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INTRODUCTION

Steven Galt Crowell [2001, p. 203] suggests to approach
Heidegger’s thinking as a “phenomenology of the “meaning”.
According to Crowell, in fact, the “thematization of meaning
distinguishes phenomenological philosophy from traditional
epistemology and metaphysics and [..] it frames Heidegger’s first
formulation of the question of being as the question of the “meaning
of being” (Sinn von Sein) (my emphasis). He also notes that “in the
early Freiburg lectures, Heidegger generally does not distinguish
rigorously between being and meaning: to ask after being is to ask
after the ‘being-meaning of a being’ (Seinsinn eines Seienden). To
grasp the being of an entity is to grasp the ‘full meaning in which it is
what it is. Full meaning = phenomenon’ (GA 61, p. 53)”. But how
exactly are we to understand this equivalence between “being” and
“meaning”?

As a matter of fact, as soon as we ask about the connection
between meaning and being, a question arises as to what
distinguishes a phenomenological approach to the problem of the
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meaning from other more “traditional” perspectives. Certainly, for
Heidegger (as stressed also by Sheehan [2015]) being and
meaningfulness are equivalent.! But however important this remark
may be, in my view the more urgent question to address concerns
Heidegger’s idea of meaning in general. Addressing this question will

make more intelligible the sense of the equation between meaning

! See for example p. 118: “Heidegger equates ‘the question of the

meaningfulness of things’ with ‘the question of the being [of things]’. It is
important to note that the thesis according to the which ‘being’ and
‘meaningfulness’ are the same does not mean that for Heidegger ‘being’ has
‘meaning’, as things can have meaning, but means precisely that for Heidegger the
question concerning the meaningfulness, the phenomenon of meaning, is to be
understood as ‘being’ or in relation to the concept of “being”.



and being. Hence before asking about the sense (and the
consequences) of Heidegger’s ‘universalization’ of the problem of the
meaning in terms of “being”, one has first to see how, in general,
Heidegger conceives meaning.

The working hypothesis of this investigation runs as follows:
Heidegger’'s phenomenology of meaning can be considered as an
elaboration of Husserl’s idea that the constitution of the object is
always possible through an interplay between unity and manifold.?
Broadly speaking, in Husserl’s phenomenology Heidegger finds the
idea that the identity of the sense is the result of a complex process
of constitution, in which every ‘moment’ indicates or pre-delineates
other aspects (or other objects) as parts of a specific structural whole
(a ‘type’ of object or a possible region of objects). This holds true in
every context of experience: when we perceive, when we judge,
when we make experience of something completely strange and
new.?

In my view Heidegger's phenomenology of meaning, and in

particular Heidegger’s phenomenological interpretation of Kant,* are

? Claudio Majolino [2012] defends the originality of Husserl’s phenomenology
by emphasizing the idea of sense as unity and manifold. According to Majolino,
Heidegger’s criticism of Husserl’s identification of being and being-object fails in
catching the authentic sense of Husserl’s notion of object, precisely as unity of a
manifold. However, | think that Heidegger does recognize the originality of
Husserl’s notion of object. If Heidegger criticizes Husserl’s notion of object it is
always as a particular form of unity of manifold. Heidegger’s interpretation is
unfair towards Husserl for many reasons. And perhaps his criticism of Husserl’s
objectivism is more dogmatic than Husserl’s objectivism. But Heidegger’s criticism
is so that naive to overlock that being-object for Husserl means being a unity of
manifold.

> We may encounter things we know nothing about; however, more or less
explicitly, we always ‘know’ from where to start. This is the sense, roughly
speaking, of the difference between knowing something and understanding
something.

* With “Heidegger’s phenomenological interpretation of Kant” | refer mainly to
three texts: GA 21 (henceforth Logic), GA 25 (henceforth Interpretation), GA 03
(henceforth Kantbuch). Heidegger’s texts, especially Logic and Interpretation, show
clear evidence to support this claim. Quite rightly Kontos [1994] emphasizes,
among other concepts, Heidegger’s use of the Husserlian notion of “regional
ontology”. According to our hypothesis, the phenomenological background of
Heidegger’s interpretation is to be found, in particular, in the notion of synthesis
and in the problem of the object as unity of manifold. As we shall see, this problem

2



far more intelligible when considered as possible elaboration of
Husserl’s idea of passive (pre-predicative) synthesis.” Despite various
and important differences (especially from a methodological point of
view), Heidegger’'s thinking during the twenties still remains
phenomenological®; and the reason of this is that at the heart of his
phenomenology there is the problem of the synthesis, the idea of
sense as unity of manifold.” This idea of synthesis as unity of manifold
is the actual phenomenological background of Heidegger’s
phenomenological interpretation of Kant and, more in general, of the
idea of phenomenological ontology elaborated in Being and Time.

Let me now make an important terminological remark. In this
investigation the term synthesis will be employed in a broad sense.
With this term | will not refer exclusively to some sort of activity of
unification of a merely empirical manifold (which is indeed one of the
Kantian notion of synthesis); neither | intend to refer to an
intellectual synthesis, as judgment for example.® If used in this strict

(and more traditional) sense, one could not speak, as Husserl does, of

also gives more intelligibility to the continuity between Heidegger’s first
interpretation of Kant (Logic) and the later interpretation of the Kantbuch and the
Interpretation. Dahlstrom [1994] observes: “It is worth noting, however, given the
controversy over the merits of the two editions, that Heidegger’s first Kant-course
concentrates exclusively on the second, revised edition of KrV. Moreover, the
explicit focus of this course is time and not the productive imagination” (p. 295). In
my view, both Logic, Interpretation and Kantbuch deal with the same problem, the
problem of the unity of the manifold. Heidegger’s interpretation of the imagination
in the later texts, especially in the Kantbuch. can be considered as a further
elaboration of the same problem.

® Quite interestingly, on different occasions Husserl identifies Kant’s productive
synthesis with his concept of passive constitution. See, for example, the appendix
22 of Hua XI, where Husserl says that Kant’s productive synthesis of imagination “is
nothing other than what we call passive constitution”. See also Appendix 15.

® Several scholars have acknowledged and defended the phenomenological
character of Heidegger’s philosophical production around the years 1919-1929.
Crowell [2001] is thus right when he speaks of “phenomenological decade”.

’ On Husserl’s notion of synthesis, especially in relation to Kant, | have
considered, in particular: Iso Kern [1964], Domenique Pradelle [2012], Julia Jansen
[2015], Daniele de Santis [forthcoming].

¥ As we shall see, while for Heidegger the predicative synthesis is a derivative
form of synthesis, the idea of synthesis as operation enacting the unity within a
mere manifold constitutes a phenomenological impossibility, since we are never
given a ‘mere manifold’: we are always-already given a pure manifold as originally
unified.



“passive synthesis”. A passive synthesis, to borrow from Merleau-
Ponty, would be just a contradiction in terms.” However, if
understood in a broader sense, one can use the term of synthesis to
indicate any form of relation between unity and manifold
whatsoever. As we shall see, this ‘formality’ or ‘neutrality’ of the
synthesis is something quite positive, for it allows us to distinguish
different forms of objectivity, that is, different forms of object as
unity of manifold. Heidegger’s well-known analysis of the ‘hammer’

IH

is meant precisely to show that a “tool” is a form of object (unity of
manifold) quite different from the object of a categorial judgment (S
is p). In principle, the notion of synthesis must allow us to see ‘more’
forms of objects, namely forms of meaningfulness and sense which
are not experience of meanings in a strict sense.?

