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Translator’s Foreword

‘Square brackets are used to indicate interpolations of original German words,
of supplementary words or phrases, of alternative translations, and of an En-
glish translation of Greek and Latin texts not translated by Heidegger. Only
those texts cited by Heidegger, for which he does not provide a translation or
a sufficiently close paraphrase, are translated. Hence, if the text immediately
following a Greek or Latin passage is not in square brackets, that text contains
Heidegger’s translation or paraphrase of the Greek or Latin passage. All other
translations are my own. I have tried to follow the original German edition
in italicizing some Latin words and not -others. However, where the meaning
of a Latin word or phrase is not clear from the text, a translation follows in
square brackets. For example, in the following sentence from Part Two, Chap-
ter Three, the Latin words subjectum and apprehensum are not italicized but
only the latter term is translated and the translation placed in square brackets:
“In affirming, willing, denying, rejecting, I have cogitationes but in the cog-
itationes there is something there, a subjectum that lies there from the outset
as apprehensum [apprehended].”

For the most part I have tried to translate German words regularly with one
English word or, if necessary, with one or more alternates. This policy applies
in particular to the central term Dasein which is translated as “existence” or
“existing” except in cases where Heidegger explicitly relates it to Existenz or
calls attention to the Da in Dasein. In the latter, infrequent cases Dasein is
translated “being-here” and Existenz is translated “existence.” See, for ex-
ample, the following text and translation (taken from Part Two, Chapter Five,
§ 34): “Es mufB} nun herausgestellt werden, was Dasein selbst besagt, was ein
Grundcharakter des Daseins ist, der sich in dem Da ausdriickt”: “It must now
be established what existence itself means, what a basic character of existence
or being-here is that expresses itself in the here [of being-here: Dasein].” This
passage is instructive because in it Heidegger approaches his use of Dasein
in Sein und Zeit where it applies to something equivalent (albeit not identical)
to human existence. Just as frequently in the present lectures, however, he
uses Dasein in the more generic and traditional sense that is not so restricted.

Like Dasein, Angst is used by Heidegger both in a way that prefigures the
technical usage in Sein und Zeit and in a way that does not. Accordingly,
Angst vor Dasein is translated “anxiety in the face of existence” in Part One,
Chapter Two, § 14, but Angst vor dem Scheiterhaufen in Part Three, Chapter
Two, § 46 is translated “fear of the stake.” Among the other terms for which
this latitude in using variants seemed appropriate, two others deserve mention.
Satz is translated “sentence” when it clearly refers to a concrete linguistic
entity as, for example, typically seems to be the case in the opening chapter’s



xiv Translator’s Foreword

interpretation of Aristotle. But it is translated “proposition,” to correspond to
the Latin propositio and to the Platonized sense of Descartes’ cogito sum and
search for principles which can be expressed in different sentences. Grund-
sdtzlich is usually translated “principal” or “basic” and, only infrequently,
“fundamental.” Whenever grundsdtzlich is translated “fundamental” it is
placed in square brackets, following the translation. The German word fun-
damental—one of the most frequently used words in the text—is simply trans-
lated “fundamental.”

The numbers in square brackets in the runningheads of the odd-numbered
pages refer to the corresponding pages of the German original. In the foot-
notes, all numbers, unless otherwise indicated, stand for page numbers. For
example, “op. cit., § 7, S. 10” stands for “op. cit., paragraph or section 7,
page 10" whereas “op. cit., 15” stands for “op. cit., page 15.” On those rare
instances when I insert a footnote, it is placed in square brackets and indicated
by the letters “D.D.” following a dash. As an aid to the reader, the volume
and page numbers of the standard twelve-volume edition of Descartes’ works
by Adam and Tannery (cited as AT) are given in square brackets following
every footnote in the original German which includes a reference to a work
of Descartes. This standard edition is Oeuvres de Descartes, edited by Ch.
Adam and P. Tannery (revised edition, Paris: Vrin/C.N.R.S., 1964-76). It is
cited in the margins of the English edition, The Philosophical Writings of
Descartes, translated by John Cottingham, Robert Stoothoff, and Dugald Mur-
doch, volumes 1-3 (Cambridge/New York: Cambridge University Press,
1985).

Finally, I would like to thank John Sallis for proposing and encouraging
the translation and Hermann Heidegger, Hartmut Tietjen, and Friedrich-
Wilhelm von Herrmann for the warm reception they gave me and their willing
support of the project. For invaluable criticisms and suggestions, I would also
like to express my deep gratitude to Klaus Brinkmann, Omar Bozeman, Eu-
genie Schleberger Dahlstrom, Bret J. Doyle, Aaron Garrett, Al Miller, Maria
Miller, David Roochnik, Robert Scharff, Steven Scully, Claudius Strube,
Ingvild Torsen, Nicolas de Warren, and Kevin White.

I would also like to thank Indiana University Press’s copy editor, David L.
Dusenbury, and managing editor, Jane Lyle, for their expert assistance in pre-
paring the manuscript for publication.
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Preliminary Remark

The task of the lectures and the passion for questioning
genuinely and rightly

The lectures have a twofold task: 1. Establishing and opening up the horizon
within which specific facts of the matter are to be expected. Provisional ori-
entation of the perspective, stripping away mistaken expectations. 2. Con-
cretely working out the facts of the matter that have, step-by-step, been made
more accessible; familiarity with the Ob_]eCtS and with the way of dealing with
them theoretically.

Before anything else, the following misguided expectatlons need to be
stripped away: 1. No journalistic information about phenomenology, no di-
vulging of some trick for perceiving essences. 2. More dangerous, because
more entrenched: no foundation, no program or system, is given here; not
even philosophy should be expected. It is my conviction that philosophy is at
an end. We stand before completely new tasks that have nothing to do with
traditional philosophy. This view is, however, only a clue. Only facts of the
matter are of significance. Definition, classification, explication, and disputa-
tion are of secondary importance.

The task of the following considerations is threefold: 1. Elucidation of the
expression “phenomenology”; 2. representation of the breakthrough of phe-
nomenological research in Husserl’s Logical Investigations. 3. Representation
of the development of phenomenology from this point on, to what extent it is
maintained, to what extent it has taken a turn or in the end has been given
up, as far as its decisive meaning is concerned.

History of the words: ¢awobpevov and hoyoc—two original words of Greek
philosophy; from the transformation of their meanings, it becomes possible to
understand how the specific meaning of phenomenology arose. Insofar as
these words enunciate “existence,” we move, with their clarification, within
the history of Western humanity’s existence and the history of its self-
interpretation. From Husser!’s self-interpretation of “phenomenology” imme-
diately after the Logical Investigations, it becomes understandable how he
conceives and further shapes the task of phenomenological research. As a way
of showing what we are up to, we will fix on existence as our main theme;
that is to say, world, dealings in it, temporality, language, one’s own interpre-
tation of existence, possibilities of interpreting existence.

No acquaintance with philosophical notions is presupposed. To the contrary,
[there are only] three presuppositions: a passion for questioning genuinely and
rightly. The passion does not happen at will; it has its time and its tempo. A
readiness must be there, the readiness that consists in: 1. concern for an in-



2 Preliminary Remark

stinctively certain mastery in regard to prejudice; 2. care about the process of
becoming at home in a specific science; 3. being prepared for the fact that,
when it comes to questioning in order to know, life would sooner help in
questioning everything else than be of any help in questioning the soul’s own
inertia, the so-called theoretical consideration. :

Ad 1. Not absence of prejudice, which is a utopia. The idea of having no
prejudice is itself the greatest prejudice. Mastery in the face of each possibility
of something establishing itself as prejudice. Not free from prejudices but free
for the possibility of giving up a prejudice at the decisive moment on the
basis of a critical encounter with the subject matter. That is the form of ex-
istence of a scientific human.

Ad 2. Lethargy towards knowledge is the consequence of science conceived
as a collection of material that has already been worked over. This lethargy
is characteristic of today’s educated consciousness. One has to see that pre-
cisely this aspect is fatal. One no longer understands what is actually going
on. This cowardice when it comes to questioning often adorns itself as relig-
iosity. Ultimate questioning, questioning that confronts itself, appears as te-
merity to this religiosity. One flees in the face of a fundamental possibility of
existence, a possibility that seems today, alas, to have lost its way. The sci-
ences are one possibility of existence and of existence’s critical confrontation
with itself. If each person, in his place opposite his science, experienced in
specific questions that he critically confronts himself and his world here, then
he has understood what science means.

Ad 3. The readiness for the questioning consists in a certain maturity of
existence: it has not lapsed into surrogates; it is also not a matter of finishing
as soon as possible, but instead of holding out for years in uncertainty, of
maturing from that uncertainty for the critical confrontation with the matters
under investigation, of being free to reject every hasty answer. For this it is
necessary to free oneself from a tradition which in Greek philosophy was
genuine: scientific behavior as theory. You need not think that you have to
think what is thought here.



PART ONE

DAINOMENON and AOT'OZ in Aristotle
and
Husserl’s Self-Interpretation of Phenomenology

Chapter One

Elucidation of the expression “phenomenology”
by going back to Aristotle

The expression “phenomenology” first appears in the eighteenth century in
Christian Wolff’s School, in Lambert’s Neues Organon,' in connection with
analogous developments popular at the time, like dianoiology and alethiology,
and means a theory of illusion, a doctrine for avoiding illusion. A related
concept is found in Kant. In a letter to Johann Heinrich Lambert, he writes:
“It appears that a quite particular, although merely negative science (phae-
nomenologia generalis) must precede metaphysics, in which the validity and
limits of the principia of sensibility are determined.” Later “Phenomenology”
is the title for Hegel’s major work.? In the Protestant theology of the nineteenth
century, phenomenology of religions is conceived as a doctrine concerning
the various manners of appearance of religions.* “Phenomenology” also ap-
pears in Franz Brentano’s lectures on metaphysics (based upon oral commu-
nication from Husserl). Why did Husserl choose this expression? Why is the
doctrine about the avoidance of illusion named “phenomenology” in the eight-
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ologischer Theil, S. 48-170.
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eenth century, and how does ¢ouwvopevov [phenomenon] come to have the
meaning of “illusion”? Is there, then, in the expression pawvouevov some mo-
tivation for using it to designate illusion? The term “appearance” must be left
out of play since, as a purported translation of the Greek words, it creates
confusion. Even Ilept Yuyfig, “On the soul,” is misunderstood if one hangs on
to the terms under discussion here. For Aristotle, perception, thinking, wanting
are not experiences. Ilepl Yuyfic is no psychology in the modern sense, but
instead deals with the being of a human being (or of living beings in general)
in the world.’

§ 1. Clarification of pawéuevov on the basis of the Aristotelian analysis
of perceiving the world by way of seeing

a) ®awvopevov as a distinctive manner of an entity’s presence:
existence during the day

Phenomenology is put together from Adyog and ¢awodpevov. @arvopevov
means: something that shows itself. ®aivopau is the same as “to show itself,”
¢aivw the same as “to bring something to the light of day.” The stem is ¢a;
this is connected with ¢@¢ which is the same as light, daylightness. In a
concrete text of scientific investigations it is necessary to establish what facts
of the matter are meant by the words. We shall consider the fact of the matter
apart from the word and then, on the basis of the text, establish the sense in
which that fact of the matter is meant by the word. For this purpose we choose
Aristotle’s De anima, B (1), chapter 7 that deals with perceiving the world
by way of seeing. It is necessary to keep every bit of knowledge from physics,
physiology at bay since they lack Aristotle’s focus. No explication with this
sort of concreteness has ever been attempted again.

What is seeing, what is it that is perceived as such in seeing, how is what
is accessible in seeing characterized with respect to its content and its per-
ceptibility? OD ugv odv gotiv 1} 8Yig, TodT Eotiv Opatdv.” “What is perceivable
in seeing is the visible”; something of this sort is characterized as color.® Color
is what is spread over something visible in itself.? The respective coloring of
an entity is perceived each time &v ¢w7i,'° in light, more precisely, in daylight
[im Hellen].

5. See the Appendix, Supplement 1 (p. 223).

6. Aristotelis de anima libri III. Recognovit G. Biehl. Editio altera curavit O. Apelt. In aedibus
B. G. Teubneri (Lipsiae 1911). [The three books of Aristotle’s “On the Soul,” edited by G. Biehl, .
second edition by O. Apelt (Leipzig: Teubner, 1911).]

7. Op. cit., Beta 7, 418a26.

8. Op. cit., Beta 7, 418a27.

9. Op. cit.,, Beta 7, 418a29f. .

10. Op. cit., Beta 7, 418b3.
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"Thus, the first thing to be made out is what daylight is. Daylight is appar-
ently something that lets something else be seen through it, duwadavéc [trans-
- parent].!! This daylight is not of itself visible, but only by means of a color,
alien to it.!2 Daylight is what allows something to be seen, namely, the actual
color (oixeiov xpdpal?®) of the things that I have in daylight.'* Aristotle dis-
covered that daylightness is not a body

(i pév odv 16 dadavic katl 1l 76 Pdg, elpnrar, 87 olite wlp oli6” Shwg odpa 0HS’
amoppot) ohpatog 00devos . . . MG mupds § TolohTov TIvog tapouaia &v 7H drada-
vel),

[As for what the transparent [[Helle]] is and what light is, it has been explained that
it is neither fire nor a body at all nor even- the outflow of a body . . . but presence
of fire or some such thing in the transparent,]

that it does not move,!¢ but is instead the heaven’s actual manner of existing,!”
allowing things to be seen, the day’s being. Daylight is a manner of presence
of [something] (apovoic,'® Evreréyeia'®). Empedocles taught that light moves;
kol obk dpBids Eumedoriiic [but Empedocles was not right].*° Trendelenburg
saw in the Aristotelian doctrine a relapse; but this judgment shows that he
did not understand Aristotle at all.*

Alobnowg [perception] is the manner of existing of something living in its
world. The manners of perceiving things are characterized by Aristotle by
means of the sort of thing perceived, what is accessible in the perceiving.
There are three sorts? of oilobnrd: 1. 1da, 2. kowd, 3. cvpfePnrodTa [things
perceived: 1. special, 2. common, 3. incidentally at hand].

[1.] An 1810v® is something accessible through one specific manner of per-
ceiving and only through that manner of perceiving. It has the character of
being el GAnbég [always true].?* Seeing, insofar as it exists, always uncovers

11. Op. cit., Beta 7, 418b4.

12. Op. cit., Beta 7, 418b4ff.

13. Op. cit., Beta 7, 419a2.

14. Op. cit., Beta 7, 418b2f.

15. Op. cit., Beta 7, 418b13-17.

16. Op. cit., Beta 7, 418b21f.

17. Op. cit., Beta 7, 418b9.

18. Op. cit., Beta 7, 418b16.

19. Op. cit., Beta 7, 418b12, 418b30.

20. Op. cit., Beta 7, 418b20f.

21. Aristotelis de anima libri tres. Ad interpretum Graecorum auctoritatem et codicum fidem
recognovit commentariis illustravit F. A. Trendelenburg. Editio altera emendata et aucta. [The
three books of Aristotle’s “On the soul,” with F. A. Trendelenburg’s inspection of the authority
of the Greek interpreters and the faithfulness of the codices and his illustration with commen-
taries; second, improved and enlarged edition.] (Berlin 1877), 306: “Itaque Empedoclis sententia
vero, quod recentior aetas invenit, proprior, quam Aristoteles” [Thus, in truth, the opinion of
Empedocles is more proper, as the age recently discovered, than that of Aristotle].

22. Aristotle, De anima (Biehl, Apelt), Beta 6, 418a8.

23. Op. cit., Beta 6, 418all.

24. Op. cit., Gamma 3, 427b12.
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only color, hearing always uncovers only sound. 2. xowoév.® There are char-
acteristic ways of being that are not fitted to one specific manner of perceiving,
e.g., kivinows [change]. 3. ovuBePnxog is what is regularly perceived (kotd
oupBePnrog 8 Aéyeral aiobnTdv, olov el 70 Aeukdv gln Awdpoug vidg [something
perceptible is said to be incidentally at hand, for instance, if the white thing
were Diaeres’ son]?®). For, as a rule, I do not see color, I do not hear sounds,
but instead the singer’s song, something that is encountered along with the
immediate perceiving [das im néchsten Vernehmen Mitbegegnende]. When it
comes to the perceptibility of something xoard oupPepnrods deception is pos-
sible and even the rule.

Aristotle determined color, among other things, to be an i810v.*” Daylight
is the presence of fire.? Daylight does not move. Only the sun moves, the
presence of which is the daylight. Whoever says that daylight moves is speak-
ing wopd ¢ douvopeva,® he is speaking past what shows itself. ®awvopevov is
what shows itself of itself to be of a certain sort and is immediately here as
such. Speaking in a Kantian fashion, daylight is the condition of the possibility
of the perceptibility of color. Precisely in this Kantian use of language, one
can recognize the difference between what, in both cases, is understood by
“condition.” This is not to say, however, that Aristotle and Kant should be
contrasted with one another as realists and idealists (there is no such contrast
in Greek philosophy). What does “condition of the possibility of the percep-
tibility of color” mean, what does “being a condition” mean for Aristotle?
Color is seen in daylight. The thing seen must be at daytime. Daylight is
something that is part of the being of the world itself. Daylight is the sun’s
presence. The character of being for this manner of being-present is to let
things be seen through it. Letting something be seen is the sun’s manner of
being. The perceptibility of things is subject to a condition, that of a specific
manner of being of this world itself. “Being a condition” applies to a manner
of being of the world itself. The sun’s being on hand, precisely what we mean
when we determine: it is daytime, is part of the existence in the world. By
this means we speak of a fact of the matter that is part of the being of the
world itself. The result of this is that ¢awvodpevov initially means nothing other
than a distinctive manner of an entity’s presence.

25. Op. cit., Beta 6, 418a17ff.

26. Op. cit., Beta 6, 418a20f.

27. On this matter, see the Appendix, Supplement 2 (p. 223).
28. Aristotle, De anima, B 7, 418b16.

29. Op. cit.,, Beta 7, 418b24.
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'b) Powvopevov as anything that of itself shows itself in daylight or darkness

- The concept ¢parvopevov is not limited solely to the presence of things during
the day. It is broader and designates anything showing itself of itself, whether
it does so in daylight or in darkness.

What, now, is darkness? For someone arguing in an empty-headed way, it
is obviously not difficult to determine what it is. Daylight is Siadavés,*® some-
thing that lets things be seen, darkness is an &dwapavés, something that does
not. But darkness also lets something be seen. There are visible things that
are visible only in the dark:

ob mavra 8¢ Opatd &v dwTi EoTiv, ARG noOvov EkdoTtou TO olkelov ypdua. Evia yap
&v utv 7@ ol ody 6paral, &v 82 7@ oxdTeL motel alobnow, olov Td mupddn darvd
peva.!

[Not everything is visible in light, but only the proper color of each thing. For some
things are not seen in light but produce perception in the dark, such as things that
appear fire-like.]

Darkness is something that, in a quite specific way, lets things be seen. In
order to establish the dark’s difference from daylight, we must draw on a
completely fundamental distinction of Aristotelian philosophy: the difference
between &vreheyeiq [actual being] and duvauer §v [potential being]. Darkness
is a duvaper 8v,*> something utterly positive. Since, in our doctrine of cate-
gories, we have not developed such primordial categories, we are unable to
comprehend this peculiar structure. Insofar as darkness is a manner of “being
away,” it must be designated as oréproig,® as the absence of something that
should actually be on hand. Darkness’ being consists in being potential day-
light. It would be talking past Aristotle, if one were to say: “Daylight is what
lets things be seen; thus, darkness is what does not.” The dark also lets things
be seen.

The basic concepts of philosophy, such as they run their course in the
historical development, are not some property or possession of philosophy
that one can hold onto and that stands outside the development. They have
become far more our own nemesis insofar as the consideration and interpre-
tation of existing as a whole is pervaded by such concepts that amount to
nothing more than a possession of words. They signify the great danger that
one philosophizes today in words rather than about things.

dawvopevov and Aoyog give expression to a fact of the matter. Later the

30. Op. cit., Beta 7, 418b4.

31. Op. cit., Beta 7, 419alff.
32. Op. cit., Beta 7, 418b10f.
33. Op. cit., Beta 7, 418b19.
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motives in existence itself, on the basis of which ¢awvopevov is able to take
on the meaning of “illusion,” will become intelligible—so, too, it will become
understandable how a philosophy that has become superficial and coasts along
in words grasps existing entities as an “appearance of something.” Aristotle
did not have so naive a metaphysics. And if one attempts today, with the word
“appearance” in hand, to offer a critique of phenomenology, it is a groundless
endeavor against which I can only protest (compare Rickert, Logos, 1923%).

®awvopevov is what shows itself of itself as existing; it is encountered by
life insofar as life stands towards its world in such a way that it sees the
world, perceives it at all in the aiobnoc. “18wa aicbnra [special perceptibles]
are what are perceived in the strict sense of the term. On the other hand, katd
oupPePnrodg is perceiving immediately in such a way that from the outset
something is originally here along with it. Only in this way are we able to
see houses, trees, human beings. If I want to return to the b, then it is
necessary to assume an isolated, artificial attitude. The expression ¢oivesBar
already designates what has been perceived xatd oupfefnxog. If the sun shows
itself, then it is here a foot wide, it does not appear so.

Now, the primordial nature of seeing for Aristotle is evident from the fact
that he does not allow himself to be misled by the lack of an all-encompassing
name for the things that only the night lets us see (thus for fireflies, etc.):
Sputov & Eoti ypdpa név, kol 6 Moyw uév Eorwv elnelv, dvaovupov 8¢ Tuyydvet v
[The visible is color and what can be articulated in a statement, though it
happens to be nameless].>* What matters to him is merely the fact that these
things are here, that they are seen and, on the basis of their factual content,
lay claim to being taken as existing. The fact that there is no name for these
things indicates, however, that our language (doctrine of categories) is a lan-
guage of the day. This holds particularly for the Greek language and is con-
nected in their case with the basic starting point of their thinking and their
formation of concepts. One cannot remedy that by somehow constructing a
doctrine of categories of the night. Instead we must go back to a point prior
to this opposition in order to be able to understand why the day has this
priority.

Thanks to the word-combination mapé 76 pavépeva [beyond the phenom-
ena],* which recurs repeatedly in Aristotle, the particular character of the
claim made by ¢owvopevov and what is thereby seized upon emerges. If it is
explicitly a matter of grasping existence, of retaining it, of securing what
shows itself in itself, then we remain in the context of science. In this context
the meaning of pawopievov comes to a head: what shows itself in itself, with

34. H. Rickert, “Die Methode der Philosophie und das Unmittelbare. Eine Problemstellung”
[The method of philosophy and the immediate; a posing of the problem]. In: Logos. Intemz-
tionale Zeitschrift fiir Philosophie der Kultur. XTI (1923/24): 235-280.

