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In ten ti o na lity and Ob jec ti fi ca tion

Hus serl and Sim mel on the Cog ni ti ve 
and So cial Con di ti ons of Ex pe ri en ce

Ab stract   Hus serl’s tran scen den tal turn can be best re gar ded as a turn in his 
phe no me no lo gi cal mo dels of in ten ti o na lity. Whi le in the Lo gi cal In ve sti ga-
ti ons, he ma in ta ins a con cep tion ac cor ding to which in ten ti o na lity is a struc-
tu re of cog ni ti ve di rec ted ness in which ob jec ti fi ca tion plays a for ma ti ve ro le, 
in his la ter works the in ten ti o nal re la tion is con si de red as a struc tu re of con-
sci o u sness fo un ded on a sphe re of pu rely su bjec ti ve in ter i o rity. This pa per 
ar gu es that if Hus serl had ex ten ded the sco pe of his early phe no me no lo gi cal 
re se arch to the pro blems of ob ject for ma tion in the do main of hi sto ri cal and 
cul tu ral sci en ces (Ge i ste swis sen schaf ten), the ra di cal su bjec ti vely ori en ted 
tran sfor ma tion of his the ory of in ten ti o na lity wo uld ha ve been much mo re 
dif fi cult, if not im pos si ble. We al so ar gue that in Sim mel’s the ory of hi sto ri cal 
cog ni tion and cul tu re one can de tect the ele ments of a the ory of in ten ti o na lity 
that can ac co unt for what is mis sing in Hus serl, na mely the at ten tion de vo ted 
to the spe ci fic con sti tu tion of so cial and cul tu ral ob jects. It is pre ci sely the 
ob jec ti ve me di a tion thro ugh ex te ri o ri za ti on and symbo li za tion de ployed in 
so cial and cul tu ral va lu es, and in hi sto ri cal ti me that con sti tu tes the spe ci fi-
city of the se ob jects which al so con di ti ons su bjec ti ve ex pe ri en cing, rat her than 
re ma ins de pen dent on it.
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In ten ti o na lity as a struc tu re of ob jec ti fi ca tion

Alt ho ugh it was Franz Bren ta no who re di sco ve red the idea of in ten ti o-
na lity for 20th cen tury phi lo sophy, it is ne vert he less cor rect to say that it 
was Ed mund Hus serl who first ta i lo red this idea to be the su bject of a 
syste ma tic phi lo sop hi cal ela bo ra tion. In fact, among all of the mem bers 
of the Bren ta no School, Hus serl se ems to be the only one who, in di scus-
sing in ten ti o na lity, co uld ha ve re i te ra ted Le ib niz’s words: „It is the gre-
a test re medy for the mind if a few tho ughts can be fo und from which 
in fi ni te ot hers ari se in or der“ (Le ib niz 1973: 1).

We know that Hus serl first laid down the phe no me no lo gi cal prin ci ples 
of in ten ti o na lity in his Lo gi cal In ve sti ga ti ons in 1900–1901. But we al so 
know that he de sig ned this work, in terms of its pro blems and com po si tion, 

UDK: 165.423.1 FILOZOFIJA I DRUŠTVO XXV (2), 2014.
DOI: 10.2298/FID1402042T
Original scientific paper



43

  PHENOMENOLOGY AND SOCIETY

to be as much a phi lo sop hi cal over tu re as an at tempt se e king an ul ti ma te 
epi ste mo lo gi cal fo un da tion. The pre sen ce of the se so mew hat dis pa ra te 
aspi ra ti ons in the Lo gi cal In ve sti ga ti ons re sults in that in the phe no me-
no lo gi cal ela bo ra tion of the pro blems of ide a lity, me a ning, per cep tion 
and know led ge, Hus serl do es not at tempt to pro vi de a uni fied system of 
phi lo sop hi cal re spon ses. The re la ti vely dif fu se ar ran ge ment of the prin-
ci pal ide as in the Lo gi cal In ve sti ga ti ons al so re flects the fact that the pre-
sen ta tion of the phe no me no lo gi cal pro blem of in ten ti o na lity is far from 
be ing de fi ni ti ve. In deed, in de a ling with in ten ti o na lity, Hus serl do es not 
se ek to pro vi de an unam bi gu o us an swer to the qu e sti on of the on to lo gi cal 
sta tus of the in ten ti o nal ob ject, nor to the pro blem of the su bjec ti vity of 
the in ten ti o nal con sci o u sness. One co uld even say that in the Lo gi cal In-
ve sti ga ti ons the idea of in ten ti o na lity ma in ta ins its phi lo sop hi cally op ti-
o nal sta tus. This is be ca u se in this work Hus serl sug gests that be fo re one 
can even at tempt to pro vi de phi lo sop hi cal de fi ni ti ons of „ob jec ti vity“ and 
„su bjec ti vity“, one must ac know led ge that the prin ci pal pro blem of the 
in ten ti o nal re la ti on ship bet we en the con sci o u sness and its ob ject ari ses 
in the de ter mi na tion of the es sen tial in ter re la ted ness of the two.

Hus serl re sorts to this stra tegy when he ta kes up the task of ela bo ra ting 
the pro blem of in ten ti o na lity at the be gin ning of the Fifth Lo gi cal In ve-
sti ga tion. He re, he of fers the three con cepts of con sci o u sness – „stre am 
of con sci o u sness,“ „in ner awa re ness,“ and „in ten ti o nal ex pe ri en ces“ (Hus-
serl 2001: 81). The pri vi le ge ac cor ded to the third con cept ser ves to pro-
vi de the ne ces sary gno se o lo gi cal ne u tra lity for the phe no me no lo gi cal 
analysis of in ten ti o na lity. Ac cor dingly, Hus serl con si ders in ten ti o na lity 
as a cog ni ti ve re la ti on ship in which a li ved ex pe ri en ce „re fers to“ or „aims 
at“ an ob ject as its cor re la te. What is mo re, he cla ims that in this re la ti on-
ship ne it her the ex pe ri en ce nor the ob ject can be de fi ned in de pen dently 
of one anot her; they are both ele ments of a cog ni ti ve unity in which what 
is li ved in ex pe ri en ce can only be de fi ned in terms of the ob ject of that 
ex pe ri en ce. One can al so no te that this de fi ni tion ru les out the no tion of 
„su bjec ti ve in ter i o rity“ as a vi tal com po nent in the ex pli ca ti on of con sci-
o u sness. In fact, de fi ning con sci o u sness as in ten ti o nal ex pe ri en ce me ans 
ex pla i ning it by me ans of ob jec ti ve ele ments that do not be long to the 
im ma nent sphe re of that con sci o u sness.

