Edmund Husserl’s Notion of Life and Its Biocentric Implications


Abstract
This study aims to explore certain fundamental biocentric, eco-ethical, and eco-political implications of Edmund Husserl’s ethics and conception of life. Husserl, as argued here, attributed intrinsic value not only to human but also to nonhuman life-forms; every living being deserves fundamental respect simply by virtue of being alive. According to Husserl, authentic human life presupposes such respect for all life; without it, one cannot live a genuinely human existence. While he was fully aware of the irreconcilable tensions and conflicts that often exist between living beings—and that it is neither possible nor desirable to eliminate all such tensions—Husserl maintained that ethical life requires a Kantian commitment to treating all forms of life as ends in themselves, never merely as means. In the final two sections, this paper suggests that Husserl’s ethical reflections lend themselves to a political vision that may be characterized as eco-socialist: a rational, empathetic, and egalitarian conception of society grounded in the universal respect for life.

Keywords: Husserl’s notion of life, biocentric ethics, individual and collective authenticity, objectivity of ethical values, biocentric eco-socialism

1. Introduction
The characterization of Husserl as “the philosopher of crisis” is well supported in the literature (e.g., Buckley, 1992; Díaz Álvárez, 2022; Morujão, 2013; Wetz, 1995). Indeed, “crisis” was a central concept in his late philosophy. Husserl expressed his related ideas in their most explicit form in “The Vienna Lecture” and in his final major work, The Crisis of European Sciences and Transcendental Phenomenology (1970).
Like many other thinkers (e.g., Heidegger, Merleau-Ponty, Hans Jonas, Anna-Teresa Tymieniecka), Husserl believed that something had gone fundamentally awry with modernity. Yet, unlike Heidegger—who regarded modernity with deep, visceral suspicion—Husserl continued to see enormous potential in the scientific project of the modern era, especially in Descartes (cf. Husserl, 1960, 1999, 2019). For Husserl, modernity represented a renewed foundation (Neustiftung) of the original establishment (Urstiftung) of pure theoretical thought pioneered by ancient Greek philosophy. However, this attempt to re-ground theoretical and rational thought ultimately lost its way.	Comment by Szerző: The abbreviation cf. stands for the Latin confer, meaning "compare." According to The Chicago Manual of Style, it should be used in citations and notes specifically to direct the reader to a source that offers a differing or contrasting point of view. 

Is this what you have in mind here? 	Comment by Szerző: AUTHOR: Thank you for the clarification. This was not the intended meaning, so I have removed “cf.” from the citation. 
The crisis of modernity is, for Husserl, the crisis of modern reason itself. He described the modern form of rationality as a kind of “sickness” (Erkrankung) of reason (Husserl, 1970, p. 270). For him, ancient rationality had remained open to the full richness of the world, including its qualitative and axiological dimensions. He viewed modern reason, by contrast, as striving for formalization and instrumentalization, systematically disregarding the qualitative and axiological aspects of things, which cannot be reduced to formal structures. For Husserl, this form of reason does not merely declare these aspects irrelevant but dismisses them as illusory—mere subjective appearances existing solely in our heads and not in the objective world. Modern reason seeks to dominate the world; the rigour of science is measured by the reliability of its predictions, an enterprise in which qualitative and axiological features find no place. In this context, Husserl warned of the Lebenswelt—original, practical, everyday reality saturated with qualitative and axiological dimensions—being buried or covered over.
Modern reason, then, constitutes an instrumental, formal, one-sided, and impoverished form of rationality, incapable of and uninterested in grasping the world in its full, multifaceted richness. According to Husserl, this deformation of reason had produced a crisis of European humanity whose consequences concerned humanity as a whole and ultimately endangered its moral and physical existence (Husserl, 1970, pp. 274–275, 299).According to Husserl, this form of reason had led to a planetary crisis, endangering both the moral and physical existence of humanity (Husserl, 1970, p. 299)[footnoteRef:1] and, ultimately, the entire globe. In this sense, the crisis may properly be described as planetary in scope. For Husserl, the only possible solution is the restoration of rationality in its full and all-encompassing sense, a task achievable only through transcendental phenomenology as the one discipline capable of realizing the final foundation (Endstiftung) of philosophy. Our global Lebenswelt is in crisis—a crisis brought about by instrumental reason itself. Within this theoretical framework, phenomenologists appear as potential agents of the rational renewal of humanity and, ultimately, of the preservation of life on Earth.Within this theoretical framework, phenomenologists are cast as the potential saviors of humanity and the Earth as a whole.	Comment by Szerző: Can you either introduce the quote in the footnote or leave it off? Also the quote speaks of European existence - how do you see that substantiating the claim regarding a planetary crisis? 	Comment by Szerző: AUTHOR: Thank you. I have removed the lengthy quotation and revised the paragraph to clarify that Husserl explicitly diagnoses a crisis of European humanity, while understanding the fate of European rationality as bearing upon humanity as a whole. On this basis, I characterize the crisis as planetary in scope.  [1: ] 

Numerous thinkers have explored the profound ecological implications of these Husserlian ideas since the latter half of the twentieth century—among others, Ian Angus (2021), Erazim Kohák (2003), Charles S. Brown (2003), and Lester Embree (2003). These analyses have mostly concentrated on Husserl’s critique of modern rationality, particularly its formalizing, instrumental, and pragmatically restrictive tendencies.[footnoteRef:2] Far less attention has been devoted in this context to Husserl’s conception of life and the intrinsic value of life as such (Husserl, 2014, pp. 297–333)—although such an approach is not entirely without precedent in Husserlian scholarship (see Konopka, 2009).[footnoteRef:3] This study radicalizes this interpretation, focusing on Husserl’s concept of life and its inalienable value. I shall argue that from these Husserlian ideas, a biocentric ethics—and ultimately an eco-socialist vision—can be systematically derived. To my knowledge, no comparable systematic reconstruction has yet been attempted in the literature on Husserl’s work. Husserlian literature.	Comment by Szerző: Should this be moved to end of next sentence? 	Comment by Szerző: AUTHOR: Thank you. I have moved the footnote to the suggested location.  [2: ]  [3:  Adam Konopka (2009) belongs among the few authors who choose Husserl’s conception of life as a leading clue in their ecological interpretation of Husserlian phenomenology. For a more recent attempt of a biocentric interpretation of Husserl see Marosan 2025. ] 

The argument of this study unfolds as follows. I begin in Section 2 by examiningIn section 2, I examine certain elements of Husserl’s ethical thought, with particular attention to the problem of ethical objectivity. Building on this foundation, sSection 3 discusses Husserl’s understanding of life, both human and nonhuman, and his conviction that life as such—including nonhuman life—possesses inherent value, for which we bear responsibility. This leads, in section 4, to a closer analysis  in Section 4 of Husserl’s conception of authenticity and authentic human life, unpacking its demand for a fundamental respect for every form of life. Section 5 then analyses the biocentric and, more broadly, the political implications of this position. Finally, the Conclusionin concluding (sSection 6) I reflects on how the Husserlian views outlined in this study may contribute to addressing the contemporary ecological criseis.	Comment by Szerző: Singular?	Comment by Szerző: AUTHOR: Thank you. I have changed “crisis” to the plural, as suggested. 

2. Husserl on the Objectivity of Ethical Values
The problem of ethics was central to Husserl throughout his philosophical career. Already at the beginning of his academic life, in 1889, he lectured on ethical topics (Bernet et al., 1993, p. 236). He considered ethical questions among the “supreme and ultimate” concerns of philosophy (Husserl, 1960, p. 156). From his mature period onward, he addressed fundamental problems in value theory and ethics in a series of systematic texts (Husserl, 1989a, 2025) and lecture courses (Husserl, 1988, 2004, 2014). Today, Husserl’s theory of value and ethics counts among the most intensely discussed and critically examined areas of his philosophical oeuvre in Husserl scholarship.[footnoteRef:4] [4:  For some characteristic and influential interpretations, see, e.g., Caminada (2023), Cavallaro and Heffernan (2019), Crowell (2013), Donohoe (2016), Drummond (1995), Heinämaa (2015), Loidolt (2011), Melle (1990, 1991, 2002, 2007), Monticelli (2021), Peucker (2008), Smith (2007, pp. 356–401), Steinbock (2014), and Venier (2022).] 