35. Aristotle, De anima, Beta 7, 418a26ff.

36. Op. cit., Beta 7, 418b24.
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the explicit claim of serving as the basis for all further questioning and ex-
plicating. What matters for science is opCewv 7¢& ¢pawvopeva [to save the phe-
. nomena]; what shows itself in itself is thereby pressed into a fundamental
position.>” Something of this sort is possible in science. Science has the ten-
dency to grasp and demonstrate existing entities in a way that does not leave
anything uncovered. To be a scientific person is to be positioned in a specific
manner over against the world’s being. There are two determinations of this
gEig [attitude],*® determinations that, in themselves, belong together: 1. famil-
iarity with the things that are subject to the science, &uiomun Tob mpdypoTog
[knowledge of the thing]®; 2. a certain mawdeio. [education],*® being educated
in such a way that one knows how to conduct oneself in the field of scientific
investigation. The individual who has the saudeia can decide quite certainly
whether someone who undertakes an investigation is prattling or whether what
he is conveying emerges from the subject matter (kahidg dwodidworv [(whether)
he conveys (it) well}).*! On the basis of such wadeic one must decide what
type of investigation is precisely suited to the object. With regard to the pos-
sibilities of the investigation, it has to be decided whether, like earlier thinkers,
one should posit existing and the determinations of an object’s being as sec-
ondary and speak primarily of the genesis or not.** The answer is easy: only
after one has fashioned the basis for the investigation, can one set out to
answer the question of the origin and the “why” of the origin.** The first thing
that needs to be established in building a house is the eidog [form]** and only
then the 9§\ [matter]. Fidoc means to make an impression. This making an
impression is the house’s being in its surroundings as a house, its look, “face.”
The ¢pawvopevov is the entity itself.

§ 2. The Aristotelian determination of Aéyog

a) Talk (Adyog) as a voice that means something (pwvi onpovTik);
Svopa and pripa

In what connection does the concept of ¢awvopevov stand to what Aristotle
explicates as Moyog? To ¢pawvouevov is the being that, in any possible investi-
gation, must be appropriated in such a way that it provides the basis for the

37. Aristotelis de partibus animalium libri quattuor. Ex recognitione B. Langkavel. Lipsiae
in aedibus B. G. Teubneri 1868. [The four books of Aristotle’s “On the Parts of Animals,” edited
by B. Langkavel (Leipzig: Teubner, 1868).] Cf. Alpha 1, 639b8; 640al4.

38. Op. cit., Alpha 1, 639a2f.

39. Op. cit.,, Alpha 1, 639a3.

40. Op. cit., Alpha 1, 63%9a4.

41. Op. cit., Alpha 1, 639a4ff.

42. Op. cit., Alpha 1, 640al0ff.

43. Op. cit., Alpha 1, 640al4f.

44. Op. cit., Alpha 1, 640al7.
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inquiry. The expression ¢powvopevov is accordingly not a conceptual category,
but instead a manner of being, how something is encountered and, indeed,
encountered in the first and, as such, first legitimate way. The category “ob-
ject” was alien to the Greeks. In its place was mpéyuc, what one has to deal
with-—what is present for the concern that deals with things. “Object” means,
by contrast, what stands opposite the mere observer who simply looks at it,
what is present, after being thematically selected and had as such. ®awvopevov
means the existing entity itself; it is a determination of being and is to be
grasped in such a way that the character of showing itself is expressed. Td
¢dawodpeva can be represented by o dvra; it is what is always already here,
what we encounter the moment we open our eyes. It does not need first to be
disclosed, but is frequently covered up. The accent lies, in a completely pri-
mary sense, on the character of the “here.”

TIepi éppnveiag [On Interpretation] is not a text but a manuscript that belongs
to Aristotle’s final period.** It grew out of a momentary reflection that did not
meet any sort of pedagogical considerations. The observations are made purely
in the interest of making distinctions and in no way for the sake of exposition.
Aoyog is audible being that means something, it is a voice: Adyog 8% oL povr]
onpaviiki.* The first question is: What is ¢wvfi? and then: What is ¢pwvi)
onuavtiki? and, finally: What is Aoyog?

Doviy (De anima 11, chapter 8) is a type of sound that is made into some-
thing animate, a noise made by something living: 7| 8¢ ¢pwvr} Y6dog Tig EoTiv
gugigou.?” A sound is made when something in something knocks on some-
thing: mdv Yodel TOmTovTOS TIVOS KOl TL Kal Ev mvi.*® The voice, however, is in
and with the being of something living: ¢pwvn & go7i Ldhov Yodoc.*® For this,
the voice’s being, it is necessary that there is something like a swvedpa [breath].
Just as the tongue within a living being has two functions, namely, first, that
of tasting and, second, that of enabling speech (something that, to be sure,
does not occur in every living being as such), so, too, mvedpa has the task of
providing the body with inner warmth and, secondly, of facilitating speaking.
To have a voice is a distinctive type of being, namely, being in the sense of
living. But not every noise emitted by something alive is, by that fact, already
a voice (ob yap ndc Lhov Podog pwvn);* one can also produce mere sounds
with the tongue, such as coughing. The difference consists then in the fact

45. Aristoteles, De interpretatione. In: Aristotelis Organon Graece. Novis codicum auxiliis
adiutus recognovit, scholiis ineditis et commentario instruxit Th. Waitz. Pars prior: Categoriae,
Hermeneutica, Analytica priora. (Lipsiae 1844). [Aristotle, On interpretation, in Aristotle’s Or-
ganon in Greek, edited by Th. Waitz with the aid of new supporting evidence from codices and
with the addition of unedited scholiae and commentary. First part: Categories, Hermeneutics,
Prior Analytics (Leipzig, 1844).]

46. Op. cit., 4, 16b26.

47. Aristotle, De anima, Beta 8, 420b5f.

48. Op. cit., Beta 8, 420b14f.

49. Op. cit., Beta 8, 420b13.

50. Op. cit., Beta 8, 420b29.
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that fantasy is contained in the sound, in the very middle of it (&MAc 8t
Buyuyov Te elvar 76 TOmTOV Kal peTd dovraciog Twog [but it is necessary that
_ the one knocking be alive and have some fantasy])’'-—then it is a voice. Now,
in ordinary language, “fantasy” means splendor, spectacle, appearing like
something, thus, a completely objective meaning. ®avracio—that something
shows itself. The sound is a voice (the sound of speech) if, by means of it,
something is to be perceived (seen). On the basis of the ¢pavracic one des-
ignates the sound onpovriki.

The Adyog has parts and, indeed, the sort that remain meaningful but only
og paotg (fig 7@V pepdv Tt onpoavTikdy £0TL kexwpLopévov) [as saying (some parts
of it—the logos-—are separately meaningful)].5? The parts’ manner of meaning
something is the mere saying. “The stove gives off warmth” can be broken
down into “stove” and “gives off warmth.” If I say “stove,” then that still
means something; it is intelligible, it signifies something. “Gives off warmth”
is also already something for itself. But placing it together with “stove” does
not yield the Loyog, “the stove” “gives off warmth” (AN oy dg katddaog
[but not as an affirmation]).* It is merely intelligible in the manner of the
¢doig [saying], it is not said in the sense of the Adyog that is the cupmhox of
Svopa and pina [the intertwining of name or noun and verb].

A name is also something audible that is as such intelligible.

*Ovopa pév obv dorl Gpovi) onuavrikt katd cuvBTkny dvey ypdvou, fig undiv pépoc
207l ONPAVTIKOV Kexwplopévov. &v yap 7@ KdMhmmog 70 tnwog 0088v adto kab’ autd
onpaiver, Gomep &v 1@ Aoy 7@ kahdg mog. ob pfv obd Homep &v Tolg dmhoig
dvopaoty, obrwg Exer kal &v Tolg memheypévols. &v Exeivolg pév yap 1O pépog 0d8apdg
onpovTikdy, &v 8¢ TolTog Bolhetaw pév, AN 00devdg keywplopévov, oiov Ev T@
EaKTPOKEANS TO KEANG 0UdEV. 70 &E KaTd cuvBTKYY, 81 dlioel 1@V dvopdrov 0hdEy
gowv, GAN 8rav yévnTal ovpBolov, Enel dnholol vé T kai of dypduparol wodot, olov
Onpiwv, Gv oddév EoTwv Bvopa.

[A name is a sound meaningful by convention, without time, of which no part is
separately meaningful. For in the name “Fairsteed” the “fair” of itself does not mean
anything as it does in the phrase “fair steed.” But there is a difference between
simple names and complex ones. For in the former a part is utterly devoid of mean-
ing, but in the latter the part has some force albeit not separately; for instance, the
“boat” in “pirateboat.” I say “by convention” because nothing is a name by nature,
but only insofar as it comes to be a symbol. Even inarticulate sounds, for instance,
those of beasts, are meaningful but none of them are names.]

A word’s meaning is not already present on the basis of the way the throat
and tongue make speech possible. These are ¢ioz [by nature], not so a word.

51. Op. cit., Beta 8, 420b31f.

52. Aristotle, De interpretatione, 4, 16b26f.
53. Op. cit., 4, 16b27f.

54. Op. cit., 2, 16a19-29.
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Words are as one sees fit, katd ouvOfxev [by convention],? that is to say, each
word first had to come to be as such and has its genesis. The sound of a word
does not have a meaning for all time and does not actually have the fixed
meaning that refers to a subject matter—a word as a whole is drawn, not
from a primary, primordial experience of the subject matter, but from pre-
conceptions and the nearest at hand views of things. The word’s genesis is
not born by a human’s physiological being, but by his actual [eigentlich]
existence. Insofar as a human being is in the world and wants something in
that world and wants it with himself, he speaks. He speaks insofar as some-
thing like a world is uncovered for him as a matter of concern and he is
uncovered to himself in this “for him.” But the word is thus not here like a
tool (ody d¢ Bpyavovs), for example, the hand. Language is the being and
becoming of the human being himself. In a name, what is named is so named
in this naming that it is removed from every time-determination (&vev
xpovov).”” It is a matter simply of a specific, named “what.” That holds, too,
for names that refer to something temporal. “Year” does not, indeed, mean
this year or the next. No detachable part of a name means something for itself.
If 1 place the parts together, I never come to the unitary meaning. That the
specific syllables are together is first established by the unitary meaning. The
audible articulation is only intelligible in that meaning. Aristotle: I say this
because a word only exists as a word if something audible becomes a olp-
Bohov [symbol].”® (ZopBorov in Greek originally signifies rings, broken in two,
that spouses, friends give to one another when one of them departs so that,
when they meet one another again, the one part is recognized by putting it
together with the other part.) The one refers to the other. Zbpfohrov makes
something else evident, the meaningful word refers to its subject matter. Now,
there are sounds that announce something without meaning something, dypap-
patol,® for example, moaning. These sounds lack the imprint such that one
could write or read them (which works only on the basis of meaning).
Abyog is already used in ordinary language for a fundamental characteristic.
With every interpretation of Adyog we already have a specific preconception
about the sense of the Adyog. We know in a quite indeterminate way what
speech, language is. But we have no sure information about what language
meant for the Greeks in their natural existence, how they saw the language.
To be sure, Hellenism has a science of language and grammar: a doctrinaire
treatment and theory. Every modern conception of language has been influ-
enced by it. There are, in addition, the influences of epistemology, and so

55. Op. cit., 4, 17al.
56. Op. cit., 4, 17a2.
57. Op. cit., 2, 16a20.
58. Op. cit., 2, 16a28.
59. Op. cit;, 2, 16a28f.
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- forth, such that the question of how a Greek lived in his language is not even
posited any more. We must, of course, initiaily put up with the fundamental
[grundsiitzlich] lack of clarity about the existence of language. But a specific
concept of language lies—and must lie—for us at the foundation. We hold it
in suspension, that is to say, we concretely shape our opinion about language
only to the extent that we have occasion and a basis for doing so. One thing
is to be said with certainty. The Greek lived in a special way in the language
and was lived by it and he was conscious of this. The ability to address and
discuss what was encountered (world and self), something that does not need
to be philosophy, he characterizes as being a human being: Aoyov Exew, to
have language.

In De interpretatione (towards the end of chapter 3), one finds the following
determination:

AdTa piv odv ka8 EovTd Aeyopeva Ta ppaTa dvopaTd EoTt kal onpaiver T (formot
yap 6 Agyov Ty Sudvoray, kal 6 dxovoag fpéunoev):s

[Verbs themselves, spoken by themselves, are names and signify something (for the
one speaking brings his thinking to a halt and the one listening pauses):]

“Whoever says something brings the process of opining to a standstill.” When
we naturally go along living, then the world is here. We deal with it, we are
preoccupied with it. If a word is then spoken, the process of opining is placed
before something; in understanding the word I linger with that thing; in mean-
ing something, I have come to a pause. He who listens pauses in understanding
the word: 6 dxovoog fipépnoev.5? In understanding the word, I pause with what
it means. To understand something means to have something here, to have it
in the manner of understanding a naming of the named. What matters for
Aristotle, particularly also in contrast to Plato, is the fact that speaking, when
it moves within the language, is something that, as far as its genuine being is
concerned, grows out of human beings’ free assessment of things; it is not
¢boer [by nature].5* How &vopo and pfjpo come together in the Aoyog cannot
actually become a problem at all. Adyog is, indeed, precisely what is primor-
dial, and évopa and pfjpe must be understood as particular modifications of
Moyoc. It is characteristic of the §vopa that it cannot be split up into various
characteristics of meaning. The word as name is in the unity of the act of
meaning, a unity that we designate “naming something.” Now, there are words
thrown together that, to be sure, also have a unitary meaning, but in such a
way that the elements claim to mean something independent and claim not

60. Aristotelis Politica, Alpha 2, 1253a9f.
61. Aristotle, De interpretatione, 3, 16b19ff.
62. Op. cit., 3, 16b21.

63. Op. cit., 2, 16a27.
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only to mean something, but to mean it in view of what is meant in the unitary
way. The free assessment refers to the act of the creation of language itself
and hence does not need to be alive in every performance. That is to say, we
do not come into the world with a definite supply of words and we are also
not gradually yoked into a definite context.

‘PAunc is a word that 1. in its meaning means time as well (wpooonpaiver
xpOvov®'); what it means, it means in a temporal manner of being: “being at
some time,” for example, “will die”; and 2. means it in view of another being
(for example, “goes to church”): Eoriv del T®dv kab” Erépov heyopévov onusiov
fit is always meaningful of things being said of another].®® Rhematic being is
the being that is signified in the pfipc. "Ovopa and pijpe can only emerge as
modifications of the original Adyos. Each is for itself, to be sure, still a mean-
ing; but something is lost. The “how” of meaning changes: out of the kard-
¢aoig [affirmation] the mere ¢pdog [saying] comes to be.%

b) The ostensive talk (Adyog dmodavrikdg) that reveals (dAnBevewv) or conceals
(pebdecbou) the existing world in affirming (katédaow) and denying
(dmopaorg); the dprondg '

What is the xattdaog for Aristotle? Clarification by way of a detour. The
Aovog is not in the manner of a tool,” but is instead historical and grows by
itself, that is to say, from the respective state of the discovery of some subject
matter. Not all talking is of the sort that manages to ostend or point out
[aufzeigen] something in the manner of meaning something. The only sort of
talking that is dmodpovrikog is that in which something like an &AnOebewv [a
revealing] occurs: presenting an entity as not concealed or presenting an entity
in such a way that, in this ostension, something is “feigned” (ypeddecBaur).5
The concealing feigns something in the manner of pointing it out. ’AlnBeberv
and PeiideoBar are the basic ways in which the Aéyog as dsopavrikog points
something out and, indeed, shows an entity as an entity.® If the Aéyew is
carried out by d\nBebewv——revealing—then the Adyog is a Aoyog dsrodavrikog;
that is to say, not every Aéyew (asking, commanding, requesting, drawing
attention to) is “true and false.” Each is, to be sure, a way of making something
clear——8&nhotv—but this should not be confounded with theoretically uncov-
ering. Today there is an attempt to understand all knowing in terms of judg-
ments as modifications of it.

64. Op. cit., 3, 16b8.
65. Op. cit., 3, 16b7.
66. Op. cit., 4, 16b27f.
67. Op. cit., 4, 17al.
68. Op. cit., 4, 17a2f.
69. Ibid. -
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“If something is thereby posited in addition to it” (&GN’ EoTou karadoog
anodaois, Eav T tpoatedij [there will be affirmation or denial]).” This sentence
is interpreted as though a sentence would emerge if additional words are added
onto a noun. For Aristotle, ip6ofeoig stands in contrast to ddaipeoig (abstrac-
tion); the latter means taking something away from something and putting it,
thus taken away, on its own footing. (Geometry, for example, sees the mere
spatial form apart from the thing and keeps that form alone in view.) IIp6o-
0sow; means concretion. But what has been taken away is not added again. In-
stead, what is posited is posited as an entity (Topics™). The kard¢oaots is at work
beyond the mere (o, if what is meant in speaking is meant as a concrete en-
tity. A Aoyog is here whenever the speaking is speaking with the existing world.
If I merely say “stove,” I do not speak on the basis of some existence; rather I set
myself off from the existence of the concrete world. I mean something, yet
whether there in fact are stoves plays no role for this meaning. Speaking is being
with the world, it is something primordial, and is in place prior to judgments. It
is from here that the judgment has to become intelligible. In logic there is a tra-
dition of construing expressions like “fire!” as judgments. (By no means is it
simply the existence of fire that is supposed to be established here; instead peo-
ple are supposed to jump out of their beds.) By no means does Aoyog entail a
plurality of words. The word was originally a naming, but not a naming of a
mere name; rather something encountered in the world is being addressed as it
is encountered.

Up to this point we have characterized Moyog from three sides: 1. from the
side of ¢pwvi) perd davractog, 2. the significant sound, 3. standing still. Talking
is not a property like “having hair”” Talking co-constitutes the existence spe-
cific to a human being; a human being is in the world in such a way that this
entity speaks with the world about it. (The “about” does not mean judging;
the “about the world” lies, for example, in the “today” in the request: “please
come to me today.”)

We have determined ¢awvopevov to be what shows itself as immediately
existing (the world is meant). In relation to what exists in this way, talking
has a special function. The Adyog dmodpavricos is the sort of talking with the
world, by means of which the existing world is pointed out as existing. (Amo-
¢paivecBar is “letting something be seen from itself in its way of existing.”)
But the Aoyog drodavtikds is merely one possibility next to others of speaking
about the existing world with words. In De anima Aristotle says that the Aoyog
is one possibility of being on the part of a human being that aims at bringing
him to his highest possible existence (ed v [living well]).” From this vantage

70. Op. cit., 4, 16b29f.
71. Aristotelis Topica, Beta 11, 115a26ff; Gamma 3, 118b10ff; Gamma 5, 119a23ff.
72. Aristotle, De anima, Beta 8, 420b20.
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point, one might also say that living is identical to being-possible, to having
quite definite possibilities. Aristotle is speaking here no longer of Aéyog but
instead of dukexTog (speaking with others about something)? or of &purveio
(coming to an understanding with others about something).” Here a funda-
mental definition of human beings emerges for him. Being a human being
means the sort of life standing in the possibility of dealing with the swpayuara,
with the world as the object of its concern and, indeed, the sort of being that
can speak. In its mp@Ei; this entity is essentially characterized as the entity
that speaks.

Aristotle lays great weight on the question of the constitutive features of
the unity of Moyoc. For him and for the Greeks generally, the determination
of the unity, of the gv, alternates with the determination of an entity’s specific
being. The unity of the Adyog dmodovrikdg is supposed to be uncovered in
two respects: 1. with respect to what is meant; 2. with respect to the factical
meaning.

Ad 1. How is the Moyog dmodavrikde distinguished from &voua and piipa?
The Aoyog here in the sense of Aéyewv is to be defined by setting it off from
the mere pronouncing of a name or a verb. In contrast to all names is the
Moyog mpoobeots. What is named, as far as its being is concerned, is undiffer-
entiated. By contrast, what is meant in the Adyog is characterized as existing.
Meaning something [Bedeuten] in the case of a name is merely entertaining
[Meinen] it in a formal sense, whereas in the Ao6yog it is the ostension, the
pointing out of the existing entity as existing. In the Hermeneutics (something
that Hegel allegedly discovered)™ [Aristotle claims]: a verb, spoken merely
as a word, is a mere name (ADTE pév odv ka® EavTd Aeydpeve TR PHUGTO
ovopard gom kal onpaiver T [Verbs themselves, spoken by themselves, are
names and signify something]).” Something is meant, to be sure, but in this
name I am not confronted with the entity and nothing is settled about the
existence or nonexistence of what is meant (A i Eoriv 1) pf, olnw onpaiver
[but whether it exists or not is not signified]).” This indifferent being says
nothing about the subject matter and about its being as the subject matter:
oDd& vap TO elvar | w) eivon onpeldv dom Tob mpdypatog [for the “to exist or
not to exist” is not a sign of the thing].”® If I say “stove” and if I understand
what I say, then what is so understood is not in any way determined with
respect to its specific character of being. Rhematic being says nothing if one

73. Op. cit., Beta 8, 420b18.

74. Op. cit., Beta 8, 420b19f.

75. Husserl, not Hegel, is presumably meant; see the Editor’s Afterword (p. 247).
76. Aristotle, De interpretatione, 3, 16b19f.

77. Op. cit., 3, 16b21f.

78. Op. cit,, 3, 16b22f.
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takes it merely for itself; in itself, rhematic being is nothing. It is nothing, but
signifies in something like a composition (dutd pév ydp ovdév o,
mpooonuaiver 8¢ obveeoty Tiva).™ It is inherent in every verb, in its proper
meaning, that it means what is meant by it standing in connection with some-
thing else. By means of the rhematic being, a sphere of possible connections
is determined. The determination is itself indeterminate insofar as it is not a
univocal determination. In the meaning of every verb is a definite reference
to connections pertaining to some matter (oUvBeolv Twva, fiv dvev TOV
ouykeyttvav odk o vofioow [some synthesis that cannot be thought without
what is combined]).®® A verb actually has a relational character but such that
this referential connection and its being are indifferent. In contrast to this
indifference to being, existence is meant in every Abyoc.

