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Abstract This essay reveals five points in which Heidegger misreads Hegel in 
“Hegel’s Concept of Experience”: (1) By forcedly introducing the concept of 
“will”, he interprets Hegel’s phenomenology of spirit into Metaphysics of 
Presence; (2) interprets concepts such as “statement” and “the road of skeptics” 
as the process of phenomenological reduction; (3) reduces Hegel’s Sein to 
Seiende; (4) replaces “Contradiction” with “Ambiguity” so the active Dialectics 
become passive; (5) exaggerates conscious experience and puts it into a real 
ontology, regardless of the significance of Logic and Encyclopedia of Philosophy.  
By an analysis of this misreading we can find the internal connection between 
Heidegger’s thought and that of his philosophical forerunner, Hegel. 
 
Keywords phenomenology of spirit, misreading, dialectics, metaphysics of 
presence, experience 
 
摘要  在“黑格尔的经验概念”一文中，海德格尔对黑格尔有五个方面的有意误读：

（1）用强行引入的“意志”概念将黑格尔的精神现象学解释为在场的形而上学；（2）
将黑格尔的“陈述”、“怀疑之路”等概念解释为现象学还原的程序；（3）将黑格

尔的“存在（Sein）”贬为仅仅是指“存在者”；（4）将“矛盾”置换为“模棱两

可”，使黑格尔的辩证运动从主动变为被动；（5）将意识的经验夸大为真正的本体

论，无视《逻辑学》和《哲学百科全书》的意义。通过分析这样的误读，有助于我

们了解海德格尔和黑格尔思想之间的内在联系。 

 

关键词  精神现象学，误读，辩证法，在场的形而上学，经验 
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1 Introduction 

As is known to all, Heidegger often mentions Hegel in his work, and his praises 
outweigh his criticism. Nevertheless, insofar as Hegelian dialectics, of the works 
that integrally as well as systematically analyze and appraise Hegel, the most 
representative is Heidegger’s “Hegel’s Concept of Experience”. This article was 
originally his report for a seminar on Hegel’s Phenomenology of Spirit from 
1942–1943. In 1950, this article was collected into The Fieldpath, published in 
Frankfurt (Main), and was later edited into Volume 5 of Complete Works of 
Heidegger. In this article, Heidegger analyzes paragraph by paragraph, 
sometimes even verbatim, the sixteen paragraphs of the introduction to 
Phenomenology of Spirit, making interpretations which strictly accord with the 
text on the surface, yet follow the style of “Liu jing zhu wo 六经注我 (six 
Confucian Classics serve as my notation)” in effect. One of the most important 
themes of these interpretations is Heidegger’s distortion into “metaphysics of 
presence” the dialectics elaborated rather systematically by Hegel in his 
introduction, including ontological as well as epistemological dialectics and 
historically advancing dialectics that are manifested in the concept “empirical 
science of consciousness” regarding the metaphysics of presence as an immature 
expression of his “basic ontology”. Considered individually, of course, 
Heidegger’s interpretation of Hegel’s words is somewhat consistent, which, 
however, is hardly compatible with Hegel’s other words. Heidegger’s arbitrary 
interpretation of classics is often criticized by those who study philosophy. He 
defends himself, though. What follows is his defense in The Word of Nietzsche: 
“God Is Dead”:  

 
Regardless to say, any interpretation must obtain the content of the text, but 
also add something more from its own content in stead of sticking to the 
latter….A justified exterior interpretation as to a text would by no means go 
beyond the author’s but just a different comprehension. Nevertheless, this 
difference must be as such, namely, it hits the same thing that the interpreted 
text is contemplating (Heidegger 1980, p. 209). 