A close reading of the various phases of Husserl’s thinking on ethics reveals that his conception underwent an organic and continuous development, despite certain radical shifts and changes in emphasis, as he progressively deepened the phenomenological theory of ethics.[footnoteRef:5] While working on the project formulated in the Logical Investigations, which sought to ground the objectivity and mind-independence of logical and mathematical entities, he also pursued the related task of developing an objective theory of value (2001a, 2001b). In the Logical Investigations, he above all attempted to demonstrate the ideal validity of values and norms, treating them as ideal objects. In a second phase, beginning around 1906/07 (2008a), and corresponding to the so-called “transcendental turn,” Husserl focused primarily on clarifying how values and norms are constituted in ethically or axiologically coloured experience and practice (see, e.g., 1989a, pp. 9–13; 2025, pp. 263–268). In his “genetic phenomenology,” developed from the 1920s onward, he turned his attention to the specific processes through which values appear within experience and practice, with particular emphasis on the a priori structure of this genesis. Finally, in the 1930s, he primarily sought to explain and clarify how our values are rooted in the surrounding historical and cultural life-world—and how, despite their ideality, they presuppose a historical and intersubjective environment or nexus (1970, 1993, 2008b).	Comment by Szerző: Leave off? 	Comment by Szerző: AUTHOR: Thank you. I have removed the footnote, as suggested.  [5: ] 

From his mature phenomenology onward, notably in the Logical Investigations, Husserl argued that values possess an ideal and objectively persisting validity (e.g., 2001a, pp. 33–39). Values count as ideal objects or structures, much like ideal conceptual meanings and the objects of logic and mathematics (1988, p. 51). Crucially, although a value-judgment concerning the objective world may include ideal components within its referential structure, it is not therefore automatically correct. For instance, a judgment on whether a given action or decision was truly courageous may be mistaken; however, the moment of courage itself remains an ideal value-quality. To understand how we access these ideal values, Husserl, in his investigations into values and norms, placed particular emphasis on the types of acts through which axiological aspects of evaluative experience and action come to expression. In his view, the constitution of values relies on three types of acts and proceeds through their cooperation: feelings, will, and practical reason (Husserl, 1988, 2004, 2020a; see also Smith, 2007, pp. 369–370; Steinbock, 2014, pp. 8-11). In practice, a thing arouses certain feelings in us; these feelings present the object as imbued with value-qualities; we then—optimally—assess this value-quality rationally and endorse it through a committed judgment.	Comment by Szerző: Please add page numbers here	Comment by Szerző: AUTHOR: Thank you. I have added the relevant page numbers: Steinbock, 2014, pp. 8–11. 
For Husserl, a crucial point is that values—or the value-qualities of things as aimed at in our evaluative acts, judgments, and commitments—ultimately pertain to objective properties of things—analogous to how perceptual judgments are directed toward the objective features of perceived objects (e.g., 1983, pp. 50–53; 1989a, pp. 9–10, 14, 204–205; 2025, pp. 263–268). Although value-judgments made in everyday life are proverbially regarded as relative and subjective—a view captured in the saying “de gustibus non est disputandum”—Husserl maintained that even at this everyday level, a claim to objectivity and truth can be discerned (2014, p. 334). Value-judgments formed within the sphere of everyday life, he argued, ultimately aim at grasping something objective and true about the things themselves, beyond all relativity. It was precisely this ambition to transcend the limitations of naive ethical intuition, he suggested, that gave rise to various theoretical positions in ethical philosophy, each seeking to establish a rigorously grounded standpoint that could legitimately be called true.
In his various lectures on ethics, Husserl subjected the major ethical traditions to detailed critical examination. He criticized Kantian ethics for underestimating the role of feeling, while likewise rejecting Humean sentimentalism for its disregard of reason. He took issue with utilitarianism for attempting to reduce otherwise objective ethical values to a sequence of purely empirical consequences—and the calculations associated with them—thereby neglecting pure, nonempirical principles in favor of a one-sided empiricism. Furthermore, he criticized hedonism for its absolutization of vital values, and modern forms of egoistic ethics for their abstract and overly formal character (Husserl, 1988, 2004). In Husserl’s view, these approaches all suffer from various forms of one-sidedness and remain theoretically unsatisfactory. He argued that only phenomenology could provide a genuinely adequate foundation for ethics—one capable of purifying ethical reflection of such one-sided distortions (see also Smith, 2007).	Comment by Szerző: Is this paragraph needed? 	Comment by Szerző: AUTHOR: Thank you for your kind comments. In a modified form (see below), I have retained the paragraph because it clarifies the systematic motivation behind Husserl’s own ethical position: his critique of the major ethical traditions shows why an adequate ethics must integrate feeling, volition, and practical reason rather than absolutizing any one of these dimensions. I have revised the paragraph to make this function more explicit and have added specific page references for each of the criticisms discussed.
Husserl’s critical engagement with the major ethical traditions also clarifies his own conception of an adequate ethical rationality, which, in his view, must rest on several interrelated elements. He criticizes Kantian ethics for assigning an insufficient role to feeling (Husserl, 1988, pp. 402–417; 2004, pp. 210–233), and Humean sentimentalism for failing to provide a properly rational foundation for ethical validity (Husserl, 1988, pp. 384–401; 2004, pp. 172–195). He further criticizes utilitarian and egoistic theories for deriving ethical validity from empirical, psychological, or calculative considerations, thereby neglecting pure, non-empirical principles in favour of a one-sided empiricism (Husserl, 2004, pp. 48–60, 94–102), and he treats hedonism as a form of ethical scepticism that absolutizes pleasure and fails to distinguish sufficiently between feeling, value, and the object valued (Husserl, 2004, pp. 61–87). In Husserl’s view, these approaches all suffer from various forms of one-sidedness and remain theoretically unsatisfactory. He argued that only phenomenology could provide a genuinely adequate foundation for ethics—one capable of purifying ethical reflection of such one-sided distortions (see Smith, 2007, pp. 360-399).
According to Husserl, a phenomenologically grounded ethics must be all-encompassing in scope and rooted in clear, apodictic insight—insight that excludes all doubt and is made possible through phenomenological reduction.[footnoteRef:6] In this context, it is especially significant that during the 1920s, Husserl drew an explicit distinction between objective values and values of love (Husserl, 2014, pp. 348–359; see also Melle, 2002). Objective values pertain to objects or events that do not directly involve living persons—such as the beauty of a painting, the delight evoked by a romantic sunset, or the aesthetic value of a well-performed Bach suite. Values of love, by contrast, are bound up with persons and communities, or with situations and events in which persons are directly involved. In this respect, it is crucial that Husserl attributes absolute value to the person (e.g., Husserl, 2014, pp. 346–347, 375–377; see also Steinbock, 2017, pp. 119-143). Love, according to Husserl, is the feeling that discloses the absolute value of the person and the community of persons. He held that authentic life (to be discussed in Section 4) must be grounded in love at both the individual and communal levels. Authentic individual and communal life is founded upon rationally articulated love; for Husserl, an authentic community is nothing other than a community of love (Liebesgemeinschaft) (see, e.g., Husserl, 1973a, p. 512; 2014, pp. 175, 301–302, 316–317, 470–471, 512–515; see also Buckley, 1996; Heinämaa, 2020).	Comment by Szerző: Leave off? 	Comment by Szerző: AUTHOR: I agree. This footnote could be removed. 	Comment by Szerző: Page numbers? 	Comment by Szerző: AUTHOR: I have added the relevant page numbers. [6: ] 

According to Husserl,In what follows, I argue that for Husserl, life as such possesses a kind of intrinsic value (Selbstwert). This means that—provided we adopt the appropriate stance toward it—every manifestation of life ought to command respect in and of itself (see Section 3 for further elaboration). In other words, for Husserl, respect for life—both in the form of the living person and the community of living persons—is inseparably bound up with the idea of authentic human existence. The notion of the “living person” here encompasses both human and nonhuman persons and life-forms.The notion of the “living person” here is understood broadly enough to encompass both human and nonhuman persons and life-forms. To live authentically—which, for Husserl, means to live a genuinely human life—is to be guided by a fundamental ethical imperative: that all expressions of life must be respected. Husserl is, of course,however, fully aware —as we shall see in the next section—that conflict is an inherent feature of life as such (Husserl, 2014, pp. 301–302). He does not claim that every possible conflict between living beings could, or even should, be eliminated; such a resolution is impossible in principle. Rather, his claim is that no living being may be treated solely in instrumental terms.