Ad 2. What constitutes the specific unity in the case of Aoyog dmopovticds?
The primordial, unitary Aoyog dmodavtikde is the karddaotg, which goes to-
gether with the &mddaoig, both characterized as amdgpavorg (affirmation and
denial).?! Karadaow: to affirm something, [taken] from something else, of
something. *An6daois: to deny something this or that, to exclude something
else from it. In the dmodaos lies a twofold amo. The two [being of something
and, on this basis, excluding something else from it] do not coincide at all.
This entire fact of the matter as it actually exists must be held onto for every
further determination; only then can something be denied it or, better, can
something else be denied it on the basis of it. Only in this way can one come
to some understanding of the problem of negation. These Aoyo. are simple
because no connection of Adyor takes place in them as in, for example, the
hypothetical sentence: “If it rains tomorrow, I will not go out” Although the
AOyog is simple, it does contain a pfiuc which speaks in relation to something
else. The pfina does not affect the primordial unity of the Adyog since no
naming is contained in the Adyos. “The leaves are yellow” does not contain
“are yellow.” In the Adyog what is spoken about is held onto as existing. In
this way, the Adyog can consist of one word.

What is the standing of the Aoyog dpropds (definition) in these connections?%?
Only when viewed from the outside do we have here a multiplicity (human
being, living being); in contrast to the ordinary Adyog dnodavrikac, the dplopog
is distinguished by the fact that what it says and means (for example, “the
whole human being is . ..”) is attributed to a human being not as existing as
something else (given the content of its subject matter, as when yellow is
attributed to leaves). Instead, what is said here by the Adyog of an entity is

79. Op. cit., 3, 16b24.
80. Op. cit., 3, 16b24f.
81. Op. cit., 5, 17a8f.
82. Op. cit,, 5, 17al0ff.
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the entity itself. The existing entity is spoken of here simply in itself (ka®’
adT0 heyopevov).? In the Metaphysics, Book VII, chapter 4 (1029b13ff),
where 6pwopodg is analyzed, he progresses farther than anywhere else in the
analysis of the immediate. This advanced position is never again attained later.

In speaking, the world’s being is here as existing, pointed out from the
ground up, taken hold of in itself. Its actual existence presents itself in the
act of asserting. The correlation of Abyog and &idog becomes fundamental here;
eidog is the look, that is to say, for the Greeks, a manner of distinguishing
itself equivalent to “so it is.” What is spoken of as such is also characteristi-
cally designated as Moyog and for Aristotle Adyog and &iSog can be substituted
for one another. Eidog is the existing entity in the way it looks. In German
we say “that is how you look” [so siehst Du aus] in the sense of “that is who
you are” [so bist Du].

c¢) The possibility of deception, the Adyog dmodpuvrikdg and the aioBnog

On what is the possibility of deception, of illusion based, such that someone
could say, “In the world there is only appearance”? Speaking provides the
possibility of having the world in its character of being here, that is to say,
speaking has within itself the possibility of access and preserving. But the
Aoyog dmodavtikdg is not the Adyog in general, not even the decisive Adyog,
even if it has the upper hand and the leading role in the history of thinking’s
self-interpreting in all questions that refer to speaking, the determination of
concepts and the interpretation of existence. Unity does not have a merely
formal sense for Aristotle and the Greeks, so that everything objective as such
would indeed be one. The question of unity is closely connected with the
question of being, being in the sense of existing. The question of the unity of
the Adyog dstodavrikdg is equivalent to the question: what characterizes the
Aoyog dmodavtikdg as one? It is a process of making oneness evident (&v
dni@v4), that is to say, the meaning-function of Aéyewv, in which an entity is
pointed out as existing, specifies the unitary character of an entity. The indi-
vidual instances of positing are pervaded by the tendency toward meaning on
the part of the sort of Afyewv that aims to point out a specific state of affairs.
One would not get at the A6éyog, if one were to begin with mere naming. The
primordial function of meaning is ostension, to point something out.

In De anima Aristotle emphasizes that earlier philosophers paid far too little
attention to the fact that a human being spends the greatest part of his time

83. Aristotlelis Metaphysica. Recognovit W. Christ. Nova impressio correctior (1895). Editio
stereotypa. In aedibus B. G. Teubneri (Lipsiae 1931). [Aristotle, Metaphysics, edited by W.

(13(1)1;195;1 Afeprint of the new, corrected impression (1895) (Leipzig: Teubner, 1931).] Zeta 4,

84. Aristotle, De interpretatione, 5, 17a16.
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- in deception.® Because deceit is so much more at home among human beings

than one commonly believes, it is not enough to make deceit a problem only
/in passing and not in principle. It does not suffice, in regard to the manner in
which the world comes to be accessible, to emphasize aicOnoig [perception]
and vonog [thought] alone; it is necessary to come to an understanding of
davraoia [fantasy], of having something here [das etwas Da-haben] [that is
not present].* Deceit and deception come about on the basis of connections
of ¢pavruciac with aiobnowg and vonoug.

Alobnoig is as such a process of offsetting [Abheben] something from some-
thing else (distinguishing).’” In selecting something, what is selected is as
such offset from something else (wpog &Ahov). Something can be perceived in
such a way that, while existing together with others, it is set off from them.
The xpivewv [judging, discriminating] is not formal; rather, in this process of
setting something off from others, what is offset becomes accessible and can
be grasped as here.® This kpivew is constitutive not only for aigbnouw, but also
for vonow. These two possibilities distinguish the human manner of being. A
human being is the sort of entity that in its way has the world here by making
things accessible to itself in setting them off from one another, the sort of
entity who is able to move about (xiviowg kotd t6mov®) in this manner of
setting things off from one another and articulating them.

Under what conditions does the basic function of aiobnowg (which we know
as kpivew) stand? De anima 101, 2, 426b8ff. An existing, living entity is char-
acterized by the fact that it is a being-in-the-possibility and, indeed, in a
definite possibility, capable of something, having about itself utterly definite
possibilities, delimited and prefigured possibilities of what it can do and, in-
deed, what it can do with respect to the world, in which the entity with this
capability has its being. (Avvaqug and &vépyeia have their origin here. They
already appear in Plato, of course, but not yet in their fundamental signifi-
cance. They belong for Aristotle to the basic categorial determination of be-
ing.)

Every instance of perceiving is directed as such at the drokeipevov alobnTtov
[the underlying perceptible],®® what is at hand [das Vorliegende], what is al-
ready here in existence prior to all activities. The dmokeipevov is for a Greek
something here from the outset. What is at hand need not, however, first be
made. A dmoxeipevov can be perceived, and perceiving constitutes the specific
access to what is at hand.

85. Aristotle, De anima, Gamma 3, 427bl1f.
86. Op. cit., Gamma 3, 427b14f.

87. Op. cit.,, Gamma 2, 426b8ff.

88. Op. cit., Gamma 2, 426b10.

89. Op. cit., Gamma 2, 427al8.

90. Op. cit., Gamma 2, 426b8.
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gkbomm uév odv aicbnoig 700 dmokeévov aicBntod dorlv, dmapyovoa &v T
aloBnmpiw 1 alodnmplov, kal kpiver Tag 70T drokeévov aloByrob Sradopds, olov
Aevkov pev kal pehav Syig, yAukd 8¢ kal mkpov yebowg.®

[Each sensation, inhering in the organ as such, is of the underlying sensible object
at hand and discriminates the differences in that underlying sensible object, for
instance, white and black for sight, sweet and bitter for taste.]

The differences, present as they are in what can be and is perceived, are offset:
white and black, sweet and bitter.

gmel 68 kal 70 Aeukov Kkal 70 YAukd kal EkacTov 7@V alobnrdv npdg EkaoTtov kpi-
vopev, Tivt kal aioBoavopeBa & dradéper; vayky 81 aioBhoel.”
[Since we discriminate the white and the sweet and each of the sensible objects

from one another, we perceive by some other means that they differ; and it is nec-
essary that we do this in perception.]

But we also distinguish white and sweet just as immediately as white and
black and, indeed, not in merely thinking, but in having these facts of the
matter here. One must not introduce the contrast of thinking and sensibility
here. The diversity of these facts of the matter is originally perceived. Aristotle
asks: In what manner are we placed in the position of simply grasping this
being-other? Apparently, it is necessarily through perceiving. For both are,
indeed, aiofnrd. From this point it becomes clear that it does not suffice to
cling to the sense of touch for help. For something quite different is involved.

ofite 81 keywpiopévow; Evdéyerar kpiverv 8T Etepov 1O YAukd ToD AevkoD, dALG S&l
&vi v, Gpdw Sfka elvar.

[And it is also not possible to discriminate by means of something separate that the
sweet is different from the white, although it is necessary that both be evident to
one thing.]

If T linger in perception, then I have the white as such in seeing, the sweet as
such in tasting. How do I come to perceive that both are different? Both what
is perceived in tasting and what is perceived in seeing must be obvious here
relative to one thing; they must be evident here for one thing as what they
are. The same requirement holds for the case in which I see “green” and
another sees “red.” How does it happen that this fact of the matter—that is,
indeed, a fact of the matter—is accessible to us in its unitary character and
can be so grasped? In the primordial act of perceiving, in its manner of setting

91. Op. cit., Gamma 2, 426b8ff.
92. Op. cit., Gamma 2, 426b12f.
93. Op. cit.,, Gamma 2, 426b17{f.
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-something off against something else, there already is a manner of speaking
(et 8¢ 70 &v Aéyew 6mu érepov [one thing must say that they are different]).*
The speaking is one with the manner of perceiving. Speaking is already at
work in this distinguishing. Only on the basis of possible communication can
one succeed at all to make a unitary fact of the matter accessible to several
individuals in its unitary character. The Adyog is at work here as a communi-
cating Moyog. By means of it, the world becomes accessible in its unitary
articulation. That is the primordial function that the Aéyog has insofar as it
communicates. If I make an assertion about a specifically perceived fact of
the matter, doing so in the public world of existence, then “com-munication”
[Mir-Teilung] in the precise sense means making what is spoken of so acces-
sible to someone else that I share it with. him [mir ihm teile]. Now we both
have the same thing. Attention should be paid here to the middle-voiced mean-
ing of dnodaiveabor. The “middle voice” means: for oneself, for the one
speaking himself, such that for him the fact of the matter can be grasped and
retained as perceived.

If the \oyog is still at work here, then it is even more at work where the
perceiving proceeds naturally as aioBnoig kard cvpfefnxoc. Here sameness of
time is required, the temporal existence of speaking along with what is per-
ceived in perceiving. That I can perceive what is in this way [i.e., karé ovp-
Befmroc] perceivable of the world is grounded in the fact that I am contem-
poraneous with what is to be perceived (3v dywpiote ¥pdéve [in unseparated
time]).*> Temporality is not something optional, if one wants to perceive some-
thing in the world. For, in the sense of perceiving itself and of what is per-
ceived, there already is the fact that it is perceived as now existing. If, for
example, I give expression to a perception, there lies therein, at least tacitly,
that what is perceived is now here. Time is not deduced for Aristotle; both
time and its sameness are equally retrieved from the fact of the matter itself.%

The difference between “white” and “black” in perceiving does not enter
in through an argument. It becomes alive in speech, and aiofnowg is a kpivew.
It has struck some as strange that a Adyog should be found in simple perceiving
and some have imposed on Aristotle the view that perceiving is already a
judgment. Also, the aigbnows is characterized not directly as Adyog but instead
as something like a Adyog.”’

1. AloBnow is an d\holwows: “a becoming different.”*® Insofar as a human
being, concretely alive in his world, perceives something and the aiofnoig in
the human being is here as a manner of being and comporting himself to his

94. Op. cit., Gamma 2, 426b20f.

95. Op. cit., Gamma 2, 426b28f.

96. See Appendix, Supplement 3 (p. 224).
97. Aristotle, De anima, Beta 12, 4244271,
98. Op. cit., Beta 4, 415b24; Beta 9, 416b34.



22 Introduction to Phenomenological Research

world, Aristotle designates oioBnow an dhhoiwoig. In perceiving, the one per-
ceiving becomes himself someone different insofar as, in perceiving, he now
takes up a stance towards his world in a definite manner.

2. Alobnoig is a whoyewv, being affected.®® The aspect of dMolwoig is made
more precise. By means of the perceiving, something takes place in the one
perceiving; in the perceiving something happens precisely to the one who is
perceiving.

3. Alobnoig is a xpiverv.'® In the manner of setting something off against
something else, the look is explicitly appropriated. But the aicOnowg does not
leave behind the manner in which it is brought about. To be sure, Aristotle
designates the same connection of such xpivewv as a definite manner of speech
(Moyog mig).1?" The Aodyog has the function of pointing out the perceived as
such.!%? This fact of the matter, namely, that of being different, is appropriated
in the specific manner of speaking. Perceiving has a distinctive manner of
speaking. It is itself one that speaks of many.

4. Alobnog stands in the middle (peodmg), if we imagine the multitude of
colors.!®® AicOnoig must somehow stand in the middle, it must not be fixated
on one color, it must be able to look at both sides. Seeing stands in the middle
of all colors and thus can comprehend all colors equally well. The middle
accordingly concerns the possible type and manner of being able to grasp
something. Perceiving’s character of being is &bvaug: the ability to perceive,
having a definite possibility, being in such a way that there is a possibility of
becoming the being that perceives.'®* To have the possibility [of perceiving]
constitutes a quite specific manner of being of something living. All the de-
terminations hitherto named are to be understood from the standpoint of this
basic determination.!%

Alofnoig is present in the sort of being that has language. Whether or not
it is vocalized, it is always in some way speaking. Language speaks not only
in the course of the perceiving, but even guides it; we see through language.
Insofar as language is taken up in a traditional and not in a primordial sense,
it is precisely what conceals things, though it is the same language that pre-
cisely has the basic function of ostension. In this way it becomes understand-
able that in the existence of a human being, insofar as he has an existence,
because he has language, the possibility of deceit and deception is also pres-
ent.

99. Op. cit.,, Beta 5, 416b35; Beta 11, 424al.
100. Op. cit., Gamma 2, 426b10.

101. Op. cit,, Beta 11, 424a27f.

102. Op. cit.,, Gamma 2, 426b20ff.

103. Op. cit., Beta 11, 424a4.

104. Op. cit., Beta 5, 417a13.

105. See Appendix, Supplement 4 (p. 224).
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d) The three aspects of ypeidog. The factical existence of speaking
as an authentic source of deception. Circumstantiality and
elusiveness of the world

Aristotle speaks about yebdog in Metaphysics, Book V, chapter 29.1% There
he discusses what is expressed in multiple ways and what is said with a
diversity of meaning. Aristotle distinguishes yetdog in three respects: 1. &g
mpbypa Peddog, a false being that concerns the genuine being of mpdypora.'®?
We designate and speak of things as false: “false gold™; 2. Moyog yeudfig: the
Movog, talk, speech is false;'®® 3. @g dvOpwmoc Yeudfs: a human being is
false.!® Wetdog thus befalls the world, speakm the specific being in the
world, and entities themselves.

The readiness to set things off from one another is already as such an
ostending (thus, not a judging); an existing entity is to be shown as an existing
entity. The potential that has a specific range of things that can be set off from
one another, indeed, each instance of setting one thing off from another is, in
its tendency to point something out, a means of establishing, of determining
something as something. This definite something construed as the one in con-
trast to another. It is something other on the basis of a specific character of
the subject matter. “White” is in itself something other than “black.” In this
manner of setting one thing off from another, the “than” or “as,” the “being-
other-than” or “not-being-as,” is made explicit, whereby the being-other need
not itself be thematized. The theme is the color itself, grasped with a distinc-
tive emphasis, and set off as such. The critical “than” or “as” lkritische
“als”] springs forth in the field of perceptibility: blue other than red, blue as
not red. That is not, however, the full “as” [das volle “als’], to which, in
addition, the “as” as demonstrative [“als” als aufweisendes] belongs. This
doubling of the “as”-character is covered up by language. The dmo¢pavrixds-
as is evident in all speaking. But in all speaking the critical “as™ is also
present.

How is the possibility of yebdog grounded in Aoyog itself? Weddog is the
ostensive presenting of something as something. Hence, it is more than merely
concealing something without presenting it as something other than it is. In
what respect can a matter [Sache, npayua] be false with respect to its being
as a matter?

70 Pebdog AeyeTan dAhov pév Tpdiov dg nplypa Peddog, kol ToUTOU TO pév T Wi
ouvykeioBae fj &dhvarov sivar ouvreBijvar, Gosep Afyetar 1O v didpetpov eivar

106. Aristotle, Metaphysica, Delta 29, 1024b17-1025a13.
107. Op. cit., Delta 29, 1024b17f.

108. Op. cit., Delta 29, 1024b26.

109. Op. cit., Delta 29, 1025a2.
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olppetpov 1 76 of kabfiobat. TolTwv Yap Yeddog T pév atel, 70 8¢ woTé. olirw yap
ovk Svra TobTa.

[One meaning of the “false” is the false thing and of this, one sense is in not being
together or not being able to be together, as in the case of the diagonal being
commensurable or of you sitting. For of these one is always false, the other only
sometimes and, in this way, they are not beings.]

1. One possibility of being false lies in the fact that the specific content of
characters does not allow them to be brought together on the basis of the
states of affairs in which they figure.

74 8% Boa Eorl pév dvta, méduke pévror daiveoBan i prj ofd domv 7 & iy fomiv, ofov
| okwypadla kal Ta Evinvia. Tabra yap ot pév T, GAN oux Gv Epowel v pav-
raotav. wplypara piv obv Peudfi ofite Myera, §j 7@ pf) elvar adrd, §f 7@ mv &
abTdv davractay pf Svrog eivar.!!

[The second sense concerns those things which, though existing, appear by nature
to be either something other than they are or things which do not exist, for instance,
a sketch or a dream. For these things are something but not the things of which they
produce an appearance. Thus, things are called false if they do not exist or if the
appearance coming from them is of something that does not exist.]

2. There are entities that, in their specific manner of being, have the peculiarity
of presenting themselves as something that they are not or as characterized
in a way that they are not. Thus, here the possibility of deception lies not
primarily in a wrong conception, but in the entity itself.

How then does it happen that there can be talk of a yetdog in this case
where the fact of the matter designated as false does not exist at all? How is
the possibility of a yetdog supposed to obtain here where the relevant fact of
the matter in no way exists? How does language come to characterize a non-
being as a false being? An example of this is the way the diagonal of a square
can be presented by a definite proportion. The facts of the matter initially give
the impression that they are measurable. In what we encounter, there is a
definite expectation that it has its being in this or that respect on the basis of
something in the matter at hand. Yet, as soon as it becomes evident by dem-
onstration that such existence is impossible, this character is taken to char-
acterize its being.

Each of the three meanings of ye08og views a fact of the matter in a definite
respect but in such a way that the others are also considered. Thus the wpaypa
yevdég points here to the Adyog Yevdnc.

110. Op. cit., Delta 29, 1024b17ff,
111. Op. cit,, Delta 29, 1024b21ff.
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gkaorov 8¢ hoyog ot pév g &lg, 6 Tob i v sivar, Eort & Gg wohol, Enel radTod
wog adTo kal aldTd nemoviss, olov Swkpdimg kai SoKphmg HoVoLKAE. ! 12
[The logos of each thing is, on the one hand, one (the “what it was to be” of it)

and, on the other hand, many since the thing itself and the thing affected are the
same somehow, such as Socrates and a musical Socrates.]

For each existing entity as such, there is a single Adyog in terms of which I
can speak of the subject matter itself in its being, 6pwopds. It is the way of
speaking of a subject matter by means of which it is pressed into the bound-
aries of its being and determined. Then there are A6yo. by means of which I
can speak of the subject matters in many respects.!’> We see things in terms
of the circumstances (ad7o memovO06¢) in which we have something to do with
them. This circumstantial character of the state of affairs allows for many
Aoyou that speak of them. 6 8¢ Weudiic hdyos obdevig domiv &mhidg Adyog [The
false logos is simply the logos of nothing].'** They are then the sort of Adyor
by which I speak of a subject matter in such a way that what I say of it is
something that I get not from it alone but in regard to something else with
which I am already acquainted. These various regards themselves, in terms
of which I can speak of a subject matter in multiple ways, lie outside the
subject matter itself. What I look towards is something that I must draw into
consideration, if I am determining the matter. Such a Abyog is never simple.
The simple Aoyog is that by means of which I determine the subject matter
itself; I do not step away from it.!'> The second meaning of yeidog is the
Moyog Yevdng. Aristotle works here with a distinction to the effect that there
is a single manner of addressing each entity, when it is taken in its factual
content and in its manner of being: the dpiopdc. Along with this single Aoyog,
fitted to the entity, there is an array of free-floating Adyou. This accounts for
the fact that there is such a thing as deception. He uses the occasion to single
out a much-discussed question of the tradition, namely, that there can be no
contradiction if there is only one specific manner of speaking of each entity.
Insofar as there are only Adyou that respectively apply to their subject matter,
there is no contradiction. Contradiction transpires only in a quite specific
dimension, not where it is about the subject matter itself, but instead where
one talks around it.

o

gomL & EkaoTov Aéyew ol povov 7@ alrol Aoyw, GAAG kal 1@ érépov, Peuddg pev
kol moviehdg, Eort & (g kol &hnBdg, domep T¢ dKkrm duthaoa 7@ Tig duddog
Aoy.118

112. Op. cit., Delta 29, 1024b29ff.
113. Op. cit.,, Delta 29, 1024b30.
114. Op. cit., Delta 29, 1024b31f.
115. Op. cit., Delta 29, 1024b32.
116. Op. cit., Delta 29, 1024b35ff.
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[It is possible to speak of each thing not only according to its logos, but according
to another logos, sometimes quite falsely, but other times truthfully, for instance,
speaking of eight as a double according to the logos of two.]

It is possible to address any particular existing entity, not only through the
manner in which it is itself accessible, but in any respect regarding other
entities. The many A6you generally deceive, one can say; but it can also be the
case that one is on target.

The third meaning of yebdog, as Aristotle speaks of it, is the &vBpwrog
peudig [the false human being] (7 pév otv obrw Aéyeran Pevdij, dvBpwmog &8
WYevdg 6 edyepns kal stpoatpeTikos TV ToolTwv Adywv . . . [these things, then,
are called false in this way, a human being is called false who readily and
deliberately makes such logoi]),!'” and this is the spocupericog, someone who
resolves to conceal the state of affairs, such that it is inherent in his existence,
someone who instills such ways of talking in others. His manner of behaving
is such that on principle he misleads those with whom he speaks.

