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abstr ac t : One of Heidegger’s main targets of criticism in History of 
the Concept of Time is Husserl’s theory of intentionality. This criticism, 
however, has roots in Heidegger’s earliest thinking over the course of his 
student years and pertains to what Ernst Tugendhat called the problem 
of encounter as such. In this article I present how the critical appropria-
tion of Rickert’s and Lask’s ideas shaped a unique interpretation of the 
subject’s existence in the early stages of Heidegger’s career, contribut-
ing to the (dis)solution of the encounter problem and anticipating an 
independent version of phenomenology more than a decade before the 
publication of Being and Time. These alternative sources of influence 
illuminate Heidegger’s own path, which is significantly different from 
Husserl’s from the very start. In particular, I show in the article how 
Heidegger’s critical appropriation of Neo-Kantian sources allows him 
already during the 1910s to see the derivative status of the theoretical 
subject-object dichotomy and to realize the need to investigate living 
subjectivity in its embeddedness in the world. 
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introduction: the problem of encounter as such

In History of the Concept of Time Heidegger presents his renowned 
criticism of Husserl’s philosophy. Though Heidegger primarily praises 
Husserl’s discoveries, which enabled the breakthrough of phenomenol-
ogy, he expresses discontent regarding the insufficient clarity of the 
way these discoveries are put to work in Husserl’s thought, as well as 
regarding the method that Husserl uses in order to delineate the sub-
ject matter of phenomenology as such. The main focus of Heidegger’s 
attack is the being of intentionality, or of intentional consciousness, 
which after being reduced in order for its contents to become available 
for ideational inspection, conceals just what is needed for realizing how 
anything can become its content and its what-sense.

Intentionality is not an ultimate explanation of  
the psychic but an initial approach toward overcom-
ing the uncritical application of traditionally defined 
realities such as the psychic, consciousness, continuity 
of lived experience, reason. But if such a task is implicit 
in this basic concept of phenomenology, then “inten-
tionality” is the very last word to be used as a phenom-
enological slogan. Quite the contrary, it identifies that 
whose disclosure would allow phenomenology to find 
itself in its possibilities. It must therefore be flatly stated 
that what the belonging of the intentum to the intentio 
implies is obscure. How the being-intended of an entity 
is related to that entity remains puzzling. (ga 20: 63/47)

Logical Investigations introduced a new way of thinking about ex-
perience. This way was for the most part formulated as realistic – there 
is consciousness and there is a world perceived by it. Yet, the need to 
explain how an objective world could be intended by consciousness, how 
its meaning lies in intentional acts rather than in the objects themselves, 
led Husserl to pursue a deeper analysis that characterizes both conscious-
ness and the physical world. Namely, an intentional relation does not 
seem to fit into the naturalistic framework: it is not a “real” relation. 
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Consequently, Husserl’s later analysis offers another, idealistic frame-
work. However, in what sense can idealism sustain the transcendental 
essence of consciousness without denying that the physical world is in 
some sense always there, neither created nor formed by the mind, as it 
would be in Kant’s idealism? How do things independent of subjectivity 
come into relation with the subject? How does subjectivity participate in 
the objectification of that which enters consciousness for the first time? 
These questions are strictly forbidden by Husserl since they refer to the 
ontological structure of things apart from their intentional manifesta-
tion. That is to say, Husserl’s starting point is something that is already 
presented to consciousness. The subject-object relation is a relation be-
tween two poles constituted in consciousness.1 Accordingly, while in the 
Logical Investigations Husserl still avoids speaking about the exact nature 
of intentionality, leaving it, as Heidegger writes in the quoted passage, 
obscure and puzzling, in the following writings an idealistic explanation 
is offered which arouses all the questions regarding the very encounter 
between subjectivity and that which transcends it. For this reason, Emil 
Lask writes in Die Lehre vom Urteil that neither Brentano nor Husserl 
speak about “real” transcendence:

The real transcendence, however, is the state of the 
sense before all contact with subjectivity, while behind 
the independence of the transcendent sense there is 
only the mere detachability of the sense after its contact 
with subjectivity.2

Indeed, such “real” transcendence is prohibited by Husserl’s phe-
nomenology. Husserl’s method must always already assume intention-
ality; intentionality is investigated a priori (ga 20: 108/79). Yet, this 
is precisely the problem for Heidegger. As early as 1912 he expresses 
dissatisfaction with contemporary philosophy, which is only allowed 
to speak of subjective representations, but never about trans-subjective 
reality (ga 1: 1–17/BH 22–32). Though Heidegger mostly attacks the 
Neo-Kantian camp, his concerns can be equally applied to Husserl. 
Namely, to speak only about the object of experience is to avoid the 
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problem of a trans-subjective reality and the problem of encountering 
it as a condition for intentional relations. Thus, Ernst Tugendhat suc-
cinctly frames the difference in the subject matter of Heidegger’s and 
Husserl’s phenomenology as a problem of encounter. Though Heidegger 
is not interested in dogmatic metaphysics of transcendence, he cannot 
accept that intentionality is the last word of phenomenology. This point 
is stressed by Tugendhat in his Habilitationsschrift:

When Husserl asked about the how of the givenness 
of beings, he was already asking inside a dimension of 
the encounter, which he did not consider as such, but 
naturally assumed in the terms “intentionality” and 
“givenness.” The question about “being in the world” 
is thus the radicalized form of Husserl’s epoché, which 
is now not asked about beings only in regard of their 
givenness, but about the dimension of the givens them-
selves, i.e., on the occurrence of a cleared “encounter” 
as such.3

In Tugendhat’s terms, Husserl’s usage of the concept of intention-
ality belongs to the dimension of encounter, which, however, is never 
attended to as such. That is precisely what Heidegger means when 
he says that the relation between entities and their being-intended 
remains puzzling. Moreover, Tugendhat points out that the sense of 
constitution in Heidegger is emphasized as different from Husserl’s 
precisely because its occurrence in the scope of the understanding of 
Being is not something that is presupposed as some objectivity – an 
“act” or “experience” – but as demanding to make the problem of 
its own manifestation a problem.4 Husserl, according to Tugendhat, 
does not thematize this problem because of dogmatic elements in his 
thinking which do not allow him to question the relativity of constitu-
tion to consciousness.5 Husserl’s neglect of the problem of encounter 
as the problem of “real” transcendence is likewise pointed out by 
Thomas Sheehan. Sheehan stresses that Heidegger, by overcoming 
both Aristotle and Husserl, raises the question of “how the givenness 
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of things (being) is itself given.”6 Consequently, it is my contention 
that by analyzing Heidegger’s early engagement with the problem of 
encounter as such – as a prerequisite of the possibility of intentionality 
– we shall attain a substantial insight into Heidegger’s development 
of his own version of phenomenology.