 
I do not intend to deny the value of Heidegger’s intentional misreading of Hegel 
(or others). I would like to present here an analysis of this misreading so as to 
find the internal connection between Heidegger’s thought and that of his 
philosophical forerunner, that is, the point where he deviates from Hegel. A 
successful analysis hereof would make for our better understanding of 
Heidegger’s thought as well as Hegel’s dialectics. 
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2 The introduction of “will” and metaphysics of presence 

To interpret Hegel as he does, Heidegger must rely on a set of scaffolds, one 
important point of which is a concept he introduces from the outside: will (Wille). 
We fail to find it in Hegel’s text (Hegel’s text was published before Heidegger’s) 
and the only support for Heidegger is a subordinate clause by Hegel: “Which has 
existed, and will exist here (absolutely) in itself and for itself” (Ibid., p. 126; cf. p. 
112). Hegel originally meant that “absolute” is not (as Kant says) far away, that it 
has been with us and is willing to be embodied by the means of our act of 
recognition. Through these paragraphs (at least the 1st, 2nd, and 3rd paragraphs), 
Hegel criticizes Kantian epistemology without mentioning Kant, hence the 
“willing” (wolte) here, simply non-spurning, rather than action of “will”. 
Heidegger nevertheless makes an issue of this clause that is not much more than 
half a sentence by arguing that “Philosophy is science in that it aims at absolute 
will, that is, the absolute within its absoluteness” (Ibid., p. 129). He cited Hegel’s 
words, namely, “Only absolute is true. Only truth is absolute”, and continued to 
say that “These two propositions have yet to be demonstrated but are by no 
means arbitrary on the sense of asserting at random. These two propositions are 
indemonstrable which have set up the primary materials for their 
self-construction. In these two propositions, the absolute will that has been 
willing to be here in itself and for itself is speaking” (Ibid., p. 131). This 
interpretation converted Hegel into Nietzsche. We cannot deny that in Hegelian 
philosophy, including his epistemology, elements of Nietzschian Voluntarism 
(even existentialism), which, rather than being his unconditional and 
indemonstrable first principle, have been mediated by logos-ism. Otherwise, 
Hegel could not have been called the greatest representative of “rationalism” in 
the history of philosophy. 

Nonetheless, Heidegger introduced the concept of “will” forcefully, with the 
goal of interpreting Hegelian philosophy, notably Phenomenology of Spirit, into 
“metaphysics of presence”. For example, he said: 

 
Spiritual phenomenology exists in its representations… Science, in its own 
way, only aims at what is done so by absolute. Absolute will is what has been 
here in itself and for itself. That is to say, at present, insofar as absolute which 
is being aimed, there is only absolute truth for us knowers… This however 
demands that science, along with its primal steps, should have entered absolute 
presence, viz., have existed in its absoluteness… Science, therefore, has to 
confront itself with that court which, and only which, can verdict the location 
of scientific study. And the court can be nothing but absolute presence (Ibid., 
pp. 132–133). 
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Therefore, Heidegger interprets the fourth paragraph with the contention that 
here, Hegel “points out the demands for us knowers which are put forward by the 
will that dominates in absolute presence, to wit, the will that has been here in 
itself and for itself (Ibid., p. 133).” This interpretation contrasts unfavorably with 
Hegel’s original intention, with only one point coinciding with the original text. 
That is, Hegel argues against how Kant regards man’s cognition as a tool that can 
be used to grasp the absolute, hence against the “extra way” of inspecting 
cognition before putting it into effect; whereas by considering cognition as the 
presence of absolute will, Heidegger may as such avoid “regarding this will as a 
method without interrogation by prevailing criticisms on philosophical 
cognition” (Ibid.). Hence, we can treat scientific cognition as “being inside 
presence wherefrom, hence, it appears. We must reveal our relationship with 
presence and confront it with the latter… Scientific laboriousness is due more to 
its relationship with presence. (Ibid., p. 134)” “Presence” means having appeared 
before us, having been given, and having been at hand without a previous 
abstract deduction. That is will. By means of this joint point, Heidegger argues 
that the Hegelian absolute merely means the presence of will, that is to say, will 
appears by virtue of the light of science. 
 

Science as absolute cognition is light which, as such, is absolute and 
illuminates our truth itself. To appear from this illumination means: to come to 
presence (Anwesen) in the glorious beams of self-revealing expressions. 
Appearance is the authentic presence itself. It is the absolute presence. 
According to its absoluteness, the absolute exists here of itself. Of the will that 
exists here, the absolute is at present… Just by reason of the present will, the 
statement of the appearing knowledge gets its inevitability. This statement 
must address itself to absolute will all along (Ibid., p. 137). 

