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In recent years, the familiar division within modern Western philosophy between 
what are commonly called its 'analytical' and its 'Continental' forms has been 
questioned from both sides of the divide. A new generation of philosophers, often 
benefiting from a far more pluralistic training in the history and methods of both 
'traditions', have begun to work in ways which promise to make the terms of this 
traditional division irrelevant. 

This new series, Intersections, is intended to provide a home and a platform for Lhe 
best examples of philosophical research that seeks to expound the founding texts of 
'Continental philosophy' with all the critical tools that 'analytical philosophy' makes 
available. It also seeks to explore the unfamiliar but challenging conceptions and 
standards of rigorous thinking that 'Continental philosophy' is founded upon. The 
series gathers together exciting new studies from philosophers well-versed in, and 
sympathetic to, both 'traditions', presenting a cluster of titles on key topics in 
contemporary philosophy which move towards rendering the traditional Continental
analytic divide irrelevant. The series aims to help to hasten the demise of a profoundly 
damaging internal discord that is, in large part, based on mutual misunderstanding. 
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Foreword 

By J-Juhcrt L Dreyfus 

I 'line arc already hundreds of books on Heidegger, why add one more? Because no 
nut· has successfully employed Carol White's strategy or interpreting /Jeing and 
I t/111' in the light of Heidegger's later works. White has taken up the most fundamental 
and difficult aspect of Heideggcr's thought and has presented a coherent and plausihk· 
H'lrospectivc reading of his development. Her approach turns out not only to cast 
llt'W light on the origin of Heidegger's later ideas but also to illuminate Being and 
li1111' as groping towards them. Thus, her account enables White to relate what Being 
,,,,/'lime says about human time to Later Heidegger's talk or the time r~f' heing,' 
tiJcrchy reconstructing for us the phenomenon, from beginning to end, Hcidcggl~r 
w;1s struggling to describe. As White says: 

I quote freely from the whole chronological range of Hcidcggcr's works since onl' of my 
hasic premises ... is that he spent his life saying. to usc his term. 'the Same.' 

(Preface I 

c II all the hooks written on his work, Heidegger would prohahly have preferred this 
llllt', since he himself was constantly reinterpreting his earlier works as attempts to 
olllll"lllate the one thought he was all his life trying to put into words. 

While shows that, from his unfinished first attempt in Being and 'lime to the lak 
,-~~;1y, '//me and Being, Heidegger is trying again and again to find the right way to 
dt·:-.nihc the hasic structure of finitude that makes possible our access to the world and 
It •t·wrything in it. Her book follows Heidcgger's path of thinking hy showing how he 
"'' u'kl·d out the stmcture of finitude in tern1s of death and time. White argues convincingly 
thai I kidegger's thought is unified hy the insight, elaborated in detail in this hook. 
thai hl·ing human is historical, and, that, in the West, heing itself has a history. 

White's hasic insight is that in Being and 'lime Heidcgger already had a dim sensl' 
••I what he was later to call the history of heing. even though in Being awl nnw thl' 
lu~lnry of our understanding of heing is prl'Sl'lltl'd simply as a dedinl' frollltlll' prl'· 
Snnalics' understanding of heing as /11'1'.1'1'//t'ing through a series of lllt'laphy:-.il·al 
c llli:-.ltmdl'rslandings of hl·ing as purl' /'1'1'.1'1'111'1'. lleidegger already had the i(k•a that 
l';nlllt'lli(k-s' undl'rstanding of lwing was an originating leap that dl'l'illl'd thl· hi~lory 

lnlran~lal ill I' I h·idq'.)'<'r's h'<'hlli<·allt·llll~. I' VI' lollowl'd till' •·tlilm's l'l'l'lllllllll'lltlal ions. 

1·,,. al~" 11111difil'tl all quolaliom ltllllllh·ulq•)••·•\ lnh loluak•·lhl'lll<'llll:-olslt·nl with lhi~ 

111'1'1\ltiU 



limr """ I,,.,,, 
of the West. hut he later saw that this originating leap gave rise. not just to a gradual 
loss of the pre-Soeralics' insight but, rather. to a series of radically reconfigured 
worlds. That insight. White contends. led him from an analysis of the finite timeliness 
of human being to the finite temporality of being itself. 

