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PREFACE

Phenomenology is one of the important philosophical
movements in the twentieth century. Within the field of
phénomenology, ohe encounters again the-traditional problem
of the relaticonship betweeg'epistemology and ontology --
though in a new form. Husserl characterizes“his phenome-
nology as a transcendental philosophy of consciousness.

But, as A. de Waehlens remarks, "On ne trouvera gudre, dans

tout Sein und Zeit, dix lignes relatives 3 la ‘structure de

la connaissance sensible" (1951:371). "Or, on ne trouve pas

dans Sein und Zeit trente lignes sur le probléme de la

perception, on n'en trouve pas dix sur celui du corps"
(Ibid:2). Then, what is the relationship between Heidegger'é_
fundamental-ontology and Husserl's phenomenology? Is
Husserl's phenomenclogy of transcendeétal consciousness
necessarily incompatible with Heidegyer's hermeneutical
bhenomenology? In spite of Ernst Tugendhat's lucid analytical
presentation of their concepts of trutﬁ, anélmichael Theu-
nissen's critical contrast of their doctrines of intersub-
jectivity, the relationship between Husserl's 9nd ﬁeidegger's
pPhenomenological has remained unclear. In the present work,

I shall try to thematize the exact relationship between these *
two types of phenomenology through the comparative study of’

Husserl's and Heidegger's theories of individuation.

n
" .
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ABSTRACT - ' \

Individuatiqﬂ is a centuries-old problem. It is

concerned with the thematization of the principle

constitute an individual ﬂéi individual and thexreb
| ' distinguish it from every other individual.

Husserl and Heidegger have deve}oped‘thei; theories
"of individuation within their respective phenomenological

' - frameworks. Their coéontributions to the problem of indivi-

duation are less well-known because Husserl's manuscripts

on this problem are mainly not yet published and'secondly,

Heidegger's explicit formulation of his theory of indiv%duation .
can énly be found in his "Marburg‘Leq}ufes“. -
our work we attempt to "reconstruct” systematically
thegse/ two phenomenologists' theories of tﬁe individuation
~ of éhings and of the ego. 1In addition to an expository-
presentation of their theories, we try to analyze their

presuppositions, discuss their limitations and make a

)

comparison in order to show that there is a positive rela--
. - tionship between these theories.
According to Husserl, objective space aﬁ@xghjective
time are principles oF the individuation of things. But for
Heidegger the principles of the individuation of things ére

rather the "Zeugcharakter" and "Zeugzusammenhang”. Since

Husserl understands "things" primarily as real objects or

vii




thinés present-at-hand, and in Heidegger's early thought
Jthings“ means fundamentally tools or things ready-to-hand,
. » - .
we argue that Husserl's theory of the individuation of things’
and Heidegger's are not only not iqcompatible but rather .
complementary with each other. Indeed, it will be shown
that while the underlying idea oﬁ the individuation of things
bresent-aﬁ-hand is "Einma%igkeit“, that of things ready-to-
- hand is “servicéability".

in Husserl's theory of the ego éne_can-not only find e
the separation betweéﬁ the empirical and the transcendental
fego but also theréfstinction betweén the non-ultimate‘ana
.. thé absolute primal ego within the transcendental dimension.
Corresponding to this hierarchy of the concepts of the ego. there
_are different sets of~p¥inciélés of the individuation of the
ego.- However, since the primai-Ilis beyond the intuitive
grasp of reflection, its individuation can merely remain
as an "Urfaktum”. . . ’

Since Heidegger érounds the possibility and the necessity
QF thg_individuation of Dasein iﬁ temporaliﬁy, tiﬁe is the
principle 6f the inaividuatiOn of the ego. Owing to the formal;

~character of time as principium individuationis, Heidegger

-

has to concgetize it into the phenomena of “"anxiety", "death",

"conscience" and."resoluteness"f We will shéw that wiﬁh

these existential principles of individﬁation Héﬁdegger

provides us with the Frinciples which can individualize‘the ego
} .

\ T viii
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qua ego. Nevertheless, all. these principles can merely indi-

. - widualize the';§qkfr6m an "internal" standéoint.',mamely,

-
- »

they cannot function as external cfiEFrie enabling us to
differeneiate two Daseins from the standpoint of a third
persoen. ;Sﬁzse herely within the ontoiogical appreach there
is no possibiiity to‘provide any ontieal external criteriéh,

we attempt to show that by inte:preting‘Hueserl's

principles of the individuation of the transcendental monad

: 5 "style of motd ation",!"habitdalities" and "coherence of

-

history" -- as extérnal Merkmale of the individuality of the
ego we can.fiyl up the above gep in”Heidegger“s theory ofy
the inaividuafioe of Dasein. In this Qay we Ean find that
tﬁere is.a complementarity between Hueserl”s theory o% the

‘individuation of the ego and Heidegger's® Indeed, such a -

possibility becomés-understandable'when,we notice that whilef’

- " b

the underlying idea of Husserl's principle of the individuation’

Pl

of the personal ego is "Einmaligkeit",'the‘uﬁderlying idea of

Heidegger's principle of the indiv%@ﬁatibn of Dasein qua self
is "irreplaceability". ,"7 . o . .

*

Since the givenness of things ready-to-hand is prior
to that of thlngs present-at-hand and objectlve space and

ob]ectlve tlme\are respectively founded on world—space and
-

world-time, there is a founding-relationship between.Husserl‘s

theory of the individuation of things and Heidegger's_ Moreover,
sinee consciousness is grounded upon Dasein, Husserl's



“the opposition between Husserl's thesis of the primacy of

principleé of the individuation of the ego can merely
functibﬁ'FS'external ¢riteria, but Heidegger's principles_
of the inaividuation of Désein can individualize thevego qua
ego, a founding-relationship also exists between Husserl's
and Heidegger's theories of the individuatioﬁ of the ego

By appealing to'this founding—?elationship between

v

Husserl's and Heidegger's theories of individuation, we

argue that, despite the methodological as well as the .
topologicai diffefences between Husserlianland Heideggerian
phenomenologies, these two types of -phenomenology are e
necessarily inseparable from each other. That is to say,

we attempt to show that :in spite of the differences between

their respective conceptions of ?henomenological reduction,

eidetic reduction, phenomencon, essence and intentionality:;

intuition and Heidegger's thesis of the primacy of under- ™
standing, and the contrast between the reflective approach
and the hermeneutical interpretational approach, the

o

compatibility of Husserl's and Heidegger's theories of

‘individuation "demonstrates" that there is a complementarity

between these two phenomenological approaches, provided that
Husserl's phenomenology is reinterpreted as a critique of

knowledge.

e
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CHAPTEg T

o INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this study is two-fold. It is' first

an attempt to reconstruct systematically Husserl's and Hei-

degger's theories of the individuation of things and the ego,

: ] /
Secondly, by comparing these two theories-we shall also

try to clarify the relationship between Husserlian and
Heideggerian phenomenclogies.

"Individuation" has been one of the major topics in
philosophy .since Aristotle. The problem of indi%iduaﬁion
is the problem of finding "the‘determination by reason of
which this individual is precisely this one in contrast to

all others" (Philosophicdal Dictionary:195). In other

words, it is the_pfpblem of working out the principle of
individuation, i.e., the principle aécording"to which we
can differentiate this entity from that entity. Since as
early as the Middle-Ages, éhilosophers have maintained thgt

there is an essential difference between the manner of

individuation of the thing and that of the ego. S a

" distinction can also be found in Husserl's and Heidegger's

theories of individuation. ) -

Indeed, in our work we_shall focus entirelxﬁﬁ?' sserl's

and Heidegger's viewp on the problem of the individuation 6f

things and of the ego.

d



Insofar as Efe development of his theory of individuation
is concerned, Husserl began to thematlcally attack this problem
as early as 1905. But it was only around 1918 that he began
to fully concentrate on this pr051em. As he wrote to Roman
Ingaréen in 1918:"arbeite ich . . . an dem ganzen unge-
heuren\grobleﬁ‘der Individuation, der Konstitution indivi-
duallen (also 'tatséchlicheh‘) Seins uberhaupt u. nach
. seinen wesentlichen Grundgestaltuﬁgen. Also um eine zentrale
oder radikale Phanomenologie handelt es sich jetzt“.l After
his retirement Husserl took up the problem of individuation
again. But while around 1918, he mainly worked on the problem
of the individuation of obéects, after 1930 he dealt exclusively
with the problem of the individuation of the ego.2 Historically
spea&}ng, Husserl's theory of individuation is a reaction to
'Hume's. > 50, it is no wonder that for Husserl, it is no wonder

that individuation is primarily an epistemological problem.

On the other hand, Heidegger's‘theory‘of individuation

is developed in the context of a fundamental ontology. 1In
~other Qords, for Heidegger, individuation is primarily an
ontologlcal problem. His theory‘of the individuation of

Daseln can be found in Being and Time. But in it, is also

embedded a theory of the individuation of the ready-to-hand

which he explicitly formulated in Grundprobleme der Phino-

menologie (414—4l5).l .
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Since neither Husserl nor Heidegger developed their
own theories Gf'individuatién in a systematic ‘manner, our
expos{?ion is basically a reconstrfaction.4 In addition,

. this‘reconstruetion ig.criticél in nature. On®the one
hand, we attempt to "reconstruct” Husserl's theory of
indiéidﬁation By réjecting his';péory of hyle and reinter-
preting his "immanent time" réspectively as ?noemétic time",
"pre-immanent quggfs%émﬁaiality" and "subjecﬁive'time".

On the other hand, we will point out that in order to fully

' individualize the readf—to-hénd, Heideéger has to introduce

"world-space” and "world-tjime" as the "supplementary"

principia individuationis,

Moreover, byupointing'out the presuppoéitiéﬁs and
limitations of these two theories of individuation, we can
not only better understand their nature, but are alsc able
to work out the#r positive relationship. 1In answering the
question: "what deﬁermines the individuality (éodé ti, © N

haecceitas, thisness, ecceity) of a thing?", Husserl and

Heidegger respectively develop their own principia individua-

" tionis. However, we will'see'that despite differences, their

YA

theories of the individuation of things are not only hét%g

incompatible, but are defiﬁitelf complementary. while.Husserl

develops a fheory of the individuation of the thing;as‘é

perceived object, Heidegger develops a theory of the indivi-

duation of the thing as something ready-to-hand.

~



fundamental-ontological standpoint.

Hume maintains that "personal identity“"is onlf a
fiction. Phenomenologists are s;rpngly opposed to Hume's
skeptical position regarding persénal identity. While
Husserl atﬁempts to show the identity of the ego'primarily
on the epistemological level, Heidegger tries to account

for the possibility of the selfsameness Jf the Self from a

-~

.

. Furthermore, correqundiné to their different conceptions
of the ego, Husserl and Heidegger develop different theories
of. the individuation of the ega. " In re-instiLtuting Aristotle's
§0ctrine of the "double Ehggagter of now" Husserl speaks of |
the "double character of the living present" (Held, 1966:31l). -
Accordingly, Husserl breaks the ego into two: the temporal '
personal ego and the at;mporal primal ego. It will be shown’
that Heidegger's theory of the individuation of Dasein 1is a
radicalization'of Husserl's theory.of the individuation of
the égo.

In expliéating the positive relationship between Husserl's
and Heidegger's theories of individuation, we shall discover
that there is a founding-relationship bet&een them.5

The relationship between Husserlian and Heideggerian
phenomenclogies is one of the most controversial preblems
within the phenomenological movement. It is well-known that

Husserl, the founder of phenomenology, rejected definitely

Heidegger's version of phenomenoclogy. Herbert Spiegelberg



N,

also poses the question: "To what extent is Heidegger a
genuine phenomenologist?".(1965:347-80.. But Heidegger

claims tha#® he has radicalized phenomenology. Walter Biemel
points out that Heidegger jntentionally interprets Husserl's
phenoﬁenology in a non-idgalistic direction (1975:46-7).

These two opposing attitudes towards the nature of Heideggef:s
phenomenol_ogy ciearly show that'the relationship'&tween
Husserlian and Heideggerian phenomenologies_has remained
unclear. .fFor many years ﬁqw", Michael E. Zimmerman states,
"scholars have been puzzled by Heideggerfsuversiop of pheno- '
menology" (1977:261). 1In particular, Thomas Langan's'
quéstion: "to just what extent the early Heidegger's higto%

»

ricizapion of phenomgpological ontoloéy is a valid develoément
of Husserl's deepest inquiries into the' temporality of the
transcendental ego?" still awaits an answer (1970:2).
Then, should we agree with Richard Schacht that
“"Husserlian phenomenology and Heideggerian phehomenoldgy are;
. . .

related in little more than name and motto: and . . . there

is scarcely even a remote family resemblance between them".?

-(1972:312) Or, should we accept D. F¢llesdal's "translation-

thesis" which{asserts "that Heidegger's philosophy is basi-
cally isomorphic 'to that of Husserl's"? (1979:369).

Thg comparison of Husserl's and Heidegger's theéries‘
of individuation will enable us- to draw some impoftant con-,

clusions concerning the general relationship between ‘these
9 B ‘
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two typeé @f phenomenology. Indeed, the differeﬂdé between
~ B )

Husserl's and Heidegger's approaches and solutions in their : :

R

‘theorieées of individuation is not accidentalt Rather}-it o .

is grounded in the methodologiéaf'énd the topological
differences between Husserlian and Heideggerian phenome-
nologies.6 Howeve?, we will a:ghe that these differences

do not necessarily imply the incompatibility of these two
types of éhenomenology. By noting the founding-relationship
be;ween.their theories of individuation, ﬁg'will not only
see in what Senge Heidegger's phencomenology is a radical

development of Husserl's, but also how they can be unified

into a “single phenomenology 'in a broad sense. D. McGaughey

poses the question: "Does Husseff's description of the:cons-

titution of ontic méaning'in consciousness complemént Hei-
déggerﬁé quﬁdamental ontology' or 'fundamental thinking'
so that gach is-incomplete noﬁ without the other?" (1976:
348). Basedion our comparative study.éf Husserl's and Hei~
degger'é theariés qf individuation we shall answer tpis

L]

guestion affirmatively.
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FOOTNOTES TO CHAPTER I

-

Briefe an Roman Ingarden, 10. As pointed out by Donn
Welton,"Daring this period he begins reworking the
lectures on time-consciousness and the first draft of
Ideen II and writing ‘what we now have as his 'Lectures
on Transcendental Logic' (also called the 'Lectures on
Genetic Logic')" (now is published in ‘EJ and Hu XI

.{1977:55). This "genetic logic" or "transcendental

aesthetic" is basically "anranalysis of individuals
qua individuals" (Ibid).

Besides a part publisHed in Experience and Judgment,
most of the manuscripts which are written by Husserl
in Bernau around 1918 remain unpublished. Those which

. directly or indirectly concern the problem of the indivi-

duation of perceived objects are the following: AI 22
(1918), AIII 6 (1918), AIII 12 (1917/18), D5 ¢1917/18),
D8 (1918), LII 12 (1918), LIT 13 (1918), LII 14 (1918},
MITI 3 VII (1918).

", Rudolf BShm points out that in a "Randbemerkung” to

"Seefelder Manuskripte uber Individuation" (1905)

Husserl refers to Hume's theory of individuation {Hu
X:241). 1In Erste Philosophie I Husserl also explicitly
criticizes Hume's "fictionistic" theory of identity of the
thing as well as personal identity (Hu VII:157 f£f).

In particular, Husserl writes: "Eben diese Einheit

.+ desselben Dinges -- das bezeichnet eines der.Haupt-

pProbleme Humes. Dazu gestellt sich ihm als parallielles

———

Problem das der Einheit des Ich, der Person" (Ibid:174).

See also: Murphy, 1980:104. ‘

In Experience and Judgment Husserl writes:"here. . . .

a gemplete theory of individuation is not our intention"
(174).

"Foundedness" (Fundierun ) is an important notion in )
phenomenology. In Logical Investigations Husserl defined
"foundedness" as follows: "A content of the species A is
founded upon a content of the species B, if an A can by
its essence . . . not exist unless a B also exists" (475).

By "topological difference" we mean the difference between
Husserl's conception .of phenomenon and Heidegger's.

Namely "topological Difference" is a difference concerning

"the place of the Transcendental” (Biemel, 1977:2997.

[y
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CHAPTER' II

L]

HUSSERL'S THEORY OF INDIVIDUATION

In the ekposit;on of Husserl's theory of individmation
we start‘with'a presentgtiod of his theory of the individuation
of things. Secohdly, we give a presentation of his theory of ,
the. individuation of the ego.‘_In the third part of this éhapter"
we will critically discuss Hﬁssgfl's theory of individuation

- N -y

as a whole.

B

. The problem of the individuation of things is not a
discrete problem within®Husserl"s phenomenology. In ) N
: p

pointing out the relafionship between formal logic and the
theory of the individuation of-objects we will discover

the position of this prdblem within Husserl's "transcendental

" logic". .In addition, by clarifying the relation between

egsence and the individual object we will understand the

limitation of the role which is played by "concrete essence"

b

in the problem of individuation. From Husserl's notion of
"this-ness" we will see that time and spaée are two important prin-
ciples of the individuation of things. 1In order to see how

1 N\
they function as principia individuationis, we must start

with an expositith of Husserl's theory of time-constitutien
as well as space-constitution. Moreover, "world" and "trans-
cendental subjectivity" are conditions for: ‘the possibility of

the individuation of things. A clarification of these notions



. -
is necessary because Husserl has his own conceptibns of
world and transcendental subjeCtivity.
According to Husserl, the way of the individuation of the ego

“ . .
"is different, in a fundamental manner, from that of things.

The ciarification of his‘notion of "absolute individuation"

will help us to better undefstand the nature of the problem of the

ingividuation of the ego. Since the unity and the identity of the

ego are the presuppositions of the possikility of the indi- ¢

viduation of the ego, we ﬁave to explain how Husserl accounts

for these phenomera. After pointing out the different concepts

of the ego in Husserl's phenomenology, we will work out

the corresponding differept sets of principles of individuation.
In the section of ¢ritical discussion we will not only

point out the‘pfesupposition as well as the limitation of

Husserl's theory of individuation, but alsoc attempt to show

in what way this theory can be preserved even if his doctrine

of immanent content is rejected.

A. The Problem of the Individuation of Things

(1) , Transcendental Logic and Double Reduction

-

Historically speaking, Husserl's phenomenology arises

-

from a reaction to psychologism in the philosophy of logic.
In his‘tfztique of psychologism Husserl points out that the

. L4
major error of psychologism lies in the confusion between

ideal and real objects. On the one hand, ideal objects

are repeatable and atemporal; on the other hand, real objects

¢



¥

- -

-

are non-repeatable and temporal. Whiie logic is a science
of ideal objecfs, psychology is a science of real thought-
processes. Ad&ordingly, the truth of logic is apoaictic
certain and necessary, bﬁt\gye truth of psychologg is
contingent (LI:168—i96).‘

It seems thag‘there'is an unbridged gap between ideal
and real.dzmeﬁsions. Ho@ever, after the:introduction‘of
transcendental—genetic phenbmenology Husserl maintéins that
thefe is a "genealogical" relation between the constitution.]

i?f ideal objects and that of reai objects. That is to say,

logic has a genetic foundation in the pre-predicative sphere

of perceived objects. In fact, already in Logical Investi-

gations Husserl pointed out that there is a "founding"- }

.

relationshipfbetween logiqal categorial intuition and "ﬁt
sensible intuition; Accordingly, a complete transcendental
critique_pf logic must go back to the constitutive account
6f‘real 6bjécts. As object of sensible experience a real
object is essentially an individual.

The task of transcendental criticism of formal lpgic’

belongs to Husserl's "transcendental logic".l In order to

lead us from the dimension of formal logic to that of pre-

predicative experience, Husserl urges us to perform the

~-"double reduction", that is, in de Muralt's descrption, "a

_ reductive procedure which moves from the judgment as such
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to its motivating origin in experience and which therefore:
submits the sense of the judgment to an intentidnal criticism
designed to reveal its genetic constitution from experience"

(1974:229). 1In short, this "double reduction" is first a.

reduction from "universal judgment" to "individual judgment"

3

and secondly, a reduction from "individual judgment" to ‘the
"individual® (EJ:22-26; FTL:205-206).

‘'From the standpoint of transcendental ldgic this double-
reductioh is necessary because only then can we justify the
genuine sense of formal logic as "fo;mal theory of scieﬁce".
Thié reduction to the individuai revéals the teleoclogy of .
formal logic as formal ontology. That is fo say, only by
explicafing the essentiai conneétioh.between "jJudgment" and the
"individual" can we undérstand why formal logic can be apbliedl
to the sphere of individuals (FTL:205). From the standpoint
of a theory of individuation, the double. reduction is.necessary
because l:formal logic can say nothing about the individuél" id}“
(de Muralt, 1974:229). As science of the "object in general" .

formalrlogic deals only with universal form. Within the realm of

"formal logic the individuation pf all kinds of reference of the

LY

universal form is not considered.. Husserl points out that

"Gegenstand uberhaupt . . . nicht Individuum, sondern

allgemeiner jedes Subjekt fiur mdgliche Pradikate’ verstanden

ist" (AIII 6:50). That is to say, "Ich kann also von Indi-

1 B - v



vidualitat in der formalen Analytik nichts aussagen"

(Hu XVII:427). An individual can only_be éived in eeneible
experience. In additioa, for a theory of i:dividuatiod this
double reductlon is necessary because "The world in which we
live and 19 whlch we carry out act;v1t1es of cognltlon and
judqment{ out of which everything whlch becomes the substrate
of a possible judgment affects us, is always already pre-
‘given to us impregnated by the precipitate (Niedersachlag)

s
of 1Qgical operation"' (EJ:50). 1In other words, -since our

. surrounding world cannot be regafded as the "Sriginal world
of ipdividualsﬁ, a procedure of regression to the individual \Ki\
of experience is necessary.

In short, the "formal" character of formal logic and

o«

the "theg@retical garment" of our surro rld justify

EE. :
.the necessity of the performance of the double reduction for

a theory,of-the individuation © erceived objects.

Although theﬁg‘is distinction between "object in general" and
the "individual", .Ehey are not without any relatioﬁsﬁ:ip to each other. :
While "object in general" can be regarded as a logical, form
of the individual, the individual is a concrete 1nstaace of
"object in general". "Object in general"” is indeed also

called by Husserl "die loglsche Kategorie Individuum schlepthln

e absoluter Gegenstand)“ (Hu IV:34). On the other hand,

1nd1v1dual is regarded as "die Urgegenstandlichkeit" (Ibid}.
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According to Husserl, the "logical objects" sucﬁ as "number",
"prbposition", etc. are al§6 subsuméd under’ "object in
general”. Indeed, HusserMalso calls the "logical obgé&t"
"légischesllndividuum" (AT 36:127ai. However, it is-rot the

S

"logical individual" but rather the individual as Urgegenstand ¢

which forms the theme of Hﬁsserl's theory of the individuation of

7T

objects. Although Husserl admits that we can have "mathematische
N e : < .
Gesetze als Gesetze der Form moglkicher Individuation", in .

order to find out the individualiging determination of
things he has to go beyond the realm of formal ontology

(Hu VII:213). ) .

(2) The Individual and Essence

4

An individual, according to Husserl, is a spatial-temporal
existent. It is something, which exists "in this time~-spot",
has "thus particular duration of its‘oﬁg‘gnd a real content
which in its essence could just as well have been present
in any other time-spot" (Ideas §.2). Fur;her?ore, it is
"something which is present at this placé :‘l . whefe yet
the same real thing might juét as well, so far as. its own
essence is concerned, be present at any other place" Cﬂlgg).
This changeability also applies to its “phygical sﬁape".- .
Accordingly, the indivia;al is "accidental". In principle ’

each individual is changeable. That is to say, the individual

object is "contingent" (Hu XVII:381). This is the "Tatsichiich-

. -



keit" of the individudl. However, Husserl points out :

“"that it belongs to the meaning of everything contingent

S

that it should have essential being and therewith an Eidos
to be apprehended in all i?s purity” (Ideas, §.2). Here we
find‘é special connection between ideal objectS-¥ essences--
and real objects. Eidos or essence is an ideal object.
Acrordingly, it is not a spatial—teméoral existence. Never-
theless, an individual is not sepéyable from its corres-
pon&ing giggg. "An individual objecf is ﬁot simply and

quite generally an individual, a }this-there'-something

unique; but being constituted thus and thus 'in“itself' it

has’ its own proper mode of bting., its own. supply of essential

predicables which must gqualify it (qua 'Being as it is in

'itseif()" {Ibid). Accordingly, despite the "ontological

distinction" between Eidos and the individual object, Eidos is

ideal condition for the possibility .0f the indiwvidual 6bject.
Husserl makes a distinction between "material essence”
and "formél essence”. While material essence is discovered

’,

by "eidgtic variation", forﬁal essence yeéults from "forma-
. . . A

lization“.2 Herg what Husserl means by "Eidos" is essence

in the materié; sense . Heidegger.maintains tha£ Eidos in

tpe Husserlian sense is nothing but "what-ness" (Washeit)

or quiddity (Ga 20:151). - Indeed, agcbrding to Husserl,

"'essence' indicated that which in the intimate self-being

of an individual discloses to us 'what' it is" (Ideas 5§.3).

an
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N

Eidos tells us only the  "content" of the individual.

Despite the intimate felationship between Eidos and

the individual, i.e., each individual has its "individuval -

essence” as "content", the way of grasping Eidos is not
identical with that of the individual. While an individual.
is given in empirical ihtuition, an Eidos is grasped by

essential insight or ideation. "Essential insight’ is still

intuition, just as the eidetic object is still an object"
" {Ibid). But Eidos is merely an object in the sense of an ideal
object. Moreover, while an individual can never be’'given

to.us in an adequate manner, an Eidos can be grasped in an
adéquate manner} The "profiles-structure" as essential
‘charagteristic of the way of.givenness of the individual does
hot belong to the way of givenness of Eidos. However, both
empirical intuition and essential insight grasp their'ies-
pective objects in the mode of "bodily" selfhood. 1In addition,
althouéh these two kinds of intuition differ frem each other,

there is a close connection between them. While "it is

certain that no essential intuition is possible without the

a

free possibility of directing one's glance to an individual

counterpart and of shaping an illustration; just as” co tra-

riwise no individual intuition is possible without the free-
possibility of carrying out an act of ideation and therein
directing one's glance‘upon the corresponding essence which

exemplifies itself in something individually visible" (Ibid).

’ u
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Geneticallg speakiné, intuition of the-in@igidual is prior
to the intuition of Eidos. ‘

Now we can cleariy see that "das Individuum ist zwar
nicht Wésen, aber es -'hat' ein Wesen, das von ihm evident-
gultig au.ssagbar ist"™ (Hu XXIII:43l). It is true that
"Wesen ist dabei nicht 'Substanz’', Substanz ist die indivi-
dualle Einheit" (AI 36:4).. However, in terms of its individual
essence or concrete coﬁtent we are able to differentiate an
ikdividual from the individuals of another class. For
example, one is able to differentiate this individual as
gold from that individual as stone in terms of their respective
individual essences. But since the relationship between an
individual and itg essence is "subsumption",-FWhatever-belongs
to the essence of ﬁhe individual can also belong to another
individual” of the.same region (Ideas §.2). Hence; strictly
speaking, individual essence cannot functiqn as the principle of
the individuation of real objects. In order to find out the
individualizing ﬁoments which wil% determine the this-ness
of a real object, Husserl has to go beysnd the dimension of
concrete essence.

In the following sections we 'will see thaﬁ; accbrding

to Husserl, "diese Individuation sich im allgemeinen Raum

und der 2Zeit vollziehen muss" (Hu VII:213).



17

(3) The "This-ness" of Real Objects

From the standpoint of formal logic, the individual object
is the endpoint of deformalization: it is the "object-about-

-ﬁﬁich" (Gegenstand-woruber) (FTL:202). However, formal N

logic itself can. tell us nothing about the concrete individual,
except its logical form.3 Hence, in order to solve the

problem of individuation, Husserl\has to go beyond the realm

of formal logic. Furthermore, from the standpoint of material-
onteology, an individual is an instance of its concrete essence. In
othér words, an individual object "individualizes" its concrete
essence (Hu X:267). Each individual has its concrete essenée;
In terms of its concrete essence we are not only able to know -
the. "content” or the "what-ness" of an individual obéept, but
also able to speak.of the "likeness" (Gleichheit) of indivi-
duals. Namely, two individual objects are "identical in
content" when they have the same material éséence. However,
material or concrete essence is only relevaﬂi to the content of
an individual object. The material or conérete essence cannot ,

. - Y
Efovide any information about the individuatigﬁ or differen-

—

tiation between two individuals which are identical in content.
In our experience an individual is given as a "Das";

it "has its absolute individuality" (Ibid:239). 1In other

words, an individual is perceived as a "This" (Rieses).

Furthermore,. when we say that a stone is something identical,

it does not only mean that "die aristotelische Gattung bleibt

I
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identisch dieselbe" but that the concrete stone itself is

identical (Ibid:245). Moreover, Husserl points out that

1

"Die Form des Diés ist keine Washeit und in diesem Sinn

kein Wesen. Es ist allgemein in Sinn der Form" (Hu IV:301).

"This-ness" is a form but not an Eidos. Accordingly, if

we also call Eidos or material essence a then we

»

-'distinguish two senses of "form". On th
"form" in the sehse of "Gattung", i.e<) fbrm as Eidos or
essence. On the other hand, we‘have "férm" in the sense
of "Dieseheit", i.e., form as "individualizin§ determination"
(Hu XXIII:499; Hu X:268). What a theory of individuation h§5

‘to find out is "die individualisierende Bestimmung, die #

von dem Gegenétand pradizierbar, aber keine 'Eigenschaft’'

ist, kein Pradikat, dem ein Wesensmoment entspricht" (Hu
XXIII:499). Accordingly, in order to solve the pfoblem of the
individuation of real objects, we cannot appeal just to
concrete essence.

Here, a question might arise. According to Husserl,
phenomenology is essentially eidetic.' That is to say,
Husserl's phenomenology is concerned only with essence or
essential structure. Then th is it possible for him to
provide any account for thelproblem of individuation? Also

even Husserl himself admits that the form of individuation

must be distinguished from the concrete essence. However,

\_]



although Husserl's phenomenology is eidetic";n;naéure, it
does not imply tha® it is concerned only witﬁ £he essence
of the individual; rather, as a "logic of exﬁerience" ié
is concerned also with the essence of individuality (FTL:203).
aAccordingly, the problem of individuation i$ not excluded
from the dimenéion of phenomenology in the Husserlian sénse.
Accorﬁing to Husserl, time and space are two important
principles of the indiviéuation of perceived objects (Hu
X:253; Hu XI:142-145). Moreover, the individuatipn of the
perceived object or thing is only possible within the "world
.of‘actual expefience” (EJ:l?l). In addition, "Kein Ding hat
in sich selbst seine Individualitat" (Hu iv:299). The
possibility qf the individuation of things must xefer back
to the transcendental .subjectivity (Eéig:BOI).
Since Hussgrl has his own conceptions'of-time, space,
world and transcendentaylsubjectivity, it is necessary

o

for us to clarify these cbncepts in order to-understand how
they can function as conditions of possibility of the individuation

L]

9f things. Furthermore, since an individual thing is something
- ) .
.-identical, we have alsoc to see how Husserl accounts for the-

possibility of unity and identity of things.4

{4). Time as principium indivijduationis .

(a) Husserl's Concept of Timl

Historically speaking, sserl was at first a follower

of Brentanco's philosophy of time% But his later discontent
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with the latter mofivated Husserl to develop his own theory

of time. In a sense the rise’of Husserl's own theory of

time also results from his critique of Meinong's concept -
of time (Brough, 1969:175 £f). From the standpoint of the'
time of writing one can discern three ﬁain phases in Husserl's
development of his own theory of time. The first period is

the period in which he writes his Lectures on the Internal

Time-Consciousness (1905). The second period is the period

in which he writes his “Bernau-manuscripts"”(1917-18). The
last period is the period in which he writes the "C"-
manuscripts after ‘his retirement (1928). Indeed, in each
period one céﬁ'find different major themes. Eugen Fink gives
us a concise characterization of them as follows:

"Im ersten Fall analysierte er die temporale -

Konstitution eines subjektiven Empfindungsdatums "

und gelangte zu eigfm Begriff zeitigender Inten-

tionalitaten, welcHe den drei Zeithorizonten

Gegenwart, Vergangenheit und Zukunft entsprechen.

. . . Der Feld-Charakter der Zeit wurde dann das

. leitende Thema der Untersuchungen von 1917/18.

Der dritte und letzte Anlauf Husserls galt der

zeitlichen Selbst-konstitution der transzendentalen

Subjektivitat (1976:221).

But this description of Fink needs to be supplemented.
In his Bernau-manuscripts Husserl also deals with the problem

of individuation, the constitution of act-time and the omni-

temporality of ideal objects(Briefe an Roman Ingarden:171—172).5

In this section we mainly concentrate on Husserl's theory

of time which is developed in his first period.

A

. —
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In order to answer the guestion of the "origin of time“,
Husserl urges us to bracket the objective, transcendent time
and go back to the dimension of imannent time. This kind of
‘Bracketing is an initial form of his "transcendental-pheno-
menological reduction”.

According to Husserl, Brentano has rightly seen that
what we grasp is always a tempo:ﬁlly'éxtended obiject. For
example, what we heard can still remain for a while; other-
wise, it is iﬁpossible for us to apprehend a whole melody.
However, in_accounting for the possibility of such phenomenon
Brentano appeals to the psychological law g} original asso-
ciatioﬁ. According £o Brentano, this original association
is basically a function of Phantasie. It néﬁ only reproduces
the content which just passes but alsg produces a momént of
past and .attributes it to this conteﬁﬁ;' Accordingly, théi
temporally extended object is given to us not only throug K;
perception but must be grasped with the help of Phantasie.

{({Hu X:10-15; Brough, 1969:143. £f)}. Hﬁsserl'strongly criticizes
Brentano's "theory df';he psychological origin of the idea of
time" (PIT:35). According to Husserl, Breptano overlooks

the essegzial distinction Between "perception of a succession"
.and fPhantasie of a succession". Ih addition, Brentano fails
to "distinguish between act and content" (Ibid:37). Hence,

he misplaces all the temporal elements in the dimension of

content. But the most serious point is that there 1is a
.
Ay
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contradiction in Brentano's theory: all the moments which
are supposed to be past are actually present (Ibid:38; Q%/
Brough, 1969:172). ‘

For Husserl time-consciousness is not partially per- "
ceptual and partdally.imaginary, but rather totally Rszj

6 That is to*say, not only the now-point but also

ceptual.
the jusﬁ-past point as well as the next coming point are manifest
‘features of perceptual objects. Accordingly, each phase or "Quers-—
chnitt” of time-consciousness has the three-fold structure:
"retention -- pfimal impression -- protention". While in

"primal impression" the now-point is constituted, in

"retention” ("primary memory") the just-past-point is

constituted and in "protent%gp“ ("primary expection“)’the
next-coming-point is constréuted.(PIT:SO f£f). In the case

of retention we can have a continuity of retention, and in

tﬁe case of protention we ha;e a horizon or a group Qf
protentions. Moreover, néither retentioninor priﬁal impressioﬂ
nor protention itself is an act. Rather,_they are "moments" of
an act (Hu X:§.42). 1In addition: all these tﬁége form an‘
inseparable whole which is called by Husserl the. "original
temporal field" (Ibid:§.31). Furthermore, éhgre is an

essential distinction between "retention” and““recolléctién"

or "secondary memory". While retention is only a moment of an

act, recollection is an act. While the former belongs to the
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pre-immanent dimension of consciousness, the latter belongs
to the categor§ pf immanence within consciousness (Ibid:2987).
The same distinction alsé exists between "protention" and
"expection". Moreover, 1:-_here is intimate relationship between
retention and recollection, namely, retention is presupposition

of the possibility of recollection (L I 11). Husserl also

calls recollection and expectation "presentification”

(Vergegenwdrtigung). In contrast to Phantasie and picture-,

consciousness (Bildbewusstsein), recollection and expectation

are "positing presentification" (setzende Vergegenwéirtigung)
(Hu X:107). But neither retention nor protention is a

presentification. They are rather essential moments of

-

presentation (Gegenwartigung). In fact, the inseparable
whole of retention, primal impression and protention is also

later called by Husserl "living present" (lebendige Gegenwart)

in the "C"-manuscripts. |

The time-constituting consciousness, which ha;\:retention-
pri@al impression-protention" as its essential structuré, ;s
characterized by.Husserl as a "flow"” (Hu X:8.,36) "Time\is
motionless and yet it flows" (PIT:89). It is the primal -
~impression which is the absolute primordial source. But .
each primal ﬁ‘mpression modifies itself in retention. At

the same time each retention modifies itself in retention

of 'retention, Correlatively, each now-point is modified

-
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into a just-past-point. At the same time each just-past-
point is modified into aﬁother'further pastwpdint. However,
this "flowing time" is not yet a "fi%ed" temporal order? &t
is only with the help of recollection that the constitution

of "immanent objective time" is possible. "In recollection,

tifre is indeed also given as oriented in every moment of the

memory. But every point exhibijts an Objective temporal

which can be identified again and again" (PIT:144). But
Husserl also speaks‘of a "transcendent opjective time" or
"'objective' apperceptive time" (PIT:98; EJ:256).. In the cons-
titution of "transcendent objective time" we have to introduce
the operation of "objectifying apperception", in addition to
the possibility of identification (PIT:154~169; EJ:255-257).
Nevertheless, one can cleardy see that from the standpoint ©of

theordering of constitution, the constitution of immanent

time or subjective time has.priority.

In accounting for the constitution of immanent time
Husserl at first appeals to the "apprehensién—céntent".schema.
Similar to the constitution of the transcendent thing, the immanent
temporal object }s construed to be constituted through the
combination of "temporal apprehension" and "content".,)
Accordiqg to this schematic‘interpretation, the content is
in itself temporally neutral and all the temporal differences
arise from the side of temporal apprehpnsion. Later Husserl

is forced to modify this schematic interpretation.” The

L.‘CJ. | .. )
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reason for such a modification is two-fold. First, -
¢

"Die primaren Inhalte, die im Jetzt sich ausbreifen,

konnen ihre Zeitfunktion nicht vertauschen, das Jetzt kann

nicht als Nicht-Jetzt, das Nicht-Jetzt nicht as Jetzt
,dgstehen“ (Lu X:322). T?is.ﬁeans that the content panndt
be arbitrarily temporally "interpreted". Secondly, "ret%p—
tional consciousness includeé real consciousness of the past
of~sound, primary reﬁembrance of sound, and is not to be
resolved into sensed sound and apprehension as memory"
(PIT:54; Brough, 1969:325 ff; Holenstein, 1972:106).  In
accordance with this modification, time-constituting cons-
ciousness is primarily a pre-reflective ?ather than an objec-
tifying performance. But it does not mean that there is no
objectificational time-consciousness; for Husserl also régards
. . . 4
“"recollection” e.g., as a mode of time-consciousness (PIT:142).
Moreaver, despite the above modification Husserl does not
abandon the schematic interpretation in accounting for the
constitution of "transcendent objective time" (Hu.x:lzo ££}.
As the constituting source of immanent timg, time-
constituting consciousness itself is not in the immanent time.
Otherwise, there would result a "teuflischen Zirkel: die
ursprunglichen zeitkonstituierenden Erlebnisse sind selbst
wiedeéum in der Zeit" and Husserl's theory of time-constitution

would be condemned to fail.8 in addition, Husserl has to

maintain that "the flux of consciousness constitutes its own

-

= : -
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unity" (PIT:106). That is to say, the flu§ of time-
constituting consciousness<is not constituted by another

flux. Otherwise, there would result an infinite reéress.
According to Hussgerl, the time—constituting-consciousnésé
constitutes itself by its own "double intentionality". One

is the "vertical intentionality" of the iﬁmanent temporal
object, the other is the "horizontal intentionality" which
goes through the whole flﬁx. By means of horizontal inten-
ﬁionality the quasi-tempor;l unity of the flux is constituted.
On the other hand, the vertical intentionality constitutes )
the immanent time (PI?:lOQ)f |

However, as a "flowing time" the immanent time cannot

function as the principium individuationis. Rather, in order

"to individualize material things, we have to appeal to "trans-

cendent objective time".

(b))’ Time as Form of the Individuation of Things
B P
According to Husserl, time plays the most important role
in the problem of the individuation of-things.9 The close

relationship between time and individual objects can be

formulated as follows: "All individual objects have a temporal

. duration and position; they are extended with an essential

content over the original continuum of time and have,.in

‘their total essence as a general essence, a temboral extension

" . v

.0f definite magnitude, which is thi&ﬁ duration, and a temporal
Y
e

. o
. “ . 'y . —
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content, which fills this duration" (EJ:184). However, it
is time ‘as categorial fo;m of the perceptual’ life-world-
rather;than physical ti;e that can_bé‘regarded as the R
"irreducible form of individual realitieé" (Hu X:274). It
is true that Husserl also'cﬁlls "transcendeﬁt'objective
time" “"natural time" (EJ:257). But here "nature" must be .
-understood as a "Sphire schlicht aufweisbarer Erfahrungsgege-
benheiten" and not as "ein Kunstprodukt der Methode" (Hu
TIX:54) . ' .

As a phenomenon an indi#idual thing is basically

——

"something enduring" (ein Dauerndes) {Hu XI:238). It is

always the same within a certain temﬁoral extension. Por
example, I saw a stone before. HNow I-see it again. ;t is
the same stone. But how can I know that it is the same
stone? _5Preover, "Woher habe ich die absolute Gewissheit,

aass (fﬁr)jede Phase der Dauer wirlich identisch (derselbe

Stein) . « . gegeben ist? und wirklich 'dieselbe'
husbreitung?" (Hu X:é39) Clearly, as an individual thing
the stone is not a species. But is also not just a phase

of the duration; for a phase of the duration itself does not
endure. In addition, each phase is different from the oqﬁér.
Furthermoré, it is not that mﬁny stones endure bup/;;;‘;:one
endures. That is to say, énly &his stone endureslt ﬁusserl
points out that the disfinction between this stone ‘and its
phases of duration results only f;Om abStraction'izgig).