3. The Double Source of Life’s Intrinsic Value: Teleology and Universal Unity
Despite his long-standing distance from Lebensphilosophie—due to what he regarded as its naturalistic and biologizing overtones (see, e.g., Husserl, 19876, pp. 3–62; 1989b, p. 164)—the concept of life (Leben) always held fundamental significance for Husserl. Already in the Logical Investigations, the notion of Erlebnis (lived experience) played a central role (2001a, 2001b). One might assume, without close attention to the relevant texts, that with the introduction of phenomenological reduction (2008a)—a method of “bracketing” or “putting out of play” all transcendent realities and doubtful matters—Husserl simultaneously suspended or excluded life insofar as it is bound up with corporeality, biology, and, ultimately, physical reality. However, this is not the case. In Ideas I, Husserl repeatedly referred to the immanent life of pure consciousness (Husserl, 1983), and in the posthumously published Bernau Manuscripts, “life” becomes one of the most frequently used and thematically loaded terms—appearing in numerous compound expressions, such as “life-process” (Lebensprozess), “life-subject” (Lebenssubjekt), “life of consciousness” (Bewusstseinsleben), and “primordial life” (Urleben) (Husserl, 2001c). By the 1920s, this concept—understood as the immanent dimension of the movement and activity of consciousness—assumed an increasingly central role.[footnoteRef:7] In his 1927 university lecture “Nature and Spirit,” Husserl made this programmatic claim: “Phenomenology, in its essential character, is a scientific philosophy of life” (2001d, p. 241; see also Lee, 1993, pp. 196-197). He thus regarded it an essential task to develop a systematic account of life grounded in phenomenology—an account purified of the distortions and one-sidedness characteristic of naturalistic or biologistic approaches.	Comment by Szerző: Specify reference here? 	Comment by Szerző: AUTHOR: I have added the relevant page numbers. [7:  Husserl occasionally wavers on the question of whether consciousness should be attributed to all living beings. Certain passages suggest that his notion of monadic life extends to all forms of life, encompassing the entirety of organic nature and attributing to every living being some lower-level or at least minimal form of consciousness. In this context, he speaks not only of animal but also of vegetal and unicellular monads (see Lee, 1993, pp. 225–230). In such remarks, Husserl appears to move toward a biopsychist position—that is, the view that all living beings possess some form of consciousness. Comparable positions can be found in Henri Bergson’s philosophy (Bergson, 1920, pp. 27–28), in the later work of Lynn Margulis (2001), and, more recently, in Evan Thompson’s phenomenologically informed reflections on the sentience of life (2022).
However, one need not endorse biopsychism—or attribute a fully biopsychist position to Husserl on the basis of these particular remarks—in order to draw biocentric ethical conclusions from his general conception of life. Even a non-biopsychist interpretation of Husserl remains compatible with attributing to him a fundamentally biocentric ethical and normative position.] 

Husserl referred to the entire inner domain of subjective life with the term monad, a concept he adopted from Leibniz and Brentano (see, e.g., Husserl, 1960, pp. 67–68; 1973a, 1973b, 1973c, 1989a, 2025; see also Römpp, 1992; Steinbock 1995; Zahavi 1996). In Husserl’s thought, the notion of the monad ultimately corresponds to that of the person, which also holds central significance in his ethical reflections.[footnoteRef:8] As shown in the discussion of the values of love in Section 2, the person—as monad—marks the entry point into the properly ethical sphere. However, the monad is not a disembodied or immaterial soul. On the contrary, Husserl insists that the monad’s concrete self-constitution necessarily includes embodiment—ultimately, the constitution of a physical, material body. In his view, the monad, understood as a concrete ego, constitutes itself as a bodily being. As he put it, “A person cannot be concrete without having a physical body (Körper) as a lived body (Leib)” (Husserl, 2012a, p. 380; see also Husserl, 2008b, pp. 251–258; Marosan, 2022a, 2023a, 2024a; Zahavi, 1994). The ego—or monad—can only exist concretely insofar as it possesses a physical body that secures its connection to the material world and to other embodied subjects within it. Embodiment, in this sense, marks the ego’s entry into concrete intersubjectivity, and thereby into the sphere of concrete ethical life.	Comment by Szerző: Concrete ego? 	Comment by Szerző: AUTHOR: I have revised the sentence by replacing the unqualified term “ego” with “personal egos,” thereby clarifying that the claim concerns concretely constituted, worldly subjects rather than the pure or formal ego.  [8: 
] 

Husserl referred to the entire inner domain of subjective life with the term monad, a concept he adopted from Leibniz and Brentano (see, e.g., Husserl, 1960, pp. 67–68; 1973a, 1973b, 1973c, 1989a, 2025; see also Römpp, 1992; Steinbock 1995; Zahavi 1996). Husserl’s notions of monad and person are closely related, but they are not coextensive. In §§32–33 of the Cartesian Meditations, the personal ego is constituted through its position-takings and through the enduring habitualities that result from them. Acts of judgment, valuation, and volition pass away, but the convictions, preferences, and commitments acquired through them remain as abiding properties of the ego and contribute to the formation of its personal character. The monad, by contrast, designates the ego in its full concreteness, comprising the entirety of its actual and potential subjective life, together with its habitualities, capacities, and horizons. Every person is therefore a monad, but not every monad is a person in the strict sense (Husserl, 1960, pp. 66–68).[footnoteRef:9] Husserl’s references to “subhuman persons” indicate that personhood may admit of lower or rudimentary forms, especially in animal life (see Vergani, 2021). They do not, however, warrant extending the concept of personhood to every form of monadic life. In the present paper, the term “person” is therefore used in a broad but delimited sense for monads whose lives exhibit some form of enduring position-taking and corresponding habitual self-formation. Vegetal and unicellular forms of monadic life, by contrast, will be described as proto-subjects rather than as persons. [9:  For Husserl’s characterization of the monad as the “concrete ego” (konkretes Ich), comprising the totality of subjective life together with its habitualities, capacities, history, and horizons, see Husserl, 1960, pp. 66–68; Steinbock, 1995; Zahavi, 1996. In some later manuscripts, as mentioned, he extends the notion of monadic life beyond human and animal subjectivity to vegetal and unicellular forms of life (see Lee, 1993, pp. 225–230). For certain forms of life below the animal level, he occasionally uses the expression “subjectless soul” (eine subjektlose Seele) (Husserl, 1980, p. 103; 2025, p. 30). In the present paper, such forms of life are described as proto-subjects.] 

As shown in the discussion of the values of love in section 2, the person—as a specifically personal form of monadic life—marks the entry point into the properly ethical sphere. The central question is therefore on what grounds intrinsic value and moral considerability can be extended beyond personal monads to prepersonal, proto-subjective forms of life. Furthermore, in the context of worldly living beings considered here, monadic concreteness is not that of a disembodied or immaterial soul. On the contrary, Husserl insists that the monad’s concrete self-constitution necessarily includes embodiment—ultimately, the constitution of a physical, material body. In his view, the monad, understood as a concrete ego, constitutes itself as a bodily being. As he put it, “A person cannot be concrete without having a physical body (Körper) as a lived body (Leib)” (Husserl, 2012a, p. 380; see also Husserl, 2008b, pp. 251–258; Marosan, 2022a, 2023a, 2024a; Zahavi, 1994). Personal egos, as well as other worldly forms of monadic and proto-subjective life, can exist concretely only as embodied beings whose physical organization connects them to the material world and, in different ways and degrees, to other living beings within it. Embodiment, in this sense, marks the subject’s entry into concrete intersubjectivity and thereby into the sphere of ethical life, whether as a morally responsible agent or as an addressee of moral consideration.
Thus, Husserl viewed concrete life as always both bodily and intersubjectively constituted (see, e.g., Husserl, 2008b, p. 181). Access to the other person as another person—in the full and proper sense—requires a specific form of intentionality, which Husserl terms empathy (Einfühlung) (see, e.g., Husserl, 1960, 1973a, 1973b, 1973c, 1989a, 2025a; see also Graffigna, 2025; Moran, 2000, pp. 175–176; Zahavi, 2003, pp. 110–115). In Husserl’s phenomenology, empathy does not mean sympathy in the colloquial sense; it does not imply that we find the other likable or emotionally appealing. Rather, it refers to the capacity to intuitively grasp or experience the other as a subject—an experiencing subject like oneself. Acts and attitudes of sympathy, love, and other interpersonal emotions and experiences can only occur on the basis of this more fundamental capacity for empathy. For empathy to function, bodily similarity plays a crucial role. According to Husserl, we can grasp the other as a living, sensing, feeling subject like ourselves precisely because we perceive their body as structurally and behaviourally akin to our own—because we see on their face the expression of pain (e.g., when they burn a finger) or joy (when they experience something evidently pleasurable). Husserl describes this mode of apprehension as “analogical apperception” or “appresentation” (analogische Appräsentation, analogische Apperzeption) (Husserl, 1960, pp. 108–116). For him, our very capacity for empathy already indicates that we are intersubjective beings from the outset, prior to any concrete encounter. The ego cannot constitute itself concretely except as an intersubjective being.
In this regard, it is also of fundamental importance that Husserl distinguishes between different levels of monadic life. More specifically, he maintains that monadic existence admits of a plurality of degrees, ranging from the most primitive life forms—which, strictly speaking, can hardly be described as conscious at all— to the differentiated, rational, and reflectively self-aware consciousness characteristic of human beingsto the clear, rational, and self-conscious life characteristic of human beings (see, e.g., Husserl, 1973a, pp. 50, 609; 1973c, pp. 38, 104, 299; 2006, pp. 171, 174; see also Lee, 1993, pp. 154–155, 225–227). At times, Husserl hesitates to claim that lower forms of life—below the level of animals, such as plants and unicellular organisms—can properly be regarded as subjects in the strict sense. Nevertheless, in much of the manuscript material devoted to this issue, he appears broadly consistent in maintaining that every living being, including those that have not attained the differentiated and reflectively self-aware form of consciousness characteristic of human persons have not yet attained the level of clear consciousness—or perhaps lack consciousness altogether—may nonetheless be regarded as a proto-subject. Such entities can be understood as preliminary forms or anticipations of concrete subjects and monadic egos in the strict sense. In several essential respects—notably, their striving for self-preservation and reproduction—they may be viewed as close analogues of fully fledged individual subjects. In several fundamental respects—notably, insofar as they constitute individualized, teleologically organized forms of life directed toward self-preservation, development, and reproduction—they may be regarded as close functional analogues of fully developed individual subjects. As lower-level manifestations of life and as early prefigurations of conscious subjectivity, all living beings possess, by virtue of their living and teleological character, a certain intrinsic value in Husserl’s account—even those that may not possess consciousness in the strict sense. The notion of the proto-subject (eine subjektlose Seele; see Husserl, 1980, p. 103; 2025, p. 30) will be discussed in greater detail in the following two subsections.	Comment by Szerző: Here and before there is a lot of signposting. Could this be more fluidly integrated into the text? 	Comment by Szerző: AUTHOR: Thank you for the helpful suggestion. I have systematically reviewed the manuscript’s forward and backward references. I retained a concise structural overview in the Introduction and a small number of transitions required by the argument, but removed or substantively integrated numerous local instances of signposting, including formulations such as “as noted,” “as we shall see below,” “in greater detail,” and “as the following subsection will show”. 