Readers will, I hope, be able to find their own way through White's lucid 
reconstruction of Heidegger's deepening account of temporality. In this preface. I 
want to concentrate on what I consider one of the most important rewards of White's 
retrospective reading. I hope to show how her approach enables her to explain and 
fit together Heidegger's life-long series of seemingly inconsistent pronouncements 
concerning death and finitude, and that this in tum enables her to give an original and 
convincing interpretation of the controversial section on death in Being and Time- an 
interpretation that is closer to the phenomenon and to the text than any interpretation 
so far presented in the many books and articles on this subject. Her ability to use the 
unifying thread of Heidegger's thinking (read back to front) to make sense of 
Heidegger's understanding of death is proof of the power of her approach. 

But first. to prepare to understand White's masterful analysis of death and finitude, 
we need lo I urn lo her account of what Heidegger means by being and how being 
Gill itself have a history. 

I. Tht· 1•1wnmtwnon ol' Hdng 

Wlllll' is ahk to Sl'C I kidegger whole in spite of his constantly changing neologisms 
ami hi):!llt'r and highl'r levels of abstraction, because, through it all, she keeps her 
eye on the phenomenon -the 'matter for thought,' as Heidegger would say. She sees 
that, from the start, what Heidegger means by being is not some super entity, nor 
some general property of all entities, but the intelligibility that makes entities 
accessible. And that, as he later saw, for us in the West, what counts as intelligibility 
depends upon the style of each particular cultural epoch. 

As Heidegger first puts it in Being and Time, 'Being is that on the basis of which 
entities are already understood.' 2 He spells this out through a description of the 
intelligibility of the everyday world. World is the whole context of shared equipment, 
roles, and practices on the basis of which one can encounter entities and other people. 
So, for example, one encounters a hammer as a hammer in the context of other 
equipment such as nails and wood, and in terms of social roles such as being a 
carpenter, a handyman, and so forth. Moreover, each local cluster of tools, the skills 
for using them, and the roles that require them constitutes a sub-world such as 
carpentry, or homemaking, and each, with its appropriate equipment and practices, 
makes sense on the more general background of our one shared, familiar, everyday 
world. Heidegger calls the way the shared background practices are coordinated to 
give us access to things and to ourselves our understanding of being. He says: 

2 Mattin Heidegger. Being ami Time, trans. J. Macquarrie and E. Robinson (New York: 
Harper and Row, 1962), pp. 25, 26. Henceforth page references lo this translation appear in 
parentheses after the quotation. 



XI 

Thai when·in llasein aln·:ulv nndt·l·.luud .. 1hdl " alway' snmclhing with whieh it is 
primordially l"a111iliar. Th1s l:nnlhaiiiV w11h tlw wnrld . goes to makeup Dast:in's 

umkrslanding of hctng. 
(119) 

lll'idcgger sees that this familiarity is so pervasive that it is easily passed over. As he 
puts it, it is nearest to us and so furthest away. White and I share the idea that to 
hegin to see our own sense of familiarity and how it works we need a contrasting 
<':t:-...: of the style of another culture. 

As White notes, sociologists point out that mothers in different cultures handle 
their babies differently and so inculcate the babies into different styles of coping 
with themselves, people, and things. To get a feel for the phenomenon- the way the 
background practices work to grant intelligibility - I'll elaborate her suggestive 
nample in further detail. As long as we can use it to get a sense of how a cultural 
style works, we need not be concerned as to whether the sociological account is 
:tlTUrate or complete. 

I .et us suppose, as we are told by the sociologists, that American mothers tend to 
put habies in their cribs on their stomachs, which encourages the babies to move 
:amund effectively, while Japanese mothers tend to put their babies on their backs so 
they will lie still, lulled by the mothers' songs. As the infants develop, American 
ntolhers encourage passionate gesturing and vocalizing, while Japanese mothers are 
t1111ch more soothing and mollifying. In general, American mothers situate the infant's 
hody and respond to the infant's actions in such a way as to promote an active and 
aggressive style of behavior, while Japanese mothers, in contrast, promote a greater 
passivity and sensitivity to harmony. 

The babies, of course, imitate the style of nurturing to which they are exposed. It 
ntay at tirst seem puzzling that the baby successfully picks out precisely the gestures 
that embody the style of its culture as the ones to imitate, but, of course, such success 
•~ inevitable. Since all our gestures and practices embody the style of our culture, 
the baby will pick up that pervasive style no matter what it imitates. Starting with a 
~lyle, various practices will make sense and become dominant, and others will either 
hl'l'ome subordinate or will be ignored altogether. 