. T

[y
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It isétﬁe same stone which extends through all its phases

of duratién. Each part of this extention "has" the same
stone.vIn.other words, all parts of this extensicon Bglong
to one and the same stone. The stone is something identical
which éxtends through a;l the manifold phases of Quration.
It is the one in ﬁhe'many. 'This idgntity of the stone is
Qifferent from the identity of the species "stone”. ‘This

stone is an individual. That is to say, "es ist ein Das,

hat seine. absolute,Individualitat, ist als Individualitat

‘gemeint, und nicht als Allgemeines" (Hu X:239). As perceived

This the stone has its,NOW“(fbid). Alihough the stone is
eéssentially something identical ‘in the temporal contihuity,

it cannot be identified with its temporal extension. "Das

Cbjekt ist nicht die Ausbreitung, sondern aas sichausbréitende"

From the temporal standpoint, an individual is nothing
but something identical ;hrough duration. As something
identical  which coﬁtinues, an individual is somethinglmore
than the Ywhole of the continpity" (Egi§:241—242). However,
“Identitat eines Individuums ist Tdentitit der Kontinuitdt
einer Fulle in einer Dauér, und damif eines einigenden

Substrates fur konstitutive Eigenschaften" (A III 6:62).

Clearly, there .is an "inseparable" relation between "identity" of

an individual and htemporal continuity". Without reference
to the "temporal éontinuity“ the "identity" of the individual

is not possible,

.
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In addition, the duration cannot be rdgarded as a

real property of the individual. Namely, %he individual

"ist das, was dauert, und ist das Identiéc e seinéf.Dauer, . oo
\
ist identisches Subjekt {(Substrat) seiney realen Eigens—-'
chaften .(und Eigenschaften ﬁberhaﬁpt). Die Dauer selbst
ist kei#e 'real' Eigenschaft; der Gegenstand selbst mit
allen sein realen Eigenschaften ist in ihr, aber sie selbst
gehort wieder npicht so zu ihm wie reale Eigenschafteﬁ" ‘? -
‘(D 5:16). Indeed, several different individuals can ﬁéve
the same duration. From the,fact that two individuals have
the same duration it is impossible for us to infer any L
conseguence concerning the identity oxr the differénce between
their real properties. Furthermore, while real properties
afé in the time, "duration"‘igself is not in the time (Hu
x:2g4; 261). "Andererseits is§_das Reale doch ﬁuf/53§iich
als reales seiner individuellen Dauer, eé ist nuf moglich als
individualler Gegenstand, wenn eg;eine Dauer hat, und nicht ‘
nur eine Zeitlang, sondern gine Lage in der Zeit; es‘hat eine
individuelle bestimmte Zeitlinge, eben Zeitérasse in einer
absoluten Lage" (D 5:16-17). Hdﬁéver, from the temporal
determination of the individual it is impossible to get any
informatioq'dbout the concrete essence of the individual.-

Hence, Husserl emphasizes that "die Aussagen uber Zeitliches

und besonders Zeitlage nicht Aussagen sind uber das Was, das,

s : . ’ e 4

[4.]



30 ' -

was er (éig. der individuelle Gegenstand) in sich selbst

ist, éondern uber das Wie seiner Erstreckung in der Zeit

und Lage in der Zeit, die die_identiSCh eine und doch nicht
verbindénde Zeit ist" (D 5:17-18). The temporal continuity-.
is néthing real; only the identical individual in this
continuity is real. That is to say, only the "temporal
inhalt"” is .real (Hu X:244). As the identical in'the temporal
manifold the individual is essentially a temporal object.

In dthef worés, an individual is "in der Zeit und es ist,
sofern es eine Stelle der Zeit ausflullt" (D 5:21).

Since the individual.is a "identisches Substrat durch
alle Punkte-seiner Zeitdauer hindurch, als identiscHes der
Unveranderung und Veranderung", temporal extension forms
the necessary conéition.for the possibility of individuaticn
(D E;;:2l). |

Identity of an individual is "TIdentitdt in der zeitlichen
Kontinuitat, ein im kontinuierlichen Fluss der Zeit und im
kontinuierliphén Fluss der Zeitfulle Identisches" (Hu X:258).
But the "“temporal continuity" as "continuum of temporal points"
is different‘f?om the "cbntinuity in the time" as well as from-
the "continuum of a 'constant' change"”. While the “continuity
in the time" is the "unity of temporal content" which is a
"real unity", the "continuum of a 'constant' c;ange“ is a

"continuum of 'constant' differencing moments" which fills

up the "temporél continuity" (Hu X:243-244). In fact, the - -

-
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"temporal .continuity"” is nothing but the "whole temporal

‘extension".

'We have seen how Husserl defines an "individual" from the

* -

standpoint of time. Namely, the individual is "ein Gegenstand, !

der'dauert, das Eine und Selbe, das durch diese ganze

Zeitstrecke hindurch wahrt" (Ibid:258). Now we have to see

in what sense time caﬁ function as prihciple of the individuation
of real abjects. '

First, since an individual object has a "temporal.
extension", the length of this "temporal extension" ﬁ}ovides
us with a criterion for the individuatioﬂ of real objects.
Two objects which havé the same general essence but differeﬁt
temporal extensioh‘ére two different individuals.

Secondly, an enduring individual object has not only a
temporal extension but also a position in time.‘ Namely, "mehrere
reale Geggnsténde'kSnnen ideptisch dasselbe reale Wesen haben,

identisch sogar ‘dieselben Zeitstreckenwesen haben,

aber dann notwendig ihre Zeitlagen verschieden" (D 5:17). Accordingly,

. each individual has a unique determined temporal extension. In other

words, the temporal position of a real object provides us with
a definite criterion for  the individuation. Without the

reference to the temﬁbral position, by appealing only to the

temporal extension, it is impossible for us to distinguish

| .
a melody from a repetition of it. With the help of temporal.

position we can also determine the temporal extension-in its
9 o = '

-
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individuality -- it becomes a piece of "universal time".

-

The "universal time" as form of the individuation of real objects

is essentiaily a "aus einmaligen Zeitstellen gebautes
Stellensyétem" {Hu XI:143). Whiie "temporal extension" is
repeatable, "temporal position® is non-repeatable. In this
sense, temporal position is absolute (D 5:17).

So "témporal position" plus "temporal exgension“ provide
us with a "temporal order of individual objects" (EJ:185).
That is to say, temporal position and temporal extension
together found temporal continuity of an individual. ‘They
are two distinéuishing individualizing moments. Purely from
the standpoint of succession, temporal position and temporal
extension corroboratively determine the indiﬁiduality of
real objects. In other words, temporal position and temporal -
extension together form the temporal uniqueness which indivi-

- dualizes the temporal object.

. Clearly, the temporal uniqueness of the individual
objéét\must refer to the "whole system of temporai order"

-—= "universal time" or)"transcéndent objective time". In fact,
the individual as temporal object "hat als das seinen
ursprunglichen Seinsmodus,'den der Gegenwart, und seine
nicht-urspriinglichen Modi des 'nicht mehr' (die Modi'seiner
.Vergangenheit) und des 'noch nicht' (éie Modi seiner Zukunft)"
(Hu" XI:416). 1In otﬁer words, "every individual intuited in

the unity of an intuition is given in a temporal orientation,
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which is the form of the givenness of all that is present
in one presence" (EJ:165). The temporal extension of the
individual object is between the now at which it ﬁegins to
endure and the now at which it ceases to endure. It
seems thét here we-have a paradog, for "das Objekt andert
im Zurucksinken éténdig.séine Zeitstelle, und sollte doch
im ZurlickSinken seine Zeitstelle bewahren" (Hu X;64). But,
in fact, that the object sinks constantly into the past does
not change its temporal position, only its distance from the
actual now is modified (Ibid). The question is: how is this
phenomenon possible? In other words, how is the identity-
of temporal position possible so that when the object no
longer endures, its temporal uniqueness does not lose?
Clearly, the identitf of temporal position is the presuppo-
sition for the pOSSibility of the individuation of a real object
in the time. However, "In der Sphire der Phinomene im absoluten
'Sinp (der phansiologischen Mannigfaltigkeiten, der Erleb;issen
vor der Objektivation) gibt es also nur Verianderung, einen
ewigeﬁ flux" (Hu x:295}.10 That is to say, time-consciousness

is a constant fluss. Then, in what way is it possible to

regard "Zeitbewusstsein als Form der individuellen Objek-

tivationq als Form jeder moglichen Eyscheinung"? (Ibid:294).
Indeed, Husserl himself raises the following question: "Wie
kémmt nun aber entgegen dem Phanomen der stetigen Rnderung

des Zeitbewusstseins das Bewusstsein der objektiven Zeit,
" ) ~ . ar
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und zunachst der identischen Zeitstelle und Zeiténschauung
zustande?” (Ibid:65) The answer is that despite the

constant flow of modification of consciousness, the ocbject
which sinks into thelpasﬁ remains preserved apperceptively

in absolute identity and, in particular, together with the
ﬁbsiting as "this" ex;erienced in the now-poinp.ll Thé
constant modification of apprehension has nothing to do

with the "as what" of the apprehension. In other words,

this modification does not touch the sense of the apprehension.
What the apprehénsion intends is always the same object with
its same temporal points. "It is part of the ebsepce of the
modifyiﬁg flux that this temporal positicn stan&s forth as
identical and neccessarily identical™ (PIT:90). Reprodﬁctive
identification is here the ultimate ground.-

"All Objektifikation takes place in timg—congciodSneSS" .
(Ibid:88). This is the "wonder of time-consciousness" (Hu
X:280}). The "wonderful fact" is that: “"Was immer wahrgenommen
ist, was immer selbstgegeben ist als individuellgs Objekt,
ist gegeben als Einheit einer absoluten nicht gegebenep'
Mannigfaltigkeit" (Ibid:284). Indeed, an individual ‘is an
identity in .the temporal continuity. The identity of the
individual object is impossible without any reference "éuf
einen gewissen eigentﬁmlich geformten und verbundenen

<
Bewusstseinsfluss" {Ibid). Hume overlooked this "wonder of

’

’//;ime—consciousness". Hence, he could not properly account
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for the identity of individuals. Husserl points out that
"The experiencing consciousness (giving individual at first
hand) is not only a flowing consciousness, spreading itself
out in the flux of lived.experiences, but a consciousness of,
an integrating consciousness. In it, therefore, . . . all
the continuous momentary objects join together in the unity
of a single object, like.the moments of consciousness in

a single consciousness of" (EJ:ZS?). The "érimal synthesis"”
of ‘'moments of consciousness as -a single "consciousness of"

is possible only on the grounds of "horizonéal-intentionality“
of time-consciousness.: By means of the "retention of
retention” the unity of consciousness is constituted.

Furthermore, each moment of consciousness is not just a

single primal impression but a primal impression with its |

*

retentional as well as protentional horizons. "The constitutive

performances of the ur-impression, and the continuity of re-
tention and protention which continually ﬁodifies it, are

a single individual performance, through which alone the
immanent, temporally extended object, thus a concrete individual
object can be known" (Hu XI:325; Murphy, 1980:108). The reten-
tial and protential horizontal structure of internal time-
consciousness is the ultimate ground for the possibility of
identity of individual objects. The primal synthesis of

internal time-consciocusness is the first presupposition for

. the possibility of all 6£her syntheses of higher levels,

That is why Husserl says: "In ABC der Konstitution aller
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bewusstwérdenden Objektivitat und der Subjektivitat fur
siéh selbst als seiend liegt hier das A" (Hu XI:125).

An individual is something identical in temporal
continuity. Not only its identity is grbﬁnded in time-
consciousness but also its inddividuality is’determined by
its temporal position and temporal extension. Namely,
time can functipn as the principle of individuation because
"die Zeitpunkte selbst ais Zeitstellen in der einzigen
ﬁeitqrdhung sind unausgleichbar verschieden, sie éind
prinzipiell unwiederholbar. An dieser Unwiederholbarkeit
haben nun die ganzen Gegenstande Anteil.- Jeder ist er
selbst und einziger als Gegens%and seines Zéitstellensystems,
das dem universalen, (dem) der einzigen Zeit zugeh5rtJ_(Hu
XI:%43). That is why Husserl has to conclude that: "Die
Diesheit des Dinges ist die seines Daseins in der Zeit als
Wahrend in einer Zeitstelle, die die des Dinges ist, die
seiner_Dauer in der universalé% Koexistenz der Dauern, mit
dem dazu Gehdrigen nach Simultaneitit und Sukzessivitat"

.
(K III 6:224).

(c) Time and Imaginary Objects

With his atomistic theory of perception, Hume is unable
to account for the idenfity and individuation of real objects
on the phenomenal basis. According to Hume, our belief in
the identity of the individual object originates in "imagi-

nation". "In associative imagination the transition from
| N
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6ﬁe atomic perception to a reéembling one is so smooth that
we attribute.mere temporaI'suqcession EO self-identical
external object” (Murphf, 1980:107). So for Hume, an
"identical indi&idual object"” is merely a "fiction".
Husserl is strongly opposed to Hume's account of the‘
identify of individual objects. He points out that "lived
experiences of imagination, @hich are directed toward fic-

tions, toward objectivities intended as fictions . . . have

no connection with the perceptions" '(EJ:167).. Objectivities
of perception "are-joined together in a unity and havé-reform
to thé unity of a single world, th? objectivities of imagi-
nation fall outside this unity" {Léig:IBB). In shor£,

there is no connection between "objects -of perception" and

"objects of imagination". i
N

Furthermore, among objects of perception there is a
temporal ordering. But objects of imagination "have no

temporal position in relation to one another" (Ibid). It

is true that as acts, imaginations are ordered in the unity -
of experiencing conscious life; but this does not imply that,

there is a temporal ordering among their respective objects.

In a sense "what is imagined” is also given to us as something -

enduring and hence in time. - But this time is merely a

“quasi—time".‘12 This time has the mode of "as-if". Namely,

"time is certainly represented in imagination, and even
. ".'r

represented intuitively, but it is a_time without actual,

G-, " @ P \. . . .
.strict localization of position ,-—- it is, precisely, a
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quasi-time" (Ibid:169). "What individualizes real objects

-- "absolute temporal position" -- is lacking in this gquasi-
time of fictions. Since objeéts of imagination lack "absolute
temporal position", it is impossible to build up a temporal

<

unitz or temporal order between them. S0, even the tempofal
comparison is impossibie. Hé@ever, in analogy of "gquasi-
time", there can be a "quasi-world”. "Within such a world
of imagination we have, for every individual object of

imagination (as guasi-actuality), an ‘'individual' singulari-
. 1

~zation (Vereinzelung) for every temporal point and every

duration” (;gig:17zi. But the "individual” in the guasi-world
is only a "quasi-individual". In general, imaginary experience
cannot prodgce any actual, real individual object (Ibid:176).

"Quasi-time" also cannot function as principium individuationis

S

for fictions, not to mention for actual, real objects.

These distinctions between "objects of perception” and

" "objects of imagination", "actual time" and "gquasi-time",

"actual world" and “q?asi-world", "real individuals"
“quasi—individual#'éléarly show.the absurdity of Humean theory of
identity of an individual object. It is not 6n1y impossibie

.to account for the identity af an actual individual by appealing
to the functiop of imaginatign;weven within the world of

fictions, the problem of identity of a quasi—individual remains

unsolvable. Qccordingly, Huébérl concludes "that individuation

and identity of the individual, as well as the identification



39

founded on it, is possible only within the world of actual

experience, on the basis of absolute temporal position”

(EJ:173). - !

(5) Space as principium individuationis

(a) Husserl's Concept of Space

What Husserl means by "space" is neither a scientific
construct nor a metaphysical reality. It is rather the srace
of perceptual life-world (Crisis:216). As "perceptual
space" it does not result from abstraction.

According to Husserl, space is essentially nothing but -

the constituted correlate of the whole system of the kin-

" aesthetic consciousness (D 10 IVv:8). In other.words, it

is constituted bydthe body as a kinaesthetic system. Husseri
points out that our body (Leib) has a double character. On
the one hand, it is a being in the spatiotemporal or?er;
On the other hand, it is the zero—poiht or centre of orien-
tation (Hu IV:56, 158; Crisis:§.60; Claeslges, 1964:96-97) .
As ‘a being in the spatiotemporai order, our body belongs to
the constituted dimension. But as the zero-point of orientation,
it bélongs to the constituting dimeftsion. It is our body as
centre ‘of. orientation which constitutes space. -

In reference to our body as zefo—point df orientatioh,
it is possible to build up the directions of order such as
"here", "there", ll"left" and "right" (Hh IV:158). 1In other

words, each body as a kinaesthetic system "hat seine Nullstellung
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und seine Grundgichtungen der Wandiung von diesen Stellung
aus” {(Hu XVI:328). In-add::Ltion, %th "rest" and "motion".
Of the Ehanged thing must be related to "rest! an%'"motibn"-
of our body as kinaesthefid system. Bod§ as a kinaesthetic
system 1is "necessary to the_founding gﬁ rest. and motionf
(Cairﬁs; 1976:18).

To our body as kinaesthetic system there belong éwo
kinds of "Empfindung". One is called;“Mafkmalsempfindung"
or "darstellende Empfindung" (Hﬁ IV:SQ; Hu XVI:159). This
is the subjective fepresentative *¥or the quality of individual
things. Hence, it concerns primarily with the content of the
individual thing. 1In fact, th;s/ﬁ;nd of "Empfindung™ is
nothing but "hyletic datum". The second kind of ;Empfinduhg"
is called “Bewagungsempfinaung“ {Hu XVI:lSS). Already from
the meaning of its name one knows that it has nothing to do
with the content but rather concerns with the "siﬁuation“
{(Unstand) or "position“_(;egg) of the Jndividual_obﬁect. First{we have
the "Stellungsempfindung" which "repreéent.s" the "dinglicl-'l extendierten
Merkmalen" (Hﬁ IV:57).  Correspondingly, the kind of appre-
hension for "Merkmglsempfindung“ is differént from that for
“Stellqngsempfindung“. While the former can be called
"inhaltliche Auffassung”, the latte£ is called "extenéionale

3

Auffassung" (Ibid):l Nevertheless, these two kinds of

Empfindung caoperate with each other. In the case of Leib,

Husserl also speaks of "kinasthetische Empfindungen" (Ibid).

-
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They "are directly connected, however, not with the hyletic

flow which is grasped as Abdchattung of the object-appearance

in question, but-rather with the hyletic flow which is

grasped as Abschattung of the appearance ©Of my body, more

particularly, with the change (in the Abschattung of my

bodily appéarance) which is taken as the.Abschattung of

locomotion. This latter connection gives me the basis for -

grasping space as the continuum of loci my body can occupy,

¥

and then as the loci of other things with reference to my

body" (Cairns, 1976:79).-%"

-

- In the account of' the constitution of space, Husserl

disti;guishes different levels of space.' The first level
is "oculomotorical space". In constituting this spacé only
our eyes move. The second level is "tactual space". It is
constituted by the whole body movement (Hu IV:147-151).

' 15

Certainly, this distinction is basically an abstraction.

"Der Raum, derselbe, ist visuell und taktuell” (Ibid:38).

"Accordingly, the major question of Husserl's theory of

constitution of space is: "Wie konstituiert sich der visue%le.
und wieder taktuelle Raum, wofern sie iberhaupt unabhangig
sich konstituieren?" (Hu XVI:156). o -7

++The perceptual space is three-dimensional, but the '

oculomdtorical field is two-dimensional (D 13 &;26). In

order to reach this "visual sphere", it is necessary to

perform the "visual reduction". Accordingly, what in principle
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"j
_ ' . a
can be seen is "reduced" to the realm of "visual phantom"

‘ o
which .is .the correlate of ‘oculomotorical kinaesthetic systém
(D 10 IEI:B). It must be noted that the phantom is also
basically a kind of abstraction. "Phanton, the_identical
cbject of the several sense fields, but without causal
qualities. The Phantom is accordingly not the full object
of the world" (Cairns, 1976:24). .

"Here" and “there", e.g., are moments of positions %f

the way of givenness of visual phantom. 1In the constitution

‘of these moments of posiﬁion, gpe,Merkmaisémpfindung play

no role. It is rather the Bewegungsempfindung which~€ons-
titutes them. However, this does not. imply that there is
no coaperation between them. "Bei aller Korstitution von

Raumdinglichkeit sind zweierlei Empfindungen mit durchaus

verschieden konstituierenden Funktionen beteiligt" (Hu IV:

57; 37).
Being two-dimensional, the visual field has a twd—fo}d
structure? "top-bottom" and "left-right". With this two-fold
structur? not ogly the whole local oraér of the visual field
is determined, but there results a "system of place". Clearly;
this two-fold structure is purely constituted by the oculo-
motorical kinaesthetic functién. Visual field is basicaliy
a field_of coexistence (D 13‘IV:1; Claesges, 1964:73). In
'addition,-visual space is only an "extension" of visual field.

-

Indeed, visual space is essentially a system of orientation
q
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in which we can discern the fbllowing‘directions: "top",
"bottom", "left" and "right".

Similar to the constitution of the visual space, the
"tactual space" is constituted by the tactual kinaesthetic
cdnsciousness. One important distinction between the cons—

_Eitution_of visual space and that of tactual space is as

A
~—

-ékéilows: while in constituting the visual space we éan grasp
'the whole visual field, in constituting the tactual space it
is impossible to grasp the whole tactual field (D 13 I:21)\'
The reason is two-fold: while a "bloss augenhaftes Subjekt |
konnte gar keinen erscheinden Leib hében“, in the realm of
constitution of téctuél space we encounter the body as .
"double reality" (Hu IV:150; Claesges, 1964:110). That is to
say, in constituting tactual space the body alwéys“funct;oﬁs

_g§ é?e zero—-point of orientation,'on the one hand; and apﬁears

, as the constituted body; on the other hand™ Tactual space

Y

also differs from visual space from itg being three-dimensiocnal
(i.e., plus "back~fron£"). |
Now we have to face én importaﬁt question: "was macht
, die Identitdt des Raumes, der sich einmal'vigueli'und einmal
taktuel materialisiert und in der dqoppelter Méterialisierung
der eine und identische ist?" (Hu.XVI:156)
. ﬁusseri answers that they are identical because "Jjede

manuelle Betastung eines haptisch konstituierten Gegenstandes

" 'associative' mit sich filhrt ein wandelbares visuelles 'Hand'-

-
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Objekt im Gesichtsraum . . . dessen vibuelle Raumgestalt l
. ((die des gesehenen Objektes)) . . . Ubereinstimmt mit der
. Gesalt des haptisch betastbaren Gegenstandes im Tastraum"

(D 13 I:49; Claesges, 1964:114). This answer clearly -.

appeals to the fact that in seeing our hand in mopion we

never see it as a mere Bbject-but rather as ﬁért of our

kinaesthetic system (D'io III:37; Claesgeé, 1964:113). :

Accordingly., the fundameﬁtal ground for the identity of

viéual space and tactual spaée li%s in the unity of visual

‘and tdctual kinaesthetic function. Visual and tactual fﬁnction

belong essentially to the same kinaesthetic system. '
But how is the "universal space", i.e., "identical

objective space", constituted? We have seen that in accounting

e ' for the qon;titution of transcen&ent objective time, Husserl .

'éppegls to two kinds of obsectification, namely, "recollection"

aﬁé'"aﬁperception". Similarly, in the constitution of uni-

versai space one can_find again an identificational as well

as an aﬁperceptive objectification. But, instead of recol-

lection, now we havé the identification which grounds in the !

possibility that "mein Leib in seiner gehenden Kinaesthese

immer wiédgr o;ieqtierten Raum freigibt" (Dllo i:a). On the

other hand, the apperception is no@ the "extensional apper-

ception". .

\ .
According to Husserl, this universal space is three-

dimensional (D 10 ITI:14). Then how can Husserl account for
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the possibility of an n-dimensional space?

In order to answer this question, let us start with o
a clarification of Husserl's conception of "geometry".

- In Ideen I Husserl writes that "geometry is an ontological

discipline relating to an essential phase of such thinghood,
i

the spatial«form" (§.9). For Husserl geometry is primarily

a material, regional ontolgg} rather than a formal ontology.
In other words, geomeFry does not belong to the category of
formal mathematics. 1In addition, "It i§ just as senseless
to speak of diﬁfefing geometries when .'geometry' names the .
science ﬁf the space of the world of phenopena" (LI:243).
For Husserl geometfy has a statgs liké mechanics, 1In a
letter to Paul Natrdp, ﬁuséerl'explains that: "da Begriffe
wie raumlich, Figur, Grésse, Winkel usf. nicht zu den for-
malen Kategorien, bzw. in den Bereich der formalen Kategorien
gehoren, d.h. nicht zu Begriffen derart wie: Gegenséénd und
Begriff, Sachverhalt und Satz, Existenz uﬁd Wahrheit, aber
auch: Einheit und Vie{heit, Anzahhl und Ordinalzahl, Ganzes
- und Teil, Ideq%itat und Verschiedenheit, usw. (R I:15.IIT
1897) The concepts\in geometry are lying ouE!idé formal
logic. They are not pure formal concepts, "Die Fiqur ist
ein Moment in der Anschauung, sie bestiﬁmt eine innere
Beschaffenheit des phanomenalen Objekts ebenso qut wie Farbe

oder Glatte"™ (Ibid).
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However, Huséefl also speaks of "theory of n—dimensianal
manifolds, whether Euclidean or non-Euclidean” which belongs
to formal mathematics. Clearly, for Husserl there is a
distinctipn betﬁeen séace ana manifold. “"Wie aber der

Farbe die Kategorie Qualitat entspricht . . . so entspricht

dem Raumlichen die Kategorie Mannigfaltigkeit®™ (Ibid).

.Manifold is the categorial form of space of world as phenomencn.

- "Phis manifold itsel% is related. to 'our space',i.e., space

in the ordinary sense, as its pure categorial form" (LI:243).
Only the "space-like manifold"” can be n-dimensional. Space
as the "order of the world as phenomen“ is essentially three-

dimensional. Accordingly, only the three-dimensional Euclidean
5

Manifold corresponds to the latter. "Geometry" in the ordinary"

sense or as'a branch of formal mathematics is in fact only a
theory of manifeld and not of space as world-order.

It is the three-dimensional universal space and not the
three-dimensional manifold which functions as the ‘principle of

the individuation of things. 1In other words, as principium

.

mathematische Form" (A I 36:110a).

But in what sense the three-dimensional universal space

individualizes material things?

{b) Space as Form of the Individuation of Things
We have sgen how time functions as a principle of

individuation of things. However, as a form of individuation,
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_principle of the individuation of things?
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time has an unavaidable limitation. For example, it is
quite possible for two different stones to have the same
duration and the same absolute éemporal positions; in this
case we cannot discern their respective individuality purely -
from the temporal standpoint. 1In geneéal, through the stretch

L3

or length of duration plus a lute temporal position we can -
rd to its succession, but for

real things which coexist simultaneously time can no  longer

function as individualizing moment.16 "Die Zeit ist das

principiunm indiv?huationis in der Sukzession; es bedarf eines

principium individuationis in der Koexistenz" (D 7:24).

"Mussen individualisierende Momente der Koexistenz
als lokale Momente angesprochen werden, muss alle Individuation
der Koexistenz uns in ein Ortsystem und zwar in ein Kontinuier-
: ‘

. 9 X
liches flhren? Muss es in der Koexistenz, wenn uberhaupt

mehrere Objekte, so mehrere gleiche Objekte geben Konnen,
und gern gleiche, so unterschiedlich durch eine “Raumlichkeit'"?
(Ibid:33) The answer is positive. That is to say, in addition

to time, space must be introduced as fotm of the individuation

| of things.

But what is the manner in which space functions as

4

[
n

"Das raumliche Individuum ist -das Identlsche im Wecﬂsel

des Orts, das Identische der Ortveranderung" gﬁu Xz 252)?‘3’:)

Despite the p0551b111ty of change of its pl@be’, thquplace

.' . g\
- 4.

13
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of an individual is absolute in the sense that it cannot

bé shared by another individual. When two things are given
within 'the samé time interval, they are individualized by
their different absolute places. If two real objects of
the same time interval are identical with regard to their

Y

sensibletqualities and both share the same spatial figure

.in their motion, then they are one and the same individual b

(Ibid) . : . o

Clearly, place can only function as %he moment of
individuation of thing when we do not represent it }n an
isolated manner but rather in an encompassing manner.

Irn other words, as individualizing moments "zwei QEEE innerhalb
'einer und derselben Dauer"geharen zu einen 'Raum'" (Ibid:251).
They fmust be éombined into one space ih which the tﬁo bodies
are located, and this requires that both be gradated in a
single visual or tactile field" (EJ:186). )

We have seen how time and_sbace function as the principles
of the individuation of ﬁhings. "Sind-Zeitlichkeit und
Raumlichkeit . . . vollé Prinzipien.der.Individuation"?

'(Hu ¥X:253) The answer is not given. But Husserr‘asseéts

that "I have complete individuélization only when I return

tc my hic et nunc" (EJ:186}. Also the actual world is sai@

to be a condition for the individuation of things.' So actual
world and subjectiyity are also.a necessary foundation for the (q

individuation of things.

J
+
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(6) Individuation and Werld

Husserl has his own conception of world. In order to
see in what sense world is a condition of the individuation of
things we have to start with an analysis of the nature of

"world" in Husserl's sense.

(a) Husserl's Concept of World

To clarify the “"origin of world" is one of the major
tasks of Husserl's phenomenology. It is in this eonnection
that Husserl explicitly urges us to perform the epoché.
Certainly, "origin" for Husserl does not mean "first cause" or
"sufficient reason". To solve the problem of origin of
world is nothing but to answer the question: "How the world
is constituted by the transcenden?al subjecﬁivity?" ‘AIthough
‘Husserl, in formulating the procedure of epoché, employs the g
term "Weltvernichtung", it &oes not imply that his attitude
is negative (Cairns, 1976:50). This term has merely metho-
ddlogical meaning. According to Husserl, in the nétural
attitude we are blind to the fact that the wdrld itself is
constitutively dependent on the transcendental subjectivity.
Hence, in ordér to solve the problem of origin of world, it
is .necessary for us to overcome the natural attitude {Hu
III:§.27).

Historically speaking, as early as in Ideen I Husserl

-

has already discovered that world is "perceptual horizon".
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Namely, it is "the objective background, from which'ﬁhe.
perceived object of the cogitatio emerges as the glance of
the €go singles it out, is an objective bagkground in a
really experienceable sense" {Ideas:223). But it is qnly
in his later years that Husserl explicitly thematizes the
worldhood of world.

In ordef to solve the problem of origin of world, we
have first to go back tc the life-world. In other words,
the propéi élue to the constitutive critique of world
itself "is thié‘pre—given world, not as it has been determined
by natural science Jpt as the world of immediate sensuous

experience" . (Landgrebe, 1940:54). The pre-given world of
t-

the present age is "polluted" by the results of natural

science. Namely, ocur world is "no longer a pure world of

original experience but a world exactly determined and deter-

minable in itself, a world within which all particular

J v

existents in advance and as a matter: of course are given to
us as determinable in principle, according to the methods
of exact science" (EJ:49).

Accordingly, the investigation éf the constitutive
origin of the life-world itself must take place in the
-following two stages:

First, the retrogression from the pPre-given surrounding

world with all its sedimentations of sense, including its

science and scientific determination, back to the ortiginal
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life-worid.

Second, the investigation of the subjective operatioﬁg'
from which the oriéinaL*life—world is given (EJ:50).

In other words, first of all, we have to return from the
bre—given life—wo;ld as our surrounding world té the'original
life-world as perceptual world; féf owing to:the historical-
cultural development of the formation of 'our surrounding
world, the existing thingsl;re already "cq;curéd".by our
theoretical cultural activities. They are no longer the
oﬁjects of immediate experience. "And tﬁis retrogression to
the original life-world is not one which simply takes for
granted the world of oun‘experiehce as it is given to us
but rather traces the historicity clearly deposited in it to
itskéource - it is in this historiciﬁy that the sense of a
world as existing 'in itself' and objectively determinable}r
first accrues to the world on the basis of original exéerience

+and intuition" (Ibid:45-46). Husserl terms this first stage
of the two-stage retrogressiona"destruction" or "dismantlement"

of the idealization ('Ib'id:47) . In fact, Husserl performed two dif-

ferent ways of aestroying or dismantling of idealization. The first™

# is'given in Crisis while the second can be found in Experience

-

~and Judgment. The first way starts with the intentional-

¢ historical reflection of the actual development of natural

' ¢ gcience. 1In this directidn, Husserl carefully analyzes the

intentional history of our modern world. 1In pointing out
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that £he scientific world is a logical construction; Husserl
léads us back to the lifg—wofld as perceptual world which is
the meaning+fundament of natural scieﬁce.' The second way
proceeds‘in'the transcendental-genetic or genealogical
approach. 1In clarifying the origin of predicative judgment
which plays an impdrtant rolé in the formation of scientific.
theory, Husserl discloses that predicative judgment must

be founded on experience. Namely, experiéﬁce is the pre-
subposition for the possibility of predicative‘judgTent.

The world of ére-predicative experience is breciséi&lthe
original life-world. .

' Clearly, there is an ambigquity in Husserl'sg concept'of
life-world. as pqinted out by David Carrxr, it means, oh the
one hand, the "pre-predicative perceptual world", on the
ather hand, the "cultural world" (1970:202 £f). The original
life-world gs ére—prgdicative perceptual world is essentially
notﬁing but nature. Certainly, "nature" is here not under-
stood in the -physical sense but rather in the perceptual sense.

Nevertheless, cultural world is founded on perceptual world.

This clearly:fhows that in Husserl's theory of constitution

qﬁ world the thesis of the "primacy of perception" is opérative,

Husserl points out that "there exists a fundamental
gifference between the way we are conscious of the world and,
way we are conscious of things or objects" (Crisis}143).

while the world itself is always given to us as horizon,
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things are given as objects within the world horizon.

Moreover, the world as perceptual horizon "does not exist

as an- entlty, as an object butnex1sts w1th such uniqueness

that the plural makes no sense when applled to it" (Ibigd).
Despite these differences between world and thlngs, they

are essentially inseparable from each other. Namely, "we
are conscicus of this horizén only as-a horizon for existing
objects; without particular objects of consciousness it
cannot-be actual” (Ibid) . But world as horizon for existing
opjects is not one horizon amoﬁg.many horizons, but rather,
the hgiizon of all horizons. That is to say, 'the world is
the universal horizon (A\HI.SQJ). But how cah/we understand
ﬁhis universality of world horizon? Husserl worked out at
least the following d;ffeggnt concepts 6f horizon: "inner
horizon", "outer horizen", "temporal horizoﬂ“ as "conscious-
ness—horizon®. What is the relationship between these

%
types of' horizon and world horizon? As it is formulated by

L

Peter McCormick and Fredrich Elliston, "Each noema is situated

within an inner horizon (the other aspects of the perceived

_as such), an outer horizon (other possible objects of cons-

v
ciousness)"»(l977:122). Insofar as both inner and outer

horizons are perceived horizons, they'belong to world herizons.
But "temporal horizon" as "consciousness-horizon" is'basicaliy
"noetic". Namely, it is formed purely by lived experiences

of acts within the same stream of consciousness. This
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’ horizdﬂ belongs to the world—consciaﬁsness rather than
to world horizon. As world—consciohsnéss in the trans-
cendental sense does not belong to the wo'/ as universal
horizon,'temporal or consciousness—horizozijzwkhe trans-
cendental sense also does not belong to the world horizon.

- After this’éistinction between noematic and noetic horizons
we cdan &learly see the limitation of, the universality of

. -
world horizon. Indeed, world horizon isr not constituted

.
e

by a single act but rather by the whole stream of coﬁscious— 

ness. in addition, the world-apperception is esgentially
passive. ."Der passiven Synthesis im strdmenden Leben‘als‘
im Wandel standig hQriéonhafg‘Welt Bewusst haben entspricht.
es, dass die-Welt% die gtandig als eine raum~zeitliche
Universum bewusst, nicht thematisch konstituiert ist durch
‘eine aktive Iden_tiifikatioriﬁ (A VIT 8:3). Insofar as the

El

"pagFive Welt-Apperzeption is grounded in time-consciousness,

it is time-~consciousness.which is the ultimate ground for -
the constitution of wdrld as universal.hofizpn.

Husserl. also charécteri%es world as "totality of
existents" (EJ:38; Crisis:142). Ulrich Claesges maintains
that thig conception of world is noﬁ transcendental (1972:
.85 ff). " But Claesges's thesis is not justified; for Hu?serl

épricitly points out that world as a totality of things is

"infinite" and "open" 4Crisis:31;l£76).f;The world as

univers&l horizon is identical with the world as Eb%ality

; . v " I..

-
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! of existents (EJ:38). The "ambiguity" is merely "verbal™

and not "substantial".

In the following section we will see how world as

universgl horizon functions as the condition of individuation.

t

(b) World .as Condition of Individuation

According to Husserl, the individuation of things is
"possible only within the Qorld of actual experiénce" (EJ:
171). It is because "ein Ding_allein.ist unmoglich", in
additional fo the reason that:real_thingsican be individua-

lized only in an actual and not imaginary oxr ideal world

(K III 6:230). Namely, the individuation of things must be

grounded in world as universal perceptual horizan alsc because things

are given as being valid "only in such 'a way that we are
> .
conscious of them as things or objects within the world-

horizons" (Crisis:143).
It is true that we can speak of many different worlds 4
. . _ P
and none of them is imaginary but actual. However, in this

e - ,f' [P NP M S

I . connection "world" means primarily "cultural world" or
"historical world". As universal perceptual horizon world is only cne

and always one. Namely, "the plural makes no sense when

L]

s applied to it" (Ibid).
We have seen that after the performance of double

reduction we reach the dimension of- individual real objects.

- . )
'\ _ objects and every thinkable judgment ultimately refers to

"Original substrates are therefore individuals, individual _‘

-
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individual objects™ (EJ:263. all individual real objects

are connected with each other according to the temporal
4 .

as well as the spatial order, i.e., the e in the same

world as universal horizon.
- . !
Insofar as the way of givenness of real individuals is
. ) . I .
concerned, a real individual can only be given to us in

a horizon. That is to say, its way of givernness is essen-

tially horizonhaft. In particular, a real individual “given

in experience, has not only an internal horizon but also 'an

infinite, open, external horizon of objects cogiven"
(Ibid:33). Both "internal (inner) horizon" and "external

- b .
(outer) horizon" are parts_ of the world 'as universal horizon.

Husserl -points out that prior to the active g;as;:hg oé

an individual real object, the “worlq as a whole is always

already p&egiven in passive certitude" (5239:311. However,
o .

this pregiﬁen world as universal horizon can never be known

in a "once and for all" manner. In other words, "the world,

present to consciousness as horizon, has-the subjective

general character of truthworthiness as a horizon of exis-

tents known in general but, on.that account, still not known

.as regards individual.particularities" (Ibid:37). This

"structure of known--unknown" is, according to Hussgrl, the

fundamental structure of world-consciousness. As a conse—
quence, each real individual, insofar as it is given to us,

has always a degree'of familiarity and that of unfamiliarity.

n s et s B . bl e TS T
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‘'This unavoidable tension between familiarity and unfamiliarity

of an ihdividual real bbject is nothing but ancther expression

‘ of the Hdrizonthaftigkeit of the way,bf givenness of the real
individual. Accordipgly, a real can only acquire its

individuality within the actual world. ' !

(7) . Transcendental Squectivity and the Individuation
of Things

In this section we will see how the individuation of

things must be relative to the transcendental subjectivity.
" Insofar as Husserl has his own conception of subjectivity,

we have at first to clarify its nature.

{a) Husserl's Concept of Transcendental Subjectivity

Although in the first edition of Logical Investigations

Husserl rejected the idea of pure ego, thére.is already a

kind of subjectivity which cannot be regarded as subjectivity

. in an empirical-psychological sense. BAlso this concepfion
of subjectivity differs from any %nderstanding of subjectivity
as substratum in a metaphysicél sense. Rather, this sSub-
jectivity in a phenomenological sense is a "stream of cons-
ciousness" (LI:535 ff). After the transcendental-idealistic
turn he explicitly introduces an idea of pure or transcer-
dental ego (Ideas:Ch. 4). However, qfsserl does not gbandpnf

his concept of subjistivity as stream of consciousness. On

-

the contrary, according to Husserl, the transcendental ego

~

is inseparable from the stream ¥f consciousness. The pure
L]
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ego is nothing bug the identical pole of the stream of ‘
conscicusness {CM:65-66). bértainly, subjectivity ;s
st}eam.of consciousness is;now purified into transcendental
sense.

. ~ .

HusserlAmakeé a distinction between transcendental
'subﬁeétivity and psychological or psychophysical subjectivity.
While the-fo;mer "with its constitutive life of consciousness . 5
and its transcendental abilities" belongs to thelconstituﬁing'
,dimensién, the latter "as human person" with its "psychic
. mental processf(in the psychological sense)" in psychophysical
“cohnexiqn with phy;ical organisms, which are also parts of
the worla", Belongs to the constituted dimeﬂsion (FTL:252).

We have seeﬂlthat‘world as universal horizon is also cons-
tituted 5y the transcehdéntal subjectivity. As the cons- !

titutive"source transcendental ego is "worldless" in the

sense that it does not belong to the world. 1In Crisis Husserl

mentiocns the “péra@ox.of human subjectivity". Napely, human
subjectivity is, on the one hénd, a subject for the world
(i.e., worldless), on the other hand, an object in the
world. According to Husserl, the solution to‘this paradox
lies in the above distinction betweeﬁ transcendental. subjec-
tiv%ty aﬁd psychological subjectivity. While transcendental

subjectivity as subject for the world is worldless, psycho-

logical sé%}sctivity is part of the world (Crisis: §.53).

- _ .