3.1 The First Source of Life’s Intrinsic Value in Husserl: The Teleology of Bodily Life
As noted, Husserl attributes to life a kind of essential intrinsic value (Selbstwert). In close connection with this, he assigns absolute value to the person. In his ethical reflections, a distinction can be drawn between the instrumental value (or use-value; Nutzwert) of things (see, e.g., Husserl, 1988, p. 77) and the intrinsic value of life (2014, pp. 297–333) and living beings. Objective values, as well as instrumental ones, can only become constituted and manifest themselves through the functioning of living beings as sentient and acting subjects. Such values always refer back to the constituting life of the subject—or, more precisely, to communities of subjects. Because these living beings are the very source of objective and relative values, they themselves, by virtue of this constituting role, possess intrinsic—or, in the case of persons, even absolute—value. This claim, however, requires further clarification and elaboration.
As noted, lThe phenomenon of life is not merely immanent but also encompasses transcendent, embodied, and physical dimensions, which render it concrete. In Husserl’s phenomenology, the bodily (körperlich) aspect of the subject is understood as a composite of various organs, each with distinct functions (see, e.g., Husserl, 1989a, 1997, 2020b, 2025a; see also Claesges, 1964; Marosan, 2022a, 2023a). The ego, which directs the body and exists bodily in the world in various ways, depends on these organs to relate to the world and carry out different kinds of action within it. As an embodied subject, the ego relates to the world and acts within it through the differentiated functioning of its bodily organs. These organs are not external instruments directed by a disembodied ego; rather, their coordinated functioning belongs intrinsically to the ego’s concrete bodily mode of existence. In Husserl’s view, the more complex the bodily organization, the richer and more differentiated the possible modes of being-in-the-world and relating to it.[footnoteRef:10] Bodily functioning—bodily activity, experience, and existence—is always, for Husserl, bound up with the realization of certain axiological realities; a richer mode of existence implies a greater potential for the realization of higher axiological levels.[footnoteRef:11] Sophisticated forms of perception and action objectively enrich the world.	Comment by Szerző: Leave off? 	Comment by Szerző: AUTHOR: I have removed the footnote, as suggested. [10:  While Husserl generally explains this in empirical and contingent terms, one can nonetheless detect in certain texts the outlines of an a priori theory of embodiment (see Marosan, 2024a).]  [11: ] 

Embodiment also reveals another essential dimension of life—one that proves ethically indispensable: namely, its vulnerability. Husserl repeatedly emphasized that bodily existence is always a “threatened existence” (eine bedrohte Existenz) (Husserl, 1973a, pp. 510, 601; 2014, pp. 520–521). Bodily life is constantly exposed to risks of accident or illness; our physical integrity is fragile and precarious. Moreover, accidentally or intentionally, we are capable of harming the other. It is precisely this fundamental, shared vulnerability that underscores the original responsibility we bear for protecting and responding to the bodily existence of others.
All this is closely connected to a strongly Aristotelian conception of life and living beings, which Husserl elaborates with particular clarity and systematicity in Ideas II (Husserl, 1989a, 2025a).[footnoteRef:12] For Husserl, the body is a teleologically organized structure, and its organs—by virtue of their functionality—are directed toward specific ends. Living beings are teleological entities: they posit goals, and if they are to reach them, it is primarily through bodily activity and function. A living being’s most basic goals are to survive[footnoteRef:13] and reproduce—thus aiming at both individual and generic (species-level) self-preservation. For Husserl, the goal-setting ego, as it manifests in and through bodily life, is deserving of respect in itself. It is, in Kantian terms, an end in itself (Selbstzweck)—an expression that Husserl adopts (see, e.g., Husserl, 2014, pp. 385–386). Furthermore, the very capacity to posit goals and strive toward them is to be respected—if we wish to act authentically—given that we ourselves expect to be recognized and respected as ends in ourselves.[footnoteRef:14]  [12:  On the Aristotelian undercurrents of Husserl’s conception of the soul, see McCarthy (1992), Bizzari (2017), and Moran (2021).]  [13:  In Husserl’s transcendental theory of instincts, the instinct for self-preservation (Selbsterhaltung) plays a central role: a passive-intentional striving directed toward the ego’s empirical self-objectification and its ongoing maintenance. For more on this, see especially Lee (1993) and also Marosan (2022a).]  [14:  The principle of mutuality and universalizability expressed in Kant’s categorical imperative—“So act that you use humanity, whether in your own person or in the person of any other, always at the same time as an end, never merely as a means” (1998, p. 38)—which is echoed in the Golden Rule found in many religions and some philosophical traditions, is also deeply implicit in Husserl’s ethical thinking.] 

In this context, the intrinsic value of life arises from its teleological character. Bodily life exhibits an inherent teleology. It is through the body and its organs that the ego achieves anything in the world. Through bodily life and bodily functioning, the ego manifests itself as a being inhabiting the realm of ends (Reich der Zwecke) (see Husserl, 2014, pp. 256–258, 360–367)—that is, it appears as an end in itself, standing above all particular ends and demanding respect and recognition in its own right. Although Husserl held that a universal teleology of value-potentialities and value-realities can be discerned throughout both the natural and cultural world (Husserl, 1983, p. 134; 1988, pp. 170–185; see also Lo, 2008), and albeit particular value-realities may be considered relative inasmuch as they always refer beyond themselves to higher levels, Husserl remains consistent in attributing absolute value and intrinsic worth to the person and to personal freedom.
It is equally important to emphasize that the teleological organization of the body—rooted in the essential nature of bodily organs and characteristic not only of human existence but of all organic life—confers intrinsic value upon living organisms as such, not upon human beings alone. In Husserl’s view, the teleological constitution of life possesses inherent value precisely by virtue of its teleological character. 
Husserl’s analyses present the immanent teleology of living beings as intrinsically axiological. He describes life, insofar as it continues, as an ongoing process of self-preservation and the realization of its own developmental possibilities; once an instinct becomes disclosed, its anticipated telos bears the character of value, the stages leading toward fulfilment function as mediating values, and fulfilment itself appears as an end-value (Husserl, 2014, pp. 98–100, 123–124; see also Husserl, 2020b, pp. 473–475; Lee, 1993, pp. 168–170, 193–195). This does not mean that every particular instinct or instinctive goal is valuable, since Husserl explicitly allows for pathological or perverse instincts directed toward what is valueless (Husserl, 2014, pp. 86–88). It does mean, however, that living beings are organized around goods of their own—the continuation, development, and fulfilment of their lives. On this basis, I argue that the immanent, self-related teleology of living beings grounds a certain intrinsic value, even below the level of fully developed personal subjectivity.
This claim extends not only to human beings, and not even exclusively to animals, but to all living organisms, including those that may lack consciousness in the strict sense. As the following subsection will show, t This claim extends beyond human beings and sentient animals to all living organisms, including organisms for which the attribution of phenomenal or sensory consciousness—that is, a capacity for felt lived experience—remains uncertain. The organic and teleological organization of a physical body indicates, for Husserl, at least the presence of a proto-subjective form of life—that is, the preliminary form of an ensouled and conscious individual. Consequently, even the most elementary manifestations of organic life cannot be reduced to mere mechanisms or material objects. On the contrary, they already exhibit a teleological unity directed toward self-preservation, development, and reproduction. It is precisely by virtue of this living and teleological character that they must be regarded as bearers of intrinsic value and as entities deserving respect in their own right.