Therefore, one might say that a central goal of a
phenomenological interpretation of the synthesis lies precisely in the
possibility of this ‘broad’ or ‘formal’ notion of synthetic. As we shall
discuss, in Heidegger’'s view Kant already makes use of the term
synthesis in this broad sense, notably when he speaks of a “synthesis
in the intuition”, meaning a form of unity already given within the

manifold of the intuition and before any intellectual activity. Indeed

Kant gives to Heidegger the opportunity to confront explicitly the

° Merleau-Ponty [1962, p.96]:. “A passive synthesis is a contradiction in terms if
the synthesis is a process of composition, and if the passivity consists in being the
recipient of multiplicity [...] What we meant by passive synthesis was that we make
our way into multiplicity, but that we do not synthesise it. Now temporalisation
satisfies by its very nature these two conditions”. | have quoted this passage
entirely because, as will shall see, in Heidegger’'s interpretation of Kant the
synthesis is presented precisely as a “way into multiplicity”, as a being “within” the
temporal manifold.

% Let me also note that in the light of this ‘formal’ notion of synthesis as
condition of the sense we can also reconsider Heidegger’s idea (I quote from
Sheehan [2015]) that “there is nowhere else for a human being to live except in
meaning”. Sheehan also quotes a very interesting passage where Heidegger says
that “I live factically always as a prisoner of meaningfulness”. As | said, in the light
of the formal notion of meaning as unity of manifold these claims can be
considered in a different light, since they would only suggest that human beings
cannot experience something completely meaningless, in the sense, for example,
merely empirical sensations.
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problem of the synthesis, overcoming the apparent contraction
between synthesis and intuition (and passivity).

Let me note that in Heideggerian scholarship a systematic account
of Heidegger’s interpretation of this concept is still lacking,* despite
the fact that Heidegger himself locates in this concept a key-problem
of a phenomenological interpretation of Kant. In Interpretation
[138/195] we read that “under the title ‘synthesis’ Kant brings
together a series of quite different phenomena without
differentiating them sufficiently from one another and without
allowing them to emerge from their common root”.? He also says
that “to bring order into this tangle of confusing ambiguities is the
main intention of our interpretation”. It is important to stress that
not only Heidegger says that he intends to “bring order” into the
confusing multiplicity of meanings to which the term synthesis refer,
but he also complains about the fact that Kant did not allow these
meanings to “emerge from their common root”.

This remark is crucial for it suggests that the multiplicity of forms
of synthesis, indeed, springs from a common root, which is for
Heidegger the “original temporality”. In the Interpretation [. 354/240]
Heidegger states: “To say ‘synthesis is related to time’ is already
actually a tautology” (Zu sagen, die Synthesis ist zeitbezogen, ist
eigentlich schon eine Tautologie). This statement does not only
represent the apex of Heidegger’s interpretation of Kant’s synthesis
but it also reflects a pivotal decision of Heidegger’'s Being and Time:
the notion of “original temporality” as sense of the Dasein and the
idea of temporality as transcendental horizon of the the sense of the
Being.

Indeed Heidegger presents the paragraphs of Being and Time

III

devoted to the notion of original temporality as a “more origina

u Only a few scholars have paid attention to this issue, but they do not treat it
extensively or in depth (see Decléve [1970], Kohler [1993], Weatherston [2002].

2 In a similar way, Husserl (see. Hua XI, appendix 15 and 22) speaks of a
“profound but obscure doctrine of the synthesis of productive imagination”.
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interpretation (and a repetition) of the previous existential analysis of
structures of existence and meaningfulness.13 Now, the working
hypothesis of this investigation is that the relation between
temporality and synthesis is far more rich and complex than it might
appear. | do think that the problem of the unity and manifold sheds a
different light on the idea of temporality. More precisely, Heidegger’s
concept of time, its role and its limits, can be better understood if
temporality is considered as a form of unity and manifold and if
temporality is investigated in its complex relation (of foundation, of
correlation) with synthetic structures of meaning and sense.
Accordingly, in the first and second part of this thesis | shall provide
an interpretation of Heidegger’s notion of meaningfulness as unity of
manifold, while in the third part | shall focus on Heidegger’s
interpretation of Kant’s concept of synthesis as “time-related
» 14

synthesis”.

Let me sketch out the contents and the articulation of the thesis.

1. The first part is entitled “The Logic of Ideality”. Here |
reconstruct Heidegger’s ‘geneaology’ of ideality as universality or
generality (...) of a content, as self-identity or sameness of ‘what is in
common’. As we shall see, in Heidegger’s view, in order to account
for the identity of meaning and proposition, Husserl (at least in the
first edition of his Logical Investigations) adopts this dogmatic notion
of ideality. In this perspective one cannot grasp the authentic sense

of the identity of the sense as unity of manifold. A brief consideration

B The § 66 is entitled “The Temporality of the Dasein and the Tasks of a More
Original Repetition of the Existential Analysis Arising from it”.

" As it is well-known, Heidegger had planned to provide a more systematic
account of temporality (Temporalitét) as transcendental horizon of the sense of the
Being in the unpublished third part of the first section of Being and Time. As it has
been shown by Kéhler [1993], the thematic of this section was precisely the idea of
temporal schematism. Even though Heidegger never wrote this section, he
nevertheless points to at least two other texts as possible elaborations of this
unpublished section: Ga 24 and the Kantbuch (see Heidegger's preface to the
fourth edition).



of Husserl’s later and more radical account of meaning will allow us
to appreciate how, in a phenomenological perspective, the identity of
the sense is to be sharply distinguished from the identity of a general
content (the identity of what is in common among different
individuals). On the contrary, differences in perceptions or
interpretations can be found only as long as these perceptions or
interpretations refer to the same sense.

Heidegger’s interpretation locates the origin of this concept of
ideality in a specific modification of the being as structural moment
of state of affairs. In fact, as | argue, there are for Heidegger two
main senses of the “being”: as identity of an intentional relation of
coincidence between intended and intuited; as relation of
homogeneity between ideal contents or meanings. | also show how
in his ‘genealogy’ of ideality Heidegger does make use of Husserlian
arguments.

Heidegger’s criticism of Husserl’s idealistic account of proposition
and meaning is important since Heidegger elaborates his notion of
meaningfulness precisely in opposition to a “propositional” or
“logical” perspective, in which — to put it very roughly — the synthetic
structure of the sense is reduced to a syntactical relation between
ideal meanings. However, this does not mean at all that grammar
does not play any positive role in Heidegger's phenomenology.
Chiurazzi [2009], for example, calls the attention to the role that
prepositions play in Heidegger’s conceptuality and argumentation.

2. These considerations are at the center of the first paragraphs of
the second part, which is entitled “The Grammar of the Manifold”.
With this title | want to suggest, first of all, (A) the idea that grammar
plays a positive role in Heidegger’s elaboration of the problem of
meaningfulness, as showed by his interpretation of Husserl’s
categorial intuition. (B) Secondly, the term ‘grammar’ is here
employed in a broad and, as it were, metaphorical sense, in order to

emphasize the fact that for Heidegger the “manifold” has its own

7



grammar, namely a specific structure, quite different from the
structure of the proposition, which is only one possible form of unity
of manifold. In this sense, with this title | want to suggest that for
Heidegger, in order to address philosophically the problem of the
manifold, one has also first ‘to learn’ its specific grammar.