‘ Hﬁsserl maintains that any confusion of.these two
-~ kinds of subjectivity would not only make us blind to the
'possi?ility of transcendental-phenomenological philosophy,
\;ﬁxbut lead us to commit the fallacy of transcendental psycho-
légism.‘ That, is to say, psychelogical subjectivity or Bhe
humanlgéyche can never funcpion‘as the transéendentalf
constitutive source of world. It is merely an object
of transcendental apperception (FTL:99). Accqrdingly; in
order to go back to the genuine transcendental dimension,
i.e., the transceﬁdental"subjectif&ty, the psycholbgical
subjectivity must be put inta bracket®! For the possibility
'of transcendental-phenomenological philosophy, this "dif—
ference between empirical and-transcenéental subjectivity
‘remained unavoidable" (Crisis:202).

But how then is it possible for Husserl to account for
the uﬁity-between transcendental subjectivity and psycho-
lbgical subjectivity, if there exists such a fundamental
constitutive differenée between them?17 What is thg connection
between the tranécendeptal subjectivity, which is not subject
to any real, natural causal law nor'psychophysical condition
and the real, empirical psychological subjectivity?

Husserl himself’also notiges this problem and'tries to
solve it by appea%ing £o the difference between "natural
attitude” and "transcendental-reflective attitude". According

i
to Husserl, it

is always the same subjectivity, no matter whether
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it is in the mode of psychological subjectivity or in the
mode of transcendental subjéctivity. Within the natural
attitude it focuses on the cbjects in the world and forgets
its own transcendental-constitutive function;. Through the
performance of transcendental reduction does it release
itself from this status of self—obliVion and accordingly

. understands the objects in the world as constitutive
prodﬁcts of its intentional-transcendental performance. In
other words, within the transcendental-reflective attitude
it apprehends that it is the transcendental subjectivity.
As pointed by Walter‘Biemel, "this means that the true subject
is never an object in thg world, but, rather, is constantly
merely a subject for thé world which it.constitutes.. Only
as long as it has not apprehended itéelf as transcendental
subject can it understand itself as an object in the world"
(1977:297) .

So, as something identical, subjectivity has the trans-
cendental as well as psychological modes. From the constitutive
standpoiht, the transcendental mode is more primordial. That
is to say, it is only the transcendental mode which can be
regarded as the true essence ‘of subiectivity.

As a stream of consciousness, transcendental subjectivity
is not only a unity but grasps i£self as an 1 (CM:66). How-
ever, according to Husserl, this ultimate I is immortal,
while the empirical subjectivity is mortal. He writes:

"NDes Mensch kann nicht unsterblich sein. Der Mensch

2+

.
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stirbt~notwendi§. Der Mensch hat keine weltiche
Proexistenz, in der zeitrdumlichen Welt war er fruher nichts.
und wird er nacher nichts sein. Aber das transcendentale

urtumliche Leben, das letztlich weltschafende Leﬁen und
dessen letztes Ich kann nicht aus dem ﬁichts werden und
_in Nichts libergehen, es ist 'unsterblich', weil dagdéterben
dafur keinen Sinn hat" (K III 6:25la; Eley, 19é2:72).

Accordingly, despite the identity relationship betweép

transcendental and empirical subjectivities there is .also :

_unavoidable d}fference between them.

Moreover, an analysis of Husserl's transcendental-
phenomenological idealism will shed more light on his coﬁcé%t
of transcendental subjecﬁivity.

Historically speaking, in the period of Logical Investi-

gations Husserl does not commit himself to any transcendentalﬂ
' idealistic positions. But the epistemological character of
his phenomenological approach is already clearly shown in

the Sixth Investigation.

h

In Ideas Husserl writes that "the whole spatial-temporal-

world . . . is according to its own meaning ‘mere intentional

Being, a Being, which has merely secondary, relative sense
“of a Being £3£ a consciocusness” (139). That is to say,
inscfar as its meaning is concerned, the world is constitu-
tively dependent on the transcendental subjectivity. This .

' is the major thesis’of Husserl's transcendental idealism.

.

s !
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But as pointed out by Richard Holmes, "Phenomenologicél

idealism does not deny the actual existence of the real

(realen) world {and primarily of nature) . . . Its pnly

world" (1975:102).

. task and accomplishment is to clarify the sense of this

" Accordingly, it is not correct to

say that Husserl's transcendental-pRlenomenoclogical idealism

is a metaphysical idealism which dissolves the reality of

the world into the reality of consciousness"” (Ibid:99);

Rather, it is an idealism of meaning, or as called by

Richard Holmes, an

"epistemological idealism" (Ibid:98).

As constituting source transcendental subjectivity is

primarily an epistemological subject.

{b) The Transcendental Condition of the Ind1v1duatlon

of Thlngs

Insofar as Husserl is an idealist (though in a trans-

cendental-phenomenological sense), he cannot, like-the rea-

list, take for granted the identity as well as the indi-

account for the possibility of these phen&mena.

viduality of things.

Rather, he must provide a constitutive

with the slogan of Husserl's transcendental-phenomenological

idealism,

an individual real object is essentially a "cons-

titutive product" of transcendental subjectlv1ty. In

partlcular, a "thing acquires individuality only for a cons-

ciousness which claims it in a course of appearance"

{(Ricoeur,

1967:78).

According to Husserl, the individuation

In accordance

o

—~—
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things is "the secondary individuation of something-

over-against (das Gegeniiber) (Hu IV:301l; Ricoeur, -Ibid).

In other words, the individuation of thifgs is a "relative™
indivi@uation. .
We-have seen that both object;@e time and objective
space are "originated" in the tranécendental subjectivity.
Time-consciousness which constitutes objective time is
basically the deepest level of trénscendental subjecti&gty.l
In fact, Husserl also calls time-consciousness the absolute
subjectivity '(Hu X:§.36).‘ On the other hand, in constituting
objective space the kinaesthetic consciousness of transcen-
denﬁél subjectivity plays an important role; Moreover, even
the actual world as un;versal horizon is nothing but the
constituted correlate of transcendental subjectivity. But,
in addition to all these ;;nstitutive roles, transcendental
subjectivity also functions as "Individuum gebendes Bewusst-
sein". Namely, it is transcendental subjectivity which
"gibt das Individuum, d.i., es gibt den Inhalt in der Form
der Individualitdt"(Hu XXIII:499). =~ '/

"Jedesg iédiuid}eliés Bewusstsein is anschaulich",
hence an individual real object is given to us in its
"Leibhaftigkeit", (Ibid:500). However, at each ﬁoment,
it is only one aspect of a realﬁindividual which is
"actually"” (eiéentlich) given to us. That is to say, owing

to the "profile"-structure of our perception of a material
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spatial thing, it is impossible for us to grasp an individual
thing in all its sides at one moment. The “"profile"-structure
of our perception of real individual objects is not the
deficiency of our human perceptual organ which might bé
improved in the future. Rather, this is the essentiai
structure of thg transcendent.perception and hence can never
be altered.. That is to say, an individual thing can be given
in a (reelle) transcendent manner. Nevertheless "the thing
is the intuited unity that which we are consciouseof as’.
one and self-identical within the continuéusly ordered flow of
perceptual patterns as they pass off the one into ;pe'other"
(Ideas:5.41). But hdw‘does our pefceptual‘consciousness
achieve such'é unity and idéntit; of tranécendent things?

. Husserl agreeg that neither "unity” nof "identity" is

~ :

a real'broperty which can be d%scovered by perception. An

indiﬂ?dual thing, as something identical, is rather "phano-

menologisch.definiert als eine Bewusstseinsleistung”

' (Holenstein, 1972:55). fThat is to say, the unity and

identity of real things is the "Erwerbung” of transcendental

. consciousness ‘¢r subjectivity.

L4

It is true that we cannot have adequate evidence of

an individual thing. Namely, an adequate givenness of :the .

individual thing is only an "Idea" in the Kantian sense

-(Hu III:149). However, each appearing aspect has the individual

object-in-itself as its Telos. Accordingly, each aspect is



'ception. Although at each moment

given to us as an aspect of an individual thing (Bernet,
1979:124). In addition, perception is essentially apper-

only one aspect is actually

¢

given to us, the other aspects are cogiven to us. In other

words, there is "apperceptive reference" among the different
aspectg. Hencé, the "profile"-structure of transcendent -
perception does not exclude the possibility of the perceptual
unity bf a thing. Furthermore, thanks-to the associative
"coalescence" (Vérschmelzung) the unity of an individual

S

thing is already given to a passive consciousness (Ibid:125).

Hoaever, in order to see how the unity as well as the
identity Of things is possible, we have.tb understand the

T
passive and active performance of perceptual consciousness.

In particular, we have passive as well as active identification
(Holenstein, 1972:56). Nevertheless, since the possibility
of unity and identity of things is ultimately grounded in
temporal’ synthesis, an analysis of the temporal constitution
of unity and identity of things will sufficiently show how the
transcendental subjectivity achieves the unity and identity
of individual things.

.Pirst, let us see how Husserl accounts for the temporal
constitution of unity of individual thiﬁgs.

| From Husserl's theory of ﬁime-consciousness we have
seen that each‘perceptual consciousness has its retentional

and protentional structure. According to Husserl, the
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2

"interplay" between retention, primal impression and pro-

tention is passive and automatic. By means of the retentional
¢> function the past phase of the object does no£ vanlish, though
it no longer appears. Moreover, "Es ist ein Urgesetz eben,
dass jeder retentionale Verlauf -- in reiner Passivitﬁt;
ohne Mitbeteiligqu des aktiven Ich -- alsbald und stetig
Erwartungsintentionen motivierE und d?Tit erzeugt, die im
Sinne der Stilahnlichkeit bestimmt sind"” (Hu XI;323). In
other words, the unify of object is constituted by the
- cooperation of retentional and protentional performances.
"This undergoing of continuous retentional modification is
the essential initial pért of the constitution of an identical
object, one that, in the broadest sehse, persists" (FTL:
319); Siﬂce this unity.is passively constituted, it is not
yet the identical objecé. According to Husserl, an
.identical cbject is only a correlative of knowledge which
p¥e§ppposes the reproduction or recollection {Hu XI:327).

Then how is the identity of an objéct possible?

éy According to Husserl, the identity of an object can result
only from the operation of identification. Husserl also
claims that identification is the fundamental form of synthesis
" (CM:41). Identification can be perfof&@d only on the grounds

of reproduction. "Objectification is thus always an active

achievement of the ego, an active believing cognizance of

that of which we are aware, this something being one and
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continuously the same through the continuous extension of
consciousness in its duratiqp. If is ghat which is iden-
tified in distinct acts which form a syntﬁesis; in” this
synthesis we are awa;e of it as the same, as that which can
always be recogniied, or also as that whic? is freeely
repeatable in recollections or freely producible in per--
ception . . . It is precisely this identity, as the correlate
of an identification to be carried out in an open, bouﬁdless,

and free repetition, which constitutes the pregnant concept

-

of an object" (EJ:62). Since the posSibilitf of an act of

z

identification presupposes reproduction, and reproduction

itself presupposes retention, identification is grounded in
retentidnh Indeed, the consciousness of identity is grounded

in the conscioushess of unity. That is to say, the consti-
'tption of the identity of objects is founded on the constitution
cf the unity of objects. | . - )

So by means of retentionél function the transcendeqtal
subjectivity constitutes the individual object as unity.
Through association the transcendental suljec vity ié
aﬁrgady able to'passively identify the "sameness" of an
individual object.18 But the explicit idén;ify of the
object can only result from the act of identification which

'preéupposes reproduction.

As something identical the individual thing has to

found its possibility in the consciousness of unity as well
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as in the conscicusness of identity. That is to say,
without the retentional and reproductive functions of
trénscendental subjectivity an indiv;dual-thing cannot be
given to ué as an individual.

Now we can clearly see why Husserl says that an indi-

vidual thing cam only acquire its 1nd1v1dua11ty in trans-

'cendental subject1v1ty

Our exposition of Husserl's theory of the individuation

of things is completed here.

B. ' The Problem of the Individuation of the Ego
e .

-

(1} Absolute Individuation .

-

?

The individuation of real objects or the individuation

of things is called by Husserl the "secondary individuation" v

. or "relative individuation". It is because the pOSSlblllty of the

individuation of things must presuppose the individuation af

the ego. An ego is, par excellence, an "individual". , According

to Husserl, to the problem of the individuation of things "is linked
a parallel_prohiem, that of the unitf of the ego, the éerson"
(Hu VIII:174).

Even within the mundane "personalistic attltude“ Husserl
regards "the person as a midpoint of a surroundlng world?
(Hu IV:185). All the 1nd1v1dua11ty of things is relative
to this subject "Kein Ding hat in sich selbst seine -
Individualitat"” (Ibid:299). As the subject of the surrounding

world, the ego does not acquire its ihdividuality from outside.

-
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Moreover, the principles of the individuation of the ego are

£

R difﬁerenf,from that of things. Also "Individualitdt in
geistigen S5inn etwas Qanz anderes ist als ﬁaturindividua—
litit" (Hu IV:298). ) -

"The ego, however, is 'this one' and has individuality.

! s

in and through itself" (Crisis:ZiB). In this sense, the indi-
viduation of the ego is an "absolute individuatign" (Hu
IV:299). “For_the ego, space and time are not principles

of individuation" (Crisis;218).

In the case of the individuation of things we have seen

the intimate relationship between essence and things. Indeed,
each individual thing can be regarded as an individual case

of its individual essence or concrete essence. But there

?

is no such relationship between essence and the‘sgo.. "Ein Ich.
hat.keine generelle sacﬁhaltige Eigenart" (Hu XIV:22}. Or,
one hés to séy:‘"Das Ich hat seine Eigenart nicht im Sinne
der Einmal%gkeit def Veréinzelung eines konkreten spezifischen

Wesens" (Ibid).

+

What then are the principles of the individuation of the ego?

Before we answer this gquestion, we -have first to solve the

. following problem: "How is the unity andLigentity of the ego

»

possible?" According to Husserl, ego is scmething
more'than a stream of consciousness. Nameiy, the ego is claimed
)]

3 L .
to be identical throughout the stream of consciousness. It

is this jdentical ego which has the individuality. When
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" the unity as well as the ider;tify of the ego is J'Tmp'os's’ible,. -
then it is senseless for us to raise the guest}on concerning |
it§ individuation. 1In fact, Husserl claims that it is "a . ..
i : " fundamental problem of phenomenology to explain fully how

every experience (e.g., every recollection) comes to have

P PR S gy e 3

this connection with every other {e:g., a recollection has
a connection with the corresponding actual percepticn) of  the i
same ego or. in:the stream of consciousness of the same ego”

(EJ:166~167) . -

(2) The Unityfénd the Identiﬁy of the Ego
"Historitally speaking, Husserl's theory of the unlty and the iden-
. tify of the ego jis also a reactidh to Hume's skeptistic -
solution tao the’probiém of personal identify (Hu fII:lS? f£ff).
Tqﬁst‘like.his answer to the question cqncerning the idéntity : ‘
_ of tﬁings,Hume insists that the identity of the ego results only
from a fictitious beliéf:;_That is to say, according to Hume,
£he personal identity is merely a %lgtitious onq‘and results
only from the'imagination (Hume, 1888:251 ff:‘Mquhy,‘lQSO: ’
114).. | ' | :

. not & metaphysical substance. In other words, an empirical

To be sure Hussérl gagrees witM Hume that the ego«is

R " or transcenﬂ§ntal realistic solution to the problem of
. T e T ) <
S, personal identity is also rejecteéd by Hugserl. However,

‘ " according to Husserl, our subjective process is not a

> e v
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discrete system. Rather, our stream of consciousness is .

-

essentially a unity.
But how is the unity of the ego possible? ..

Husserl maintains "dass mein apodiktisches 'iéh bin'

die Wesensform des Stromens hat" (E III 9:14; Held, 1966:75).
. - - .

All of the livéed experiences of the same ego are compossible
< : : )
in the form of stream or flux. According to Husserl, the

unity of consciousness of the subjective-process of, the
‘ego grounds its, possibility in "Stromensintentiopalitat"
(C 17 1Iv:1). We have alréady learnt that the'timg:cpnstituting

consciousness has "double intentionality". In particular,

%t

by means of the- "horizontal intentionality" oriﬁietention'

’ . Y

of retention" the time-consciousness constitutes its own

4

unity by itself. 1In fact, what Hﬁéserl means by "Stromenin-
tentionalit&t" is nothiné but "retention" and “proténtion".
Since each phasel;f‘consciousness'within the abjective prééess
has the "fetention—prbtentidn" structure, it can grasp not
only the "just past" and the "next ‘coming" aspect of the
intended object, but also the "just-past" phase and the "next

\

coming” phase of cqnsciousness. That is to say, eégh phase

of consciousness has 1 "subjective" horizon.  That is why

Husserl saysi'"Auch von allen solchen Erlebhissen 'gilt- - - °

offenbar, dass die aktuellen von einem 'Hof* von unaktuelleq

umgeben sind: ‘der Erlebnlsstrom kann nie aus ﬁauter Aktuelltaten

, rbestehen" (Hu III:79), Accordlngly, all the conscious acts

L, w
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time-constituting consciousness remains “non-egological".

72

of 'dan ego occur "in continuous enchainment" (EJ:166). In
this manner “"the flux of'conséiousness constitutes its own
unity" (PITr106). Namely, the constitution of the unity

of the flux of subjective process "qua phenomenon . . . is

constituted in itself" (PIT:109). It is clearly seen that

there is a distinction between the constituted flux of

consciousness and the constituting flux of consciousness.

L]

According to Husserl, they coincide with each other, yet

not-in evéiy respect. ?urthermore, "the phases of the flux

of consciousness in which phases of the same flux of cons-

L " . . .
ciousness are phenomenally constituted cannot be identical

with these constituted phases, and they are not" (Ibid:110}.

The constituting fluxiis later regaraed-by Husserl as
"Ur-Ich“iulH;storically speaking, Husserl's theory of self-
constitution of'the'unity of stream of consciousness first
appeared in 1905. Aithough at thét time Husserl had already
regarded the time-constituting'COnéciousnesé as an "absolute

subjectivity", Qe did not admit the idea of pure ego. Thé

But in 1932, Husserl explicit%y rejected the non-egolcgical
conception of t;me—consciousﬁess. He déqla?ed that "die
wirkliche Zeitigung ist nun night die dés Stromens, sondern
des transcendental phénoménologisie;enden=Ich" (C 17 IV:4; .
Held; l9é6:l001. That is to say, "temporalization" is now

regarded as "ichliche Leistung"” (C 17 IV:5). "Der Strom
N ’ 4

L
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ist a pfiori.von dem Ego zu verzeitlichen; dieses Ver- . 3
zeitlichen ist selbst strﬁmendeé: das Stromen ist immerzu | 1
im Voraus; aber auch das Ich ist im Voraus" (Ibid:6}. But
this does not mean that the flux results from the action of
ego. On the contrafy, retention for instance is not an '
action of ego. Rther, retentional performance is a passive
) “ichliché Leistung”. That is to say, to régard "stromenin- - . ‘ '
tentionalitat" as "ichliche Leistung" does not changé its . .
"passive" cparacter. Here "ichliche Leistung" cannot be _ -

20

confused with "action of ego". Moreover, here "Ich" shbulg

be understood in the sense of "Ur-Ich", i.e., "Ich als
letztlich fungierendes™ (C 13 III:12). T ) .
According to Husserl, the tianscendéntal subjedtivity
which we discover after the performanqe_of transcendental-
phenpmenolégiéak reduction.is.not‘the ultimate subjectivity.
"pas transcendentale 'absolute', das wir uns durqh dieée
‘ReduktiOn herausprépariért;haben,'ist in Wahrﬁeit nicht - . ,
das Letzte, es ist etwas, das sich seibst in einem gewissen
tiefliegenden uﬂd:véllié eigenartigen Sinn- konstituirt und ' 1
sFine‘Urquellé in einem letzten‘und wahrhaft Absoluteri hat" ’ ' )
(Hu III:§.81). While the non-ultimate ¢ranscendental ;
éubjectivity is immanent temporal, the "Ur-Ich" Is 'not in : - _ i
.ﬁhe-immqqent time. :"Das Pch in seiper ursprﬁnglichsten-

©

Urspriinglichkeit ist nicht in der Zeit (C 10:21). Accordin:;l‘y,

\ it is senseless to say that the "primal-I" is something * ' 4 |

rat
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enduring. Through the "vertical intentionality" only the
v . :

unity of the non-ultimate transcendental "ego" is constituted.
The unity of "primal-I" is rather an "Eihhefﬁheiner absglu;en

Selbstzeitigung" (Hu XV:669). It differs even from. the

unity of the constituted flux of consciousness. Moreover, -

according "to Husserl, "die Identitat des Ich ist.nicht die
hlosse Identitat eines Dauernden, sbndg;n die Identitat des

"Vollziehers -- das ist der Ichpol -- und wenn schon auch

eine Dauerneinheit konstituiert, so bleibt es ein einzigartig

Eigenes, was da Identitat des Vollziehers heisst" (C 10:28).

Certainl}, the primal ego is not separable from the stream
of consciousness. Rather, "das identische Ich, sich ais das’
identische in erster Urspringlichkeit zeitigend, in ihm eine
Schichte der Affeh@ions - und Aktionstrahien als’Schichte
des'Lebenéstromenes sich zeitigend, dessen Edentitatszentrum
das Ich ist" (C 10:8). However, fhere-is a differencelbétween
piimal—I and the lived gxperience in the stream of consciousness.
As an géentical pole which goes through the whole strean Qf
consciousness the primal-I is not an "Erlébnié" (Ibid:7). _
Accordingly, the identity of the ego qua "Vollzieher” is different’
from the identity of a lived expefience. e
Hussefl once claimed that "Ich, der ich jetzt wahrnehmé;
und diese Wahrnehmung vollziehe,’ bin ident@séh deréelbe, der

ich mich in der Wiedererinnerung finde, als das Ich, das das

Vergangene wahrgenommen hat. Die absolute.IdentitEt'erkenne
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ich in dér\Rgflexion" (Hu IX:208). However, he must give

up such an answer if he is to be consistent with his conception

of reflection as objectification‘.21

Indeed, owing to the objectificational character of

" reflection in the Husserlian sense, the unity and identity of the

priﬁal egd'can never be "proved" by appeal to reflective evidence.
In ofder to justify tﬁe unity and identity of the primai
ego, Husserl adopts a "transcendental argument"” in the Kantian
sense. The identity of the primal ego is regarded as "die
Bedingung der Moglichkeit der Einheit des Stroms und zugleich
auch die Bedingunqrder MOglichkeit der Erkenntnis uberhaupt”
fBriefe an Roman Ingarden:132).
Moreover, in his later years Husserl charaéterizes the
whole dimension of the primal ego as an "absolute facticity"
(Hu XV:385). The primdl ego is "standig fungierend und durch
all - . .‘Fungieren in Bezug auf das-Fdngieren dasselbe Ich,
das Ich, das jede Leistung behalt, nur s;éndig in:Selbstzéitigung
(A V 5:5). As "st3ndig Urquelle" the primal ego "ist identisch
nicht durch ein 'identifizieren', sondern als uréinig Sein"
(Ibid:8). Accordingly, tﬁe unity and the identity of the primal
ege do rot’ belong’ to the constituted dimension; hence they need

1

no further constiputive account. On the contrary, any consti-

_tution must presuppose primal unity and primal identity as

» T
"Urgrund”. Even the-constituted stream of consciousness must

ground its unity in the unity of the primal ego.

% S ':“ | i ' /?,ejj (l

LIl
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We have seen that how Husserl accounts for the possi-
bility of the unity and the identity of the ego.In the following
section we will give a presentation of his different sets
of principles of the individuation of the ego.

(3) The Principle of the Individuation of the Ego

Lol

Despite the "postulate"-character of the primal ego the unity

and: identity of the primal ego is the constitutive condition of

A

.possibility of the ego as "menschliches Lebenwesen in einer

animalischen Gemeinschaft" (in the naturalistic attitude),

as "Person in einer Persongeme:\schaft" {(in the pgrsonalistic
attitude), as "Monade in einerAM;hadengemeinschaft" (in the
transcendental attitude) (Walaénfels, 1971;10).22 In-
accordahce‘with these aifferent ways of givenness of. the ego

there are different sets of principia individﬁétionis.

In contrast to the “"relative" and “seco{gary" indivi-
duation of things,time and space cannot functionlas principles-of
the individuation of the ego,23 It is true that our physi‘ca]@dy
(KBrEer) is located’Jithin spatiotemporality.ﬁf“A body is

what it is as this determined body, as a substance of 'causal'

properties which is, in itg own éssence, spatic-temporally
located" (CrisiszlS: our underliné). However, an ego is
not just its physical body. Furfhermore, there is even a
distinction between "éur living boay" (Leib) ana "our physical

body" (KSrEer). Insofar as our living body as centre of

Y.

L.

f
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.orientation is the constitutive source of space,-it cannot
be individualized by appealing to space.
For the individuation of the ego as #menschliches Leben-

(/Wbéésen" there are two principia individuationis.

First, "physical living body" as principium individua-

tionis: "because of the character of the physical living
#ody“, an animal individual can be distinguishable from any
other animal individuals "in respect to its position in the
space of physical bodies, a position which is inauthentic '
and which it owes to its physical, living body" (Crisis:
218).

Second, "idiopsychische Regelungen"” as Principium

individuationis: an animal individual is distinctive with

all its “psychophy&ipally condi;ioned factors" (Hu 1IV:142;
Crisis:218).

Since “pefson"as:a"spiritual individual® is given only
in a personalistic éttitude, its individuation differs from that

. of the animal indiﬁ;dual as the ego in the natural wofld.

Whlle the "psychic" ego results from the “psychologlsche
Auffassung" the ego as “person" or.a "spiritual individual"
resulgs from the "geisteswissenschaftlichén.Auﬁfassung"
(Hu IV:143). 1In other words, person is rather the ego in
the cultural- hlstorlcal world.

According to Husserl, there are three principles of the

\\}@dividuation of the personal individual .
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Flrst, a personal 1nd1v1dual is unique accordlng to-
its style of motivation (Rlcoeur, 1967:78). For Husserl,
motlvatlon is not a psychoioglcal phenomenon. Namely, it '
f
'\,
must be distinguished from the psychophysical condition.

Also, motivation is not physical causality. The latter

belongs to the sphere of natural science. In addition, one

cannot confuse motivation with the "adegquate condition" in the

logical sense. Motivation is rather "die Gesetzlichkeit

4

des geistigen Lebens" (Ku IV:220).

Husserl distinguishes two kinds of motivation: "rational
motivation"” and "associative motivation". While "ratiocnal

motivation""is active, "associative motivation" is passive.

~"Alle geistigen Verhaltungsweisen sind durch Beziehungen

der Motivation, 'kausal' vernupft" (Ibid:230). For example,
I perform action’a, because I have been told that action B
will happen. Thls "because” is basically "habltual"

(gewohnheitsmassiq).

"Das personale Ich konstituiert sich in der urspunglichen

Genesis nicht nur als triebhaft bestimmte Personlichkeit,

von Anfang an und immerfort auch von ursprunglichen Instinkten

getriebenes und ihnen passiv folgq&des, sondern auch als

hoheres, autonomes, freitatiges, inbesondere von Vernunft-

motiven geleitetes, nicht bloss gezogenes und unfreies Ich"

(Hu IV:255). That is to say, it is rational motivation which

is important for the personal individuality. Clearly, - the

™

o,
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possibility Ef free decision must be presupposed.
Personal individuality is nothing but the "Gesamtstil
und Habitus des Subjekts" (Ibid:277). In terms of the
Style of rational motivation we can "define" "personlichen
Eigenheiten" or "Charaktereigenschaften". To be sure, all
these must be understood as "eine gewisse Regel der Ent—
wicklung" rather than a material essence (Ibid:256). By
means of his "Gesamtcharacter, der durch alle Entscheidungen
und Entscheidenheiten identisch hindurchgeht", we are able
to discern the i’ndi\.fiduality of the €go as person (Hu IX:215).
Second, the "selbsteigene ﬁébitualitéten" form the
individual structure of a person. The persconal ego is a bole
of acts. According'to Husserl, "jeder Akt, 'einmaligqg .
vollzogen', ist 'Urﬁfiftﬁng' einer bleibenden Eigenheit,‘
in die immanente %eit hinein dauernd (im Sinne eines dauernden

Identischen)" (Hu IV:311). That is to say, although the

"finished" act sinks into the past, it does not wvanish.

On the contrary, it not only retains its validity but can
"ant}cipate" further acts. Moreover, as "eine bleibende Habe"
of the ego it can Be "reactivated" at'ahy time -- mainly
through apperceptive asSéciqtion (Hu I:95). Habitualities

- as the "gultige cogitatione" are constantly present in the
stream of consciousness, though in a unthematic manner
(Bartels, 1979:62-63). The personal ego is.basically a life

of sedimentation .of habitualities. ‘Certainly, habitualities of
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the personal ego are ° not "real phkoperties". "Das sind aber
nicht an ihm als wie (an) einem si&chlicken Gegensténd
'hahrnehmungsmassig gegebene und au ‘I'sbare sachliche
Eigenschaften, sondern Beschéffe%heiten, die ihm aus der
Genese, aus der Tatsache, dass es den jewei;igen actus
vollzogen hat,;zuwachsen und nur in Rekurs auf diesen
historisph ihm zugeharen"‘(gh IX:211). By appealing -to
habituélitieg as "Ich-Eigenheiten" we camn discern a peran
from other persons. That is why Husserl says: "Die person,
‘als die 'Individualitdt einer Sﬁbjektiﬁitat';. . - ist
bezogen auf die Sphare der spezifischen Aktivitat in Form
des ego cogito" (Hu XI:18). °
| ,‘ Finally, a personal ego is also individualized by his
personal history. According to Husserl, each person "hat
se%pe individuelle Geschichte" (gu IV:300).

A personal ego is‘basically the subject of his own

history. "Absolut betrachtet, hat jedes ego seine Geschichte,
.uﬁd es ist nur as Subjekt seiner Geschichte” (H‘VIII:SOG)a
A personal ego is not just an empty pole. 1In addition, as an
i%?gpigal throughout his history, the personal ego "ist seiend
im-*erden und konstituiert in sich seine eigene Prasenz, seine
eigene Qergangenheit und voraus als Horizont gerichtte offene
Zukunft® (ﬁu IV:16). That is to say, the personal ego
"constitutes himself for himself in, so to speak, the unity

of a 'history'" (CM:75). .

o T e PR oY P P
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Slnce each personal ego has his particular hlstory,
the coherence of history shows the unlqueness of the personal
ego. Indeed, Husserl poznts‘out that "Was die menschllchen
Subjekte; die Menschen als Personen anlangt, so fiahrt jeder nur
sich selbst d}sprﬁnglich und in konkreter Bestimmtheit und kann jeder nur sich
selbst aus seiner individuellen Geschichte original verstehen™ (Hu-IX:488).
So, .an ego as "personal unity" is indiﬁidualized.by
"style of motivation”, "hebituélities"-and "coherence of
.history“ (Hu IX:212). However; here.not only "person" is a
mundane ego but all these principles of inqividuatioc are S
developed within the mundane "personalistic attitude". In
other words, although here "person" is a phenomenological
concept, it is not yet transcendental. fo be sure, "person"
is not an empirical—psychological‘coccept. However, -"the
person does not have the purity of the transcendental
subject. He is not the ultimate ego. He is still in the
world of 'experience'" (Ricoeur, 1967:81). Indeed,. the .
concept of "person" appears already in the realm of "pheno-
menoclogical psychology". Despite été descriptive and eidetic
character'"phenomenological psychology™ is not a "transcen-
dental discipline”. Husserl clearly makes a distinction
between the '@ehomenolo’gical-psychological reduction” and
the'"transcenaentel-phenomenblogical reduction”. While the
former is still operetive within the world, the latter-puts.

the 'validity of world into bracket.
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In spite of the mundane character of "person" even
within the "personalistic attitude"™ the personal ego is
regarded by Husserl as "subject fer the surrounding world".
As rightly remarked‘by Paul Rieoeur, "§§i§5 is nothing other
than the ego of (transcendental), phenomenology, but without
the light of the (transcendental) phenomenological-
reduction” (EEEQ:BQ).

- After the performance of ﬁranscendental reduétion,
the ego is pﬁrified from its "natural reality" and becomes

a ”monaa" in the transcendental sense 24 In short, the

'.munddhe personal ego becomes the transcendental monadic ego.

Clearly, the "difference" between the mundane person and the

transcendental monad is totally other than that betwegn the

*psychic animal ego and the mundane person. Husserl points

out that "as an ego in the natural attitude, I am likewise
and at all times a transcendental ego, but that I know about

this only by executing (transcendental) phenomenological

reduction" (CM:37).25

w

Accordingly, though'Husserl does nbt work out the principles

of the individuation of the transcendental monadic ego,

we can supplement this gap by developlng a transcendental

version of those E;lnc1p1a individuationis for the mundane

person.

o

First, Husserl, indeed, also speaks of "motivation

.in the transcendental sphere" (Ibid:75). 1In particuiar; .

-




. law ‘'of the transcendental ego (Ibid). So the “style of -
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h) '

"the form of a motivationi?is regarded as the universal

‘motivation” can be refashioned inte a principle of the individua-
tion of the monadic ego. in the transcendental sense. : !

. . A

Second, according to‘Husserl, even after the performanc?
of pr1mord1a1 reduction""all my. habitualities" remain -
(Ibid: 104) | Hence; by means of his "habitualities" as "Ego-
determinations” one can discern the uniguetesy of a trans--
2z ‘/ v

cendental monad.

Finally, in Crisis Husserl also admits a concept of

"transcendental historicity" (188). "Die Geschichte ist

das grosse Faktum des absoluten Seins" (Hu VIII:506). Hence,

]

a "de facto transcendental ego" or'"COncrete transcendental

"

ego” can be discérned.by his trangcenéental history (CM:73).

n ' L4

However, we have already IEaEPt that, according to -
Husse™ , the transcendental égo that we discover after the -
performance of 'transcendental ‘reduction is not yet the .
ultimate absolute ago. Namel ' by perforﬁzﬁg,the transcen*f‘
dental reductlon "Schelnbar haben wig, damlt alles Subjectlve
- « . und doch nicht" (L I 20:4a; Marbach, 1974:216). Why?
The reason is that what “wir haben,‘ist eben Seiendes, |

» . -

Zeitliches, und nicht .alles Subjectives ist Zeitliches, ist

Individuelles, in dem Sinn des durchieine'einmalige Zeitstelle

. ’ G cal

Individualisierten. Was wir vor allem nicht im Erilebnisstrom -
) . i . .

- - ’

Fyd



ﬁaben; ist dag Ich selbst" (Ibid). The primal ego as

the time-constituting ground is not in time. "In diesem

Sinn-ist es'also nicht. 'Seiendes",  sondern das Gegenstuck

fur :alles Seiende, nicht ein .Gegenstand, sondern Urstand

fur alle Gegensﬁéndlichké&t" (Ibid). Accordingly, Husserl
claims that the p;iﬁal ego "sollte eige%llichfgicht das Ich
heissen, und Uberhaupt nicht he;ssenr da es dann schon
gegensténdlich geworden ist. Es ist das namenlos uber
allem nicht Stehgndé, nicht Schweﬁende, hicht Seiende, sondern
'Fﬁngierende'f(zgig)‘

Accordingly, Husserl makes a distinction between "die

<

Monade in ihrer letzten, absoluten oder Urdestalt und die

+

Monade als die Einheit :.des 'inneren Sinnes',
r —

als in der Form der immanenten Zeit konstituierte Einheit"

~

(Hu XIV:46-47).

The non-ultimateé transcendental ego or monad is sfili
"personal", i.e., has a "personal character” -- though not
)in a mundane sense. But the ultimate "Ur+Ich" or absolute
ego is "pre-personal". "Das absolute Ich, das in nie zer-
brechlicher Standigkeit vor allem Seienden ist und alles
Seiende in sich tragt, in seiner 'Konkretion' vor allen
Konkretionen, das alleé—und jedes'erdenklicﬁe Seiende in sich
tragende, ist das erste 'ego' der Reduktion -- ein ego, das
falschlich darum so heisst, weil fir es'ein alter ego keinen

Sinn‘gibt" (Hu XI:586). '&s a consequence, "Ur-Ich" or the

'absolute ego "is actually called 'I' only by equivocatioq:-

’ [
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(Crisis:184).

However, this "Ur-Ich" has. also its "individuality".

‘That is to saz;:the primal ego is an individual. It is: -

r

because the primal ego, "¢an never lose its unigueness and Ty e

personal indeclinability"™ (Ibid:185).

sonal” -- neither "person"

1

individuality of the primal eqo.is "pre-p

in a mundane nor.in a transcendgptal sense. Hence, the

primal ego.is "personlich ﬁberin&iﬁiduell". Michael Theunissen

'chéracterizes'this‘dindividuality“ of the primal ego as “"extra-

mundane"‘(l965:19). However; he fails to see.that the non- 1

ultimate trénscendentai ego or monad is also an extramuﬂdané

individual. " In oﬁher wqrds, the t¥anscendental monad is

an individual too in an ex£¥amundane sense.26
Formally épeaking, each cogitaiion has its individuality

in its "absolute" position in the immanent'time. That is to . .

say, its absolute individuation is the "Individuation der Eima-

ligkeit" (Hu XIV:23). This "Individuation’ der Einmaligkeit"

is the fundamental principle underlying all the "style or

“Motivation", "habitualities" and "coherence of history" as

E;inciéia individgaiionis. Indeed, while the mundane personai
ego is the "constituted unity" in the mundane immanent time,
the transcendental monadic ego is the "constituted unity"

in the'transcendental immanent time (Hu X;:SB?).‘ But since

even the transcendental immanent time is ;origihated“ in the

-’

primal ego, the‘problem of the "individdgtion of the monad" must go

Ss, the o g

S S e B

st
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. back to the primal ego (Hu XIV:35). Obviously, ingofér as

the primél é€go itself-is-atemporal, its individuation

- -

differs from the "Individuation der Einmaligkeit". Accor-

dingly, neither "the style of motivation" nor "the.habitua-' , - :
. . . 8%, o . ‘
iitieg“ nor "the coherence of history" can function as the_prin--
. . o, /
ciple of the individuation of the primal ego. The primal /

s

-ego "however 1is 'this one' and has individuality ,in and f[ ¢
through itself" (Crisis:218).: That is to.éay, the indivi-
duation of "Ur—Iéhf is an "Urfaktum". "So muss diéses Ich,

das ich selbst bin, absolutes Faktum gennant werden"

{Landgrebe, 1876:176). o

. . - .' , .
We have now completed the exposition of Husserl's theory

of the individuation of the ego.
C. Critical Discussion 6f Husserl's Theory
of Individuation

-

From the above exposition it is not difficult to discover

that in Husserl's theory of individuation the immanent object,
. R,
> : . . VN
especially, hyle, plays an important role. wﬁpile the
constitution of objective time has to presuppose the immanent

time, in particular, the hyletic time; in the constitution

of objective space the "extensional-apprehension" of

"Stellungsempfindung" is one of the nece¥sary operationsS

Furthermore, insofar as the "Einmaligkeit des Daseins” of-

4

cogitationes is the underlying idea-fo!"style of motivation"

"habitualities" and "coherence of history" as principia



3

-
g e

L . -

A ] ~—

indi?iauatioﬂis,;it is immanent time, in particular, act-
time, which is the fundamental form of the individuation of the ego as
a pers;n‘dr monéd. Here "der Be{giff der\Individualitat ist‘
éin zeitbe;bgéhér Beégiff, was als zeitlich Seiéndes nur an
einer ﬁéitételle (einmalig, nicht vielmalig) sein kann" _
(Hu XV:374).’\pyen the transcepdental monad is‘regardgd by
Husserl as "in einer -monadischﬁ’lé Zeit' einer monadischen
Welt gezeitigt" (EQEQ:SB?TT Accordingly, hDurch die monadische
immanent Zeitlichkeit ist alss wohl eine Form der Individuation ™
gegeben" (Ibid:376).%7 - | -
| gs argghsequence, one can see’ . that Husserl's tp ory of
the individuation of things as well as theory of the individtation of
the.ego have to éresuppose the dimension of immanent data
as "mediatioﬁ“. ,

However, it is weli;known that Husserl's theory of the
immanent data is rejected by tﬂe'noematic phenomenélogists

such as Aron Gurwitsch (l964:265'ff):28

In particular, the
concept of'hyle i§ cfiticizédjto bergeveloped under the
influence of data-sensualistic psycholdgy rather tﬁan ffdm
the descriptive's£5ndpoint. Some se%;gfs problems arise:
if Husserl's concept of immanéht data is rejected, does

it imply then that Husserl's theory of the individuation of things

and th€-ego |, would collapse? In particular, if Husserl's

*concept of immanent data is rejected, ‘then "immanent time"

would become an empty notion; does it imply that Husserl's

theory of time—doﬁstitution should be abolished? And how
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about this theory of constitution of space? Should it
share the same fate? If so, then how is a phendmenological
theory of constitution of time and space possible?

Furthermore, in his account for the individuation of the
égo, Husserl also appeals to_the absolute position of each

-

cogitation in the immanent time. If immanent’time is

. s
.
L _“'

rejected, then how is it possible to chardcterize the -

-

- absolute individuation of the cogitation? Consequently, how

is the individuation of the monadic ego possible? Also in his
distinction between the monadic ego and the primal-I Husserl makes
use of the distinction between the immanent-temporal character of
the monadic ego and the immanent-atemporal character of the primal I.
"
If "immanent time" is rejected, then what can serve as the
distinguishing mark between the monadic ego and the primal-I?
In the folloxiing wé‘attempt to show that the réjection
of Husserl"é concept of immanent objects does not necessariiy
cause his tk}eory‘ of individuation to cq_llapse. To'achiev"e
this aim, we try to/\rescue the insight of Husserl's theory
of time-constitution by ;einterpreting his notion of "immanent
time", on the one hand; and in the case of Husserl's theory

of constitution of space, we will understand "Bewegungsemp-

findung" primarily as Vermrb'gialkeit, on the other hand.