 To be sure, during the 1910s, Heidegger does not think that the 
problem of objective encounter is the problem of philosophy – at this 
point he is still not sure what it is. Far from being motivated by an 
epistemological problematic alone, Heidegger writes in 1911 on the 
importance of the development of one’s personality guided by religious 
insights irreducible to purely intellectual matters.7 Moreover, during 
his studies Heidegger is already influenced by Dilthey and – as he ex-
presses in the first Freiburg lectures – is substantially impressed by 
his ideas on life’s historical embeddedness. Thus, we may assume that 
Heidegger’s motivations for analyzing subjectivity in its relation to the 
world are quite different from the motivations of his teachers. Neverthe-
less, during the 1910s Heidegger is playing on the field of Neo-Kantian 
formulations of transcendental philosophy and is faced with the prob-
lem of objective encounter. In this light, I shall analyze Heidegger’s 
thinking of the 1910s as solving the encounter problem, yet in a way 
that overcomes the subject-object structure of objective encounter and 
demands a novel formulation of philosophy as such. Heidegger’s (dis)
solution of the encounter problem will thus lay the first stones for his 
future notion of Being-in-the-world. 

rickert and the problem of motivation:  
the subjective side of the encounter problem

The first issue is related to the problem which Heidegger pointed out in 
the History of the Concept of Time as an obscureness of the intentum’s 
belonging to the intentio. Though Husserl took for granted that subjec-
tivity is always related to an intended object, it is unclear how it is able 
to do so. In this section I shall show that this ability is founded on the 
subject’s motivational essence.
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Though Heidegger criticized the Neo-Kantian philosophy of value 
in his first lecture course during the summer of 1919, he did express an 
appreciation of his first teacher, Rickert: 

One thing is evident: Rickert saw a significant phenom-
enon when he designated the object of knowledge as 
Ought and delimited it against the psychic mechanism: 
the phenomenon of motivation, which has a cardinal 
meaning in the problem of knowledge as well as in 
others. (ga 56/57: 48/40)

The phenomenon of motivation is first presented in Rickert’s 
Habilitationsschrift, Der Gegenstand der Erkenntnis: Einführung in die 
Transzendentalphilosophie. Unlike Husserl, for whom the existence of 
an independent world could never become a problem, Rickert is occupied 
precisely with it.8 For him it is a problem of knowledge – the object of 
knowledge must be in some sense independent of the knower. Otherwise, 
it cannot be called knowledge at all. However, an opposition between 
knowing consciousness and independent objects is made problematic 
in transcendental philosophy. Namely, insofar as the very objectivity 
of an object is constituted by consciousness, the concept of cognition 
as aiming at subject-independent objects is self-contradictory. Thus, in 
order to save knowledge without returning to pre-critical realism, new 
concepts of both cognition and its object are required. Following Kant, 
Rickert notices that, while all the properties of a thing belong to our 
representation, its existence is beyond this list of predications. Rickert 
calls all that is recognizable in objects their “objectness” (Objektsein) 
and refers to their existence as their “Being” (Sein der Objekte): “While 
objectness is to be an immanent being, the being of objects is to be a 
transcendent being, and one must make this difference conceptually.”9

This distinction makes it possible for Rickert to talk of something 
that is beyond the contents of consciousness but is still related to the 
object of knowledge. That is, the “objectness” of the thing includes all 
its empirical properties as well as its perceivable structure. In Hus-
serl’s language we may say that it is the essence of the thing. However, 
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instead of bracketing a thing’s existence, i.e., its Being, Rickert stresses 
its role as the subject-independent element of a thing on which the 
epistemic value of our judgments depends. The problem is, of course, 
what such Being-consciousness relation means and how it solves the 
problem of knowledge. In a manner similar to Husserl, Rickert states 
that mere representations do not possess epistemic value; it is only when 
we affirm them in judgment that we assign a truth-value to our ideas. 
The important difference lies, however, in the reason for making a 
correct judgment and the ground on which its correctness is based. 
Rickert stresses that in judgment we relate to the transcendent Being 
(Sein) of an object. Judgment, Rickert says, orients itself indirectly to 
transcendent Being in order to provide knowledge.10 Indeed, the prob-
lem of transcendence does not imply a metaphysical reality indepen-
dent of our representations, but only an element that is independent 
of the judging subject and is sufficient for grounding knowledge. So, 
for Rickert, there must be something about the act of judgment which 
relates the judged content of consciousness to a transcendent element.11 

Perhaps the most revolutionary aspect of assigning transcendence to 
judgment is expressed in Rickert’s claim that judgments are not con-
ceptual, but rather volitional acts in a sense that differs from Husserl’s 
or Frege’s.12 Namely, in judgment we do not contemplate indifferently 
some evidence in order to reach an intellectual decision regarding it. 
Such contemplation can only be a preparation for judgment. Instead, 
Rickert posits that in the moment of judgment we feel an appeal of the 
transcendent force of the Ought and submit to it voluntarily.13 One must 
be motivated to affirm or reject the representation. Thus, for Rickert, 
the act of judgment belongs amongst the practical faculties; it is related 
to feeling and willing. That is to say, one feels compelled to make the 
correct judgment and chooses to do so. 