From this po int, the analysis of in ten ti o na lity in the Lo gi cal In ve sti ga ti ons 
ta kes an in ve sti ga ti ve turn. Hus serl starts by cri ti cally analyzing one of 
Bren ta no’s cla ims that „each in ten ti o nal ex pe ri en ce is eit her a pre sen ta tion 
or ba sed upon un derlying pre sen ta ti ons“ (Hus serl 2001: 129). This ap pro ach 
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en ta ils the phe no me no lo gi cal elu ci da tion of the no ti ons of „pre sen ta tion“ 
and „re pre sen ta tion.“ In the con text of the Fifth Lo gi cal In ve sti ga tion, Hus-
serl’s in cre a singly de ta i led analyses of the se no ti ons ser ve to fo re gro und his 
con vic tion that in ten ti o na lity can only be un der stood as the cog ni ti ve re-
la ted ness of the con sci o u sness to its ob ject whe re the ob ject is so to spe ak 
„re pre sen ta ti vely pre sent“. In ot her words, the ob ject, in be ing ap pre hen ded 
as in ten ti o nal con tent, for ces its own in ten ti o nal pro per ti es upon the acts, 
de pen ding on its ob jec ti ve re pre sen ta ti o nal qu a li ti es that can be for mal or 
ma te rial, ideal or em pi ri cal, sim ple or com plex, etc.

Hus serl ca pi ta li zes fully on the se re sults when he ra i ses the pro blem of 
„kno wing“ and „know led ge“ in the Sixth Lo gi cal In ve sti ga tion. Ac cor ding 
to him, kno wing me ans the „ful fil ment“ of a sig ni ti ve, me a ning ori en ted 
in ten ti o nal act with a cor re spon ding act of per cep tion. At the sa me ti me, 
that ful fil ment is de fi ned by Hus serl as an act of „iden tifying synthe sis“ 
thro ugh which the me a ning of an ob ject be co mes in ten ti o nally cor ro bo-
ra ted by the in tu i ti ve pre sen ta tion of that sa me ob ject. Ac cor dingly, ful-
fil ment can pro vi de know led ge in so far as it al lows for the „re cog ni tion“ 
and „clas si fi ca tion“ of the ob ject (Hus serl 2001: 201–202) whi le re pre sen-
ting it in its „ob jec ti ve iden tity“ (Hus serl 2001: 207).

This de mon stra tion of the es sen tial com po nents of the the ory of in ten-
ti o na lity in the con text of the Lo gi cal In ve sti ga ti ons can per mit us to 
con clu de that in ten ti o na lity is prin ci pally con ce i ved by Hus serl not so 
much as an a pri o ri or ove rall form of ob jec ti ve con sti tu tion ef fec tu a ted 
by a con sti tu ti ve con sci en ce, but rat her as a struc tu re of cog ni ti ve di rec-
ted ness in the con fi gu ra tion of which the mo des of su bjec ti ve re pre sen-
ta ti ons and the cha rac ters of ob jects play an equ ally for ma ti ve ro le. On 
this ba sis, Hus serl can evenly con si der the in ten ti o na lity of con sci o u sness 
as the ba sic struc tu re of know led ge in ge ne ral, in so far as this lat ter is 
pro du ced as an act of iden ti fi ca tion that is ba sed on the epi ste mic unity 
of sig ni ti ve and in tu i ti ve in ten ti o nal acts re pre sen ting the in ter nal qu a li-
ti es of ob jects. Thus, even tho ugh con sci o u sness is con si de red by Hus serl 
as sphe re of li ved ex pe ri en ce, in his early wri tings the struc tu re of ob jec ti-
fi ca tion re ma ins the ho ri zon wit hin which the phe no me no lo gi cal pro blem 
of in ten ti o na lity is es sen ti ally ex po sed and ela bo ra ted.

In ten ti o na lity as a struc tu re of pu re con sci o u sness

In or der to hig hlight the con trast bet we en Hus serl’s early con cep tion of 
in ten ti o na lity and his la ter ide as, one do es not ne ces sa rily need to turn 
to the Ide as, the Car te sian Me di ta ti ons or so me ot her chef d’oeuvre of his 
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tran scen den tal phe no me no logy. To cla rify this is sue, it se ems mo re sa-
li ent to turn to Hus ser lian texts that po int to ward the tran scen den tal 
turn but still draw upon the pro blems and ter mi no logy of the Lo gi cal 
In ve sti ga ti ons. This is the ca se with Hus serl’s lec tu re co ur se gi ven in 
1906-07 en ti tled In tro duc tion to Lo gic and The ory of Know led ge. The 
im por tan ce of this text li es in the fact that when Hus serl re-esta blis hes 
phe no me no lo gi cal re se arch in light of the ho ri zons ope ned up by the 
Lo gi cal In ve sti ga ti ons, he lo ca tes the key pro blems of in ten ti o na lity in 
the con text of a new con cep tion of con sci o u sness.

