P&F; Prof. Boedeker; handout on Husserl #5: HCT, pp. 94-140 & Logical Investigations (1901) & The Idea of Phenomenology (1907)
V. Husserl and Heidegger on phenomenological method and the being of the intentional entity:  
A. Method of phenomenology (the analytic description of encountering entities in its a priori): 
1. Phenomenology and intentionality:

a. For Husserl, the main topic of phenomenology is intentionality: the mind’s consciousness of objects.  Thus Husserl’s phenomenology focuses just on how intentional objects are given to consciousness.  For Husserl, our consciousness is ordinarily focused on physical objects, and the mental states of other people.  He calls this everyday mode of intentionality the “natural attitude” – so called because in it we focus on objects and other people in the natural world.  
b. Heidegger questions Husserl’s assumption that intentionality (= the mind’s consciousness of objects) is the only topic of phenomenology.  This is because there are other ways in which human beings can be directed toward things besides being conscious of them.  Examples are using tools, getting along with other people, living your life, etc.  Thus Heidegger’s phenomenology focuses on how entities (in a broad sense) are encountered by human beings – which Heidegger calls “Da-sein” – “being-there”.  For Heidegger, what Husserl calls the natural attitude is thus really a naturalistic attitude (HCT 115f) – how we would experience things within the world if we regarded them primarily as scientific objects (especially as the objects of mathematical physics).

2. Phenomenological description: 
a. For Husserl, phenomenology should achieve knowledge that’s at least as certain as mathematics.  He held this because he conceived of phenomenology as capable of serving as an absolute foundation for all of the sciences, including logic and mathematics.  Thus Husserl’s view of philosophy, like Descartes’, is naturalistic in a broad sense (see II C, handout p. 2).
b. Heidegger:

i. Phenomenology and certainty:

α. Heidegger is very suspicious of claims to absolute certainty.  After all, he lived during a time in which the most basic claims and concepts of traditional mathematics, physics, theology, and even logic (precisely those things that Descartes thought could be the most certain) had been overturned (cf. HCT pp. 3-4; BT pp. 7-8).  Thus Heidegger rejects Descartes’ and Husserl’s architectural image of philosophy as the firm foundation for the sciences.  
β. Instead, Heidegger thinks of philosophy as like a path.  A path contains sign-posts that point the way.  (Heidegger calls these sign-posts – his own phenomenological assertions – formal indications.)  But sometimes the sign-posts will point in the wrong direction, and you’ll have to retrace your steps in order to reach your goal.  Sometimes if you’re wandering in the woods, your goal itself may not be clear at first, but will only emerge as you make your way along the path.  None of this is to say that for Heidegger in phenomenology “anything goes”.  Phenomenology, just like paths, really does contain sign-posts that point from one place to another, and these sign-posts can be either right or wrong.  But the only way to find out is to follow the ways in which they point.
ii. Phenomenology and the philosophical tradition:

α. Thus instead of worrying about how to make absolutely sure of his goal and how to reach it before he sets out, Heidegger begins phenomenology as an experienced hiker would a hiking trip.  That is, he tries to learn about the experiences of other people who have already tried hiking the path – including the difficulties they have faced, and their successes or failures in overcoming these difficulties.  On the basis of the experience of others, he then plans his route as best he can, and sets off – always keeping in mind that he may have to retrace his steps at various points along the way.

β. Heidegger realizes that phenomenology, like any human project, cannot begin entirely afresh.  Instead, it must begin with various goals, methods, and concepts belonging to the some tradition.  
γ. Nevertheless, the methods, and concepts that someone appropriates from a tradition may turn out to contain an overly one-sided perspective or a bias that distorts what one does.

δ. The other “hikers” along the trail of philosophy make up the history of philosophy.  Accordingly, for Heidegger, phenomenology must always be coupled with a critical examination of these traditional goals, methods, and concepts – to secure that these are appropriate to what it studies – so that the science illuminates it as it really is in itself.  He calls this project “re-taking”, “re-covering”, or “re-collecting”
, the traditional philosophical path (including Husserl’s phenomenology).  This is not just a blind “repetition” (as it’s misleadingly translated), but may end up improving the path or taking an altogether different way.  In this way, the result of such a re-taking of the traditional path is a “de-structuring”, or “de-construction” (Destruktion, Abbau) of the history of ontology (BT, pp. 17-23).  Phenomenological de-construction is the last of the 3 steps in Heidegger’s phenomenological method.