 
This concerns Heidegger’s intentional misreading of Hegelian ontology. Since 
ancient Greece, the “metaphor of light” has been a token parlance in ontology. This 
metaphor is also what Hegel is accustomed to, whose “reflection (Reflexion)” is a 
paragon. It thus stands to reason that Heidegger uses it when dealing with 
phenomenological ontology. Notwithstanding that Hegelian phenomenology 
coincides with Husserl and Heidegger on “appearance (presence)”, they differ 
greatly as to in which sense “ontology” will be worthwhile after its appearance. 
According to Hegel, phenomenology has an ontological basis which is not called 
“phenomenology” but “logic”. Hence, at the very beginning, phenomenology was 
thought of as a rudimental expression and applied the function of logic. On the 
contrary, to Husserl and Heidegger as well, phenomenology itself is ontology all 
over. In other words, there is an invisible illuminant behind the Hegelian 
metaphor for light, such as Plato’s “unmoved mover” and “the idea of good”, 
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whereas nothing hides behind Heidegger’s metaphor for light except the 
“presence” and irradiation of light. It is in this aspect that Heidegger greatly 
distorts Hegelian ontology. He interprets Hegel’s “phenomenology of spirit” as a 
particular “phenomenology” before elucidating the ontological significance of 
“phenomenology” which is manifested in the misreading of the three concepts of 
“statement”, “natural consciousness” and “skeptical path”. 

3 Alternative interpretations of “statement”, “natural 
consciousness” and “skeptical path” 

Hegel’s spirit of reflection is manifested in Phenomenology of Spirit in the fact 
that his phenomenology takes the concrete content as its object. It also takes the 
statement and the way in which it is given as more important objects. This 
statement, in continuous alternations of phenomena, formed (in Hegel’s words) a 
“path of natural consciousness heading for true knowledge, or one of soul. 
Getting through the series of stations reserved for it by its essence, viz., getting 
through the series of forms of its own, the soul further purified itself before 
becoming spirit” (Ibid., p. 115). This is the guidance that Hegel’s spirit of logos 
provides for noesis or soul on a higher level. Nevertheless, Heidegger seeks to 
weaken, even eliminate, the spirit of logos in this statement. He criticizes, “Till 
now, also as held by philosophy, phenomenology of spirit is a Baedeker or a 
travelogue. Accompanying daily consciousness, it heads for the scientific 
cognition of philosophy. Nonetheless, understood in this way, the appearance of 
the phenomenology of spirit will not resemble phenomenology in its essence” 
(Ibid., p. 139). “Statement is by no means showing natural objectivation around 
the museum of ideology so as to pass a particular door after the visit, leasing this 
natural objectivation into absolute knowledge… Statement nevertheless is still a 
path. It keeps going to and fro in an intermediate region, a region that plays a 
dominant role between natural consciousness and science” (Ibid., p. 140). The 
“philosophy” he criticizes here refers, in effect, to Hegelian philosophy. It is 
Hegel himself who treats the phenomenology of spirit as a “Baedeker” (or, as he 
calls it, “ladder”), using it to lead “daily consciousness to philosophical scientific 
cognition”, i.e., “absolute cognition”. This phenomenology, according to 
Heidegger, “is no longer phenomenology in its essence”. What, then, is 
“phenomenology in its essence”? Heidegger contends that “phenomenology in its 
essence” must “keep going to and fro (gehen ständig hin und her) in an 
intermediate region”, that is, must get rid of the purposefulness of this procedure, 
making it a “path” of convolution, so as to continuously “play a dominant role” 
“between natural consciousness and science”. Phenomenology is not a “path” 
“leading to” absolute knowledge in that phenomenology itself is absolute 
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knowledge. The question is how to “state” it. Strictly speaking, to state is not to 
walk along a “path”, rather, it is to wander to and fro on this path. Therefore, to 
state is, in effect, just a level, a way to “look” through which “science” can be 
“seen” directly in “natural consciousness”. This is the descriptive approach of 
phenomenology, i.e., “phenomenological reduction”. 

