the fragmentary
natvre of inheritance and tradition, the threat of relativism, the naturalization of
vithies, the need for radical and creative critique and destruction ~ philosophizing
with 1t hammer ~ in order to free up sedimented meanings, the integration of the
hinan with the rest of nature (especially after Darwin), the exercise of hermeneutic
mimpleton, with “ears behind one’s ears” in the interpretation of others, the ironic
probing of dreams of mastery, the recognition of the hidden ties between reason and
fower, Michel Foucault is clearly one of Nietzsche’s direct successors, but Bernard
Willinms, too, for instance, sees Nietzsche'’s repudiation of traditional conceptions of
truth us crucial for defining contemporary thought. Yet, even Richard Rorty himself,
it sympnthetic reader of Nietzsche, believed that Nietzsche was really integrated into
philosuphy only through Heidegger, and before that was a figure of mainly litefary
inaplention, influencing George Bernard Shaw and others,

It similar fashion, initially Sigmund Freud had little impact on academic philosophy,
particulirly on the European mainland, in the first half of the twentieth century, apart
ftonn the work of Herkheimer and Adomo® and Herbert Marcuse®® {see “Critical
Tlweory," Chapter 18). Jean-Paul Sartre, for instance, was seen as having dismissed
Freudinn analysis in Being and Nothingness (1943) with his demolition of the concept
of i unconscious that is always unconscious to itself. The French philosopher Paul
Wivoeur was important for reinscribing Freud into French philosophy in the latter
il of the century.® 1t was not until the 1960s, however, that Freud fully entered the
philosophical scene in Europe, with Jacques Lacan, Derrida, Foucault, Deleuze, and
{ ltari,P Kristeva, and others, and even later in the 1970s and 1980s in the UK,
with Richard Wollheim, Juliet Mitchell, and others.* One reason that delayed the
neceptance of psychoanalysis by philosophers was the extremely hostile approach
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taken by Karl Popper to the claims of psychoanalysis to be a genuine science (on the
grounds of its supposed lack of falsifiability).*” Indeed, Freud is still keft somewhat in the
background in academic philosophical discussion; philosophers who are interested in
analyzing the emotions, for instance, may advert to his writings, but will quickly go on to
develop their independent analyses that pay little more than lip service to the Master,

So, despite their inaugural moments at the turn of the century, perhaps Nietzsche
and Freud are not in fact the most representative or archetypal philosophical figures
for the twentieth century, certainly if one considers the nature of their respective influ-
ences on phitosophy. In fact, the pair of names most often advanced (in the work of
Richard Rorty among many others) as best representing twentieth-century philosophy
are: Heidegger and Wittgenstein, especially after both had made the “linguistic turn”
subsequent to their own early publications.® The influence of these rwo philosophers
probably outweighs all other philosophers in the twentieth century.

Here, however, I would like to make a case for Edmund Husserl as one of the most
influential European philosophers of the rwentieth century, who, as Merleau-Ponty
put it, casts a long shadow over his times.® Almost every European philosopher in
the first half of the century had some contact direct or indirect with Husserl (e.g.
Heidegger himself, but also Schutz, Levinas, Horkheimer, Adorno, Merleau-Ponty,
and Derrida}.

“

Husserl’s “ground-breaking” work

Phenomenology was inaugurated with Husserl's ground-breaking Logische Untersuch-
ungen (Logical Investigations, 1900/1901), % the second volume of which, appearing
from the publisher Max Niemeyer in two parts in 1901, characterized phenomenology
as the project of descriptively clarifying the “experiences of thinking and knowing.”
With this work, Husserl believed he had made a start in clarifying problems that
were at the heart of contemporary science and philosophy, problems concerning the
nature of the experience and determination of meaning in the broadest sense. In
the First Edition, he used the term “phenomenology” to mean a kind of descriptive
psychology (such as had been practiced by the school of Brentano, Stumpf, and
Meinong). For Husserl, phenomenology was to be a way of describing what shows
itself as it shows itself in its essential forms. It had to avoid speculation and remain true
to the evidential situations, which Husserl somewhat misleadingly called “the things
themselves” (die Sachen selbst) or “the matters themselves.” Husserl's primary principle
~ a radical variant of empiricism — is to accept as evident only what shows itself to
be so in intuition. Intuition is the keystone of his philosophy. Intuition refers to the
primary grasp of the presence of entities.

As Husserl put it in the Foreword to the Second Edition, and as he would subse-
quently stress, the Investigations was his “breakchrough work” (Werk des Durchbruchs,
LU I 3; Hua XVIII 8). It certainly made his reputation as a philosopher, being praised
by the foremost philosophers of his day in Germany, including Paul Natorp,” Withelm
Wundt, who welcomed its anti-psychologism, and Wilhelm Dilthey, who saw it as
providing the method to investigate lived experiences in their concreteness. In terms
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