In the first paragraphs | take into account Heidegger’s
interpretation of Husserl’s categorial intuition. Here | argue that
categorial intuition, in the specific sense of an intellectual act of
synthesis, indicates to Heidegger a fundamental and essential aspect
of every synthetic act in general, notably the presence of a “surplus
of intentions” as a moment of meaning that one cannot reduce to
any material content. Thus, | suggest to look at Heidegger’s notion of
sense as a further elaboration of Husserl’s categorial intuition beyond
the sphere of acts of judgment and meaning in a strict sense.

In the central section of this part | turn my attention to
Heidegger’s concepts of meaningfulness and understanding, focusing
in particular on the concepts of Verweisung, Zeigen, Als-Struktur. |
provide an interpretation of these concepts as “formal indicating”
structures, namely as structures that do not define specific forms of
objects, but only ‘pre-delineate’ possible forms of unity and manifold.
| provide evidence to support this idea interpreting some passages in
which Heidegger deals with the complex relation between
“indication” and “sign”. Besides, | provide a detailed account of the
possible variations of the as-structure (hermeneutic and apophantic
as; assertion as manifestation, assertion as predication). In this
context | stress how, in order to account for different possible forms
of “as”, Heidegger makes an original use of Husserl’s mereology.

This part ends with the consideration of Heidegger’s claim
concerning the temporal nature of the as-structure. In order to
understand the meaning and the implications of this claim, | suggest

to consider Heidegger’s interpretation of Kant’s three-fold synthesis



of apprehension, reproduction and recognition (to which | devote the

last paragraphs of the third part of the thesis).

3. The third part is entitled “The temporal Synthesis”. In the first
paragraphs | highline two aspects in particular of Heidegger’s
interpretation of Kant’s Deduction: the idea that pure categories
originate in temporality; the idea that the task of the Deduction lies in
the definition of what a category is in general. Thus, in the central
part | take into account Heidegger’s definition of category liberhaupt
as temporal synthesis of pure manifold. In these paragraphs | address
three main questions: what does it mean “pure manifold”? What
does it mean “synthesis”? What kind of synthesis does the “temporal
manifold” allow?

To address the first question, | take into account Heidegger’s
interpretation of Kant’s pure intuition as “principle of order”. Here

interesting questions arise concerning the relation between non-

Ill Ill

conceptual “manifold” (space and time) and conceptual “multiplicity”
(empirical concepts). | emphasize how also in his interpretation of
pure intuition Heidegger makes use of whole-part relations.

In order to address the problem of what “pure synthesis of pure
manifold means”, | discuss Heidegger’'s interpretation of the
difference between pure intuition (pure manifold of space) and
formal intuition (the geometrical representation of spatial relations
as intellectual synthesis). | suggest that, to a certain extent, for
Heidegger pure categories (that is, categories that make possible the
object as unity of manifold), just as formal intuitions, are to be
understood as modifications (or variations) of a pure manifold. A
guestion raises as to how temporality, as a particular kind of
manifold, allow particular form of categorial (and yet not intellectual)
modifications.

To address this question, in the last paragraphs | take into account

Heidegger’'s interpretation of Kant's three-fold synthesis of
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apprehension, reproduction and recognition. As it is well-known,
both Heidegger and Husserl (see Ideas § 62) agree on the fact that
the first version of the Deduction in the first edition of the KrV is far
more phenomenological and radical than the second. | provide some
arguments to support the claim that Heidegger’s and Husserl’s
preference for this text have similar reasons (=the concept of
synthesis). In the last paragraphs | provide a commentary of
Heidegger’s interpretation of the three-fold synthesis. In particular, |
focus on two problems: the idea that these three syntheses are
moments (or parts) of the same structure (the original temporality as
a whole); the idea that the synthesis of recognition (that Heidegger
labels, by reference to Husserl, “synthesis of identification”) is the
condition of both apprehension and reproduction.

In the light of this analysis, | conclude with some critical remarks
on Heidegger’'s idea of temporality and on the relation between

temporal synthesis and structures of meaning.
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I. THE LOGIC OF IDEALITY

§ 1. The Idealism of the Truth as Actuality

In the first paragraphs of Logic Heidegger gives a short
presentation of Husserl’s criticism to psychologism. Then, in the §§ 8-
9 he focuses on the “presumptions” of such criticism.* According to
Heidegger the “root” of this criticism lies in the difference between

III

“ideal” and “real”. This distinction is defined as the positive position
that lies behind Husserl’s criticism. In fact, says Heidegger, in his
Prolegomena Husserl “had already beforehand gotten a firm grip on

III

the basic distinction of being as empirical and as ideal” [Logic,
54/45).%

Quite interestingly, Heidegger presents the difference between
ideal and real in ontological terms. For example, he says that behind
(im Hintergrund) real and ideal there are “distinctions” and
“fundamental concepts” that belong aus dem Felde der
grundsdtzlichen und universalen Frage nach dem Sinn des Seins
[Logic, 50/42]."" On other occasions he speaks of the ideal as a region
(Bezirk) of being. What does it mean to approach this difference by
reference to the terminology of being? Broadly speaking, we can say

that Heidegger’s criticism of the notion of ideality is basically a

criticism of a certain form (or meaning) of the being. The aim of this

15 The title of the § 8 is: “The presuppositions of Husserl’s critique: a specific
concept of truth as the guiding idea”; the title of the § 9 is: “The roots of these
presuppositions”. As indicated by Walter Biemel, who edited this text, the title of
the paragraphs (until the...) are from Heidegger.

16 “Every genuine critique has to speak from a positive positiron. In the present
case, that means that Husserl could point out the error of psychologism and
demonstrate it to be absurd, only insofar as he had already beforehand gotten a
firm grip [54] on the basic distinction of being as empirical and as ideal”.

* “Nur soviel — die Besprechung des Psychologismus und die Kritik desselben
macht deutlich, dass im Hintergrund fundamentale Begriffe und Unterscheidungen
aus dem Felde der grundséatzlichen und universalen Frage nach dem Sinn des Seins
stehen”.
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section, as | have already said, is to show how the difference
between ideal and real being is possible as possible modification of
the meaning of the being in the state of affairs.

Let us then turn our attention to Heidegger’s presentation of
Lotze’s philosophy in Logic. The target of Heidegger’s criticism is the
notion of ideality as Geltung, validity. Heidegger defines this notion a
“magic word (Zauberwort), a tangle of confusion, perplexity, and
dogmatism (ein Knduel von Verwirrungen, Ratlosigkeit und
Dogmatismus” [Logic, p. 79/66]. In Heidegger’'s perspective, this
notion is neither original nor universal. On the contrary it shows the
absence in Lotze of a preliminary and methodological consideration
of these concepts. Heidegger indeed makes clear that the universality
of the notion of validity is a dogmatic one. Lotze does not give any
explicit and univocal definition of the meaning of this notion.'® But
there is more. There is another reason to reject the notion of validity.
In fact, according to Heidegger’s interpretation, more fundamental
and original than the notion of validity is the notion of Wirklickeit; the
notion of actuality, indeed, can be understood as the common root of
both ideal and real. Heidegger finds an argument for this point in a
passage of Lotze’s Logik. In this place (but not only here) Lotze uses
the term “actuality” to characterize both the actuality “laws” and
“ideas” (Gesetzen, Ideen), and the actuality of things (Wirklichkeit der

Dinge) [Logic, p. 76/63]; Heidegger quotes Lotze’s Logik, Ill, pp. 511-

18 Logic, p. 80/66: “Why does “validity” cast such a spell? Answer: because the
term is even more ambiguous (Vieldeutigkeit) than we have shown up to now, and
this ambiguity allows the term to be very broadly applied according to the context.
The reason is not that its referent has been unambiguously fixed as a universal
phenomenon and that its universal relations have not been discovered. No, it’s
because the vagueness of the word and its referent allows such an unquestioned,
broad application. (Nicht weil das damit Gemeinte eindeutig als universales
Phdnomen gesichert und in seinen universalen Beziigen aufgedeckt wdére, sondern
weil die Unklarheit des Ausdrucks und des damit Gemeinten eine solche
unkontrollierte weite Verwendung erlaubt). Its broad employment is not because
the function of its referent is clear and based on principles, but because of the
concealed ambiguity of the term itself. (Die Weite des Gebrauchs liegt nicht in der
gekldrten, prinzipiellen Funktion des Gemeinten, sondern in der verdeckten
Vieldeutigkeit des Ausdrucks)”.
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512]. Likewise, in the third book of Lotze’s Logk the expression
Wirklichkeit indicates different forms of presence.