In respect of how to reduce natural consciousness to science, what Heidegger 
contends is seemingly in agreement, but is actually at odds with Hegel’s opinion. 
According to Hegel, natural consciousness is what has appeared as knowledge, 
but is meshed into hopeless suspicion when “knowledge” is successively negated, 
and hence becomes illusive. Thus, natural consciousness is manifested in a path 
to desperation, to suspicion. When we pay attention to the way of statement on 
this path, we find that it reveals a history of consciousness towards science and 
real knowledge. Natural consciousness builds upon self-denial and it discloses 
the logical necessity of this improvement at all levels. It will eventually reach the 
logical end of its pure consciousness — absolute knowledge, hence renouncing 
skepticism and nihilism. Obviously, Heidegger also notices the determinant role 
played in upgrading natural consciousness to concrete knowledge by the 
statement which makes natural consciousness appear. This role, nonetheless, 
according to Heidegger, is rather once and for all, or generalized, without a 
process of logical development. “By virtue of the appearing knowledge, 
statement objectivates the existing consciousness as existential, that is, real and 
factual knowledge” (Ibid., p. 142). This function of objectivation is direct rather 
than deduced, albeit “natural consciousness does not concern being when it 
objectivates being(s), it nevertheless cannot but concern being. It has to generally 
objectivate, at the same time, the being of being(s). Without the light of being, 
natural consciousness may even fail to lose around being(s)” (Ibid., p. 144). This, 
in effect, deviates from the stance of Hegel’s Phenomenology of Spirit to that of 
Husserl’s “phenomenological intuition”. On the surface, Heidegger speaks in 
Hegelian language, “Natural consciousness is in effect identical with factual 
knowledge in that the former, as something remaining to be true, together with 
the latter, as the authenticity of the former, must belong to one entity. 
Nevertheless, the two happened to be different on this” (Ibid., p. 146). While 
Hegel means that real knowledge is obtained through the process of natural 
consciousness, hence the two are either identical, Heidegger, on the other hand, 
observes that we may, in natural consciousness, in these “being(s)”, by virtue of 
phenomenological reduction, “see” intuitionally the “being” of itself, hence 
obtain real knowledge from being. In this way, phenomenon is essence (being). It 
is just that people cannot see this in their daily consciousness. 

Precisely because of this, the “skeptical path” means self-reflection, self-denial, 
and self-renouncement, according to Hegel, which, via natural consciousness, 
leads to truth. On the other hand, it means, as far as Heidegger knows, to suspend 
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the truth accredited by natural consciousness so as to reveal the “key” for natural 
consciousness to be itself (being(s)), viz., being. To this end, Heidegger, by virtue 
of Hegel’s terminology, “regained the original significance of ‘suspect’; δκεψις. 
means: look, observe, inspect, to investigate what being(s) are as being(s) and 
how they be. Understood in this way, to suspect is to trace the being of being(s) 
at the same time of looking. Its observation has seen the being of being(s) in 
advance” (Ibid., p. 148). Nonetheless, this “seeing in advance” is not the business 
of natural consciousness, but “our” “extra practice”, an operation of 
“transcendental reduction” of the matter itself (being). 

4 Two different “linguistic usages” of “Being (Sein)” 

While Heidegger previously tried to express his viewpoints with Hegel’s 
terminology, on the most crucial term, namely, “being”, he cannot but elucidate 
his own stance in public. “Here we can no more avoid an explanation as to the 
usage of language” in that he has found that in Hegel’s contention, “Being (das 
Sein) as the name for being(s) (Seiende) indicates the name for the thing that has 
yet to be real and factual. By ‘being’, Hegel names what to him is unreal 
actuality” (Ibid., p. 150). In his view, Hegelian “being” is just a being which 
merely means objectiveness without “actuality (Wirklichkeit)”. On the other 
hand, “different from Hegelian usage of language, the name of ‘being’ that we 
are using indicates objectiveness and objectivity by Hegel and Kant, but also the 
real and actual things positioned by Hegel and the spiritual actuality addressed by 
him” (Ibid.). The double identities of “being” made it reveal itself through the 
state of “presence”, and conceal itself in the same state in that being is not merely 
the state of presence but the reason for the presence. When we see presence, what 
is noticed is usually its state, whereas presence itself, together with how it 
“comes to presence”, is totally forgotten. 