Just as in the Fifth Lo gi cal In ve sti ga tion, in the lec tu re co ur se of 1906-07 
Hus serl be gins his phe no me no lo gi cal analysis of in ten ti o na lity by di-
stin gu is hing bet we en three con cepts of con sci o u sness. But, in sharp con-
trast to his ear li er work, he pre sents the se con cepts with a cle arly hi e rar-
chi cal mo del in mind. Hus serl de fi nes the first con cept of con sci o u sness 
as that of „me re ex pe ri en ces“ in which „the da tum has not yet be co me 
ob jec ti ve“ (Hus serl 2008: 243). This de fi ni tion brings in to play the im-
ma nent tem po ral struc tu re of the flow of the da ta of con sci o u sness – 
what Hus serl calls „pre-phe no me nal be ing.“ He al so de scri bes this sphe-
re as an „ab so lu te“ and „not ob jec ti fied“ di men sion of ex pe ri en ce, one 
which can be ma de the ma tic only in re flec tion, but in it self per ta ins to 
a „be ing that is, but is not per ce i ved“ (Hus serl 2008: 243). The se cond 
con cept of con sci o u sness is ba sed on the first and re fers to the ex pe ri-
en ces that ha ve the dis tin cti ve qu a lity of „be ing-con sci o us-of-an-ob jec-
ti vity“ (Hus serl 2008: 245). Con se qu ently, this con cept co vers all of the 
aspects of the in ten ti o nal con sci o u sness in the pro per sen se. Fi nally, the 
third con cept of con sci o u sness is ba sed on the se cond in so far as it la bels 
con sci o u sness as „po si tion-ta king to ward an ob jec ti vity“ such as jud ge-
ments, eva lu a ti ons, etc.

Cer ta inly, it is not dif fi cult to no ti ce the fun da men tal dif fe ren ces se pa ra-
ting the Hus ser lian idea of con sci o u sness ex po sed in the lec tu re co ur se 
of 1906/07 from that of the Lo gi cal In ve sti ga ti ons. The fact that Hus serl 
ru les out the en ti re ap pa ra tus of „re pre sen ta tion“ from the list of the 
ba sic de ter mi na ti ons of in ten ti o nal con sci o u sness – the no tion of „re-
pre sen ta tion“ is be ing re la ted only to the third con cept of con sci o u sness 
(Hus serl 2008: 246–247) – is per haps the less ra di cal con se qu en ce. Hus-
serl ma kes the most ra di cal step in ar gu ing that the struc tu re of in ten ti o-
na lity is fo un ded on a sphe re of ex pe ri en cing that in it self has no ob jec-
tifying cha rac ter. In de scri bing this fun da men tal cog ni ti ve sphe re as an 
„ab so lu te“ and „pre-phe no me nal be ing“, Hus serl con ce i ves of it in terms 
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of in ter nal ti me con sci o u sness. And be ca u se, in this con cep tion, in ten-
ti o na lity is re du ced to be ing a dis tin cti ve cha rac te ri stic of cer tain ex pe-
ri en ces that pre sup po se the in ter nal con sci o u sness as fun da men tal, he 
can now cla im, „all ob jec ti fi ca tion is re a li zed in ti me-con sci o u sness“ 
(Hus serl 2008: 262).

In deed, this new con cep tion of con sci o u sness is de fi ned by the con fi gu-
ra tion of ti me-con sci o u sness, ex pe ri en cing, and in ten ti o na lity, and cle-
arly outli nes the ba sic phe no me no lo gi cal con sti tu tion, as well as so me 
of the fun da men tal aspects of what Hus serl re fers la ter to as „tran scen-
den tal su bjec ti vity.“ This con cept of con sci o u sness can no lon ger be simply 
de scri bed as a unity of cog ni ti ve re la ti ons with an in de pen dent ob jec ti ve 
re fe ren ce for cor re la te. Rat her, Hus serl is mo re and mo re con vin ced that 
the in ten ti o na lity of con sci o u sness sho uld be fo un ded on a sphe re of 
pu rely su bjec ti ve in ter i o rity that pos ses ses the laws of its es sen tial con-
sti tu tion in its own tem po ral ef fec tu a ti ons. Ac cor dingly, whi le con sci o-
u sness re ma ins the cen tre of all in ten ti o nal re la ti on ships, ob jec ti fi ca tion 
and the pro duc tion of know led ge be co me de pen dent on a struc tu re of 
ex pe ri en cing that, in its ba sic form, has not hing to do with ob jec ti vity 
and its epi ste mic stan dards.

This ex pla ins why af ter its tran scen den tal turn, aro und the 1910s, Hus ser-
lian phe no me no logy tends mo re and mo re to turn to wards the in he rently 
su bjec ti ve ele ments in the struc tu re of in ten ti o nal con sti tu tion, i.e. on 
what is im ma nent, tem po ral, ge ne tic and pas si ve wit hin con sci o u sness. 
Su bjec ti vity be co mes a tran scen den tally qu a li fi ed in stan ce for Hus serl 
in so far as it is cla i med to be ge ne ra ting all kinds of in ten ti o nal re la ti ons 
as be ing ex clu si vely gro un ded in the sphe re of the im ma nent phe no me nal 
per for man ces of con sci o us li fe.1 And even if it is mi sle a ding to af firm that 
in his tran scen den tal ap pro ach Hus serl di smis ses the in ten ti o nal analysis 
of the ob jec ti ve or der, it is cer ta inly true that ob jects are usu ally in ter pre-
ted as cor re la tes in a pro cess of in ten ti o nal con sti tu tion of which the 
im ma nent ef fec tu a tion lacks any re fe ren ce to mo des of ob jec ti fi ca ti ons. 
One co uld al so no te that Hus serl ex ten si ve analyses de di ca ted to the pro-
blem of the con sti tu tion of the „world“ or „li fe-world“ do not re ally chan-
ge this sce nery. The phe no me no logy of li fe-word is prin ci pally abo ut the 
fo un da tion of ob jec ti vity, and not so much abo ut its pro per fun cti o ning 
in hu man li fe. Al so, it is wit hin con text in mind that Hus serl of fers his 
vi ews on the phe no me no lo gi cal con sti tu tion of in ter su bjec ti vity which 
is sup po sed to con di tion any ob jec ti ve world-for ma tion.