3.2 The Second Source of Life’s Intrinsic Value in Husserl: The Universal Unity of Life
However, for Husserl, a further aspect renders life valuable and worthy of respect in and of itself—so much so that an authentic and genuinely human life requires respecting life for no other reason than its sheer living being. This source of value is the universal unity of life, a motif that appears across numerous Husserlian texts. However, a further aspect of Husserl’s account provides, I argue, a second basis for attributing intrinsic value to life: the universal unity of monadic life. Husserl explicitly presents the monadic totality as a unified, communal, and teleologically developing whole; its role as a ground of intrinsic value is the interpretive claim developed in this subsection (Husserl, 1973a, pp. 593–610; 1973c, pp. 270–295). Husserl maintained that we belong to transcendental intersubjectivity—that is, to universal life—as its dependent moments or parts by virtue of our embodied vitality (Lebendigkeit) and our capacity to posit goals that not only affect others but may intertwine with their goals. To live in an abstract manner, detached from the universal intersubjective horizon of which we are always a part, is to fail to live a full and truly human life. On the interpretation proposed here,For him, it is precisely this fundamental structure of universal connectedness (Zusammengehörigkeit) that constitutes the second essential and necessary source of life’s intrinsic value (cf.see also Konopka, 2009).
As noted, Husserl did not restrict the concept of the person to human beings (see Depraz, 1995; Martino, 2014; Vergani, 2021), nor did he confine the concept of life to human life alone (see Lee, 1993, pp. 225–230). He spoke not only of human and animal monads but also, in certain contexts, of vegetal and unicellular (Keimzellenmonaden) ones (Lee, 1993, pp. 225–230), phrasing that implies various levels of transcendental subjectivity. While Husserl occasionally hesitated to attribute a strict sense of ego or transcendental subjectivity to beings below the animal level (see Vergani, 2021), I argue that they can be interpreted as proto-subjects—beings representing preliminary stages of subjectivity and that, as teleological unities, already merit respect within the Husserlian phenomenological framework. Even if not persons in the strict sense, we must regard them as bearers of intrinsic value (see also Konopka, 2009). 
These proto-subjects—or, as Husserl occasionally terms them, “subjectless souls” (Husserl, 1980, p. 103; 2025, p. 30)—already point beyond themselves toward the level of fully developed conscious subjects by virtue of their bodily, teleological, and organic organization. As noted above, they belong to the universal order of development, teleology, and organization that characterizes the world of living beings as a whole (Husserl, 1973a, pp. 593–597). In this sense, they may be said to possess a rudimentary form of soul and can be regarded, in a broad sense, as monads, representing elementary forms of monadic life. 
Thus, even as proto-subjects, they belong to the universal community of subjects and to the encompassing nexus of monads, albeit in an incipient form. They are evaluative beings that respond to environmental influences in a sense- and meaning-conferring manner, in the broadest sense of these terms. Accordingly, they can be understood as belonging to the sphere of transcendental subjectivity, insofar as they possess the capacity for primitive forms of sense-constitution and value-positing (see Marosan, 2022b, 2024b). They may therefore be described as transcendental proto-subjects: elementary yet genuine participants in the broader teleological and meaning-constituting life of transcendental intersubjectivity.
Husserl did not invariably reserve the concept of person for human beings (see Depraz, 1995; Martino, 2014; Vergani, 2021), nor did he confine the notion of life to human life alone. His monadology extends still further beyond the sphere of personhood. In certain contexts, he speaks not only of human and animal monads but also of vegetal and unicellular monads (Keimzellenmonaden) (Lee, 1993, pp. 225–230), thereby suggesting a graded conception of monadic life. The term proto-subject is used here for these prepersonal forms of living, monadic existence. Husserl’s notion of a “subjectless soul” (eine subjektlose Seele) offers a useful point of departure for clarifying this term. In Ideas III, “subjectless” refers to a lower-level psyche that lacks a real psychic ego-subject capable of the explicit cogito “I think”; it does not mean a lifeless mechanism devoid of all psychic organization (Husserl, 1980, p. 103; 2025, p. 30). Following Vergani’s application of this notion to vegetal life, proto-subject designates here an individualized living unity that lacks an articulated ego-centre while nevertheless exhibiting rudimentary organic, psychic, and teleological organization (Vergani 2021, p.73).
Such proto-subjects already point beyond their present form toward more fully developed modes of conscious subjectivity. The monadic totality (Monadenall) comprises monads situated at different levels of development. A comparative analysis of these levels discloses possibilities of monadic life that are already implicit in lower-level monads—possibilities not only of more highly developed bodily functions, but above all, and more importantly for Husserl, of more complex and higher-order subjective functions. These possibilities are actualized only at higher levels and become retrospectively intelligible from the standpoint of those levels as possibilities that had already been present, in latent form, at the lower ones (see Husserl, 1973a, pp. 596-597). Husserl himself describes a universal instinctive intentionality connecting an open multiplicity of monadic levels—from pre-animal and animal forms to human life—and portrays the monadic totality as progressively attaining self-consciousness through its more developed formations. In this context, he explicitly includes higher and lower animals, plants, and their lower levels within the developmental unity of the monadic community (Husserl, 1973a, pp. 595–597). These forms of life therefore belong, in an incipient mode, to the universal nexus of monadic life. This reading is reinforced by Husserl’s description of the world as the self-objectivation of an internally unified life in the forms of plants, animals, and human beings (Husserl, 1993, p. 334).[footnoteRef:15] [15:  “Everything, taken together, is life, and the world is the self-objectification of life in the form of plants, animals, and human beings, who are born and die. Life does not die, because it exists only in the universality and inner unity of life.”] 

Husserl’s analyses of instinctive intentionality and self-preservation provide the axiological bridge required here. A living being that strives to preserve and develop itself does not respond indifferently to its surroundings: environmental conditions acquire a primitive significance as sustaining or harmful, favourable or obstructive, promising or threatening in relation to its own life. Although Husserl does not always formulate this implication in precisely these terms, it follows directly from his account of instinctive striving, fulfilment, and self-preservation. On the interpretation developed here, this rudimentary evaluative orientation – based on instinctive intentionality (Husserl, 2006, pp. 169-171; 2014, pp. 83-136; Lee, 1993) – amounts to primitive forms of sense-constitution and value-positing (see also Marosan 2022b; 2024b). Such beings may accordingly be described as transcendental proto-subjects and regarded as bearers of intrinsic value and addressees of moral respect. This conclusion converges with Konopka’s attribution of goods of their own to non-animal forms of life, most explicitly plants, without presupposing recognizable experiential states. His ecocentric emphasis on the emergent goods of ecological communities is retained, but combined here with a biocentric commitment to the non-derivative moral significance of individual organisms: communal goods provide the broader horizon within which individual goods must be interpreted and balanced rather than erasing or automatically overriding them (Konopka, 2009, pp. 245–247, 260–261; 2018, pp. 335–337). As transcendental proto-subjects, these forms of life therefore belong, in an incipient mode, to the encompassing nexus of monadic life and participate in the universal teleological and meaning-constituting life of transcendental intersubjectivity.
 All these human and nonhuman monads appear as mutually belonging—and even interdependent—members of the universal community of transcendental intersubjectivity. The inclusion of these human and nonhuman forms of monadic life within transcendental intersubjectivity brings their mutual belonging—and even their interdependence—into view. This raises a pivotal question: on what basis does Husserl ground his claim that monads mutually belong to one another, and that, ultimately, one and the same unified universal life is expressed in each of them—that is, in every living being?
Husserl offers both more and less speculative arguments for the interconnectedness of monads and, ultimately, the inner unity of universal life. Two of these arguments are relatively modest, while two others are of a more speculative, metaphysical nature. Among the former, the first is based on the capacity for empathy, which enables us to constitute other subjects (alter egos) in the first place (see Graffigna, 2025). The very capacity for empathy implies within me the infinite, open horizon of transcendental intersubjectivity—and, with it, the unity of that intersubjectivity. Husserl speaks in this context of the mutual intentional inclusion (intentionale[s] Ineinandersein) of monads (Husserl, 1973a, pp. 366–368, 371; see also Tengelyi, 2014, pp. 185–186, 267). The second appeals to the eidos of the transcendental ego: in essence, all conscious—or at least sensitive or irritably responsive—subjects share one eidetic structure; they constitute themselves according to the same essential features. Because these eidetic features of transcendental subjectivity are necessarily invariant, they form the basis for a universal community of such subjects (see, e.g., Husserl, 1973a, pp. 373–386).
The more speculative arguments aim to draw the bonds among egos and monads even closer. The first concerns relates to the primal I (Ur-Ich) and its “indeclinability” (Husserl, 1970, p. 185). Here, the self-multiplication of the Ur-Ich does not signify the causal production of numerically distinct egos by a pre-existing supra-individual subject. Rather, through intentional modification and self-explication, the uniquely functioning I makes itself “declinable”: from within its own constitutive life, it constitutes alter egos and subsequently apprehends itself as one—albeit privileged—member of the open plurality of monads. Each alter ego is thereby constituted as another centre of constitutive life and, for itself, as an Ur-Ich; in this qualified sense, the primal first-personal structure is repeated throughout the monadic plurality According to this view, the I as primal origin multiplies itself across the manifold of egos; every ego is, in some sense, a reflection of the original Ur-Ich, which lives on within each constituted subject. It is the primal constitutive activity of this Ur-Ich that binds all actual and even possible egos together in a unity deeper than that of the constituted realm—in a metaphysical unity (Husserl, 1973a, p. 17; 2006, p. 21; see also Kühn 1998; Taguchi, 2006, pp. 166-185).[footnoteRef:16] On the more speculative reading adopted here, this points to a metaphysical unity: not the numerical unity of a single substance or supra-individual ego, but a pre-worldly transcendental nexus in which actual and possible egos are mutually implicated and grounded in the same primal structure of constitutive life. The second, even more speculative argument appeals to God as the foundation for constituting intersubjectivity—conceived as in some sense present within each subject and as the ultimate unifying principle of transcendental intersubjectivity as such (Husserl, 1973a, p. 610; 2014, pp. 137–168; see also Lo, 2008; Marosan, 2021). [16:  For a systematic account of Husserl’s theory of the Ur-Ich, see Taguchi (2006). Importantly, however, Taguchi develops a less speculative and less metaphysical interpretation of the Ur-Ich, according to which it is simply our own ever-present self, prior to all acts of reflection, and in principle eluding thematic grasp by its very nature. In my opinion, Kühn’s reading of Husserl’s notion of the Ur-Ich is more speculative than Taguchi’s, and thus could be more aptly connected to a metaphysical conception of the unity of life in Husserl.] 