Cognition, Rickert stresses, is not a purely intellectual faculty of 
representation14 but is instead a practical activity based on feeling. We 
do not speculate about something independent of consciousness but 
rather feel the transcendent appeal of a value of truth.15 The transcen-
dent value is felt in a way that discloses our dependence on it.16 
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The phenomenon of motivation, which Heidegger emphasizes in 
1919, expresses the fact that experienced material becomes a reality 
in consciousness by virtue of its value for consciousness. This is because 
consciousness in its very existence is inclined towards appropriating 
the real. Rather than merely intuiting sense data and making ratio-
nal conclusions regarding its interpretations, subjectivity binds itself 
to what it feels as being beyond it. Neither the knowing subject, nor its 
relation to independent reality, are intellectual in nature. Nevertheless, 
Rickert still remains confined by a predominance of the theoretical 
in his thought. Though he goes beyond Husserl by asserting that the 
claim of reality is not conveyed through intuition upon a contemplating 
consciousness, he objectifies the motivational character of subjectivity 
by insisting that it must be explicitly present as an Ought. Heidegger 
criticizes just this point in his 1919 lecture course: “There is nothing 
theoretical in value-taking; it has its own ‘light,’ spreads its own 
illumination: ‘lumen gloriae’” (ga 56/57: 49/41).

It is true that a subject’s existence is essentially determined by mo-
tivation, by value-taking, yet the kind of illumination that thus makes 
reality available as reality is not the illumination of objectifying 
thought. After all, Rickert does reform the structure of the theoreti-
cal – the feeling of Being is intrinsically tied to the rational appraisal 
of conscious presentations. Yet by introducing a motivational element 
into cognition he still understands it in a manner that is too cognitive. 
Heidegger sympathizes with Rickert’s revelation that for something 
to be taken as true, we must recognize a value in it, that is, we must 
be motivated in our existence to let a thing take us over in some way. 
Consequently, motivation is the minimal subjective condition of any 
encounter with entities as such. Heidegger agrees with Rickert on 
this. Yet, unlike Rickert, Heidegger does not accept that truth itself is 
a value.17 Moreover, a phenomenological look into our own experience 
shows that the “recognition” of a value cannot be modeled according 
to a theoretical object-structure, as if there were in experience (even if 
implicitly) an additional object, a positively determined value. On the 
contrary, Heidegger demonstrates in his Habilitationsschrift that any 
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positive determination that is traditionally associated with a theoreti-
cal object-structure presupposes value-taking. When speaking there 
about the measure of unity and manifoldness of an object, Heidegger 
notes, “it will be shown that the measurement has the character of 
value appraisal and value apportionment. Unity is the measure of the 
manifoldness that arises from it: so different is the unity, so different 
is the type of measurement” (ga 1: 258).

Heidegger’s idea is that each kind of unity and manifoldness has 
its own attribution-dependent measure, i.e., it is value-dependent. That 
is, there is no one means of generalizing reality, but rather any gen-
eralization is dependent on a subjective determination of what counts 
as a unity and in what way it is measured. Thus, in Heidegger’s inter-
pretation of Scotus’ theory of meaning, reality cannot be theoretically 
generalized so that its structure could be entirely reduced to a heteroge-
neous list of categories, each uniting a homogeneous functional layer of 
the world’s intelligibility (for example, a causal unity of the world or a 
unity of the world as substance). Rather, the domain of meaning allows 
various intelligible unities depending on a subjective attribution.18 This 
dependence of the theoretical structure on the motivational element 
of subjectivity emphasizes the problematic status of intentionality’s 
subjective conditions and points towards the solution of the intentio-
intentum relation Heidegger will later present. 

During the 1919 summer course Heidegger summarizes that 
Rickert has shown, though without the needed methodological rigor, 
that every act of acknowledgement “stands in a motivational total-
ity” (ga 56/57: 191/161). Yet, he continues, Rickert has mistakenly 
hypostasized this motivational character and did not really solve the 
transcendental problem of constitution. Namely, it remains unknown 
how subjectivity conditions the manifestation of entities even in the 
context of a theoretically-objectifying relation. In fact, it continues to 
be unclear what an “object” means at all. Since an object is meaning-
ful, a theory of the meaning of an object must precede any theory of 
objectivity. And such theory requires a phenomenological investiga-
tion of the meaningfulness of experience as such, i.e., phenomenology. 
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Importantly, however, we must not underestimate Heidegger’s 
appropriation of the motivational character of the Being of intention-
ality. As early as 1916 Heidegger comes to believe that motivation is 
prior to presentation. This priority anticipates the priority of Dasein’s 
ontological constitution determined essentially by the motivational 
nature of its existence (for-the-sake-of-which). Already in 1919, however, 
Heidegger speaks of a situation as a unitary life-context of which the 
basic form is motivation. Accordingly, Heidegger’s appropriation of 
“motivation” and “value” goes beyond the Neo-Kantian problem of 
objective encounter. By freeing both notions from their theoretically-
cognitive form on the one hand, and by showing their (ontological) 
priority over the theoretical structure of reality on the other hand, 
Heidegger clearly points toward the limits of Neo-Kantian transcen-
dental philosophy as such. Indeed, as I have shown, in the Habilita-
tionsschrift Heidegger already insinuates that a radicalization of the 
“subjective side” of the encounter problem refutes the traditional 
subject-object gap which needs to be filled by an objective encounter 
and points towards the possibility of other types of encounters, each 
time determined by subjective value-dependent factors.