1 For a de ta i led analysis of this doc tri nal con fi gu ra tion in Hus serl, see Takács 2014.
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In ten ti o na lity and ob jec ti fi ca tion in hi story: 

an unex plo i ted pos si bi lity

Be fo re tur ning to Hus serl’s vi ews on in ter su bjec ti vity and so ci a lity, I wo uld 
li ke to put for ward the fol lo wing ar gu ment: if Hus serl co uld ac hi e ve such 
a ra di cal tran sfor ma tion in his idea of in ten ti o na lity – i.e. un der stan-
ding it pri ma rily as a ba sic struc tu re of su bjec ti vity and in ter su bjec ti vity 
in stead of that of ob jec ti fi ca tion – it is be ca u se in his early phe no me no-
lo gi cal ap pro ach one of his prin ci pal in ten ti ons was to ela bo ra te a the ory 
of know led ge and ex pe ri en ce, paying spe cial at ten tion to the gno se o lo-
gi cal pro blems. The se pro blems we re pri ma rily re la ted to elu ci da ti ons 
of qu e sti ons of me a ning for ma tion, per cep tion and ju sti fi ca tion as so ci-
a ted with lo gi cal, mat he ma ti cal ide a li ti es. In ot her words, in his early 
pe riod, Hus serl was ma inly pre oc cu pied with the pro blem of the „ro le of 
the su bjec ti vity“ in the na tu ral sci en ces (Hus serl 2008: 116). Ho we ver, 
one co uld ar gue that if Hus serl had ex ten ded the sco pe of his phe no me-
no lo gi cal re se arch to the pro blems of know led ge and ex pe ri en ce in the 
do main of hi sto ri cal and cul tu ral sci en ces (Ge i ste swis sen schaf ten), the 
ra di cal (in ter)su bjec ti vity ori en ted tran sfor ma tion of his the ory of in-
ten ti o na lity wo uld ha ve been much mo re dif fi cult, if not im pos si ble. In 
ef fect, Hus serl very sel dom se ems to se ri o usly ac co unt for the fact that 
the na tu re of the ob jects and the types of know led ge in the do main of 
hi sto ri cal and cul tu ral sci en ces might be dra sti cally dif fe rent from tho se 
in the na tu ral sci en ces – an ar gu ment ma de by Dilt hey, Sim mel, and 
cer tain neo-Kan tian phi lo sop hers of the epoch.

Ge org Sim mel’s work The Pro blems of Phi lo sophy of Hi story, pu blis hed in 
its fi nal form in 1907, po ints to so me of the es sen tial fe a tu res of the pro-
ble ma tics that might ha ve been de ci si ve for Hus serl had he ra i sed in a 
phe no me no lo gi cally sop hi sti ca ted way the is su es of Ge i ste swis sen schaf ten. 
Alt ho ugh in many aspects Sim mel’s ap pro ach re ma ins mo re fa ith ful to the 
Kan tian per spec ti ve than to the phe no me no lo gi cal ap pro ach, his analyses 
fo cus on the „in ter nal con di ti ons of the hi sto ri cal in qu iry,“ pro vi ding a set 
of epi ste mo lo gi cal cla ims and per spec ti ves that can be rightly me a su red 
by the stan dards of Hus ser lian phe no me no logy. In any ca se, the ba sic qu-
e sti on of the Sim mel’s work po ints cle arly in a phe no me no lo gi cal di rec tion: 
„how can the the o re ti cal con struc tion cal led hi story be ge ne ra ted from the 
mat ter of the im me di a tely li ved ex pe ri en ce?“ (Sim mel 1907: vii).

Sim mel’s ba sic an swer to this qu e sti on can al so be con si de red as phe no-
me no lo gi cal in its ori en ta tion. He cla ims that hi story is only pos si ble as 
a unity of ex pe ri en ce and know led ge (Oakes 1980: 6). But, when he adds 
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that the re is no sim ple me di a tion bet we en li ved ex pe ri en ce and hi sto ri-
cal con structs, it is not just be ca u se his no tion of a pri o ri un do ub tedly 
stands clo ser to the Kan tian than to the Hus ser lian sen se of this con cept. 
In fact, his ap pro ach can be rightly cha rac te ri zed as „phe no me no lo gi cal“ 
in so far as the fo cus is pla ced cle arly on the con di ti ons of hi sto ri cal know-
led ge as seen thro ugh the lens of the de scrip ti ve analysis of the struc tu re 
of hi sto ri cal cog ni tion.2 Sim mel con ce i ves of this cog ni tion as a form of 
un der stan ding, the aim of which is to se i ze upon hu man tho ughts, per-
cep ti ons, and ac ti ons dis tant in ti me. Ac cor ding to him, hi sto ri cal co-
gni tion fa ces the task of „sen sing so met hing that is ge nu i nely not sen sed“ 
(Sim mel 1907: 32) and is ne ces sa rily played out in an in ter per so nal re la-
ti on ship. Ho we ver, in ex pla i ning the pos si bi lity of this me di a ting re la ti-
on ship bet we en dif fe rent con sci o u snes ses ac ross ti me, Sim mel is not 
sa tis fied to simply po int out the es sen ti ally si mi lar cog ni ti ve struc tu res 
that are sup po sedly as sig ned to the se con sci o u snes ses. Rat her, he ta kes 
it a step furt her by emp ha si zing that „the es sen tial iden tity of two su bjects 
do es not abo lish the ne ces sity of a ha ving a me di a tion bet we en the two 
in the va ri o us form of ex te ri o ri za ti on, tran spo si tion and symbo li za tion“ 
(Sim mel 1907: 31). It is pre ci sely this type of ob jec ti ve me di a tion thro ugh 
ex te ri o ri za ti on and symbo li za tion un fol ding in hi sto ri cal ti me that con-
sti tu tes the spe ci fi city of the do main of hi story as sci en ce, which is at the 
sa me ti me the pro duct and the so ur ce of the cog ni ti ve pro ces ses pro per 
to hi sto ri cal un der stan ding.