How are the three meanings of ye38og dependent upon one another? To
answer this question, let us consider the concrete Adyog of a human being
who lives in a world, the stp&ypora of which can be spoken of as yetdog. We
transpose the meaning of weddog into the sphere of factical existence. A hu-
man being, in speaking about the existent world such as he encounters it, can
lie. Hpayua, the human being, and the Adyog are the three respects that speak
to a distinctive, fundamental phenomenon |Grundphdnomen] that was not seen
by Aristotle. Let us take the meaning of yeldog in this primordial sense and
do so in order, from this vantage point, to render intelligible the fact that
people designate things falsely. We want to understand how it comes to pass
that things are designated in this way. For the understanding of the analysis,
it is necessary to hold fast to one fact of the matter [Tatbestand]. The factical
existence of speaking as such, insofar as it is here and solely insofar as it is
here as speaking, is the genuine source of deception. That is to say, the ex-
istence of speaking bears in itself the possibility of deception. The lie lies in
the facticity of language [Faktizitit der Sprache].

Let us now attempt—insofar as it is possible—to get closer to what the
facticity of speaking is. It takes place within the sphere of human beings
existing in a world they share. Speaking as such, the factical character of
speaking, is conceived from the outset as follows: something is spoken about.
This speaking-here-and-now is taken in the sense that it has the tendency to
say something; it stands in public display. In this way, speaking is here, from
the outset, with the existence of human beings who speak and it is taken,
from the outset, as an ostension of something. It makes the natural and vital

117. Op. cit.,, Delta 29, 1025alff.
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~ claim of saying something. Solely by virtue of the fact of vocalization, some-
thing is announced and the possibility thereby presents itself of hiding some-
thing in.existence, insofar as I say something other than I am thinking but
what I say presents it other than it is here. The facticity of lying lies in this
basic possibility of speaking. A mendacious person is capable of explicitly
resolving to hide. He speaks in such a way that what he says hides the fact
of the matter about which he is making an assertion. Here the remarkable fact
presents itself that someone who lies must be acquainted with precisely the
fact of the matter about which he is making an assertion. Only if I am ac-
-quainted with the fact of the matter, am I in the position to lie properly.

It is not necessary that this explicit tendency of a life of hiding things is
present. One can point to a way of living that does not live in the tendency
to conceal objects but instead only talks so in that direction in public. This
talking-in-that-direction deceives simply by virtue of the fact of talking itself.
The real opposite to talking is not talking falsely, deceptive talking, but re-
maining silent. The tendency explicitly to deceive can recede but in such a
way that the talk, more or less consciously, is carried on in a state of unfa-
miliarity with the subject matters. That is the specific manner of articulating
things by means of several Aoyou. The possibility of deception lies here also
in the sort of utterance that is at work in a faulty seeing where the latter is
motivated, not by a carelessness in observing, but by the manner in which the
existing entity lives and encounters the world itself. The talk can be such that
it has the positive tendency to present facts of the matter as they actually are;
but it speaks within the context of a faulty way of seeing, the facts of the
matter are not genuinely appropriated. By means of language itself we live in
a completely determinate conception of things. (Nietzsche: “Every word is a
prejudice.”!'®) We will make clear what the sources are from which deception
and talk’s possibilities of deception can spring. It is possible to take the ex-
isting world in diverse respects.

Next to the circumstantial character of talking, a further motive for the fact
that we see in a faulty way or do not always speak of the facts of the matter
as such lies in the manner of the world’s being that I designate its elusiveness,
namely, that the facts are here in an utterly peculiar character of not being
here. The elusiveness is something that lies in the being of the world itself,
the phenomena of which include the daylight and darkness with which we
have become acquainted. That there is fog, for example, is not some insig-
nificant fact that one can draw upon as an example at some point in episte-

118. E Nietzsche, Menschliches, Allzumenschliches. Ein Buch fiir freie Geister. [Human, All
Too Human. A Book for Free Spirits.] Zweiter Band [Second volume]. In: Nietzsche’s Werke
(GroBoktav). Erste Abteilung, Bd. III [First division, volume three] (Stuttgart 1921). Zweite
Abtheilung: Der Wanderer und sein Schatten, [Second division: The wanderer and his shadow,]
Aphorismus 55, S. 231.
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mological investigations. Elusiveness is a feature proper to the existing world
as existing. Things can elude us and that is not to say they disappear. The
elusiveness of things comes to life by virtue of the fact that we encounter
them circumstantially. We do not see the things as subject matters in the sense
that they are an object of a scientific investigation. This existence of things is
much richer and affords much more fluctuating possibilities than have been
thematically prepared. Because the world in its riches is only present in the
respective concreteness of living, the elusiveness is much more encompassing
and, with it, the possibility of deception is at hand. The more concretely I am
in the world, the more genuine the existence of deception.

But how then does it happen that one designates the things themselves as
a deception? Hitherto we have only stressed that the deceiving lies in speaking.
How does it come about that existing things are designated as false? Why are
we not satisfied with speaking of the nonexisting as nonexisting? Why do we
say here, with an excess of meaning, “false”? If someone says: “The com-
mensurability of the diagonals with a square’s side does not exist; this being
is false,” one must not take such a sentence in isolation. Instead one has to
take it in the context from which it is drawn. Mostly, these sides are generally
known to be measurable; they are regarded as measurable and give this im-
pression. Yet in fact they are not at all. This, their not-being that awakens the
definite impression, is designated as false. This specific impression that such
objects make is disappointed. Thus, it is evident that also this use of the
expression Yebdog in regard to things (insofar as they do not exist) is grounded
in the unitary context of which we are speaking. We must also see these things
in a context. Already in the process of articulating, insofar as speaking has
the tendency to be ostensive, there is the impression that there is something
of the sort within a field where there is something measurable. Yet in this case
of speaking the fact is that the speaking is not ostending, pointing out an
entity. Instead it is of the sort that only opines that about which it speaks. It
means the facts of the matter merely as such. Here is the phenomenon of
nominalization and neutralization in Husser]’s sense.!!® We can articulate sen-
tences as merely opined or meant. Insofar as talk of this sort is directed at
the impression closest at hand, what it says is false. It is genuinely deceiving.

Here you see the difference between deceit and dream. A dream has some
existence on the basis of which it deceives. The Adyog as apophantic Aéyog is,
if taken in its factical existence, the sort of thing that contains within itself
the possibility of deception. Insofar as Adyog can characterize a human being’s

119. E. Hussexl, Ideen zu einer reinen Phinomenologie und phénomenologischen Philoso-
phie, Erstes Buch: Allgemeine Einfithrung in die reine Phinomenologie. Zweiter unverdnderter *
Abdruck. [Ideas for a Pure Phenomenology and Phenomenological Philosophy, First Book: Gen-
eral Introduction into Pure Phenomenology, second, unaltered printing.] (Halle an der Saale
1922), 8. 248 'and S. 222. (Hereafter: Ideen 1.) ’
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* existence, it pervades a human being’s entire dealings with his world, all
seeing, interpreting, articulating.

e) Speaking and the world in its possibilities of deception.
The shift of the meaning of ¢pouvopevov into illusion

This Moyog that bears within itself the fundamental possibility of deception
accounts for the fact that all perceiving is in danger of being mistaken insofar
as it is dominated by language. That is to say: ¢pawodpeva, as existing in the
factical world, are that over against which a human being mostly finds himself
mistaken. In other words, what at first only presents itself, doing so in that
straightforward manner, is now something that only appears so, something
that seems [scheint] so. It is no accident that for Aristotle, pawvopeva, as the
basis for further research, means the existing entities themselves, but can also
mean: “what only appears so” (¢ouvopevov dyabov [what appears good]).!'?°
This shift of the meaning of the word awvopevov—rthat first means “the ex-
isting entity itself showing itself” and then means “what only appears so,”
thus not actually existing—this shift of meaning, insofar as it is in the sphere
of dealing with the world, points to the basic fact that in existence itself error
and deception are interwoven in a completely fundamental way and do not
merely surface in the world as some defective property that one has to over-
come.

Insofar as speaking exists as vocalizing, it is capable of deceiving. Indeed,
taken as existing in a world that in its specific character of being presents
possibilities of deception, speaking is capable of deception in the sense that
in the world’s existence as a whole there is an inner connection that is de-
ception’s possibility of being. Insofar as speaking is here in the world, it stands
in a definite regard that is taken without any further reflection at all. Human
existence is taken here in this respect, namely, that by means of speaking
something is said. Speaking in itself makes a claim to communicate. Now,
speaking so exists that the one speaking has various possibilities of hiding
himself in speaking as such: 1. the possibility expressed, in which the one
who is speaking speaks with the explicit tendency to lie; 2. the possibility
such that one intends, through speaking, to pretend that the speaking involves
some sort of acquaintance with the subject matter. Even where a tendency to
the opposite of lying is present, the possibility exists of deceiving through
speaking and words.

This speaking with its possibilities of deception stands as such in a world
which presents possibilities of deception of its own. The world is capable of
deceiving, first, by virtue of its circumstantial character and the fact that the

120. Aristotle, De anima, Gamma 10, 433a28f.
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objects with which we deal are present for us concretely in a respective setting
so that an assortment of possible ways of discussing them presents itself. The
world is capable of deceiving, second, by virtue of its elusive character, ob-
scured by fog, darkness, and the like. Facts of the matter of this sort are
inherent in the manner of being of the world itself. There are, in addition,
possibilities of being that deceive on the basis of their specific being, such as
dreams and so forth. For speaking, furthermore, the danger exists that it is
here with other speaking, that it becomes a form of parroting [Nachsprechen],
that it is a manner of speaking along [Mitsprechen], a peculiar dominance that
language exercises insofar as it suppresses dealing with the subject matters.
In this way, an abundant interweaving of possibilities of deception becomes
evident as a possibility of being, interwoven with the existence of speaking
and the existence of the world. Let us note that speaking is precisely what
hides the subject matter. Thus, the existing world is hidden and encountered
in a specific manner of passing itself off, insofar as speaking and opinions
about things factically guide our access to what is first here. Insofar then as
the world exists with this possibility of showing itself, this possibility is in-
verted into the opposite: to pass itself off as something. The appearing of
something in the original sense of showing itself becomes the illusion of it.
It is important, for substantive reasons, to understand this possibility of the
shift of the meaning of the term ¢ouvopevov into the meaning of something
that only appears so.

f) Z0vbeoig and dwaipeois as the realm of the possibilities
of the true and the false!?!

It remains for us simply to ascertain the extent to which Aristotle was ex-
plicitly aware of the fact that the field of deception is where things are given
in terms of a specific conception, that there are no grounds for the possibility
of deception where things are approached straightforwardly, but instead where
the world here has the character of being such-and-such. sepl ydp olbvBeowv
kol Staipeoiv ot 10 Pebdog e kal 10 dhndég [For the false and the true are
about synthesis and division].!?? In a sphere where there is something such as
being-together and being-taken-apart, there are both the true and the false.

| uév yap aiobnoig 7dv dlwv del dndig, kal ndowv dadpye Tolg Lo, davoeiobar
& Evdéyeran kol Pevdde, kol obdevi drdpyel @ pi kod Adyog. 2

[For the perception of the special perceptible is always true and proper to all animals.

But it is possible to think also falsely and this is not proper to anything without
logos.]

121. See, in addition, the Appendix, Supplement 5 (p. 225).
122. Aristotle, De interpretatione, 1, 16a12f. P )
123. Aristotle, De anima, Gamma 3, 427b11ff.
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Perceiving of the specific, proper facts of the matter is always such that it
presents the perceived in itself. The yebdog is only on hand where there are
. hoyor (dravoetoBar & EvdiyeTar kal YPevddg [but it is possible to think also
falsely]).!* A connection exists between the necessity of the world’s consti-
tution as determined by a manifold of possible perspectives and the possibility
of deception. The one speaking always speaks to something in a certain re-
spect. Purely to see is, like the mere naming of something, to approach some-
thing straightforwardly. I allow it to remain simply as given. I see the color
in the sense of taking something straightforwardly. rav 82 {80 fj MurnpoviZ—
aiobnow: that is to say, if, by contrast, we perceive something delightful or
painful, then the perceiving is a speaking that conceives the things as some-
thing (xaraaoig or dnoddacig). When it encounters something delightful, per-
ceiving is sudden. The perceiving and the taking delight by seeing are thereby
one. This unitary perceiving is in the middle here (vfj pecomm [in the
mean]).!* Insofar as this perceiving is the most primordial, insofar as the
things of the world are mpaxré, mpldypara [practical things, affairs] the natural
access is a fidecBon or AvmeioBar [pleasurable or painful].'?” As long as one
clings to certain types of experiences, to psychology and so forth, one does
not see these facts.

124. Op. cit., Gamma 3, 427b13.
125. Op. cit., Gamma 6, 431a9.

126. Op. cit., Gamma 6, 431all.
127. Op. cit., Gamma 6, 431a10.



Chapter Two

Present-day phenomenology in Husserl’s self-interpretation

§ 3. Recapitulation of the facts of the matter gathered from the
interpretation of Aristotle. Anticipation of the predominance of care about
the idea of certainty and evidence over freeing up possibilities of
encountering fundamental facts of the matter

To recapitulate the result of our analysis, it must be said that we have estab-
lished: 1. specific facts of the matter that point to the existence of the world
and the existence of human life. The state of the matter has led us to a
phenomenological characterization of the world and to a specific orientation
of the one existing [Daseiendem] and it has done this in the sense of a) a
distinctive sort of being that shows itself in itself, and b) the Aoyos-character
as an existing possibility of human life. There is a connection here insofar as
the Aéyog qua apophantic has the possibility of pointing out what shows itself.
These facts of the matter, the existence of the world and of life, became so
obvious that certain possibilities became apparent in them. 2. The existence
of the world can abruptly turn around into something self-dissimulating, the
Moyog can be of the sort that disguises existence. This connection reveals a
fate that resides in existence itself, the fact that present there with its being
is the possibility of deception and lies.

The aim of the interpretation up to this point has not been to make the
development of a term [i.e., “phenomenology”] intelligible in some anecdotal
form. The aim was instead to awaken interest in the matter, indeed, in such
a way that the direction in which things were heading did not become trans-
parent at first. We have to learn how to read and listen in the manner of
waiting.

The background of the interpretation continues to be rooted in the matter
at hand insofar as its concern is to make intelligible what is today known
under the rubric “phenomenology.” That can only mean: making intelligible
the sort of matters treated in this discipline—what sort of matters present-day
phenomenology claims to work on. In order to obtain this sorting, we need a
horizon of matters. Against this horizon we will have to decide on the extent
to which the facts of the matter of present-day phenomenology are still con-
nected with what we have pointed out about the matter.

In order from the outset to characterize the development in which Aristotle
shaped the -basic constants of philosophical research, allow me to say the
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- following. Subsequent developments in establishing the facts of the matter of
philosophy and the motivation behind the various paths on which these facts
.were worked on have been guided by the predominance of an empty and
thereby fantastic idea of certainty and evidence. This predominance of a spe-
cific idea of evidence predominates over every genuine effort to free up the
possibility of encountering the genuine matters of philosophy. Care about a
specific, absolute knowledge, taken purely as an idea, predominates over every
question about the matters that are decisive. That is to say, the entire devel-
opment of philosophy reverses itself. Beginnings of this development are al-
ready present in Aristotle and the Greeks and they are not accidental, e.g.,
the notion that the existence of the world as it presents itself is taken to be
the specific world of illusion, so that in- the future all decisive questions of
philosophy are gathered purely from the idea of securing an absolute certainty,
together with the tendency to surmount the existence of the world as some-
thing contingent. Let us add the observation that this development stems, not
from a science’s attempts to procure its distinctive manner of access to its
subject matter, but instead from an idea that existence fabricates for itself, to
a certain extent from an intelligence that has gone crazy.

Through the interpretation of the components of the term “phenomenology,”
we were confronted by quite definite facts of the matter of existence: the
world’s being and life as being in a world. In these two respects we saw at
once that the world’s being has the character of showing itself and that life’s
being entails a basic possibility of speaking about existence in such a way
that being is pointed out by means of speech. The world’s being and life’s
being have a quite specific connection with one another, thanks to speaking’s
being. The existence of the world in showing-itself in this way can turn around
into a manner of presenting-itself-as something else. Life is, in itself, capable
of concealing the existing world. Thus, both existence’s possibilities and life’s
possibilities reveal existence to be endangered in a specific way, one that we
expressed by saying that existence bears in itself the possibilities of deception
and lies.

If we cling solely to the results of the analysis without reference to the
theme “phenomenology,” then we seem to have made no progress, but instead
to be abruptly confronted with specific facts of the matter. However, to un-
derstand the connection, i.e., to understand the being and character of the
matter that phenomenology works on, an orientation to a horizon of the matter
is needed. I gave a clue for considering an utterly peculiar reversal. The
predominance of care about the idea of an empty and thus fantastic certainty
and evidence, prior to every attempt to free up the possibility of an encounter
with specific, fundamental facts of the matter has led to shunting aside what
was originally a theme of the consideration. Indeed, it has led to shunting it
so much to the side that not only was the thematic field lost sight of but, what
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is worse, the choice of perspective was not guided by a certain appropriation
of the matters at hand but instead by a definite idea of science—that the idea
of a definite sort of knowledge determines the theme rather than, vice versa,
that a definite composition of the matter indicates the possibilities of working
on it scientifically.

By this means, a traditional idea of the introduction into science of any sort
is fended off. [For this traditional idea,] it is not a matter of getting some
empty cognizance of what the “object,” what the “method” of the science in
question is. The method is supposed to emerge during the critical confron-
tation with the subject matters. The traditional idea of determining and de-
veloping a research project works toward determining the “object”: the object
is such and such, this specific domain of science is [accordingly] worked on
by means of specific methods. This sort of orientation is disregarded here.

But if we look closer and ask what we have gained up to this point in
regard to the facts of the matter, something surprising presents itself. We have
regarded existence in view of a peculiar sort of self-showing. We have learned
nothing about the character of its content but instead have seemingly laid
down an empty determination. We have not gathered what an object is. We
have learned of a determination regarding existence, one that characterizes it
in its how: how it shows itself in itself and how, based on this, it hides itself.
It is just the same with the characterization of the Abyos. We have merely
learned of the Aéyog a specific, already characterized manner of its being, that
of one time pointing out existence itself, then disguising it. This existence was
not determined in terms of its content in the sense of a natural being or of an
historical reality but instead in a seemingly empty way: only how it exists.
By having emphasized these characteristic determinations of existence
(namely, that what matters is how it exists), we have, in the interpretation,
already gone beyond what was comprehensible to the Greeks in the context
of their examination of existence.

If we compare this how-character [Wie-Charakter] of existence with others
that the Greeks knew, then we see that they are concerned with determinations
of what things are [Was-Bestimmungen). There are various respects in which
existence is characterized, respects rooted in the matter at hand: 1. Hpéyuara,
the things which “one” [“man”] has to deal with. The entity is accordingly
addressed in this respect.—2. Xpfiuara, the things insofar as they are used for
needs that the existence of the world itself motivates and requires.—3. ITowo¥-
ueva, the things in the world that are produced, that are made and are available
as &pya [devices] for 1. and 2.—4. ®vowké, the existing things of the world
that are not produced but instead are in themselves, coming fo be on the basis
of their specific being but capable at the same time of being that out of which -
something can be produced (wood, iron) and thus having a relation to 3.—5.
Moa@fuata, the sort of entities that have the specific character of being able
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" to be learned and concerning which there is a kind of knowing that can be
communicated to everyone without their thereby having a practical relation
.to matters.—6. Within each of these characterizations and the being named
by them, there are paradigmatic things which have the peculiar character of
being that is designated odoic. However, in order to see the connection of
ovoia and the other concepts of being, it should be noted that this seemingly
so abstract philosophical concept stands for possessions, property, what is
lying around me at home, the “homestead” [ “Anwesen”].

In our interpretation we did not encounter these categories of the world.
-We heard only of ¢pawvopeva. Otota provides the basic character of the entity
insofar as it is: presence [Anwesenheit]. It is also meant, implicitly, in the
concepts of “thing” that have been noted. The nearest sort of encounter of
the entity yields the ¢awvopeva in terms of the formal how-character of that
sort of encounter. ®awodpeva then is precisely the being addressed in all these
characters, but is this being only in the respect of showing itself. We have
gathered this characteristic determination from the interpretation and estab-
lished it for our further consideration. The closest sort of encounter of entities
and the unfiltered grasp of them in this sort of encounter must in some way
be phenomenologically decisive.

§ 4. Consciousness as the theme of present-day phenomenology

‘We now have to pose the question: What is the theme or the context of being,
pertaining to the subject matter, that is the object of the research that foday
is designated phenomenology? At the start allow me to give an utterly formal
determination of it in connection with the position that Husserl has advanced
farthest up to now in the Ideas to a Pure Phenomenology and Phenomeno-
logical Philosophy. According to this text, phenomenology is the descriptive
eidetic science of transcendentally pure consciousness.! This determination is
important for us simply as an indication that consciousness is the theme ex-
amined in phenomenology. For us the question arises: How does what is
designated as consciousness come to enjoy the peculiar prerogative of pro-
viding the theme of a fundamental science such as phenomenology claims to
be? Are we in a position to make this peculiar prerogative intelligible? To
make it intelligible on the basis of what we have become acquainted with up
to now? And to do so in such a way that we show that the field of being that
is named “consciousness” does not come to enjoy this position of priority
accidentally or arbitrarily but instead that this prerogative of it is grounded in
distinctive possibilities that existence bears within itself and that are already

1. Cf. E. Husserl, Ideen I [Ideas I}, 139.
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prefigured in Greek philosophy? If we succeed in demonstrating this, then we
will see that these transformations [Wandlungen] themselves are grounded and
motivated in our existence itself, and that the history that offers us such pos-
sibilities and transformations is not something contingent and remote that lies
behind us and that we occasionally draw upon to illustrate our opinions. We
will see, instead, that in history’s transformations we encounter nothing other
than our own existence.