To summarize, in the context of the problem of encounter as such, 
as anticipating the problem of human involvement in “real” transcen-
dence, Heidegger stresses a decade before Being and Time that pre-
sentational intentionality, which Husserl always assumes, presupposes 
an a priori motivational existence of the subject. This “subjective” side 
of the problem anticipates Heidegger’s early thoughts on the intentio-
intentum relation. However, entities’ relation to their being-intended 
requires a complementary investigation of the “objective” side of the 
encounter problem.

lask and the priority of a relation: the objective side 
of the encounter problem

As important as the insight that all constitution presupposes motiva-
tion can be, it only explains the fact that something can be experienced 
at all. It does not explain how and why things become objectively 



neo-kantian sources

136

structured, and in what sense such objective constitution is loyal to the 
transcendent material’s own nature. Thus, let us now turn to the “objec-
tive” side of the transcendental problem of encounter, which, as I shall 
show, consists of two parts. First, the subject-related problematic must 
be further investigated. To do it we should address the way subjectiv-
ity relates to transcendent material. Namely, motivation alone is not 
enough to explain how entities are experienced as they are and not in 
some idealistically artificial form. Second, entities themselves must al-
low objectification; that is, the transcendent material’s presentability as 
such requires some elucidation. To solve these problems for Heidegger 
means to solve the problem of the theoretical as such. However, in his 
1919 lecture course he stresses that no one understands that there is a 
problem at all – no one, with the exception of Emil Lask.19 It is Lask’s 
principle of material determination, combined with the logical priority 
of a relation (over constitution), that I wish to explicate in this section as 
enabling Heidegger’s own solution. During the 1919 semester we hear 
the following appraisal of Lask: 

What is the theoretical and what can it accomplish? 
The problem of reality and objectivity leads to this ba-
sic question. It would not be reasonable to expect an 
immediate solution to a problem that has hardly been 
seen and where the primary elements of its founding 
have not yet been discovered. The only person who was 
troubled by the problem, Emil Lask, has fallen for the 
Fatherland. But to find the genuine problem in him is 
all the more difficult because he too wished to solve it 
in a theoretical way. (ga 56/57: 88/74)

While for both Heidegger’s teachers the theoretical constitution 
of reality is ideal and unthinkable apart from consciousness, they 
never ask about the Being of the theoretical as such. Namely, one cannot 
ask in the context of Husserl’s phenomenology of an already given, 
how is it possible that something real, the transcendent material be-
yond consciousness, can be objectified and presented for an ideational 
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inspection? Yet, this is a crucial question for a philosophical com-
prehension of the meaning of intentionality. It seems that Husserl 
implicitly accepts the Kantian postulate that all experienced reality 
is theoretical, that is, constituted by forms of intelligibility without 
which nothing can count as an object. While Kant understands these 
theoretical forms – the categories – as strictly subjective, that is, as the 
subject’s universal functions of understanding, Husserl proposes a cat-
egorial intuition which is able to read off the non-sensuous structural 
elements from the perceived objects. Categorial intuition, Heidegger 
stresses in the History of the Concept of Time, is Husserl’s most impor-
tant discovery after the re-discovery of intentionality. Nevertheless, if 
intuiting a categorial structure presupposes a prior constitution of a 
thus structured object, it remains philosophically puzzling how such 
intuition presents us with anything that we did not ourselves put into 
it. In other words, only by addressing the problem of the theoretical 
constitution of reality can we fully acknowledge the role of categorial 
intuition. The sense in which reality is theoretical in all idealism 
(including Husserl’s) is presented by Heidegger in 1919:

Objectivity and reality are correlates of consciousness 
as such, of the epistemological subject as such. All Be-
ing is only in and through thought, and all thought is 
thought of Being. For idealism too the world is not mere 
representation, but reality is always what it is only as 
we are conscious of it; there are only objects as objects 
of consciousness, and genuine reality is the objectivity 
of the sciences. Only what becomes objective in scientific 
knowledge is real in the genuine sense. (ga 56/57: 83/70)

That the theoretical nature of reality is a problem cannot be seen by 
realism, Heidegger says, but it is also denied by the idealists since they 
“hold stubbornly to a one-sided goal” (ga 56/57: 87/73). Unlike both real-
ists and idealists, Lask was deeply troubled that Kant’s principles among 
other things did not accommodate the phenomenon of intentionality.20 
Without a reflection on intentionality, one can only posit theoretical forms 
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without ever understanding how they arise from the pre-scientific level 
of experience.21 The problem Lask’s logic addresses is the role of intuited 
material in objective knowledge. Since for Kant, categories, as basic forms 
of objectivity, belong to subjectivity, the intuited material is something 
non-rational; it is foreign to any kind of order.22 Influenced by Husserl’s 
idea of categorial intuition, Lask stresses that the categorial form must 
be given in the object, but not be identical with it. Thus, he appropriates 
a Fichtean emphasis on the irrational character of matter that can never 
be reduced to its form.23 The question then arises: Why, and how, is 
intuition susceptible to the organizing principles of the subjective forms 
of intelligibility of the sensible? In Logik der Philosophie und die Katego-
rienlehre, Lask stresses that it is a mistake to place constitutive categories 
in the sphere of transcendental consciousness. Forms of objectivity do 
not belong to subjectivity. However, neither do they belong to things in 
themselves apart from our comprehension. The right view, according 
to Lask, excludes both the idealistic and the realistic understanding of 
objectivity. Objective forms are determined by the intuited material, yet 
they manifest as categories only in contact with subjectivity. That means 
that in the intuited material already lies a certain potential of its own 
forms of intelligibility. Sensible material cannot be organized in any way 
that we like, but only according to certain forms, which it bears in itself. 
In the Habilitationsschrift, Heidegger writes accordingly:

Form is a correlative term; the form is the form of a ma-
terial, every material is in form. The material stands 
always in an appropriate form; in other words: the form 
receives its meaning from the material. (ga 1: 251)

This “principle of material determination” becomes central in 
Heidegger’s early thought. Yet, it sounds too realistic, as if forms of 
intelligibility were simply in the things themselves apart from any 
relation to subjectivity. However, that is not entirely true. As previ-
ously mentioned, Lask accepts that experienced material determines 
the form of its own intelligibility. This determination takes place only 
in the subject-object relation. Material only contains the possibility 
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of various categorial manifestations, a possibility that is fulfilled by 
consciousness. This is closer to Husserl’s view that it only makes sense 
to speak of a structure of an intended object. Precisely here lies the 
source of Heidegger’s later criticism of Husserl’s silence regarding the 
relation between entities and their being-intended. Husserl’s reduc-
tion prevents one from speaking about the way in which an entity is 
being-intended since Husserl only allows reference to the entity that  
is already intended. Lask, in contrast, posits that the ability of con-
sciousness to “awaken” the categorial structures is dependent on its 
ability to induce a minimal reflexive form of a mere “something in 
general.” While constitutive categories are determined by the (tran-
scendent) material, the relation of subjectivity to the material is not 
constitutive, but reflexive. As Heidegger puts it in the 1912 article 
“Recent Research in Logic,” in which he addresses Lask’s logic:

Subjectivity is the creator of the reflexive sphere. We 
recognize identity as the regional category, the cat-
egory for “Something in general.” In the reflexive  
category, every difference of categorical content disap-
pears, which explains its only formal, not factual mean-
ing. Although the reflexive region owes its “being” to 
subjectivity, once it has survived, it applies objectively; 
these are formal relationships that are deprived of the 
arbitrariness of thinking in their validity but remain 
subordinate to the power of the latter in so far as it can 
seize any content regardless of the special constitutive 
character. The reflexive forms are therefore of general 
importance. (ga 1: 25–26/BH 40)

We can thus see that, though Lask investigates the possibility of 
an entity’s objective manifestation, he points out the subjective condi-
tions for such manifestation. More precisely, he points out what role 
subjectivity must play in order for the manifestation to be objective. For  
Lask, objectivity is not dependent on subjective functions of understand-
ing, but on the very character of the subject-object distinction. The 



neo-kantian sources

140

subject-object relation does not belong to one of the theoretical domains 
but is what is common to all such domains.24 It is an absolute theoretical 
minimum that is needed to determine the identity of something given, 
of givenness as such.25 It is this form of mere givenness that delineates 
what counts as a category, thus allowing subjectivity to let categories 
operate as categories when it touches the transcendent material. In the 
cited article, Heidegger explains the role of subjectivity in Lask’s logic as 
being a creator of the reflexive sphere which operates as a logical basis 
of identity, and without which no phenomenon can be distinguished as 
what it is according to its regional categorial forms (ga 1: 25–26/BH 40). 
The identity-difference correlations are determined – at least to some 
extent – by the “subjective side.”26 The reflexive category, Heidegger 
writes, is that minimal form of relatedness in which all distinctions of 
categorial content disappear. The what of experience, the meaning of 
the material content, can manifest only if there is already a subjective 
offering of a reflexive space of determinateness of anything whatsoever, 
that is, of meaningfulness as such. Kisiel points out that Lask’s reflex-
ive category turns into the primary transcendental ens in Heidegger’s 
Habilitationsschrift,27 which I suggest we translate accordingly as the 
“relational beingness” of a thing. There Heidegger emphasizes the logical 
primacy of the reflexive category by explaining that an object can be 
constituted in experience according to its own form only if it is able to 
“differentiate itself” (in consciousness) as something limited and as not 
being something else (ga 1: 218). Even the pure logical object is never 
isolated, but is always a relation in context.28 This kind of ontological 
relativity, which Heidegger following Rickert calls heterothesis, is the 
archetypal how of objectivity. 

For an object to find its appropriate place in the orderly arrangement 
of experience, universally available for all potential spectators, it must 
be related to by the subject in a very particular way so that it is deter-
mined as strictly identical to itself and likewise strictly differentiated 
from everything else. The strictness of an object’s delineation spreads all 
its relations on to other identified objects, as well. Consequently, with-
out the reflexive activity of consciousness, it is meaningless to speak 
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of objective worldly relations even though consciousness does not add 
anything formal to the experienced world. The objectivity of things, 
understood as a categorial framework of intelligibility, is only potential 
in the universe; it is fulfilled by the subject’s relation to it. The world can 
be said to have an objective existence only as experienced, even though 
the constitutive categories of its objectivity do not belong to experience. 
In other words, objective manifestation of the what-content of an expe-
rienced thing is logically dependent on the how of its appropriation by 
subjectivity. Indeed, it is because the transcendent material of experi-
ence is taken, or addressed in a peculiar way, that it can be objectified 
and perceived as what it is. In phenomenological terms it means that 
the reflexive category underlies intentionality.29 It reveals for the first 
time the “objective” side of the problem of encounter, i.e., of the sense in 
which entities are experienced as what they are. Heidegger does indeed 
inherit Husserl’s understanding of consciousness as intentional, that is, 
as always already related to some meaningful object. However, with the 
help of Lask’s logic, Heidegger reveals the nature of this relation. The 
relation to an object is neither that of a realistic mirroring, nor that of 
idealistic constitution. Rather it is a reflexive how of enabling the space  
of the object’s determinability by delineating it, foremost, as “something 
in general.” As Heidegger will later formulate it, we “let entities” mani-
fest, without subjectivizing them. 

Importantly, Lask’s logic allows Heidegger to comprehend how dif-
ferent kinds of a priori can be “read off” from experienced regions of 
meaning. Since subjectivity only enables the manifestation of forms by 
reflexively relating to the transcendent material, these forms can never 
be revealed by deductive means. Facticity can only be pointed out. Hus-
serl’s categorial intuition thus receives a broadened sense. Yet, already 
in the Habilitationsschrift, we can see that Heidegger’s understanding of 
the relation between an entity and its being-intended goes beyond Lask’s 
logic, in which even the non-thematized experience, prior to judgement, 
is already categorially structured, i.e., theoretical. For Heidegger, it is the 
“real” that determines the objective side of the encounter, yet it is not  
the already categorially structured intentional object, from which 
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categories could simply be read off. Instead, the impetus of transcendent 
material (the real) can only guide an objective determination, which 
does not alter the material but rather makes it available for judgement 
(ga 1: 281). After all, Lask’s logic does not solve the problem of the theo-
retical as such. Indeed, the exclusive status of the reflexive category is 
self-contradictory. Namely, before any of the world’s elements can be 
taken reflexively and identified in relation to everything else, the world 
itself must already be somehow available for subjectivity’s objectifying 
operations. Steven Crowell writes that Lask does not see the possibility 
of phenomenological investigation of the passive and active genesis of 
meaning but says that it can only be psychological.30 Kisiel describes 
Lask’s theoretical position as a “panarchy of Logos,” which is not a 
domain of beings, but only of (theoretical) meanings.31 Lask himself, 
however, acknowledged that prior to actual knowledge of an objective 
world, we must surrender to it and live through it,32 and nothing can 
be said about the sense of such “living through” in the context of an 
objective theory of meaning. Surrendering to the world is prior to the 
encounter-dimension in which objects are already given (or constituted) 
in their categorial form; it belongs instead to the transcendental problem 
of encounter as such. 