Alt ho ugh Sim mel do es not rely ex pli citly on a con cept of in ten ti o na lity 
in his analyses, his the ory of hi sto ri cal know led ge and ex pe ri en ce can 
ne vert he less help us to re as sess so me aspects of the Hus ser lian po si tion. 
For in set ting the phe no me na of know led ge and ex pe ri en ce on the ho ri zon 
of hi sto ri cal de ve lop ment and its tem po ral and in ter su bjec ti ve con di ti ons, 
Sim mel’s analyses tend to re vi ta li ze the pro blem of cog ni ti ve re pre sen ta-
tion as be ing re gu la ted by ob jec ti ve com po nents in he rent in the pro cess 
of cog ni tion it self. Ac cor ding to Sim mel’s ba sic cla im, hi sto ri cal un der-
stan ding is car ried out in the form of a pro jec ti ve re pre sen ta tion that aims 
at en do wing hu man ex pe ri en ces and ac ti ons that are dis tant in ti me with 
ob jec ti ve sig ni fi can ce and va lue. But he al so cla ims that the ex pe ri en ces 
and ac ti ons si tu a ted in the past pos sess such ob jec ti vity in so far as they 
be co me ob jects of men tal acts pro du ced in hi sto ri cal cog ni tion. In ot her 
words, re pre sen ta tion is a sign for ob jec ti fi ca tion, but this lat ter is pre ci-
sely what ma kes hi story so met hing mo re than a set of ex ter nal con di ti ons 

2 See Ow sley & Bac kha us 2003.
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in flu en cing hu man li fe. Hen ce, just as in Hus serl’s early work, for Sim mel, 
„re pre sen ta tion“ de ter mi nes a su bject–ob ject re la ti on ship in which the 
ob jec ti ve si de mo du la tes and re gu la tes what is to be re pre sen ted and 
known whi le re ma i ning in he rent in the su bjec ti ve pro cess of cog ni tion. 
As has been no ted, he re, Sim mel is not far from advo ca ting for cer tain 
con cept of in ten ti o na lity (Oakes 1980: 28, 49, and 56).

In ten ti o na lity, in ter su bjec ti vity 

and the so cial di men sion in Hus serl

The re co uld hardly be mo re se ri o us mi sun der stan ding than to con si der 
tran scen den tal phe no me no logy as a phi lo sophy that ne glects the qu e-
sti on of the al ter ego and its re la ted to pics. In fact, from in ter su bjec ti ve 
to in ter per so nal re la ti ons, from com mu nity for ma tion to aspects of so-
ci a lity and hi story, Hus serl’s phe no me no logy of fers a wi de ran ge of con-
si de ra ti ons ta king in to ac co unt the fact that con sci o u sness is by no me ans 
an ab stract or iso la ted en tity. Hus serl’s phe no me no lo gi cal the ory of in-
ter su bjec ti vity has two main ten den ci es in or der to pro vi de a con cep tual 
fra me wit hin which the pro blem of hu man co e xi sten ce, com mu nity for-
ma tion and hi story can be si tu a ted as well as ela bo ra ted. Dra wing upon 
so me of the key analysis of the se cond vo lu me of his Ide as Per ta i ning to 
Pu re Phe no me no logy, one co uld be ju sti fied to spe ak of a „na tu ra list“ and 
a „spi ri tual“ ori en ta tion of the in ter su bjec ti ve analysis in Hus serl.3 In 
fact, the se two analyti cal ten den ci es are cle arly pre sent in his works from 
his texts of the 1910s to the la test wri tings.

For Hus serl the con sti tu tion of the body and its ex pe ri men tal en vi ron-
ment are cru cial for the un der stan ding the ba sic li nes along which the 
pro blem of the con sti tu tion of the na tu re can be un fol ded. The se cond 
vo lu me of the Ide as talks in this sen se the „ma te rial“ and the „ani ma li stic“ 
di men sion of na tu re (Hus serl 1989: 30–32). The na tu re de fi ned in this way 
as the fun da ment of the for ma tion of any in ter su bjec ti ve re la tion. Ho we-
ver, Hus serl’s main aim he re is not simply to try to in te gra te the pro blems 
of na tu re in to the fra me of a tran scen den tal anthro po logy. Alt ho ugh the 
hu man body re ma ins the phe no me no lo gi cal fo cal po int wit hin the analy-
sis of the con sti tu tion of na tu re and that of in ter su bjec ti vity, it can not be 
con si de red as the ul ti ma te layer of na tu ral con sti tu tion, not even that of 
in ten ti o na lity. Ac cor ding to so me la ter texts, Hus serl con si ders the ul ti-
ma te layer of the con sti tu tion of na tu re the „in stin cti ve struc tu re“ of all 

3 Ne e dless to say, the se phe no me no lo gi cal de sig na ti ons ha ve not hing to do with 
the tra di ti o nal con cep ti ons of na tu ra lism and spi ri tu a lism.
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li ving be ing (Hus serl 1981: 335). Ac cor ding to him, the in stinct (Tri eb, 
In stinkt) is a fun da men tal form of „not-ob jec ti va ting in ten ti o na lity“ (Hus-
serl 1981: 336) in so far as it is de sig ned to be not an ob ject fo cu sed re la tion 
of sen sory ex pe ri en ce, but a pu re bo dily ten dency wit hin the li ving. Thus, 
from a phe no me no lo gi cal po int of vi ew the in stinct in te gra tes hu man 
be ings in to the ani mal na tu re. Ho we ver for Hus serl it al so de sig na tes the 
first and most fun da men tal form of hu man com mu nity for ma tion de fi ned 
as „in stin cti ve com mu nity“ (Tri eb ge me in schaft). It is this form of com mu-
nity that is sup po sed to pro vi de the ba sic mo na do lo gi cal and te le o lo gi cal 
struc tu re of in ter su bjec ti vity in Hus serl.4