Obviously, the difference mentioned above is much more than “linguistic 
usage”. In addition, the summary of Hegelian theories by Heidegger is far from 
precise. In Hegel’s view, “being” does not indicate “actuality remaining unreal” 
but merely a kind of “abstract” actuality; the relationship between “really true 
things” and being, hence is not an externally conflicting relationship, but the 
relationship between internal levels of identical things. “Being” is a category on 
the bottom level. However, it is omnipotent because it is on the bottom level: 
Even the top level of “spiritual actuality” cannot hold water without conceiving 
of “being” on the bottom level. That is because spiritual actuality itself is no 
more than the most “concrete” being which developed automatically from being 
itself (from abstract to concrete). Therefore, Heidegger was wrong in saying that 
the Hegelian being is a kind of “objectivity of direct objectivation whose own 



Heidegger’s distortion of dialectics in “Hegel’s Concept of Experience” 301 

subjectivity remains to be obtained” (Ibid.). In the whole “ontology” of his Logic, 
as a matter of fact, what Hegel criticizes is this misinterpretation of being in that 
the Hegelian being itself is “subjective”, indicating that its object (actuality) is 
set up by itself. In Phenomenology of Spirit, what corresponds to the category of 
“being” is “perceptual exactness”, which presents itself, at the very beginning, as 
a “skeptical path”. On this path, what is negated is “perception” while what 
persists is the pursuit for “exactness” leading to “real actuality”, viz. truth. To 
this end, both negative and positive aspects contribute to the formation of 
absolute spirit. Just as the concluding words of Phenomenology of Spirit quoted 
afterwards by Heidegger read, “When the two fuse together, the history 
understood by means of concepts will construct the memory and tomb of spirit as 
well as the actuality, trueness, and exactness of its throne without which absolute 
spirit would be an isolated thing with no life at all” (Ibid., p. 199). 

Therefore, in Hegel’s Logic, not only essence is real being (he states: “Essence 
is being truth”), but concepts, the ultimate absolute idea itself included, are 
simply being that is comprehended specifically. All these co-construct a dynamic 
as well as subjective “ontology” (Ontologie). Phenomenology of Spirit, however, 
is an introduction to this kind of ontology at an empirical level. Seen from this 
perspective, Hegel’s understanding of the concept of being happens to resemble 
Heidegger’s, that is, both of them have an eye on how the being(s) “come into 
being” rather than merely on the state of being or being(s) itself. In other words, 
at least in this point, Heidegger is devoid of the originality he claimed. It is the 
kernel of Hegelian dialectics to comprehend all the beings as “being by 
themselves”, as not only various states of being but the process and history 
(variation) of being. What is different is that the “history” understood by 
Heidegger is short of logical necessity and, just like what we mean by saying that 
one will never attain truth without making mistakes, “history” is the “fate” 
wherefrom man cannot withdraw. Consequently, if someone can bring himself to 
reason abruptly from the mistake of “being oblivion” that is inescapable for 
mankind, he would be able to discern being in being(s) and unconcealed “truth” 
in presence. And this man is Heidegger. In a word, the Hegelian being ranges 
from self-denial to self-approval. Heidegger, who also acknowledges this kind of 
self-denial (skeptical path), nevertheless holds the same view as Descartes 
beneath the surface, contending that “this suspicion just aims to keep its initial 
position” (Ibid., p. 146). From this fixed position he makes the “overall 
reassessment of value” (Nietzsche) of human history. 

5 Withdrawal from “Antagonism” (Widerspruch) 

When discussing “methods of systematical statement” of science in paragraphs 9 
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and 10, Hegel finds some opposition to this statement: There must be a criterion 
for scientific statement which, as such, must be established by science. Hegel 
traces this opposition to the ambivalence of consciousness itself: 

 
If we first recall those abstract prescriptions revealed by knowledge and truth 
before consciousness, the eradication of this antagonism and the antagonism 
itself would appear more precise in that at the same time when consciousness 
differentiates itself from some object, it connect the latter with itself (Ibid., p. 
209). 
 

Regarding this, Heidegger completely dwells on the trivial, saying that: 
 
The style of investigation in paragraph 10 indicates that it’s not though 
logic-demonstration that Hegel mediated and eradicated the antagonism in the 
essence of statement. What seems unable to be united does not lie in the 
essence of statement. Rather, it lies in the insufficient way whereby we always 
look at statement in the sovereign of objectivating style of natural 
consciousness (Ibid., p. 161). 
 