Nevertheless, the entire “objective” side of the encounter problem 
becomes first available for Heidegger’s further development on the 
basis of Lask’s logic. The priority of a relation over the what-form 
of entities, the inseparability of objects and their meanings/truth, 
and the pre-logical essence of entities are the foundation of the early 
Heidegger’s formulations of life’s encounter with its environing world, 
in which entities manifest themselves without any sort of idealistic 
intervention. Moreover, Lask’s revelation that theoretical identities, 
determining objects as objects, belong to the reflexive sphere created 
by subjectivity, insinuates that the very identity of the subject – as 
separated from transcendent material – makes sense only within such 
a reflexive sphere. In other words, the subject-object dichotomy con-
stituting the intentional dimension of encounterable objectivities itself 
depends on the Being of subjectivity. Namely, the priority of relation 
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indicates that subjectivity is not just always intentionally related to 
some identifiable object, but that intentionality itself is only possible 
because subjectivity in its being is relational prior to any identifiable 
encounter. It is due to this intrinsic relationality of subjectivity that 
transcendent material can guide subjectivity’s objectifying function 
of letting beings appear as objects. Importantly, however, such an ob-
jectifying function assumes the pre-theoretical nature of subjectivity’s 
relationality transgressing the traditional subject-object distinction. 
Though Lask illuminates that the subject-object distinction is a basic 
form of all theoretical meaning (of objective givenness as such), he 
cannot seriously question the priority of this distinction in philoso-
phy. However, his discovery that the subject-object dichotomy is the 
most primitive and fundamental structure of theoretical sense illu-
minates the entire scope of Heidegger’s following attempts to reach 
the pre-theoretical level of experience. Namely, to move “below” the 
theoretical is to move “beyond” the subject-object distinction. That is 
precisely what Heidegger initiates in the Freiburg lectures between 
1919 and 1922. A large part of Heidegger’s 1919 summer lecture course 
is dedicated to criticism of the Neo-Kantian transcendental philoso-
phy. One of the central points of this criticism, however, applies to 
all the predominant philosophical traditions of the time, including 
Husserl’s phenomenology. This criticism pertains to the priority of 
the “theoretical” in philosophy.

Furthermore, the preference of the theoretical has its 
reason in the conviction that it represents the funda-
mental layer, which substantiates all other spheres in a 
certain way…This supremacy of the theoretical must 
be broken, not in such a way as to proclaim a primacy 
of the practical, and not, therefore, to bring something 
different, which shows the problems from a new side, 
but because the theoretical itself as such refers back to 
a pre-theoretical. (GA 56/57: 59/50)
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Heidegger exposes the central pre-conception of an objective theory 
of meaning: all spheres of experience, including emotional, aesthetic, 
moral, and religious, only make sense because they are all rooted in 
an objective understanding of reality. Objective thinking assumes that 
any other kind of meaningful expression of human life points back to 
the basic units of sense, that is, to objects (Husserl’s “presentations”).  
Yet, Heidegger stresses just the opposite – an objective description of 
experience is pointing back to something pre-objective, which is still 
meaningful. Meaning, Crowell writes, is not taken logically by Heidegger, 
but is understood instead as a non-objective horizon of intelligibility.33 

What Heidegger is interested in is seeing how the world’s objectification 
is achieved on the basis of such original pre-objective life-experience. 
A short answer is that it is achieved by a modification of subjectivity’s 
relation to the experienced material. In such a modification experience 
is impoverished and de-vivified. Crucially, such modification hides the 
fact that there is a relation at all, i.e., the fact that the what-ness of a 
thing – be it theoretical or otherwise – is determined by a relation 
enacted by the subject. 

We call this access-relationship a relation. The rela-
tionship is something sense-according, something that 
contains sense; we therefore speak of a relation sense. 
(ga 59: 60/46, tm.) 

Pre-theoretical, or non-objective, “sense” only makes sense if 
“sense” is taken in a novel way. As we have seen, in Lask’s logic the 
reflexive category was already interpreted as a condition for all theo-
retical sense-forms, and Heidegger has emphasized the logical priority 
of a relation in the Habilitationsschrift, as well. In the summer of 1920, 
he finally offers a new notion of sense which incorporates this priority 
as determining the how of both theoretical and pre-theoretical experi-
ence. There is in fact no sense at all which is not already determined 
by a relation-sense in its how.34 Theoretical philosophy, oblivious to the 
relation-sense, understands transcendence as either enabling the given-
ness of things (Lask) or as a relation to what is already given (Husserl’s 
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intentionality). In both cases, however, “givenness” itself is intelligible 
only as belonging to the logical order of the theoretical sense. Relation-
sense, on the other hand, allows us to “make sense” of givenness as such 
in a way that does not make a “what” of it, not even a non-theoretical 
“what.” In the 1919 semester, Heidegger asks:

Is there even a single thing when there are only things? 
Then there would be no thing at all; not even nothing, 
because with the sole supremacy of the sphere of things 
there is not even the “there is.” Is there the “there is”? 
(GA 56/57: 62/52)

Though the givenness itself is not conceptualized as a relation-sense 
until the next year, Heidegger stresses that, if taken in a traditional 
sense which consists of nothing but what-sense, it would lack precisely 
its giving character. That is to say, the access-relationship is not some-
thing that can itself be conceived in terms of that to which it gives 
access. The “it gives” is not a “what,” not a being, yet without it no being 
could manifest. In other words, without the relation-sense, there is no 
sense to any sort of encounter between subjectivity and its environment.  
Indeed, the relation-sense, anticipated in Lask’s logic but still understood 
there theoretically, characterizes the subject as existing in a way that 
enables the givenness of entities not as another theoretical element in 
the subject-object pair, but as opening up a sphere of encounter as such, 
in the scope of which alone something like experienceable entities can 
manifest. Heidegger’s profound analysis of what I named here an “objec-
tive side of the encounter as such” thus betrays the inadequacy of the 
predominant epistemological formulation of this problem. Rather than 
merely revealing something about the objective encounter, Heidegger 
has shown that the very notion of “encounter” needs to be deconstructed 
and freed from the traditional subject-object dichotomy. Only then will 
it afford the possibility of various modes of encountering, including the 
traditionally objective one.