The style, then, determines how the baby encounters himself or herself, other 
lll'oplc, and things. So, for example, no bare rattle is ever encountered. For an 
American baby, a rattle-thing is an object to make expressive noise with and to 
throw on the floor in a willful way in order to get a parent to pick it up. A Japanese 
hahy may treat a rattle-thing this way more or less by accident, but generally we 
llll)!.ht suppose a ratlle-thing is encountered as serving a soothing, pacifying function 
like a Native American rain stick. In general, what constitutes the American baby as 
an Anwrinm hahy is its cultural style. and what constitutes the Japanese hahy as a 
.luflllllt'sc baby is its quite diiTercntl·ultural style. 

(>nee we SCl' that a styll' governs how anything can show up as anything. Wl' can 
~l'l' that the styk of a t:ultun~ dol'S not l'.llVl'rtl only thl' babies. The adults in cat:h 
ntlllll'l' arc shapl·d hy it as lhl'Y t'l'SJlllltd to things in the way they show up for them. 
l'hc style of l'opin)'. with thinp. out of whidt alll·ontTplttaliting grows, dctl'nllilll's 
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what it makL·s Sl'llsc to do. ami what is worth doiug. It should come as no surprise. 
given the picture I have just presented of Japanese and American mlture, that Japanese 
adults seek contented social integration, while American adults are still striving 
willfully to satisfy their individual desires. Likewise, the style of enterprises and of 
political organizations in Japan serves to produce and reinforce cohesion, loyalty, 
and consensus, while what is admired by Americans in business and politics is the 
aggressive energy of a laissez-faire system in which everyone strives to express his 
or her own desires, and where the state, business, or other organization's function is 
to maximize the number of desires that can be satisfied without destntctive instability. 

The case of child-rearing helps us see that a cultural style is not something in our 
minds but, rather, a disposition to act in certain ways in certain situations. It is not in 
our beliefs but in our artifacts, our sensibilities, and our bodily skills. Like all skills, 
it is too embodied to be made explicit in terms of rules. 1 Therefore it is misleading to 
think of a cultural style as a scheme, or conceptual framework. 

Our cultural style is invisible both because it is manifest in everything we see and 
do, and so is too pervasive to notice -like the water to the fish- and because it is in 
our comportment, not in our minds. And this is not a disadvantage or limitation. 
Like the illumination in a room, a cultural style normally lets us see things just in so 
far as we don't Sl~c it. That is, like the background in perception, the ground of 
iutclligihility must rct·cdc so we can see the figure.4 As Heidegger puts it, the mode 
of revealing has to withdraw in order to do its job of revealing us and things, and it 
is the joh of phenomenology to make it visible. In Being and Time he says: 

What is it that phenomenology is to 'let us see'? What is it that must be called a 
'phenomenon' in a distinctive sense? ... Manifestly. it is something that proximally and 
for the most part does not show itself at all: it is something that lies hidden, in contrast to 
that which proximally and for the most part docs show itself; ... but at the same time it is 
something that belongs to what thus shows itself, and it belongs to it so essentially as to 
constitute its meaning and its ground. 

(59) 

Style, while remaining hidden, is what makes everything intelligible and is what 
Heidegger calls being. Each specific style is a specific mode of intelligibility and so 
is a specific understanding of being. Being never fully reveals itse(f, at least not as 
itself, so it turns out that. for Heidegger. being is the phenomenon that is the proper 
subject of phenomenological study: 

3 For an argument to this effect, sec Hubert and Stuart Dreyfus, Mimi Ol'er Machine: The 
Power of Human Intuitive E.\]Jertise in the Era of the Complller (New York: Free Press, 
revised paperback edition, 1988). 
4 The exception. according to Heideggcr, is cultural works of art like temples and 

cathedrals, the acts of great statesmen, and the writings of thinkers, ca<.:h of which shows the 
style by articulating and glamorizing it. Sec Martin Heidcgger. "Thl' Origin of the Work of 
Art,' in Poet/:\'. i.AiflRIWge, Thought, trans. Alfred 1-Jofsladln ( Nl'W York: llarpl'r and Row. 
1971). 
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l'l'lolay harl' lhc hori1.1111 w11hiu whid1 Sllllll'lhiug lil-.l'lll'lll)'. iu )'.l'llcral hl'l'llllll'~ lllll'llig•hk 
I~ I:Uli:IIIIOIIIII lo danryiug 1111• jlii~Sihilily or haVill)!. auy lllldl'r~landing or !wing al all an 
lllllk·r~landin!( which ilsl'll' lll'longs lolhl' conslillllion of lhl' l'nlily called Das,·in. 