In most of Hus serl’s work un fol ding the spi ri tual aspects of in ter su bjec ti-
vity me ans first and fo re most to re la te it to the elu ci da tion of the pro blem 
of the in ten ti o nal con sti tu tion of the world. This is al so the con text wit hin 
which the pro blem of „li fe world“ (Le ben swelt) is usu ally ex pli ca ted. The 
main qu e sti on he re for Hus serl is to un der stand how the ac hi e ve ments 
of the sci en ces and that of the cul tu ral re a lity of hu ma nity can be ge ne-
ra ted out of a com mon world-ho ri zon con sti tu ted by hu man ex pe ri en ces. 
In this sen se, one can spe ak at le ast three le vels in Hus serl whe re the 
phe no me no lo gi cal pro blem of in ter su bjec ti vity be co mes one with that 
of the world-con sti tu tion: 1) the le vel of the sub si sten ce of a com mon 
va li dity of ho ri zon of in ten ti o nal sen sory and cog ni ti ve word-ex pe ri en ces 
be lon ging to dif fe rent con sci o u snes ses; 2) the le vel on which this ho ri zon 
can ser ve as a fun da ment for ba sic col lec ti ve ex pe ri en ces ma ni fe sted in 
va ri o us form of em pathy-re la ti ons; 3) the le vel which Hus serl con si ders 
as a pro cess of an uni ver sal ra ti o nal de ve lop ment of hu man re a son as it 
ma ni fests it self thro ugh the hi story of sci en ce and cul tu re which go ver ned 
by the „idea of uni ver sal te le o logy of re a son“ (see Hus serl, In ef fect, the se 
le vels de li ne a te the ex pe ri men tal, mo na do lo gi cal and te le o lo gi cal gro unds 
ba sed on which the tran scen den tal phe no me no lo gi cal elu ci da tion of the 
con sti tu tion of the world as in ter su bjec ti ve per for man ce is sup po sed to 
be car ried out.

As early as from the 1910s, Hus serl con stantly ela bo ra tes and re vi sits the 
qu e sti on of so ci a lity and so cial con sti tu tion in his va ri o us un pu blis hed 
re se arch ma nu scripts. One of the par ti cu la ri ti es of the se analyses is ho w-
e ver the fact that Hus serl tends to se pa ra te the qu e sti on of so ci a lity from 
the qu e sti on of in ten ti o na lity and tre ats it as a pro blem of con sti tu tion 
of hig her or der. This me ans that for Hus serl the pro blem of so ci ety and 

4 On the re la ti on ship bet we en in stinct and in ter su bjec ti vity in Hus serl, see Nam-
-In-Lee 1993. 
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so cial con sti tu tion is so mew hat de du ced from his phe no me no lo gi cal 
ap pro ac hes of in ter su bjec ti vity. For him the so cial sphe re con sists in its 
ba sic struc tu re of acts of co-wil ling and co-ac ting ba sed on com mon struc-
tu res of ex pe ri men tal and com mu ni ca ti ve ac ti vity (Hus serl 1973: 165–170). 
Ho we ver, the go ver ning prin ci ples of the se com mon per for man ces are 
al so fo un ded, on the one hand, on the sphe re of na tu ral-bo dily con sti tu-
tion, and on the ot her hand, on the pro cess of „spi ri tu a li sa tion“ dri ven by 
the te le o lo gi cal de ve lop ment of va li di ti es of hu man cul tu ral co o pe ra tion. 
In bri ef, so ci ety for Hus serl is a re sult of in ter su bjec ti ve con sti tu ti ons 
whe re the se con sti tu ti ons in them sel ves are not so ci ally con sti tu ted in-
stan ces.5 In ot her words, alt ho ugh so ci ally em bed ded, na tu ral and spi-
ri tual in ten ti o na lity and its fo un ding su bjec ti ve com po nents tend to pre-
ser ve its con sti tu ti ve autarchy with re gard to the very ef fects that might 
ema na te from the so cial world.

Ob jec ti fi ca tion as a pri mary fi eld 

of in ten ti o na lity in Sim mel

Wit ho ut do ubt, con tra sting Sim mel’s and Hus serl’s the o ri es of re pre sen-
ta tion can do mo re than simply call at ten tion to the re le van ce and me rits 
of Hus serl’s early ob ject cen tred con cept of in ten ti o na lity as de ve lo ped 
in the Lo gi cal In ve sti ga ti ons. As Sim mel’s exam ple shows, this con trast 
can al so pro vi de in sight in to the fun cti o ning of in ten ti o na lity in sphe res 
ot her than tho se which Hus serl tends clas sify to un der the la bel of tran-
scen den tal con sti tu tion, be it re la ted to the con sci o u sness or the world. 
In ot her words, in ve sti ga ting the ro le of cog ni ti ve su bject–ob ject re la ti-
on ship in the for ma tion of hi sto ri cal re a lity, cul tu ral va lu es, so cial re pre-
sen ta ti ons, and symbo lic forms can not only re veal the spe ci fic na tu re of 
cog ni tion and ob jec ti vity at sta ke he re. It al so po ints to a di men sion wit hin 
which the pro cess of in ten ti o nal ob jec ti fi ca tion tends to le a ve ra di cally 
be hind the or der of con sci o u sness. In Sim mel, the analysis of cog ni tion 
usu ally ma kes an ap peal for an analysis of its so cio-ob jec ti ve con di ti ons. 