neo-kantian sources

146

bringing the subjective and the objective sides together 

In the Habilitationsschrift, Heidegger combines the results of his 
earlier investigations in transcendental logic and phenomenology. 
The influences of Husserl, Rickert, and Lask are combined here in 
an interpretation of Duns Scotus’ theory of meaning. In particular, 
Scotus’ terminology is put to work in a way that emphasizes the  
subjective, motivational element, determinative of meaning, as well 
as the priority of the relation (i.e., of ens as relational beingness) in 
all meaning-constitution. Accordingly, in this section I shall present 
how Heidegger’s Habilitationsschrift introduces a non-theoretical un-
derstanding of the encounter dimension, thus bringing together what 
I have called the subjective and the objective sides of the problem of 
encounter as such. To be sure, to say that the encounter dimension 
is “non-theoretical” is to think it in a way that is crucially different 
from its original Neo-Kantian sense. Accordingly, I shall present how 
Heidegger’s transformations of the sense of encounter discussed in 
the previous sections are brought together in his Habilitationsschrift. 
In short, in the Habilitationsschrift Heidegger shows that what he has 
revealed as a flexible essence of “encounterability” is rooted in the 
ontological nature of language.

 First, Heidegger stresses in the Habilitationsschrift that meaning 
cannot be reduced to a simple form-matter structure. Hence, Heidegger 
attempts to synthesize Neo-Kantian and phenomenological insights by 
emphasizing experience-language relations without losing sight of the 
categorial essence of objectivity. His main point is that, even though 
experience must be objectifiable according to the logical norms of the 
experienced domain (e.g., sensible world), its own region (of sense) is 
essentially ordered by other principles.

The sensual and supersensible world, together with 
their mutual relationships, stand in an order. The main 
feature of this order should be stated in advance: it is 
dominated by the analogy. We have not yet encountered 
this term. We only know the homogeneous continuum 
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and the absolute diversity of the heterogeneous contin-
uum. With the analogy we have a new order character. 
By highlighting the constitutive elements of this term, 
the insight into the peculiarity of the categorical struc-
ture of the real sensual and supersensible reality opens 
up. (ga 1: 255–256)

While the logical order characterizes the sphere of intentional objec-
tivity, the sensual region of the real is pre-logical, and it is not irrational 
like the transcendent material in Lask’s logic. The sensual is a middle 
ground between the not-yet-related entity and its theoretically consti-
tuted objectivity. This, according to Heidegger, is the sphere of meaning, 
a pre-theoretical domain of experience unintelligible in the scope of an 
objective theory of sense. Such a pre-objective theory of meaning does not 
only address the conditions for encounter as such but also supplements 
the encounter-problematic by extending and transforming the encounter 
dimension itself. Heidegger shows that encounter, as a condition of in-
tentionality, is also a condition of meaning – both are problematic unless 
the subject’s ability to relate meaningfully to entities is explained. Such 
relation, however, requires a pre-theoretical availability of the world. 
This availability is not senseless but is instead characterized by pre-
theoretical meaning distinguished by the principle of analogy. That is 
to say, Heidegger introduces Duns Scotus’ concept of analogy as an order 
which differs from the continuum of the homogeneous and the manifold 
of the heterogeneous. Words can have different meanings in different 
domains and yet say something that is in a way similar. Indeed, words 
like “cause” and “reason” have something in common and yet have 
different meanings applied once to the sensible and once to the logical  
domain. While Lask’s reflexive categories, such as “identity” and “re-
lation,” were empty place-holders for a domain-particular constitutive 
category, Scotus’ analogy is not parasitical on concrete meaningful forms. 
Rather, meanings transgress to some extent the identity-difference dichot-
omy – the analogous meanings are neither totally different nor totally 
the same. It would also be absurd to try to calculate to what degree they 
are different or the same. Thus, by transgressing the identity-difference 
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dichotomy we are introduced into a relation that is prior to reflexive 
categories. Though relation remains prior to any what-sense, in the  
Habilitationsschrift its meaning is extended beyond a reflexively theoreti-
cal type. In other words, Heidegger starts separating out two levels of 
experience – theoretical and pre-theoretical. Theoretical forms of intel-
ligibility, which seemed to be mandatory for experience as such, are now 
restricted to a particular kind of experience. That is to say, on the level of 
pre-theoretical experience, categorial forms such as “identity” and “mul-
tiplicity” are not the experienced forms of meaning, but rather something 
like universal guidelines or norms for designating the “togetherness” of 
the analogous. Yet, the forms of analogy are not prior to the categorial 
structures of reality, they always (each time) have these structures “in 
them” in a way that can be made explicit in objective judgements.35 

Lask wrote that we do not know the categorial forms in experience, but 
what does it mean that we live them? Namely, how do categories operate 
in experience before being explicitly taken as categories in judgement? 
The answer, I believe, should be that categories operate as principles 
and limitations of potential objectification. That is, experience can be said 
to be categorially structured only in a restricted sense – it is not that I 
experience the world as categorially structured, but rather that I am 
guided by the experienceable material to constitute meanings that can 
be objectified as categorially structured. 