For that reason, the present consideration is not an historical narration but
a concrete look at quite definite possibilities of our own existence. If these are
set forth and seen together with the aforementioned, we acquire with it the
basis for a fundamental differentiation to be made at the beginning of our
investigation.

a) Greek philosophy without a concept of consciousness

How does it become understandable that something like consciousness is phi-
losophy’s theme? This question becomes fundamental for us the moment we
remind ourselves that the Greeks are unacquainted with consciousness or any-
thing like consciousness. In Greek philosophy there is no concept of con-
sciousness. At the same time, to be sure, it must be said that what, among
other things, is conceived under today’s specific, phenomenological concepts
of consciousness is already found precisely among the Greeks. In the course
of the analysis of perceiving, for example, Aristotle saw that we co-perceive
a seeing itself as being [Seiendes]. We have an oioBnows [perception] of see-
ing.? He asks himself what kind of perceiving it is that we perceive the seeing
and the like with. So, too, in the case of vonoig, the question arises: Does the
thinking [Vermeinen] that thinks the perceiving have the same character of
being? Both questions are left undecided. From the standpoint of the specific
facts of the matter of research today, we can call this a much more funda-
mental insight into this context than the rash decision underlying the orien-
tation of modern psychology, namely, that the perception of seeing, that of
thinking, and so forth are a matter of one and the same thing, the inner
perception.® However one intends to decide these things, perceiving how one
conducts oneself has become a theme of the examination. What is perceived
here should not be interpreted as an experience or mental existence in the
modern sense. In spite of this fact, later Greek philosophy displays an ac-
quaintance with what is today designated “consciousness” or “self-
consciousness”—an acquaintance not on the path of philosophical reflection,

2. Aristotle, De anima, Gamma 2, 425b12fF.
3. See the Appendix, Supplement 6 (p. 227).
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but drawn instead from the natural experience of what we today call “con-
science” (ouveldeoig) in a very accentuated sense. Thus, it enters into the
- Christian consciousness of life and it undergoes a further explication in the-
ology. But what was so designated is in no way an object of consideration.
That something like consciousness would become a theme of an investigation
is out of the question for the Greek and Christian consciousness.

b) Phenomenology’s breakthrough in Husserl’s Logical Investigations
and their basic tendency

In order to understand the thematic field’s turnaround from the entity that the
world is to the entity that is consciousneéss of it, it is necessary to sketch the
features of the end-station, i.e., present-day phenomenology, as it becomes
necessary for our examination. The research that we designate “phenomenol-
ogy” appeared for the first time under the explicit title Logical Investigations.*
These investigations move within the framework of a traditional discipline
called “logic.” From a purely personal standpoint, these themes were obvious
ones for Husserl since he was driven from mathematical investigations to
logical considerations in an effort to understand the distinctiveness of math-
ematical thinking. The Logical Investigations are not motivated by the ambi-
tion of working out anything like a new textbook in logic. Instead, the prin-
cipal purpose is to make the objects with which logic is preoccupied into the
theme for once in such a way that research related to this is put into a position
of being able actually to work on subject matters—that the specific objects of
this discipline are brought to a specific intuition that identifies them. “Intui-
tion” here means simply: to make present to oneself the object in itself, just
as it presents itself. The basic tendency of these Logical Investigations is to
make this “presentation” one that is methodically secured. Such a tendency
could only be genuinely effective through research that discloses the subject
matter. The “results” of these investigations are so replete that they have born
fruit in contemporary philosophy in a way that can no longer be measured
today. Even the very ones “stimulated” by the investigations are only slightly

4. E. Husserl, Logische Untersuchungen. Erster Band: Prolegomena zur reinen Logik. Dritte,
unverdnderte Auflage (Halle a. d. S. 1922). Zweiter Band: Untersuchungen zur Phinomenologie
und Theorie der Erkenntnis. I. Teil (I.-V. Logische Untersuchung). Dritte unverinderte Auflage.
Halle a.d.S. 1922. Zweiter Band, II. Teil: (V1. Logische Untersuchung): Elemente einer phin-
omenologischen Aufkldrung der Erkenntnis. Dritte, unverinderte Auflage. Halle a.d. S. 1922.
[Logical Investigations. First volume: Prolegomena to Pure Logic. Third, unchanged printing
(Halle an der Saale, 1922). Second volume: Investigations towards the Phenomenology and
Theory of Knowledge. First part: (First-Fifth Logical Investigation). Third, unchanged printing
(Halle an der Salle, 1922). Second volume, second part: (Sixth Logical Investigation): Elements
of a phenomenological clarification of knowledge. Third, unchanged printing (Halle an der Saale,
1922). See Editor’s Afterword, p. 249.]
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conscious of the extent of their effect. The entire course of our examination
starts from the prospect of getting at the matters themselves, working its way
through a merely verbal knowledge to the things.

c) The orientation of Greek philosophy and the question of its reversal

How then does it come to this, that consciousness establishes itself as the field
of research? From the definition of phenomenology, it follows that conscious-
ness, subject to a quite specific purification [or cleaning: Reinigung], becomes
the object of philosophy. Consciousness does not come to be a possible theme
for research without further ado. What motives are to be given for this need
to purify consciousness in order for it to become the possible object of a
fundamental science? There are two questions that have to be answered: 1.
How does it come about that consciousness is set up as the theme? and, 2.
How does it come about that it is in need of a purification?

In order to understand the peculiarity of this examination, we must con-
stantly keep in mind what we gathered in connection with the Aristotle-
interpretation. Through enumeration of certain categories in terms of which
the Greeks characterized being, we should have gained a first look at what
motivations were decisive for them in their research. These various categories
of being undergo a distinctive and principal examination in the philosophical
work of the Greeks. From the type of analysis of the being that is thus ad-
dressed, we necessarily come closer to Greek philosophy’s orientation. We
want to see what of it remains at work in later philosophy.

The manifoldness of entities is first divided by the Greeks into the sort of
entity that always is and the sort of entity that can also be otherwise. For this
division it is characteristic that it is a matter of the entire domain of entities.
This basic division is, for its part, at work in the four basic determinations of
being, determinations that for Aristotle do not somehow lie in advance in a
system but instead are vital motivations in which the research moves:

70 8v TV karnyopu@v [the categories’ being];

70 Bv duvduer~&vepyeig [potentiality’s being—actuality’s being];

70 &v kord oupfePnkog [the being of what is attendant to something else];
70 &v dg GAnBég [the being as truel.’

A=

As for 1., it is conveyed by the view taken toward the Adyoc. Korrnyopeiv
[to prove] is a stronger form of Atyew [to say]: to demonstrate something with
certitude to someone. The category works in constant orientation to that pos-
sibility of existing that is characterized as speech, a possibility in which the -

5. Aristotle, Metaphysica, Epsilon 2, 1026a33ff.
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world existing around it is “here” [ “da”]. As for 2., it is drawn from a specific
comprehension of [ife itself insofar as “being-alive” means being-a-possibility.
- Both [potentiality and actuality] only refer to life as existence in a world.
“Life” is itself thereby conceived as a worldly happening [weltlich Vorkom-
mendes] that has the peculiarity of being authentic in its being-present-as-
finished [in seinem Fertig-anwesend-sein]. In Greek ontology, which is an
ontology of the “world,” it is precisely “life” (as being in the world) that
furnishes the distinguishing characters. As for 3., it encompasses both, namely,
the existence of the world and of life. The [Greeks’] gaze rests upon circum-
stantial aspects insofar as precisely these aspects make up the peculiar char-
acter of being. As for 4., it concerns a basic phenomenon of existence that,
for the Greeks, is not further characterized. Nevertheless, the Greeks were
ahead of present-day epistemology on this point. It arose in view of the pe-
culiar feature that the world is “here” [“da”]—that an entity is in a world, a
world which is “here,” opened up.

Thus we see that, on the whole, all four directions are drawn from the fact
of the matter of being in the world. Nothing about consciousness surfaces,
although there is in Aristotle something like a treatise Ilepi yuyiic [On the
soul]. How does it come to a reversal so radical that what is called “con-
sciousness” comes to be the theme of all philosophy?

§ 5. The theme of “consciousness” in the Logical Investigations

a) The Logical Investigations between a traditional orientation and primordial
questioning

Let us first take an external approach in order to see how the work initially
appears. In one respect, what is undertaken in the Logical Investigations is
entirely traditional; in another respect, something primordial and utterly re-
markable lies beneath its surface. The Logical Investigations are intended to
be the kind of preparatory labors that for once first seek to bring the object
of this discipline into view, just as if it appeared that sciences devoid of any
object at all were being pursued. Not only does this appear to be the case; it
is the case that merely verbal concepts are clung to and exchanged for one
another. What, then, is science?

Alongside this inquiry, however, much of the orientation here is traditional.
There were powerful tendencies in philosophy at that time to give logic and
epistemology a scientific foundation by building them onto a psychology.
Insofar as the first work of phenomenology is carried out partly in connection
with these tendencies, partly in critique of them, a specific traditional orien-
tation is present. But the distinctive feature of the Logical Investigations lies
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in the way in which a foundation for logic is sought, namely, by aiming to
make present to oneself a fact of the matter in which all of logic’s objects
can be found and investigated, in such a way that logic would have a com-
pletely determinate milieu in which to move. Psychology’s field of objects at
the time was not the “soul” and certainly not the ontological determination of
“soul” relative to the being of something living. Instead, its field of objects
was consciousness.

b) Ideal meaning and acts of meaning; emptily meaning something
and meaning-fulfillment; consciousness as the region of experiences;
intentional experiences as acts; consciousness as inner perception

We want to make clear to ourselves, from the standpoint of the subject matter,
how the attempt to work on specific objects of logic demands that one secures
and brings into view what is designated by consciousness. Following tradition,
logic has as its theme: concepts, judgments, inferences. They are something
meaning-compliant [Bedeutungsmdfiges] that stands in some connection with
the linguistic expression, a connection that is not something contingent. For
all thinking and knowing, all theoretical research are set down in “assertions.”
Hence, in the investigation of logic, interest is directed at theoretical thinking.
A definite type of thinking is preferred and is, at bottom, the theme exclu-
sively. Insofar as this theme is set down in assertions and is connected in a
quite peculiar way to what complies with meaning and to experiences of
thinking, the task consists in seeing this entire complex in its primordial unity,
in order to acquire the possibilities of researching these facts of the matter in
specific respects.

At that time Husserl had a quite odd, long since abandoned theory, de-
scended from Brentano. Over and against the plurality of possible acts of
meaning that can grasp a meaning, meaning is an ideal unity, a species over
against the concrete individual instances (acts). Thus, Husserl speaks of the
ideal meaning as the species for the individual instances of the acts that re-
spectively mean [meinen] this meaning [diese Bedeutung]. In the first years
of phenomenology, this theory plays a great role. On the supposition that we
are to look for such ideal meanings, the entire traditional conception of ab-
straction, as Husserl learned it from Brentano (who for his part had taken it
over from the Scholastics) establishes the necessity of making concretely pres-
ent the respective experiences in which the meanings are present [da]—of
making present the subjective realization of them (Husserl).5

One can establish the following distinction in acts of meaning: 1. acts in
which an empty understanding occurs; 2. the sort of understanding of meaning -

6. E. Husser], II. Logische Untersuchung [Second Logical Investigation], op. cit., 141.
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that can develop into the sort that is oriented to the meant state of affairs itself
and fulfilled by it. Emptily meaning something [Leeres Meinen] and fulfillment
. of meaning [Bedeutungserfiillung] are acts. For a genuine understanding and,
at the same time, for an orientation regarding when such acts are presenta-
tional [vorstellig] at all, we need to come to some understanding of what is
to be understood by “act.” Acts are identical with the intentional experience.
An act delimits a determinate genus within the entire sphere of experiences,
a sphere that is designated as consciousness. Consciousness stands for nothing
other than a region of specific events that have the character of experiences.
The concept of consciousness must be understood in this regional sense. Hus-
serl still holds fast to this understanding today. Under the title “consciousness”
a definite category of objects is delimited. The question is, what entities that
are experiences can be designated or characterized as consciousness? These
belong to the region of “consciousness.” All these objects have one quite
characteristic manner in which they themselves can be grasped. This sort of
access is designated inner perception. 1 am conscious of these experiences.
The entire region of experiences is that of which it is possible for me to
become conscious in immanent perception. Consciousness in the sense of
inner perception as the perceiving of the immanent is immediately related to
the first concept of consciousness as a region of experience.

Within this region there is a specific class of experiences: acts, experiences
that as such are directed at something. Linguistic practice is now such that
today even an individual act is designated “consciousness-of-something.”” Af-
ter the Logical Investigations, Husserl restricted the concept of act. There are
intentional experiences, e.g., the so-called “background experiences,” that are
not acts. Acts are the sort of intentional experiences that are distinguished by
the explicit ego-cogito. The concepts of consciousness thus all stand in an
internal connection with one another and were simultaneously vital in the
work of philosophy at the time. Consciousness is the regional title for the
entire stock of the soul’s experiences [seelischer Erlebnisse] which become
accessible as such through consciousness in the sense of inner verification.
They become accessible in such a way, to be sure, that this inner verifying is
able to find a distinctive class of experiences that are characterized as
“consciousness-of-something” (see the Fifth Logical Investigation, § 1 ff.).?

To understand the following considerations, it is necessary for us to keep
in mind as a criterion, for the sake of orientation, the direction in which Greek
philosophy considers things. The entity as world and life’s being make up the
[Greeks’] thematic field. These objective features are interpreted in such a
way that in the explication itself specific characters of being emerge, so that

7. See the Appendix, Supplement 7 (p. 227).
8. E. Husserl, V. Logische Untersuchung [Fifth Logical Investigation], op. cit., § 11f., S. 345ff.
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one can say the following. The Greek interpretation of existence remains
within existence, and this interpretation is this existence becoming explicit
through the explication. In contrast to this orientation to a specific state of
affairs, modern philosophy will distinguish itself in a completely different way.
Its theme is consciousness, purified in such a completely determinate way that
it is obvious that what comes initially into purview requires a specific re-
working in order to satisfy the claims issuing from this conception of philos-
ophy.

Husserl’s distinctions sometimes leave the impression that they are a matter
of verbal distinctions and he has been reproached for this. That is the primitive
but dominant image of what happens in the Logical Investigations. Conscious-
ness as a region is characterized 1. through the access to it: inner perception,
and 2. by the fact that this region contains in itself that specific class of
experiences, the acts that are completely fundamental for the structure of
consciousness. This region of consciousness is the theme of the phenomeno-
logical examination and, indeed, with a view to a clarification in an episte-
mically critical sense [erkenniskritisch]. This is to say, the basic elements
of logic are to be brought to such clarity that they form a secured foundation
for all further construction of knowledge. The clarification of the basic phe-
nomena of logic, carried out through their installation into the region of con-
sciousness, has the character of a clarification in an epistemically critical
sense.

§ 6. The care about already known knowledge,
in which consciousness stands

In the wake of these first attempts to familiarize ourselves provisionally with
the theme of phenomenology in its initial breakthrough, let us put to ourselves
the question: 1. What kind of being, determined by what characters of being,
is this region called “consciousness™? 2. How does it come about that precisely
this region with these specific characters of being, procures for itself a pre-
rogative, in such a way that it becomes the theme of a science that later
characterizes itself as philosophy’s fundamental science?

a) Care and its possibilities of disclosing, holding onto, and shaping what it
takes care of; its commitment to and loss of itself in what it takes care of

How do we grasp consciousness objectively in order to be able to make out,
on the basis of it, something like a differentiation of its characters of being? °
The determination of the characters of an entity’s being becomes possible
through the interpretation of the care in which such an entity is located -as
this determinate entity. More as a clue for understanding what follows, it
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should be said: the interpretation has as its theme the manner of taking care
of something [Besorgtsein um etwas]. With the interpretation of taking care
of 'something, this “something” itself becomes evident as that which the
care is specifically about, that around which the care revolves. It reveals itself
in the manner in which it is “there” [“da”] in the care; what possible being
it has as something encountered in and for this care becomes evident from
this manner of being present. Care is nothing subjective and does not feign
what it takes care of; care allows it rather to come to its genuine being. If the
entity is interrogated relative to the care disclosing it, then what is to be
investigated is not the manner of being comprehended [Weise des Erfafitseins)
but instead precisely the way of encountering the entity such that it has been
freed up, unencumbered, from its own standpoint {Wie des freigegebenen Von-
ihm-selbst-her-Begegnens des Seienden]. '

For this determinate being called consciousness, the task is first to become
acquainted with the care in which it is located. Such an interpretation entails
seeing the possibility of the specific care in terms of its very being. Solely as
a clue to care’s being, it may be said that, precisely as caring, it first discloses
what it takes care of and, in its specific manner of being, holds on in a specific
way to the existent disclosed by it as such. What is disclosed and thus held
onto by a care is shaped, explicated by it. This explicating is not some the-
oretical philosophy of what is disclosed. Every care has its distinctive way of
shaping what has been disclosed. What is shaped becomes for care what it
commits itself to. This commitment lies in the very sense of taking care of
something. Ultimately, what care commits itself to is something in which care
loses itself.

b) Care about already known knowledge

The task, therefore, is to interpret this specific being, consciousness, in its
specific sort of presence and the corresponding tendency of working on it on
the basis of the care in which it is itself located. The task entails first char-
acterizing this care in a rough way and, indeed, in such a way that we establish
it on the basis of concrete facts of the matter.

For this, it is necessary to ask: In what way is the theme “consciousness”
present in contemporary philosophy? Seen from the outside, phenomenology
has its field of objects in common with the philosophical discipline that is
designated as psychology. In the introduction to the Logical Investigations
Husserl himself characterized phenomenology as descriptive psychology.® In-
sofar as consciousness is the theme for him in the sense that it pertains to a

9. E. Husserl, Logische Untersuchungen. Zweiter Teil: Untersuchungen zur Phinomenologie
und Theorie der Erkenntnis. (Halle an der Saale 1901), erste Auflage, Einleitung [(first edition),
Introduction], § 6, S. 18f.
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clarification in an epistemically critical sense, the work of phenomenology
occupies a position within the same orientation [Tendenz] as the critique of
knowledge, dominant at the time. Insofar as Husserl emphasizes that the theme
of his investigations is given in advance in the fact that there are sciences,
particularly the mathematical natural sciences, his tendency in treating prob-
lems is exactly the same as it is for the “Marburgers.”

In the midst of these two traditional traits, the psychological and the
scientific-theoretical, both of which are at work in a particular way in the
Logical Investigations, something primordial becomes apparent. What is pri-
mordial is that, in the course of working on consciousness in the direction of
a clarification in an epistemically critical sense, what matters above all is fo
bring what is to be worked on into view as it is in itself. Something completely
primordial is at stake: the elevation of the phenomenal facts of the matter, in
relation to which, on the one hand, prior philosophy was burdened by cate-
gories drawn from natural science and, on the other hand, the critique of
knowledge based itself on Kant and was not free enough relative to the matter
itself to cut loose from the Kantian way of posing questions.

The question now is: What care motivates the shaping of consciousness as
the theme and, indeed, with the specific tendency of working on a clarification
in an epistemically critical sense? Let us recapitulate for ourselves the context
in which “consciousness” comes to be established as the thematic core. The
focus dwells on instances of knowledge, specifically scientific instances that
are designated in the sense stressed as consciousness-of-something: experi-
ences of meaning, including meanings of assertions of theoretical thinking.
From this vantage point, we also understand the priority which what is entitled
“consciousness” gains over all other experiences. In itself, it is, indeed, mon-
strous to designate love a “consciousness-of-something.” The care consists in
shaping the thematic field for theoretical knowing, just as it factically is as
science; for science insofar as it emerges as a possible context of achievement
in the culture and is laid claim to as the foundation of a culture grounded on
science. .

The tendency to work on consciousness in the sense of clarifying it in an
epistemically critical way makes this care even more evident. In what regard
is theoretical knowing posited? In regard to the knowing. The care is directed
at already known knowledge because knowledge is supposed to take over the
task of securing existence and the culture. The aim in phenomenological re-
search is for this care about already known knowledge to reach a basis in the
matter [sachlichen Boden], from which the justifiability of all knowing and
cultural being can become genuine [echs]. Even this distinctive explicitness
of care about already known knowledge, formally expressed by the phrase “it -
aims at the matter itself” [“es gehr auf die Sache selbst”], even this care about
the matter proceeds within a tendency that is completely determined. We will
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- - have an opportunity to examine the maxim “to the matters themselves”!? since
the most narrow-minded dogmatism can hide behind it. By means of these
more formal hints, care is merely determined at first as care about already
known knowledge, led back to a basis in the content of the matter, a basis on
which the work of securing is founded.

We are obliged to show that this care is in fact at work. Let us try, not to
speak through Husserl’s work in detail, but instead to listen to it where it
speaks of itself, where it articulates itself critically in contrast to contemporary
philosophy. Every proper criticism, which takes its stand in the matter itself,
as such shows, in the way and manner it defends itself against something,
what is at issue for it.

§ 7. Husserl’s polemic with contemporary philosophy in the essay
“Philosophy as Rigorous Science” and the care about already known
knowledge at work in it. The general aim of this essay

This sort of polemic with contemporary philosophy is available to us in Hus-
serl’s “Philosophy as Rigorous Science.”!! This work comes ten years after
the Logical Investigations. In the interim, phenomenological research had
come to be clarified further, so much so that this research could be shaped
systematically and inserted into the work of philosophy. As for the specific
care that we determined to be characteristic of setting the field of conscious-
ness apart, we will have to look and see whether this care is actually ex-
pressed. The examination will open up for us yet a further horizon of the
matter.

Possibilities of concern can serve at the same time as clues to establishing
what is under that care. Possibilities of care can be characterized as follows
(see above p. 43). A specific care has the peculiar character of 1. disclosing
and bringing into the realm of existence what it revolves around; 2. explicating
concretely what has been disclosed in the manner in which it is there; 3.
holding on in a definite manner to what has been explicitly elaborated; 4.
committing itself to what has been held onto, that is to say, making specific
principles from what has been held onto as normative for the objects of con-
cern of other cares; 5. losing itself, setting what is in its specific care up so
unconditionally that every sort of care is principally motivated by it.

10. E. Husserl, Logische Untersuchungen. Zweiter Band: Untersuchungen zur Phinomenol-
ogie und Theorie der Erkenntnis. I. Teil (I—V. Untersuchung), dritte Auflage. (Halle an der Saale
1922), Einleitung, op. cit., § 2, S. 6.

11. E. Husserl, “Philosophie als strenge Wissenschaft” [Philosophy as Rigorous Science]. In:
Logos. Internationale Zeitschrift fiir Philosophie der Kultur. I/3 (1910/1911): 289-341.
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If a care is itself explicated in terms of the aspects mentioned, then it also
provides an access to what we designate as a care’s specific restlessness.