Now, the notion of Wirklickeit plays a crucial role in Heidegger’s
criticism of Lotze, precisely because it gives expression to that specific
‘form’ of being that characterizes both ideal and real. No matter how
strongly one defends the difference between ideal and real, they are
both a form of Wircklicheit. One might argue that Heidegger’s
interpretation oversimplifies Lotze’s notion of ideality. Of course, we
cannot address this problem. Rather, we are interested in the
meaning of Heidegger’s insistence on the notion of actuality; we are
interested in seeing how, in Heidegger’s interpretation — however
unfair this interpretation might be from a philological point of view —
the Wirklichkeit affects the difference between ideal and real as a
whole.

It must be noted that by criticizing Lotze’s notion of actuality,
Heidegger is also criticizing himself, since he did make use of this
concept in his early writings. In fact, as Heidegger recognizes in Logic,
in his work on Scoto [Die Kategorien- und Bedeutungslehre des Duns
Scotus, see. Ga 1] he makes use of the expression Wirklichkeit in
order to indicate the “being” [Logic p. 63/53]".

In order to understand Heidegger’s interpretation | suggest we
narrow our focus on the relation between Heidegger’s and Lotze’s
terminology. What is important to stress, in particular, is the
difference between Heidegger’'s and Lotze’s use of the notions of
“being” and “actuality”. To a certain extent, this relation between
Sein and Wirklickheit can be described as a relation between whole

and part. While in Heidegger actuality is a part (or a possible mode)

19 . N . . .
“In an earlier investigation of medieval ontology, | too followed Lotze’s

distinction and used the term ‘actuality’ for ‘being’ But | no longer think that is
correct”. But Heidegger uses this term already in Die Lehre vom Urteil im
Psycologismus. Ein Kritisch-positiver Beitrag zur Logik (1913), where he defines
ideal and real “ganz verschiedene Wirklichkeitsbereiche”. In relation to this term
Crowell [2011], p. 97, n. 7, notes that “Wirklichkeitsbereich (realm of reality) is
Heidegger’s usual term for the categorial ‘sort’ to which different objects and
object domains (Gegenstandsgebiete) belong”.
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of Being, in Lotze, on the contrary, Being is only a mode of actuality
(as the as the most universal region). In Heidegger’s view, Lotze’s use
of the notion of actuality and being is, respectively, broad and
narrow; as Heidegger notes, in Lotze Sein gleich Wirklichkeit der
Sinnendinge, Vorhandenheit, Realitit.”® To sum up, Lotze’s idealism
presents two problems: 1) a broad and universal use of the notion of
Wirklickheit; 2) a too narrow notion of Sein.

However, it is important to stress that the difference between
Heidegger and Lotze is not just terminological or conceptual, but
essentially methodological. Heidegger’s concept of Being is not just
more universal than Lotze’s actuality. As a matter of fact, Heidegger’s
use of the notion of Being might be better defined as formal (or
better: formal indicating), while Lotze’s use of the notion of actuality
might be better defined as general. In In this sense, Heidegger’s and
Lotze’s use of these terms can be described in terms of whole and
par, but only under one condition: Heidegger’s Being is not a whole in
the same sense in which Lotze’s actuality is, because Lotze's
actuality, as we are going to see, is a general concept.

Let us look closer at the difference between these two
perspectives. In a very interesting passage of Logic [p. 64/63] we

read:

Lotze used “actuality” in a very broad sense [..] “Actuality” is the formal-
universal (formal-allgemeine) concept, and “being” is a particular formalization of
actuality (eine bestimmte Formalisierung). But in our terminology—and | say this to
avoid confusion—I use “being” in the exact opposite sense, and in connection with

the genuine tradition of Greek philosophy broadly speaking (in dem weiten Sinne).

20 Here some examples (my emphasis):

Logic, p. 63/53: «Lotze gebraucht den Terminus Sein gleich Vorhandenheit...».

Ibidem.: “...Sein..[ist] in dieser Einschridnkung, gleich reales, Sein Realitét
gebraucht”.

Logic, p. 70/58: “Lotze steht dabei ganz unter dem Banne seines verengten
Seinbegriffes (Sein gleich Wirklichkeit der Sinnendinge)..”;

Logic, p. 62/52: “Lotze [..] gebraucht den Ausdruck Sein in dieser verengten
Bedeutung, wonach Sein besagt soviel wie Wirklichkeit der Dinge, Sein gleich
"Realitat" (Vorhandensein)”.

14



There, “being” can mean both empirical reality or ideality or other possible modes
of being. | use “actuality” (Wirklichkeit) in the opposite sense [to Lotze], as meaning

empirical reality.

On the one hand, Heidegger defines Lotze’s actuality as a formal-
universal concept, while on the other he defines Lotze’s notion of
being as a bestimmte Formalisierung of the actuality. In Heidegger’s
perspective the expression actuality is used in the “opposite sense”,
namely to indicate the reality. Then Heidegger says that the
expression being is used by him “in the exact opposite sense”.
However, this does not mean at all that Heidegger’s Being is, just like
Lotze’s actuality, a “formal-universal concept”: Being, for Heidegger,
is not universal. As we read in this passage, the term being is used by
Heidegger in dem weiten Sinne: as a broad concept, and not as a
concept broader (more universal than Lotze’s actuality). What is
important to stress here is precisely the difference between the
universality of Lotze’s notion of actuality (as formal-allgemeine
concept) and the universality of Heidegger’s notion of being (as a
broad notion). Therefore we can say that there are at least two
reasons why the expression being is used by Heidegger “in a opposite
sense”: 1) the being is not a particular mode of actuality, but the
actuality is a particular mode of being; 2) the being is not universal in
the same sense of Lotze’s actuality. The opposition between
Heidegger’s and Lotze’s conceptuality is not a symmetric one.

Heidegger’s definition of actuality as a formal-allgemeine is very
interesting from a phenomenological point of view. | am thinking, in
particular, to the distinction (presented by Husserl in the § 13 of
Ideas 1) between Formalisierung and Generalisierung, as different
form of Verallgemeinerung. As we learn from Ga 60, Heidegger was
very familiar with this distinction and, most important, it is in relation
to this distinction that Heidegger develops his notion of formal

indication (which plays a crucial role in Heidegger’s phenomenology).
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Very likely then, defining Lotze’s actuality a formal-allgemeine
concept, Heidegger has in mind Husserl’s distinction between
Formalisierung and Generalisierung.?* In the second part of this thesis
we shall see how what kind of role Heidegger’s formal indication
plays within his phenomenology and, in particular, in his account of
the structures of meaning. Heidegger’s approach to the problem of
categories as unity of manifold entails precisely a rejection of every
formalization and generalization. For these reasons, this notion is
particularly important in our perspective.