Regardless of whether one accepts Husserl’s more speculative and metaphysical arguments for the universal unity of life or only the more modest, constitutionally grounded claims, the phenomenological framework clearly supports at least a moderate, realist affirmation of such unity (see Konopka, 2009).[footnoteRef:17] At the normative level, the position reconstructed here is therefore best characterized as a form of moderate holism, situated between purely individualistic biocentrism and fully holistic ecocentrism. Individual living beings—whether understood as persons, monads, proto-subjects, or teleological centres of life—retain a non-derivative intrinsic value, yet they never exist in isolation: they belong to the encompassing nexus of transcendental intersubjectivity and participate in the universal unity of life. The value of the larger whole thus neither replaces nor automatically overrides that of individual beings; rather, it provides the broader horizon within which their lives and goods must be interpreted and balanced. In this respect, the position differs both from Taylor’s individualistic biocentrism and from the more radical forms of ecocentrism associated with Leopold and Naess, in which the integrity of the ecological whole may take precedence over the interests of individual organisms (Leopold, 1968; Naess, 1973; Taylor, 1986; see also Vincent, 2010, p. 207).	Comment by Szerző: Can this be moved into the text? 	Comment by Szerző: AUTHOR: I am most grateful for this suggestion. I have moved the substantive content of the former footnote into the main text and integrated it into the concluding argument of Section 3.2. The revised passage now characterizes the position reconstructed in the paper as a form of moderate holism, clarifies how it preserves the non-derivative intrinsic value of individual living beings while situating them within the universal unity of life, and briefly distinguishes this position from both individualistic biocentrism and more radical forms of ecocentrism. The former footnote has accordingly been removed.  [17: 
] 

Given this foundation, the original vulnerability of life, its teleological character, and its essential unity all strongly suggest that we act in an ethically inauthentic manner if, in our moral and political decisions, we follow exclusively anthropocentric considerations and fail to account for the interests of nonhuman beings. Sections 4 and 5 examine more closely what, in light of these considerations, an authentic and ethical human life would mean for Husserl—both on the individual and the collective level.

4. Authenticity and Moral Responsibility According to Husserl
Within the broader framework of philosophical culture, systematic reflections on authenticity and inauthenticity, and on the independence or dependence of the self (Eigentlichkeit, Uneigentlichkeit), are usually associated with Martin Heidegger—especially with his major work Being and Time (1996). According to Heidegger, in everyday life, we are primarily not truly ourselves; we do not genuinely possess our own existence. Rather, it is “the others” (das Man, “they”) who exist in our place and make decisions on our behalf (Heidegger, 1996, p. 119).[footnoteRef:18] This condition of lostness, heteronomy, and inauthenticity must be overcome: the subject (for Heidegger, the Dasein) must return to authenticity by making independent decisions in its own name and assuming full responsibility for them. [18:  “We have shown earlier how the public ‘surrounding world’ is always already at hand and taken care of in the surrounding world nearest to us. In utilizing public transportation, in the use of information services such as the newspaper, every other is like the next. This being-with-one-another dissolves one’s own Dasein completely into the kind of being of ‘the others’ in such a way that the others, as distinguishable and explicit, disappear more and more. In this inconspicuousness and unascertainability, the they unfolds its true dictatorship. We enjoy ourselves and have fun the way they enjoy themselves. We read, see, and judge literature and art the way they see and judge. But we also withdraw from the ‘great mass’ the way they withdraw, we find ‘shocking’ what they find shocking. The they, which is nothing definite and which all are, though not as a sum, prescribes the kind of being of everydayness”] 

However, at least a decade before the publication of Being and Time (1927), Husserl had already raised the problem of authenticity. In §60/c of Ideas II, titled “The Influence of Others and the Freedom of the Person” (Husserl, 1989a, pp. 281–282; 2025, p. 584),[footnoteRef:19] he posed the question of the subject’s authenticity and inauthenticity in a manner strikingly reminiscent of Heidegger. In fact, Husserl even employed the German term man (“one”) in precisely the same sense as Heidegger’s “das Man” (rendered as “the they” in Joan Stambaugh’s English translation “the they”): “Besides the tendencies which proceed from other individual persons, there are demands which arise in the intentional form of indeterminate generality, the demands of morality, of custom, of tradition, of the spiritual milieu: ‘one’ (‘man’) judges in this way, ‘one’ (‘man’) has to hold his fork like this, and so on” (1989a, pp. 281–282; 2025, p. 584). For Husserl, authenticity consists in the individual’s ability to make independent, critical, and rational decisions—decisions not simply dictated by other people, the social milieu, or “they”—and to assume mature responsibility for those decisions.	Comment by Szerző: Is this the German or English? 	Comment by Szerző: AUTHOR: Yes. The term man appears in the original German text. I have clarified this in the main text.  [19:  Concerning the precise date of the manuscript page in question, the editor of Husserliana volume IV/V-2, Dirk Fonfara, in a private letter, provided me the following information: “Concerning your question: The passage you are interested in one can find in Edith Stein’s second ‘Ausarbeitung’ of January/February 1918 (exactly the passage is in the Ms. M III 1 I 5, on page 74). Husserl’s original manuscript, which in the ‘Textkritischer Anhang’ of Hua IV is a so-called ‘Beiblatt,’ [was] written about 1916/17 and can be found in the Ms. M III 1 I 5, page 71b” (see also Husserl, 2025, p. 584).] 