Since Husserl's "immanent time" covers hyle~time and act-time,

we will reinterpret "immanent time" in two directions.

-



A§ suggested by Ulrich Asemissen, Husserl's céncept:"

of "hyletic.da;a" should be reinterpreted in a noematic
‘manner {1957:29 ff), namely, hﬁletic data sHould be understﬁod
a;lbelonging to the noematic side 'of the lived éxperiences.
Similarily, we suggest that "immanent hylectic time" should

be reinterpreted as a "noematic time". That is to say, it
_shopld be ﬁnderstébd as a "time for noemata” rather thén a
“time for reelle hyletic data". As pointed out by Fink

in The Phenomenology of Internal Time-Consciousness, what \\

concerns Husserl is mainly'the constitution of hyletic time .

(1976:221). However, what Husserl says on the ,constitution
of thé hyletic time can be structuéélly pfeserved when it

is used to account for the cénstitution of the noematic time.
Only_now the temporal content_isrno longer hyletic data but

: !
rather the noematic aspect of the thing. In other words,

the "retention--primal impregsion--protention“ structure of
time—consciousness remains unchanged. Only under the |
reinterpretation, what is grasped by primal impression is
né lénger "Ur—-hyle" but rather a noematic phase of the objeét.
Similarily, what retention (or protention) grasps is rather
the just-past (or next coming) noematic phase of the object.

Indeed, the noematic time in the above sense can also

be regarded as an "immanent time" -- though in another sense.

In Idea of Phenomenoclogy Husserl distinguishes two senses
of "immanence". On the one hand, we have "immanence" in

¢




the reelle sense; on the other hand, we have "immqnence"
in the intentional sense. While the former "means the
constituent of stream of consciousness", the latter qgané
the "evident givenness" (Hu II:9 ff)}. ’Hyle and act are
immanent in the reelle sense. Although thing-noéma is not .
immanent in the reelle sense, 1t is immanent in the intentional
sense. Accordingly, noemnatic time can legitimately be called
"immanent time". ‘

So, now thé "givenness time" ;s'no longer ﬁjletic time
but noematic time. In addiéion, "objective transcendent
time" still grounds its péssibility in "immanent time' --
noematic time. But the cOnstitution of "objective (natural)
time" has no need to appeal to the schematic interpretation.
Rather, it is directly constituted through the operation of

"reproduction” on immanent noematic time. Namely, what is

constituted by vertical intentionality of time-consciousness

is primarily the noematic time; then through tﬂgqj;%collectivg

identification" the objective, natural time is constituted.
Clearl&, "immanent acﬁféiﬁe" cannot be.reinterpreted,

in the above manner. However, an act as the immanent object is not

a primordiél phenomenolégical givenness. As pointed out by

John Brough, Husserl's distinction between the region of

immanent objects "and the region of absolute consciousness

"is 'metaphysical' rather than 'phenomenological'™ (1969:472).

But Brough did not see the source of Husserl*s-ﬂiff{SPlty.
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In fact, Husserl seems also to'recognize that act
per se is }iving‘act ("Phénomenologie und Psychologie":487). Act
_f:is.given as an immaﬁeqt objéct only to the objectificational
pe reflection. Husserl himself does not den?lthe"objectifying
‘character of reflection (Ibid). Moreover, Husserl also péints

out that within the dimension of reelle immanence: esse=percipi

LTS

-(Hu XI:19). Accordingly, we can conclude that "act as an immanent
object" reésults only from thezobjectification of reflection.

That is to say, ;ct in its Urstand is not an_iﬁmanent object.
Alsd;we héGe to ?onélude that "act-time"” in the sense of time

for acts as immanent objects is basically a "reflective
construction®. I£ is because Husserl errs in hypostating
reflective Eqnstructibns or objects of reflection that

he posits(g;:)dimension of reelle objects within consciousness.

Aot as an Urstand, i.e., in its livingness should be
atemporal, or guésiifemporal (but not in the sense of time-

for quasi-objects). As remarked by Brough, "a single phase

s

of a perceptual act" should nbt be "intended by the 'Quers-

chnitt'"but is the "Querschnitt" (1969:475). In other words,
‘v
time-consciousness is not something "behind" the stream of

consciousness. Rather, time-consciousness should be under-
stood as belonging to the perceptual act. Hence, perceptual

-

act per se'is quasi-temporal and not as an immanent object

in the reel immanent time. The stream of consciousness
. 13
consti itself essentially in a pre-reflective manner.
b
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The "livingness" of the perceptual act can be seen in its

time-constituting function.

It is true that even Husserl ﬁimself‘recognizes that
the gquasi-time which is constituted by the horizontal or
longitude intentionality is not a reelle immanent time. But

he thinks that only the latter is act-time. However; from

the above clarification we can clearly see that act per se

is not in the reelle act-time.

-

Certainly, act can become temporal. But it ks tem-
poral only primarily in a "subjective time" which is
constituted through the operation of reproductiﬁe or recol-
lective identificatiqn. In this "subjective time" act is
not yet an immanent object for reflection. Y

Reelle act-time results only in the attipude,of'
objectificational reflection. That is to say, only through
refléctive objeétification ééﬁ we have "“time for acts as

immanent objects",

S50, we can have three kinds of act-time:

(1) Quasi-time which is constituted by horizontal
< intentionality or retentional operation. This is
the "time" for living acts. ”"3
_ _ " 1.
. . . . . / " .
(2) Subjective time which is constituted by reproductive
- or recollective operation. . °

iy .

(3) Reelle act-time or time for acts as immanent objects
which is constituted by reflective objectification,



- ) "
Since quasi-time is not time in a genuine sense and

reelle éct-time is basically a reflective "construction®, it

is subjective t;me in the above sense that should be

understood as act-time in_ the proper sense.29 Accordingly,

monadic time should be reinterpreted as‘subjective time in

the above sense. Indeed, this reinterpretation élso enables

us to preserve Husserl's distinction betﬁeen the nomadic ego and the
primal-I. While the monadic ego is still in ﬁhe monadic

time, i.e., subjective time iﬁ the above sense, the prima-I

is not in this monadic time.

The above reinterpreta;ion clearly shows that Husserl's
theory of time-constitution can be 'structurally': "preserved"
even if his doctrine of ipmanent content is rejected.

We have seen that in ﬁis-ﬂmgry of constitution of -
space, Husserl makes ‘a distinction between "Merkmalsempfindung"
and "Bewegungsempfindung”. The former is nothing but hyle.

We have seen that it should be located on the noematic side
of.consciousnesé. But how about "Stellungsempfindung™?
Aslpointed out by Ciaesges, it has "die Bedeutung des Bewus-—
stseins, eine bestimmte kinasthetische Situation verwirklicht
zu haben" (1964:134). BAs "das Bewusstsein der Aktualitat
einer mit dem kinasthetischen System gegebenen Moglichkeit”
this kind of "Empfindung" is primarily not an immanent content
but rather "Vermoglichkeit" (ZEEQ=74)-30 Moreover, "kinaes-

thetische Empfindung” is primordially nothing but "Leistung”.
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Accordingly, even the doctrine of immanent content ié-
rejected, the above modification shows that Husserl's
theory of constitution of space can be "preserved".

There is a fundamental idea of "individualiﬁy“,under-
lying Husserl's theory 6f the individuatiop of things or the,real
object: "'Individuell' besagt Einmaligkéit‘des Daseins"
" (Hu XV:374). That is to say, the‘indiv;duality of a thing
is primarily understood from the "Einmaligkeit", "Nicht- .
tiederholbarkeit” of its existence. "So in_der Raumzeif-
lichkeit alsd in der Welt: Ein Ding, genommen'in seiner
jeweiligen kausalen Zustandlichkeit, kann nicht ein zweites’
Mal da Sein" (Ibid). Accordingly, Husserl distinguispes
"individuelle Differenz" from "spezifische Differenz" (Hu
XI:144); Namely, in individualizing a material thing or
real object we cannot merely appeal to concrete essence but
rather must appeal to objective time and objective space.
Also in this sense, "dass die Zeitstelle und Qrtstel;e als

das eine konkrete Zeitgegenstandlichkeit in the Sukzession

und Koexistenz Individuierende nicht so etwas wie ein.
p——

— - “ %
- .

Merkmal ist oder gar so etwas wie eine Marke, ein Index,
wodu&ch sich jedes Individuelle von jedem Widglichen Gleichen
unterscheidet" (Ibid).

Accordingly, Husserl's theory of the individuation of things

is not only Vorhandenheit-orientated in the sense that it

focuses primarily on natural, material things, but also in
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the_sehse that it appfoaches the individuation of things
from the sténdpoint of its existence or “Vorhandenheit".

In .Husserl's theory of the 1ndiv1duat10n of the ego we have
seen that Husserl makes a distinction between the psychic
ego, the personal ego, the transcendental monadic ego and the
primal-I. - While the first three are the ego in its different
ways of givenness to itself, the last one is the ego in its

Urstand. Such a fourfold distinction of the ego reminds us of

N ) . . \
Hegel's similar distinction between "Lében", "Individuum
(person) ", "Selbstbewusstsein" and "Geist" in Phenomenology
. . I
of Spirit. But Husserl' "primal-I" differs. from Hegel s

"Gelist" in its granszendentale Individualitat" (Hu XV:390).
[
|

»

Certainly, being immanently atemporal, the primal-I is not
"wie seine Eriebnissel in der Zeit individuiert"; néither

is its individuation a personal nor moqadic "selbsthafte
Individﬁation" (Fink, 1976:22ﬁ). According to Husserl "erst
spater kann sichtlich werden, dass das Ich des urtumllchen
Stromen das absolutes Ich lst,/das in sich das

Ich als eigenes Ich tragt und die anderen Ich tragt als

Jintentionale Modifikation des eigenen” (Hu XV:586). That is

why he also says:\"The discovery of mine precedes the discovery
of 'I‘“i(Landgrebe, 1577:108).

With regard to this fourfold distinction of the ego, one
haa to ask: which one 1s the ego per se? Clearly, neitherﬁ- '
the psychlc ego nor the personal ego. While the former is an

object in the natural world, the latter is in the mundane

¢
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cultural. world.- Although monade‘ is transcéndental, it is
not‘i!et the absolute ego. Namely, monad is merely "tr‘ans-
céndental" in the sense of "non-mundane". But as a unity
in ";ﬁonadic time" it is still a “"seiendes" (Hu XV:587).

Only the atempo;v:al primal—I can be regarded as the true
transcem_ienta"l absolute, 1.e., the ultimate absolute ego.
I-f Husserl is faithful to his "order of cox{étitution", then

i

it.is only the primal-I which is the ego per se. As a conse-

quence, Husserl's theory of the individuation of the ego qua ego
can attain its goel only when he solves the problem of the‘Li

individuation of the primal-T.

But what 1is the principium individuationis according

. to which we can differentiate "mein urtumliches ego” from
- other "urtﬁmiichen egos'? (Ibid)
We have seen tyht the transcendental monad: ;.s indivi~
dualized by its’ "style of motivation", "habitualities“ and
"coherencé of history". However, since the "Einmaligkeitr .

‘des Daseins" of cogitationes is the-underlying foundation of

this kind of individuation, the j.ndividua-lity of the transcendental
monad is stillprimarily understood as "Einmaligkeié des Dasé}ns".
Accordingly, these three principles cannot function as

- principles of the individuation of the atemporal primal-I. Here
Husserl seems to face a "dilemma". On the one hand, if he
sticks to these three principles of individuation, then what

is individualized is not the ego qua ego. On the other-hand, if

L
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he maintains the possibility of the individuation of the ego qua
ego; hg has to go Séyond all these three principle;L How- J{\_,
ever, owing to the limitation of Huéseri's‘objectificationalfﬁ'
reflective approach, tﬁe whole étemporal dimension of the primal-I
éscapes "intuitive" grasping. Then there results that one
cannot develop any principle of the hﬁﬁvﬁhmthm{of1jn primal-I

within Husserl's framework. N -

- 4
Indeed, for Husserl the individuation of the primal-I is

only an absolute Faktum. "The fact of individuation is

a final factum" {Landgrebe, 1974:117). And this "absolﬁte

monadological individuation is the prerequisite for there

being any kind of differéntiation between mine and yours,

between the I and the thou" (Ibid).
But the problem is that insofar as the individuation,of
the primal-I lacks reflective evidence, as an Urfaktum iE i
nothinglbut a "postulate". As pointedsout by Ludwig Land-
grebet "ob die Individuglisierung nié£t bloss irr’'das anonym
'urtumliche' Geschehen hineinprojiziert ist und damit nuij
den Charakter eines notwendigen Pbétulates hat" (l974a:279).
Qné‘might understand this "individuality" in terms of
"freedom". But as Martin Bartels remarks, in Husserl's
phenomenology "freedom" merel& means "spontaneity“ (197¢9:
67). 1In other words,,such a "freedom" is manifested primarily

4

in its "time-constituting function" in its"Urgegenwart".

" ik k. 54 i
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Insofar as even the primql;I is not separable from
its Erlebnisse, the "style of motivation", the "habitua-
lities" and the “cohefence of history" can be regarded as
the "Merkmale" of the individuality" of the primal 990:31
Indeed, all "étyle of motivation" "habitualities" and
"coherence of history" -can leéitimately be regarded as the
"external" principles of the individuaéion;ofwthe primal—I.f

We can conclude that the important contribution of
Husserl's theory of individuation lies in its account of
the posgibility of unity, identity and individﬁatign of

things or real objects. AlsO he provides us the external

bébjectificational reflective approach, Hussert can only

account for the possibility of unity, identity and individua-
tion of_tmaprimai—l by appeél to Kantian transcendental
argument. Consequently, as pointed out by Landgrebe, in .
Aﬁswer to the question:'"inwieferﬁ kann dieses (sic. das
Urstromen) in seiner Ursprunglichkeit nicht als ein diffuses
Stromen gedacht werden, das selbst erst Besonderung und
Vereinzelung konstitﬁiert?" Husserl cannot proﬁi‘e a

-

satisfactory answer (197ia:279).

principles of the individuation of the ego. However,: within his
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FOOTNOTES TO CHAPTER 11

As pointed out by Eugen Fink, "transcendental logic”

is one of the "operative concepts" in Husserl's
phenomenology (1976:185 f£f). Peter McCormick rlghtly
peints out that Husserl's "transcendental logic"

must be distinguished from Kant's (1971:88). The task
of "transcendental logic" in Husserl's sense is nothing
but a transcendental criticism of formal logic.

According to Husseri, "formalization" differs from
"generalization.

"Die Logik ‘(als formale Logik) handelt uber Gegenstande
uberhaupt ob es Individuen sind oder SPEZleS" (D 5:18}.

Indeed, Husserl himself locates the problem: "Was
macht es, dass sich eine transzendente Gegenstand-
lichkeit als Einheit fur sich, als ein 1nd(1v1duum)
konstituiert und gibt so einer beliebig fortfuhrbaren
kontinuierlichen Wahrnehmungsmannigfaltigkeit Einheit
des Individuellen Gegenstandes?" under the title "Die
Probleme der Individuation (A I 22:3).

Indeed, already in his "Editor's Foreword" to the 1928
edition of "Edmund Husserl's Vorlesungen sur Phanomeno-
logie des inneren Zeitbewusstseins" Heidegger mentioned
Husserl's work on the problem of individuation. He
wrote: "Continuing studies of time-consciousness in
connection with the problem of individuation, especially
those undertaken since 1917, are reserved for a later

publication" (PIT:15). But Heidegger did not‘ﬁbticethatnnst

of the the appendices in PIT were written during
this period. Moreover, part of the Bernau-manuscripts
were published in EJ. :

According to Husserl, the object of perception is
given in the "Leibhaftigkeit".

Both Brough and Holenstein claim that Husserl abolishes
the schematic interpretation. But John Drummond

ints out that. "Husserl criticized this early theory
o ime~consciousness because there could be no denying
the fact that the contents belonging to all the in-
tentions within the momentary experience of the object"
are Eresent and no intention can change that temporal

N\
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determination. Hence the idea that contents can ¢
present past and future phases is untenable, but we
should note that there is no reason to extend this
criticism to the.apprehension of the present appearance.
The grasp of the present appearance can be and is still
explained in terms, of the animation of contents by

one of the intentidns (primal impression) within the
momentary experlen . However, the direction to the
past and future now explained in terms of the
intentional directions (retention and protention) to
past and yet-to-come phases of experience rather thaq
phases of the object" (1979:141). Husserl's assertloﬁ
that "nicht jede Konstitution hat das Schema Auffas-
sungsinhalt-- Auffassung” (Hu X:7), in our opinion,
should derstood as an "evidence" for the
abandonment of ‘the schematic interpretation (as it is
claimed by Brough, Rudold Bohm and Holenstein).

Rather, it should be understood in the sense that
Husserl here refers rather to the "peculiar manner”

of the self-constitution of the unity of time-cons-
ciousness. Namely,.such a self-constitution is achieved
purely by the "horizontal intentionality" or "retention

of retention"” which is not subject tz,this scheme.

Briefe an Roman Ingarden:122. As rightly surmised by
Ingarden, one of the major concerns of Husserl's
Bernau-Manuscript is to get rid of such as a
"teuflischen Zirkel".

In A III 6 Husserl writes: "die reine Zeitform als

notwepdige Form aller Individualitat" (51). Also:

"Zeit-Form . . . die Bedingungen der Individuation"
(Ibigd).

"Phansiologische Mannigfaltigkeiten" means "Mannig-
faltigkeiten des letzten Zeitflusses". CE. Hu X: 277.

Here apperception means basically "consc1ousness of
an object in a non-thematical manner".

This unasi-time“ cannot be confused with the "quasi-
temporality" of time-consciousness.

Similar to the temporal apperception or apprehension, the

"extentional" apperception or apprehénsion "attribute"
the "Lagemomente" such as "here", "there" to the ,
- object. .
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According to Husserl, "kinaesthetische Enpfindung™ is a parti-

cular class of "Bewegungsempfindung”. But he poses the question:

"Cb sie eine grundwesentliche neue Grundgattung von Empfindungen
ausmachen oder nicht vielmehr mit den Tastempfindungen in eine

cbere Gattung zusarmengehb'ren, das .ist eine Doktorfrage" (Hu XVI:

161). Since there is an essential difference between "kinasthetiche
Frpfindung” and "Tastempfindung"” not only in the sense that the former -
has no "gegenstandlicher Inhalt"” as its "correspcmdenoe" and the latter
does have, but, more importantly, that "kin&sthetische Erpfindung”
should not be understood as a kind of "Empfindung" but rather is
"Leistung"”, such a question is "misposed".

Endeed, in another context, Husserl also adds the other lewvels e.g.,
he speaks of “"partial cephalomotorical space" and "whole cephalo-
motorical space" (Hu XVI:309-311). :

Husserl also formulates this limitation of time as the principle of
individuation in the following way: “Hinsichtlich der Gleichzeitigkeit

- heisst es: zwel Reale von identisch demselben realen Wesen konnen

nicht gleichzeitig sein” (D 5:17).

Such a difference 15 not an ontological difference in Heidegger's
sense, See below.” Heidedger also challenges the possibility of this
unity between transcepdental subjectivity and psychological sub—
jectivity. He poses the following question to Husserl: "Welches

ist die Seinsart dieses absoluten ego -- in welchem Sinn ist es
dasselbe wie das je faktische Ich; in welchen Sinn nicht dasselbe?"
(Hu IX:602).

Guiseppina Moneta (1976) has overlooked the function of association,

in her account of Husserl's theory of identity. Indeed, corres-

ponding to the distinction between "orlglnal pafssz.tlvn.ty" and .
"secondary passitivity" we have two kinds of associatiwve 1de.nt1f1cat_10n
——-association through similarity. In the case of "original passitivity"
the result of the associative identification is an "identical object™
going through the "manifold appearances"which are similar with each
other. That is to say, the function of the first kind of association
through similarity lies in synthetizing the similar appearances into

an one and the same object. Cf. Holenstein, 1972:70 f£; In the case

of "secondary passitivity", by means of the associative identification
we establish automatically a "sameness" relationship through "typical
similarity" between a stone we saw before and a stone now lying before me,
e.qg. That is to say, for the second kind of associative synthesis ’
through similarity the 'basic unit' is 'object' and not "appearance".

One may say while the first kind of association through similarity is

a synthesis between appearances, the second kind between objects.

Historically speaking, Husserl seems to begin his theory of the
individuation of ego with a theory of the individuation of the
person. Cf, Hu XIII, No. l.

Holefistein seems to overlock this distinction in his criticism of
Klaus Held (1972:219).

e —— . -
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See below.

In Phdnomenologische Psychologie Husserl also employs
the term "monad™ in the mundane level. It is also
true that the term "person"™ in CM can be understood

i®, the transcendental sense. But in his later

years Husserl definitely reserves the term "monad"

for the transcendental {constituted, non-ultimate)

ego for the most part.In order to avoid the terminological
confusion, here we follow Bernhard Waldenfels in using
"person" in the mundane sense and understanding
"monad" exclusively in the transcendental sense.

Certainly, here while "time" means "objﬁstive time",
"space" means "objective space".

"Monad" is "transcendental" in the sense of. "non- 3
mundane"; cf. Hu Xv:587.

Both "naturalistic attitude" and “"personalistic attitude",
according to Husserl, belong to "natural attitude™.
Husserl writes: "Wahrend die "Monaden seiend sind,
konstitutive Einheiten, in einer monadischen Zeit

einer monadischen, Welt Jezeitigt (obschon gegeniiber

den Menschensubjekten und Tiersubjekten und gegeniber
der Welt transzendental¥, ist das absolute 'ego'
unzeitlich, Trager aller Zeitigungen und Zeiten,

aller Seinseinheiten, aller Welten, auch in einem
zweiten Sinn transzendentaler" (Hu XV:587). Here
one can see that while the monad is transcendental in the
sense of "non-mundane", the absolute egois transcendental
in the sense of "ultimate constitutive groundr.

But the "individuation" of the primal ego is not subject

‘to this "form of individuation". , .

-
Gurwitsch mainly objects to Husserl's "hyle". But
as pointed out by Brough, that there is a dimension
of immanent objects within.consciousness is uberhaupt
non-phenomenoclogical (1969:472). -

~

To be sure, here the term "construction" must not be
understood in the bad sense. N

Accordingly, the "extensional apprehension” will become
an empty concept. :

.

g



31.

103 . )

Martin Bartels points out that "habitualities® -

‘can merely function as the "Merkmale" of the_’

individuality of the "pure Ich". But he overlooks
that for Husserl it is th& primal-I,. &nd not the
pure Ich, which is the ego gua ego, on the one hand;
and not only "habitualities™ but also "style-bf -
motivation" and "coherence of history" have to be

- understood as the "Merkmale" of the individuality

of the pr}mal ego, on the other hand (1979:64).

'k ‘ : . ' »
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CHAPTER III

.

HEIDEGGER'S THEORY OF INDIVIDUATION

Our exposition of Heidegger's theory of individuation
will be divided into four secgtions: first, the clarification
of the transition to Heidegger's. theory of‘indiviQuation;
second, the analytical exposition of his theory of the indivi-
duation of thhngs; third, the presentation sf his theory of the
‘individuation of Dasein; finally, a critical discussion of
Heidegger's theory of ind{viduation as a whole. .

In transition to Heidegger's theory of indiyiduation,
we have to clarify his notions of athing" and "egq". While

in his early work "thing" means primarily "something readyg

to-hand", "ego" 1s understood as Dasein. Although‘Heidegger?s
theory of individuation does not arise under the influence
ef Husserl's, his notions of "things ready-to-hand" and

"Dasein" are developed through the “Auséinandersetzung" with

-~ L b

Husserl's conceptions of "things as real objectsw and "traps-
cendental ego". Accérdingly, we start with a presentation
of hi¥*criticism of Husserl's thesis of the primacy of per-
ception and of Husserl's determination of the essenée of
transcendéntal consciousness.

In the problem of the individuation of things ready-
to-hand "world" plays an important role. Since world in
Heidegger's sense differs not only from Husserl's, but also

n

from the traditional conception of world, it is necessary
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for us to clarify his concept of qegff) A clarification of

"the Being of things ready-to-hand will show how a tool is

individualized.

v

Heidegger also distipguisheé the way of the indigidua-
tion of Dasein from that of things. It is because the

Seinsart of Dasein is not identical with that of nicht-

daseinsmassigen beings. In clarifying the Being of Dasein

we will see in what way time functions as principium

individuationis. - Moreover, it will be shown how Heidegger

L]

concretizes this prlinciple into the phenoﬁena of "anxiety".
"ﬁeing-toward—death“, "conscience” and "resoluteness".

Finally, in the section of critical discussion, we will
not only point out the presupposition as well as the limitation
of Heidegger's theory. of individuation, but we will see that
world-space and world-time must be introduced as the'"supﬁle—
mentary” principles of the individuation of things ready-

to-hand.

A. Transition to Heidegger's Theory of Individuation

We have pointed out that Husserl's theory of the indi-

-

viduation of things is primarily Vorhandenen-orientated. 1In

his phenomenology, Husserl regards "thing" primarily as a
"sensible object". “Leibhaftigkeit" is identified as the
characteristic of "Vorhandenheit" of real objects. Also an

"object" is understood as a correlate of Knowledge.
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The epistemological character of Husserl's theor¥
of indiwviduation can also-be seen in his tréatment of the
problem of the individuation of the ego. First,.Husserl
approaches the individuation of the ego from a S&éﬁdpoint
of theoretical reflection: In agefordance with his "principle
of all principles” the theoreticpl objectificational reflection
is regarded by him as the only legitimaté method in his egological

\ .
investigation. Moreover, corresponding to the thesis of <
the primacy of perception iﬁ his theof& ofﬂfhe indi;iduation
of objects, the ego is primarily understood as a perceptual
ego. In particular, from the way in which Husserl accounts
for the unity and the identity of‘the primal ego we can clearly
. see that what he has in mind is ptimarily the cognitive function
of the ego. One might say that the ego for Husserl is pri-
marily a knowing subject in the Kantian tradition.

This epistemological character of Husserl's theory of
individuation is understand;ble because Husserl's theory is
basically a readtion to Hume's epistemological skeptical
§olution to the problem of individuation.

Furtﬁermoge, one can clearly see that the subjectfobject
schema is operative.in Husserl's theory of individuation. To
rediscover the*autonomy of objectivity‘of objects and the

autonomy of subjectivity of the subject is one of the essential

. _aims of Husserl's theory of individuation.
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However; since Husseéi‘s theory of individuation
presupposes the subject-cbject schema, then not only its
approach is objectificational but its principles bf indivi- oo
auation can also not be"applieé to the individuals which
belong to the pre-objective dimensioﬂ. Indeed, the over-
looking of the pre-objective Aimension is one of the major
criticisms' of hussérl's phenomenology by Heidegger. As
pointed out by'Ernst Tugendhat, "Beideggers Kritik an

Iy ;
uﬁhsserls Position betraf in erster Line Husserls Auffassung
alles menschlichen Verhaltens -- zu sich selbst und anderen

Seienden -- als Intentipnalitét, d.h. als gegenstandliches

Setzen" (1967:277}).
In his tﬁeory of the individuation of things, it is

primarily the Zuhandenen rather than the Vorhandenen with

which. Heidegger 'is concerned. On the other hand, Heidegger under-

stands the ego as Dasein in his theory of the individuation
4

of the ego. o T .

(1) The Present-at-Hand versus The Ready-at-Hand
G. Granel points out that one of the important contri-

butions of Husserl is the fight against Vorhandenheit (1970:

36l). Namely, in pejecting any reduction of transcendental
conséiousness_to‘the dimensionof reality Hussgerl rescues

the autonomy of transcendental subjeétivity.. This fight against

Vorhandenheit is characterized by the braketing of "natural attitude".
,J - .
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Hoyever, despité this discovery of the constitutive
difference between transcendental subjectivity and world,

Husserl's account Qf the constitution of world is still

. Vorhandenheit-orientated. It is true that Husserl als

) implicitly emphasizes the "priority" of "perscnalistj
attitude™ over “natufalistié attitude", but insists t
culturai world is founded on nature in his theory of
constitution of world (Hu IV:§5.48).

To be sure, here nature as the "Unterlage" of cultural
world is an “Erfahrungé%egebegpeit" rather than "nature in
physical sense” (Hﬁ IX:54). Neverthéless,'the constitution
of "Umweltding" is only secondary in the sense that i; must .
presuppose the constitution of material things. In Ideen II
an "Umweltding" is fegarded by Husserl as a material thing
plus "practical value" or "cultural predicate". The "material
side" of "Umweltding" is more important because only this
aspect'is}felevant for the "existence" of the whole thing. . a

[
This Vorhandenheit-orientated tendency in Husserl's

theory of the constitution of world is alsc reflected in his

thesis of the primacy of doxic attitude. According to this

LY

thesis, the doxic or theoregical attitude has a precedence
Chdl . .

over the practical attitude and the axiological attitude

(Hu IIT:139).

This thesis of the primacy of doxic attitude is cor-

related with his thesis oflﬁthe“ﬁniverSality of the loq&cal,
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in the last resbrt that of the predicative judgmenth (Ibid:
§.117). |

Accordingly, within this approach Hﬁsserl understands
"things" priharily as.éhings present-at-hand.

However, Heidegger points out that not only the thing

-
¥

in our surrounding.world is primordially given as the ready-
to-hand, but the prgsent-at;hand must ground its possibility
in éhe ready—-to-hand. 1In granfing the priority to the
Yractical attitude, Heidegger has to limit the validity of
Husserl's thesis of the universality of predicative judgment.
Iﬁdeed, Heidegger makes a distinction between “interpretationf
éna "assertion” (or "prediﬁa;ive judgment”") and claims the
kériority of “hermeneg;ic as" over "apophantic as" (BT:323).
According to Heidegger, "interpretation" is "grounded

existefitially in understanding” which is an existential

-

structure of Dasein (Ibid:188). "In interpreting, we do

not, so to speak, throw a 'signification' over some naked

Tthing which_is present—-at-hand, we do nbt stpck a value .on
it,but when something within—the—world.is encountered;as
such, the ﬁhing in éuestion already has anﬁinvélvément which
~ is disclosed in our understanding of the world, éhd’this
involvement is one which gets laid out-b§ thg interpretation"
(Ibid:190-191). -

On the other handg, aésertion which_has the senses of

-

] -y

"pointed out", "predication" and "communication" is only é

*y
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derivative mode of "interpretation" (Ibid:196-197; 200).

In other words, assertion is an existential-ontological ' :jf

ﬁodification\of interpretaj&on. Heideggér hence concluqes

that "Interpretatlon 1%:carr1ed out primordially not in a

theoretlcal statement but in an action of circumspective N

concern” (Ibid:200). In circumspective concern we haverto ‘

do with something ready-to-hand. But in a Fﬁeoreticai

judgment we assert abou? somethin; present-at-hand.
According to Heide;ger, iﬁterpretation has the structure )

of somethifig as something. For example, in circumspectivé J

concern we "see" something ;eady—to—hana as a chair, a pen,

etc. This "aéﬁ is primordial becalse ‘we never at first "see"

it as a "nakedh thing and later with the help of meaning-

bestowing fuhction Bdd an "interpretation® to it and make

it to be given as a chair, a pen, etc. ThlS prlmordlal

"ag" is called by Heldegger hermeneutlcal "as" (Ibid: 189)

But in making a predicative judgment or an assertion, this

, primordial "as" is modified to the “aswh@ith which something

present—at-hand is given, jhe latter is called by-Heidegger

apophantic "as" (Ibid:201).

D
.M

While "hermeneutical as" is specific tb the ready-to—
hand, "apophantic as" is specific to the present-at-hand.
That the latter is founded on the former is not only 4f
copposition to Husserljilthesis of the universality of apd-

phantic logic but also the thesis of the primacy of cognitive,
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theoretical attitude. In addition, circumspective concern
is not_identical with perception. }hat;is to.say, a tool
which is ready-to-hand is not at first given to us as an
object of perception. Circumspective concern is rather a
non-objectificational behaviour. Heidegger's thesis of the
primacy of circumspective concern is also against Husserl's
thesis of the primacy of perception.

Since the predicative judgmeﬁt or assertion are related
%0 intuition or perception, any granting.of the priority
of intuition or perception would imply the.primacy of
apophantié as (FD:123). So, on the one hand, the primacy 
of the feady-to—hand implies the primaéy of circumspective .
concern, interpretation and hermeneutical as; on the other’

hand, the primacy of the present-—at-hand implies the primacy

LY
¥

of pérception, assertion and épophantic‘as.
However, Heidegger does not ihtgnd'to eliminate the

dimension of the present—at—hand; "Asserting", is also

regarded-by Heidegger aé»"a way of Being .towards

the Thing itself that is" (Ibid:260).: What he is opposed

to is rather the thesis that this dimension bas the primacy.
We will see that it is things ready-to-hand which form

the major theme of Heidegger's theory of the individuation of

th¥figs.
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(2) Husserl's Forgetfulness of the Being of Subject

oy

In a letter to Husserl in 1927 Heidegger writes:

"There is agreement that the entity in the sense
of what you call ‘world' cannot be explained in
its transcendental constitution by return to an
entity with the same kind of Being. However, this
does not mean that what makes up the place of the
transcendental is not an entity at all. Rather,
just this Eroblem arises: what is the kind of Being
of the entity in which the ‘'world' is constituted?
That is the central problem of Being and Time, i.e.,
a fundamental ontology of Dasein. It 1s a matter
of showing that the kind of Being of human Dasein
is totally different from that of all other entities,
all that the kind of Being, which it is, shelters
right within.it the possibility of transcendental

- condition" (Biemel, 1977:299-300).

\

- This is an implicit critique of Hueserl's concept of
transcendental subjectivity. According to Heidegger,
Husserl's determination of traﬁscendental subjectivity is
not adequate because it forgets the question of the Beiné

- of.transcendental squectivity.
~Heidegger poinee out that in Husserl's philesophy

thqre are four major characteristics of transcendental

‘ consciousness. - . ) .
' First, consciousness is an immanent Being. Here
"immanence"” means "reelle Beschlossenheit". That is to say,
consciousness is immanent insofar as it is a possible object
of reflection (Ga xx:142){ But Heidegger maintains that

"Tmmanenz ist keine Betsimmung des Seienden an ihn selbst

hinsichtlich seines Seins, sondern eine Beziehung zwischen
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Seienden innerhalb der Region Erlebnis oder Bewusstsein"
{Ibid).

Second, consciousness is absolute Being in Fhe sense
of absclute givenqgss. "E;;ebniéée sind gegenuber dem
Transzendenten im absoluten Sinne da, d.h., sie stellen
sich nicht indirekt, symbolish dar;'sondern sie sind an
ihnen selbst erfasst" (Ibid:145). It should be noted that

what Husserl primarily means is rather than "Erlebnisse"

[ y
are given as absolute in the sense of "not as an identity
uniting modes of appearance through perspective continua”
(Ideas:§.44). However, the point of Heidegger's criticism

-is mainly that: to characterize consciocusness as absolute

givenness is only to rélate a "bestimmte Art des Gegenstand-
seins eines Seienden der Region Erlebnis fur ein anderes"
(Ga XX:143). That is to say, what Husserl thematizes is
not consciousness per se but, K rather consciousness as an
object of reflection. Consequently, consciousness as
absolute givenness in the above sense is not a character
of "consciousness as such" but rather a characteristic of
the way of givenness of consciousness.to reflection.

Third, consciousness is absoluté givenness in the sense

.

of "nulla re indiget ad existendum". Here consciousness is
"absolute" in a new sense. "Das Bewusstsein ist absolut

in dem Sinne, dass es die Seinvoraussetzung ist, aufgrund

deren iilberhaupt Realitit sich bekunden kann" (Ibid:144).

[ PRYF IS
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As the consﬁituting source of world consciocusness remains
unchanged even when’ the constituted reél world vanishes.

In other words, since consciousness does not depend on real
world, the Being of consciousness is absolute and the Being

of real world is relative. Obviously, in Husserl's philosophy

there is a "Vorrang der Subjektivitat vor jeder Objektivitét"

(Ibid:145). Heidegger complains that Husserl at this point
collapses into transcendental idealism which is merely a-

form of Neo-Kantianism. Certainly, transcendental consciousness

as absolute in this sense presupposes the subject-object

schema.

¢
L]

Finally, consciousness is pure Being. What concerns

Husserl are not the real properties of consciousness but

rather the eidetic structure of consciousness. Indeed, Husserl
is not interested in consciocusness as a real entity. For him
phenomenology is not a factual science. This overlooking of
the reality-side of consciousness-is chaf;cterized'by Heidegger
as one of the major causes that prevents Husserl from ralslng
the question of the Being of conSClousnESS. |

. Heidegger maintains that all four determinations of
consciousness have ngthing to do with the Being of consciousness
or subjectivity. Rather, they are merely determinations which
determine the region of transcendental consciousness as a
transcendental region (5239:149). But the region-determination

is not identical with the Being of consciousness. In other

~

L
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words, the former is not yet ontological.

According to’Heidegger, the major reason why Husserl
fails to thematize the Being of transcendental consciousness
lies in his theoiy of reflection as immanent percepﬁion.
élearly, ﬁusserl maintains the universai methodological = °
function of reflection in his egological inﬁestigation.

However, Heidegger explicitly declares that "our immanent

perception of experiences (Erlebnissen) fails to provide a

clue which is ontologically adequate" (BT:226). Namely,
immanent perception is only an ontical "Zugangsart" or a
channel to consciousness as an entity. Heidegger's thesis
can be sdpported by noting the following points; First, even

Husserl himself admits that immanent perception is a process

of objectification (Vergegenstandlichung). Second, the
object of an hwmmentperceptioﬁ is still an object -- iﬁmanent
object. Finally, what is grasped by the immanent perception
is still something temporal, i.e. in ghe immanent time,

In short, Heidegger accuses Husserl's transcendental
idealism of neglecting the existential-ontological anaiytic
of Das€in, despite Husserl's "phenomenological correction
on the subject and consciocusness" (BT:250). Nevertheless,
Heideéger also admits the pogitive contribution of Husserl's

transcendental idealism; insofar‘&é it understands "that .
_ b

. fact Being cannot be expiéined through entities" (Ibid:251).

oW
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That is to :.say, in claiming that cbjects are .transcendentally'
constituted Husgserl saves the dimension oﬁ_Beiﬁg:in an
indirect manner. But just to characterizégéhe‘traﬁscendental
as "un-thing-like" Husserl's transcendental idealism "is no
less naive in its method than the most grossly militant
réalism“ (Ibid:252).

For Heidégger Husserl's subiject results only from a
"fanciful idealization". "The ideas of a"éure I', and of
a 'consciousness in general' are so far from including thq
a priori character of 'actual' subjectivity that the onto-
loéical characters of Dasein's facticity and its state of
Being are either pass%d over or not seen at all" (Ibid:272}.

It is well-known that in the‘Kantian tradition trans-
cendental consciousness is regarded as £he fundamental
presupposition of possibility of knowledge. We have seen

e
that in Husserl's philosophy one can also find such a

trapsbéndental claim;; But‘Heidegger maintains that
knowing is merely a mode of Being of Dasein (Ibid:88). 1In
particular, it is a founaed mode. Néﬁély,»"knowing is
grounded beforehand in a Being-already-alongside-the-world”
(Ibid). Knowing is basically a "Zugangsart" to the dimension
0of the present-at-hand. In accordance with thé founded
character of.the present-at-hand, knowing is never the primary*
channel through which we have access to our world. Never-

theless, "in knowing Dasein achieves a new status of Being
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(Seinstand) toward a world which has $lready been discovered
in Dasein itself" (lEiQ:QD).

. In addition, according to Heidegger, knowing does not
belon% to‘the "essence" of Dasein. That is to say, Dasein
can well exist without any cognitive activity (Ga XXVI:lGl).1
'Although knowing is the presupposition af knowledge, it is
not the condition of possibility of the existence of Dasein.
Accordingly, in terms of its knowing function we cannot
adequately thematize the true essence of subjectivity.

According to Heidegger, Husserl's theory of person can
alsc not provide any determination of the Being of subjectivity
for the f?ilowing reasons. First, "the personalistic attitude”
is still imprisoned within the téndency which asks only tﬁe
constitution of objectivity. Second, the Zugangsart.to
person is also.the immanent perception. Finally, "person"

for Husserl is nothin§ but the G;ity of lived experiences .

which does not escape the traditional definition of hugan

being, namely, "homo animal rationale" (Ga XX:171 ff). “"Dasein's

Being is not to be dequced from an idea of man" (BT:226).
Accordingly, for Heidegger it is Dasein rather than

transcendental subjectivity or person which forms the major

theme of theory of the individuation of the ego.

B. The Problem of the Individuation of the Ready-to-Hand

- In Heidegger's theory of the individuation of things

ready-to-hand "world" plays an important role. Since even

>
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in his early work Heidegger has a special understanding of

o

"world", it is necessary for us to clarify his early con-

ception of world.
F-

{l1) Heidegger's Concept of World as Bewandtnisganzhei£

According to Heidegger, world as a phenomenon is not
an-idea. Neither is world identical with nature. The
possibility of world does ngt presuppose nature. On the
: contrﬁry, "Nature is itself an entity which is encodntered
within t;é world and which can be discovered in various ways
and at various stages” (Ibid:93). .In other words, nature
results only from the "Entwel?%ichung“‘;f world (Ibid:24).

Heidegger points out that we can have at least the

following four meanings of "world":

1. .The ontical concept of world:
-"World" in this sense means the totality of objects.
7/

2. The regional-ontological concept of world:

"World" in this sense signifies the region of objects.
3. The pre-ontological-existential concept of world:

"World" in this sense is understood "as that 'wherein'

a factical Dasein as such can be said to 'live'" (Ibid:93).
4. 'The existential-ontological concept of world:

"World" in this sense designates worldhood. "'World-

od' is an ontological concept, and stands for the
tructure of one of the constitutive items of Being-
in-the-world" (Ibid:92).