If we conceive phenomenology in terms of the concrete breakthrough that
it makes with Husserl, we then gain some insight into factual constants of a
thoroughly positive nature in the context of this seemingly critical consider-
ation. The result of the interpretation to be conducted should be given from
the outset. The concrete care that leads to shaping consciousness as such as
the thematic field, holding on to it, and setting it up principally as the further
theme of philosophy is care about already known knowledge and, indeed,
such that the knowing of knowing is identified and identifiable from a defin-
itively secured basis. With Husserl’s essay in hand, we will now have to
establish that a concrete care about already known knowledge is in fact the
general motivation for the distinctive role that consciousness plays. For this
purpose, the general aim of the essay will be characterized first.

As the title says, the aim is not somehow to project a program but instead
generally to sharpen consciousness for the idea of a philosophically rigorous
science. Underlying the essay is the conviction that even the idea of a phi-
losophy as rigorous science has been lost, so that the essay is faced with the
task of first bringing this idea itself to light and then lending it the proper
impact by putting forward concrete parts of such investigations and their
method. The task posed is accomplished, not in a thematic presentation, but
instead by way of a critique. It is directed first at a falsification of the idea
of philosophy in general and then at an enfeeblement of this idea. This con-
ception is suggested by an historical distinction. In the modern era from Des-
cartes to Kant and in part even in the case of Fichte, a specific idea of scientific
philosophy is vital. Immediately after this, the idea of a scientific philosophy
underwent a weakening in Romanticism. To be sure, it is necessary thereby
to acknowledge the peculiar fact that Hegel had this same hope of finally
making philosophy into a scientific philosophy and that what matters to him,
just as it does to Husserl, is making philosophy teachable. Husserl makes
Romantic philosophy responsible for a reaction that can be characterized a)
as naturalism and b) as historicism.

A twofold ruination of philosophy in the sense of a rigorous science ensues
from these two tendencies, insofar as they dare to break into the field of
philosophical labors. For the idea of philosophy here, the guiding criterion is
formally whether philosophy has come so far that it can lay down an objec-
tively communicable, doctrinal content that is binding for all times. To the
extent that it cannot; it is not a rigorous science. (By way of supplementing
these remarks, it is noteworthy that today Husserl has a much more positive
attitude towards Fichte as well as Hegel and would no longer write these
sentences agamst speculative idealism.)
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We have to transfer the examination’s center of gravity to the inquiry that
concerns us. We want to get clear about the character of being of conscious-
ness as the theme of philosophy. It first needs to be shown that the care
mentioned is at work in the elaboration of “consciousness” as the thematic
field. Attention must be directed at the critique and it must be asked: 1. What
does the critique look like? a) Against whom is it directed? b) In what way
is the critique in this direction conducted? 2. What motives lie behind this
critique? Why precisely are naturalism and historicism themes of critical con-
sideration and why are they such themes in the way characterized, a way that
is to be designated a clarification of the problems? 3. How does it become
apparent from these motives what actually matters to the critique, the care
that is at work in shaping the critique with respect to its means? 4. In con-
nection with the characteristics of the care of knowing given thereby, we have
to look and see to what extent this specific care explicitly stands out in the
essay. 5. Finally, we have to consider how, on the basis of the care thus
identified, consciousness is determined with respect to its character of being.
At the same time we will see the limits of our examination. By restricting
ourselves to Husserl’s essay exclusively, we are not in a position to learn why
at all it came to this, that consciousness became the theme of philosophy.

§ 8. Husserl’s critique of naturalism'
a) Naturalization of consciousness

What does the critique look like and against whom is it directed? Against
naturalism and historicism. We have to make clear to ourselves how in general
the expression “naturalism” comes to be coined and what one has in mind
when something is designated as such. Naturalism coincides with the discov-
ery of nature. Analogously, historicism grew out of a discovery of history.
The discovery of nature in question is the discovery of it as the object of a
special science, the mathematical science of nature. Naturalism is a conse-
quence of this discovery of nature. That is to say, the type of being and object
in the context of nature becomes the guide to the content in comprehending
every sort of being and objectivity. Accordingly, the specific rigor of the
mathematical science of nature serves as the criterion for every domain of
being and epistemic determination of it. The question is the extent to which
a determinate idea of a science and object of this sort has in fact expanded

12. For §§ 8~12, see E. Husserl, “Philosophie als strenge Wissenschaft,” op. cit., Naturalis-
tische Philosophie [Naturalistic Philosophy]: 204-322.
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to the thematic field of philosophy, in what sense the objective field of phi-
losophy and its method are subjected to the idea of the mathematical science
of nature.

The basic character of this science, apart from its rigor, is distinguished by
the fact that its results can be formulated in laws. A law-likeness [Ge-
setzméiffigkeit] that is scientific in the eminent sense is called “universally
binding.” The binding character of these propositions is so predominant and
at the same time so imposing in human existence that it presents the genuine
motive that leads to absolutizing the idea of this science. This nature is not
something alien to philosophy since philosophy early on had a tendency to
the sort of lawfulness [Geserzlichkeif] that one can formulate as a normative
determination [Normierung]. It is thus no accident that a science that has
elevated itself to such rigorousness, as natural science has, makes this task its
own and that the specific objects of philosophy succumb to natural science.

The first aspect of the effect of naturalizing philosophy lies in the fact that
this same naturalist tendency leads to the naturalization of consciousness.
(This juxtaposition of the idea and consciousness points back to Descartes.)
How does it come to the naturalization precisely of consciousness, and what
does that mean insofar as philosophy’s task is to establish the sorts of law-
fulness pertaining to modes of behavior in terms of their meaningful connec-
tion? The task arises of acquiring the legitimate grounds for the fact that
something like consciousness speaks of an object as actually being and iden-
tifies it as such. For this justification of the legitimacy of the claims and acts
of consciousness, there is need for a study of these connections themselves.
A critique of knowing is needed. Being that has the character of the soul or
mind [seelische Sein], regarded as {part of] nature, is determined in the sense
of natural scientific categories. The uniform organization of this misunder-
standing is what one can designate as experimental psychology, insofar as it
lays claim to being significant in a fundamental [grundsiitzlich] way. It never
entered into Husser]’s mind to say something against experimental psychology
as such. [What he does oppose is how] ideal laws are reinterpreted into the
sorts of lawfulness pertaining to sheer processes of consciousness. This is
done not only in the domain of thinking, but also in the domain of voluntary
action. The norms valid here are also reinterpreted into laws of psychological
processes. Husserl explicitly stresses that the laws of formal logic make up
the exemplary index of all ideality.!3

13. Tbid., 295.
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b) Naturalization of ideas

Next to the naturalization of consciousness, a further falsification of the idea
of philosophy as rigorous science lies in the naturalization of ideas. For the
explanation of the “idea,” see the concrete investigations in the Logical In-
vestigations, which are concerned with meanings. These are seen as ideal
unities in contrast to the multitude of acts that realize them in meaning some-
thing. This unity of the sense is an ideal unity of validation. On the basis of
this ideal unity of propositions, completely determinate modes of lawfulness
of their own sort arise. The philosophy that looks on everything as natural
science reinterprets this specific lawfulness of the sense into a lawfulness of
the natural course of the process of thinking: the lawfulness of norms and
ideas is reinterpreted into a lawfulness of the course of thinking. The idea,
the lawfulness of ideas, is not seen at all. The critique at work in natural
science is the sort of critique that is made in the course of achieving knowl-
edge in natural science with its focus on the matters involved. As a critique
in natural science, it is the sort that is bent on the facts of the matter under
investigation. It is absurd, Husserl says, that the critical possibilities of an
individual science should include the possibilities of investigating this science
purely insofar as it is science. In the latter sort of investigation, a completely
fundamental change of object has taken place. Mistaking this niveau is what
enabled natural science to claim for itself the solution to epistemological prob-
lems and, as a result, to block the path to bringing the specific sort of object
that “consciousness” is into view as such, and to clarifying from this vantage
point the set of problems that knowledge and acting pose as being in their
OWn right.

In the examination, the critique of naturalism was intentionally isolated
from the critique of historicism. The latter will occupy us later and free up
the view for a series of new facts of the matter.

Naturalism is, first, naturalism of ideas; second, naturalism of conscious-
ness. [It is] the ideal connection of ideal laws which, when viewed with respect
to life’s modes of behavior, can be designated as various sorts of normative
lawfulness to which the disciplines of theoretical science, axiology, and prac-
tical science correspond. The ultimate constant factors, in which these sorts
of normative lawfulness are grounded, are ideas. It is characteristic of natu-
ralism not to see the ideas, to be blind to ideas. Consciousness is the genuine
theme of the critique, consciousness as a theme for epistemological treatment.
There is a question whether the natural scientific method can in principle be
expanded, the question of how it is in a position even merely to understand,
let alone to justify the legitimacy of the exertions of consciousness.



50 Introduction to Phenomenological Research

c) Nature’s being as experimental psychology’s horizon

Let us ask: In what way does the critique seek to demonstrate that naturalism
falsifies the impulse towards rigorously scientific philosophy? The clue to an
answer is the following. If it turns out that natural science with its own means
of positing objects and working in general cannot attain philosophy’s field of
problems, then any philosophy making use of this natural scientific method
in any way is thereby doomed. Experimental psychology is nothing other than
a scientific discipline that, in its manner of positing objects and idea of law-
fulness, takes over the method of natural science.

A fourfold task presents itself: that of 1. characterizing the specific scientific
status of mathematical natural science; 2. characterizing the scientific tendency
of experimental psychology; 3. establishing philosophy’s domain of problems;
and 4. characterizing the discipline that treats this domain of problems satis-
factorily (the scientific status is characterized with a view to the adequate way
of seeing the type of object involved and then with a view to the type of
treatment motivated by that way of seeing it).

The object of natural science is nature as physical nature, as the unity of a
completely determinate, thingly being. As the basic character of this being, it
is given that each thing in the sphere of being is perceivable as identically the
same in a variety of diverse, direct perceptions. At the same time, this being
of the natural thing is of the sort that this identifiable sameness of it is per-
ceivable by a plurality of subjects. This thingly being is intersubjectively iden-
tifiable as being of a certain sort. Every one of these entities has, as one says,
its determinate properties in the temporal and spatial expanse of things and
stands at the same time in an entire complex of causal series. Each property
of a thing is nothing other than a possibility, following under a causal law, of
specifically regulated alterations of this thing in the context of nature as a
whole. Thus, each thing is principally determinable in the context of nature
by going back to the functional connection of relations among things. This
specific thingly unity is exhibited in appearances.

This distinctive being of nature is the unarticulated horizon into which the
facts of the matter are gathered that this psychology vaguely and arbitrarily
takes up from the tradition: fantasy, perception, representation. These basic
phenomena do not themselves then become psychology’s theme but instead,
in connection with them, the facts of the matter are worked over in such a
way that determinate regularities and law-likenesses are pinned down. These
laws also bear within themselves the basic concepts from which they emerged,
but with the same lack of intelligibility and differentiation. This basic defi-
ciency of psychology is grounded in the predominance of the natural scientific
manner of examination which looks for regularities of events and skips over
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- the-appearing thing. Psychology accordingly overlooks the fact that its specific
domain is no such domain as that of natural science.

Today the objections made by Husserl already hold less since phenome-
nological work has penetrated into psychology and essential changes have
become evident. Nevertheless, the changes are such that there is no hope at
all of arriving at a new determination of psychology. The results of phe-
nomenological work and use of terms have merely been taken over, but there
is no purification of the science conducted from the standpoint of phenome-
nology.

d) The peculiar being of consciousness as the true object
of philosophy and the method of discerning essences
to acquire universally binding propositions

In contrast to nature’s being, consciousness has this peculiarity, that there is
nothing of the sort in it like an identity that is maintained in several direct
experiences. This is principally excluded from the domain of mental being.
Each perceptible experience is fundamentally [grundsdtzlich] no longer the
same, the moment it is allegedly perceived again. This nonidentifiability of
an entity with the character of consciousness goes so far that it also holds for
the same subject. The things of nature, by contrast, have an intersubjective
identifiability. That is the concrete basis for the fact that the being of the
mental is designated a “stream” and “flow.” These are not trivial, popular
labels; instead the reasons for them lie in the peculiar manner of being of the
mental itself. This mental being that is thus characterized in regard to its
perceptibility is principally the sort of being that does not exhibit itself via
appearances; instead it is itself thus, as it appears, the object. Philosophy’s
object is never nature, but instead always a phenomenon. It is noteworthy that
Husserl in the Logical Investigations, where he researches in a concrete, phe-
nomenological fashion, directly rejects the use of the term “phenomenon.”
This peculiar being “consciousness” is a monadic unity, a unity that is char-
acterized by the fact that it lies in a temporality that has a dually infinite
horizon. Each entity of this domain of being can be pursued in the direction
of an endless past and likewise in a futurity that is without end.

‘What method must correspond to the being of consciousness so that work
on consciousness yields a discipline that leads to universal and universally
binding propositions and an absolute objectivity? Insofar as this entity is a
domain of being that is not nature but instead a phenomenon, the method
cannot be that of natural scientific inquiry. Insofar as it is not nature, but has
something like an essence, the sole method that leads to firm results is that
of discerning essences. This method, and it alone, suffices for an examination
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of consciousness that gets at something other than a natural scientific, rule-
like regularity and its determination; the sort of examination of consciousness
that has the task of seeing ideal connections as ideal and bringing what it has
seen into binding propositions of the science.

§ 9. Clarification of the problems as purification and radicalization of their
bias. The care about securing and justifying an absolute scientific status

In the face of this critical consideration, let us now ask: What motivates this
critique, the manner in which it chooses its object and goes through it? How
are we to characterize this critical method itself at all? Husserl speaks of the
method as a clarification of problems.'*

The critique speaks against a naturalization in order to acquire a genuine
science of consciousness. Insofar as this clarification is critique, the very aim
and idea of a scientific treatment of consciousness is made into something
absolute. The decision [involved in making the critique] is thus at the same
time a decision for the relevant matter. In the course of this critique, what
matters is to acquire the possibility of a rigorous lawfulness, the sort of law-
fulness that is rigorously objective, binding, and identifiable. The move toward
genuine purification of the field of “consciousness” from every sort of matter
of fact, a purification that is the basis of a philosophy as rigorous science—
this move to a universally binding character is the already characterized care
about already known knowledge.

An experience can never be iterated as the same for a subject. The genuine
context of mental being is a succession of experiences, a succession regulated
by a specific temporality and having a dually infinite horizon. In relation to
the identifiability, one could say that it is intersubjectively identifiable insofar
as a being proper to the soul [ein seelisches Sein] can be understood unam-
biguously by a plurality of subjects. But it may not be equated with the
intersubjective identifiability of a thing of nature. This mental being [dieses
psychische Sein] is conceived by psychology, as far as its manner of being is
concerned, as coexisting with nature. Mental being is posited as grounded in
the being of nature. Each lawfulness is the sort of lawfulness of something
that is a matter of fact, and natural science has to do with various sorts of
matters of facts. The question is whether there is anything like the possibility
of making matter-of-factness as such intelligible by means of matters of fact.

We are not interested in the stance taken toward the being of nature and
that of the soul. What interests us instead is the question of what biases

14. Ibid., 297; see the Appendix, Supplement 8 (p. 227f).
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[Tendenzen] are at work in the critique of naturalism, the question of what
care guides both the choice of the object and the critigue. We maintain first
that the care out of which the choice of the object of the critique grows is
care about already known knowledge, care about securing knowledge on the
path of knowing the knowledge, securing and justifying an absolute scientific
status. Naturalism is subjected to critique because its set of problems and
method are bent on placing the normative lawfulness on a scientifically se-
cured basis by means of an exact scientific treatment of consciousness. The
critique is carried out in the manner of clarifying the problems. Problems are
taken up and, with that, a specific decision is also made about what is asked
and what the tendency or bias [Tendenz] of the interrogation is, a decision to
radicalize the bias that is at work in what is taken up. What matters to Husser]
is to bring the scientific bias to natural science radically to end. By taking up
the critique as a clarification of the problems, the critique has decided for the
scientific bias of naturalism. It is carried out in a purification in such a way
that all the factors capable of endangering the acquisition of an absolute ev-
idence and certainty are thrown out. This purification of the bias renders it
absolute.

1. Hence, we next have to envision what clarifying the problems means, in
order to see, from this vantage point, what the purification of the sets of
problems and methods of the naturalistic philosophy looks like and how at
every step care about an absolute scientific status is at work. 2. It is necessary
to see how the classification of the problems is taken over in a positive sense
from naturalism and how the specific inclination to it and to its method lies
therein. 3. It is necessary to see how the problem of knowing takes center
stage and, indeed, the problem of knowledge of physical nature; it is necessary
to see that this context of the problem thus provides the horizon for the theme
of “consciousness.” 4. It is necessary to see how in reference to certain fen-
dencies in history, these tendencies are drawn upon in a positive way.

§ 10. Clarification of problems

Ad 1. What is a problem? What possibilities lie further in a clarification of
problems? As we interpret more closely the context of the phenomenon of the
“problem,” we hit upon phenomena that will later occupy us in a fundamental
[grundsdtzlich] way from the ground up.

Problem is best rendered: theme [Vorwurf]. “Problem” is mostly identified
with “question.” A problem is a question developed and explicitly posited in
a specific manner. For illumination of the “problem” itself in its structure, we
see ourselves led back to a closer consideration of what a question is.
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a) The question and its structures

In a guestion we distinguish: 1. the interrogated; 2. what is asked; 3. the
regard in which it is asked, in relation to which the interrogated is interro-
gated—what is asked in regard to it; 4. the manner of the questioning itself,
that is to say, the actual claim of the answer. 5. On the basis of the basic
character of these factors we then understand the connection between question
and problem. We further distinguish: 6. how something like a question or a
problem is encountered, whether questioning is something lying around like
stones on a path—the manner of being of a “question”; 7. the discussion of
the possible modifications of the factors that are determining in a question;
the differences between what is interrogated and what is asked, between the
regard in question and the manner of the question; 8. the demonstration that
a specific method is decided on from the outset along with a question and a
problem; 9. the connection between a problem and the history of a problem;
10. the decisive analysis and interpretation of the question as a question in
the sense of a seeking. The question is a specific manner of seeking. Here it
is necessary to show that a “question” is not at all a theoretical phenomenon.
[Finally, we distinguish] 11. seeking as a specific care of existence; and 12.
care itself as a specific possibility of being of existence. Only from this vantage
point can it be decided what it means to opt for a “problem.”

In the concrete question “does an external world exist?” what is interro-
gated is the external world. What is interrogated can itself be brought more
or less explicitly into view in the question of the various possibilities into
which it is placed. The inquiry can give itself an account, more or less, of
what is actually meant by what is interrogated, for example, what “external
world” means in relation to a possible “inner world,” and so forth. It can,
however, also be the case—and that is the rule—that in such questions what
is interrogated is not regarded more closely. It is there, to be sure, as the
theme of the question but not from a perspective explicitly appropriating it.
Thus, what is interrogated is what is articulated by the question, in our case,
the external world.

By virtue of the question, what is interrogated is taken in a certain regard,
it is asked whether the external world is real. What is asked about is not the
external world but instead the external world’s being real. The question itself
accordingly articulates what is interrogated in a certain regard. Depending
upon how what is interrogated is itself intuitively envisioned, the questioning
shapes what is asked about as such. Hence, the regard in question is that in
view of which the external world is interrogated and, in this case, that regard
is its reality. To what extent is the regard in question explicitly appropriated? -
(“Regard” is what is meant in looking-upon something, the content in looking
upon something.) The same possibility of deception that already confronted
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" us in language lurks in the question. What is interrogated is interrogated in
view of something—in view of its being, in the case of the question that we
have taken as an example. What is asked as such is for the most part what,
without hesitation, we mean by “question.” In what is asked, therefore, what
is interrogated is interrogated as something. And this “as something,” in view
of which it is interrogated, is the regard in question; more precisely, what
occupies a position in this regard is what the questioning is about [das Wonach
des Fragens]. In a way analogous to what is interrogated itself, that regard is
more or less explicitly appropriated in the inquiry, e.g., the concept of “re-
ality” is more or less set down from the outset. The degree to which the regard
in question is elaborated and clearly accessible simultaneously determines the
possibility of highlighting the characteristic factors in what is interrogated
itself, e.g., the external world’s characters of being. It is evident without fur-
ther ado that the elaboration of the regard in question stands in an internal
connection with the elaboration of the observable characters of the question
itself. At the same time, what has been elaborated about the regard in question
presents the possibility of stamping a question into a dogmatic opinion, even
though it presents itself as a question.

Genuine questioning, in the sense of being bent on a decision about a
question, is determined on the basis of a genuine fendency toward an an-
swer—on the basis of how the answer is entertained, pursued, and laid claim
to. Characteristic possibilities in this regard are:

a) The tendency of the answer can go towards acquiring answers in the
sense of valid propositions. One pursues the answer as a proposition and,
indeed, as a proposition of the sort that, in providing the answer, enriches and
advances the treasure trove of valid truths and, as a so-called result, can be
installed and arranged in a realm of objectively valid items. All scientific
propositions, insofar as science is conceived as a system of objective propo-
sitions, are truths in this sense. Here there is a distinction in the sense that
the propositions as results are transitional propositions of the sort that, as
formulations of validities, they provide the further basis for further questioning
that takes these propositions themselves as its point of departure. But even
here the ultimate tendency of the answer is the tendency towards an ideal
possible connection of all valid propositions in general.

b) The answer to a question, however, can also have the fundamentally
different orientation that the answering in itself and, with it, even the question
are bent on bringing themselves, via the answering, into a specific basic re-
lation to the entity interrogated. Hence, they are bent, not on increasing an
identical stock of propositions, but instead on bringing the one questioning,
in his being, fo a being and domain of matters, quite possibly precisely be-
cause an internal danger exists of being pushed aside by such an entity. This
tendency of the answer, to bring one to an entity as such, allows for various
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possibilities. It can be that the very entity, to which the one questioning and
answering is to be brought, turns out in the course of the interrogating and
answering to be the sort of entity whose own sense of being itself is ques-
tionable, hence, the sort of entity that on the basis of its specific being de-
mands to be interrogated in such a way that giving answers, just like ques-
tioning, means nothing other than establishing determinations of the entity’s
being. This entails that the entity (the existence [Dasein}) doing the question-
ing fundamentally co-determines the being of the entity interrogated, and vice
versa. The answer disappears in this peculiar sense, it never gets hold of
itself, in contrast to the first case where it sets itself down as it were in
“objective structures.” In this type of questioning, the possibility exists that
the answer is an answer precisely when it understands how to disappear in
the right way. If the answer disappears and thereby to a certain extent frees
up the way to the entity, it remains in the mode of questioning. The answer
turns back into questioning. What we call questionableness is constituted by
the way this questioning turns back into ever new questioning. Nothing is
settled initially as to whether this peculiar questioning-and-answering refers
or not to the enrichment characterized above, in other words, whether it is
science or not. One would first have to agree on what sort of questioning and
answering is alone scientific. The point of departure of every question, every
development of access to things, is determined by these possible manners of
answering and the answer’s tendencies. It is not possible here to go into the
concrete discussion of this connection.

b) The problem and the factors of its being: clarifying the problem as a matter
of co-deciding on what is to be interrogated, what it is asked, the regard in
question, and the tendency of the answer

How does the problem stand in relation to the question? What kind of a
question is the problem? In the question, what is interrogated is co-posited;
it does not come any further to an explicit treatment. The problem is a question
posed, the sort of question that is explicitly regarded as needing and deserving
an answer, a question explicitly posed in accordance with tasks at hand. The
task-character and, indeed, the task-character for knowledge in the context of
research distinguishes a problem from an arbitrary question. Insofar as the
task is explicitly conceived in this problem, it is much more a matter of
proceeding further in answering. In posing a problem, much less time remains
to investigate what is interrogated in itself. It is characteristic for it to present
itself as something within which everything else is already positioned as well.
In this peculiar character of the problem’s being lies the necessity of obscuring
what is interrogated, an obscuring necessarily grounded in posing the prob-
lem. Every problem that is well known and discussed in public is not so much -
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* the sign of a thoroughly well-grounded character as it is instead a prejudice
of the most dangerous sort, since the problems are as such apt to obscure
.matters insofar as the problem hits upon the answer and depends upon what
is asked. In the context of the problem, what is interrogated is only interro-
gated as something traditionally faken up to be interrogated and only inter-
rogated in the regard in question, taken up with the problem itself.