It is thus clear that opposition to this statement is attributed to the conflicting 
structure of consciousness itself by Hegel, which is further deepened. Heidegger 
runs counter to Hegel by interpreting this deepening as a trivialization, a “way 
remaining to break away from insufficiency”, i.e., the result of “objectifying the 
way of natural consciousness”. Since Hegel does not state the antagonism through 
formal logic, and the antagonism of consciousness itself is a kind of objectification 
that is “insufficient” and of “natural consciousness”, Heidegger intentionally evades 
“antagonism” (Widerspruch) in all respects, replacing it with “ambivalence” or 
“ambiguity” (both are translations of Zweideutigkeit). He has completely gotten rid 
of “antagonism” in his text, resulting in two severe consequences: 

To begin with, the subjective initiative of Hegelian dialectics is abrogated. As 
is known to all, Hegel’s interpretation of all the actions and variations is 
ultimately based on the ambivalence of concepts by reason of which the inner 
“anxiety”, that is, the source of all actions, is produced. Heidegger also 
acknowledges the inner anxiety of matters which, nonetheless, is attributed by 
him to the lack of natural consciousness. He said, “However, natural 
consciousness conceals the self-transcending anxiety that dominates inside it by 
evading this anxiety and associating with the latter in its own way: It regards its 
own opinion as truth and presents demands to truth for itself, proving that any 
thing thus treated as its belongings is not really so. The opinions of natural 
consciousness are always radiating the anxiety that is hauled to 
self-transcendence irresistibly.” Nevertheless, “the irresistibility” of movement 
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cannot but be prescribed by what is followed by anxiety inside itself. This 
anxiety follows what tears it away, that is, the real actuality which will never 
exist unless when it reveals itself in its own authenticity” (Ibid., pp. 163–164). 
Hence “consciousness itself, in its anxiety, is the pre-positioning of purpose” 
(Ibid., p. 155). The advancement of consciousness is not due to its inner 
antagonism, but that consciousness pre-positions a remote purpose outside it 
which, to the end, by means of its “attraction”, hauls consciousness forward. 

 
During the history when consciousness was formed, its progress was not 
promoted forward and pushed in (gestoßen) the thing remaining to be 
prescribed by each form of consciousness. Instead, the progress was torn away 
from the positioned purpose. In this process, the purpose brings itself into 
appearance, and previous conscious process into the completion of its integrity 
(Ibid., pp. 155–156). 
 

Obviously, the series of words Heidegger uses, namely, “tear away” (fortreißen), 
“tow” (gezogen), “attraction” (anziehen), and the following “torn” 
(hinausgerissen), “offer” (opfert), “tolerate” (erleidet) etc. are all used for one 
purpose, that is, to convert the subjective movement promoted by the inner 
antagonism of things into a passive process pulled by some exterior purpose. 
Hegel, too, of course, argues that a “purpose” must be set up for the progress of 
knowledge, namely, the purpose that object coincides with concept, so as to 
make “consciousness sense the violence sprouting from its self” (Ibid., pp. 
117–118). Its origin, nevertheless, lies in the self-transcendence and ambivalence 
of consciousness. Hence what consciousness suffers is self-tearing rather than 
tearing violence from outside. It does not subject itself to the power of abstract 
“absolute will”. On the contrary, such “absolute will” is itself the embodiment of 
antagonism, bitterness, and anxiety rather than being really absolute. Heidegger 
failed to notice this.  

In the second place, the logical necessity of ontological self-contradiction of 
consciousness is abrogated. Albeit Heidegger “designates the essential ambiguity 
of consciousness — that is, consciousness is the differentiation of objectivation 
whereas objectivation is not differentiation whatsoever — as “the signal of 
essential identity of consciousness itself” (Ibid., p. 164). In his view, however, 
this “essential identity” is no more than “gathering what are measured and the 
standard for that measure” “into consciousness”. What’s more, “the essence of 
consciousness lies in the combination of the two”. This makes us think of Kant’s 
prescription of intellectual essence, that is, intellectual judgment is no more than 
“consociating” Subject and Predicate by means of “be”. This “synthetical identity 
of the origins of apperception” is the “top principle that is applied intellectuality” 
only by means of which can all the motley experiences gather into one 
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consciousness” (cf. Kant 2004, §5, 16, 17, 19, 20). Apparently, the initiative by 
virtue of which consciousness consociates and gathers various ready-at-hand 
objects etc. is totally different from the initiative which subsists by overcoming 
its own antagonism. Heidegger interprets, by and large, the Hegelian theory of 
antagonism from the perspective of Kant. In the same vein, he also interprets the 
inner antagonism of being and being(s): 

