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III. Categories and (ways of) being: 
A. Sense, meaning, and categories:

1. Every mental act (including perceptions) has a sense, or intended as such.  In the mental act, the intentional object shows up as something or other – e.g., falling under a concept or standing in a relation to other objects.  What the intentional object is taken as is its meaning.
  Every mental act is thus an interpretation of the intentional object as having some meaning.  Sometimes Heidegger uses the Greek term “hermeneia” (ἑρμηνεία) for interpretation: taking something as something.  (Hermeneutics is the study of interpretation, which began with Biblical interpretation.)  
2. For Husserl, a category (sometimes called a categorical form) is a way of (interpretively) encountering, an object as being some way or another.  In short, categories are ways of being of intentional objects as such (i.e., as intended in some way or other).  A category is neither a particular (mental or physical) object, nor a universal predicate or relation of a particular object.  Thus a category is not actually contained within the intentional object itself, but is rather a “surplus”.
  Categorial forms are contained only in the sense/noema i.e., the intended as such.
3. Normally, we just use the categories in our everyday intentional relations to objects, without being explicitly aware of them.  Husserl calls the thematic, or explicit, awareness of a category “categorial intuition.”
4. Heidegger will later (beginning in 1927) call the difference between entities (whether universal or particular) and their ways of being the “ontological difference.”  
5. The intended as such (thus truth1) involves 2 basic kinds of categories, and thus 2 basic ways of being of entities:
B. The categories of what-being (= what the intentional object is taken as = being such-and-such): the intentional object taken as having some meaning.  This kind of category involves the structures within the intended as such, i.e., the relations of the intentional object (as intended) to its meaning.  These are the categories of the (noematic) sense, i.e., of “the asserted content of the assertion”, “the judged state of affairs.”
1. Examples of different categorial forms of what-being can be seen in different kinds of perceptions:

a. Simple/plain [schlicht] perception: just of the existence of some real, physical object.  

i. For example, “This is a chair”, “c is a C”, or (in logical symbols) “Cc”.
  
ii. The categorial form involved here is the simple form (x (= some object being something).  
iii. Simple perception of real, physical objects is the most basic kind – the “ground level” (HCT 62) – of perception, and is involved in all other levels.  
iv. A real, physical object is (by definition) an object of a possible true simple/plain perception.  

b. Predication: attributing some universal property or relation to a real, physical object.  
i. For example, “The chair is yellow”, “c is a C and Y”, or (in logical symbols) “(Cc & Yc)”.  
ii. The categorial form involved here is the combination of simple forms ((x & (x).  
iii. Predications – also called “judgments”, “assertions”, or “expressions of perception” (HCT 62) – are built up, or “founded,” upon simple perceptions.  For example, the simple perception “Cc” is included in the predication “(Cc & Yc)”.  
iv. A state of affairs is (by definition) an object of a possible true judgment.
c. Putting together predications, which is called synthesis (from the Greek syn [=together] + thesis [=putting/placing]: attributing more than one universal property or relation to a real, physical object.  
i. For example, “The chair is yellow and upholstered”, “c is a C and Y and U”, or (in logical symbols) “(Cc & Yc & Uc)”.  
ii. The categorial form involved here is the combination of simple forms ((x & (x & (x).

iii. Conjunctions are “founded” upon predications – which, in turn, are “founded” upon simple perceptions.

2. The categorial forms of what-being are structures in which intentional objects are interpreted as something, i.e., related to meanings.  These categories thus “do” 2 things:
a. put together (= synthesis, σύνθεσις) the intentional object (say, this chair) with the meaning (say, is a chair), so that the meaning is now thought as belonging to the object.

b. hold the intentional object apart (= di[h]airesis, διαίρεσις) from the meaning, so that the object is taken as not identical to the meaning.
  (When I see this as a chair, I’m not saying that the chair is identical to being a chair; after all, there are other chairs besides this one.)

C. A second kind of category (besides the categories of what-being) is that-being (= [the fact] that something is such-and-such), also called presence-at-hand or (in the case of physical things) reality.  The category of that-being can be considered in 3 ways – each corresponding to one of the 3 kinds of truth (II B above; handout p. 16):

1. Being1 = the assertion, judgment, belief, or positing that the sense (= intended as such) is true1, i.e., that the intentional object really is3 just as it’s intended.  This is the “is” contained in any assertion – the “is” of any claim to truth1.

a. When you have a perception, you do more than just relate, put together, or “copulate” the object to a meaning.  If there were only what-being, then we would never assert/believe/“constate” that what we were seeing was actually the case.  Rather, we would only “entertain”, or “imagine” what we seem to be seeing.  That is, perception involves more than just the categories of what-being.  It also involves asserting, judging, believing, or positing that the predicate really does belong to the object – i.e., that the object truly is as you intend it.  Hence the term “that-being”.
b. Not only can the mental acts of 2 or more people share the same sense (i.e., what is judged, the intended as such), but they can also perform the same judgment.  For example, you and I can both actually perceive that this is a chair, or judge that 1+1=2.  In these cases, our mental acts have not just the same sense, but we also take the same stance toward this sense.  That is, both our minds judge (= posit = assert = believe = “constate”) that this sense is true1.  Husserl calls this full judgment (“the unity of sense and positing character”) that can be common to the mental acts of different people the sense.

c. In logical symbols, that-being1 is expressed by placing the assertion -sign, judgment-stroke, or “turnstile” “├” , in front of the symbol for what is judged.  Thus our examples in III B 1 express actual perceptions or predications only when they become 