Problems are mostly not present as explicit questions but instead as
question-words. They point to an understanding, attaching to the words, in
specific directions of questioning. The words traditionally carry the inquiry
in themselves. These problem-words and this peculiar type of existence of
problems can be objectified in the historical examination of them; one speaks
of a so-called “history of problems,” of “locations of problems,” “dominant
problem-interests.”> The Marburg school performed a particular service in
having awakened the sense for a vital examination of history (within the
framework of possibilities at the time), an examination that designated itself
then as a history of problems. For this examination of history, there is to a
certain extent a specific stock of problems, already discovered by Plato, Kant,
etc. From what has been said it should be obvious that there are problems
only for standpoints; for only then is some regard in question [Fragehinsichi]
held onto and laid down. A regard in question has in a certain sense become
explicit. There is a history of a problem only on the basis of an explicit,
philosophical standpoint. A truly neutral research, by contrast, is only familiar
with “matters” as possible sources and motivations for questioning and elab-
orating the regards in question. A final factor here is that, in each problem,
its method is given with it. Something gets settled about a delimited subject
of interrogation by means of specific concepts.

On the basis of these just discussed factors, i.e., the factors of the problem’s
being, it is not difficult to come to some understanding of what it means to
clarify a problem. Clarifying a problem means nothing other than getting a
grip on what is interrogated and what is asked as a task and doing so in and
with the question. That is to say, it means co-deciding on what is interrogated,
the regard in question, and the tendency of the answer. This applies, too, to
the critical clarification of the tendency of the problem of naturalism.

15. On “problem-history,” see W. Windelband, Lehrbuch der Geschichte der Philosophie.
Achte, unveridnderte Auflage [Textbook of the History of Philosophy, eighth, unchanged edition].
(Tiibingen 1919), IV; N. Hartmann, “Zur Methode der Philosophiegeschichte” [On the Method
of the History of Philosophyl, Kant-Studien 15 (1910): 459-485, passim. On “problem-
locations,” see N. Hartmann, Grundziige einer Metaphysik der Erkenntnis [Fundamental Features
of a Metaphysics of Knowledge] (Berlin/Leipzig 1921), 3, S. On “problem-interests,” see N.
Hartmann, “Zur Methode der Philosophiegeschichte,” op. cit., 482.
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¢) Husserl's clarification of the tendency of the problem
of naturalism through transcendental and eidetic purification
of consciousness. Absolute validity and evidence

In clarifying the problems of naturalism, Husserl decides on the specific object
and at the same time on an exact scientific manner of handling it. The clar-
ification consists in the following: the consciousness that has, along with other
things, been set down as the point of departure is clarified, as are, at the same
time, the regard in question and the tendency of the question. [This is] the
sort of tendency, proper to an exact scientific inquiry, towards what is clarified.
{It involves] a purification of the object and the manner of handling it. This
purification, which is a twofold one, should show us that the previously in-
dicated care about already known knowledge lives in it.

In what sense is consciousness purified, in order, as purified, to become the
object of a phenomenology of consciousness? Consciousness is posited as a
starting point in psychology in such a way that physical being is posited along
with it. All these positings of consciousness as a connection of experiences are
co-positings of nature. In order for facts to be understood in their being-
known, the sphere supposedly yielded by such knowing may not be of the
same character [as nature]. Consciousness must be purified of every admixture
of positings of nature. Nothing like a human being’s consciousness may be
posited in it [consciousness]. Husser] designates as “transcendental” this man-
ner of being free from every sort of positing of nature. This is the one way of
purifying the field of objects, purifying it in the sense of suspending every sort
of positing of nature. The field of consciousness is, in its being, no sort of mat-
ter of fact. That this entity is an individual, unique entity is, nevertheless, not
suspended. In spite of all transcendental suspension of nature, the being of
consciousness is an individual uniqueness of the stream of experience.

Is there a method of working on the transcendentally pure consciousness
in such a way that the determinations emerging within it have intersubjective
validity? What Husserl characterizes as knowledge of the essence satisfies this
demand. Here, too, it should be noted that the idea of knowledge of the
essence grew out of a specific critical delimitation of natural science. This
purification is the so-called eidetic purification of consciousness. In this two-
fold tendency toward purification, the transcendental and the eidetic, the care
involved is at work to secure a field of objects that makes it possible to acquire
absolutely binding determinations.

By means of the transcendental reduction, the theme is first obtained, in
relation to which the question can arise: How is a science related to this theme
possible? What sort of manner of comprehension must there be for a science -

to be able to establish itself? What manner of comprehension satisfies the idea
of absolute justification?
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If one keeps in mind the context of the development of phenomenology
purely historically, then it is apparent that in the Logical Investigations there
.was as yet no talk of perceiving essences. In the Second Investigation some-
thing like a theory of abstraction surfaces, a phenomenology of comprehend-
ing the universal, a phenomenoclogy that investigates the consciousness of the
universal solely in the sense of the experience of things and matters. By this
means, nothing in principle is settled as to whether such comprehension of a
species can be carried over, without further ado, to any field of objects. Yet
this expansion occurs in the sense that it is said that comprehension of es-
sences is the only sort of comprehension by the transcendentally pure con-
sciousness, within which propositions binding for all eternity emerge.

It is thus apparent what the decisive- motives are from which the care
springs, the care to secure and maintain an absolute scientific status in relation
to the transcendentally pure consciousness. Whether Husserl’s declaration that
he is determining something about every sort of consciousness, even God’s,
is justified remains to be decided.'® The essential, scientifically decisive move
within the scientific tendency is a move that Husserl makes as well. Posing
the problem in a purified way is, in spite of this, still naturalism.

With regard to the designation “transcendental,” attention should be paid to
the necessity, as far as Husserl’s work is concerned, of distinguishing between
what it is determined as and established as purely terminologically, and what
he accomplished in his actual work. This distinction was not made and he
was completely misunderstood because the Ideas were viewed only in con-
nection with contemporary philosophy. By attending only to these aspects,
one prevents oneself from being able to see what is decisive. What is essential
is that here something in general was done, that the matter was advanced.
The self-interpretation is unimportant. Where something is actually done, it
is mostly the case that the one doing it does not realize at all what it is about.

§ 11. Order of the inquiry and clue to the explication
of the structure of all experiential connections

a) Orientation toward connections among disciplines:
philosophy as a science of norms and values

A second factor that makes this care about already known knowledge apparent
is closely connected with the first and is evident from the order of the inquiry.
The first factor is the idea of absolute validity and evidence. The entire context
of the inquiry runs within a definite framework that is oriented to disciplines

16. E. Husserl, Ideen I, 156f.
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and connections among disciplines. In place of natural science a new science
is supposedly grounded. It is not asked whether such a discipline has any
sense at all. Setting up a discipline is guided in turn by an interest in having
a discipline; indeed, the fundamental discipline of philosophy is supposed to
be acquired. Thus, the discipline that steps into the place of natural science
is supposed to become the fundamental discipline of philosophy which is itself
again there as the unity of the disciplines. The entire concept of philosophy
is oriented to this unity of disciplines for which, as sciences of norms, a
grounding discipline is acquired.

In this connection a further traditional constraint of phenomenology pre-
sents itself, a constraint that here, too, aims at a rigorously scientific status:
namely, the conception of philosophy as a science of norms and values. In
the entire essay that has been discussed, nothing is said about the object;
instead purely the idea of a discipline of it is carried out. Care about already
known knowledge shows itself in this effort to attain a new scientific status.
Interest in the matter itself is not even mentioned, except insofar as it is the
sort of matter that allows for something of this sort.

b) Theoretical knowing as the clue

The third factor is given in the fact that the inquiry of philosophy and the
entire critique does not take its leads from anything like a fundamental [grund-
sdtzlich] structure of consciousness. Instead it takes its leads from the class
of experiences proper to theorerical knowing and, indeed, it-is the clue to the
explication of the structure of every connection among experiences. Practical
consciousness is always treated by way of analogy. “Something analogous
obtains also for evaluating and acting.”*” Hence, theoretical knowing enjoys
the primacy, but not somehow in the sense that it is first asked: What is the
primordial phenomenon of theoretical knowing? Mathematical natural science
is made, as prototype, into the foundation without further ado. The so-called
humanities are always determined only on the basis of the contrast to the
natural sciences, in relation o the laster, by virtue of being-different. The idea
of science is prefigured by the idea of mathematics as science. Once again
[there is] a purely formal orientation to the factor of validity. Even the type
of validity of norms is viewed from the standpoint of the utterly theoretical:
“The formal-logical principles are the exemplary index of all ideality.”'® Thus,
we may consider it demonstrated, on the basis of these four characteristic
factors, that in this entire inquiry care about already known knowledge is in
fact what guides the inquiry, providing the problem and sustaining it.

17. See E. Husserl, “Philosophie als strenge Wissenschaft.” 290.
18. Ibid., 295.
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§ 12. Characteristic factors of care about already
known knowledge in Husserl’s critique of naturalism:
back-flash, falling-prey, pre-constructing, ensnarement, neglect

In addition to the factors already mentioned, let us now further ask what this
care itself looks like, what characteristic factors are invoked precisely for this
concrete care. The care about an absolutely binding character, in its manner
of guiding the critique and positive work, shows a characteristic factor, a
phenomenon that may be designated a back-flash [Riickschein]. This peculiar
phenomenon as a character of care lies in the fact that what stands in its
care—the objectively binding character that is supposed to be procured—is
vitally at work in the care’s own concrete being itself, in such a way that
everything entering into the care’s field of view is more closely determined
from the standpoint of zhis object of concern [this thing taken care of: Be-
sorgte].

Everything that the previously characterized care about already known
knowledge places among its interconnected tasks is seen in the light of this
care. Each question, each matter is taken up from the outset in terms of this
specific orientation. Husserl says literally: “The idea of science is, indeed, all-
encompassing; thought in terms of its ideal completion, it is reason itself.”*
This sentence is of a scope that can perhaps not be completely taken in at
first. The back-flash of the object of concern upon everything that the care is
involved with is a characteristic moment of care insofar as it is characterized
as knowing nothing of itself.

In caring of this sort there is a peculiar nonexplicitness, in that the care
falls prey to the object of its concern. The care as such has no time for any
sort of deliberation as to whether what it is preoccupied with is not in the
end determined by it itself. This manner of being pulled in a nonexplicit way
by itself is expressed in the character of the back-flash just discussed. What
we come to know as falling prey to the care enters the picture.

This nonexplicitness that makes it possible for care to be self-absorbed has,
nevertheless, a specific explicitness: that of pre-constructing as a peculiar mir-
roring [Widerschein] given with it itself. The care is inexplicit insofar as it
lives for the object of its concern; yet it has a peculiar interpretation of itself
in the form of a systematic program. It fashions for itself a meaning and a
sense and an interpretation through the program that it pre-constructs for itself
in a completely formal manner. By means of this pre-construction, the care
provides itself a quite specific tranquility [Ruhe] and the certitude of an ob-
jectively binding accountableness. Through this sort of pre-constructing of
what it is concerned about, the care fashions for itself its specific explicitness.

19. Ibid., 296.
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The care is in need of a specific tranquility in order to expend itself entirely
on the object of its concern. At the same time, via this pre-constructing, the
possibility of the back-flash is heightened. The certitude with which every-
thing is given in the sense of the program (and violence is done in this sense
to history in its entirety) increases with the development of the pre-
constructing as such. The back-flash reaches so far that the possibility of a
concrete ethical life is made dependent upon the presence of an ethics as an
absolutely binding science. The back-flash’s own possibilities of effecting mat-
ters are fortified by the pre-constructing. All the tasks that must be completed
in the future are prefigured, and everything encountered is determined by the
idea of this prefiguring and determined in this direction as belonging in the
program.

If one pursues these factors of the back-flash, the pre-constructing, and that
characteristic explicitness of the care, something primordial becomes evident,
something that underlies this phenomenal connection, a basic phenomenon
that is not merely proper to the care but that we will come to know as bound
up much more intimately with the character of existence’s being. I have in
mind the ensnarement, the way that the care, insofar as it lives for the object
of concern, is what it is precisely by virtue of the fact that it ensnares itself
in itself. Thanks to this ensnaring of itself in itself, care comes to determine
each and every thing from this standpoint.

This self-ensnaring makes for the fact that everything that crosses the path
of the care is cared for in such a way that what is not cared for is not simply
merely not there but instead is cared for as something that does not have to
be there. We see in the ensnarement a further phenomenon that may be des-
ignated neglect. Each care qua care neglects something. That is nothing that
is imposed on care from the outside. What is neglected is precisely what the
care itself claims to take care of. We must try to envision this phenomenon
for ourselves concretely. We have to examine what sort of phenomenon the
neglect proper to the care about already known knowledge is, whether it ne-
glects something precisely in the midst of what it claims to take care of. Let
us, therefore, ask: What neglect is it that can be seen in this concrete care?
By pointing out a specific neglect and, indeed, as neglect on the part of this
specific care, we gain a new confirmation of the care-character of this care.
We will complete the task of establishing this characteristic neglect by inves-
tigating the second part of the Husserlian critique, the critique of historicism.
We must examine the extent to which a specific neglect on the part of this
care can be located in this critique. To this end, we must first ascertain how
the neglect already becomes evident here in the critique of naturalism. Only
from this perspective will we see that the neglect is not somehow like for--
getting. We will see that what is neglected is neglected in the sense of the
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care. The neglected is not forgotten but virtually banished. The care defends
itself against what it neglects.

. The theme is consciousness and, indeed, the lawfulness of every possible
behavior. This lawfulness is, as such, an ideal lawfulness. It is grounded in
the idea that it ought to be secured as a normative lawfulness in such a way
that a thoroughgoing and absolutely objective normative determination of the
entire existence of humanity is attained. The task of the normative science is
set up with the aim of regulating and consolidating human existence, i.e., the
culture, by means of securing that science. In the foregoing considerations
[by Husserl], there has never been any talk of what is supposed to be nor-
matively determined; the entity subjected to the normative determination is
never placed under scrutiny in the same primordial sense. It is even said that
such phenomena as the “concrete I” and the “soul” are supposed to be put
out of play. Thus, what is supposed to be normatively determined does not
enter into the realm of the actual theme. If this should be a case of neglect,
as claimed here, this does not mean that what is subject to the normative
determination must be investigated so that the norm can be fitted to what it
is supposed to determine normatively. Rather, the claim is much more a matter
of principle. The sense of the norm and normative lawfulness cannot be es-
tablished as long as one does not envision what type of being is meant by a
normatively determined and determinable being. The possibility of normativ-
ity cannot be explained without being investigated as normativity for some-
thing and, that means, without the “for what” being investigated in terms of
its structure of being.

The reason, then, why this neglect is in fact present, the reason why the
idea of normative determination is discussed with an astonishing insouciance,
lies in the fact that the idea of the norm is drawn from a completely isolated
perspective that is in turn given in advance by the care about already known
knowledge. It is drawn from the fact of the matter of theoretical judgment. A
theoretical proposition is spoken. The spoken proposition is the basis for the
consideration in such a way that the difference between the occasional pro-
nouncement of the proposition and the valid sense of the proposition is
stressed. The latter is itself always objectively valid while, in contrast to it,
the concrete assertion of the judgment in reality changes. Everything that one
characterizes as the concrete pronouncement of the judgment is suspended as
a murky form of appearance of the valid. On this slight basis, the differenti-
ation of the valid idea and so forth is acquired and transposed, by way of
formalizing and analogizing, to every behavior suited to consciousness. In-
sofar as all interest is directed at the justification of such a validity, all research
into consciousness is so conducted that, from the outset, it disregards what is
supposed to be normatively determined. We have to learn to understand that
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this neglect is not simply an oversight, a failure to pay attention to something
that could subsequently be done, but instead that what is here neglected is
neglected in the manner of a concern for it [in besorgender Weise]. That is
the genuine sense of the critique of historicism.

§ 13. Husserl’s critique of historicism™

The question arises: How does history [Geschichte] enter at all into the field
of view in the context of the theme of consciousness? It was stressed that in
this entire period and even today philosophical inquiry is still principally
oriented to science and to disciplines. Hence, history is a theme for a science
or group of sciences, history as scientifically known, as an historical account
[Historie].

a) The different basis of this critique

By way of introduction, Husserl says that historicism is an overreaching of
specific, scientific ideas. The science of history, he says, has to do merely
with facts. Its object belongs to the empirical science of facts. At first it is
impossible to foresee how this question is supposed to have a connection with
the idea of a philosophy as a rigorous science.

Contemporary with the epistemology and so forth at the time, a philosophy
comes along that receives its impulse from Dilthey. In the course of his re-
search into the history of the human spirit, Dilthey arrived at basic insights
into the accounts given of history. According to Dilthey, the “formation of
historical consciousness” gradually leads to destroying belief in the existence
of an absolute philosophy, i.e., in the present case, belief in “consciousness-
of” as knowing.** The formation of historical consciousness, far more than
the discord among systems, is precisely what motivates the recognition of the
impossibility of an absolute philosophy. It should be said that this tendency
did not attain the level of clarification that it could have claimed and, as a
result, the Husserlian critique of historicism from the outset stands on a basis
different from that of the critique of naturalism. In the case of naturalism, not
only does a group of sciences, a theory of science, occupy a position in a
much more distinct and conceivable way, but Husserl’s interest is also pri-
marily anchored in naturalism’s group of sciences, while a thorough study [on
his part] of the other group is lacking. As a result, the analysis of how the

20. For §§ 13-14, see E. Husserl, “Philosophie als strenge Wissenschaft,” op. cit., Histori-
zismus und Weltanschauungsphilosophie [Historicism and Philosophy of World-view]: 323-341.
21. Ibid., 324.
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- Jatter group overextends the sense of science becomes precarious, the argu-
mentation more cautious, and at the same time such that it appeals more to
feeling than to absolute insights. This critique moves in the direction that has
Husserl saying: history, i.e., an historical account, can speak neither for nor
against the validity of ideas. Hence, the fact that there has been no philosophy
as a rigorous science up to now is no proof against the possibility of the idea
of this philosophy. The usual argument is drawn upon: historicism, thought
through to its logical conclusion, leads to relativism and this relativism to
skepticism.?

b) The neglect of human existence, in the deficient care,
care about absolute, normative lawfuiness

For us the leading question is how to understand consciousness in its char-
acter of being. This character becomes apparent, if we concretely envision for
ourselves the care that revolves around consciousness as a determinate field
of knowledge and if we ask what in consciousness this care is concerned
about. It is necessary to determine the care at work in Husserl’s critiqgue. Care
about obtaining an absolute certitude of knowledge is what determines the
entire critique in its selection and handling of themes. In our last discussion,
we happened to establish a fundamental factor of the care, a factor that was
designated as the neglect in every care. In order to understand this, it is
necessary from the outset to heed the fact that the neglect itseif is something
that is the concern of the care. Neglecting can be characterized as deficient
caring. A being is deficient if, in the manner of its being, it is detrimental to
what it is with and to what it, as an entity, is related. The neglecting is thus
itself a care and, indeed, a deficient care, in such a way, that the care cannot
come to what, in accordance with its own sense, it is concerned about.

One of the things that care takes care to do is to omit something, to leave
it out. It is inherent in care’s character of being, not merely simply to be, but
to have such and such definite possibilities. In the type and manner of neglect,
we encounter this peculiar movement that lies in the being of every care.
Neglecting is not simply a matter of leaving something out; instead, insofar
as the care has to do with the object of concern, it also has to do with the
object of its neglect. The care takes care that what is neglected remains gen-
uinely neglected and does not get in its way again (whereby, precisely in the
neglecting, something that it is allegedly concerned about remains as not ne-
glected). Care blocks its path to what it neglects so that it is in no way
disturbed in its neglect.

Let us, therefore, hold on to the following points: What is the object of

22. See the Appendix, Supplement 9 (p. 228).
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concern? An absolutely justified, binding character of the norm for the sake
of making it possible to shape the culture ideally as the genuine culmination
of the idea of humanity. The focal point is an alleged need of human existence,
a need that is supposed to be principally removed by the work on the absolute
certitude of the norms. Thus, human existence itself is also there in the sphere
of what is an object of concern. The question remains: What, then, is ne-
glected? In this care about the absolute certitude of the norm and, at the same
time, about elaborating a genuine lawfulness, the task of examining human
existence itself does not come up at all. Precisely what, as such, is supposed
to be secured does not enter into the theme of the examination. In the first
place, it does not enter into the theme in a principal way like everything else
does and, in the second place, it is dismissed as being of secondary impor-
tance, a cura posterior [second-order care]. The full weight of the care rests
solely on the normative lawfulness as such. What is neglected is what is the
genuine object of concern: human existence. There is no inquiry into what it
is; instead, the idea of humanity and the concept of the human being are left
in a routine sort of contingency. It needs to be shown in more detail what the
object of neglect looks like and how the caring is deficient caring, how the
care takes care not to let human existence approach it, how it takes care to
render human existence innocuous, and to keep it in this innocuous state.