 
Since ον means “to be” as well as “being(s)”, as “being(s)”, the ον can be 
gathered (λεγειν) into its “to be”. According to its ambiguity, this ον has even 
been gathered into the state of being as being(s). It is ontological… 

The ambiguity of this ον refers to attendee as well as presence at the same 
time but by no means just one of them. Corresponding to this essential 
ambiguity, the view (δοξα) toward illusion (δοκουντα), i.e., that toward 
attendee (εοντα), is integrated with the thought (νοειν) of presence (ειναι), i.e., 
that of being (εον). What is perceived by thought (νοειν) is not the real being(s) 
different from simple illusion. Rather, view (δοξα) perceives the attendee 
himself instead of the presence of the attendee whose presence is perceived by 
thought (Heidegger 1980, pp. 171–172). 
 

The interpretation of ον and being resembles Kant’s of “transcendental object”. 
Similarly, Kant’s transcendental object also refers to the gathering of phenomena 
(attendee) as well as the thing in itself (presence) that inspires these phenomena. 
Nonetheless, phenomenon and the thing in itself belong to the same substance, 
which directs the same object in thought. It is just that we cannot recognize the 
existence of that thing in itself in the empirical knowledge of phenomenon. Just 
like Kant, who asserts that in epistemology, confusion over the thing in itself and 
phenomenon created the essence of traditional metaphysics, Heidegger also 
argues that in ontology the confusion of being (presence) and being(s) (attendees) 
created the essence of all metaphysics. However, to Hegel, it is his real 
philosophy, notably the principle of Phenomenology of Spirit, that being as 
subject (present) and being as substance (attendee) convert, conflict and identify 
with each other (subject is substance) on various levels. Whereas, the overall 
thought of Heidegger is intellectual as well as of the Kantian type, and his 
method of keeping aloof from the antagonism of being is to strictly differentiate 
between the two meanings of ον. 

6 The inversion of the “science of experience of consciousness” 

In the analysis of the last three paragraphs of Hegel’s text, Heidegger makes, 
emphatically, a peculiar interpretation with respect to the other name of 
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Phenomenology of Spirit, namely “science of experience of consciousness”, in 
particular of the term “experience” (Erfahrung). In accordance with his previous 
exposition, Hegel said, “The dialectic movement carried out by consciousness to 
itself — its knowledge and its object, insofar as its producing new and real 
objects for consciousness, happens to be what is called experience by people” 
(Ibid., p. 121), meaning that experience is no more than the dialectic movement 
of consciousness concerning the knowledge of relevant objects. On the other 
hand, Heidegger analyzes experience on an ontological level as to being and 
being(s). He says: 

 
What does Hegel mean by “experience”? He refers to the being of being(s) 
who has been a subject at the time and hence become an objective thing as 
well as an object…Experience is now no longer a name for a cognizing style. 
As far as the perception that being got from being(s) himself is concerned, 
experience is now the word for being. It refers to the subjectivity of subject 
(Ibid., p.176). 

 
Experience is being, subjectivity of subject, and movement of consciousness. 
According to Hegel, this movement results from the dialectic antagonism of 
consciousness itself, whereas in Heidegger’s view, on the contrary, the dialectic 
character of consciousness has to be reduced as well as counteracted by dint of 
the subjectivity of experience. E.g. “Consciousness itself is its own conception, it 
is not so at the same time”; “Consciousness offers itself measure and fails to do 
so at the same time”; “Consciousness tests itself but fails to do so at the same 
time” (Ibid., p. 177). Hegel termed this ambivalence “dialectic”, which incurred 
the dislike of Heidegger who argued, “Discussions around dialectics are like 
interpretations people made of stagnant dirty water on the basis of spouting 
spring” (Ibid., p. 179). All the descriptions of dialectics by Hegel (the negation of 
negation, etc.), according to Heidegger, are simply “a kind of derivative 
description” (Ibid., p. 180) with experience as their basis. “Experience is the state 
of the attendee who prescribes itself as subject in accord with subjectivity” 
(Ibid.). In other words, dialectics cannot be used to interpret experience but 
experience can be used to interpret dialectics in that dialectics is just an 
interpretation of the movement of being(s) rather than that of being itself. He 
tried to foist this idea on Hegel. However, his interpretations of experience are 
limited to similes like carpenters building houses, people’s migration, “shepherds 
grazing herds on hills” (Ibid., p. 181), and the like. He may surely regard these 
similes as all the more essential, even asserting that “experience is the 
absoluteness of the absolute, the appearance of absolute in absolute 
self-appearing” (Ibid.) which, nevertheless, has nothing to do with Hegel. As far 
as Hegel is concerned, experience is simply the object of “the science of 
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experience of consciousness”, which is an introduction or a “ladder”, and has yet 
to reach “absolute knowledge”, let alone absolute spirit. 