5 One co uld ar gue that this Hus ser lian vi sion of the do u ble in ter su bjec ti ve fo un da-
tion of so cial re la ti ons is in he ri ted to a lar ge ex tent in post-Hus ser lian phe no me no-
logy. In most ca ses, in la ter phe no me no lo gi cal thin kers so ci ety is con si de red as a 
phe no me no lo gi cal re si du um which is to be ex pla i ned, rat her than ex plo red, by go ing 
back to the ori gi nal „na tu ral“ di men sion of com mu nity for ma tion (sen si bi lity, body, 
flesh, etc.) and/or to cer tain ori gi nal „spi ri tual“ mo des of co e xi sten ce (co-un der stan-
ding, co-af fec tion, sen se of com mu nity, et hics, etc.). In ot her words, so cial re la ti ons 
are sup po sed to be ex pla i ned by ha ving re co ur se to in ter su bjec ti ve for ma ti ons or 
ori gi nal forms of col lec ti ve ex pe ri en ces which in turn, in the ir own con sti tu tion, are 
not con si de red to be the part of the so cial fa bric.
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In sum, his exam ple can de mon stra te that on ce hi story and the or der of 
cul tu ral or symbo lic con fi gu ra ti ons be co me the tar gets of a phe no me-
no lo gi cally fas hi o ned in ve sti ga tion, the in ten ti o nal ob jects and the ir 
cor re spon ding forms of cog ni ti ons can not be fully ac co un ted for from a 
per spec ti ve ba sed on first-per son or in ter su bjec ti ve ex pe ri en ce.

Far from re du cing phi lo sop hi cal is su es in to so ci o lo gi cal ones, this simply 
me ans that one co uld rely on Sim mel’s ap pro ach in cla i ming that the re 
is a fun da men tal sphe re of ob jects of which the in ten ti o nal set ting re ab-
sorbs su bjec ti vity, rat her than pro vi des an evi den ce of an ori gi nal su bjec-
ti ve con sti tu tion. No one can ex pe ri en ce na tion, sta te, pro perty, mo ney, 
law, so cial class, de moc racy, or even hi story, as such. Rat her, it se ems that 
the se „cul tu ral ob jec ti vi ti es, or „spi ri tual ob jects“ of hig her or der, pos sess 
a ca pa city to in vol ve and ge ne ra te per so nal or col lec ti ve ex pe ri en ces in-
so far as one ac know led ges the ir va li dity and re cog ni zes one self as be ing 
the ir su bject of re fe ren ce. The re fe ren tial cha rac ter of the se ob jects the re-
fo re can be said to be in ten ti o nal, but in re ver se; the se ob jects can di rect, 
ori ent and mo du la te hu man ex pe ri en ce, cre a ting in stan ces of „con sci o-
u sness of,“ whe re as the ir ge ne sis and fun cti o ning can not be simply ex-
pla i ned by re fe ren ce to me rely su bjec ti ve or in ter su bjec ti ve ex pe ri en ces. 
In stead, they pre sup po se a so cial con sti tu tion me di a ted by ob jec ti ve 
com po nents (va lu es, norms, in sti tu ti ons, etc.) and dis played in hi story. 
In this sen se, they in di ca te the struc tu ral and ge ne tic fun cti o ning of 
an ob jec ti va ting in ten ti o na lity that lacks di rect su bjec ti ve fo un da tion. 
Ho we ver this in ten ti o na lity re ma ins con nec ted to (in ter)su bjec ti vity in 
the sen se that it is ca pa ble of in vol ving or even pro du cing su bjec ti ve ex-
pe ri en ces of „se e ing as,“ „ap pre hen ding as,“ and „un der stan ding as.“

It must be no ted that in his la te text en ti tled „The Ori gin of Ge o me try,“ 
pu blis hed in 1936 as an ap pen dix to the Cri sis of Euro pean Sci en ces and 
Tran scen den tal Phe no me no logy, Hus serl ta kes up the task of ac co un ting 
for the in ter su bjec ti ve and hi sto ri cal con sti tu tion of ob ject of hig her or der. 
He af firms that his „con si de ra ti ons will ne ces sa rily lead to the de e pest 
pro blems of sen se, pro blems of sci en ce and of the hi story of sci en ce in 
ge ne ral, and in deed in the end to pro blems of the uni ver sal hi story in 
ge ne ral“ (Hus serl 1970: 353). With this ar gu ment ho we ver, he ra i ses only 
the qu e sti on of the in ter su bjec ti ve for ma tion and hi sto ri city of ideal ob-
jects (ide a le Gegenständlichkeit), in par ti cu lar that of ge o me try. But no 
mat ter how strongly he emp ha si zes the ro le of so me so cial con di ti ons 
such as lan gu a ge and hu man com mu ni ca tion in the for ma tion of the se 
ide a li ti es, Hus serl re ma ins en ti rely fa ith ful to his ba sic phe no me no lo gi cal 
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in sight ac cor ding to which the pro duc tion of an ideal ob ject can only ta ke 
pla ce in an ori gi nal su bjec ti ve ex pe ri en ce of „self-evi den ce,“ or thro ugh 
its act of re a wa ke ning that is va lid for all kno wing su bjects (Hus serl 1970: 
59–60). Ho we ver, in the ca se of ideal ob jects that be long to the sphe re of 
so ci ety, cul tu re, or even the hi sto ri cal sci en ces, this mo de of ex pli ca ti on 
se ems to fall short. Not only might one find it dif fi cult to subscri be to the 
con cept of hi sto ri cal a pri o ri re qu i red by Hus serl for all ge nu i ne hi sto ri cal 
ex pli ca ti ons, but it se ems even mo re do ub tful to ha ve re co ur se to an ori-
gi nal sphe re of ex pe ri en ce that plays the ro le of a pri ma rily in sti tu ting 
fun ction in the for ma tion of hi sto ri cal-cul tu ral forms and ob jec ti vi ti es.