Husserl believed that the human being’s genuine core is constituted by its rational and morally responsible self (2014, p. 227).[footnoteRef:20] We must remain faithful and loyal to this self above all else; only then do we act in a genuinely human way and lead an authentically human life. Outside this orientation, Husserl contended, we live in a state of self-loss, decline, or what he calls a kind of self-forgetfulness (Selbstvergessenheit) (2014, pp. 492–493): a condition in which the human being fails to live up to their true potential and essentially rational nature.[footnoteRef:21] Husserl maintained that we must strive, both individually and collectively, to attain maximum rationality—on the theoretical plane as well as in practical life. Ideally, life ought to be a “life in apodicticity” (Husserl, 1970, p. 340; translation modified).[footnoteRef:22] For Husserl, this kind of life can be secured, above all, through science grounded in phenomenology—and, on the practical level, through an ethics and communal life likewise founded on phenomenological insight. In Husserl’s opinion, this does not mean that one must be a philosopher—or specifically a phenomenologist—in order to live ethically. Rather, phenomenology has the task of bringing to explicit clarity the structures and norms of rational self-responsibility and of providing critical orientation for individual conduct and communal life, especially where practical judgment becomes uncertain.	Comment by Szerző: Leave the footnote off? 	Comment by Szerző: AUTHOR: Thank you. I agree that the extended quotation is not indispensable to the argument, since the relevant claim is already stated and referenced in the main text. I have therefore removed the footnote. 	Comment by Szerző: Is the footnote needed? 	Comment by Szerző: AUTHOR: Thank you for raising this question. I have retained a substantially shortened version of the footnote because the expression “life in apodicticity” might otherwise suggest an infallibilist conception of ethical rationality, according to which phenomenology could determine once and for all the uniquely correct action in every situation. The revised note clarifies that the demand for apodicticity concerns critically responsible and evidentially grounded judgment, while concrete practical judgments remain open to renewed examination and possible revision in light of further evidence. 	Comment by Szerző: In which sense? Do we need to be phenomenologists to live ethically? 	Comment by Szerző: AUTHOR: I am most grateful for this important clarification. I did not intend to suggest that only philosophers or phenomenologists can live ethically. I have revised the passage to explain that phenomenology does not constitute a necessary precondition of ethical agency; rather, its task is to make explicit the structures and norms of rational self-responsibility and to provide critical orientation for individual and communal life, particularly in situations of practical uncertainty.  [20: ]  [21:  These parts of argument were greatly inspired by Celia Cabrera’s lecture in Warsaw: “Individuality and Practical Normativity. Husserl’s Ideal of Einstimmigkeit and a Unitary Style of Life” (Poland, Warsaw: 5th International Research Summer School in Genetic Phenomenology—Person, Body, Science: Readings of Edmund Husserl’s Ideas II, September 15–19, 2025).]  [22:  Here, a “life in apodicticity” should not be understood as a life guided by an infallible practical science that determines, once and for all, the uniquely correct action in every situation. In the present ethical context, the phrase designates a life governed by the demand for the most critically responsible and evidentially grounded judgment attainable under the circumstances, while the concrete judgments through which this demand is pursued remain open to renewed examination and possible revision in light of further evidence. For interpretations of Husserlian apodicticity compatible with corrigibility see Drummond (1990), Heffernan (2009), Hermberg (2006), Huertas-Jourda (1983), Marosan (2020), and Reeder (1990).] 

Ethically salient decisions, in Husserl’s view, are first and foremost those that affect other subjects and their existential possibilities. The fundamental and authentic mode of relating to other subjects is, according to Husserl, love (see Heinämaa, 2020). This form of love is neither naïve nor unreflective; it is rationally articulated, deliberate, and grounded in thoughtful consideration This form of love is neither a merely spontaneous affect nor a blind attachment. It is rational insofar as it is integrated into reflective self-responsibility: the loving subject critically examines their own motives and remains responsive to the other’s freedom, vulnerability, and concrete good without reducing the ethical relation to calculation or control (see Husserl, 2004, p. 341; see also Buckley, 1996, pp. 118-128). As mentioned earlier, Husserl criticizes Kant, among others, precisely for neglecting the significance of feeling in ethics This emphasis on rationally articulated love is consistent with Husserl’s criticism of Kant for underestimating the role of feeling in ethics (Husserl, 2004, pp. 402–418; Melle, 2002; Smith, 2007, p. 379). For Husserl, love practiced in an authentic mode of existence is, by its very nature, rational love (see Husserl, 2004, p. 341). If we truly love the other, we must respect their personhood and freedom, and we must strive to make decisions that, as far as possible, enhance their existential possibilities and axiological actualities. This is what authentic, rational love means for Husserl—love that should, in the practical sphere, fundamentally guide our practical reason and ethical relation to others. Authentic community, for Husserl, is grounded in the ethos of rational love (see Section 5).
However, as highlighted above,  the others potentially implicated in our decisions are not necessarily human persons but may include nonhuman animals and even plant lifethose others potentially implicated in our decisions are not necessarily human persons but possibly nonhuman animals or even plant life (Konopka, 2009; Lee, 1993, pp. 225–230). These are living beings—in a broad sense, potential persons—that strive for self-preservation and survival. On the level of practical reason and ethical decision-making, we must also take their interests into account.
Husserl was not, of course, naïve. Human beings, too, strive to stay alive; we must eat—at the very least, plants. Conflict is an irreducible part of life (see, e.g., 2014, pp. 301–302). Between predator and prey, for instance, there is an irreconcilable conflict of interest. Such conflicts and tensions are part and parcel of what it means to be alive. Husserl was well aware that life inevitably requires us—indeed, almost daily—to treat not only nonhuman beings but even other human persons as means to our ends.  Husserl was well aware that ordinary practical life repeatedly places us in relations in which nonhuman beings and even other human persons function as means to our ends (Husserl, 2014, pp. 116, 463–464). He demands, however—following the Kantian categorical imperative—that we never relate to others solely and exclusively in an instrumental manner. We must also regard them as ends in themselves, as bearers of intrinsic value.	Comment by Szerző: Refer to relevant passages in Husserl’s work here? 	Comment by Szerző: AUTHOR: I have added to the proper references.	Comment by Szerző: How does the Kantian imperative lead to principle of minimizing harm? 	Comment by Szerző: AUTHOR: You are right. I have added a brief clarification explaining that, on the biocentric extension developed here, treating another as an end in themselves entails minimizing avoidable harm to them and, wherever possible, promoting the conditions of their flourishing.
Practically speaking, this means that we should seek to minimize the harm we cause others and strive to enhance their value-potentialities and value-realities. Practically speaking, this means that we should seek to minimize the harm we cause others and strive to enhance their value-potentialities and value-realities. On the biocentric extension proposed here, treating another as an end in themselves entails minimizing avoidable harm to them and, wherever possible, promoting the conditions of their flourishing. Husserl was also fully aware that our world is characterized by an almost impenetrable web of intersecting axiological potentialities and axiological realities, where we often cannot act without harming others or destroying or diminishing their potential to flourish. In many contexts, there are no unambiguously determinable value hierarchies or comparisons (see Husserl, 1988, pp. xxxiv–xxxv; 2012b, pp. 144–145). Nevertheless, the core imperative remains: whenever we act, we must relate to the other not merely as a means, but also as an end in themselves and a bearer of intrinsic value. Therefore, in every case, we must strive—based on available information—to minimize the harm we cause (e.g., by reducing the suffering of animals we need to kill) and to promote the value-possibilities and value-realities of others.[footnoteRef:23]	Comment by Szerző: See above	Comment by Szerző: AUTHOR: I have modified the paragraph accordingly. [23:  It is noteworthy that for Husserl, the imperative to maximize value-realizations includes ourselves as well. The concept of “self-responsibility” (Selbstverantwortung), which appears frequently in Husserl’s later work of the 1930s, does not merely entail taking responsibility for our—theoretical and practical—decisions. It also requires that we make ethically responsible decisions concerning ourselves and our own existential possibilities.] 

According to Husserl, if we wish to establish an authentic and truly rational human community, then collective decision-making must likewise be guided by such ethical considerations.

5. The Ideal of an Authentic Society in Husserl and Its Biocentric and Eco-Socialist Implications
Although in a letter dated July 5, 1935, Husserl described his phenomenological project as “in itself completely unpolitical” (ein an sich völlig Unpolitisches) (Husserl, 1994a, p. 244; see also Schuhmann, 1988, pp. 18–19), and although some commentators claim a “total lack of any political philosophy in Husserl” (Sokolowski, 2015, p. 60), a closer look reveals occasional politically relevant remarks in various Husserl texts—including explicit reflections on the nature of the political and of an ideal political community. Today, Husserl’s political thought—and, if one may use the term, his political philosophy—has inspired a substantial and growing body of scholarship within Husserl research (e.g., Barber, 2015; Buckley, 1996; Drummond, 2000; Hart, 1990, 1992; Miettinen, 201320, 2023; Nenon, 2015; Schuhmann, 1988; Thierry, 1995). In my view, his reflections—especially from the 1930s—on the idea of an authentic community as one grounded in rational love clearly belong to this politically relevant strand of thought.
Husserl’s reflections on an ideal, authentic community extend the ethically responsible and authentic individual life to the horizon of social existence. Husserl—similarly to Heidegger (1989, pp. 24-25, 38, 319) within the phenomenological tradition—sharply criticized modern conceptions of society based on atomized, self-interested individuals; he was particularly critical of modern liberalism, which most fully embodied this vision of a society of egoist subjects (see Husserl, 2004, p. 59; Miettinen, 2023, pp. 445, 449–453). Such individuals, according to Husserl, are “abstract”—they elevate abstraction itself (abstraction from the fact that all human beings are essentially dependent on one another) to a way of life, and they live in a state of self-forgetfulness. This, for Husserl, represents the extension of modernity’s one-sided, reductive, and instrumental rationality into ethical and sociopolitical life. He instead called for the implementation—even at the collective existence level—of a comprehensive axiological rationality, one that remains sensitive to irreducible qualitative dimensions (see Kohák, 2003, pp. 21-25). The cultivation of this rationality at the societal level would, in Husserl’s view, lead to the emergence of an authentic society—one characterized by solidarity, empathy, and cohesion, governed by the principles of rational love.	Comment by Szerző: Add page numbers	Comment by Szerző: AUTHOR: Thank you. I have added the relevant page references. 	Comment by Szerző: Ibid. 	Comment by Szerző: AUTHOR: Thank you. I have added the relevant page references.
This analysis has elucidated the biocentric implications of Husserl’s ethical views. For Husserl, ethically responsible decision-making must extend to nonhuman beings, their communities, living conditions, and potential for flourishing. Consequently, an ethical society must collectively account for the interests of nonhuman life-forms and our relationship to the natural environment—understood as the system that encompasses the general preconditions of life for all earthly beings. While this conclusion may appear plausible, a more radical implication also emerges: the association of Husserl’s views with an eco-socialist ideal.[footnoteRef:24] To develop this connection, it is necessary to return to the details of Husserl’s political views. [24:  For a biocentric conception of eco-socialism, albeit from a Marxian perspective, see Marosan (2023b). ] 