Seen in this light, it might be possible that Heidegger, defining
Lotze’s actuality as a formal-universal concept, wants to suggest that
the alleged universality and formality of this concept rests upon a
dogmatic universalization of one specific mode of being. Thus the
guestion we have to address is: of which ‘mode of being’ is actuality a
generalization?

But let us see first see how, indeed, the notion of actuality affects
the difference between ideal and real as a whole. In Logic the
difference between ideal and real is presented as an opposition
between two different forms of actuality. As Heidegger says, the
ideal is “das Immerseiende”, “das Bleibenden gegeniiber dem
Wechsel seiner Gestalten”, the “Allgemeine gegeniiber der Vielheit
seiner Besonderungen” (Logic, p. 58/48). These oppositions are
nothing but different forms of actuality as presence of a content in
the consciousness. It is in fact by reference to a consciousness that it
makes sense to speak about something permanent, identical or
universal. This is why Heidegger defines Seinsbezirke of the real and
the ideal as Erfassungsart: the difference between real and ideal is

not ontological but it refers to the actuality as mode of being-given

! There are several studies devoted to this problem. Among these, | find
particularly important, especially in our perspective, Stefano Bancalari [2005] and
Laurent Villevieille [2013]. Both these authors emphasize the Husserlian
background of Heidegger's formal indication (the difference between
generalization and formalization). Villevieille also shows the essential role that this
notion plays in crucial paragraphs of Being and Time.
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contents. Heidegger provides a further characterization of this
difference by reference to the distinction between voil¢ and
aloBnolg: “what is permanent about a sensible object is the element
that is apprehended by [intuitive] reason, volc. [..] By contrast, the
multiple things of the real world are accessible to sensibility—
aiobnowg—and so each is designated as the aiocBntov. Here again,
ideal and real being are characterized in terms of the specific mode
of access that we have to them, and not in terms of their being:
“..auch ist wieder ideales und reales Sein charakterisiert aus der
bestimmten Zugangsart dazu, nicht aus dem Sein und seiner Seinsart
selbst”. In this perspective, the ideality cannot claim any ontological
validity, since t does not indicate a determination of things itself, but
a Zugangsart.

Now, in Heidegger’'s view, this notion of ideality plays a
paradigmatic in the definition of the truth of the proposition. The
truth of the proposition (its identity and its validity), in fact, is
understood as Selbigkeit and Bestdndigkeit of a self-identical

propositional content. Heidegger writes [Logic, p. 55/46]:

Therefore, a proposition is always a self-identical thing that maintains (durchdilt)
its identity in face of the multiplicity of empirical acts of positing judgments (der
real vorkommenden Urteillssetzungen) with their empirical circumstances and
properties . And this changing mental act is differentiated from the abiding
propositional content (Satzgehalt) not only as a matter of fact but also, at bottom,
arbitrarily (grundsdtzlich beliebig). What are differentiated are the identity and
permanence of the proposition versus the variability and change of the positings
(Selbigkeit und Bestdndigkeit des Satzes — gegeniiber Unterschiedenheit und
Wechsel des Setzungen); on the one hand, the temporal course (zeitlicher Ablauf)
of the mental act while the judgment is being performed (im Urteilsvollzug); and on
the other hand, the non-temporal subsistence of the ideal meaning (der unzeitliche
Bestand des idealen Sinnes) that is judged. But we also know this correlation
(Zusammenhang) from other regions of objects (Gegenstandsbezirke). We speak of
“color” in contrast (gegentiiber) to a changing plurality of colours; and we speak of

“red” in contrast to these or those red things, a limitless profusion of different
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shades of red, each one having this determination of “red.” Or the “triangle” that is
to be found (vorfindlich) in a series of different triangles, whether drawn, painted,
thought of, or imagined ..(phantasierten). So we have the idea “triangle” as self-

identical, just as we have the idea.

Heidegger says that the “correlation” or connection
(Zusammenhang) between identity and manifold, that characterizes
the definition of the proposition, is something that “we also know”
from other “region of objects” (Gegenstandsbezirke); Heidegger
makes the example of the red. Thus, it might seem that there is some
sort of general correlation (the opposition between ideal and real)
and that we can find such connection in relation to different regions
of objects, in this case, in relation “propositions” and “colours”; just
as the ideal and self-identical red can be defined in contrast to these
or those real reds, so too the proposition is a “self-identical thing
that maintains its identity in face of the multiplicity of empirical acts”.
To be sure, Heidegger wants to avoid any assimilation of the identity
of the proposition with the identity of concepts like the concept of
red; indeed the proposition is a different kind of object. However
there is more at stake here. In fact, as | shall argue, the very form of
connection between identity and manifold (the ideas of red and the
manifold individual shades of red) can be understood as the result of
a ‘propositional’ or ‘logical’ interpretation of the truth. For the
moment, however, we focus only on the first aspect of Heidegger’s
interpretation, namely the dogmatic extension of the “connection”
between unity and manifold to the realm of the proposition.

When we define (as for Heidegger Lotze does) the identity of the
proposition in relation to this connection between unity and
manifold, the proposition itself cannot claim any objective validity.
The truth is defined in relation to the actuality (ideality) of the
proposition. In this sense Heidegger speaks [see. Logic, p. 65/45] of a
formal pre-conception (formale Vorbegriffe) of truth as the “abiding,

the stable. Truth = permanence = what always is”.
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Heidegger [Logic, 80/66-67] then distinguishes three different
aspects or meanings of Lotze’s validity: (a) validity as objective
validity, (b) validity as presence of content in the consciousness and
then (c) validity as Verbindlichkeit (validity in the sense of something
“binding for all the knowers”). Now, according to Heidegger, Lotze’s
notion of validity is, first of all, Wirklichkeit von Inhalten und Séitzen
"im Bewusstsein, and only on this basis it refers to objects (as
objective validity). Der Satz gilt nicht etwa, weil er giiltig ist an
Objekten — Geltung im ersten Sinn ist nicht fundiert in der Geltung
qua Objektivitdt. Against this idea of validity as actuality and
permanence of content in the consciousness, Heidegger speaks of an
objective and positive notion of validity, in which “Bleibende ist
ziinachst nur im Bewusstein, seinem Sachgehalt nach aber sind es
Bestimmtheiten und gesetzliche Zusammenghorigkeiten von dem,
was wir naiv die Dinge draussen nennen”. The permanence of the
content in the consciousness is here the consequence of the validity
and not the other way around. To put it differently, the validity does
not rest upon the “connection” between ideal unity and empirical
manifold, but upon the gesetzliche Zusammenghérigkeiten of things
itself. In this light, the difference between these two forms of truth
seems to be a difference between two forms of actuality, with the
essential difference that according to the first (and dogmatic)
concept of truth, the actuality is the source of the validity, while
according to the second concept of truth the actuality is just its

consequence.

§ 2. Husserl and the Ambiguity of the Ideal: Universality
and Validity

In Logic, the explicit target of Heidegger’ criticism is Husserl’s
confutation of psychologism in Prolegomena. According to Heidegger

in these sections of the Logical Investigation Husserl seems to hold a
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conception of truth as ideal being, as universality and identity of a
content. In Logic Heidegger defines Husserl’s position a merkwiirdige
Versehen, a remarkable oversight, and traces this oversight back to
the equivocity of the notion of ideality. In particular, Heidegger
speaks of a Verwechslung, Doppeldeutigkeit and Vieldeutigkeit of the
notion of ideality. Heidegger claims that this ambiguity in the notion
of ideality was “already present” in Lotze’s interpretation of Platon’s
Ideenlehre.