Although Heidegger mainly understands the term “"world"

in the pre-ontological-existential sense, the worldhood of

5

.
T
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world forms the topic of his existential-ontological analyéis
of world. The worldhood of world is essentially nothing but
the Being of world. According to Heidegger, the kind of
Béing of world is "daseinsmidssig". World is an existential
of DaSe;Q: ‘That is to say, both world and Dasein share the

’

a o \ ) N
same kind of Beinqi Traditionally, the Being of wadrdd is

identified with the Being of res corporales. Under the idea

of Being as substantiality, world has been defined as res

. extensa. Héidegge%-is strongly opposed to this traditional
determination of worldhood of world. He points out that
substantiality is only a characteristic of worldly_beings

{(Ibid:127). ‘The world itself, however,’'is not a being or

entity in the world. There is an ontological differende
between world itself and-¥he entities in the wor;d. But ;orld
itself is also not separable from worldly entities. Con-
versely, "only on the basis of the phenomenon of the world
can the Beihg—in—itself of entities within-the-world be
grasped ontologically" (59193106)' In‘tpematizing the
worldhood of world, Heidegger‘approache;“f:om the following
mutually related sténdpoints. First,'he praﬁeeds from the
standpoint of the analysis of the Being.of thé ready-to-hand.
Second, he proceeds from the standpoint of the anal?sis of
the Being of Dasein. In order to understand Heidegger's
concept of world in hié eérlier ﬁorks, we start with an

expository discussion of his analysis of worldhood in these
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two directions.

Heidegger maintains that the givenness which is at

. <

first given to us is not thé presengi;t—hand but rather
the ready-to-hand. In our everyday Umwelt, what we are
dealing with is the ready—to-hand. This "dealing"” is
essentially pre-cognitive. Hence, the ready-to-hand is
primarily not ‘given to us as an object present-af-hand{
Since the world itself announces itself-briﬁarily through
things ready-to—hand, the Beingibf world cannot be reduced to
Being in Husserl's sense of objectivity (Ga XX:24%).

"In anything ready—to—hand the world is alwayé 'there',
whenever we encounter anything, the world has already been
previously discovered, though nét thematically™ (BT:114).

So the world is not only the condition of possibility of
“éivenness" of th;ngs ready-to-hand, but itseif is "given"
to us, though in a non-thematical manner. But since the
world itself is not an entity but Egigg, it is not "given"

in an ontdical way (Ga XXVI:252). Then in what way is the
world itself given to us? In order to answer this qﬁesglon
we have to analyze the Being of things ready—to—hané; for
"world is that in terms .of which the ready—-to-hand is ready-
to-hand". (BT:114).

First of all, reference (Verweisung) is constitutive

for the ready-to-hand as eguipment. "Serviceability-for",

"usability", e.g.,'aré different kinds of reference. All
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.these are not properties of the ready—io—hand; but rather
conditioﬁs which make "it possible for the character of

such an entity to be defined by its appropriateness"” —
(Ibid:115). The structure of reference hence belonéé to

the Being of the ready-to-hand. Since the "givenness" of a
reaéy-to—hand must refer to something other than itself,

+ i.e., other tﬁings ready-to-hand, there is'a cértain involve-

ment -in it. Indeed, "involvement" is the essential charac-

teristic of the Being of things ready-to-hand. -Accordingly,

Heidegger defines the world as the "totality of involvement”

(Bewandtnisganzheit). In other words, world is the totality

of the ways in which-we encounter the ready-to-hand. "Welt
meint die Ganzheit, die Einigung und die mdgliche Zus-
treuung des Seienden" (Ga XXVI:221f. Accordingly, world

is nothing "substantial". 1Indeed, Heidegger identifies world

as "das Wie des Seienden" (Ibid). In reactivating the

"original” meaning of ¢vuois als d6xn kivnoews, Heidegger
makes a distinction between world in the sense of k6ouos and
world in :-the sense of mundus. While k6ouos- is nothing but

a Wie, mundus is the totality of beings (Ga XXVI:222-223;

VG:140-146). He claims "Welt ist ein titel fur die Weise
des Séins de; Seienden" (Ga XXVI:221l). So Heidegger's "world"
is qloser to the Greek conception of world rather than the
médieval-modern conception of world.

As a Wie the world is a Nichts (Ibid:252). That is

to say, it is a Bewegtheit. Accordingly, there is an essential
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connection between world and time. 7

World ié not only the "horizon" of things ready-té-hand
but the "horizon™ of Dasein. According to Heidegger, world
is inseparable from Dasein. "Welt ist irgendwie relati;
auf Dasein und die Weise, wie es gerade existiert" (Ibid:

221). pasein is "defined" by Heidggger.as'Being—in-the-world.‘
This "Being-in" is not understood in a spatial sense. 1In
addition, Dasein is Being-in-the-world is not a factual ,
statement. Rather, Being-in-the-world belongs to the essence
of Dasein. World is "subjective" insofar as it has the same
kind of Being of Dasein. World and Dasein together belong

to the samé dimension -- Being. Accordingly, it is senseless
to ask the question: whetﬁer world exists before the emergence
of human being? For Heidegger, theré is world only when
Dasein exists (BT:417).

As Being-in-the-world, Daseie has always beforehand a
"iamiligrity" (Vertrautheit) with the world. At the same time,
Dasein has already‘a pre-ontological understanding of world.
This kind of "familiarity" and "understanding" is non-
theoxetical in nature. Both of them are prior to any ;Peo—

retical behaviour and yet ground it. World is exactly the v’,

"place" .in which (worin) this kind of "familiarity and pre-

~ontological "understanding" happens. World is the "whereupon"

(Woraufhin) for our encounter with the beings ready-to-hand.

‘.“b
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Accordingly, the two standpéints in‘tkématizing the
essence of world are not only incompatible with each other
but basically complementary.

In the Kantbook Heidegger in£erprets Kant's "transcen-
dental object=X" as the "principle of objéctification" or
"horizon" which makes possible the "givenness" of objects
(K:5.24-25). &s the condition of possibility for the givenness
of things ready-to-hand, world in Heidegger's sense functions

in a fashion similar to "transcendental object=X" in the above
k] . .

sense. In othef words, the worlding of world makes possible

-

the givenness of things ready—to—pand."Thisﬂﬁquding of
world is nothing but the ontological traﬁééendencg of Dasein.2
For Husserl "transcengence".means basically the.intentional
cognitive activity. Némelyf-it is the process through which
the immanent cognition feaches the transcendent objects.
‘“"Transcendence" in Hussérl'é sense 1is epistemological and
ontical; for what concerns him is the cognition and ifs
object..'Accoréing to Heidegger, "ontical transcendence" is
not the "transcendence in the priéordial sense"., "Trans-
cendence in .the primordial sense" is not a relation between
sub?%ct and object. .Rather, it is the ontological moment of

Dasein. "Ontological transcendence" is ecstatical in nature.

In fact, it is nothing but the Zeitlichkeit of Dasein (BT:

415 ££). According to Heidegger, the ontological transcendence

forms the “frgedom" of Dasein. We have seen that for Husserl

L ' ! ’ ' Lk
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freedom means primarily spontaneity. But freedom in Hei-
degger s sense is not only not 1dent1ca//wlth spontaneity,
but is essentlally zeitlich.. In addition, freedom of Dasein
is basidally freedom for world. fn other words, world is
the "Wohin" of Daséinjs.ontological transcendence. In trans-
. . .
cending all the worldly entities Dasein has to move within
world as Spielraum. That is to say, the ontological movement
of Dasein is essentially “horizonthaftig”. As the horizon of

Dasein's ontological movement, world is the "limit" (Grenzei

of Dasein's ontological movement. This Horizonthaftigkeitkeit

demonstrates the finitude of Dasein. Accordingly, the self-
understanding of Dasein is nothing but the world-understanding.
Dasein must transcend all the wérldly entities in order to
let them to be encounte;ed.qlBut as the "whither" of the
ontological transcendence of Dasein, the world can only be
appre;fnted in the presence of worldly entities (Ga XX:269).
In addition, world is always given to us as "Bedeut-
samkeit" (S2:87). It is because our relation to worldly
entities is a "signifying“ (Bedeuten) and the world itself is
nothing but the totality of these-rélations. It is important
to note that this "signifying" cannot be understood as a
subject-object relation. ,Rather, it is prior'to the subject-
object separation. Objectifying or "ontical tran
cendence" is only possible oﬁ,the ground of our familiarity

and pre-ontological understanding of world as "Bedeutsamkeit".

~r



T pas=tm

T T - - e

Cerle e hep— e

125

e

ﬂ , /

“ But to'updgrstand,world as "Bedeutsamkeit" is nothing
but‘tﬁ undersgﬁnd it as "Bewandtnisganzheit". Insofar as
world as "Be éndtnisganzheit" and as "Bedeutsamkeiﬁ“ is
constitufigzyof the Being of equﬁgﬂipt as equipment, it cah
be regarded as the most universal “Zeugzusammenhangﬁ. It

is only within the world as Zeugzusammenhang that a ready-

-to-hand or Zeug can acquire its individuality. Moreover,

we will see in the next section how world as "Bewandtnis-
ganzheit" (or the most universal “Zeugzusammenhang") forms

a principle o©f .the individuation of things ready-to-hand.

(2) The Being and the Individuation of the Ready-to-Hand

Heidegger points out that in our Umwelt it is the
’ N L .
ready-to-hand or equipment which we at first encounter.

The kind of Being of equipment or tools is readiness-to-hand

(Zuhandenheit). From the analysis of the worldhood of world,

We.haQe seen that "the kind of reference we get in "servi-
ceability-for', is an ontological—catégorial attribute of
equibment as egquipment” (BT:lOB)?‘ITHat is to say, each
equipment has its ;Zeugcharakter". This "Zeugcharakter"
belongs t% its Beéing.

. In addition, the givenness of equipment must refer to
other equipment. This kind of reference is not accidental
or external but rather belongs intrinsically to'thg Being

of équipment or tools. There is no such thing as a single
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.fool. "Das Zeug bhege t imﬁer innerbalb eines_geuqzusam-
menhangs" (Ga levfzzf?f In terms of the lggguage of

British neo-Hegelianism cne might say that all the tools have
"internal relation" with each other,‘i.e., they form together -
an inseparable whole, Whiléhthe "totality of tools" is
"internal"” in each single tooi, each tool itself is the

.whole tdtality of tools. That is to say, the "Zeugzﬁsam-

menhang”is also constitutive for the .Being of tools.

A¢cordingly, a tool "is understoéd in terms of totality

of involvement" (BT:189),., Indeed, world as Bedeutsamkeit is
AW -

the. most universal totality of involvements or"Zeugzﬁsahmenhang".

As a "knot" in the "network of significance”, a ready-
to-hand or a tool "has the structure of something as something
(EEEQ)-_ The ready-to-hand or equipment is also something.

. One might'ask if this "something" is identical with Husserl's
"something in general". Hﬁﬁevgr{ a'closef examination will
reveal that' this ig not the c¢ase. "Something" as the structure
of things ready-to-hang is not a formal-regional categbry.
Rather, it is a "hermeneutic scﬁema". fhat isﬁtq say, it

does not belong to the realm of formal logic. Indeed, "the
traditional (formalj logic . : . has its foundation in an
ontclogy of the present-at-hand" (lgig:lﬁG—lﬁ?). Moreover,
since "apophantic as" is founded on "hermeneutic as", "some-
thing" as a "hermeneutic scheha" grounds the "something” as

a "formal-ontological category". .

b e
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‘A'thing ready-to-hand or a tool is not something in
the sense of "something” present-at-hand. In fact, while
the former is given to us primarily in a "practical attitude®,
the latter is fundamentally given to us in a "theoreticaI.
attitude". Another phenomenon which is peculiar to the

givenness of "equipment" is that: "in its readiness—to-hand,

it must, as it were, withdraw (Zuruckzuziehen) in order to

be ready-to-hand quite authentically" (;9;@:99). Fér example,
for a shoemaker what primarily concerns him is not the tools
themselves but rather the work -- the shoe. That is to say,
as ready¥to—hand equipment is always "given" to us in non-
thematical manner. According to Heidegger, ";f we look at
Things-just 'theoretically', we can get along without under-

standing readiness-to~hand {Ibid:98). So we deal with

rather than observe things ready-to-hand. Theoretical obser-

-
-

vation is not only not constitutive of the givenness of a
ready;to—hand but hindrances it to be given as a ready-to-hand.

According to Heidegger, the circumspective concern which
.constitutes the way of access of the ready-to-hand is itself
founded on the "Being-in" of Dasein. Moreover, "the things
ready-to-hand with which we concern ourselves are not the
cause of our concern, as if this were to arise only by thé
effects of entities within-the-world" (Ibid:403).

As the transcendental condition of givenness of things

ready-to-hand, Dasein is primarily not merely a consciousness.

L
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‘In letting things ready-to-hand be involved in the ﬁorld,
Daséin is not a non-participant, uninterested observer
Indeed, thlS "lettlng somethlng ~be-involved" can be under-
stood in an ontical as well as ontologlcal sense. Ontically, ¢
it "signifies that within our factical concern we let some-—
thing ready-to-hand be so-and-so as it is already and in

order that it be such" (Eéié:ll?). Ontologically, it "is

the freeing of everything ready-to-hand as reaay-to—hand"
(Ibid).

We can now clearly see that not only the Beinb of,}hings _
ready-to-hand differs from the Being of objects or things
preSent-at—hand,,but the ways of access to them are different
with each othér'£oo. As a consequence, Heidegger points out
that the way of the individuation of things ready-to-hand of
a tool is different from that of things present-at-hand.

Then what are pr1nc1ples of the 1nd1v1duatlon of a tool?

Heldegge;dexpllcltly declares: "Die spezifische Diesheit

eines Zeugs, seine Individuation, wenn wir das Wort in einem
éanz formalen Sinne nehmen, wird nicht primar durch Raum-

und Zeitstelle vorkommt, sondern der Zeugcharakter und
Zeugzusammenhang ist dasjenige, was ein Zeug als je dieses
betstimmt" (Ca XX®¥: 414-5), That is to say, the individuation of

LY

a tool lies in the role' which it plays within the Zeugzusammen-—

.8 . . . ,
hang. It 1s 1ts special function or way of incorporaticn

within the world as the whole of involvements that primarily

voe
—
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determines the individuality of a tool.
So, according to Heidegger, there are two principles
of the individuation of equipment or things ready-to-hand.

First, the "Zeugcharakter" as principium individuationis:

Heidegger points out that the "Zeugcharakter“ is constitutéd
through the "involvement". It is nothing but the special,
determined way of involvement. This "bestimmtes Bewenden"
is essentially the concrete "in-order-to" fum-zu) of a tool.

For example, this entity -- a pen -- is "in order to write".

It is important to note that this "in-order-to" is not an
accidental nor a supplementary character of a tool. ' Rather,
"das, was und wie es als dieses Seiende ist, sein‘Was- und
Wiesein, wird durch dieses Um-zu als solehes, d.h. die
Bewandtnis, konstituiert"” (Ibid). Since each equipment has

its specific "Zeugcharaktgr", e.g., a pen is "in order to
write", a chair is "inlordeé to sit", according to its
"Zeugcharakter” or "determined involvement" we can differentiate
this entity (e.g., a pen) from that entity (e.g., a chéir).

Second, the "Zeugzusammenhang" as principium individua-
B

tionis:

_Since all the wayé of "in-order—to" such as servicea-~-
bility, usability and manipulability are grounded in the
Jinterdepehdence" between tools, ho single tool can be

separable from the "Zeugzusammenhang". ."Jedes bestimmte Zeug

tragt jenen Zeugzusammenhang bei sich, und nur mit Rucksicht

4.
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auf ihm ist es dieses" (Ibid:414).

Webhave now completed the exposition of-Heidegger's
theory of the individuation of things ready-to-hand. Im
‘the following sections we will see how he deals with the

problem of the- individuation of the ego.

C. The Problem of the Individuation of Dasein

(1) The Being cf Dasein . ' -

We have seen that the major point of Heidegger's criticism’
of Husserl's concept of subject is the forgetfulness of the
Being of subject. According to Heidegger, the "essence" of
subject does not lie in its ideal-eidetic structure but

rather in its "way of Being" (Weise zu sein). "The 'essence'

.0f this entity lies in its ‘to be'" (BT:67). ©So, in order to
‘thematize the Being of subject we have to focus on its "Wie-
sein”.

Since Heidegger does not understand "subject" in the

traditional sense of "subjectum", he introduces the term

"Dasein" as Hbstitdsion. Indeed, "Dasein" differs not only
5

from "transcendental subjectivity" i us ian sense, but

also from "I think" in Kantian sense, "spirit" in Hegel's

!
‘sense, "will to power" in Nietsche's sense, "life" in Dilthey's
sense as Qell as "person" in Scheler's sense. In other words,
"Dasein ist weder eine Verkoppelﬁ%g von Verhaltungen noch

ein Zusammengesetztes aus Leib, Seele und Geist wobel nach

dem Sinn des Seins dieser Einheit des Zusammengesetzten
’ ~
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vergeblich wird; auch ist es nicht ein subjekt oder Bewusst-
sein, das sich gelentlich erst eine Welt zulegt, noch ist

es ein Zentrum von Akten,. aus dem diese hervorschiessen, _“\
(W
wobei weder das Sein dieses Zentrums noch das Sein- der Akte

bestimmt ist" (Ga XX:422). Then "what" is the "essence" of

.

Dasein?

Heidegger explicitly declares that: "The 'essence' of

Daséin: lies in its existence" (BT:67). Existence is not a

. N . ® .
property: but rather the way of Being of Dasein. In the

.

traditional philosophy, "existence' is understood as an

‘opposite of "essentia". As the "Wie-sein" of Dasein, existence

is beYond the traditional distinction between "Was-sein" and
"Dass—sein"”, "essentia" and "existentia". For Heidegger,
"existence" is the "kind of Being toward which Dasein can

comport itself in one way or anbther, and always does c?mport
itself somehow" (Ibid:32). , :
Moreover, Dasein is not merely an entiﬁ?_among~éhtities.
Its own "self-understanding” is at the same time the "under-
standing of Being". Also Dasein is‘hot a "worldless" subject.
Rather, it is essentially "Being-in-the-wgrld". As a conse-
quence, its self-undérstanding is also the "ﬁnderstanding of
world". HoweVér,’neither the understanding of Being nor the

understanding of world is "objectificational". That is to

say, the relationship between Dasein and Being, Dasein and

. world cannot be construed in terms of subject-object schema.

—
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As" "existence", Dasein has always to understand itself
"in terms of a possibility of itself: to be itself or ﬁot"
(Ibid:33). This "non-objectificational" self-understanding
belongs essentially to Dasein. In face of this possibility
"Dasein has always made some sort of decision as to the way

in which it is in each case mine (je meines)" (Ibid:68).

This "Jemeinigkeit" which is the essential determination of

Dasein shows that Dasein is par excellence an individual.

"Dasein is an entity‘which in each case I myself am"
(Ibid:78). But for Heidegger the "Selbsthgit" of Dasein
must be distinguisﬁed from "das Wesen meiner.selbst als
dieses faktischen Individuums" (Ga XXVI:242). What Heidegger
primarily deals with is "nicht die individuelle Ichheit meiner
selbst“: i.e., "nicht das individuelle Wesen meiner selbst,
sondern das Wesen Gon.Meinheit und Selbstheit ﬁberhaupg“ ’
(Ibid). That is to say, the "Ausgangspunkt" of Heidegger's
fundamental dntology 1s not a determined‘factgal ego, but an
"ego in general”. Although thi; "ego in general" is not a
determined "individual®, it has "individuality" as its
essenfial moment. Namely, "Dasein ist wesenhaft- je meines”

is basically an ontological expression. Accordingly, all the

Wesensaussage concerning Dasein as an individual can be hold

true for all factual egos.

4

But it is important to note that when Heideggef says

that "Ichsein" as opposite to "Dasein" cannot characterize
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the essence of Dasein, he means only that the ontical
perssnal differences between factual individuals have
nothing to do with the essence of Dasein. But'he does
not deny that Dasein is an indivic‘lual.3
For Heidegger "Dasein ié an individual" is an ontological
assertion. Heildegger alsohépproaches primarily the problem
of the-individuation of Dasein as an ontological problem.

'Since ontelogy in Heidegger's sense is hermeneutical in

nature, the ontological principles of the ipdividuation of
Dasein must have a pre-ontological foundation. Aécordingly,
the individuation itself is also an existenti€l phenomenon.
As pointed.out-by Alberto Rosales, "éxistenzielle-Vereinzelung
geschieht nicht in der Gestalt einer Abhebung des ¥Ich von den
Mitmenschen und sonstigen Seienden auf'grund der Unterscheidung
von ontischen Chqrakteren. All das, was das Existerende auf
Grund seiner Bezlige zu diesen Seienden ist bzw. nicht ist,
wird dabei belanglosa Dank dieser Belanglosigkeit wird das
jeweilige Existierende als solches auf,es selbst und sein
Sein vereinsamt” (1970:178). But as an ontological problem
the individuaﬁion of Dasein is essentfglly related to the
Being of Dasein.

We have seen some important featured of the Being of
Dasein. But as a whole "Dasein reveals itself as care (BT:
227). As care, Dasein .is at the same time the "Selbstsorge"

(with itself), "Besorge" (with worldly entities) and "Fursorge"

¢



L 134 .o

(with other Daseins). .

b

Heidegger points out that Dasein can be authenti¢c or
'inauthenﬁié. ﬁasein‘is auzhentic wééh it wins itself and
inauthentic when it loses 1tself :Self" is Dasein in ;ts.

'Aprlmordlal mode (BT:68). Elther Daseln in t?é’mode of

aythenticity or in the mode of inauthenticity, its Being

-
—

- as care is already presupposed. According to Heidegger,
"Dasein's totality of:Beiﬁg as care means: ahead-of-itself-
already-being-in (a world), as Being-alongside (entities
encountered within-the-world)" (ibid-éfS) But how is this
prlmordlal unity of the structure of care p0551b1e° This
is the problem concerning the p0551b111ty of the. selfsameness -

1 " of Dasein qua self. Since the possibility of individuation

of Dasein qua self présupposes the éelfsameﬁess or unity of

the Self, Heidegger has to at first solve this problem.

(2) Temporality-and the Selfsameness of Dasein gqua Self

/}n contrast to Husserl's eplstemologlcal approach

Heidegger expllcltly states that "there is ontologlcally a

)

gap separating the selfsameness of the authentically ex1§t1ng
Self from the identity of that 'I' which maintains itself
throughout its manifold éxperiencesg-(BT:IGS).- For Heidegqerl
the ;atter kind of'idehtity is only "the selfsameness and

steadiness of something that is always present-at-hand"

1Ibid:367).4. As something identical throughout the manifold

T
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lived experiences, "I" is basically a "subject" which cannot
characterize the selfﬁood of "I" qua Self: That is to say,
according to Heidegger, the true "I" is the authentic
existence rather than epistemological subjects

Then how is the Selfsameness of the Self the authentic

existence possible?

Heidegger points out that the possibility of the self-

sameness 0of the Self is grounded in "temporality" (2Zeitlichkeit)

(Ibid:375).
Hence, in order to see how temporality grounds the
selfsameness of the Sélf, we have, at first, to understand

Heidegger's concept of time in his earlier works.

In developing his early theory of time, Heidegger starts

with a c;itique of the traditional theories of time. According

to Héidégger, all the traditional theories of time from
SR
Aristotle's to Husserl's overlook the true essence of time.

He attributes the traditional conception of -time as "vulgar".

-

The "vulgar" conception of time has the following‘cﬁaracte-

ristics:

s e &7

1. Time is something present—-at-hand. In other words,
time "exists in the motion" but passes away.

2. Desplte its’ transitory character, time is something
‘ in the soul, subject or conscxousness.

3. Time belongs to the soul but not to the centre of
soul Hence, the soul itself is atemporal.

4. Time is regarded as an opposite of eternity. “The .
: temporal dimension is identified as "mundane" (irdish).
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5. Time itself is regarded as a successive series of
"now"-points. While the "past™ is "no-longer-now"
(Nicht-mehr-Jétzt), the "future" is "not-yet-now"
{(Nocch-nicht-Jetzt)., -

6. Time is "infinite", i.e., with two open ends.

7. Time is "irreversible" (Ga XXVI:255; BT:424-426).

In opposition to tHis "vulgar" conception of time which
is not only.operative in traditional philosophy but also in
‘modern sciences, Heidegger points out that the true essence
of time does not lie in the "now-point" and its modifications.

Rather, the original, primordial time is essentially_ecstatic.

. "Future", "present" and "having—beenf {(Gewesenheit) are three,

different ecstases of time. They are not only inseparable from

each other but also there is an interplay between them.
The essence of "future" is "towards-oneself"; the essence of
"present” is "letting—oneselffbe-encountered—by"; the essence
of “having-been" is "back-to" (Ga XXIV£376—7; BT:376-7).
Here one can clearly see that there is an intimaﬁe relation-
ship between time and Dasein. But primordial~time is not an
’eAtity. According to_Heidegger,'it is impossible to say'that
"time is" (Ga XX:442). Rather, time is essentially "tempo-
falization" (Zeitigung). In this sense, time is "no—thing".5
In addition £§ its ecstatic character, time also has
a horizon-character. Each ecstase has its own horizon in

the sense of "Ekstema". Here "horizon" as Ekstema should not

be understood in the sense of "Umkreis der Blickfeldes" but

w
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-
rather in the sense of "Umschluss" (Ga XXVI:269). 1In

Being and Time this non—spatia}}horizon as Ekstema_is‘calléd
- "horizon schema" and is definea as the "whither" (Wohin) of
ecstase (BT:416). The hor;éon.schema‘of "future" is "for-
the-sake-of"; the horizon schema for "present” i} "in-oder-
to"; the horizon schema 6f "having-ﬁéen" is "in-face-of-
which" (Wovor). The unity of all these three horiéon sche-
mata is pothing but world (Ibid).

Again the horiZOn;charécte; of “time shows the close
connection between time and Dasein. In . fact, Heidegger
identifies baSein'with time. “Dasein:zeitigt qué Zeit sgin
Sein" (Ga XX:442). Teonralit§'ls the ontological meaning
of care, i.e., the Being of.Dasein.6 ’ !

Corresponding to the distinction between the authentic
and the inauthenﬁic modes of existencé, there-is also a
distinbtiop between authentic and inauthentic temporality.

-
On the one hand, inauthentic'temporality is: "forgetting

(having-been) -- making-present (present) —-- awaiting (future)":

on the other hand, authentic temporality is: "anticipation

(future) -- moment of vision (present) -- repetition (having-
been}". Although inauthentic temporality is also ecstatic,
- e -

it is only authentic temporality which can be regarded as

primordial time. In addition, in spite of the "Gleichzei-
tigkeit" of "future", "present" and "having-been" in the sense

-

that the "future" is not later than the “preseﬁt"; and the

-
- .
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"having-been" is not earlier than the "present", in pri-
mordial, authentic temporality the "future" has a priority.. &

"Temporality temporalizeg itself as a future which makes

.

Ead

present in the process of having been" (BT:401). Dasein
is essentially "futural". "Es ist dann sein Zukunft, es
kommt in diesem Zukunftig—Sein_auf seine Vergangenheit und

Gegenwart zurick" (Becker, 1928:221).

Accordingly, thanks to the "Zusammenspiel" betwgen&

)

"future", "present" and "having-been" the Self “achieves"
it% unity. This unity is not a serial unity but rather an
ecstatic unity. The “having—beeh“ ig™not lost. 1In other
.Fords, "Gewesenheit besagt primar gerade nicht, dass das

Dasein faktisch nicht mehr ist; umgekéhrt, es ist gerade

faktisch, was es war . . . Das Dasein kann sich seiner Vergan-

genheit sowenig entschlagen, wie es seinem Tod entgeht"

(Ga XXIV:325). Morebver, the "future" of ‘the Se;f_is always
alrgady in the "havindcbeen" of the Self. So, it ;is the
"ecstatic interplay" betwesen authentic future, 39£h?ntic
present and authentic hqv g-been at grounds thé possibility

0f selfsameness of the S%lf.

ed, Heidegger also calls

-3
this "ecstatic interplay" the "Selbstaffektion" (K:34).

) s
-

"Die reine Selbstaffektion gibt die transzendentale Urstxuktur

des endlichen Selbst als eines solchen" (Ibid}.
===

. ' I "
As an ecstatic unity Dasein qua Self is par excellence

an individual. "Dasein ist Seiendes, das je ich ich selbst
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bin, das Sein ist je meines" (SZ:§.25). Since temporality

v

- makeg possible the selfsameness of the Self, it is the
condition of possibility of "the moﬁt radical individuation"
of Dasein (BT:62).

However, according to Heideagger, "the transcendence
of "Daskin's being", i.e., the "Zeitigqung" of Dasein, also
implies %he ﬁecessitx of fhe most radical individuation of
Daéein Ibid). FThat is to say, time is also the principium

individjationis of Daseéin. But in what way déii—iiii/ oo
individualize Dasein? : ' :

Hei@egger points out that "das Dasein ist in der

-

Jewailikgit, es ist das meinige":(Becker, 1928:221). The
"Jeminigkezt" of Dasein is not separable‘'from the " Jewei-

ligkeit" of Dasein. As being "im Wie seiner Jewegligkeit" -

" Dasein canno

be reducible to a "set of Ich-Eigenschaften".
ingly, Heidégger does not'understand the "individuality"
of Dasein in terms of "whatnessﬁ. Also, the individuation of

' Dasein qua Seif is "absolute" in the sense that its possibilitx

does not, depend on any ontical relation to other daseinsmassige

as well as nichtdaseinsmassige beings.

As epistential Vollzug, the Self is nothing but existential
tempo 1ty:, Time as exfétential temporality does not add any-
thing new to the “whatness“'of Daselin; rather, it is Dasein im

Wie, Dasein im Vollzug. "Time, then, is existence itself,
L .

driven towards its own absence, able to appropriate that

~ 4

-
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absence as its own and sO to become its time. Time is

thus the true principium individuationis, not in the usual

sense of the irreversible succession of now-moments, but in
the sense that in becoﬁing one's own unigque destiny, not
in the form of some 'extraordinary self' but by meeting'
the stark possibility which levels everyone in terms of
their common 'how' and yet brings eaé; #ito contact with
himself" (Sheehan, 1979:81).

Insofar as time "als Zeitigung sich in sich selbst.
einigt und-vereinzelt im metaphysischen Sinne" and hence.
not only makes possible' the unit§ or selfsameness of the Self

but also the individuation of the Self, time is the principium

individuationis (Ga XXVI:270). For Heidegger, "Diese Ve-

reinzelung aber ist die Voraussetzung fiir dds urspriingliche
commercium zwischen Dasein und Dasein" (Ibid).
However, to ground the possibility of individuation of

-Dasein qua.Self in Zeitlichkeit is still formal. Hence,

Heidegger has to "concretize" the individuation of the ego
in the phenomena of "anxiety", "death", "conscience" and

Yresoluteness".

(a) Anxiety as principium individuationis

For Heidegger "anxiety" is not just an ontical "subjecfive“
feeling. Rather, it is a possibility of the Being of Dasein.

Under the influence of Kierkegaard, Heidegger makes a distinction

between "anxiety" and "fear". While "fear" in "fear of something
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in the world", "anxiety" is not "anxiety of something in

+he world". In other words, while the "intentional object”
L d

of "fear" is an entity, the "intentional object" of "anx1ety

is "nothing"” (Nichts). "That in face of which" we -are anxious

is "no-thing". It is also "nowhere". Anxiety has no idea

of what it is anxious. When Dasein is iﬁ.the mode of anxiety,
the whole world losés its significance. On the basis of "
this "insignificance" one feels "uncany", i.e., "homeless"
(BT:8.40).

Heidegge; points out that in its average everydayness
Dasein is always. inauthentic. That is to say, the "Self" \
is for the most part the "they-self". As inauthentic, Dasein
is absorbed in the "world of things" of its concern. In this
fallenness Désein lost sighﬁ of its own botentiality-for-
being-itself. It "forgets" its nownness". This falling of
Désein into the "world of things" is a "fleeing" of Dasein
in face of itse;ﬁ (Ibid:225). In shoft, as inauthentic,

Dasein loses its "Self". It is only "das Man" and not the "ego

gua ego" | : \\\\

~

Anxlety brlngs Dasein back to its authentic potentiality-

1

for-qungfin-the—world. "That in face of whlch one has

. anxiety (das Wovor der Angst) is Being-in-the-world as such”

(Ibid:230). In other words, it is the Being of Dasein which-
J‘,
is that in face of which one has anxiety. Accordingly,

.anxiety is the disclosedness of the "Selbstsein"” of Dasein.
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In this Géy "anxiety individualizeé Dasein and thus discloses
it as 'solus ipse'" (Ibid:233). That is to say, in anxiety
Dasein "discoverS"H that it is this entity and not any other.

Clearl;i anxiety does not individualize Dasein as an
isolated worldless subject. Rather, it is Dasein gua Self,
i.e., as Being-in-the-world in its authentic mode that which
is inaividualized by~an£iety. In individualizing Daéein,

anxiety brings Dasein as they-self back to Dasein as Self.

It can be seen that anxiety- as.principium individuationis

is purely functional and dynamic. _ “

(b) Being-toward-Death as principium‘inéiviqﬁationis

'For Heidegger "dying"is not the ending of one's life
in the sense of "perishing". It is rather an existential
bhenomenon. Certainly, we can have biolbgical-as well as
medical conceptions of death. But death is primariiy a
constitutive structure of Dasein. In addition, "death is °_
in every case'miqg" (BT:284). One cannot reéface the other's
dying. Aléo no cne can escape from dying. Rather, each
Dasein has to die alone.

But insofar as Dasein exists, it has aiways the structure
of "not-yet". Dasein itself is continuously this "not-yet".
On the 6ther hand, Dasein is also already its énd. Here

the term "ending" is ambiguous: first, it means "Being-at-

* »

the-end"; second, it means "Being-towards-the-end". Dasein

" is always its "end" in the sense of "Being-towards-the-end",

LY
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"ﬁeing—towards—death“ is a prominent way of Being of Dasein.
As an existential possibility of Dasein, death is alwéys
there. It stands constantly before us. Howéver, the
inauthentic, falling Dasein in its everydayness always forgets
this poséihility. For Dasein in its inauthentic mode "dying"
is always something external: namely, it is only somebody
else who dies, Although one knows--that one will die sometime
later but not now. This “"one" iéiidentical with "they" and
not "I myself“.. Hence, this falling Dasein knows nothing of
death as its own possibility. The existential meaning of
death is consequently hidden (Ibid:297). ‘

. It is only in the anticéipatory revealing of Being—tgwards—
death that Dasein can turn away from inauthenticity and "win
back" its ownness. That is-:to say,‘in Being—towérds-death
"Dasein discloses itself to itself as regards to its uttermost
possibility” (Ibid:307). Being-towards-death discloses one's .
ownmost potentiality-for-Being. In other words, "death
signifies a peculiar possibility-of-Being in which the ;ery
Being of one's own Dasein is an issue. In dying, it is shown
mineness".(lgig:284).' In this sénse, death is "non-rela%ional".

Accordingly, "death lays claim to it as an individual
Dasein. The non-relational character of death, as.understood
in anticipation, individualizes Daseif down to itself" (Ibid:
308). Thé uniqueness, the thisness of Dasein is found in the

irreplhceability of dying.

[ 3
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In Being—towards-death Dasein is radically individualized.
a

"This individualizing is a‘way in which the 'there' is dis-

closed for existence" (Ibid): Clea;ly, "Being-towards-death"

] '
is also a "functional", *dynamic" principle of individuation.

(c) Conscjience as principium individuationis
. T————

ﬁHeidegger does not understand the term "conscience"
primarily in an ethical: e. Conscience is réther an
authentic potentiality-for-Being, i.e., a way of éxistence.
Hence,.conscience 1s not something present-at-hand whose

factual existénce can be either proved or disproved.

The inauthentic Dasein loses its "Self". “Conscience
. ) -
summons Dasein's Self from its lostness in the 'they'" (BT:
319). That is to say, the "call of conéciousness" brings

the "they-self™ back to the authentic, "Self".

. L
Who is the caller? According to Heidegger, it is neither

God nor a special power nor the public conscience nor the

~ -

world-conscience (Egig;323). The re%son is‘fhép all theée
candidates are ontical; The "call of_conséieﬁbeé ié fathef.
cntological. The caller is Dasein’itsélf; Daséin.callé
itself. Both the caller and the listénér are- the same. But
there is no vic%ous ciréle; for wﬂile %ﬁé céller.is_Dasein:
as Self, the listener is Dasein asrthey—self.. "The call is
unfamiliar to the everyday they-self; ;;_ﬁé'éomeéhing like
an alien voice" (£9£§:321). This céll?qfqgiieﬁ Qoiqagéggivi-
‘ e - .

D, . R B
dualizes Dasein down to itself. Namelyji-"er erschliesst es
P - ._.r‘._‘n:._.. .

' 5.\-{ - O Vo
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als das jeweilige, vereinzelte des jeweiiigen Dasein"
(sz:280).

Insofar -as conscience is the way of Being of Dasein,
it is, ultimately speaking, the Being of Dasein which

individualizes Dasein.

(d) Resoluteness as principium individuationis -

Heidegger points out that "Resoluténess is a distinctive
mode of Dasein's disclosedness" (BT:333). The distinctiveness

of resoluteness lies in the fact that the self is disclosed in
-

resoluteness. While in "idle talk", "curiosity" Dasein-is
inauthentic, in resoluteness Dasein is in truth. The truth

of Dasein is the truth of existence. Here "truth" must be
F :
understood as "disclosure". Truth as disclosure differs

essentially from truth as "judgmental truth" as well as
“Anschauungswahrheit"in'Husserl's sense (Tugeﬁdhat, 1967:

281 ff). Both "judgmenta;‘éruth" and "Anschauungswahrheit"
are applicable only to the diﬁensioﬂ of things present—at—hénd.
None of them forms the existential structure of Dasein. But
disclosure is an existegtial of Dasein. Resoluteness is a
form of "letting-be" (BT:345): .

Here "resoluteness" is essentially ontélogical. It

differs from the ontical rational decision making. What

-

Dasein in resoluteness hzj;to face is essentially. its existen-

tial possibility.

) 4
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"Resoluteness, as authentic Being-one's-self" disc}qses
the individuality of Dasein {Ibid:344). Namely, in makiﬁg
an existential Dasein discovers its "Jemeinigkeit":

Clearly, in functioning as a principle of individuation,
resoluteness has nothing to do with the ontical character of
Dasein.

Now we have seen in what ways "anxiety”, "death",

e . , . L. . .
"Eqnsc1ence“ and "resoluteness" function as principia indi-

diduationis and hence our exposition of Heidegger's theory

of the individuation of Dasein is complete.

D. Critical Discussion of Heidegger's Theory of
Individuation i

From the. above exposition we have seen that a thing
ready-to-hand is primarily.ipdividualized aceording to its

special function within the Zeugzusammenhang rather than

to its position in space and time. Accordingly, not only
the principles of individuation of things ready-to-hand
differ from that of things present-at-hand, but their under-
lying foundations are different from each other. The indi--
viduality of a,ready—to—hénd is not primarily understood in
terms of FEinmaligkeit des Daseins" bur rather in terms of
"speciality of function", or "particularity of servicea-
bility".

Another important feature specific to the individuation

of things ready-to-hand or equipment is that the individuality
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of equipment is conditioned by the whole Zeugzusammenhang.

Hubert Dreyfus and John Haugeland argue that "If what
something is wholly depends on its role in some‘totali§y,
then that thing can have no independeht éssence of its own"
(;978:225). Accordingly, they claim that equipment-or
something ready-to-hand" can have no 'independent essence'
of its own" (Ibid). However, one must note that here the
expression "independent essence of its own” is somewhat
ambigugus. On the onelhand, it can mean: "essence" independent
of its functional role within the whole; on the other hand, it
can mean;. its eigfnes essence. The thesis of Dreyfus and
gaugeland_is justified only whén we ﬁnderstand the meaning
of this expression in the first sense. e

It is true that the essence of "Washeit" of -equipment,
i.e., its "Zeugcharakﬁer", is constituted by its way of
incorporatihg itself within the context of ,equibment.B
HoWeve}, this does not imply that'equipment,'e.g., a hammer,
cannot have its eigenes essence or its own "Zeugchafakter“
which is different from the essences of other equipment.
Otherwisé, i£ is senseless to say that equipment, e.g., é
hammer, has its special function. But, clearly, since we
cannot confuse the function of a hammer with the function of
a nail, hammer and nail must have their respective eigene

essences. Although in dete¥mining the essence of a hammer

we have to refer to its "internal" relation to nails, this

- . -
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atp

does not exclude that a hammer haé its "independent" essence
in the sense of eigenenlessence. It is true that a hammer
can have no "essence" independent of its functional role
‘within the context of equipment, but this dependency shows
only‘the peculiar manner of determining its ‘essence and does
not mean that hammer cannot have its own essence.

Certainly, the essence of equipment is not an ideal

L3
object. It is rather the way of incorporating, i.e., L
) & ’
"Zeugcharakter". 1In this sense, Heidegger states that "Die

- . Washeit des Seienden, das uns alltaglich begegnet, ist durch

den Zeugcharakter umgrenzt" (Ga XXIV:432). So, to grasp the
"essence" of equipment we do not need to appeal tc any
procedure of idealization; rather, in our everyday practical

tdealing we have already understood its essence.

When Heidegger says thét the individuation of equipment
is not péimérily determined thfough space and time; what
he haslin mind is "objective space" and "objective time".
.Indeed, the “Zeugzusammenheng“ is.";gglialﬁ and "temporal"

-- though neot .in an objective sense.

) . NEN
The spatial order of Zeugzusammenhang is called by .- )

Heidegger "world-space”". According to Heidegger, world-space
. 'is not only basically relative to Dasein but is also discloéed

T circumspectively by Dasein. "The space which is thus disclosed

TP ¥l
« with the worldhood of the world still lacks the pure multi- //f

/

.

plicity of three dimeni&ons“ (BT:145). So it differs from_ .-
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tﬂe "objective space” which is “thé_pure 'wherein' in which
positions are ordered by measurgment and the situations of
things are determined" (Ibid).