Well, then, how does Heidegger comprehend Hegel’s proposition of “science 
of experience of consciousness”? 

 
In the title of “science of experience of consciousness”, the “experience” with 
mark of emphasis plays an intermediate role between consciousness and 
science….If we interpret this title naturally according to our habit, we fail to 
comprehend it. The two second-case of “empirical” and “conscious” do not 
refer to an object in the second case but a subject in its second case. The 
Subject (subject) is consciousness rather than science and consciousness is the 
subject existing in empirical way. Experience, however, is the subject (Subject) 
of science (Ibid., p. 193).  

 
Here, Heidegger makes use of the dialectics of Subject and Object that Hegel 
himself often stresses, to wit, in dialectic comprehension, Subject and Predicate 
will invert as well as mutually convert. Instead of being an attribution or relation 
to Subject, Object is just the Subject that appears in the form of Object, i.e. the 
anamorphosis or deepening of Subject itself. E.g. “Essence is the past being” can 
also be understood as “Past being is essence”, neither the Subject nor the Object 
being the “attribution” of the other party. They refer to the same thing. Insofar as 
“Consciousness is an empirical science”, it can be understood as meaning either 
“Science is conscious-empirical” or, inversely, “The experience of consciousness 
is scientific”. “The experience of consciousness is basically characterized by this 
inversion” (Ibid., pp. 183–184). Heidegger nevertheless fails to notice that the 
Hegelian “inverse” (Umkehrung, also translated as “converse”) does not refer to 
arbitrary rings and changes but is an inverse with a definite orientation which, 
each time, will ascend to a new logical level. “Science of experience of 
consciousness” will eventually ascend to the level of logic. However, Heidegger 
shows dissatisfaction with Hegel’s conclusion that “real science” is “logics”, 
contesting that “this term is inherited from tradition” which indicates that “The 
logics related to this conception is monotheism (Theiologie) relevant to absolute 
ontology” (Ibid., p. 192). Thus, logics is diminished to a kind of theological 
explanation of “science of experience of consciousness”. 

The interpretation of Heidegger ostensibly violates the system structure of 
Hegelian overall philosophy which fails to interpret why Hegel at last abandoned 
the title of “science of experience of consciousness” — by Heidegger’s 
estimation, it is because Hegel “quailed at” the word “experience” (Ibid., pp. 
195–196) — all the more, it failed to explain the fact that Phenomenology of 
Spirit, in Encyclopedia of Philosophy, is dismissed as an element of “subjective 
spirit” in Philosophy of Spirit. Heidegger did not go further than presenting this 
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fact without giving any explanation (Ibid., p. 179). As a matter of fact, the 
problem lies in that Hegel’s experience of consciousness can be a science, but 
science is far more than experience of consciousness and has to continue 
upwards. When it reaches the plane of “absolute knowledge”, that is, the plane of 
“being” in logic, this science will no longer be experience of consciousness but a 
pure concept, viz. category, instead. Hence in the view of Hegel, although 
experience of consciousness latently contains absolute subject, the latter will by 
no means stop at the former but demonstrate itself in a pure way, to wit, logic. 

It follows that Heidegger’s interpretation of Hegel can be used to understand 
Hegelian thought rather than grasp it. We do not mean that he did not 
comprehend Hegel, but only that in Hegel he found the issues he wanted to “hit 
the same thing that the interpreted text is contemplating”. 
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