As it has been noted, Lotze’s interpretation of Plato did have great
influence on Husserl (who labelled it as ”genial").22 However, Lotze
was not the only source of Husserl’s idealism of Logical
Investigations. In Logic [86/72] Heidegger suggests that “the roots of
the presuppositions at work in the critique of psychologism” can be
thought also in relation to another source, just as important as
Lotze’s interpretation of Plato: Bolzano’s theory of propositions in
themselves (Sdtze an sich). However, in Logic Heidegger focuses only
on Lotze.

As | said, Heidegger speaks of an ambiguity in the concept of
ideality. More precisely, in Logic [61/52] Heidegger presents this
ambiguity in relation to two slightly different oppositions: (1) one the
one hand we have the opposition between (1.a) ideality as validity of
proposition, Satzgiiltigkeit, and (1. b) as Bestand des allgemeinen
Wesens; (2) on the other hand, ideality means (2.a) nichtsinnlichem

Sein and (2.b) Allgemenine, Gattung, Wesen.*

22 On the differences and similarities between Husserl’s and Lotzes’ idealism
see Daniele De Santis [2016].

23 Logic, pp. 61/52: “Husserl’s remarkable oversight was possible only because,
fascinated as he was by the ideal and the Platonic idea, he synthesized the two
meanings—propositional validity and the subsistence of the universal essence—
into one meaning, and then spoke simply of the ideal in contrast to the empirical.
(Dieses merkwiirdige Versehen war nur méglich, weil Husserl, gleichsam fasziniert
vom Idealen und der Idee, diese — in dem doppelten Sinn als Satzgiiltigkeit und als
Bestand des allgemeinen Wesens — in eins zusammenfasste und schlechtin vom
Idealen sprach gegeniiber dem Realen) [..]".

“This very confusion, which is the basis here of the equivocity of “idea,” both as
non-sensible being and as the universal (Doppeldeutigkeit der Idee als
nichtsinnlichem Sein und als Allgemeinem), the genus— this confusion is already
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As we can see, on the one hand (1.a; 1.b) we have two ‘positive’
meanings of ideality, as Satzgliltigkeit and as nichtsinnlichem Sein; on
the other we have two negative (and most problematic) meanings of
ideality, as “the subsistence of the universal essence”, Bestand des
allgemeinen Wesens and as Allgemeine, Gattung, Wesen. Husserl’s
error consisted precisely in assuming this negative notion of ideality
as “universality”. According to Heidegger, indeed, Husserl was so
eager to defend the autonomy of ideality from the Psychologism that
he ended up by assuming a dogmatic notion of ideality as
universality. Let me quote again an important passage from Logic

[62/52]:

Husserl’s remarkable oversight was possible only because, fascinated as he was
by the ideal and the Platonic idea, he synthesized the two meanings—propositional
validity and the subsistence of the universal essence—into one meaning, and then
spoke simply of the ideal in contrast to the empirical. This oversight merely
illustrates what the critique of psychologism was really aiming at: to establish the

ideal over against the empirical.

This passage shows us something very important: Husserl’s
“remarkable oversight” consists in conflating the validity of the
proposition with the subsistence of the universal essence. As we shall
see in more detail in the following paragraphs, the validity of
proposition is, indeed, ideal, but not in the sense of the subsistence
of an universal essence, as identity of what is in common; the
proposition is also a form of identity, a form of unity of manifold, but
according to a different (and for Heidegger more original) sense of
the identity . From this point of view, what the point of Heidegger’s

criticism is to avoid the confusion between two different notions of

basically sketched out (vorgebildet) in the theory from which Husserl, within
certain limits(in gewissen Grenzen jedenfalls), took his essential orientation,
namely, Lotze’s doctrine of the world of ideas and his interpretation of Plato’s
doctrine of ideas in book 3 of his Logik. This oversight merely illustrates what the
critique of psychologism was really aiming at: to establish the ideal over against the
empirical”.
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identity: the identity of the proposition and the identity of an ideal
content. We shall see that Husserl himself recognizes this point; and
one might even say that Heidegger’s criticism to Husserl is possible
only thanks to Husserl more elaborated account of of ideality. But as |
said, in this lecture Heidegger focuses on Husserl’s notion of ideality
in his first volume of the Logical Investigations. Here Heidegger
complains about the fact that in Husserl’s criticism of psychologism
the identity of the proposition is understood as “the ideal in contrast
to the empirical”. In other words, the problem lies in a conception of
validity and ideality as actuality and self-identity of a propositional
content. For Heidegger “the guiding thread of Husserl’s critique of

III

psychologism” is the concept of the ideal “in its triple meaning of the
self-identical, the permanent, and the universal. Thus Heidegger also
says [58/49]: “accordingly (demnach) Husserl says that just as the
self-identity of the triangle (or better, the idea of triangle) is
permanent in contrast to the real presentations of triangles (sich
durchdlt gegeniiber den realen Darstellungen von Dreiecken), so too
the self-identity of adjudged propositions is permanent in contrast to
the real multiplicity of the positings of those propositions (der realen
Mannigfaltigkeit seiner Setzungen)”. As we have already seen, the
problem lies in the dogmatic extension of the “connection” between
ideal and real (in the sense of the opposition between actual identity
and manifold) to the ‘region of object’ of the proposition.

It must be noted that Heidegger also suggests, en passant, that
this notion of ideality affects also Husserl’s “theory of meaning”.?* As
a matter of fact, in Ga 17 [p.66] we read: “Die konkreten
Untersuchungen der Logischen Untersuchungen beschéftigen sich

mit Bedeutungen. Diese werden gesehen als ideale Einheiten

4 Logic, p. 60/51: “Now we simply want to clarify how ideal being—the idea in
Plato’s sense—determines Husserl’s positive orientation in such a broad and
almost uncritical way that it led him into a fundamental error that he soon saw for
himself and abandoned. We have already dealt with this without being explicitly
aware of it (cf. Logische Untersuchungen, vol. 2, Husserl’s doctrine of meaning)”.
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gegenilber der Mannigfaltigkeit der sie im Bedeuten vollziehenden
Akte. Diese Einheit des Sinnes ist eine ideale Einheit der Geltung. Auf
Grund dieser idealen Einheit von Satzen entstehen ganz bestimmte
Gesetzlichkeiten eigener Art”.?> This problem has been variously
recognized by Husserlian scholars. Donn Welton [1983, p. 66], for
example, notes that Husserl does characterize the “relationship
between meaning and acts as a connection between individual and
species”; “meaning must be a species in order to account for its
ideality, [..] for (a) the repetition of the signs with the same
intentional content in different acts, (b) the presence of conceptual
import from signs even in the absence of reference, and [and] the
sharing of the same priority by different speakers or hearers. But this
analysis probably confuses being ideal with being a species, and then
confuses acts of signification having an essence (which they do, no
matter how ‘ideality’ of the their meaning is characterized) with
signification (as ideal) being an essence”.