This extension of the meaning theory as an extension of the en-
counter-dimension is crucial for the integrity of the transcendental 
encounter problematic. Without it, I believe, the “subjective” and the 
“objective” conditions of an encounter could not meet. If subjectiv-
ity, by relating reflexively to entities, simply lets them manifest in 
the form of objective meaning-structures, what role does motivation  
play? And furthermore, if the subject’s motivation conditions all mani-
festation of entities as real, how could the formal structures of reality 
“bend” to fit the motivational variety of life? Having in mind that 
Heidegger’s analyses of Lask’s reflexive categories insinuate the neces-
sity for a pre-objective encounter, it is my conviction that the two sides 
meet in pre-theoretical experience, which is essentially characterized 
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by a possibility to be objectified but is not in itself limited to objec-
tive forms. As Heidegger explains in an example of the category of 
unity, what counts as a unity is dependent on a subjective motivational  
element. Different kinds of unities can be analogously determined in 
different sense-regions and according to a chosen way of measuring. 
Therefore, Heidegger’s theory of meaning in the Habilitationsschrift 
holds together the entire problematic of the encounter as such by 
introducing the still very general idea of pre-theoretical experience, 
which, however, already at this stage puts in question the indubitabil-
ity of the traditional subject-object separation. The co-determinative 
nature of subjective and objective elements is expressed by Heidegger 
as the unity of the different modi in Scotus’ philosophy:

The investigation of the relationship between the mo-
dus essendi and the “subjective” modi significandi and 
intelligendi leads to the principle of material determi-
nation of any form, which in turn includes the funda-
mental correlation of object and subject. (ga 1: 402) 

Modus essendi is the “robust” reality which obtrudes in conscious-
ness and “coincides with the universal domain of the ‘something in 
general,’” and this is the objectness of a thing’s relational beingness (of 
the ens), the form of meaningfulness as such, the guide of givenness 
(ga 1: 314). However, we do not experience general “somethings” but 
only things belonging to some intelligible domain. Accordingly, the 
modus intelligendi is the way in which we comprehend something. It 
is the reality that enters cognition. At this stage we can speak of some-
thing that is intelligible (e.g., a sensible object), but not yet grasped as 
a concrete meaning (e.g., a green lemon tree outside my window). An 
additional act of consciousness (related by Heidegger to language) is 
needed to determine the concrete experienced meaning – that is the 
modus significandi. Importantly, the active role of modus significandi  
is beyond Lask’s logic. Still, a concrete grammatical form of experi-
ence is determined by the matter similarly to the way its categorial 
form is – there are syntactic restrictions on meaning which belong 
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to the transcendent material but are induced by subjectivity. Con-
crete complexes of meaning are thus not entirely determined by the  
material but are rather constituted in the noetic acts in the scope of ma-
terial (i.e., ontological) limitations. The correlation between the noetic 
sense-bestowing acts and the universal limitations of intentionality-
related norms of the comprehended material happens in the domain of 
analogously (linguistically) structured meaning. 

We must accept that Heidegger’s interpretation of Scotus’ theory of 
meaning presents a much more developed account of an encounter 
with the transcendent material than a Neo-Kantian one. It is a phe-
nomenological view of an especially flexible nature of reality, whose  
structures are largely determined by subjective values and language,36 but 
which is also essentially rooted in the ontological norms of intelligibility  
determined by the transcendent material. Though Heidegger still speaks 
in the Habilitationsschrift in terms of consciousness as opposed to the 
experienced something, the analogous nature of experience makes it 
hard to attribute any independent structure to the transcendent material. 
Despite the fact that all forms belong to the material (principle of mate-
rial determination), these forms must be thought as a flexible potential 
which only manifests as an identifiable structure in the subjectively 
determined sphere of sense. Namely, everyday linguistically structured 
experience defies to some extent the identity-difference limitation of 
theoretical cognition. For Heidegger in 1916, the world is not merely 
seen “through” language, but, since it is inseparable from its sense, is 
itself value-laden and analogously structured. This understanding of 
immediate experience as value-laden insinuates a sort of ontological 
“pluralization.” Namely, what Heidegger calls the “value-laden world of 
experience of the medieval man”37 is an example of the fact that different 
worlds can co-exist, each determined by a particular enabling motivation 
and a transcendent ontological potential which needs to be “enabled” in 
order to become something experienceable. 
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conclusion

By going through Heidegger’s engagement with Rickert and espe-
cially Lask, and his overcoming of both in the Habilitationsschrift, 
I sought to explore the roots of the criticism of Husserl’s concept of 
intentionality as it appears in the History of the Concept of Time. This 
was, of course, a selective presentation of Heidegger’s appropriation 
of contemporary thinkers, but it does show that Heidegger was in-
vestigating several dimensions of subjectivity, that is, of the Being 
of intentionality, from the very start of his academic studies. These 
dimensions surpass in several respects what Ernst Tugendhat called 
the problem of encounter as such, thus pointing to the fact that the 
very epistemological formulation of the problem is inadequate and 
self-contradictory since it requires for its solution a radical decon-
struction of the elements which are supposed to be related in an 
encounter. That is, the very subject-object structure underlying the 
theoretical problem of objective encounter is derivative and assumes 
a pre-theoretical sense of encounterability which transgresses the 
traditionally numerical distinction between a knowing subject and 
a known object/reality. Though Tugendhat is right in claiming that 
Husserl takes the encounter dimension for granted, his understand-
ing of Heidegger’s contribution is still too conservative. As I have 
tried to show, Heidegger’s early engagement with the Neo-Kantian 
version of the encounter problem illuminates that a serious analysis 
of the conditions of objective encounter results in an understanding 
that the true philosophical problem lies on a deeper level of living  
subjectivity and its embeddedness in the world. By “going through” 
the problem of encounter, Heidegger thus enters a more original sphere 
of philosophy and, rather than offering a solution which could still be 
formulated in terms of the encounter problem, surpasses the entire 
theoretical framework of this problem and initiates a path that will 
eventually lead him to the problem of Being. This, however, could 
not have happened were Heidegger not attentive to the various philo-
sophical sources of his time. It is Heidegger’s critical appropriation 
of contemporary sources which, in conjunction with the historical 
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influences, impact Heidegger as a thinker who is radically different 
from Husserl. A rich account of subjectivity’s existence is expressed in 
Heidegger’s work from 1912 onward. Without it, the kind of intention-
ality Husserl operates with remains a mystery and a problem, not a 
solution. Moreover, it continues to be an obstacle on a path to a sphere 
of problems which really matter – the problems which determine the 
meaning of Being of each and every human life. 
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