3. Phenomenological method as analytic description: 
a. Husserl: 

i. In keeping with Husserl’s demand that phenomenology should be an absolutely certain science, Husserl requires that phenomenological analysis deal only with special objects that can be adequately intuited.  Following the neo-Kantian tradition, Husserl assumed that there are just 3 kinds of such objects: mental acts, sensations, and (non-physical and non-mental) universals.  
ii. For Husserl, consciousness in the natural attitude has 3 levels, with (γ) being the most fundamental:

α. the values we place on physical objects (e.g., being useful or harmful) and other people (e.g., being morally good or evil);

β. physical objects as such, including other human bodies – and our own;
γ. mental acts, the sensations reelly immanent to them, and noemata.
But since physical objects (nor the values “founded” on them) cannot be adequately intuited, they must not figure in a phenomenological description of our intentional relations to them.  
iii. Accordingly, the first step in Husserl’s phenomenological method is to lead our consciousness away from the natural attitude, and toward mental acts and the sensations that they contain.  He calls this the transcendental reduction.  The transcendental reduction from the natural attitude to mental acts is the first of the 2 steps of Husserl’s phenomenological method.  It is a re-duct-ion in the literal sense of “leading back” from the intentional object to mental acts.  It is transcendental because mental acts constitute the intended as such, and are thus the “transcendental” conditions of the possibility of experiencing objects.  He attempts to do this by “bracketing”, refraining, or withholding (= epoché = ἐποχέ) our beliefs, judgments, or positings about the that-being of intentional objects.  This is very much like Descartes’ method of doubt (II C, handout p. 2).  It is also based on Descartes’ basic assumption that “seems precedes is” – and is designed to get at the “seemings” (sensations and mental acts) that he thinks are the basis for our experience of physical things as being (II B 2).
b. Heidegger:

i. Heidegger rejects Husserl’s description of our everyday encounters of entities, and the 3 levels of consciousness that he posits.  For Heidegger, the most fundamental ways in which we relate to entities are not as (γ) sensations or (β) merely physical objects as such.   Instead, we relate to entities most fundamentally as tools we use or other people we get along with in the course of living our own life.  [NOT NECESSARY TO CLAIM FUNDAMENTALITY: RATHER, JUST DENIAL THAT THIS IS ALWAYS HOW WE ENCOUNTER THINGS, ESPECIALLY TOOLS.]
ii. Accordingly, Heidegger’s, phenomenological description is not about special objects, different from physical objects.  In fact, it is not about objects at all, but only about the ways in which – “how” – we encounter them.  This process of focusing on the ways in which we encounter entities as being Heidegger’s is phenomenological reduction.  The phenomenological reduction from encountered entities to their ways of being is the first of the 3 steps in Heidegger’s phenomenological method.
4. Phenomenological method and the categories (= ways of being of entities as we encounter them) as the a priori of encounters of entities:
a. Husserl on categories:
i. Since the first step in Husserl’s phenomenological method – the transcendental reduction – “brackets” the positing of that-being (see section V 3 a ii above), it turns our gaze away from that-being.  Husserl’s phenomenology thus can’t study that-being at all.  In not being able to study that-being, Husserl’s phenomenology is also unable to determine whether that-being (of objects and objective states of affairs) is the only, or the most basic, way in which we encounter entities as being:
α. That-being (= objective presence-at-hand) falls outside the scope of Husserl’s formal ontology, which focuses only on the categories of what-being: the logical forms of judgments about objects or objective states of affairs that we’re conscious of.  Husserl calls these apophantic forms or categories.  
β. But that-being doesn’t fall within the scope of material ontology either, since material ontology only proceeds from particular concepts – i.e., the what-being of the intended as such – to more general concepts.  
ii. Intentional objects as such are encountered only in terms of that-being, i.e., objective presence-at-hand.  Thus in restricting the scope of phenomenology to intentional relations to objects, Husserl’s phenomenology presupposes that that-being is the only way in which we encounter entities.  
iii. Husserl holds the traditional view that sciences study not particular things (such as this and that apple), but rather universals (such as the numbers).  Furthermore, sciences are defined by the universals they study.  Accordingly, phenomenological universals are the proper objects of phenomenology as a science.  Something is a phenomenological universal if and only if it can be meaningfully (whether truly or falsely) applied to some intended as such.  (This makes them different from other universals, which can be meaningfully applied to some intentional object.)  For Husserl, there are 2 basic kinds of phenomenological universals: 
α. Categorial forms (studied by formal ontology): a phenomenological universal is a categorial form if and only if it can be meaningfully applied to any intended as such.  Take, for example, the simple perception This is a chair.  This perception can serve as the basis for the predication This chair is yellow.  Predication is a category because it can be meaningfully applied to any simple perception (or any other intended as such).  After all, you’re still encountering the intended as such as a chair, even in the predication. 
β. Material concepts (studied by material ontology): a phenomenological universal is a material concept if and only if there is some intended as such to which it cannot be meaningfully applied.  For example, the material concepts is a physical object or has more physical mass than cannot be meaningfully applied to your thought of the number 1, or your encounter of your own or someone else’s thoughts.  That is, it’s simply nonsense to say that the number 1 is a physical object, or that one thought has more physical mass than another.  
iv. Husserl wants phenomenology to be a priori research:

α. Husserl makes the traditional assumption that all a priori research is based on the intuition of universals, conceived as unchanging objects entirely outside of time.
β. Accordingly, the second step in Husserl’s phenomenological method is to turn our phenomenological gaze from mental acts and the sensations that they contain (already secured by the transcendental reduction) to the universals contained in their noemata.  He calls this the eidetic reduction.  (ἐίδος [=eidos], translated as “Form”, is Plato’s word for universals.)  The eidetic reduction from your mental acts to their universal essences is the last of the 2 steps of Husserl’s phenomenological method.  

b. Heidegger on categories:

i. For Heidegger, since that-being is a category, it ought to be a topic of phenomenology.  But since Husserl’s transcendental reduction prevents phenomenology from studying that-being, Heidegger must reject it as a part of the phenomenological method (in favor of his own version of the phenomenological reduction).  
ii. Heidegger’s phenomenological reduction not only allows us to focus explicitly on that-being (and the categories of what-being that belong to it), but also allows us to describe other ways in which we encounter entities as being (and the ways in which we interpret such entities).  Examples include encountering a tool as useful for a certain purpose, or another person as living out a career, etc.  Thus for Heidegger, that-being is just one of the kinds of how-being, and by no means the most fundamental one.  
iii. For Heidegger, the categories of what-being are indeed categorial forms (in Husserl’s sense), and thus phenomenological universals.  That is, they can be meaningfully applied to every intended as such.  But applying them to an entity encountered other than as being objectively present (say, as useful equipment, another person, etc.) alters the way in which that entity was originally encountered.  In other words, applying the categories of what-being – like all universals – transforms all encounters of entities into that-being.  Naturally, this prevents Husserl’s phenomenology from studying any ways of being other than those belonging to that-being.  
Since applying universals to the intended as such distorts some of the basic ways in which we encounter entities, Heidegger’s phenomenology must study things other than universals.  The various ways in which we encounter entities as being – what Heidegger calls being as such – are the topic of Heidegger’s fundamental ontology: 

α. In a way, fundamental ontology is akin to Husserl’s formal ontology, since it focuses not on entities, but the ways in which we encounter them as being.  Nevertheless, fundamental ontology is different from Husserl’s formal ontology, which just investigates the categories of what-being that belong to that-being (i.e., objective presence-at-hand).  

β. In a way, fundamental ontology is akin to Husserl’s regional ontology, since it does not make claims that pertain to every intended as such.  Nevertheless, fundamental ontology is different from Husserl’s regional ontology, which just “carves up” the domain of objectively present-at-hand objects into regions, each distinguished by certain basic material concepts.

iv. Because Husserl’s eidetic reduction ends up restricting the scope of phenomenology to universals, Heidegger must reject it as an essential part of the phenomenological method.  

α. Doing away with universals in this way does not imply doing away with all phenomenological description of the a priori.  It just means doing away with the traditional assumption that the a priori must be eternal.  The traditional version of the a priori is something that is always, or constantly, present.  Heidegger’s more “refined conception” (HCT 140) of the a priori is what always already (HCT 73) shapes our encounters of entities.  (For example, think of someone who always already assumes that everyone’s going to make unfair demands on them, or who always already assumes that everyone will be honest.)  Heidegger calls the verb tense expressed by “always already” the a priori perfect (BT 79).
β. Instead, for Heidegger, after we have focused on the being of entities through phenomenological reduction, we should then proceed to describe these ways of being in illuminating terms that are appropriate to them.  Heidegger calls such description phenomenological construction.  Phenomenological construction is the second of the 3 steps of Heidegger’s phenomenological method.  Phenomenological construction follows the path laid out by a formal indication – i.e., an initial attempt to describe the way of being of the entity as encountered; and to ward off possible misunderstandings of that way of being that would get phenomenological construction off on the wrong foot.
Heidegger’s picture of ontology is something like this:

   Being as such (= the various kinds of how-being, and how they are related to each other),

   studied by fundamental ontology
  




/


   \

O
  Ways of being of intraworldly entities
         Ways of being human

n


/
\



     /

\

t
That-being 

Being equipment
Dasein (= Ex-istence)
co-Dasein



o
(= objective 

useful for fulfilling
(= being yourself
(= being another

l
presence-at-hand)
practical goals

as you live your life)
person)

o

|


|


|


\

g
Categories of

Categories of

“Existentials”: 
“Co-existentials”:

y
what-being

being useful at a
essential features of
essential features of

   
(studied by

task with other

your own being
others’ being


Husserl’s formal
equipment in order
(existential analytic)

|

ontology)

to fulfill practical goals
|


|



|


|


|


|


O S
Regions of

“Regions”

P h i l o s o p h i c a l     a n t h r o p o l o g y



n  c
objectively present-
of



|


|

t   i
at-hand entities
equipment


|


|

i   e
(studied by Husserl’s

|


|


|

c  n
regional ontology)

|


|


|


    c

|


|


|


|

    e
natural sciences
technology

psychology

social sciences

    s

B. Husserl’s “results” about the being of the intentional entity, consciousness:

1. Consciousness is immanent: 

a. For Husserl, consciousness is unique in being immanent.  That is, every act of consciousness – but no transcendent physical object – can be reelly contained in another, reflective act.  Note that this “result” follows directly from Husserl’s transcendental reduction.  This is because every phenomenological investigation begins only with reflection on mental acts and their reelly immanent contents.

b. Heidegger has 2 criticisms of this way of determining the being of consciousness:

i. It says nothing about what it is to be consciousness, but only about a particular relation – being reelly immanent to – in which all acts of consciousness can stand.
ii. It obscures the fact that human beings are essentially “outside ourselves” (= “ec-static”), trans-cendingly directed toward possibilities of encountering entities.

2. Consciousness can be absolutely intuited: 

a. For Husserl, consciousness is different from transcendent physical objects in being capable of being absolutely intuited, i.e., completely “evident”, or adequately given to the mind.

b. Heidegger has 2 criticisms of this way of defining the being of consciousness:

i. It says nothing about what it is to be consciousness, but only how consciousness can be explicitly known.

ii. It obscures the fact that we are – at least by and large – fairly nontransparent to ourselves.
3. Consciousness is absolutely constituting, and thus needs no other thing in order to exist (nulla re indiget ad existendum): 

a. For Husserl, consciousness constitutes every possible intended as such.  Thus everything we can experience depends on consciousness, but consciousness doesn’t depend on them.  Thus Husserl accepts Descartes’ II D 1. 

b. Heidegger has 2 criticisms of this way of defining the being of consciousness:

i. It says nothing about what it is to be consciousness, but only describes the fact that consciousness is in some sense prior to what it constitutes.

ii. It obscures the fact that we – unlike God, as traditionally conceived – are dependent on things outside ourselves for our very being.

4. Consciousness as described by phenomenology is pure, i.e., completely universal, devoid of any particularity.

a. For Husserl, this “result” follows from the fact that the ultimate results of phenomenology must be obtained after the eidetic reduction to phenomenological universals, especially the categorial forms. 

b. Heidegger has 2 criticisms of this way of defining the being of consciousness:

i. It says nothing about what it is to be consciousness, but only about how it’s dealt with in Husserl’s attempt at a “scientific” phenomenology.

ii. It obscures the fact that we are in some way concerned about our very own existence – about what we are as an individual human being, and not just as members of a species.
5. Consciousness makes us persons; consciousness is the reason in the traditional definition of human beings as rational animals.
a. For Husserl, human beings are living physical bodies – studied by the natural science of zoology (HCT 112f) – that are somehow “furnished” with reason and consciousness.  This reflects Husserl’s metaphysical dualism (cf. Descartes’ II D 2).  Max Scheler goes somewhat further, and conceives the person as the executor of mental acts.

b. Heidegger has 2 criticisms of this way of defining the being of consciousness:

i. It says nothing about what it is to be consciousness, but only that it is somehow linked to a living, physical body.
ii. This dualistic description of the human person is just a repetition of the oldest philosophical dualisms, and does not solve their problems.

� Note that this criticism of Husserl’s phenomenology is different from Heidegger’s criticism (V A 2 a above) that Husserl’s view of philosophy was naturalistic.


� Wieder-holung, misleadingly translated as “repetition” in HCT and “retrieval” in BT.


� It’s a very important question whether Heidegger was right in placing the de-construction of the history of ontology as the last step in phenomenological method.  By 1936, he will have come to think that it really belongs essentially to all phenomenological descriptions – and can’t be placed last.  See Heidegger’s critical marginal note on BT p. 35, where he speaks of “the return into the tradition [mistranslated as ‘source’].”  Indeed, he already clearly sees the problems with this view in 1927 (p. 23 of The Basic Problems of Phenomenology, in the course packet).
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