The reason why | stress this point is that this account of the
ideality of the meaning, no matter when and how Husserl abandoned
it, affect in depth Heidegger’s account of meaning and sense. On the
one hand, Heidegger’s concept of sense can be understood in part as
a form of opposition to this ‘idealistic’ account of meaning
(Bedeutung); on the other hand, as we shall see Heidegger’s concept
of sense and meaningfulness can be seen as a further elaboration of
Husserl’s notion of categorial intuition and of the concept of sense
presented in I/deas I. In Being and Time [§33, footnote] Heidegger

himself speaks — in relation to the some paragraphs of Ideas | — of a

25 Die Lehre vom Urteil im Psycologismus, [Ga 1, p. 114]: “Bei seiner Kritik der
‘absolutistischen Logik’ geht Maier von einer Unterscheidung Husserl's, die ich
nicht als ganz glicklich bezeichnen mochte, aus. Die Urteilsakte sollen
‘Besonderungen’, ‘Unterfalle’ desgeltenden Urteilssinnes sein, dieser somit das
‘Allgemeine’, die Spezies darstellen. Nun gehoéren aber doch Sinn und Akt in ganz
verschiedene Wirklichkeitsbereiche, die nicht in das Verhaltnis des Allgemeinen
zum Besonderen zu bringen sind, ein Verhaltnis, das wohl innerhalb der beiden
verschiedes Welten gesetzt werden kann.”
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III

“more radical” theory of meaning.”® But | shall say more about this
problem in the next part.27

Thus the notion of ideality as universality affects both the identity
of the meaning and the identity of the proposition. However, let me
stress this point again: this very notion of ideality (as self-identical, as
universality of what is in common) depends on a certain
interpretation of the identity and truth of the proposition. The fact
that the self-identity of the proposition is understood just as the self-
identity of the idea of triangle (namely, as identity among, or against
manifold realizations), is essentially connected with a propositional
idea of truth. In Heidegger’s perspective the possibility of the ideality
lies in a certain logical interpretation of the phenomenon of the

truth. But let us | keep the focus on Heidegger’s claim that Husserl

?® The footnote reads: “Vgl. zur Bedeutungslehre E. Husserl, Log. Unters. Bd. II,
1. und 4. - 6. Untersuchung. Ferner die radikalere Fassung der Problematik, Ideen |,
a.a. 0. §§ 123 ff., S. 255 ff”.

7 According to Welton Husserl’s idealistic position “is initially corrected by
Husserl’s transcendental turn, which first stabilizes his effort to remove the
features of acts as described from the realm of the real”. Welton stresses that in
this perspective the meaning becomes a “part” (an interdependent moment) of the
structure of the act”. “..the signifying acts themselves are no longer instances of
ideal meanings, for the simple reason that the signifying component is now viewed
as a part of their (transcendental) structure. As a result, the a priori connection of
act and meaning becomes a correlational a priori of noesis and noema”.

Nicholas de Warren [2014], defines the relation between ideal and
transcendental perspective as an ambiguity that “consists in the difficulty of
distinguishing between the noematic nucleus as the subject of predication (as the
ideal of sense within the noematic object) or as the subject of the ‘actual object’
This difficulty can equally be expressed as the challenge of distinguishing between
the problem of sense within a context of signification (logic of judgment and
semantic meaning) and within a context of reason (logic of truth and evidence), but
also, of relating the problem of the noema within each context to the other”. De
Warren rightly emphasizes the radicality of Husserl’s transcendental notion of
sense and defines it (by reference to Derrida) as “anarchic”: “the noema does not
have an origin in the different regions of being nor can its sense be captured
through traditional oppositions such as “real-ideal,” “actual-possible,” and
“individual-generality.” As Derrida notes, the noema is anarchic not only due to its
lack of origin within a determinate region of being; it is anarchic in its disorderly
movement, or differentiation, in traversing and crossing-out different regions of
being”.
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because of his fascination for Lotze’s ideality, defined the validity of
the proposition as universality, actuality and identity of a content.

Heidegger [Logic, 59/49] finds an argument for this claim in two
passages from Prolegomena [respectively, §50, p. 187 /192; §51, p.
190/194].

(a) Every truth presents an ideal unity (ideale Einheit) in contrast to a
potentially infinite, endless multiplicity of correct statements, each with the same

form and matter.

(b) Truth is something ideal (eine Idee) whose particular instance is actually

experienced (aktuelles Erleibniss) in an evident judgment.

Another passage to which Heidegger refers [p. 61/51] is from § 62,

where Husserl says that the truth

is individualized (vereinzelt) in the lived experience of the evident judgment If
we reflect (reflektieren) on this individualization, and if we perform an ideating
abstraction, then instead of the object [of the mental act of judgment], the truth
itself becomes the object of our apprehension. In so doing, we apprehend truth as
the ideal correlate (ideale Korrelat) of the transient subjective act of knowing and
as a unity (als die Eine) over against the unlimited plurality of possible acts of
knowing and of knowing individuals [and thus over against all its realizations,

Realisierungen].

The ideative abstraction, then, abstracts from what is given among
different acts of judgment, and takes into consideration only the
truth as “ideal correlate”. But what does it mean, here, “ideal”?
Heidegger has no doubts: the truth, as correlate of the proposition, is
the “yévog of the act”. The problem, thus, lies in how Husserl thinks
the correlate of the truth, its ideality as universality of a general
content. Heidegger emphasizes Husserl’'s use of the terms

“abstraction” and “ideation”, but it must be noted that Husserl
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introduces this terms only in the second edition.”® Heidegger seems
to take advantage of this terminology in order to strengthen his
claim. However, it must be also noted that in Heidegger’s
perspective, Husserl’s introduction of this lexicon is curious; as we
shall see, in fact, according to Heidegger Husserl abandoned his
idealistic account of the proposition just after the Logical
Investigation, namely before the introduction of this lexicon in the
second edition of the text (in the 1913). Besides, also Husserl
recognizing the limits of his first account of meaning and proposition,
and refers to a radical shift of perspective to the years right after the
Logical Investigations. The fact is that Heidegger takes here for
granted that with “abstraction” and “ideation” Husserl means the
intuition of a universal content, and therefore the truth is ideal
correlate as genus of the act. But as we shall see in other contexts
(see GA 20) Heidegger does recognize that “ideation” and
“abstraction” can have a more broad sense (to the point that there is
a “pure abstraction” as intuition of formal categories).

Heidegger then says [61/51]:

In contrast with performances of judgments, the content of the judgment is the
ideal or the idea (.. das Ideale gengeniiber den Urteilshaltungen), i.e., the universal
that is seen by way of abstraction or in Husserl’s terms, “ideation” of the exemplary
case as the thing’s “whatness.” (das durch Abstraktion — Ideation am
exemplarischen Fall als sein Was herausehen wird). It is seen from out of a plurality
or (the plurality not being necessary) from out of one individual instantiation: from

this table here, we see table in general.

A few pages later, [73/61] Heidegger summarizes Husserl’s
position, showing the consequences of his idealistic account of the

proposition.

% |n the first edition, instead of «Vereinzelt im Erlebnis des evidenten Urteils»
we read «ist Erlebnis im evidenten Urteil»; instead of «auf diese Vereinzelung und
vollziehen wir ideirende Abstraktion» we read only «auf diesen Akt».
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Lotze says: Truth, as a true proposition, is valid; but validity is the form of
actuality pertaining to ideas; and the idea also (zugleich) has the property of being
universal in contrast to the sensible particulars (sinnlichen Besonderungen). So in
keeping with that, propositions—valid ones—are ideas; they are likewise the ideal
in the sense of the universal for the particulars in the propositions—the
“positions.” So if we reduce Husserl’s error to a syllogism, it consists simply in the
fact that he proceeded as follows:

The major: Idea = validity = proposition.

The minor: Idea = universal = form = genus.