§ 14. Critique of historicism on the path of the clarification of problems

Historicism is likewise considered in greater detail [by Husserl] on the path
of the clarification of problems. One should think at first that, in the discussion
of historicism, the concrete existence of the human being would be encoun-
tered. We will see that, through the very way that the question is posed, care
is taken that history as such does not come into view at all.

a) Husserl’s critique of Dilthey

In the course of the critique of historicism that is likewise made in the manner
of clarifying the problems, a specific world-view is taken up as Dilthey de-
veloped it. Indeed, Dilthey is drawn upon in such a way that he is covered
up with a catchword [Schlagworr] from the outset. In this critique there is no
possibility of even merely understanding Dilthey’s work positively in any sort
of sense. Insofar as this work is from the outset subsumed under the catchword
“historicism,” the critique proceeds by clarifying detrimental features in Dil-
they himself. In this critique of historicism, the obscurities are not clanﬁed :
but elevated into something that is a matter of principle.

In regard to the question of what historical existence as such looks like,
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- Dilthey himself failed because he did not have any possibilities of even posing
this question. In spite of this, it must be said that the tendency to interpret
‘him in view of any sort of normative philosophy, in order then to put him
down as a relativist, is utterly alien to what he is. One has to let Dilthey’s
work stand as it is. One should not judge him in view of the familiar and
usual ideas of philosophy. One has to learn to understand that his work is no
empty reflection on history and historical consciousness, that his work was
the work of giving an historical account and that in this work something like
the possibility of a new and distinctive consciousness of existence [Daseins-
bewufitsein] first gradually took shape. For Dilthey, life in history was itself
an existential possibility that he himself lived, albeit a possibility that did not
become totally clear to him since he himself is still caught up in the traditional
consideration of history, which I call the aesthetic consideration of history
under the idea of humanity. This leads to [Husserl’s] critique that, to its det-
riment, takes up the obscurities in Dilthey himself and takes them as the
occasion for refutations.

b) Historical existence as the object of neglect

If we look at it in a positive way, we may ask: What does the care about
already known knowledge neglect in the course of the critique of historicism?
Here it needs to be said that the characteristic factor of a back-flash makes
itself apparent in a decisive way in the critique of historicism. How does
history enter at all into the field of view? History enters as the thematic field
for a completely determined task of knowledge. The possibility of seeing
historical existence itself, of developing a primordial relationship to historical
being, is cut off from the outset. The question of what historical being as such
is cannot even appear within this clarification of problems.

History is set down as the object of the science of history, as a determinate,
uniform domain of facts. Insofar as the science of history has specific tasks
as part of its examination, history becomes material for the examination of
history with respect to these aspects. Historical existence is degraded to factual
material [Tatsachenmaterial] for a specific task. This task is characterized as
follows. From the concrete factual material of spiritual existence [geistigen
Daseins), the aim is to establish the many types of formations as formations
of meaning [Gestalten des Sinnes]. This examination of a formation has its
exact analogies in organic nature. In organic nature, too, there are possibilities
of establishing the morphological character of things. The idea behind this
consideration of history is a morphology or typology of historical events. As
material it moves even more into the role of the unimportant. The respective
individual is, indeed, merely the exemplary material for the type. Through
this entire development of the idea of an historical examination, historical



68 Introduction to Phenomenological Research

existence is completely degraded. Only as an object of the science of history,
does history enter into the field of view. The way to the historical as such is
cut off. Care about already known knowledge has excluded human existence
as such from any possibility of being encountered. History is degraded down
one more level as a fund of material and collection of examples for philo-
sophical notions. The tendency to get a grip on human existence is severed.

The neglect, the care in regard to what is neglected, is again evident from
the fact that it does not simply leave matters at that. Instead, history, thus
degraded, is then tolerated in this degraded state for the sake of posing the
question of its importance for the idea of a philosophy as a rigorous science
of an absolutely justified lawfulness. History is posited in a certain regard
without asking whether this regard has any sense at all. This way of posing
the question is presupposed. Thus it happens that what is conveyed in positive
work [in historical investigation] stands in no connection at all with the claim
to mathematical rigor as is demanded for the idea of such a philosophy. Pre-
cisely at decisive points, the rigor demanded is missing.

¢) Origin and legitimacy of the contrast between
matter of factness and validity

From what and with what right is the contrast between matter of factness and
validity drawn? With what right is this contrast set up as a fundamental
[grundsdtzlich] distinction for the entire consideration of entities?

Even within science Husserl distinguishes science as an objective unity in
terms of its validation [objektive Geltungseinheif] and science as a factual,
cultural formation. Each science is divided up in this way. Insofar as the
historical account has to do only with facts, this science intends to study them
only in their matter of factness. Hence, from the study of the history of phi-
losophy, from the study of the factual material, it is not possible to make out
what the science is as an objective unity in terms of its validation. On the
basis of this distinction, not only history but also the science of history is put
out of play as insignificant. A

The genuine point in question is that of the distinction between the factual
and the valid: 1. What is this distinction drawn from? 2. If it is drawn from
a determinate, concrete base, can it be extended to every formation of the
human spirit?

This distinction is drawn from theoretical behavior and judging. Distin-
guished therein are the judging behavior’s valid sense and its matter of fact-
ness. This distinction is made absolute. Here the neglect makes itself palpable
in an utterly fatal sense. A rigorous investigation of the matter is dlsregarded’ :
and a completely banal Platonism is resorted to.

This distinction is not invented by Husserl but instead pervades the entire
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- history of philosophy.?* The peculiar development of the history of the human
spirit [Geistesgeschichte] that begins at the outset of the eighteenth century
.and is designated “the development of historical consciousness” becomes
transparent in a concrete way for the first time in Dilthey. But he did not get
far because he lacked the training in method that was necessary as a prepa-
ration and because the possibility of handling the problem of history in a way
completely detached from the science of history remained hidden from him.*

The severing of the valid and the factual, in the state in which it dominates
in traditionally Platonizing philosophy, is simply taken over without the
slightest alteration. In the critique of historicism it is evident that the care and
what it is concerned about—absolute validity in the interest of shaping the
idea of humanity—put the existence of the human being and genuine inter-
rogation of it out of play.

d) The reproach of skepticism and the care revealing itself therein, care about
already known knowledge as anxiety in the face of existence

The critique delivers its main blow by bringing the argument from skepticism
to bear on historicism, the argument that all historicism, thought through “to
its logical conclusion,” leads to skepticism.?* We intend to consider the critique
first in three respects: 1. How does the care about already known knowledge
make itself evident? 2. How does this care’s peculiar need make itself evident?
3. How does the neglect reveal itself in it?

Care about already known knowledge is evident from the manner in which
its back-flash (in the back-flash there is always a relative blinding) validates
itself such that the position of historicism is interpreted in terms of validity.
It is claimed that historicism amounts to saying that truths are not in them-
selves valid but instead only taken to be valid by specific human beings for
a specific time. No attempt is made to see whether or not within historicism
there is a possibility of determining the truth otherwise. From the outset,
demands are made on the position in the sense that the critique itself chooses,
such that absolute validity and factically holding-something-to-be-valid are
placed in opposition to one another. The back-flash of the care is evident from
the fact that the idea of validity is posited from the outset as equivalent to the
idea of truth, such that it is said that if the idea of validity is not made
absolutely certain, then there is no science. It could be that the idea of absolute
validity is senseless and that science is possible in spite of this or rather
precisely for that reason. The entire Husserlian argumentation is a way of

23. See the Appendix, Supplement 10 (p. 228f).
24. See the Appendix, Supplement 11 (p. 229).
25. E. Husserl, “Philosophie als strenge Wissenschaft,” 324ff.
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purely and formally opposing a valid sense to a real, temporal sense. Within
these alternatives, no other possibility even appears on the horizon. On the
basis of its ensnarement, the care is locked up in what it is concerned about.
The critique thus becomes completely unfree.

In this line of argument, the peculiar need [Nof] of the care becomies pal-
pable. The demonstration proceeds in an utterly peculiar fashion. Following
upon the basic refutation is an appendix in which the genuine force behind
the argumentation is seen (“by this means, all the sentences that I now artic-
ulate will be false™¢). At this juncture, care about already known knowledge
takes a peculiar step: it appeals to what it neglects. In the demonstration, the
party to be refuted is shown what existence would be like if there were no
absolute validity. With a squinting glance at existence, one is made anxious.
In its greatest need, the care appeals to existence as something potentially
uncertain and appeals to it in order to bump the consideration back away from
it. At the juncture of the decisive blow in the form of an argumentatio ad
hominem, the critique explicitly takes into its care what it always neglects,
claiming for itself what it neglects. By holding out the prospect of a potential
existence in this uncertainty, he [Husserl] implicitly urges his readers not to
have any part in such an existence. That is the genuine, unspoken sense of
every argumentation that believes that, with skepticism, it can make for skit-
tishness. The care about already known knowledge is nothing other than anx-
iety in the face of existence.

e) The preconceptions about existence at work in this care

Quite definite preconceptions about existence are at work in this care, though
this seemingly radical critique does not give the slightest account of them.
Here only three preconceptions underlying the argumentation are enumerated:
1. that the human beings to whom this argumentation is directed are bent on
experiencing and preserving the truth at all costs; 2. that truth is validity; and
3. that truth and truth’s being can be proven through theoretical deduction
and, conversely, that the denial of truth can lead, through a theoretical deduc-
tion, ad absurdum.

Ad 1. Is it such a settled matter that human existence wants to become
acquainted with the truth at any cost? Or is it not much more important to
human existence to evade the truth and in the place of the truth to deceive
itself with a phantom? The question is not resolved and must be decided or,
better, if undecidable, then it must be leff open accordingly. Only by research-
ing human existence’s manner of being can anything be settled about this.
Moreover, what if it should even turn out that we today, precisely on the basis -

26. Ibid., 325.
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of traditional philosophy, are not in a position at all to make human existence
into a theme ontologically? Does the possibility exist at all of penetrating to
.existence?

Ad 2. Tt is presupposed that truth is validity (within the horizon of validity,
being-true—the truth is interpreted as validation. This is the phenomenon of
falling prey [Verfallsphiinomenon] theoretically absolutized into Plato’s
“ideas.”) Validity is a character of the articulated  proposition, the finished
knowledge, insofar as it has become public, that is to say, insofar as it is
oriented to communicability, transmission, and acquisition. Validity is the
manner in which the truth is here publicly. This peculiar aspect in which the
truth obtains publicly is so constituted that it has already given the truth away.
The alleged possession of a validity is not yet warranted at all by the fact that
a specific readiness of access to the entity that the “truth” uncovers is inherent
in truth. What is inherent in truth is not only the readiness of access but also
the possibility of sustaining the encounter of the entity in its primordial char-
acter; the primordial character of our interactions with the entity that we have
appropriated to ourselves [is what I mean here] since the entity gets lost again
and again precisely on the basis of the sort of possession of it that grinds it
down beyond recognition. The equating of truth and validity is not transparent
without further ado. Above all, it should be noted that truth, precisely insofar
as it is taken to mean validity, obscures the decisive problems of existence.
The question is whether the interpretation of truth as validity makes any sense
for historical knowledge. That becomes even more questionable in the case
of philosophical knowledge and utterly impossible in the case of the “truth”
of art and religion.

Ad 3. It is thus evident that where, in the deciding arguments, care about
already known knowledge battles against skepticism, it is bent on enabling
itself a constant flight in the face of existence itself. It takes care to look to
validity and to disregard the possible prospect of an uncertain existence. To-
day and always the critique of historicism has a particular cogency because
of a lack of clarity about the object of the critique itself, namely, because
skepticism explains itself with the means which, for its part, it combats. Skep-
ticism is a fruitful rebellion against the trivializing of philosophy; yet it is
itself a halfway measure. The division between skepticism and absolutism
regarding validation rests on a basis that has not been made clear and the
division is to be rejected as a whole. The difference between ideal and real
being is not only not identified, but is only drawn from a thoroughly limited
sphere in the most peculiar field, the theoretical field. The decisive guides,
the concepts of being and being-true, are not grounded in the way necessary
for a science that works towards ultimate identifiability. In this way, a fun-
damental [grundsdtzlich] neglect on the part of the critique and even of the
positive research becomes evident.
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This neglect can ultimately be corrected. Much more important than this
neglect is the manner in which the argumentation against skepticism ultimately
lands in trouble. It must be prepared to conduct an ad hominem argument.
The possibility of rigidly holding oneself to what is called “historicism” is
pursued to its final consequences and directed in such a way that the prospect
of an existence of a specific character affords itself. As a consequence of
historicism, the conclusion is necessarily reached that there perhaps no longer
is a principle of contradiction—that all propositions that we articulate are
false. With this prospect of an uncertain existence, the argument can leave
matters at that, on the self-evident presumption that those to whom the ar-
gument is directed renounce such a prospect.

The argument against skepticism presupposes further that in a decisive
sense it matters to human beings to preserve the truth. That is a sheer pre-
supposition relative to the existence of human beings that has not come into
view up to now. In this argumentation there is first this specific preconception
about human beings and then the conviction that truth is validity. Truth is
given as the validity of a proposition in its specific, public validity or lack of
validity. Even this quite secondary aspect is unsuited to serve as a guide. In
the decisive argument against skepticism, it is thus evident that care about
already known knowledge ensnares itself in itself-—that in the decisive mo-
ment it resorts to precisely what it flees.

§ 15. Making more precise what care about already known knowledge is

‘We have rolled out this entire examination of the question of the decisive care
underlying the critique so that we have a basis for concretely deciding the
following question: What character of being does consciousness have, the
consciousness that has been set up as the thematic field of phenomenological
research? How is this field obtained? Let us envision the care, in order to
experience in it and on the basis of the possibilities of its existence the sort
of being that the object of its concern has.

Before we proceed to the final way of answering this question, it is im-
portant that we make care about already known knowledge more precise for
ourselves and thus pose three further questions: 1. What does this care inter-
pret the object of its concern as? 2. What is the care about the matters them-
. selves that was earlier assumed to be the characteristic factor in the break-
through of phenomenological research? 3. In what sense is the care thus
characterized care about the rigor of science? These questions are connected
with one another. The way of answering the first prepares the way for the -
others.
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a) Care about justified knowledge, about a
universally binding character that is evident

Care about already known knowledge is directed at justified knowledge, at
ultimately valid knowledge that as such, with the circle of propositions and
unified complexes of propositions secured by it, constitutes the genuine basis
for all science. Care about already known knowledge is care about a knowl-
edge justified by knowledge itseif. This knowledge is taken, from the outset,
to be scientific knowledge. Care about already known knowledge is care about
a definite and ultimate scientific status and the scientific status is itself deter-
mined to be “binding on all rational beings.” A scientific status means a status
binding on every discerning person; care -about it is care about a universally
binding character that is evident. The characteristic element in this self-
interpretation is the fact that what is supposed to be known in this knowledge
is from the outset secondary. The care is primarily focused on fashioning any
possible, absolutely-binding sort of knowledge at all. Connected with this is
the fact that, in the concrete examination of science, science is conceived as
the unity of a set of problems and method. The care is directed at a questioning
that is secured in a definite way. The question itself as question, what ulti-
mately determines the question, decides the answer’s tendency toward the
proposition’s validity in the sense of apodicticity, prior to any interest in the
matter questioned. What is interrogated, the matter, first genuinely has its
genuine being through the elaboration and correct clarification of the question
itself. Thus, philosophy becomes the basic science in the sense that in it the
formation of ultimately valid propositions is supposedly enabled. There is
always only the one question: How can the scientific status with a universally
binding character be accomplished? The matters themselves are primarily en-
countered in this care as problems, as objective connections prefigured in
terms of determinate orientations of problems.

b) “To the matters themselves”: care about matters prefigured by a universally
binding character

Given what has just been said, the phrase “to the matters themselves” [“zu
den Sachen selbst”] can no longer mean here to envision the matters freely
from their own standpoint, prior to a determinate manner of question. Instead
it means enabling what is interrogated to be encountered within this set of
problems that is prefigured in a completely determined way. Even so, the
slogan “to the matters themselves” still has a certain primordial character
relative to the constructions of contemporary philosophy. But in view of the
sense of this philosophy that is most proper to it, one sees that this call
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emerged from a care that is unsuited to the matter. This call is nothing other
than the demand to lose oneself decisively in care about a universally binding
character, to envision for oneself only the matters prefigured in it, so that this
seemingly quite self-evident call “to the matters themselves” leaves outside
its purview the much more fundamental possibility of presenting the entity so
freely that solely the corresponding worthiness of the entity to be interrogated
decides what philosophy’s primary object is. Such a decision must free itself
up in itself for the possibility that this sort of knowledge has nothing to do
with an idea of science taken up from mathematics, but that perhaps only the
sort of decidability that proceeds from setting the matters free achieves the
genuine sense of knowledge.”

¢) Care about the rigor of science as derivative seriousness; the mathematical
idea of rigor, uncritically set up as an absolute norm

We are now prepared to investigate what the demand for the rigor of science
means for this science itself. Rigor is something procured in a specific seri-
ousness relative to a care. Insofar as being able to speak of the freely presented
matters is not primarily decisive, but the binding character and the possibility
of demonstrating it are, the seriousness concentrates on shaping this binding
character. Care about rigor in this case is the seriousness that is directed at
Justifiability and genuine justification.

Insofar as this seriousness is grounded in the thus characterized care, it is
a derivative seriousness. It lacks the primordial character that could bring it
to the point of risking everything such that first whar is known is recognized
as the determining factor. Not only here but in our entire history of science,
the mathematical idea of rigor has been uncritically erected as an absolute
norm.

This erection of an utterly contingent idea of rigor has issued in an entire
complex of questions, for example, “How is the science of history to be
brought up to the level of a rigorous science?” A science’s possibility of being
rigorous cannot be ascribed to it from the outside but instead must be taken
and formed from the science itself as a way of uncovering entities. The rigor
is not an empty idea but instead something concrete that shapes itself out of
the science itself.?

From the answers to the last three questions it is evident how the care
constantly ensnares jtself. On the basis of this character of being ensnared in
itself, we now understand the characteristic that we earlier laid down about
care, concerning which we made the following determination: each care seizes

21. See the Appendix, Supplement 12 (p. 229).
28. See thé Appendix, Supplement 13 (p. 230).
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“upon something, holds on to it, interprets it, commits itself to and finally loses
itself in the object of its concern. Ensnarement is a movement inherent in the
existence of care.

§ 16. Disclosing the thematic field of “consciousness”
through the care about already known knowledge.
Return to the historical, concrete instance of the care

Up till now we have basically merely made clear that care about already
known knowledge shapes the object of concern in the sense that it secures a
set of problems and a method directed at that object. Furthermore, we have
seen that the care about already known knowledge refers all possible ques-
tioning of a fundamental [grundsdtzlich] sort back to the thematic field of
“consciousness,” that care about already known knowledge binds itself to the
object of concern. We have seen how the care loses itself in the thematic field
of “consciousness,” not only insofar as this basic science of consciousness as
the establishment of an ultimate binding character is determined as a possi-
bility of the culture’s existence, but also insofar as the ultimate science of
consciousness is characterized as the fiygpovixov [fit guide] of human existence
in general, with the result that care’s specific way of being lost in the object
of concern [i.e., consciousness] reveals itself in this ultimate, basic point of
departure. We have not yet answered the decisive question of how care arrives
at this object of concern. Thus, we are faced with the further task of showing
that it is this care about already known knowledge that discloses this thematic
field of “consciousness.”

a) Care’s circumspection and aim

In order to understand this final demonstration, a brief preparation is neces-
sary, one that consists in making present to ourselves a factor of care that has
not been explicitly emphasized up till now and to do so solely with the help
of what we have already made out about care. If we remember a care’s neglect,
then it is easy to see how care’s circumspection, as we call it, is at work in
this peculiar manner of caring. Every care is, as such, a seeing. That it is a
seeing is not an external determination but instead is given with its being. A
-kind of sight is, along with other things, inherent in being in the sense of
being within a world. This kind of sight is there [da] as such in each manner
of humanly being (of existence [Dasein]), also in the basic manner of existing,
in care. This kind of sight has nothing to do with theoretical knowledge but
is, instead, a kind of accomplishment of existence’s basic constitution, one that
ought to be referred to as uncoveredness (see the end of the lectures, p. 218,
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and Part Two, p. 149). These phenomena reside in a primordial dimension
that is much more fundamental than what is handed down to us through
specific theories. Each care has its definite point of view and the point of
view is at work in the exercise of caring [Sorgensvollzug] as the respectively
performed circumspection [Umsicht] of each care, a circumspection that is not
contingent but is instead guided by what may be designated the care’s aim
[Absicht]. Each step of care is guided by this aim.

What needs to be shown is how the thus characterized care, by virtue of
the way it realizes its viewpoint, discloses something specific that is to be
taken care of [or with which it is to be concerned: zu Besorgendes], how the
care about already known knowledge thereby in fact discloses the thematic
field of “consciousness.” Decisive for us is how the care about already known
knowledge in general acquires its specific, thematic field; to what extent the
care about already known knowledge is suited to disclose and to sustain some-
thing like the thematic field of “consciousness.” The understanding presup-
poses an orientation regarding a basic peculiarity of all caring, namely, that
it is caring with a certain kind of sight, that it has the object of concern in
view in some sense. Caring’s kind of sight is a character that is given with
existence itself. Existence as being in a world (being-in) is being that dis-
closes. What is expressed by the phrase “in a world” is not that two objects
are related in some way to one another but instead that the specific being of
what is alive is grounded on having the world in the manner of taking care
of it. We designate this orientation of an entity insofar as it lives, that is to
say, insofar as it is in its world, as a kind of sight. Each care lives in a
determinate point of view towards what it takes care of. The sphere of what
is to be taken care of is seen by the care through various possibilities of
seeing peculiar to it; possibilities which, for their part, are guided and led by
the way of looking upon what is to be taken care of, by the aim.

b) Descartes’ research as a factically-historical, concrete instance of the care in
its disclosing of the thematic field of “consciousness”

The task now arises for us of understanding something even more primordial,
namely, how a specific care that is determined by what it looks towards, its
aim, can disclose something that can be taken care of, in other words, how
care about a universally binding character as such discloses and works on a
field of being. Indeed, initially the care about a universally binding character
is not related to a specific field of being at all. The question is how the
formation of the care leads it to see what it should be decisively concerned
about in a specific domain of being towards which it steers itself. '

Each care is, in its being, factical care, that is to say, the factical, concrete
instance of its being is inherent in what the care is. Togethe