Husserl generally proceeded cautiously in political matters, and his public positions reveal a moderate conservatism, leaning toward mild monarchism and restrained nationalism. This is evidenced by his moderately supportive stance on Germany’s role in World War I, including encouraging speeches to soldiers (Husserl, 1987, pp. 267–294) that ultimately earned him the Iron Cross (see Moran, 2000, pp. 81–82; Warren, 2023, pp. 367–400). From the 1920s onward, however, his ideas shifted markedly. Beginning with the Kaizo articles (1923/24), Husserl moved increasingly toward the idea of internationalism, grounding this ideal in the concept of pure reason as the essential core of the European cultural sphere. In these articles, Husserl explicitly criticizes narrow-minded, reductive, exclusionary, and self-interested nationalism (Husserl, 1989b, pp. 5, 121; see also Moran, 2000, pp. 81–82). This intellectual trajectory, begun in the 1920s, found its full expression in the 1930s with the Crisis text (see Miettinen, 201320, pp. 140–141, 298–299, 413–415; Moran, 2012, pp. 26-27). 	Comment by Szerző: Ibid.	Comment by Szerző: AUTHOR: Thank you. I have added the relevant page references.
This political orientation is complemented by Husserl’s occasionally expressed appreciation for nonrevolutionary, democratic socialism and social democracy, particularly Karl Kautsky’s related ideas (Husserl, 1994b, pp. 222–223; Miettinen, 2023; Schuhmann, 1977, p. 231[footnoteRef:25]). Especially because Husserl repeatedly emphasized the importance of rational communal practices and solidarity institutionalized through ethical norms within society, and because the idea of infinite development—manifest both in nature and in society—was a central telos of his thinking, Husserl found this notion deeply sympathetic; he was drawn to the conception of a community that, grounded in the ideal of continuous progress, continually self-corrects through reform, advancing toward the ideal of perfection, and strives—under the guiding principle of universal solidarity—to maximize the potential of every citizen so that through social cohesion and the presumption of mutual support, each may enjoy the optimal conditions for flourishing.	Comment by Szerző: Please introduce the quote (so not just the quote) in the footnote. 	Comment by Szerző: AUTHOR: Thank you. I have revised the footnote to introduce the quotation by identifying it as Gerda Walther’s recollection and clarifying its relevance as biographical evidence of Husserl’s interest in Kautsky’s writings.  [25:  Gerda Walther’s recollection, reproduced by Schuhmann in the Husserl-Chronik, provides biographical evidence of Husserl’s interest in Kautsky’s writings: “When I [Gerda Walther] visited H. on November 12, I found him reading Kautsky’s commentary on the Social Democratic Party’s Erfurt Program. He expressed high praise for the clear and accessible style of “Charlemagne” and asked whether I could recommend any further writings by Kautsky.” (Schuhmann, 1977, p. 231; Walther, 1960, p. 230; my translation).] 

This socialistic and democratic community ideal aptly corresponds to Husserl’s vision of an authentic, rational, enlightened, and morally responsible community—a “rational community of love” (Liebesgemeinschaft) (Buckley, 1996). However, if the policies and activities of such a society were restricted solely to humankind, and if humanity managed its relationship with nature and nonhuman beings merely with the aim of ensuring its own long-term survival and well-being, then this society, according to Husserl, would still be egoistic. This conclusion converges with Konopka’s nonanthropocentric account of ecological obligation, according to which the goods of nonhuman members of a life-community, as well as the communal goods emerging from their interrelations, make normative claims that cannot be reduced to human interests. My account adds that a society which disregards these claims remains collectively inauthentic as well as morally deficient (Konopka, 2009, pp. 245–247, 260–261).An anthropocentric society would remain morally deficient and inauthentic (see also Konopka, 2009).	Comment by Szerző: Please add page numbers 
Practical rationality demands that ethical, political, and institutional decision-making include not only human beings, but also nonhuman creatures and the natural environment—especially in light of their intrinsic value. At the practical reason level, if humanity genuinely intends to act ethically and authentically, it must allow nonhuman perspectives to be represented and taken seriously. Nonhuman beings—let alone ecosystems—are unable to speak for themselves or assert their interests as legal subjects; therefore, it is humanity’s ethical obligation to account for them. Only then may humanity be rightly considered a moral, rational, and authentic community (see also Fleurke et al., 2024; Lindahl, 2025).	Comment by Szerző: There is work in legal phenomenology that argues for this - see the work of Hans Lindahl. 	Comment by Szerző: AUTHOR: Thank you very much for your kind suggestions! I have read and incorporated the works you suggested .
As established previously, irreconcilable conflicts of interest exist both within human society and in relations between humans, nonhuman beings, and the natural world (see, e.g., Husserl, 2014, pp. 301–302). Humans lack the capacity to completely harmonize all opposing interests, but this is neither possible nor necessary. Accordingly, on the biocentric interpretation developed above, an authentically acting individual or community must never treat others—human or nonhuman—exclusively as means, but always also as ends in themselves (Selbstzwecke). At the collective level, this requires minimizing avoidable harm and suffering and, wherever possible, promoting the value-realizing potentials of the biosphere, humanity included. An authentically acting individual or community, according to Husserl, must simply never treat others—human or nonhuman—exclusively as means, but always also as ends in themselves (Selbstzwecke). Practically, this means working to minimize harm and suffering while maximizing the value-realizing potentials of the entire biosphere, humanity included.
Husserl presents us with two alternatives: a rational community of love that upholds and enacts such principles—or the inevitable moral and physical destruction brought about by individualism, naturalism, reductionism, and egoism.

6. Conclusion: Phenomenology as a Remedy for Our Social and Ecological Crisis?
In his writings of the 1930s, Edmund Husserl sensed a looming social and ecological catastrophe. He believed that its roots reached back to the dawn of modernity and that it was merely the surface expression of a deeper complex of problems. The European project of pure theoretical thought had run aground, and modernity was to blame. A one-dimensional, simplistic rationality, seeking profit and utility everywhere, had come to dominate all areas of life. For Husserl, this distorted reality was the root cause of humanity’s global crisis—all other issues were mere symptoms. The modern era, he contended, had brought deterioration on intellectual, cultural, and spiritual levels. He proposed phenomenology as the remedy, helping to return the derailed European project to its proper foundations.
The present study has shown that in Husserl’s ethics and politically relevant thought—similarly to Paul Taylor’s related ideas (1986)—the imperative of “a respect for nature” or for life is strongly present. The world did not emerge exclusively for us; we share it with nonhuman fellow beings in a natural environment not of our making. Nor does the world or our nonhuman cohabitants exist solely to serve our goals, enjoyment, or well-being. Nonhuman beings are living centeres of teleological activity, striving toward their own flourishing and self-preservation. Some are conscious subjects in a strict sense, whereas others may be understood as proto-subjective forms of life. In either case, they merit moral consideration in their own right. We humans must respect them as a fundamental requirement of ethical and authentic behaviour. 
Husserl’s reflections unveil how a profound disrespect for the living environment and nonhuman beings forms an essential aspect of the universal crisis of European humanity and humanity as a whole. As long as this disrespect persists, so will the crisis, since its deeper causes remain unaddressed. Husserl believed that the cure lay in a return to an authentic, comprehensive rationality open to the qualitative, axiological dimensions of existence. He cautioned that we must ground our lives—both individually and collectively—on this enriched rationality and live in accordance with it.
We need not accept Husserl’s perhaps utopian vision of humanity’s future guided by a community of phenomenologists in a fully rational and morally responsible way. However, it seems evident that the problems he highlights are real—namely, the fundamental disrespect for nonhuman beings and the natural environment, as well as the universal dominance of an instrumental, one-sided, profit-driven form of reason that is destructive in both social and ecological terms. In laying the theoretical groundwork for a solution, the arguments Husserl offers us—whether implicitly or explicitly—are, in my view, especially worthy of consideration and should be heeded. This makes Husserl’s words in The Crisis more timely than ever: “In our philosophizing, then—how can we avoid it?—we are functionaries of mankind” (Husserl, 1970, p. 17).
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