- World-space as "the whole circuﬁspectively orientated
totality.of places" belongs to things ready-to-hand (Ibid:
147). In other words, spatial involvement or "involvement
in a region" belongs essentially to the way of engountering of .

things ready-to-hand. "Die Umweltdinge’ sind alle plaziert" .

(Ga XX:310). To be sure, here "place" is not position in

.
the objective space but rather "das Wo der Hiﬁgehﬁrigkeit
-des im besorgen Zuhandenen" (Egig). |
Moreover, Heideggex points'out that "Alles Zuhandene
ist zwar 'in der Zeit', innerzeitig" (Ga XXIV:434). That
is to say, welcan attribute "temporal predf&atés" such as
"now", "befgrehand“ and "then" to things ready-to-hand.
b For example, we;:an say that "the chair is now available".
The time for thiﬁgs ready-to-hand is 'called by Heidegger

d World-time is not external to the ready-to-

"world-time".
hand but father "constitutes a with%n—time—ness of the ready- .
to—hand?‘(BT:472).

Acc rding to Heidegger,.world-time has four structural

moments, namely, "datability" (Datierbarkeit), "significance",

(Bedeutsamkeit), "span" (Gespanheit) and "publicity"

2 (0Offentlichkeit). The character of datability means that

world-time is always given a dating in terms of the entities
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we encounter, For example, we say- "then, when.the bus
comes". 'Thg character of significance shows that time is
always time fo; something. For example, we say: "now it

is time to gélhome". The "character of span signifies that ,
éach temporal detgrmination has an “extehsion". For example,
we say: "then during the dinner". Finally, the charaeter
of publicity peints to "Die Zuganglichkeit des Jetzt fur
jedermann, unbeschadet der verschiedenen Datierung" (Ga
XXIV:373; 369).

Both Qorld-space and world-time are constitutive for
the way of givenness of the ready-to-hand or equipment. In
“‘addition, they also play important roles in the individuation
of things ready-to-hand. For example, it is only by reference
to their pl&ces that we can-differentiate the "front door"
from the "back door"; similarily, in term of world-time
we can differentiate the “mofging post* from the "evening - .
pést“. Accordingly, Heidegger cannot deny the individualizing-
function of world‘spadé and world-time. Certainly, the
indibidualizing funétion of world-space and wo;ldftime does
not primarily lié in the determination of the position of
a tool in regard to its "Einmalikeit des Daseins” but rather
in regard to its "particularity of serviceability". So,
only with world-space and world—timelas "supplementary"

principia individuationis Heidegger can provide us a full theory

of the individuation of things ready-to—hanaL
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\ . . )
Similar to Husserl's distinction between the absolute

-

individuation of the ego and the relative individuation of
real things, Heidegger distinguishes the way of the individuation

’

of Dasein qua Self from that of ;jings ready-to-hand.

Theunissen points out that idegger identifies "Je

—

ein Ich” as an "ontical indication" (ontische Angabe) (1965:
22-23;/BT:§.25). Does it imply that "Jemeinigkeit" is only

A

an ontfcdl concept -- as maintained by Theunissen? However,
(3

Heideggef also clearly states that "Pasein ist wesenschaft

j; meines" (Ga X§VI:242). As a "Grundbestimmung des Daséins“

"Jemeinigkeit" or "individuéliﬁy" is an oﬁtologicql charac- |

feristic.? ’ ;i

" a A

In the above exposition of Heidegger's theory of the ~

individuation of Dasein we can see that what concerns him

is not Dasein merely aé a factual individual bu£'rather Dasein

as self. Indeeq,]thé'brinciples of the individuation of

Dasein are primarily ontological. As Rosales correctly pointed

out, "Das principium -individuationis des Dadseins ist dessen

Sein selbst, ja das ﬁberhaupt, sofern es dieses Seiende in

seinér Vereinzelung:auf das Sein enthﬁllt" {1970:178). 1In

responding to the call of conscience and running forth into

the resoluteness which is ready for anxiety and towards

death, the ego is individualized as ego. As Werner Marx
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X
}individualization;, . . . Heidegger has made an important
contribu£ion to the centuries-old problem of 'individuation® "
. (1971:97).. Also the idea of "individuality" is now under-
: stood primarily insterms of "non-substituéability" rather N
than "Einmaliééeit ées Daseins". .
Hoﬁever,'Heidegger has to face the following difficulties.
First, "anxiety", "death", "conscience” and "resolute-
ness” ogly individualize Dasein internally.
The most important consequence of Heidégger'é theory L
of individuation is that ego gua ego can be individualized
"by its existe§tial‘Vollzﬁé. That is to say, Dasein gua self
is not individualized‘by-appéal to any.optical; external
principle.l> . " ‘
. But, in defining "individuality" of Dasein in terms .

of Zeitigung, transcendence or freedom, Heidegger does not

provide us any external criterion according to which we can,

frem the standpoint of a third person, differentiate this
particular Dasein (e.g., John) from that particulgr Desin
(e.g., Mary). It is true that "anxiety", "death”, "cons-

cience" and "rescluteness" are also at the same time existentiel

phenomena. However, in such a existentiel individuation each
. [ *

Dasein can only know that it is different from all other

daseinsmisside, existences and nichtdaseinsmidssige entities. It

does not therefore have a criterion to make a distinction

: between other Daseins (besides itself). Indeed, Heidegger

¥ -

4 -
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says that "In thrownness 1is revealed that in_;acﬂ case C
‘Dasein, as my Dasein and this Daseini already in a Y
definite world and é;ongside é defini fénge of definite
- entities within-the—ﬁorld" (BT:264)1 So, each Dasein can
only discover its own individuality by itsq}f. It is true
that aﬁxiety "brings one back to the pure {Ehat-it-is' of

one's ownmost individualized thrownness", but only one's own °

'(Ibid}394). Certainly, with his existential "solipsism”
Heidegger also admits the "existence" of other Daseins.
However, he fails to provide the external ‘criterion to

enablg us to differentiate this Dasein from that Dasein.

L]

Second, the -inauthentic Dasein istalso par excellence

an individual. Despite its "existential"” fallenness Dasein

ds das. Man is also an individual ~- though merely an individual
in factual sense. Then what is the principle according to
which we can individualize such a factual individual? Onto-
logically speaking, such an individuapioﬁ can be said to be
grounded in inauthentic Qggpofality, énd henée ultimately
grounded in primordiai authentic temporality. 'Howéver{
“ihdividuatibn" in this.wéy‘is still f;rm;l.- But again what

iy, N
are the external principles of differentiation? ™Also what

-

‘are the existentiel principles? : )
/ = .
In order to develop a complete theory of individuation

of Dasein: Heidegger has to agfwer tﬂése questions. Hohevér,
¢ . . N

~f within _his fun&amental—ontologidal approach it seems impossible_‘

L.

.
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, for him to provide any ontical external criterion.

It is true that one of the major contributions of
Heidegger's gxistential aﬁalytic 0f Dasein lies in the
discovery of the dimension of "Faktizitat". Acéording to
Heidegger, - "Faktizitat" is the fundamental structure of’
Dasein. But one ¢annot confuse "Faktizitat" as the fundamental
structure of Dasein with "factum brutum" in English empi-
ricistic sense. Heidegger also agrees with the empiricists

in admitting the dimension of "factum brutum". What he
wants to stress is the distinction between "Faktizitat as an

existentialand "Tatsachlichkeit" in the'sense of "factum

brutum". He explicitly writes:"Faktizitat ist nicht die -t

Tatsachlichkeit des factum brutum eines Vorhandenen, sondern

ein in die Existenz aufgenommener, wenngleich zunichst

abgedrangter Seincharakter des Daseins" (SZ:135). That is to

say, while "Faktizitat" is a daseinsmissige existential,

. ! o
"Tatsachlichkeit" is a nichtdaseinsmdssige category.

Indeed, when Husserl characterizes the primal-I as "Urfaktum",

-

he already introduced a new kind of "Faktum“ which is beyond
the‘realm of gfactum_brutum". Husserl's "Urfaktum", more-
over, shares with Heidegger's "Faktizitat“ the follbwing
commonness: neither of them "wiqg in einem Anschauen nie
vorfindlich"-(aeig). Husserl, being imprisoned in the

reflective tradition'of transcendental'bhilosophy, is unable

\ 4 '
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to positively unfold the dimension of "Urfaktum". But, b&
using his hermeneutical approach, the early Heidegger not
only opens a new direction in transcendental philosophy,
but provides us with a positive means to disclose the
dimension oﬁj“Faktlzltat“. Accordlngly, this dimension

of "FaktJ;:/is no longer merely a "postulate" but rather
phenomenologically. accessible.

‘Nevertheless, in his "Hermeneutik der Faktizitat”
Heidegger "ontologicalizes" the dimension of "Faktizitat" as
wSeinanpeg". As a consequence, although Héidegge; recognizes
that "Faktizit3t"is “Die Tatsdchlichkeit des Faktums Dasein,
als welches jewéilig jedes Daseinvist", his ontological
.orlentatlon prevents him from'develeping any ontical external
principle of the 1nd1v1duat10n of the ego from this dlmensfﬁn
(Ibi¥i:56) .

A SLmllar limitation.can be found in Heldegger s analysis

of the “h15t0r1c1ty (Geschlchtllchkelt) of Dasein. It is

true that in opposmtlon to the reduction of “Zusammenhang

des Lebens" to "Summe der Momentanw1rk11chkelten von nachei-

nangerankommenden und -verschiedenden Erlebnissen" or "beolge'

\\wyon Erlebnissen” Heidegger rediscovers the autonomy of the

"historicity" of Dasein (Ibid:373-375). However, owing to
his exclusively ontological approach in phenomenology,
Heidegger can merely provide an ontological understanding of
the "historicity" of Dasein. Namely, he cannot develop ény

ontical external principle of the individuation of the ego
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f'rom his analysis of "Seinsart des Gesc.hichtlichen" (Ibid: :
375). |

Nevertheless, in claiming "anxiety", "death", "conscience"
and "resoluteness" as existentiel phenomena in the ;ndividua—
tion of the ego, Heidegger has already implicitly gone beyond
thé thesis that "phenomenology is ontology". .

The above clarification not only shows the limitation
of the fundamental-ontological approach to the theory of the
individuation of the ego, but also indiéates that, in order

to develop a-complete theory of the individuation of the

ego, we also need the ontical approach. 7 . .

-

o .
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, FOOTNOTES TO -CHAPTER III

"Das Sujekt kann sein, was es ist, das Dasein existiert,
ohne gerade Seiendes gua Objekt zu erfassen., Zum Sein-
bei gehort nicht notwendig Vergegenstandllchung oder
gar theoretische Thematisierung" (Ga XXVI:1é6l).

In his later years, Heidegger thematizes the "worldling

of world”™ no longer from the standpoint of the ontological
transcendence of Dasein. He directly unfolds it as
"Geviert"”. This forms an important mark for his "Kehre".

Both Theunissen (1965) and Waldenfels (1971) believe
that Heidegger's Dasein is uberindividual. However.
"Dasein is an individual" is primarily not an ontical assertion
but rather an ontological assertion.

A

But, clearly, Husserl's primal-I is not subject to this
criticism; for as a fungierendes Ich the primal-I is +
not a Seiendes.

"Zeit 'ist' nicht, sondern zeitigt sich" (Ga XXVI:264).

"Das (menschliche) Dasein . . . ist die Zeit selbst"
(Heidegger, 'Die Zeit'; gquoted in Becker, 1928:221).

Striectly speaking, time is rather the ontological
ground for the individuation of Dasein qua self.

So, the "essence" of a ready-to-hand should be understood
in a dynamic sense. "Die Washeit des Seienden, das uns
alltaglich begegnet, ist durch den Zeugcharackter
umgrenzt" (Ga XXIV:432).

Heidegger's concept of "world-time" is not univocal.

It can also mean the time for subject (BT" 471-2).
However, the time for the ready-to—-hand can be legiti-
mately regarded as "world-time"; for Heidegger explicitly
writes: "That time 'wherein' entities within-the-world
are encountered we know as 'world-time'" (Ibid:471).

One might say that the "deﬁo%ation“ or "reference" of
"Jemeinigkeit" is an ontical entity.

P DR




CHAPTER 1V

FROM THE INDIVIDUATION-PROBLEMATIC TO THE COMPARISON
OF HUSSERLIAN AND HEIDEGGERIAN PHENOMENOLOGIES

.-

This chapter is divided into four sections. in the
first section we attempt to work"out'the'differences betwéeh
Husserl's thecry of individuation and Heidegger's. In the
second section a thematization of the methplological as wéli
‘as the topological differences between Husserlian and Heideg-

,
gerian phenomenologies will be given. In the third section,
we will see in what way Husserl's and Heideggerfs theories
of individuation afe complementary to éach other. Iq the

E RN

final ‘section it will be shown how we can achieve a'pnity of

A .
L

Husserlian and Heideggerian phenomenologies. e
First, we will see that Husserl's and Heidéggéf?s theo-

ries of individuaéién are not only different from eacﬁuqther

in, their "themétic objects" and their “solutions", bup also |

in their respeétive ideas of individuaiity and &ethodological
approaches. These di;}erences are nothing‘accidentalqbdt”

- rather are grounded in their.different formulations of. -
phenoménology. SR : P |

' In order to thematize the differences between ﬁhese

two types of phenomenology, we will concentrate on the
comparison 6f their respective conceptions of phenomenological
reduction, eidetic reduétion, phenomenon, essence anq;inten-
Fionality. We will élso try to make explicit the oppo$ition
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between Husserl's thesis of the primacy of perception as.
well as reflection and Heidegger's thesis of the ﬁrimacy
of unde?standing as Qell as hermeneutical interpretation.
Despite the differences we will attempt to show that
there is also a positive relationship between Husserl's

and Heidegger's theories of individuation. In particular,

‘it will be seen that there is a founding-relationship

n

between them.

By using the positive relationship between their
theories of individuation as a crucial example we will try
to argue tﬁFt there is also_a positive relationship between
their phenomenologies, provided ghaf'Husserl's phenomenology
is reinterpreted as a critique of kﬁowledge. But to attain
this goal we have to refute the thesis of Guido Kung that
Husserl's phenomenology cannot be understood as an episte-

mology,Aon the one hand; and the thesis of Calvin Schrag

that Heidegger's hermeneutical phenomenology 1is an impossible

dream,on the other hand. This clarification will help us to

. ', . . ;
understaqd in an exact manner the genuine relationship betweehd

. Husserl's and Heidegger's phenomenologies.,

A. The Difference Between Husserl's and Heidegger's
Theories of Individuation

In our exposition and discussion of Husserl's and
Heidegger's theories of individuation we have already seen

some differences between them. In this section we will

et
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éttempt to thematically work out their important differences.
First of all, in Husserl's theory of individuation the
subject-object schema is operative. What concerns Husserl
is the individuation of things as real objects and the
individuation of the ego as subject. Also the methodological
approach presupposes the subject-object separation. While
the thing as object is given to us through objectifying
perceptual intentionality, self-perception is identified as
the objectificational reflection. On the other hand, in
Heidegger's theory of %ndividuation one can see that the subject-
object schema is explicitly abolishéd. According to Heidegger,
both things ready-to-hand and Dasein belong to the dimension
which transcends the subject-object separation. For,’while
the ready-to-hand is not an object, Daéein is not a subject.
Also the methodological approcach does not presuppose the

subject-object pattern. Both the circumspective concern
»

(Umsicht) with the ready-to-hand and the self-understanding .

or self-disclosure is pre-objective.
In terms of Heidegger's terminology, we can say the
things with which Husserl 1s concerned are thlngs present-at-

hand. Accordlng to ‘Husserl, "Das Ding ist eine Regel moglicher

Erscheinungen" {Hu IV:86). That is to say, Husserl understands

the thing as "eine Realitat", "als Einheit einer Mannigfaltikeit
geregelt zusammengehoriger Erscheinungen" (Ibid). But for

Heidegger the thing is primg}iii understood as the ready-to-hand,
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-or "Umweltding". According to Heidegger, the ready-to-hand
cannot be construed as "wertbehaftetes Naturding" (Ga XX:

247). Rather, practical things or equipment are "essentially
'something in-order-to . . . "' (BT:97). What defines equipment
is not "property" or "causal relationship"” but rather its
éunabilityﬁ and "serQiceability“. In short, equipment is
nothing but its functional role.

The way of givenness of things present-at-hand is different
from that of things ready-to-hand. While things present-at-
hand are given to us in a theoretical attitude or pure percep-

. tion, things, ready-to-hand is given to us primarily in the
. pPractical attitude or circumsgective cdnecern. Accordingly,

&
while the character of the Anwesenheitsweise of things present-

W,
[
at-hand is "Leibhaftigkeit", the character of Anwesenheitsweise

of equipment is “Zuhandgnheit" {Ga XX:265 ff). That is to
say, the Being .of things present-at-hand is different from the
Being of things ready-to-hand.

Accordingly, the way of the individuation of things present-
at-hand is not identical with that of things readyf%o-hand.
We have‘shown that the idea of individuality of things present-
at-hand is based on the "Einmaligkeit des Daseins" and the
‘-idga.of the individuality of things ready-to-hand is based on
"gpeciality of serviceability". Therefore, it is not accidental
fbr Husserl to work out objective space and objective time as

principles of the individuation of real objects, and also.quite
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logical for ﬁeidengr to enumerate "Zeugcharacter” and
"Zeugzusammenhang" as principles of the individuation of
equipment.

We have seen that the spatial order as well as tﬁe‘temporal

order of world as the universal 2Zeugzusammenhang must be

regarded as "supplementary" principles of the individuation

of Ehings‘rgady-to—hand. However, it is not difficult to see
that Qorld—space and world-time in Heidegger's sense are not
identical with objective space and objective time in Husserl's
sense. World-space and world-time are essentially pre-objective.
ﬁf pointed ou;'By Heidegger, in the world-space the "'above'

is wﬁat is 'on the ceiling'; the 'below’ is what is 'on the
floor';: 'the behind' is what is 'aé thé door'; all 'whereas'

are discovered and circumspectively interpreted as we go our
ways in everyday dealings" (BT:136-137). But positiqn in
objective space ks "interpreted as the 'where' of some random
Being-present-at-hand of things" (Ibid:135). 1In addition, in
the world-space "regions are not first formed by things which
are present-at-hand together: they always are ready—-to-hand
already in individual places" (Ibid:137). Accordingly, the
remoteness and closeness of things ready-to-hand or equipment
differs from the objective distance between things present-at-
hand. Moreover, insofar as the "constitutive origin" is
concérned, world-space and objective space have their respective

sources. While world-space is "originated" in the spatiality
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of Dasein, i.e., its structure. of "de-severance" (Entfernhng)

and "directionality", objective space is constituted by
kinisthetic consciousness.’

Similarly, world-time as time for things ready-to-hand
is also different from objective time. While the "present" .
in world-temporal sense arises from the "umsichtige Gegen-
wartigung”, the "present" in the objective temporal sense
results from the “"sinnliche Geéenwﬁrpigung"\(SZ:BSB: 363).

We have also shown that the’?Zeugcharakter" of equipment
must be distinguished from the concrete essence of real objécts
or things present—at-hand. "Concrete essence" itself is an
ideal object and is only discovered by the procedure of
eidetic seeing. Howe&er, the "Zeugcharakter" is not only
not an ideal object but is always'élready understood in our
practical concern.

Both Husserl and Heidegger claim that world is the
"Boden" in which a thing-is individualized. For both of
‘them world is understood as a "horizon" of things. According
Fo Husserl, world as uniéersal horizon is the condition for

i

the givenness of real objects. But world as horizon is given

through, the givénness of objects. According to Heidegger,
world as horizon is also the condition of givenness of things
ready—~to-hand. Also world announceg\itself th;ough worldly .
things. -In addition, for both of them there -is a "difference"

between world and things. Do these similarities imply the
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sameness of Husserl's world and Heidegger's? The answer
is negative.— Despite the above .similarities there are
essential differences between world 'in Husserl's sense and
world in Heidegger's sense. First of all, while wbrild in'
Husserl's sense is primarily a perceptual horizon, world

in Heidegger's sense is a Bewandtnisganzheit. As'rightly

pointed out by Theunissen, "Heideggers Horizontbegriff-nicht
mit dem Husserls zusammenfallt. Zwar hag auch er seinen
Ursprung ¥h der reinen Phgnomenologie, aber Heidegger hat .
Husserls Begriff des Welt Horizonts ontologisiert, indem

er das ontische Moment ausschied, das diesen zum synonymeﬂ

Ausdruck fur das Universum qualifiziert" (1965:161). 1Indeed,
Husserl also characterized world as totalify of things. Bug
.Heidegger rejects such an ontical conception.of world in
characterizing the essence of world. For him the difference
between world and things is ontological. But Theunissen éIaims
- that Husserl's difference between world and things is also an
ontoiogical differeﬂce; if sb, then not only one must identify
Husserl's world with Heidegéer, but one also h;s to refute
Heidegger's challenge that Husserl has ovérlooked the dimepsion
-of Being (1963:349). However, the difference between world as
universal horizon and the intentiénal object is only a cons-

~titutive difference not an ontological difference. An onto-

logical difference is a difference between Being and beings.

-
-

Indeed, in Husserl's philosophy one can find the following
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three different concepts of Being. - "

RV

First, "Being" means "objectivity" (Gegenstandlichkeit)

. As pointed out by Heidegger, "Sein heisst fur ihn nichts

-
—

anderes als wahres Sein, Objectivitat, wahr fur ein theo-

’
-

retiséhes, w;ssenschafﬁlichéé Erkennen" (Ga XX:165; Landgrebe{
1978:202). When Husserl speaks of the "intentional Being"

of worldly things, "Being" here means "objectivity". The
%easop_is that worldly thinqs have "the mefely secondary,
relative sense of a Being for a consciousness" (Idea:5§5.49)..
"That is. to say, since worldly things are nothing but objects -
for consciousness, their Being is fundamentally identical
with objectivity. 1Indeed, even the Being of consciousness

can be understood iﬁ the sense of ijeqtivityq insofar as

it is given to the objectificational reflection.

—

. Second, "Being" means "presence-at-hand" (Vorhandenheii).

"Being" in this sense is synonymous with "Dasein", "Wirk-

lichsein" and "Existenz". When Husserl asserts-that "the ™™

Being of consciousness, of every stream of expé}ience generally{
though it would indeeé be inévitably modified by'a_nuliifying
of the thiné—world, would not.be affected thereby in i?s own
proper existence", what he has in mind is “Beiﬁg" in the sense
of "Vorhandenheit" (Ibid).

Third, "Befng" means "subjective process". Certainly,
here "subjective process" should not be understood in any

empirical sense, but rather in the transcendental sense.
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'indeed, Husserl expiicitly identifies thé "Being of
subjectivity" with the '@anscendéntaler Lebensprozess
‘der Objektivierung" (Hu XIII:189).
However, it can be clearly seen that while the first
and the third meanings of "Being"™ presuppose the subject-
‘~object separation, the second meaminyg of "Being" is identical
with "Dass-sein". We have learnt that Being in Heidegger's
sense is not only beyond-the subject-object dichotomy but
also has to be understood as "Wiesein". As a conSequence,
none of_the meanings of Husserl's "Being" can be identical
with Heidegger's "Being". Accordingly, Theun;sseh‘s thesis
that in Hussérl's philosophy the difference between world and
worldly thingslis an ontolegical difference in Heideggerian
sense 1is not,justifie_d.2 o
Thé‘thémétization of all these distinctiOns shows that
not only "what is individualizéd" but also the principles
of individuation in Husserl's theory of the individuation of
things-d:ffers from Heidegger's. 1Indeed, their theories of
the individuation of things belong to differentllevels.
Wﬁile the individuation of things preéent-at—hand héppens
only within the thgoretical étﬁitude, the individuation
of things ready=to-handy operates aligady on the practigall
Ile%el. | - -7
From Heidegger's criticism of Husserl's determination

of the subjectivity of subject or consciousness we have
L 4

b
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der Einmaligkeit". Indeed, Husserl himself writes: "pie *
- . . r‘ - . \- e
r . ;
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seen the difference‘between Husserl's and-Heiaegger's con- "~
ceptions of the ego. While Husserl's transcendental ego is
"wofldless“, Heidegger's Dasein is esseﬁtially Being—in—the- \/
world. But one can discover that both the primal-I and Dasein

are "pre-personal™. WNamely, both the individuhlity of the -

_primal-I and the 'individuality of Dasein gua Self are not.

reducible to. the personal differénce. That is to say,

-

strlctly speaklng, personal dlfference contributes nothing -

in the 1nd1v1duat10n of the primal-I and the 1nd1v1duat10n of

Daseln_g Self. Nevertheless, despite this’ 51m11ar1ty there
. <

is also a gap between Husseri‘s theory of the 1nd1v1duat10n

of the ego and Heidegger's. It is true that both phenome-

nologists relate the individuation of the ego to time.

‘However, not only are their conceptions of the ego not identical, o

but their conceptions of time differ from each other too. .

In Husserl's moradic time, "future" is only a yeverse of
- !

"past". This is a consequence of Husserl's thesis: "dass

die Protention uméestﬁlpte Retention 'ist" (Hu XI:186; 212;

. ‘2 !
Hu X:6§.26; Held, 1966:40 ff; 1972:58). As pointed out by

Klaus Held, "Hussesl versteht die Ubergangigkeit dér-gZEETgeﬁ/ ;

stindigen Gégenwart ausschliesslich vom Ungegenwﬁftigwerden

her" (1972:58). Accordingly, the principles of the indivi-
T 3
duation of the ego that we can flnd in Husserl's phenomenology ’

[ T S

X
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Individualitdt des Ich . . . ist in sich nichtraumzeitlich
individualisiert . . . Ab&r . . . ist in sich einmalig und
“hat sich selbst sein 'immanente' Zeit" (C lf I:13). Even:
Husserl himself recognizes that "individualitat der Einmma-
ligkeit" cannot apply to the individuation of the ego gua
ego. That is why he c&n only "accept" the absolute indi-
viduation of the primal-I as "Urfaktum". That is to say,
owing to the "Uberzeitdichkeit" of the primal-I Husserl
cannot po?itively.detefmine the imdividuality of the primal-
I. However, in Heideggef's existential eime "future” is

;”«’not just the ﬂggverse“ of "having-been". *On the contrary,
the “futur;" has an absolute priority. In addition, in

*  functioning as the principle.of the individuation of Dasein,

time does not individualize Dasein in terms of .its "Einma-
ligkeit" bute rather by its “Zukunftigkeit" -or "ecstactical
unity”. . '

’
*

As a consequence of this,essenfial difference between
. their conceptions of time and between their ideas of the

individuality of the ego, Husserl's three principles of the

‘individuation of the ego, namelf} "style of ﬁStivation“,

. . % . . N
"coherence of history" and "habitualities” cannot individualize,
Dasein qua Self. Furthermore, while Dasein gﬁa Self is -

individualized b§ death, Husserl's transcendental Ur-ich is

-

“"immortal"”. 1In, addition, insofar as Hussetl (mis)understands

L}

. - Heidegger's Dasein as an anthropolotical concept, he would
j B . A [y
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also refuse to admit "anxiety" and "conscience" as principles

~ ' of the individuation of the ego (K X:2). The unique similari- 3 |
ty lies in their emphasis on "decision". However, while g
Husserl's "Entscheidung" is basically ontically oriented, ~ : g

Heidegger's "Entschlossenheit” is concerned with existential . <
. possibilities. -

Moreover, while Husserl's idea of the individuality of

o the ego underlying the principles, i.e., "style of motivation", ]

"habitualities" and "coherence of history"” is the "individuation

of Einmaligkeit", Heidegger's idea of the individuality of the

lego underlying the pr%ﬁcipl;s, ;.e., "anxiety", "death",
"conscience" and "resoluteness” isl"indiviQpation.of irre-
o placeabiiity". ‘
although Ur-Ich is beyond such an idea of individuality
as "Einmaligkeit" and is characterized as atemporal, one
" cannot hence identify it with Dasein.- As impliditly remarked'
by Heidegger, Husserl's Ur—-Ich basically results from!"einer
egoistish—sglipsistischen Aufsteigeruﬁg der eigenen Ihdivi-
dualitat (Ga XXVI:243). One might say that Husserl's Ur-ich - Co

is more in the tradition of Fichte. That is to say, it is
. N .

-

a "product“4of the "deduction" that subject is, in principle,

e -

. "unobjectifiable". Namely; I is I. But Heidegger's Dasein.

"ist nicht ein 'ich', sondern das Verstehende, das Selbst,

d.h. bloss das jeweilige Einzelne in seiner geiendheit"

(Rosales, 1970:178). - . .

-
LY
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Now we can clearly see that while Husserl approaches .
the problem of the individuation of the ego mainly from a
transcenaental'standpoint, Heidegger treats the individuation
of the ego as an ontological problem. Indeed, such a diver-
gence is shown in Husserl's remark on Heidegger's Kantbook:
instead of "Seinsfrage"; we should pose the question con-
cerning "qié transzendentale Méglichkeit'von Seienden ﬁber—

haupt als Seienden fur uns" (K X II:5). _ , o .

In fact, all these differences between Husserl's and
F

Heidegger's theories of individuation are not -accidental..

i

Rather, they are all grounded in the essential distinctions,
between Husserlian and Heideggerian phenomeno al appXoaches.

\
ey

B. Husserlian versus Heideggerian Phenomenoclogy ‘

Husserl once declared, "Phenomenology, that is Heidegger
and me" (épiegelbergg 1960:352). But he rejected Heidegger's

phenomenclogy as soon as he realized the difference between

their respective phenomenologies.

In 1927, when Husserl was asked to writé a short intro-

-~

duction to phenomenology for the fourteen &dition of

‘Encyclopedia Britannica, he. asked Heidegger for his co-operation.

. . . | . -
But Husserl finally abandoned Heidegger's version of the .
. . o . . -
draft ‘which was a modification of Husserl's first draft.
In a letter 'to Roman Ingardénv Husserl wrote, "Heidegger

has not grasped the whole meaning of the phenomenclogicel

e,
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reduction" (Ibid:281). According to Husserl, Heidegger
misunderstood the naturé of the phenomenological reduction

which is the most iqportant“concept of_Huai?rl's phenq;

-menology. Husserl once pointed out, "If we miss the meaning

-

of the reduétién évérything is losﬁ" ("Phenoﬁenoibgy and
Antﬂropoiody":lBG). It is not_difficult to see th;t one

of gﬁe mosfibbvious differences between these £wo phenome-
nologiété lies in their disagreement’over the conceptioﬁ of
phenomenological reduction. In érder to éexplicate the
difference between Heideggerfs and Husserl's phenoﬁenologies,

let us begin with a compariéon of their conceptions of pheno-

menological reduction.

(1) Phenomenological Reduction

&
According to Husserl, "the real world exists, but in

respect of essence is relative to the transcendental sub-

jectivity, and in such & way that it can have its meaning

as existing reality only as the intentional meaning-product

of transcendental subjectivity" (Ideas:14). In ordex to

go back to transcendental subjectivity and ﬁo see in it

the source of cogstitution, Husserl claims that we have

first to perform the phenomenological or transéendentai \
reduction. There are two chief ways to perforﬁ the reduéfion,

namely, the Cartesian way or the ontplogical way. The

Cartesian way is "the search for a region where doubt is
L ) * I’}

PR S
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éxilydeq" (Sokolowski, 1964:132). And the ontologiéél

way proteeds by asserting that *realitf is ﬂot autonom&us
and independent in itself. By its very nature, reality is
correlated to subjéﬁtivity, and if we are to explain reality

completely, - we must take this correlation into account"

(Ibid:132). In short, we can formulate Husserl's pheno-~

" menological reduction in the following way: to bracket the

natural attitude and go back to transcendental subjectivity.
In the natural attitude, everything is regarded as self-

contained and independent of transcendental subjeétivity.

According to Husserl, what one seeé in the natural attitude

are ready-made "products" of transcendental subjectivity.
What§j phenomerological reauction méans is that we have to
suSp'nd cur concern with the "products" and turn to their
original "producing process", i.e., the activities of trans- )
cendental consciousness. * Lt

Hence, for Husserl, the "residuum"of tﬁe phenomenological
reduction is a transcendental ego. It is a 'worldless" subject
(namely, an ego which is, in principle, independent of the
world) in whicb the WOrid-ana human beings are constituted
as existing..

~

Heidegger never mentions or uses the term "phenomeno—

_logical reduction" nor the term "transcendental reduction"

in Being and Time. Does this mean that in Heideggerian

phenomenology there is no such a methodclogical step ?
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Tugendhét provides us with an explanation. He says:.

"Gerade durch die Epoché& betrftt also Husserl !
die Dimension von Heideggers In-der-Welt-Sein. .
Heidegger bendtigt die Epoché nicht mehr, um ’ !
in die Dimension der Gegebenheitsweissen zu :
gelangen, weil er, nachdem sie von Husserl i
eroffnet wurde, von vornherein in ihr steht !
und die nun aus ihren eigenen Verhaltnissen
heraus -- nicht mehr in ausschliesslicher
Orientierung auf eine Welt von Gegenstandep .—-
entfalten kann" -{1967:26).

However, the residuum:-of Husserl's phenomenological
reduction is limited to the dimension of the ways of givenness

of objects or things presené}at-hand; But what Heidegger

.
is prlmarlly concerned with 1E)rather the Being of beings

—
R

as well as the dlmen51on of»ways of encountering of things
ready-to-hand. The phenomenological reduction in ﬁusserlian

sense cannot lead us to the dimension of Being and its
modifications. : ' é

With the publication of Die Grundprobleme der Phanome-

nologie, we are now able to see tha£ Heideggér also has_his“
formulation of phenomenologlcal reductlon. Héideggef\gﬁ
phenomenologlcal reductlon is totally other than Husserl's.
On the one hand, phenomenological reduction in Husserl's
sense is "die Methode der Rﬁckfﬁhruné des phanomenologischen
Blickes von der naturlichen Einstellung des in der Welt der
Dinge und Personen hineinlebenden Menschen auf das transzendentale s'

Bewusstseinsleben und die Objekte ‘als Bewusstseinskorrelate
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konstituieren"” (Ga.XXIVFZB). For Heidegger, on the other
hand, "bedeutet die phéﬁomenologische'Reduktion die Ruck-
fﬁhruné des phanomenologischen Blick?s.von der wie immer
bestimmten Erfassung des Seienden auf des Verstehen des
Seins (Entwerfen auf die Weise seifer uﬁverborgenheit)
dieses Seienden" (Ibid). while phenomenological reduction
in Hus;erl's sense is a procedure from the mundane to the
- transcendental region; phenomenological reduction in
ﬁeidegger's sense is a procedure from the ontical to the
ontological dimension. Husserl claims that phenbmenological
reduction is a key concept of his phenomenolbgy." The necessity
and importance of phenomenclogical reduction for Heideégger's
phenomenoleogy is also indupbitable.

The difference between the phenomenological reduction
in Husserl's gense and Heideéger'g sense can also be seen’
by pointing oyt their relation to eidetic reduction ip a “a
broad sense, i.e:, as a procedure which leads us baék to
fhe dimension of essence.3 For Husserl, phenoﬁenological
reduction and eidetic reduction are two different procedures.
Although both are necessary for his program of transcendental
phenomenclogy, they are in priﬁcipleAsépargble. For example,
in the realm of mundane phenomenology, while the performance
‘of'aidetic reduetion-is necessary, tnﬁre is no appeal to
phenomenological reduction._ But in Heidegger's phenomenology,

eidetic reduction or factical reduction is essentially
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inseparable from phenomenological reduction; the former is
merely a paré%pular form of the latter. The gfound for this
\inseparabili£y between them lies in the identity-relation
between Wesen and Being.

As rightly observed by Francis Seeburggr, "The dis-
agreement between Heidegger and Hussgrl does not, at this
point, concern the éossibility or even the 'necessity' of
the phenomenclogical reduction, but concerns the meaning of
the reductioh" (1975:213-214).

In addition to his coﬁception of phenomenélogicél
reduction, Heidegger also introduces a second methodolegical
step -- construction. 'Construcfion' here is not understood
in the.negative sense. .In other words, 'construction' in
the phenomenological sense is'different from 'construction'’
in ‘the speculat?ve‘seﬁse. For Heidegger, phenomenological
reduction ‘is esséntially é procedure of 'turhing away'. As
a kind of "departure", phenomenoclogical reduction is somewhat

. ~ -
negative. It needs a positive complement. This complement
is a procedure of turning towards Being -- pheﬁomenological
construction. Phenomenological construction is necessary

‘because Being is not accessible like beings, namely; Being
[~

is not something which exists before-hand. In order to be

able to unfold Being and its structures, we need a special
procedure of projection -- phenomenological cbnstﬁfction.

In his later years, Husserl also speaks of “phénoménb—

logical constructzgﬁw (Cairns, 1976:52).‘ According‘to Husserl;

1

a - g

e st
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“phenomegological constructions"” are "to be distinguishe@
from the undisciplined cénstruc£ions of non-phenomenclogical
philosophers” (Ibid). Phenomenological construction is "the.
construction of phenomenolegical hypotheses“ (Ibid). Fur-
thermore, "phenomenological constructions_are necessary
wherever the object of study is not to be brought to self-
givenness{ e.g., in the cages of the mind of the child or
of the study of death” {Ibid). To be sure? "phenomenological
o a
hypdtheses“ are not "hypotheses of sciences".. Accordingly, -
phenomenoiogical construction is not scieﬁtific construction.
Phenomenologicél construction in Husserl's sense 1is rather |
a special technique for describing a phenomenon which goes
beyond our reflecthon. However, whether with phenomenological
construction in Hussérl's sense one can unfold the structure
~ .
of Being is an open question.

In addition to phenomenclogical construction, Heidegger

also introduces the procedure of "destruction". As in the

case of "construction", destruction in the phenomenological
Ssense must not be understood in negative sense. On the
ddhgrary, pﬁenoménological destructioﬁ is basically "ein
kritischer Abbau der”ﬁbgrkommennen ﬁnd zunachst notwendig

zu verwenden Begriffe auf die Quellen, aus denen sie geschopt"
(Ga XXiV:Bl). In other words, it is.not the negation or the
annihilaticon of the philosophical tradition, but rather a

positive appropriation (Aneignung) of its primordial meaning
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(Ibig).*

Although the term of "destruction" does not appeérr
in Husserl's phenomenology, his concept of “reactivatiop"
in "The Origin of Geometry" ?H;res some similarities with
Heidegger's concept of destruction.

Accor@ing to Husserl, "propositions, like other cultural

.

structures, appear on the scene in the form of tradition;
they cléim, S0 to speak, to be sedimentation of a truth-
meaning that can be made originally ;elf-evident“ (Crisis:
367). "Rééctivation“ is the procedure of making the original
meaning or truth meaning of expression self-evident (Ibid:
361). Husserl péints out that "history is from the start
nothing other than the vital movement of the coexistence and

the interweaving of original formations and sedimentations

| of meaning" (Ibid:371)}). In other words, "tradition" is

i

“WI*cultural entity (Ibid:362).

F

essentially a process of sedimentation. Owing to the distance
between the original formulation of a cultlral item and the
~sedimentation of its meaning as well as to the "seduction

of language", it is necessary for us to perform an explicative

_procedure in order to grasp the primordial meaning of this

back to primordial meaning is nothing but "reactivation".
' Y ]

From this concise description of the nature of "reacti-
vation™ one can nevertheless see that both reactivation and

destruction are processes which lead us from sedimentated.

z

This explicative procedure of going
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.concepts back to theirt original, primordial meanings by
dismantling the tradition. 1In add&ition, both the necessity

of reactivation aﬁd that. of destruction are partiaIiy groundeé,
‘on the historical or traditional distance.’

Howe%er, these similarities between reactivation and
destruction do not enable us toAidentify them. There is an
essential difference between them: while reactivation for
Husserl is a way of expliqating the éense of cultural products,
destruction for Heidegger is a_kiﬁd of discloéufe of Being.

In other Qords, Heidegger'é destruction is exclusively

ontologically oriented, but Husserl's reactivation is primarily

ontically oriented. h\i/]

Heidegger claims that phenomenoclogical reduction, cons-

. 2 *
truction, and destruction form an inseparable whole. 1In his

explanation of the sense of this Zusammengehorigkeit, which

can be found in Grundprobleme der Phéndmenblogie, Heidegger

argues that while reduction and construction are two sides

of thé same problem; construction is necessariiy a destruction.

. That is to say,.phenémenologicak reduction as a departure is
lﬁothing but the negative side of the procedure, and pheno-
meﬁological construction as projection is the positive side

of the procedure. :Konstruktioq der philosophie ist notwendig
Destrukt!gi“ because phehamenological ontological-interpretation

"ist durch ihre geschichtliche Lage bestimmt und in eins damit

durch gewisse Moglichkeiten des Zugangs zum Seienden und durch
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die Uberlieferung der vorangegangenén Philosophie" (Ga ~

XXIV 31). On the other hand, such a unity does not exist

between phenomenological reduction, construction and reacti-

vation in Husserl's phenomenology.

(2) Eidetic Reduction and the Natufe of Essence

Eidetic reduction is another important methodological

LY

step in Husserl's phenomenology. Husserl explicitly states
4 <

that "It is the distinctive peculiarity of phenomenology to

include all sciences and all forms of knowledge. in the scope

of its eidetic universality" (Ideas:§.62). That is to say,

forms of knowlédge lie enclosed in phenomenology" (Ibid).
Phenomenological statements have eidetic universality.
A "

. . F :
InEother words; phenomenological statements are statements

about eidetic structures. Phenomenology is "a rigorous

sciences of Essential Being" ‘(Ibid}.
Phenomenology is not a factual science. It is not concerned .

with factuality or contingent structures of'givenness. Ac-
. . -

cording to Husserl, essence or eidetic structure is an ideal’

object. It is not a real object. Despite the gquasi-Platonic

"

position in Logical Investigations, Eidos or essential .

structure is "given" to us. That is to say, Eidos is intuitive

givenness. We can actually have an intuitidn of an Eidos.