Conclusion: Proposition = universal, identical with idea, and thus: Proposition

= genus to the posited judgments.

The problem, as we can see, lies in the minor; ideal means the
same as universal, therefore the proposition is “ideal” (namely, valid)
insofar as it is universal.

One might say that Heidegger’s interpretation is quite unfair to
Husserl (as it is unfair to Lotze). Daniele De Santis [2016] for example
notes that Heidegger’s premise Idea = validity = proposition “fails in
catching what is peculiar to Husserl’s conception in opposition to
Lotze’s”. De Santis rightly argues that “in the case of Husserl the
equivalence should be Satz gleich Geltung gleich Idee because
Husserl, unlike Lotze, does not seem to ascribe validity to Ideas
outside the propositions in which they occur as subjects”. In Husserl’s
perspective, the validity of the universal rests upon the evidence of
the judgment (in which it occurs as object).”’ With a very clear
formulation De Santis says: “Husserl’s early idealism, then, holds
Ideas to have primarily, not an intuitive, but a dianoetic nature”.

We shall see that Heidegger is well aware of the fact that in

Husserl’s phenomenology the validity of the judgment, so to speak,

29 . .
“As a consequence, when Husserl claims “that there is a fundamental

categorial distinction in the conceptual unity of being” (and “of object in general”)
between “ideal being and real being, being as species and being as individual” —
these 600 €16n t@v 6vtwv extend on all of the above meanings of “object”: there
will be individual as well as specific state of affairs; individual as well as specific
properties; individual as well as specific forms”.
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rests on the intuition as source of evidence, and not in the intuition
as actuality and universality of a content. The problem is that for
Heidegger Husserl’s notion of ideality in Prolegomena appears to
reintroduce a naive idea of intuition and evidence and a dogmatic
notion of identity and validity of proposition. Besides, | will argue that
Heidegger’s insistence on Husserl’s notion of universality has deeper

reasons, nut philological but philosophical.

§ 3. The Universal and the Logic of the A priori

As we have seen, Heidegger’s criticism to Lotze is centered on the
notion of Wirklichkeit, and therefore on the notion of universality as
actuality of a content. In fact, only as a form of actuality the identity
and ideality of the proposition can be defined as universal. To put it
differently: in this context universality is, along with permanence and
identity, only one form of ideality as actuality. However, when it
comes with Husserl there seems to be some sort of shift in
Heidegger’s focus, in the sense that the target of his criticism is not
much the actuality as much as the universality.30 However, the
difference (or the nuance) between these two levels of the problem
(namely, the criticism of ideality as form of actuality; the criticism of
ideality as form universality) invites us to ask about the target and
the motivations of Heidegger’s criticism.

Broadly speaking, one might say that by focusing on the notion of
universality Heidegger wants to show that Husserl’s fascination for
the ideality might be more than incidental mistake but something

that permeates his phenomenology as a whole. The problem, to put

*1n fact, as noted by Rochus Sowa [2007] , Lotze “had a great influence on
Husserl’s doctrine of essence” precisely in relation to the “the traditional guiding
idea of the conceptual universal as what is in common”. According to Sowa, Lotze
“postulates that regardless of its kind and level, every universal is that which is in
common”. According to Sowa, Husserl did not pay attention to the fact that the
term “general” is not an “innocuous expression [but] also carries a false
interpretation, namely false interpretation of the logical phenomenon of
universality which one has in mind in an unclear manner while using this expression
to refer to the conceptual universal”.
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it roughly, is no longer the universality as form of validity of
propositions, but rather, the validity of universality as such, the
validity of universal objects (or ideas) as objects and correlate of
universal state of affairs.

The text of Logic, indeed, suggests that there is more going on in
Heidegger’s criticism of ideality. Heidegger says [Logic, p. 49/59] that
“in one regard (im einer Hinsicht) Husserl himself basically
overturned (grundverkehrt) and quietly dropped this interpretation
right after his Logical Investigations. But nonetheless (trotzdem) he
continues [Heidegger uses the present tense] to hold on to the
determination of truth as ideal being”.>' Heidegger seems to imply
that for Husserl the discussed notion of ideality is still a Leitfaden.
Besides, he says that Husserl’s position were overturned only im
einer Hinsicht. One might wonder what might be a ‘partial
overturning’.

Let me note that Heidegger’'s use in Logic of the expression
“Gattung”, “Art”, “Wesen” to designate the notion ideality as
universality might also suggest that the target of his criticism is not
just Husserl’s Prolegomena. These terms, in fact, characterizes
Husserl’s idea of phenomenology as “eidetic science”, that is,
Husserl’s phenomenology after the Logical Investigations. From this
point of view, it is quite interesting what Heidegger says in his lecture
of 1923/24 [Ga 17 p. 58]. We read here that Husserl defines the
meaning as “ideale Einheit, eine species, gegenliber den konkreten
Einzelheiten (Akten), so, daf’ Husserl davon spricht, daR die ideale
Bedeutung die Gattung fir die Einzelheiten”. Heidegger says that this

position is “heute langst verlassene” and that it is to be traced back

31 We read in Logic: “As we shall see later, this interpretation is worthy of
note—both the interpretation of the judgment’s content as ideal being, and the
interpretation of its relation to acts of judgment as the realizations of that content.
In one regard, Husserl himself basically overturned and quietly dropped this
interpretation right after his Logical Investigations (im einer Hinsicht grundverkehrt
und von Husserl selbst stillschweigend schon unmittelbar nach seinen Logische
Untersuchungen aufgegeben). But nonetheless, he continues to hold on to the
determination of truth as ideal being”.
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to Brentano (“von Brentano (iberkommene )

This passage is
interesting because it suggests that Lotze’s actuality is not the only
source of Husserl’s notion of ideality as universality. But while in
Logic, as we have seen, Heidegger mentions Bolzano as another
significant source of Husserl’s ideality in general, in this earlier
lecture he mentioned Brentano as a direct source of the ideality as
universality.

This amounts to say that the focal point of Heidegger’s criticism is
the notion of ideality in the specific sense of universality. From this
point of view we can also note that while in Logic Heidegger takes for
granted that Wesen indicates something universal (Gattung, Art,
Allgemeine), in the lecture of 1919/20 the equivalence between
Wesen and Gattung is presented as a problem. Heidegger, in fact,
notes that in Husserl’s phenomenology “der Sinn des Eidetischen ist
zu stark abgetrennt und mit der Idee der generalisierenden
Verallgemeinerung verknipft worden”; and he also says that
““Wesen” wird mit ‘Gattung’ gleichgesetzt” [Ga 58, p. 241]. In a letter
to Rickert [27/01/1920] Heidegger shows some perplexities
concerning a certain aristotelischen Prdgung concept of essence
(meaning, very likely, the overlapping between Wesen, genus and
species).>? In these contexts, Heidegger is not yet complaining (as he
does in Logic) about the equivalence between ideal and essence or
universal; he is complaining about the equivalence between essence
and universal. At this level the term essence is not yet negative, it
does not mean the same as “universal”. Thus in Ga 20 Heidegger
distinguishes between the “pure” and “apodictic” evidence of the
Wesenverhalt (“..der reinen und absoluten Evidenz, die
‘Apodiktizitdt’ als Einsehen der Wesensverhalte”) and the “assertive”
evidence of individual Sachverhalt. What is important to note here is

that Heidegger does not characterize the essential state of affairs as

32 “SchlieRlich blieb ich beim Wesensbegriff hangen und merkte, dal damit
besonders in der stark aristotelischen Pragung nicht das let