“├Cc”, 

“├(Cc & Yc)”, and 

“├(Cc & Yc & Uc)”.
1. Being1 = the assertion, judgment, belief, or positing that the sense (= intended as such) is true1, i.e., that the intentional object really is3 just as it’s intended.  This is the “is” contained in any assertion – the “is” of any claim to truth1.

a. When you have a perception, you do more than just relate, connect, or “copulate” the object to a meaning.  If there were only what-being, then we would never believe that what we were seeing was actually the case.  Rather, we would only “entertain”, or “imagine” what we seemed to be seeing.  That is, perception involves more than just the categories of what-being.  It also involves asserting, judging, believing, or positing that the meaning really does belong to the object – i.e., that the object actually is as you intend it.  Hence the term “that-being”.
b. Not only can the mental acts of 2 or more people share the same sense (i.e., what is judged, the intended as such), but they can also perform the same judgment.  For example, you and I can both actually perceive that this is a chair, or judge that 1+1=2.  In these cases, our mental acts have not just the same sense, but we also take the same stance toward this sense.  That is, both our minds judge (= posit = assert = believe) that this sense is true1.  Husserl calls this full judgment (“the unity of sense and positing character”) that can be common to the mental acts of different people the proposition.

c. In logical symbols, that-being1 is expressed by placing the assertion-sign, judgment-stroke, or “turnstile” “├” , in front of the symbol for what is judged.  Thus our examples in III B 1 express actual perceptions or predications only when they become 

“├Cc”, 

“├(Cc & Yc)”, and 

“├(Cc & Yc & Uc)”.
2. Being2 (= showing up = apo-phansis = ἀπό-φανσις) = truth2 (= un-concealment = a-letheia = ἀ-λήθεια = the experience of truth1):

a. Being2 occurs if and only if 

something (= the intentional object) shows up, is pointed out, is seen (in a broad sense), or shows itself from out of itself just as it is in itself (= apo-phansis = ἀπό-φανσις).

that is, when 

someone lets that intentional object show up, be pointed out, be seen (in a broad sense), or show itself from out of itself just as it is in itself.
i. The caveat “in itself” emphasizes the fact that our mental acts (such as perceptions) are about things like real, physical objects, and not about such reelly immanent “ideas”, or “representations” as mental pictures, or sets of sensations. 

ii. The caveat “from out of itself” (apo, ἀπό) emphasizes the fact that our mental acts are guided by a normative standard: to discover how the intentional object truly is (in itself), instead of just what people think or say about it.  Thus truth must be “wrested” (BT, p. 204) away from what people just believe.
b. Note that Heidegger identifies truth2 with being2.  That is, something is2 if and only if it shows itself from out of itself just as it is in itself.  
3. Being3 = truth3 = the presence-at-hand of the object that makes the sense true1, and thus truth2 possible.  (E.g., when we say that something “really and truly” is so-and-so.)
D. Truth2, i.e., being2 – and what makes it possible – is Heidegger’s main concern.  Much later, though, Heidegger came to see that this choice of terminology was highly misleading.  By 1956, he had seen that “being” really just means that-being3, and by 1964 he had seen that “truth” really just means truth1, i.e., correctness.  (He already notes this as a problem at BT, p. 202; and first clearly distinguishes truth2 from truth3 in 1942/3.)  He came to use the word “presencing”, or “coming to presence” (Anwesen), for his earlier “being2”; and “un-concealment” for his earlier “truth2”.  He appears also to reserve the term “being” just for being3. 
� Each of the 3 kinds of perception mentioned in III B – including simple perceptions – can be true1.  Traditionally, however, truth1 was assumed to belong only to judgments, which were traditionally taken to be predications, interpreted as relating 2 concepts (a subject-concept and a predicate-concept) in one of 4 ways: Some S is P, All S is P, Some S is not P, or No S is P.  The being (“is”) of a predicative judgment is called the “copula”, since it joins (“copulates”) predicate and subject.  Clearly, however, simple perceptions are not (predicative) judgments in this sense.  Instead, simple perceptions employ just 1 concept (say, is a chair).  Accordingly, the being involved in simple perceptions isn’t the being of the copula.  “Phenomenology thus breaks with the restriction of the concept of truth to relational acts, to [predicative] judgments” (HCT 55; cf. Husserl’s Logical Investigations, II/2, p. 125; cited in Heidegger 1925/26, p. 109 fn.4).  (Neither Husserl nor Heidegger had grasped the modern understanding of predication, which differs from the traditional one.  Whereas in traditional logic, all predications involve just 2 concepts, in modern logic predications involve 1 or more concepts or relations.  Thus in modern logic even a simple perception would count as a predication.)  


� Husserl, Logical Investigations II/2, p. 131; cited at HCT pp. 57-8.


� The demonstrative pronoun “this” (“c”) gets its meaning from an act of “baptism”, or “definition”.  This occurs when one defines “c” as the one and only one thing that exists here (H) and now (N).  In logical symbols: “((x){Hx & Nx & ((y)[(Hy & Ny) ( y=x] & x=c}”.


� Thus it’s very misleading when Heidegger expresses the predication S is P as “S = P” (HCT, p. 54).  It’s much clearer to express it as “Ps”.


� Husserl, Ideas toward a pure phenomenology and a phenomenological philosophy (1913), p. 274.


� Husserl, Ideas toward a pure phenomenology and a phenomenological philosophy (1913), p. 274.
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