But the process through which Eidos is given is not "induction"

but rather "ideation". Husserl's concept of ideation or
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essential intuition is not a mystical intuition. Rather,

1

. ~ ]
it is a kind of categorical intuition. In additian, .

ideation is not a simple grasping. Rather, there are

"three principal steps which pertain tc the process of

. A~
. ideation: ) ' - --'k\ i
1. The productive activity which consists in ‘
» running through the multiplicity of variations.'.

2. The unitary linking in continuous coincidence. 41
. R "- . ‘_.r

3. The active identification which brings out the ‘ : ¥
congruent over against the diffgerences"” (EJ:346-7) .

In Heidegger's phenomenoldgy there is no such methodo-
& ~ .

logical step. Instead, Heidegger explicitly criticizes

.

3

Husserl's "eidetic reduction®. According to Heidegger, “\1

Husserl's "essence" means nothing but "whatness” (Ga XX:151).
It is true that "essence" in Husserl's sensé.is primarily

3

understood as "species", "whgﬁgess" or "essentia". &s

‘ ' - - ! ' i
"whatness", essence is the opposite of existence in the 7
sense of "thatness". Acgcordingly, the eidetic structures. ‘

-

are Basically "gehaltlidhe" étrucfuﬂéﬁ//J But Heidégger.;
o s : : o . . . -
points out that the ®ssende of essence does not ‘lie im the

"whatness". Instead, the primordial sense of essence is

"Wie" ¢r "die Weise zu sein" (Ga xx:lSl? N II:362). _Essence

/

. ) . «*
as Wie(bg prior to the distinction between whatness and‘tha;neés.

"Wesen" is "das Wﬁhrenﬁe", "das Fortwahgende", "das Bleibende"

-
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(VA:34). As Wie, "Wesen" is nothing but a priori. Indeed,

Heidegger prefers to speak of the verbal form of "Wesen".

As a verb "wesen" is identical with "wihren" "weilen",

- .

and "verweilen" (VA:34; N I1:404). Accordingly, the onto-

logical structure of "essence" as "Wie" muét be different
from that of "essence" as "Was". Essence as Wie is not' an
ideal gbject. As stated by J.L. Mehta, "The essence (Wesen)
. . . which concerns Heidegger'is never a timeless entity"
(1967:113; 368-9). As a "process" essence is "time" itself.
éence, essence as Wie in a sense is also n;n—temporql. But .
the non—temporality.ofﬂgssence as Wie is'fundamentally different
from the atemporality of an ideal object. :While the atempora-’
liEy of ideal ébjects is identical with omni-temporality
which is still a mode of temp&rality, the non-temporality
qﬁ éssence as‘ﬂig cannot be reduced to any mode of temporality
(ET:64).

The essence that concerns Heidegger is nothipg but Sein .

im Wie. Just as Being is not a universal, essence as Wie is

also not a universal (VA:34). &Essence as Wie is prior to the

fp

distinction between universal and particular. '

Since what Heidegger is concerned with is the Ways of

[

Being rd&ther -than Eidos or essential structures, there is

no need for him to perform the eidetic reduction. However,

this lacking of eidetic reduction does not imply that Heidegger's

. * .
phenomenology becomes’ a factual or an empirical approach. -Since

[}
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essence as Wie is prior to the distinction between ideality’
and reality, Heidegger's phenémenolOgical approach is neither
1eidetié‘nor fac;ual. But’;t is not difficult to discover

that in Heidegger's phenomenclogy the is-still a,counter—
part of "eidetic reduction". It is a reduction whﬁch does

not lead us to ‘essence as "Was" but rather to essence as

"Wie". Sﬁch a reduction one may call "essential reduction”

or "facticai reduction". 1Indeed, it is through the performarice
of this reduction that we can reach the dimension of Being

of things ready-to~hand, existential stracture of Dasein

and the truth of Being.

(3) TIntuition versus Understanding

_Otto Poggeler construes the methodological difference
~ between Husserl's and Heidegger's phenomenology in terms of

the contrast between "intuition" and “"understanding" (1963:

4

-

69 f£f).
The important role which is played by "intuition" in

Husserl's phenomenology is clear. As early as in Logical

Investigations, the thesis of the primacy of intuition is

already implicit in Husserl's "phenomenological elucidation
of knowledge". As pointed out by Ricoeur, the schema "meaning-
intention -- meaning fulfillment" patterns Husserl's way of
thinking (1967:18 ff). 1In clarifying the-phenomena pf

fulfillment, Hussegl, in fact, has to "pursue the analysis
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.0f various sorts of intuitioﬁktstarting with ' sensuous
® intuition, an enquiry basic to the elucidation of knowledge"
//QLI :669). It is because meaning—intention has its ful-
fillment only in intuition. Moreover, it is also true

5—. -
that there are distinctions between "degree of fullness of

. 4 .
intuitive content”. As Husserl points ocut, "we may

distinguish:

. . ' )
1. The extent or richness of the fullness . . .
2. The liveliness of the fullness . . . . A

3. The reality-level (Realitatsgehalt) of the fullness"
{LI:734-5). .That is to say, "adeduate perception represents

an ideal" (Ibid:735). However, this does not exclude that

perceptpal intuition is:the.only legitimate source of knowledée.'
Tﬁe ;heeis of the primacy of intuition, infparticular,

of primordial dator intuition is later'explicitly formulated

by Husserl as "phe principle of all principles™ in Ideen I:

- i' . _\, _A‘ F\ .

- "that every primordial dator intuition is a source
of authority (Rechtsquelle) for knowledge that-
whatever presents itself in "intuition' In primordial
form (as 1t were in its bodily reality), 15 simply to
be accepted as it goes itself out to be, though only
within the limits in which it theéen presents itself"
(Ideas:5§.24). .

In other words, "Immediate seeing (Sehen), not merely

the sensory seeing of experience, but seeing in general as

primordial dator consciousness of any kind whatsoever, is
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the ultimate soﬁrce of jusfification f@f all.rational
.statements (Ibid :§.19). This clearly shows that "primordial
dator intuition" is not.co:e#tensﬁ&e with "sensible intuition".
The latter is only a kind of -"primordial dator intuition”.
According to Husﬁerl, "categorical intuition” 1is also a
particqlar "primordial dator intuition“;

- - )
“In §.31 of Being and Time, Heidegger thematically \

criﬁicizes Husserl's thesis of the primacy of intuitiogi
First, Heidegger\gi&es us an existentia} interpretation

of sight or seeing. He states that."seeing" in the existential
sense "does not mgah just perceiving with the bodily eves, B
but neither does it mean puré non-sensory awareness of some-
thing present-at-hand in its presence—-at—hand"” (BT:187). . 3
The‘existential significance of sight points to “the_p9culiar -
feature of seeing, that it lets entities which are éccessible
to it bé encopntered uncongédaledly in themselves" (Ibid).

This existential meaning of_ "seeing" is overlooked by tradi-
tional philosophy. "Seeing" has been identified "as a way 1
of access to entities" (Ibid). According to Heidegger, even

Husserl's concept of seeing as "das'Geben und Haben eines

Seienden in seiner Leibhaftigkeit" (Ga XX:113) is still

imprisoned within this tradition. -
Second, Heidegger is opposed to the thesis of the
primacy of intuition. He points out that "all sight is

grounded primarily in understanding" (BT:187).- The primacy _ ]

(
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of pure intuition "which corresponds noetically to the
‘priogity of the present-at-hand in traditional ontelogy

has given way; for 'intuition' and ‘'thinking' are both
derivative of understanding,‘ﬁnd already rather remote

ones" (Ibid). This is n;t only true of sensible intuition.
Heidegger maintainsfﬁhat "even the'?hgqpménological 'intuitiqg_
of essences' (Wesenschau) 1is grounded in existential under-
standing” (BT:187). Existential understanding as disclosure
of Being has the primacy over intuition. Understanding --
including "the circumspection (Umsicht) of "concern" and.
"the considerateness (Rucksicht) of solicitude", is the‘

existential structure of Dasein. Heidegger even identifies

Dasein with "understanding of Being" (Seinsverstandnis)

(Ibid:186).
The gist of Heidegger's way of thinking concerning the

primacy of understanding over intuition can be put as follows:

{l) Intuition is ontically oriented,
(2) Understanding is ontologically oriented,
(3) Being is the ground of beings,

(4) Intuition is founded upon understanding.

However, it should be noted that Heidegger's rejection
of the thesis of the primacy of intuition does not lead him
" to the denial of the possibility of objective knowledge.

With the emphasis on the priority of understandingdheidegger
. ) )

w e




186

merely wants to show that we have a more primordial relation
with our world, which is essentially pre-cognitive and'pre‘
theoretical. Our relation to the world through objective

-

knowledge aims to achieve greater certainty. However,
"cértainty" does not imply "primordiality". In addition,
objective knowledge or, in general, the cognitive attitude is
basically a founded mode ‘of relation through which we establish
a contact with our world. To found knowing on understanding
is not to reduce or diminish the certainty of kno@ledge. This
founding-relationship merely shows that knowledge has an
gxistential—ontological foundation. To be sure, merély- with
an existential conception of understandiﬁg, one cannot fully
acébuﬂt-for the possibility of objective knowledge. At best,
understanding is oniy an existential-ontological condition

for the possibility offobjective knowledge. In order to
éccounf fully for thelpossibility of objective knowledge,

we have to appeal to épistemological conditions.

(4) Reflection versug Hermeneutical Interpretation

In traditional t;Enscendental philosophy reflection plays
an important role. Husserl's transcendental phenomenology
is no exception. Indeed, Husserl claims the universal metho-
dological function of reflRction: "phenomenological method
proceeds entirely through acts of reflection" (Ideas:§.77).

Certainly, what Husserl has in mind is not natural reflection”
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But rathef-traﬂséendental reflection. According to Husserl,
thefe is aﬁ essential distinction between natural and trans-
cendental reflection. Even within the natural attitude we
perférm reflection. That is to say, within the natural
attitude one can discern "reflective acts”. from "straight-
forward acts". Whilq/the latter are acts "straightforwardly”
executed, thé forﬁer are acts of secpnd level. For example,
what straightforward perception graspé are objects such as
house,’chair etc., but not tﬁe.percgiving ?roceés itself.
Only in a reflective act can we gain access tq the perceiving
procesé itself (CM:§.15). However, this kind of reflection
is basically "nafﬁrél-reflection". Actually, Whét is reflected
through the natural reflection is the naive- and mundane life
'of experience. In addition, the reflecting fgo itself is
also a mundane "subject”; the natural world still retains

its validity.. It.is only in "transcendental reflection!’
that we put the validity of Qorld intb bracket. The trans-
cendental reflecting ego does not 5eléﬁ§ to the world. Rather,
it is a worldless "disinferéstea on-looker" (CM:BS). ' To this
non-participant on—-looker the world becomes a cogitatum.
Hence, natural reflection_and transcendental reflection are
s}milar in this tﬁematizing function. . "The proper task

of reflection . . . is not to repeat the original process but

to consider it and make explicit what can be found in it"

-
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(Ibid:34). The {original power which is explicatef’by trans-—
cendental reflection is not the naive life but rather the
life of pure consciousness. It is'e "critique of tee trans-—
cendental ego".

Reflection is also characterized by Husseri as immanent
perception, in oppositien_to the straightforward transcendent
perception. What Yeflection ‘grasps are not transcendent
objects Eut rather immanent objects. The immaneﬂt object is
included in the reflection in a reelle manner (Hu IX:§.34;
Ideas:5.38). Reflection as immanent perceptien has a priority
over transcendent_perception; for reflective evidence can be
adequate and apodictic. Although the later Husserl abandons
the claim of edequacy of reflective evidence, the claim of
apodicticity of reflective evidenee remains throughout Husserl's
whole life kDéummond,lQ?S:S? ££).

ﬁowever, Husserl himself alsc notices that reflecticn is
eeeentially a process of objectification. Reflection as
"immaeente Objektivierung loscht das aktuelle Leben, das sie
zum ObjekF macht, aus. Bewusstsein und Bwusstselngehalt als

»

Objekt ist nicht lebendiges Bewusstsein” ("Phanomenclogie und

Psychologie":489). Tﬂﬁt is to say, "der in dexr Reflektion
reflektierte Pol ist hicht der lebendige Pol" (A V 5:2-3).
The primal-I as a reflecting ego is always anonymous.

-We have seen above that Heidegger challenges the "ob-

jectifying" character of reflection in Husserl's sense.



- 189

_Accordingly, although Heidegger sticks to Husserl's idea

'that the phenomenologlcal approach is essentially. descrlptlve,

he maintains that "the meaning of phenomenological scription

as a method lies in interpretation" (BT:61). -
. I/__‘_‘_ . -
According to Heidegger, to desé;}be something is to

expllcate something. It is not to imﬁgse some other 'things

from outside. It is rather to make explicit, to thematize

-

_whaﬁ is already there but still implicit and unthematized.

For Heidegger, description and interpretation or explication
are one and the same thing. . -

; Hence, the term "description” for Heidegger does not -
denote aﬁy scientific procedure. We have to distinguish
description from scientific explanation. To explain something,
is tolreduce it to some other things as its ground. In:
additién, while explanation must presuppose the subjegt-object

. 3
dichotomy, description as interpretation cannot be construed

in terms of supject-object model. |

Accordingly, Heidegger concludes that the function of
"description asklnterpretatlon" is nothlng but lettlng-
somethlng—be seen. "The expre551on "descrlptlve phenomenology™"
is tautologlcal“ (Ibld 59). For “phenomenoiogy 1n its formal
sense is "a lettlng that which shows itself be seen from k

itself in the very way in which it shows 1tself from :Ltself<\M

If we say that it is by the introduction of his topology

of phenomendlogy that Heidegger concretizes the formal conception
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of "phenOmenon“; then,. similarily, it is in his clarifidatlon

of the nature of descrlptldn that Heidegger gives us a \ -
prec1se characterlzatlon of the meanlng of "logos - ﬁy
p01nt1ng ouk that‘lnterpretatlon is the "meanlng of
pneﬁoﬁenological descrietion,-Heldeégef_makes explicit the

hermeneutical dimension of phenomenoldgy. In fact, Heidegger

" labels his phehomenology "hermeneutical phenomenology”

In illustratinguhis-éohception of hermeneutics Heidegger
remarks, “The expre551on 'hermeneutic' derives from the Greek

verb hermeneu1n. That verb is related to the noun hermeneus,

" . which refers to the nature_of.the god Hermes by a playful

‘ - ¢ - =
thinking that is more compelling than the rigor of science.

Hermes is the divife ﬁessehger. He brinés the message of

destiny, Hermeneueiﬁ,is that exposition whlch brings tidings
becauee it can listen to = message" Wl:29).

.Historically speakieg: hetmeneutics fiyst appeared as
a subject in Christian theology..hAfter Schleiermacher,

hermeneutics began to be developed into an independent dis-

'-cipline. In Dilthey, -hermeneutics became a methodology of

_ % - R
the human sciences. Although he'is influenced by Dilthey,-

Heidegger does not understand the term “'hermeneutics' in
s )

Dilthey's sense. As.pointed out by Heidegger himself, -

"hermeneutics, used as an adjunct world to "phenomenology"

- does not have 'its usual meaning, methodology of interpretation,

but means the interpretation itself (as sudh)" (Ibid:28).

Y e -
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L In other'words, the terms "hermeneutlcal“ and 1nterpre—
tative"  are essentlally equlvalent 1n Heldegger. ) o

In order to prov1de a more prec1se clarlflcatlcn for

phenomenology, Heidegger attempts in Being and Tlme "to

define the nature of 1nterpretat10n on hermeneutlc grounds"

_(Ibldll) . .

According to Heideggex, "In interpreting, wé do not,

so,tO'speak, throw a signification oyer some haked'thing

N

whlch is present at- hand , we do not stick a value on 1t but

. when somethlng within-the- world ls-éncountered as such, the‘

-

thing in question already has ap involvement whlch 1s\d;§- e

closed-{n our undérstandidg of the world and thls involvement

‘ -

. is one which gets laid out by the 1nterpretat10n (BT-lQG 191).

"
.

That is to say, there- is a pre-structure essentially’ belonglng

to-the nature of 1nterpretat10n. Every lnterpretatlon ig -L\'
>

grounded in a pre hav1ng, a pre- 51ght and a, pre- conceptxon. “
F | .

A pre hav1ng is, what we already have or grasp —- though in’

an implicit manner. A pre- sight is a 901nt of v1ew "which

ﬁdxes'that‘with regard to which what is understood is-to be

“iﬁtérpretated" (BT:lQl:instead of “"vor" we dse "pre"f A .
pre- EOnceptlon 1s “the way in Whlch what is to be” 1nterpreted

Ais anonymously determlned, insofar as its way of belng con-
ceived in the thematic interpretation is concerned.

We can see clearly-that_there is a circular structure

‘in interpretation, One can only understand. something within
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a horizon. Interpretation must be already operatlve in

order to make pOSSlble the glvenness of what is understood

- e . "

[

Followlng Schlelermacher and Dllthey, Heidegger calls thls
4
circular structure in interpretation.a "hermeneutical-

circle"- In terms of a part—whole model T we can formulate

1t as a "dlalectlcal relatlonshlp“ (1nterplay) between/the

whole and the part, where each gives the- other meanlng

(Palmer- l967.87)u * A i -

But Heidegger warns us not' £o regard the hermeneutical

T s v _a PO L . o ' )
circle as a vicious circle. 1In other words, we cannot

regard the pre-structuredness of interpretation as-a harmful .
phEnomenonl_ Otherwise,'ﬁe would totally miss the essential,
nature of interpretation. For pre—understanding‘is the

. necessary condltlon for the p0551blllty of 1nterpretatlon.

Here, we. can see that Heldquer is very opposed to the older

"model of defining the essenca of interpretatidh in terms of
o~ ) . ) - o, ! ;

4 v
szthe subject object schema. “As one ‘of, the basic-existentials

" of Daseln understandlng" must operate qlthln the world

-

_ In-other words,_understandlng is totally world-laden. Uhder-‘

.

standlng prlmarlly pertains to the disclosedness of the w0rld:

In thlS sense, Herdegggr says that understandlng is the pro-

‘jection of world (BT: 186) ~Heidegger points out that inter-

pretatlon 1s&n0th1ng but the worklng out of p0551b111t1es
] \ L}
which are implicit in understandlng.‘ Accordlngly, lnterpre— :

tation is not an arbltrary enterprlse but must be grounded in |

(w3
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*- different answer to the question: "whal is the Topos of

- - LI . -
[

»
- -

the temporality and the historicity of Dasein and hence

in the world. "

v

Wé can see that in clarifying the world the essence e
of interpretation, Heideggé; provides an existentigl-ontological.'1
fbﬁﬁdaﬁion for phenomenology. - As théag remarked, “Heidegge?'s
phenomenolagy is consispently gearedvto a fundamental ontology

6f existence" (Palmeg; 1967:289). '

"(5) , The "Topos" of Phenomenon

From its gegneral verbal -meaning, one ¢an understand
. - - L] . * .
"phenomenology" as‘"logic of phenomena". Clearly, the

extension 'of the term "pﬁenomenon“-will‘Qetermine the thematic

. .

dimension of phenomentlogical research. The question con-

cerning the Topos of phenomenon is accordingly two~fold:
. - oo " 1

]

first, it is & question about the "place" of phenomenon (or -

ghe,extension:oﬁ the term "phenomenon"}: .second, it is a
» N . . ] -~ . » -
’ question_abéut the topic of phendmenélggical résearch.s'

Indeed, .one bf the most impprtant dist;nctioné betwegn

)

Husserlian and Heideggerian phenomenology lies in ‘their

' ‘ | 4
phenomenon?". In order to understand the difference between

B

their énswefs, let us start with an e#plication'bf Hﬁééerf's
“concept of phenomehqn; Even before thg aépearanceiof’Ideen I,
Husserl had wofked out his conception o pheﬁomenou in‘a |
clear-cut maﬁner,'which'sefyes.aé his final answer. to the

N~ - ‘

" question concerning the Topos of. phenomenon.

-
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serl, the word "phenomenon" has a j
ing:'"Einerseits'heisst Phanomen (im Sinne der
. [N t

hanomenologie immer verstanden) die jeweilige reelle

coéitatio, das reelle Bewusstsein und furs zweite aber auch

der-intentiOQalé Inhalt des Bewusstseins, das in der betref-
fender Wahrnehmung, Vorstelluny, Meinung Gemeinfe, Wahrge-
nommene, Vorgestellte als solches. Dem eigentlichen Wortsinn .
besser entsprich£ der -zweite Begriff von Phanomqp. Es ;gf.
eben das ¢a!v6uevov das, was er ‘heint" (Hu X:336). 1In short, o
"phenomenon™ in Husserl's sense is'nothing but the correlation
of "reelles consciousness” and- "its intentional content".

“Husserl maintains ‘that this concept of phenomenon is
essentially differen{ from the natural scxentlflc concepgiL
of phenomenon (“Phanomenologlewund Psychologie” §.1). ,"Pheno—
menon in natural-scientific sense" denotes "was der natirliche
Mensch vor der.Wissenschaft und was wir alle im praktischen
Leben schlechthin gelten lassen --.die Dinge, so wie sie sich - | '
nach Eigenschafteﬂ, Zﬁsammenhangen, Verhdltnissen unmittelbar
in der sinnlichen Erfahrung gehen: die farbigﬁn\ glanzendén,
tonenden, warmén und wie sonst immer sinnlich bestimmten
Dinge"(zgég:484). In other words, "phenomenon" in natural- - ™~
scientific sense is nothing but "Naturserscheinung, schlecthin"
gglg;:4ésy. Natural sciences is concerned only with "die

realen Phanomene”, "die Erfahrungphanomen,” sofern sie wirk-

liches Sein bekanden" (Ibid:486). Accordingly, natural sciences
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has ﬁothing to say about appearanceé such as .remembrances,
dreams and Phanatasy, and pictoral appeérances, inéofar

‘as they are "als Bestand des erfghrendeniaaﬂmstaﬁﬂﬂ and

not asrggg,ls%gglbekundende-Wirklichheiten". That is to
say, natural sci;qu is condemned to miss the dimension of -
“Gegebenheitsweisen"\ilglg:487).

According to Husserl, the difference Qgéween these two
conceptions of phenomeﬂon corresponds to the distinc£ion
petween two different attitudes: m§2¥ natural experiencing
attitude” and "the phenomenological attitude". In "the
natural.é;periencing attitude" we grant 6bﬁective reality
‘to that which appears. R But in "the phenqmenological attitude"”
"wird die erscheinende Wi;klichkeit rein als Inhaltﬂdes
betreffenden E;fahrensﬁé;éetzt" (1232:489). Correlatively,

in the natural-experiencing attitude, "Das gaktuelle Leben
: _ e

und Erleben is zwar bewusst, aber es ist darum nicht schon

EY

erfahren und dewusst" (Ibid). It is dﬂly in the phenomeno-
6

logical attitu@e that we reflect{;&is "Erleben" itself.
Accordingly, the "purely psychic" as a phenoOmenon must be
distinguished from the “psyzaﬁc" in empirical senée. Accordigg
to Husée;l, any overlooking 4; this essential difference is
condemned to commit the "fallacy of transcendental psycho-
‘Logism" (Hu V:1487 FTL:ch. 6). | "

We can clearly see that it is nof "die Natur, die im

L
Bwusstsein bekundet" or "das erscheinde Objektive" but rather

Ll
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g "das bekuddende Bewusstsein" or "das Ercheinen und die
\Erscheinung in sich selbst, als Bewusstseinserlebnis" in
transcendental sense that forms the.theme of Husserlian -
phenomenclogy ("Phandmenologie und Psychologik":488). 1In
other words,‘the Topos of Husserl's pheno ology is bqsical—
ly intentionality in its two-fold str tﬁre: Intentio and
Intentum,
‘ Although Heidegger asserts that phenomenology can

be expressed in the fundamental maxim "To the things them-
selves" which is a slogan declared by Husserl in his Logical
Investigations, he does not totally stick to Husserl's,yersion

- /
of phenomenology. Instead of introducing his own conception

of phenomenology by following Husserl's elaboration of pheno-
"menologgf Heidegger starts .from an etymological analysis of

the term "phenomenology".:

The term "phenomenology" consists of two parts: "pheno-
menon" (¢avouevov) and "1ogo§: (Aoyos). 1In Greek, the term
"¢o Fopecvov" is derived from the verb "¢a,veofa1" which means
"to show itself", "to manifest itself". Thus thé'term!“pheno-
menon" signifies "that which shows itself from itself"::that
which manifests itself from itself". Accordingly, "phenomena"
can mean the totality of what can be brought to light.
| Heidegger warns us not to confuse phenomeﬂon with ap-

pearance. Appearance "does not mean showing-itself; it means

either the announcing-itself by something which does not
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show itself, but which accounces its&3d.f, through something
which does show itself" (BT:52). Thus, though there is a
dependence-relationship between them, appearance can never
be identified with phenomenon. Only what shows itself in
itself can be the phenomenon of phenomenclogy.

But what can we call the thingsrthemselves? "What is

. - ] | \

it that henomenolog% is to '\Et‘us see’'? "what is it that
must b alled a 'phenomenon' in a distinctive sense?" .
(@:59.) .

fn éttemtping‘to answer the abovetquestions, HeiQegger
introduceé his owﬁ topology of phenomenology. As a preliminary
characterization of the topology of his phenomenclogy, Hei-
degger points out'th¥i the phenomenon of phencmenology "is.
something that proximally and for the mgst bart does not .
~ show itself at all: ié is something that lies hidden, in
contrast to that which proximally and fqr the most part does

show itself; but at the same time it is something that ‘bglongs

éo it so essentially as to constitute its meaning and ﬁés‘
ground” (Ibid). Accordingly, Heidegger maintains tha;/it is
only the Being of beings which can be called a phenoﬁénon

in a distinctive sense. The reason for this is cleégly shown -
by Heidewgger when he states: "Being can be covered s extensiveiy
that it becomes éorgotten and no guestion arises abgut it Qr
about its meaning. Thus that which demands that iq becomes a

phenomenon, and which demands this in a distinctivelfense and

~ )
t;m///
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in terms of its ownmost content as a thing, is what pﬂeno-
menology has taken into its grasp thematically as its
object" (Ibid). Hence, for Heigegger, the phenomgpa of
phenomenology are nothing butﬁéhe Being of beings, including
its meaning, modifications and derivations. " -

By introducing his topology of phenomenology, Heidegger
concretizes the formal conception of phenomenoclogy. Pheno-
menology as the scieéce of phenomena - -now becomes the science
of the Being of beings.

Since the explication of Being itself and the visuali-

zation of the Being of beings belong to the proper task of
. B b ]

'ontologY. we can see that there must be an intimate relation-

ship between phenomenology and ontology. Heidegger points
out that phenomenology is our way of access to Being, the

theme of ontoloqv: "Only as phenomenology is ontology possible"

(Egig:ﬁb). On the other hand, s}nce the proper extension of
"phenomenon" is Being in its unconcealedness aﬂd concealment,
phenomenology and ontology are two different aspects of the
one and same discipline. While the term "phenomenology" )
characterizes more on its methodological dimension, the term
"ontology" expresses more- on the content of its subject-
matter. However, thére i; no such essential éonnecfioqwbetween
. Y
Entology and phenomenology in the casé of Husserl. Opfblogy

*r

There are two kinds of a priori in Husserl's phenomenology: b
/ : - :
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{1l) formal a grioﬁi#(Z) materiél, contingent a prieri
(Ideas:8.10; PTL:8.6). Accordingly, Hussefl $peaks}of the
following two types of ontology: formal ontology-and material
ontology. Both formal ontology and mateéial on;plogy are

mundane. They can be regarded as belonging to mundane

phenomenology which is eidetic in nature. 'However, although .
transcendental phenomenorﬁqy is alsc eideti¢, it is not on
the same level with formal ontology and material ontology.
’ Y . ~
Formal ontology and material ontology can be best regarded
as "clues" or "indices" to transcendental phenomenology.(’“\
In his later years, Husserl also introduces an oﬁtology of
the life-worl (Crisis:§.51). This ontology is concerned
'wiéh the a prjori structure of life-world. However, this
ontology of-the life-world still belongs to the mundahe'realm‘
- and consequently is also excluded from the dimension of trans-
cendental phenoméﬁology. "
. ~ Heidegger also speaks of a priori, but it is "ein Titel
1 . R
des Seins". According to Heidegger, "a Eriori“‘ig identical
with "prius", "nmpétepov" and "earlier". 5The'forméllmeéning
of "a priori" is: "was von vorher" or "was von friher her
schon @st". Accordingiy, "Das A priori ist das an é£was, was
deran schon immer des Frilhere ist™ (Ga XX:99). Heidegger'ss

thematization of the temporal meaning of "a priori" is not

accidental. For Heideggef, "Das A priori ist viglmehr charakter

der Aufbaufolge im Sein des Seienden, in der Seinsstrukture




. 200 .

: des Seins" (Ibid:102). However, ds idedl object, a Eriori

. in Husserlian sense seems to lack- such a temporal meaning.

(6) Intentionality

¢ ‘ -

.Although Husserl objécts to the opinion which understands

4’,;> - "die Phanomenologie als eine .Art Fortsetzung der Psychologie
Brentanos” (Hu V:ég), he adm%%s thaf without Brentano's

idea of' intentionality his phenomenology,géﬁld'not be poésiple.
' o : '?'_;“ ) L
. . 'Howgver, there is also an essential difference between Husserl's .,

. B and Brentano's conception of intentionality.
< ' Brentano's main interest is<lo search for a criferion.
‘which eégPles us’ to distinguish psycﬂ;cal phenomenon from
A . physical phenomenon. According to Brentano, 1ntent10na11ty

is the essential characteristic of "'psychical phenomenon.

,r“\x“\;;—~‘,,_au;,zleanly, Brentaﬁo's concéptigy/S?\intentionality is

| mainly psychlegically oriented. That is why Landgrebe says

thaﬁ: "Entscheidend fur den‘Unter§chiéd dieser Auffassung der
Intehtionalitat von}derjenigen Husserls ist es nun, dass in
\Brgptanos Untersuchung der 1ntent10nalen Bezie ung n vorn-

hergln alle erkenntnlstheoretlschen Fragén bewusst :i;é

-

a
chaltet sind" (1978:12) . In Husserl's philgsophy the not n '
- . . .N " .
of intentionality is primarily developed.in an epistemclogicyl

.characteristic of consciousness; all consciousness is cons-

- . ' ‘-\
4 context. Intentionality is regard§§ by Husserl as the essential«\\

ciqusness of something. Moreover, Husserl makes an important

distinction between Intentio (or Noesis) and Intentum (or -
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Noema) . i - .
Heidegger totally accepts Husserl's critique'of Bren-
tano's formulation of intentioﬁality. However, he poses

the question éoncerning the ontologic?l'status gf inten-—

"y .
tionality'(Ga XX:8.62). According to Heidegger, Husserl
,3\. a3
fails to pose the questlon concerning the Being of inten-

/“.

tlonalfty. Husserl also sees "Intentionaltat als gegenseitige

Zugehorigkeit von Intentie-und Intentum" (Ibid:41). But

b
Heidegger insists’ that this kind of characterization "ist

nicht das letzte Wort, sondern lediglich erste. Anzeige und

-~ |

Aufweisung eines thematischen Felde fﬁr/Betrachtﬁngen"

_ (Ibid:61). .

Instead of an eplstemologlcal conceptnon of intentionality,
Heidegger unde;stands 1ntent19na11ty as behaV1our toward an
entity (Ibid:48; 62). In addition to his reinterpretation ‘
of intentionality as Verhalten, Hejidegger also extends Husserl's
éoﬂception of intentionality. \&ﬁ(iact, hé‘gives us. two kinds
of extension. ' ) --. ' -

First, an extension in the horizontal dimension: Husser;'s
conception of inteﬁtionality is primarily epistemological.

That is to say, whét he is concerned with is basicélly cog-
nitive intenéionality. In his fundamentalﬂontoiogical analysis

'

of intentional relationship; Heldegger introduces pre-cognitive

intentionality. What is given "curcumspective concern® is

not a material object but a tool (or something feady-to—hand).
. St .

(3
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Second, an extension in the vertical direction: Both

the pre-cognitive and cognitive intentionalities are essen-

tially entity-oriented. However, Heldegger p01nts out

that there is also a Se1n51ntentlona11tat (Muller, 1964:103)-

Indeed, one can characterize Being and Time as a phenomenology
of Seinsintentionalitdt. The central concepts in this book

. v
such as "Sorge", "Angst", and "Erschlossenheit" are different

types of Seinsintentionalitidt. The "intentup" of these

Seinsintentionalititen are not entities but rather Being

(of Dasein).7 S _ ]
Insofar as Heidegger emphasizes the primacy of pre-

cognitive intentiona;ity over cognitive intentionality, he

extends the cohception of ontical intentionalityl In adaition,

with the introduction of SelnSlntentlonalltat he opens a new

dimension of ontological 1ntent10nallty

cC. Complementary Relationship Between Husserl's and . E
-Heidegger's Theorles of Individuation ]

From the previous section we can see that the difference
between'Husserlian and Heideggerian phenomenologies is quite
fendamental. With regard to this fundamental divergence, what
.kind of conclusion should-we draw insofar as the relationship
between Husserlian and éEideggerian pPhenomenologies is
. ‘concerned? Should we be satisfied with Scﬁacht-that Husserl's
phenomenoclogy and'Heiqegger's are two kinds of,phenomenplogy

and each has nothing to do-with the other? (1972:314). or,
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should we follow the ftranslaﬁionj%hesis" which is proposed
by F@gllesdal and J.N. Mohanty that Heideééer's-phenomenologyr
is merely an isomorphic mapping of Husserd's>(Fgllesdal,
1979:365 ff; Mohanty, 1978:324 £f) In a lett télRoman
Ingarden, Husserl Qrote: | .

"Dasg eingehende 'Studium‘von Heideg;;:T;\ I kam

zum Resulat, dass ich das Werk nicht dem Rahmen

meiner Phan{omenclogie) einordnen kann, leider

aber auch dass ich es methodisch ganz und gar u.

in Wesentlichen auch sachlich ablehnen muss"

(Briefe an Roman Ingardeﬂx@f).
Should we follow Husserl in exclpding Heidegger's pﬁenome-
nology from the realm of phenomenoclogy and regard Husserl's
as the only crthodox-phenéménology? on the other hand,
éiemel points out that "Heidegger interprets Husserl in_ _guch
a way that he attempts to keep #im out of the idealistic
perspective and protect the Aristotelian aspect of philo-
soéhiziné,in Husserl's work" (1975:46-7). But does such a
viewpoint imply that Husserl's‘phenomenolégy would be replaced
by Heidegger's? :All these questions show uﬁeqpivocaliy the
’difficulties.in determining the relationship between Hus-
serlian and Heideggerian phenomenologies., ‘

In the following we attempt to show neither that these
two tgpes of phenomenology are disconnected with each other,
nor that Heidegger's phenomenology is merely a translation

of Husserl's; neither that Heidegger's phenomenology should

be excluded from the realm of phenomenology, nor that Husserl's
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lphenomenology:should be ieplacea by Heidegger's, but rather,
tHat there is a founding-relationship between them, provided
we relnterpreted" Husserl's phenomenologf-a; a critique of
‘knowledge. In order to show how this is the case, we have
to justify the following two theses.

First, that Heidegger's phenomenology is a radicel

development of Hussgerl's. .

Second, 1n sﬁ?te\e\/thls radlcallzatlon Husserl's
‘phenomenology is nct eliminated.

- The justification of these two theses wiﬁl be shown
in the complementary relationship betweenrHusgﬁrl‘s and"
Heidegger's theories of individuation. N

But in what sense are they compatible and complementary
to each other? 3

In order to answer this question, let us start with
a thematization of the‘?gggtive reletionship between Husserl;s
theory of the individuation of thfhgs'Enq Heidegger's.

We have seen that Husserlr; princiéiee for the indiﬁi—
duation of things are primarily concerned with material things
“real objects. Accordingly, they do not cover the indivi-
ready-to-hand. However, Heidegger's
the individuation of things aré primarily for
ings ready-t¢-hand. They are also unable to cover the
fgtﬁiﬁgs bresent-at-Hand or real objects.

Indeed, we have\seen'that the idea of the igdividuality
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of real objects i.e., "Einmaligkeit des Daseins", is dif-
ferent from the idea of the individuality of things ready-;
to-hand, i.e., "speciality of function". However, this
does not mean that these two theories have nothinq to do
withoéach other and that they are merely coﬁpatible with
each other onl& because they move on diffe;ent levelé. .. f
on the cobntrary, they are bomplémentary'to each other ekéctly
in the sense that there is a coﬁblemeﬁtary relationship
between theory and praxis. |

In the following we will try to point out that there is
not only a founding-relationship beﬁween.things preéent-at-
hand and things ready—to-hand,.but that there is alsc a
founding-reiationship bétween objective tiﬁe and wo}ld—time,
between objective sgéce and world-space; also we will attempt
to show that from the standpoint of theory of indiviauafion,
in particular, of the problem of identification, one can justify
thé neceséity of the £heory of the individuation of things
present-at-hand. .

Iﬁ clai@&ng the primacy of givennesé of things ready-to-
hand, Hg%dééger doef not intend to eliminate the dimension
of objects or things pfesent—at-hand. Nor does he try to
eliminate the."theoretical attitude"” in favour AE the "prac-
tical attitude". What he maintains is'ﬁhat the éivenness
of objects or things present-at-hand is ‘not primordial but

rather derivative. That is €0 say,-according to Heideéger{
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the givenness of tlings ready-to-hand founds the givenness

-~

of objects. Indeed, he admité'"Leibhaftigkeit“ as the
"charakteristische Aufdringlichkeit des Naturdinges"; only //’\\ :

he claims that "Leibhaftigkeit" is "fundiert in der Zuhan-

denheit" (Ga XX:266). .

™ , . . . .
PO To be sure, Heidegger's assertion "dass die Leibhaftigkeit

fundiert ist" .is. opposed to Husserl's thesis of the pfimacy

of perception or +the primacy of theoretidal attitude (Ibid).
s It is also true that-Husserl complains that Heidegger mis-
understood the:sense of the Abbau of the physical world

(Cairns, 1976:18). For Husserl, .even tools are -beings in
x s )

.

the sense of something identicalJ(B I 32 II:23). That is to

say, tools- too need to ‘he observed in a theoretical attituda,
3. R [

. ‘¥i"e., to be objectively grasped and explicated.

. o :
In order to-settle this controversy, we have -to make a

distinction between the "order of givenness" and the "order

of constitution": While £;; ormer is descrip£ive, the latter . '
¢ is transéendental. When Heidegger clalms that thlngs ready-
_to —~hand’'is prior to ,things preseng-at-hand, it is wi%h regard
'\/\‘ " to the "order of givgnness" and not to the "order of constitu—
\) tion". And what Hﬁsserl hgs/gﬁ’ﬁind when he says that the o
—

- material thing is the Unterlage of "Umweltding" is not the
"order of givenness" but rather the "order of cohstitution".
.However, if Husserl i§ consistent in his cardinal affirma&ésf at

the end of Ideen II, namely "nature is relative, Geisf/is




‘.

[

/ffﬂg:“ istf sondérn die Weise des unmittelbaren Habens der Welt"

-
*
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absolute™, or, the priority of pé}sonalistic attitude over
naturalistic a;titude, then it is'nof"only necessary for
\\ him'tq draw the conclusion that Geist istbnior to naéﬁre - ?
}&garding the "6rderbof constitution” but also that the practical
K thing or "Umweltding" is prior to the material thiné regarding

the "order of givenness". As pointed out by Lahdgrebe, "dass

die 'personalistische’ ﬁinstellung eigentlich'keine Einstellang

~

T :
j ¥ (1978:161) . : N o TN
J ' Accordingly, whenRHusserl s£ill grants the priority to
... _the material Fhing over the;practical thing, he ranks the
:"order of constitution" ovgf the "order of'givenness" a;d
hence departs from ﬁis descriptive finding in favour of a
¢ trapscendehtal approach which is yet Vorhandheit-oriented.

7
on the other hand, in claiming the primacy of the ready-to-

hand ﬁeidegger's standpoint is purely descriptive, insofar

as he fully sticks to the "order of givenness". For him
there is no conflict betw the "order “ef- givenness" and the
"order of constitution". fIndeed, in Heidegger's philosophy

. o . . .
there is no such "order '6f constitutio

of the "ontologicaf‘genesis“ (BT:413).

zation” does not mean "explicatfon" in general sense. Rather,

it is identical with the operation of "objectification®.

.\ ‘
v .
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- Heidegger points out that "thematizaéion"'or "objectifiqation"
"does not first posit +the entities, but frees them so ﬁhét
one can integrate theﬁ and determine their character
'Objectively'" (Egié). That is to say, the possibility of
such an operation of thematization or objectification is
grounded or founded on the primordial givenness of thg
ready-to-hand. As a way of "Gegenwartigung" "thema za?&gp“
correlates to the "Leibhaftigheit" of objects. While\"thema-
£ization“.is the "Zugangsart" to the present—at-hand . eibhaf-
tigkeit" is the character of the "Anwesenheit" or "Prazenz"
of the present—-at-hand. '

In addition to theldescriptive standpoint, there is

also a "logical" justification for the thesis of the primacy
of the ready-to-hand. If one claimslthat the pr%mo;dial
giyenness is found in material things or objects éqd that
things ready-to-hand have only a secondary or derivative given-
ness, then one qan hardly "explain" the "non-arbitrariness"
of attributing "practical value" or "significance" to the
"naked" object wi@ﬁout appeal to non-phenomenological ground.
In addition, it is also difficult to account for the possibility of
the "variety" or "multiplicity" of equipments without commi%—
ting oneself to a conventionistic position which.is outside
the realm of phénomenology. ‘

Nevertheless, the above clarifications clearly show

in what sense the present-at®and is foynded on the ready-to-

Al
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hand. This founding-relation does not imply the elimination

of the dimension of objects.