In his fa mo us es say „On the Con cept and the Tra gedy of Cul tu re,“ pu-
blis hed in 1911 in the re vue Lo gos, Sim mel draws a dif fe rent pic tu re and 
con clu sion on the se de ve lop ments. Alt ho ugh he do es not deny the fun-
da men tal ro le that su bjec ti ve li fe plays in the con sti tu tion of cul tu ral forms 
(works of art, re li gi ons, sci en ces, tec hno lo gi es, laws, and ot her so cial 
in sti tu ti ons, etc.), he se eks to ac know led ge the fully ob jec ti ve cha rac ter 
of the fun cti o ning of the se forms with re gard to per so nal and in ter per-
so nal ex pe ri en ces. Ac cor ding to him, the cre a tion and ex pe ri en ce of cul-
tu ral or hi sto ri cal forms pre sup po se the cor re la tion of the pro duc ti ve 
ac ti vity of the su bject and the ob jec ti ve spi ri tual pro duct. Ho we ver, in 
this cor re la tion, the cul tu ral le vel can ac qu i re an ob jec ti ve in de pen den ce 
that in turn de ter mi nes, rat her than de pends on, the ex pe ri men tal gro und 
of hu man su bjec ti vity. As he po ints out, „su bjec ti ve li fe [...] can be co me 
truly cul ti va ted only thro ugh forms which ha ve be co me com ple tely alien 
and crystal li zed in to a self-suf fi ci ent in de pen den ce“ (Sim mel 1968: 30). 
Or in ot her terms, „cre a ti ve li fe con stantly pro du ces so met hing which is 
not li fe it self, so met hing on which it so me how pe ters out, so met hing 
which ra i ses its own op po sing le gal cla im. It can not ex press it self ex cept 
in forms that are, and sig nify, so met hing for them sel ves in de pen dently 
of li fe“ (Sim mel 1997: 103).

With this con text in mind, one can al so no ti ce that on ce con fron ted with 
the pro blems of the con sti tu tion of hi sto ri cal and cul tu ral ob jects, the 
con cept of in ten ti o na lity sho uld be fully re in scri bed in to the sphe re of 
the so cial. In fact, one of the re sults of Sim mel’s analysis of cul tu re con sists 
in hig hlig hting the fact that in this sphe re the le vels of „we“ ex pe ri en ce 
or in ter su bjec ti vity can hardly pro vi de me ans by which the con sti tu tion of 
cul tu ral ob jects co uld be rightly ac co un ted for. In stead, it is pre ci sely the 
so cial and hi sto ri cal dis po si tion of the se ob jects which pro vi des the very 
fi eld in con nec tion with the phe no me non of „self-suf fi ci ent in de pen den ce“ 
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and its re la tion to su bjec ti ve ex pe ri en ce are sup po sed to be analyzed. 
This furt her me ans to ta ke in to ac co unt spe ci fic so cial prac ti ces (work, 
con sum ma tion, col lec ti ve ac ti ons), spe ci fic so cial struc tu res (lan gu a ge, 
so cial in sti tu ti ons, symbo lic or der, po wer), and spe ci fic so cial dyna misms 
(di stri bu tion of know led ge, in for ma tion, col lec ti ve me mory, hi story) as 
be ing the con cre te forms in which the in de pen den ce of cul tu ral forms 
ma ni fests it self.6 This in de pen den ce ho we ver is not on to lo gi cal, but in-
ten ti o nal in its cha rac ter. In ot her words, everything po ints to the fact 
that, in this do main, the ob jec ti va ting in ten ti o na lity of spi ri tual and 
cul tu ral ob jects con tri bu te con sti tu ti vely to the for ma tion of su bjects 
and the ir sphe re of ex pe ri en ce. One can won der as to what ex tent the 
su bjec ti vity can re main in tact in the fa ce of this re ver sed in ten ti o na lity 
thro ugh which the so cial con sti tu tion of ob jects fas hi ons the sphe res of 
ex pe ri en ce and con di ti ons the struc tu res of li fe.
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Adam Ta kač
In ten ci o nal nost i objek ti fi ka ci ja – Hu serl i Zi mel 
o kog ni tiv nim i dru štve nim uslo vi ma is ku stva

Ap strakt
Hu ser lov tran scen den tal ni pre o kret se mo že sma tra ti pre o kre tom u po gle du 
nje go vih mo de la in ten ci o nal no sti. Dok je u Lo gič kim is tra ži va nji ma Hu serl 
imao kon cept pre ma ko jem je in ten ci o nal nost struk tu ra kog ni tiv ne usme-
re no sti u ko joj objek ti fi ka ci ja igra for ma tiv nu ulo gu, u nje go vim ka sni jim 
ra do vi ma se in ten ci o nal ni od nos po ja vlju je kao struk tu ra sve sti ko ja se ba-
zi ra na či stoj su bjek tiv noj in ter i or no sti. Ovaj rad ar gu men tu je da uko li ko bi 
Hu serl pro ši rio obim svo jih ra nih fe no me no lo ških is tra ži va nja na pro ble me 
for mi ra nja objek ta u do me nu isto rij skih i hu ma ni stič kih na u ka (Ge i ste swis-
sen schaf ten), on da se ra di kal no su bjek ti vi stič ki usme re na tran sfor ma ci ja 
nje go ve te o ri je in ten ci o nal no sti ne bi do go di la to li ko la ko, od no sno mo žda 
bi bi la ne mo gu ća. Ta ko đe će mo da ar gu men tu je mo da u Zi me lo voj te o ri ji 
isto rij ske spo zna je i kul tu re mo že mo da pro na đe mo ele men te te o ri je in ten-
ci o nal no sti ko ja ne do sta je kod Hu ser la, na i me, pa žnju ko ja je po sve će na 
spe ci fič noj kon sti tu ci ji dru štve nih i kul tur nih obje ka ta. Upra vo objek tiv no 
po sre do va nje kroz eks te ri o ri za ci ju i sim bo li za ci ju, raz vi je no u dru štve nim i 
kul tur nim vred no sti ma od no sno u isto rij skom vre me nu, kon sti tu i še spe ci-
fič nost tih obje ka ta ko ji mno go ma nje za vi se od su bjek tiv nog is ku stva, ne go 
što či ne uslov istog.

Ključ ne re či: Hu serl, Zi mel, in ten ci o nal nost, objek ti fi ka ci ja, isto ri ja, objek ti 
kul tu re