Similarly, Heidegger, in. maintaining the priority

-y

of the "order ¢of givenness", claims for the primacy of given-

ness of world-space over objective space. According to”

IS -

Heidegger, it is only.by means of the process of "Entwel-

tlichung".that we qén/9k§63ber the "space of extended things".
[ o '

-

- e

In other words, "When space is discovered non-circumspec-

tively by just looking at it, the environmental region get

-

. neutralized to pure dimensions" (Ibid:147).
But in what sense does "time for the ready-to-hand"

founds "objettive time"?
According to Heidegger, "time for the ready-to-~hand"

arises from the "umsichtige Gegenwartigung". "Die umsichtige

Gegenwartigung aber ist ein meHrfach fundiertes phanomen

. . . Sie grundet in einem(@éhalten des Zeugzusammenhangs,
. : / -

den besorgend das Dasein einer MoOglichkeit gewﬁrtig ist”
(§2:359). From the discussion of the structures of "datability"
-

and "significance" of world-time, we have seen that in every-

-

day life world-time is "measured" by means of daily events.

1o

Prior to any "objective'measurement" world-time is already
given to us in this way. But "objective time" which is the
_time for things present-at-hand is constituted by the "sinn-
. :

liche Gegenwartigung”, i.e., the perceptual time-consciousness’

(Ibid:363).
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While the 'structure of\" ichtige Gegenwartigung"
is: "gewﬁrtigené—behgltenden Gegenwartigen", the structure
of "éinnlidhe Gegenwartigung" is: jretention——primal impres-
sion--protention”. We have seen tha4 “LeiBhaﬁtigkéit“ is
founded on "Zuhandenheit". As a consequence, perception‘
is not the primordial "Zugangsart" .to the world. Corresponding
to the primacy of the practical attitude over the theorétical
attitude, objective time is secondary and derivative regarding
the "order of givenness". Since objectification.or thema-
tization is foundgg/zn practical concern, the possibility
of objective time is grounded on the possibility of world-
time.

2l)l these founding—rélationships clearly show that
Husserl's theory of tﬁe individuatioﬂ of things must ground
its possibility on Heidegger's. In this sense, Heidegger's
theory of the individuation of things is a radical development
of Husse¥l's. In his published works Heidegger did not ‘
develop a theory of the individuation of objects. But it

can be undeérstood that he regards his theory of the indivi-

. duation of things ready-to-hand as a complementary development.

rather than an opposition or a refutation of Husserl's theory

of the individuation of objects. ' Indeed, he also agrees that

to individualize things present-at-hand or objects one has

to appeal to objective space and objective time.B.'In this .

sense, their theories of the individuation of thingé coexist
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with each other.

That Heidegger's theory of_individuation is a radical
development of Husserl's can be more clea;ly séen in the
relationship between their theories of the individuation
of the ego.' ‘ .4

We have seen that Husserl's principles,of individuation

are only applicable to the "coﬁstituted ego’, The ego gua ego
'cannot be subject to the idea of individuality lhich underlies
all tkese principles which he works out. He.xan only "accept”
the individuation of the primal-I as an absolute Faktum.
Although hg, clearly sees that this kin%ﬁof Faktum is beyond
the distinction between essence (or éigég) and factuality,
with his objectificational reflective approach, he cannot
provide any "positive evidence" for the wbole dimension of
‘the primal-I. As pointed out by Landgrebe, the “postﬁlate"—
c&gracter of the primal-I reveals the limitatio;>§§ Husserl's
transcendental'pheno enology (1974:283; 1976:173). . At™this l
point Heidegger's camplains that Husserl's Neo-KangyLnism
as a non*phenomenological element can belweil understood.
Indeed, to claim Ur—i; as an Urfaktum can change nothing
ftom the fact that Ur-Ich is nof a pheﬁomenological fiﬁding
but rather results from the transcendeptal—presuppositional
method. From the historical standpoint, Husserl's ass;rtion

that "Ich bin das Urfaktum . . . das Absolute" resembles

to Fichte's famous motto: "Ich bin Ich" (Hu XV:386). Namely,

.

(\x
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"Ur-ich . . ., das dem Unterschied von ego und alter ego
voraufliegt,.das erst dem Plural aué sich hervorbrechen
lasst . . . die Entzweitkeit alles Seienden (essentia- -
exi;tentia) in einer Ur-Einheit, die wéder 'faktich', noch
'moglich', weder eins, not vielhaft; weder ein Examplar,ﬁ
noch eine Gattung ist"-is basically a metaphysicél ground
{(Fink, 1976:223-4). Such a dimension of “Faktizitat" can only
be positively formulated in a non-metaphysical language
‘by Heidegger's fundamental ontoiogy. As pointed out by
Theunissen: "Husserl verkundet die:individuelle Faktizitat
des txanszendentalen ego ﬁnd beteuert ihre Verschiedenheit
von def mundanen Tatséchlichkeit: Aber erst Heidegger
entdeckt die Dimension, in.der diese Faktizitat, als die von
der 'Tatsachlichkeit des factum brutum eines Vorhandenen'
verschiedene Faktizitit des Daseins ursprunglich beheimatet
ist" (1965:159). Indeed, the individuation of-the ego qua
ego is disclosed in anxiety, e.g., ,and nct just a "postulate".
Accordingly, the inaividuation of thé ego gua ego is an
"erweisabares Urfaktum". Moreover, as Carl Gethmann remarked;
"ist ﬁas Subjekt fur Heidegger nicht konstituierend, sondern
Konstitution vollziehend" (1974:123). That is to say, Dasein
is not an ulpimate‘metaphysical ground. Rather, ;t is the

-

Da of Sein. In the Erschlossenheit of Being Dasein erschlisst

its Self and hence is individualized.- Accordingly, the ego qua
ego is individualized by its Being.

e
i
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Insofar as Heidegger's "Hermeneutik der Faktl{lgﬁild
not only can positively unfold the dimension of the €go qua ego
bit .also provides téi-principles-of individuation which |
1nd1v1duallze the ego gqua ego, Heidegger's theory of the
1nd1v1duat10n of the ego radicalizes Husserl s. And that
Heidegger's theory of individuation is a radical development
of Husserl's provides us with a very important example which
"éemonstrates" that Heidegger's pheqomenological approach
is a radical develcpment of Husserl's

But despite this radicalization-relationship between
Husserl's theory of individuation and Heidegger's, it is
incorrect to say that Husserl's theory of individuation
should be eliminated.

In the‘case of ;he problem of the individuation of
things we have seen that Husserl's theory and Heidegger's
have thei; respective "Geltungsbereich". Hussérl's theory
of the individuation of objects is not just founded on
Heidegger's theory of the\ individuation of the ready-to-hand.
Rather, his theory of the ihdividuation of objects has its
own necéssity N

To precisely identify somethlng (purely when it is
regarded as something) is one of the major aims of the theory

of individuation. We haye seen the basic idea of the indi-

viduation of the ready-to-hand is individuation according




to speciality of function. However, with such an idea of

. individuation one always encounters the following problem,

naﬁelf, how to differentiate this éhopstick from that
chopstick, e.g., that they have the same kind of function

in the same Zeugzusammenhang prevents us from differentiating

them merely B&Qappeal to their Zeugcharakter. To a certain

" extent to appeal to their position in world-space allows

- us to make a distinction between them. But clearly,_the

idea of individuation is already changed from individuality

as speciality of function to individuality as Einmaligkeit

des Daselns.

In addi;ion, there are cases in which neither world-
space nor world-time can contribute anything. For example,
by all means which we use in individualizing a ready-to-hand
it is imposgible to make a distinction between the bus today
Il;ake from city A to city B and the bus last week I fpok <
from city A to city B. That means, that in appealing -
sblely to the principles of individuafion of the ready-to-
hand, we cannot know whether the first bus is the second bus.‘
In order to differentiate them we have éo treat them as
objects and appeal to their reséective endurance throughout
temporal positions and their respective spatial loci throughout
thg entire time—period.. Certainly, in the bus service whether‘

a particular bus runs today or last Monday makes no difference.

In other words, from the standpoint of practical concern,
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insofar as it is a bus which performs the same function,

it is the same bus. But, for example, in ordér tolidentify
a particulér bus which is responsible for an accident, we
need the "objective observation'. Inf£his sense, the theory
of the individuation qf objects has its own necessity.

Accord'ngly; although Husserlig theory of individuation
of things has-an derivative %haracter, it has its own
jﬁstification. This also clearly shows in what sense his
theory of the individuation of things or objects 1is a com-
plement to Heidegger's theory of the-indieiduatioq of the
ready-to-hand. - ] ‘yéﬁ'

Moreover, a similar complementary relationship also
exists between Husserl's and ﬁéidegger‘s theories of the
indiéiduation of the ego. .

We have seen that time individualizes Dasein ggé‘Seif
primarily in the sense of "Zukunft{gkeit". But such an
ontological prin?iple of individuation is purely formal.
In concretizing such a principle in "anxiety", "death",
"conscience" and "resoluteness"; the. idea of individualify

“is emphasiéed on the aspect of "irreplaceability". For
‘ kY

example, each Dasein qua Self is unique in its irreplaceable

dying. But in our critical discussion of this theory of
the individuation of the ego we have pointed out that there
lacks any external criterion enabling us to differentiate

two different Daseins from a standpoint of a third person.
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Then there is no answer for the question: how is it possible

to "know" (kennenlernen) .a strange Dasein?

Within Heidegger's ontological approach and existential
"solipsism" it seems impossible to -provide any ontical

external criterion whifh enables us to differentiate strange
Daseins, especially wh;n they Q?J:in‘the mode of inauthen-
ticity; for Heidegger has "ontologicalized" the concept of
"Faktiz'itéit'f'\

Althouéh Husserl's three principles of the individuation
of the ego, namel&, "styie of motivation", "habitualities"
and "coherence of history", are not able to individualize .

+

the primal-f, they can_well function as external criteria‘

in differentiating Daseins.‘ For example, two Daseins as
factu&ilindividuals -- even when they gre in the mode of
inauthenticity -- can be differentiated by appeal to the
differences between their personal histories or the differences
between their_personalities which are formed by their respective
~habitualities. 1In this direction Husserl's theory of the
individuatioe\of the\égo -- insofar as we interpret its prin;
‘ciples in an fexternal" éirection -- provides a meﬁhs to fill
up. the gap in Heidegger'sltheory of individuation of Déseina
Such an "external" reading of Husserl's theorf of the indi-
viduation of the ego not only "rescues"this p.edry but shows
how iE/cén be complementary to Heidegéer's thedry of the

individuation of the ego.
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Certainly, in accordance with Heidegger{s "transforf
mation™® éf acts, "habitualities" must be understood as
intentional "Verhaltenen". Moreover, the “Zugangsart”
to the "style of motivation", "habitualities" and "personal :

history"” should be the "intersubjective Verstehen”,

With these modifications Husserl's principles'of the -

individuation of the ego forms a necessary complement to

Heidegger's.

The above clarification of;the necessity of Husserl's

" theory of the individuation of objects and the positive

contribution of his theory of the individuation of the ego ;

as well as their respective complementary relationship wiﬂ(
. -~ . .

Heidegger's theory of individuation provides us with an

important example in "demonstrating" that in spite of Heideg-

ger's radicalization Husserl's phenomenological approach is
»

not eliminated.

D. The Unity of Husserlian and Heideggerian Phenomenologies

- » ) ]
The above explication of the "complementary" relationship

between Husserl's theory of individuation and Heidegger's

.exemplifies the thesis that there is a founding-relationship

between Husserlian and Heideggerian phenomenologies.
But such an example ohly demonstrates the possibility
of this thesis. Since there are non-phenomenoclogical, meta-

‘ 2
physical elements in Husserl's phenomenology, we cannot claim

that Husserl's phenomenclogy is eo ipso compatible with

-
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Heidegger's phenomenology. Rather, a "purification”" of
Husserl's phenomenology is necessary. Namely, we have to

"reinterpret" it as a "critique .of knowledgg),. We will see
- .

Ny

.that under such a "reinterpretation" Husserl's phenomenology

{(as a "critigue of knowledge") can be unified with Heidegger's
hérmeneutical phénomenology.

To "purify" Husserl's‘phenomenology a§ a critique of
knowledge is by no means arbitrary. Rather, it is an
"Aneignung"” of Husserl's phenomenology. As pointed out by
Tugendhat, there are two motives in Husserl's phenomenology,
namely, the “ﬁogmatic motive” and the "motive of a critique
of knowledge"” (1967:201-211). While'the dogmatic motive

represents the search for apodictic evidence or ultimate meta-

- physical ground, the motive of a‘critique of krnowledge leads

to the thematization of the dimension of "ways of givenness"
of objects. While the former is identical with the Cartesian

way, the latter correspoqu to the ontological way. According

to Iso Kern, there is a priority of the ontological way over

the Cartesian way. Only the ontological way can yield "the

sense of the phenomenokbgical reduction . . . which Husserl

ultimately always intends"” 35; Drummond, 1975:48).

But Tugendhat and John Drummon ain that for Wusserl

these two ways are inseparable and complementary with each

other (Tugendhat, 1967:202; Drummond, 1975:47-8). . With regard

to the actual development of Husserl's philosophy the thesis

of Tugendhat and Drummond is right. Howéver,'if we try to
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"purify" Husserl's phenomenology f;om its metaphysical
tendency and "aneignen" it as a critique of knowledge, we
have to follow Kern's thesis.

What will Husserl's phenomenology become, i1f we abandon

"its dogmatic motive and only reactivate its motive of a

-

critique of knowledge?
First of all, the thesis of the primacy of perception

will lose its universal-validity in the sense that its validity

Jis‘limited to the investigation of the "objective" phenomencon,

i.e., the phenomenon which is subject to the subject-object

dichotomy. That is to say, the thesis of the primacy of

perception is given up insofar as the "order of givenness"

is concerned.
Second, as peointed out by Tugendhat, "das Wie der Kons-
titution seinerseits nicht mehr aus dem Ego-cogito begrundbar

ist" (1967:217). In other words, Husserl's concept of cons-

titution here should be primarily understood as "thematization" o

or "objectification” in Heidegger's sense.
It is important to note that the abandonment cf the

dogmatic motive only forces Husserl to give up his idea of

phenomenology as strict science in the sense of a Cartesian

dream. This does not lead him to become a skeptic. Rather,
it reveals that pheﬁoménology as a critique of knowledge has
as its proper task not the "restless" search for an Archimedian

point but rather the unfolding of the dimension of ways of

3
d
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. giv!&ﬁEss of objects.

We have seensth;t in Heidegger's phenomenclogy there
is a task of clarifying the "ontological genesis" of-theo-‘
reticalqbehavioqr (Verhaltens) from the circumspective
concern (Umsicht). Such a task urges us not only to thematize
the ways of givenness of things ready-to-hand, but also to
unfold the ways of givenness of objects. So, even from the
staﬁdpoint of Heideggerian phenomenology, a critigue of

knowledge is necessary. T

Indeed, although Heidegger ref§?t§~ﬁusserl's thesis of

the primacy ©f perception, insofér as thE "order of givenness"
is concerned, he does not deny the p?ésibility of objective
knowledge. FRather, he affirms "thaﬁ-knowing is a mode of
Being of Dasein as Being-in-the-world and is founded ontically
upoﬁ this states of Being" (BT:88). In his statement: "dass
Leibhaftigkeif ein echter phanomenaler charakter ist, sofern
ich mich namlich-in der.bestimmten Zugangsart zum Seienden
als bloss hinséhendes Wahrnehmen aufhalte", one can clearly
see that Heideggér also has to acknowledge the contribution
-0f Husserl's phenomenology of perception (Ga[ XX:300). What
Heidegggr insists on, in opposition to Husserl, is merely
that "knowing" and "Leibhaftigkeit" are founded phenomena

and intentional acts are primarily Verhaltenen rather than

reelle’ immanent objects. Sﬁéh a phenomenclogical correction

. does not imply the elimination of the dimension of consciousness.

r
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In short, what he claims is nothing but thaf"éonsciousness
is founded upon Dasein (Vier Seminare:117-121). Accordipg
to hiﬁ, we can well have a "formal phenomenolbgy-of cons-
ciousness" (BT:lSl).9

‘To be sure, in accordance with Heidegger's eétruction
of Husserl's céncept of subjectivity, Husserl'ts idea of
absolute ego must be abandoned. Indeed, such an idea arises
mainly from the dogmatic mdtive. Time—-consciousness should
not be understood a§ an absolute subject but has to be .
construed as the structure of perceptual consciousness. As'
rightly pointed out by Brough, "a singie phase of a perceptuél Vs 1
act . . . would not be intended by the 'Querschnitt' but would
be the 'Querschngggl of time-consciousness" (1969:475).
Accordingly, the "fungierende" ego in Husgerl's semse should U
be reinterpreted as Dasein in the mode of "Erkennen". Such an :
epistemological reinterpretation of time-conscicusness will i
- not oniy preserve Husserl's insight in unfolding the structure
of time-consciousness, but also conforms to Heidegger's
thesis that "sinniiche Gegeﬁartigung" is a founded phenomenon.lo
Indeed, such a'reinterpretation is not arbitrary. It is
essentially i; acéordance with the "Aneignung"” of the motive
of a critique of knowledge without collapée into the dogmatic
motive. |

However, Heidegger's phenomenology is also not eo ipso

compatible-with Husserl's phenomenology as a critique of \
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knowledge. According to Heidegger, "Phenomenology is the
science of the Being of entities -- ontology" (BT:61).

- ) . ,
Insofar as through phenomenology Being is thought gua Being,

~—-one can agree with him that. "Only as phenomenclogy, 1is

ontology possible" (Ibid:60). But it is too narrow to

identify phenomenology as fundamental-ontology. In the

-

individuation-problematic we can clearly see that not only

~

"individual essence" or "concrete essence" is ontical, objective
time and cobjective space as eideﬁic structures of ﬁerceptual )
life-world are also ontical. Moreover, without appealing

to the -ontical dimension oné cannot provide_any éxternal
criterion for the differentiation of Daseins as factual indi~
viduals. As rightly po?nted out by Theunissen: "“dass 'je

ein Ich' das Dasein sei" is only a Jformale Aussage" (1965:
162). Indeed, Heidegger also speaks of "Faktizitat" and -
"historicity". But while he understands "Faktizitat" as "Sein-
'kannep", "historicity" is merely regarded by him in Being and
‘Time as an “"existential”. Accbrdingly, both terms are ’
"inhaltlich leer". vSucb a -"formal character" clearly shows
the limitation of the ontologﬁefl approach in the individuation-
pfoblematic. We have seen that Husserl's brinciples of the
individuation of the ego (in an 'external' reading) are
supplementary to sach an approach. 1In particulat; "personal

history" can be regarded as an ontical concretization of the

"historicity" of Dasein. Theunissen appropriately remarks:
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"Das Verhaltnis der wirklich phianomenologischen Ph3nome-
nologie Husserls zur FunHamentai—OnEoloqie ist dgs der
leeren Anzeige zur konkreten Erfiillung” (Ibid), "Accordingly,

in addition to an ontological phenomenology we need also an -

- i

ontiéal phenomenclogy.

Baéed on <he abéve clarification of the possibility of
a feinterpretation of Husserl's phenomenology as a critique
of knowledge and the sense of complementary relationship
Eetween Husserlien and Heideggerian phenomenologies, we can
.clearly see in what way these two types of phenomenology
can Le unified into a phenomenology in a broad sense. (D

A phenomenology in a broad sense is concerned not only
,ﬁﬁith‘the pre-objective phenomenon mniélso with the objective
phenomenon, not only with thé ontological phenomenon but also
with ontical phenomenon, The Zugangsart to the phenomenon
.is not only perception but also circumspective concern, not
only reflecﬁion but also hermeneutical self-understanding.

In this connection &e have to reply to the following
two kinds of  challenge. \ |

First, King maintains lhat Husserl's "phenomenology as
'such is not the same as epistemology” (1977:345). If King's
thesis is right, then our understanding of Husserl's pheno-
menology as a critique of knowledge would be impossible. *

But on what ground does Kiing reject the identification of

Husserlian phenomenology as an epistemology?.
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According to King, "Epistemology is the discipline
which seeks to assess the value of our knowledge claims,
while Qhenomenology is primarily a descfiptiéé, not a valua-
tive, discipline” (Ibid).

Now one can say that Kung's rejection cof the understanding
of Husserlian phenomenology as an epistemology is based on -
his own conception of epistemology. However, one has to
further ask: why epistemqiogy h;s to be evaluative and cannot
be descripfive? King does not provide any answer.

As early as in Logical Investigations Husserl already

developed a "phenomenological elucidation of knowledge”
N
purely from the descriptive approach. In Idea of Phenomenology

he provides us with an epistemologicai critique of‘thé problem
of transcendence. Here his major gquestion is: "Soll ich mit
Hume alle transcendente Objekfivitét auf Fiktionen reduzieren,
die sich mittels der Psychologie erkldren, aber nicht ver- .
nunftmassig rechtfertigemr lassen?" (Hu II:20). One can
clearly see that what Husserl tries to develop is exactly a

descriptive theory of knowledge in opposition to Humean psy-

chological, explanatory theory of knowledge. All this

. happens even prior to his transcendental turn:

Indeed, in unfolding the epistemological performance
3 .
of intentionality Husserl shows us concretely how a descriptive
epistemology is pbssible. In a sense, Husserl would say that

only as phenomenology .is epistemology possible. . Husserlian
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phénomenOIOgy without epistemology would be like Heideggerian
phencmenology without ontology! So, if we dolnot misunder-
§tan§ his thesis, then Kung's thesis is not justified.
Secend, Schrag expresses doubt regafhing the possibility
of a hermeneutical phenomenology. According to him, gince
phenomenology is scientific in character and hermeneutics
beloﬁg; to a historiggﬂ mode of thinking, they are noE.only

. . ) ! oL .
different but incompatible with each other. Therefore, Schrag

claims that it is not possible to combine these two disci-

A} .
plines into a single subject (1967:292-3).  If Schrag's thesis

is correct, then not only Heidegger could no longer be regarded
as a phenomenoclogist but our attempt to unify it with Husserl's
phenomenclogy would become impossible.

'In order to find ouﬁ that whether Schrag's challenge
is justified, let us sfa;t with an explication of Heidegger's
reason for the introduction of hermeneutical dimension into
phenomenoloqgy. According to Heidegger, Dasein is never a
worldless subject but is'always Being-in-the-world. Under-
standing is an existential of the constitution'of Daseins .

In other words, Dasein as Being-in-the-world is condemned

‘to understand., Because of the historicity of Dasein's

Being-in-the-world, Dasein's projection, including the self-

understanding of Dasein, is essentially historical in character.

Accordingly, a phenomenologist who himself is Being-in-the-

world can only describe what is giveﬂ to him in his "historical
P .
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understanding”. Moreover, when Heidegger maintains that
phenomenological description cannot be presuppositionless,

-he means, only that there is no "pure" description of a
phenomenon without some pre-understanding .of it: for it is

this implicit pre-understanding which makes possible for

us to describe. For Heidegger the belief that we can have
"pure" description independent of historical world is only -
a Tgtaphysical prejudice. %ctually, the old phenomenology,
namely, the Munich-Gottingen Circle, sees that the proper

task of phenomenology is to be the describing of ideal, time-
less essential structures. But there arises a fundamental
difficulty which the phenomendlogists of the Munich-Gottingen
Circle have to face. 6 The difficulty is that they fail to
answer the question "where does the given come from and how
does it give itself to us?" without hypostatizing the essential
structures, on the one hand, and positing a kind of mystical
intuition, on thé qthgr hand. of course, a pﬁenomeno;og{st

-~
never wants to be a.metaphysician. But in order to avoid

being metaphysical, phenomennlogy as claimed by the Munich-
B Gﬁttinéén Circle has.to tole;afe the "myth of the given®

‘ (PT:88-9;188). According to Heidegger, this difficulty in
the old phenomenology results. from the prejudice concerning
Being, which is widespread in the whoie tradition of Western

thought: "The meaﬁing of Being is what is abidiﬁgly present"

(Ibid:88). It is this metaphysical prggudice which

-
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blinds the old phenomenology from discovering the historical

world which is the inseparable horizon of any phenomeno-

. logical descriptiogy ané‘hence creates the "myth of the
given". So, as pointed out by Heidegger, the'"circle" in
our understanding, i:e., the herementical circle, cannot be
regarded as a vicious ciréle; for it is the very condition
of the possibility of phenomenclogical descrip£i9n. To
describe is to thematize or to make explicit'what is already
implicitly'given qr‘understood.: fhat is_why Heidegger con-

.

cludes that the meaning of phenomenological degbription as
a method‘lies in ipterpretation or explicétion. This thesis'
is the foundati ﬁ for Heidegger's introduction of hermeneutical
dimension 'intp/;henomenology.

Does ‘this introduction of hermenéut;cs into phenoﬁenology
force the latter to lose its scientific character? Insofar
as the expression "to be scientific"-means to fecognize
what is rather than to prescribe or to speculate what ought
to be, Heidegger would agree that phenomenclogical description
is scientific; for this is exéctly what the fundamental maxim
Do the things themselves".means. A supérficial look at
Heidegéer'; assertion that phenomenological description is
never presuppositionless easily makes one conclude that
Heidegger caq'hardly maihtain a scientifically orientea

phenomenclogy. But from a close examination of Heidegger's

assertion we- can learn that the term "presupposition"” here
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means "pre-understanding" father than "preﬁﬁdice". "ﬁre—
understanding” is a neutral term. The maxim of phenomenology
_only requires us to dive up prejudices and unwarranted assump-
tiéns. Of course, there may exist some prejudices in the

. pre-understanding. So Heidegger tells us that in describing

we must keeprin mind that "our first, last and con;tant task

is never to allow our pre-having, pre-sight, and pre-conception
to be presentéd to us by fancies - and popular conceptions but

rather to make the scientific theme secure by work}ng cut

-h

these pre-structures in terms of things themselves” (BT:195;
instead of "wvpr", we useh"pre"). Here we can clearly see
that it ;s impossible to deny the scientific character of
Heidegger's hermeneutical phenomenology. Certainly, if ;ne
claims that phenomenology is "rigorous science" as claimed
by Husserl, then Heidegger sureiy dbjects that hermeneutical
phenomenclogy can be "scientific" in this sense. Accdrding
to Heidegger, to claim that phenomenclogy is a rigorous
science which consists of eternal, timeless gpd ahistiérical‘
truths is based on a metaphysical prejudice originating in
-the Cartesian traditién (Ga thl47).i . 7 |
When Schrag.complains that the selfcunderstandiné which
precedeé the description would @reclude the bossibility of
"reading off" the structurés of phenomena as they are givén,

he seems to believe that there can be an ahistorical "pure

\
given in itself" (1967:292). But, as pointed out by Heidegger

.
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such a belief only results from a metaphysical prejudice.
Schrag has to face the same difficulty in the old pheno-

menology. .

In addition, when Schrag claims that "understanding”
is always "shaping" its object in the process of knowing

it and then consequently states that the existentialia of

Dasein are "projecte@ into" rather .than "read out of“ the
phenomena, he misunderstands Heidegger's conception of
understanding (Ibid) . : For Hei@egger, it is impossible
to say that the "understanding" "shapes" its "object" as
‘in the so-called "Kantian" manner that the categories'of
the undefstanding "shape" the .data given in exéerience.
Heidegger rejects any idea of "naked" matter which is to be
"shaped" in the process of understanding, Phenomena are
neéer "meaningless" data. As rightly remarked by Merleau-
Ponty, "Because we are in the world,, we are condemnéd to
meaning" (l962?xix). "Understanding as én existential",
"phenomena in primordial sense" and "meaning" equiprimor-
dially cohstitute an inseparaple whole. Schrag seems to
err in -trying to construe the relafionship between under-
standing and primordial phenomena as external. |
Historically speaking, even Husserl admits the herme-
neutical character.of phenomenology in h;s later years. fe

also calls his transcendental phenomenology the "hermeneutic ’

of the life of consciousness" (Phenomenology and Anthropology":
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140). In fact, wheh Husserl discovers the indispensable
role played by "horizon" in phenomenology, he was alreéd§'
revealed the hermeneutical.éimension of phenomenolog§ in an
implicit manner. In this sense Oskar Becker claims: "The
tendency of hermeneutical phenomenoiogy, though not exclu-
sively, is toward the further concretisation of the trans-
cendental-idealistic position of the Ideas" (Gadamer, 1976:
157). ‘

: w

From the above clarification we can conclude that Schrag's
challenge is not justif;éd. Moreaver, we can sge.that Hei-
degger‘s exploration of the hermeneutical ﬁlmenéipnAof pheno-

) menoloéﬁ is not only possible bqp'also necessary.-

Now we can clearly see that despite the fundamental 'Y
différences between Husserlian and Heideggerian phenomenologies
there is a complementarity between them, provided Husserlian
phenomenology is "reinterpreted" as a critique of knowledge.

In particular, such a complementarity "manifests" in the form
of a founding-relationship. We can conclude that insofar as
Hussérlian phenomenology as a critique of knowledge is founded

on Heidegger's hermeneutical pﬁenomenology, they form a unity.



FOOTNOTES TO CHAPTER IV

For a detailed discussion and analysis of the structure

of "de-severance® and "directionality" of Dasein, see BT:138 ff.
As an existential the directedness to "left" and "right"

"discloses" the world-space which is not a "pure

multiplicity of the three dimeénsions" (BT:145). In
addition, since the disclosure of the world-space is not
"bewusstseinsmassig" or "wahmehnungsmassig"”, Heideager's

"world-space" differs.from Husserl's "living-
space."

See below: Husserl's comment on Heidegger's Kantbook.

For a detailed discussion of Heidegger's conception of
essence and "factical reduction”, see below. . ‘

"in his later years Heidegger performs the Destruktion

no longer from the standpoint of Dasein's historicity
but from.the standpoint of Seinsgeschichte. This is
another important mark for Heidegger's "Kehre".

These two meanings af "Topos" are first pointed out
by Poggeler. Cf. Poggeler, 1975.

It should be noted that it is not only worldly objects
as phénomena but also world itself as phenomenon with
which Husserl is concerned. Indeed, Husserl also

calls "world phenomenon" the "universal phenomenon"
(Hu v:145). ' : .

Now we can understand ~why Heidegger complains that:
"Die Einsicht in dle Intentionalit3t geht nicht so weit,
dass man zugleich sieht, dass des Erfassen dieser
Struktur als Wesenstruktur des Daseins den ganzen Begriff
des Menschen revolutionieren muss" (Ga XXVI:167); for

nobody egcept him can unfold the dimension of Seinsinten-
tionalitat. '

Cf. FD:18 ff; Ga XXXTI:84 ff. ro

Here Heidegger affirms the contribution of the "reflective
awareness"”,

Now we can concisely provide an answer to Langen's
question which we mentioned in the "Introduction". We
have seen that "sinnliche Gegenwértigung" grounds its
possibility in the temporality of Dasein. The "his-
toricity" of Dasein is basically a concretization of

the latter. Accordingly, the disclosure of the her-
meneutical dimension of phenomenology, which presupposes
the "historicity" of Dasein, is a radical development of

Husserl's phenomenology. 1Indeed, even the most fundamental

Ta]
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dimension of Husserl's phenomenology - genetic pheno-
menology still moves within the dimension of sinnliche
Gegefwartigung. Moreover, our clarification of the o
founding-relationship between "sinnliche Gegenwartigung”
and "umsichtige Gegenwartigung" shows the incorrectness
of Thomas Seebohm's thesis: "Was in S. u. Z. das
Gegenwartigen ist, ist bei Husserl das 'Jetzt'. Dem
Gewartigen entspricht ‘die Protention. Dem Behalten
und dem wachsénden Vergessen die Retention als ein
im Abfliessen eben noch behalten" (1972:61).




CHAPTER V

CONCLUSION A

- Our reconstruction of Husserl's and Heidegger's theories
6f the individuation of things as well asg of the ego provides
a systematic presentation of their respective insights on
the centuries-old problem from their respective fragmentary
treatments. Such a reconstruction not only helps us to
understand the nature of their phenomenclbgies of individua-
tion but also td reveal their strengths, limitations aﬁd

presuppositions.

We have seen that in his theory of the individuation

"of things, Husserl is concernéd with things present-aEFhand

or real objects. The concept of hyle plays an important

role in tﬁis theory. 1In particular, the posifing of the

dimension of immanent objects is a presupposition in Husserl's
constitutive account of Fimé'énd space. However, we have

shown that Husserl's theory of the constitution of time

and space, ahd hence his ﬁheory of the individuation of :
tﬁingsl éan be refashioned without appeal to his theory of

immanent objects. Such a reintérpretation can noE?only

preservé the original insight of Husserl, but also make

his theory phenoméﬁologically more defensible.

Although Husserl explicitly enumerates only time and space

as principles of the individuation of things, we have clarified
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'in what way world and transcendental subjectivity also form

. AT
the necessary conditions for the possibility of the indivi-

duation of real objects.

L In accordance with Husserl's hiprarchy of the concepts
of the ego, namely, the animal ego, the mundane personal eqo,
thé transcendentsl monadic eéo and the primal-I, we have
worked out different sets of principles of the individuation

of the ego. First, for the animal ego or "menschliches

Wesen" we have the "physical living body" and "idiopsychische

. Regelungen" as the principia individuationis. “Second, for-

the mundane personal ego there are three principles of
individuation: "style of motivation", "habitualities” and
"coherence/ég history". Third, the transcendental version

of all these three principles can function as the principia

individuationis for the transcendental monad. Finally,

owing to the atemporal character of the primal ego, its

~individugtion is merely regarded as -an "Urfaktum".

We have learnt that, in Husserl's theory of the indi-

- viduation of the ego, act-time pléys an important role. Since

Husserl understands "act-time" merely as a-tihe for acts as
immanent objects, we proposed a reiﬁtérpretatidn of it.

Under this reinﬁerpretation there are three kinds df act-time,.
In addition to the "act-time" as the tiﬁg for acté-;s reelle

immanent objects, we have "act-time" as the time for acts in

their Urstand (or the pre-immanent qﬁasi4temporality} and

¥l
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"act-time" as subjective time which .is capstituted by
recollection. ® This reinterpretation of "act-time" not
only pro&ides us with a phenomenological cor;ection of
Husserl's "act-time”, but also preserves all the functions thapr
he attributes to "act-time".

In Heidegger's theory of the individuation: of things,
it is the ready-to-hand rather than the present-at- hand which

forms the theme. Accordlng to Heidegger, a tool is not indi-

.vidualized by its temporal and spatial position but rather by

its "Zeugcharacter" and "Zeugzusammenhang". However, we have
pointed out,thét in order to develop+a complete theory of the
individuation of things ready-to-hand, world~time and world-

space must be introduced as the "supplementary" principia

individuationis.

Heidegger understands "ego" primarily as “Dasein"]in his
theory of the‘indiviQpation of the ego. In clarifying
Heidegger's account,of the possibility of the selfsameness
of the Self we have shown in what way time functlons as the
principle of the individuation of Dasein qua Self, Heldegger,'
in concretdizing this formal principle of individuaticdn into
"anxiety", "death", "conscience" and "resoluteness", provides

*

principia individuationis which can individualize the ego

qua ego. This is the most important contribution of Heidegger

to the problem of the individuation of the ego. Nevertheless,

we have also pointed out that Heidegger, within his exclusively

.
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ontological orientation, fails to provide any external
criterion for the identification of a particular Dasein.

In spite of their differences, Husserl's theory of -
the individuation of the real object is compatible with
Heidegger's theory of the individuation of the ready-to-hand.
This is not only because the possibility of the real object

is founded on the ready-to-hand. Rather, it is also because

the idea of individuality as "Einmaligkeit des Daseins"

,(whiéh is the presuppositig ‘he igdividuatiog 6f the

réal objpct) is a furtfier development of the idea of indivi-
‘duality as "specialify of function" (which is the presup-
position of the individuation of the reédy-to-hand). Their
complementarity is exactly the relatibnghip.between theory

and praxis. Traditionally, indeed, the‘individuatipn of things
. by appeal to objeétive time and objective space ha; long been
regarded as ‘a "theoretical" solution.

Heidegger's destruction of the traditional, Vorhanden- .
heit-oriented theory of subject shows that the individuation
of the ego cannot appeal to the idea 6f individuality as ,
"Einmaligkeit des Dasein" but rather has to appeal to the
idea of individuality as "Zukunftigkeit" and as "irreplacea-
bility". 1In claiming the individuatioﬁ of the primal égo
as ﬁ;féktum, Husserl haé.also gone beyond the idea of

"individuation of Einmaligkeit". However, since he can only

unfold the "constituted-constituting" tension in a "bad"

e

sense, he is not able to positiveiy thematize this dimension.

e e gabae
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Instead, he has to éppeal to the Kantian transcendental-
presuppositional procedure and regard the pri;ziﬁi as a
Fichtean axiom. Heidegger, in thematizing Dasein gua Dasein,
has not only explicated the Seinsart of human being, butAalso
devel \g‘a theory which can individualize the'ego qgua é@o.

Max Scheler once announced that "Jede Person als solche

(jede endliche) ist als Person Individuum, nicht erst durch

die besonderen’lnhalte des Erlebens oder durch Leib und
Raumerfullung" (Ga xx:172). Indeed,lﬂeidegger transforms
Scheler's axiom as follows: "Jedes Dasein als solche (jedes
endliche) ist als Dagein Individuum, nicht efst‘durch die
besonderen Inhalte des Erlebens oder dqurch Leib und Raumer-
fullung”. Also in this way Heidegger radicalizes Husserl's
theory of the individuation of the ego. However, regarding

the limitation of Heidegger's ontological approach, an
"external" reading of Husserl's priﬁciples of the individuation
of the ego can provide an ontical co;cfétization of Heidegger's
theory. That is to say, insorfar as the "style of motivatioh“,
the "habitualities" and the "coherence of history" are rein-

terpreted as the external "Merkmale" of Dasein, they can well

f tion as the principles of identification which enable us
f differentiate different Daseins from the standpoint of

a third person. Such a ﬁconcretization"-relationship shows
in what way Husserl's and Héidegger's theories of the indi- .

viduation of the ego are complementary to each other.

&
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We have also traced the source of the differences

between these two theories of individuation back to the

divergences between Husserl's and Heidegger's phenomeno-

.logidal approaches. Insofar as their methodological dif-

ferences is concerned, they have different formulations of

the phenomenological reduction as well as of the eidetic

Il

reduction. While, for Husserl, the éhenomenolpgical reductidn
is a procedure whicg leads us to the dimension of transcendental .
consciousness and its correlates, the phenomenological reduction
in Heidegger's sense is a step which leads us to the dimension
of Being and its modifications. 1In addition, we have contrasted
"econstruction” in Husserl's sense to "construction” in Heideg-
ger's sense and Husserl's "reactivation" to Heidegger's "“des-
truction”. While for Heid%gggf "phenomenological reduction"”,
"construction™” and faestruction" form a unitary whole, there

is no such "Zusammengehorigkeit” between "phenomenological
reduction”, "construction" and "reactivation" in Husserl's
phencmenolody. Furthermore, according £o Husgerl, "eidetic
reduction" is a procedure which leads us to the dimensiodfof
Eidos. In Heidegger's phenomenology one ‘can find a version

of "eidetic reduction” which is a process leading us to the
dimension of "Wesen" in the sense of "Weise zu sein". This

comparison of Husserl's and Heidegger's ﬁethodologies not

only works out their methodological differences, but also shbws

that there is a methodology in Heidegger's phenomenology.

'
i
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In accordance with their methodological differences,
Husserl and Heidegger ha:e their resééctive topologies ,
of phenomenology. First, while "phenomenon" in Husserl's
sense. denotes transcendental consciousness and its’correlates,‘
"phenomenon" in Heidegger's sense reférs tc Being and its
modifications. Second; for Husserl "intentionality" means
p;imarily cﬁgnigive intentionality. In Heidegger there is
not only a pre—coénitive concept of intentionality, but also
a new type of ihtentionality -- "Seinsintentionali{:é't_“.

_Nevertheless, by explicatinglthe complementarity between
their. theories of individpation we have shown that despite
these differences‘there 1s also a'positive relationship
betweeﬂ Husserl's and H;idegger's phenomenologies. “Indeeg,
whsle Husserl's'theory_of individuation reveals the strength
of’ the ontical-phenomenological- approach, Heidegger's theory
of individuation demonstrates the power of the ontological-

phenomenological.approach.

By abandoning its dogmatic motive and reactivating its
motive of a critiéue of knowledge, we proposed an episte-~
mological "reinterpr@tation" of Husserlfs phenomenology.

Under such a "reinterpretation" Husserl's rhenomenology is
shown to be founded on Heidegger's hérQeneutical phenomenology.
That is to say, phenomenological epistemology is féﬁhded on

»

phenomenological ontology.
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Based on such a founding-relationship between these two )

types of phenomenology, we can draw the following conclusiors:

First, insofar as théré is a complementary rela;ionship
betweén Husserl's phenomenology as a critique of knowledge
and Heidegger's hermeneutical phenomenology, Schadt's thesis
that these two types of phenomenology are irrelevant to each
other is not .justified.

Second, since Heideggér's phenomenology is a radica-
lization of Husserl's,- the "translation-thesis" must be
rejected. In other words, the "translation thegis" ié unable
to adequately "reflect" the exact rglgtionship between them;

Thifd, in spite of Heidéggerfs transformation of
Husserl's phenomenology, Husserl's phenomenology is hbt
replaced by Heidegger's. Ratﬁer, as a critique of kgpﬁiedge,
Husserl's phenomenology has its own necessity and autoﬁomy.

Finally, Husserl said, "Phenomenology, that is, Heideg-
ger and me!" This sta£ement is confirmed by/our present
work.Now we can conclude that not only Husg;il's and Hei-

degger's theories of individuation, but also their pheno-

menologies, are compatible with each other.
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