C2ll l 

lleidL·ggcr is still saying the same ll1i11g in his last work: 'flute antllleing.' Being 
111 1lds itself hack 'in favor of the disccrnability of the gift,· that is, of hcing in regard 
lo I Ill' grounding of what-is.'' As White puts it: 'The contribution of the backgroum.l 
prart ices recedes unnoticed in favor of the things that arc.' (5.4) 

Wl' come a step closer to White's analysis of death when we sec how she draws 
"'' I his account of being to explain human finitude. One of White's most original 
.uul valuahle insights is to see that our inahility to spell out the understanding of 
lll'i ug in our background practices is one important aspect of what Hcidcggcr means 
hv human finitude. Heidegger calls this condition ontological guilt. which he defines 
·" thl' structural condition that Dasein cannot gel behind its thrownness.7 White 
!' l1 ~~~cs this as the claim that 'our finitude prevents us from ... turning the background 
pral'l ices into explicit knowledge.' (5.1) And she adds: 

ITIIw finitude of knowledge is a maHer of its grounding in an understanding of heing 
which cannot be taken up in conceptual judgments. We should give up our quest for nol 
only an absolute knowledge of things in themselves, as Kant thought, but also for explicit 
1-.nowlcdgc of the source of our knowledge (KPM 245/2291'.). The goal of knowing the 
pn·suppositions of our knowledge, so devoutly pursued by Kant, Hegel, Husser!, and 
,·vcry olher metaphysician. is unattainable. 

(5.1) 

11111. as llcidegger insists. there is nothing wrong with this structural condition that 
w,·,·an't make the background of our thought and action explicit; indeed, it serves a 
posilive function in enabling us to make sense of things at all. 

h·o1nthis 'limitation' there follows a second important aspect of finitude. Already 
111 llr•ing and Time Heidegger stresses that the practices on the basis of which entities 
·"'' understood cannot themselves be justified or grounded. Once a practice has 
J,,.,.,,l'xplained by appealing to what one does, no more basic justification is possible . 
. \·, Wittgcnstcin later puts it in On Certainty: 'Giving grounds I must I come to an 
··ud ~•Hnclime. But the end is not an ungrounded presupposition: it is an ungrounded 
\\';IV of al'ling.'x 

Thi~ view is antithetical to the philosophiL"al ideal of total clarity and ullimale 

lllll'lligihility. llcidcg!'Cr in t\11 llltmtfllt'lioll to Mt•taphysil's suggests that there can 
J,. Ill' sul'h llll'laphysical grounding: 

rvtarllll I kilkg)!l'l', I ht 'Iiiii!' anrl 1/l'ing. Iran' loan Slan1haugh t Nl'w Yorio.: llarpn and 
ll "", 111/! I. 
'' llud.,p. 11. 

Mar1111 I kidq'.)'l'r. /lr·ing 11111lln11r', p I Ill 

li I .nd\\'i)' Will)~l·n,ll'lll, I Jn I·,.,,;,,,., ··d•ll·d hv I i 1·: M i\u~,·o111hl' and ( i.ll. "'"' Wrighl 
''"" ll.lll.'•lall'd hv lk111~ l'aul and li I' 1\·1 :\u•., "IIIIII'INI'w Yo1k llarpl'l and Row. (11(111}. 
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II rcmuins lo he sel'll whcllll'r the ground arriwu al is really a grounu. that is. whether it 
provides u founuutiun; whether it is an ultimate ground [Ul'}lruml]; or whether it fails to 
provide a foundation anu is an abyss [Ab-gruncl); or whether the ground is neither one nor 
the other but presents only a perhaps necessary appearance of foundation- in other words, 
it is a nonground [ Un-grund).9 

To relate this point to her account of finitude, White quotes a crucial but little
noticed remark of Heidegger's published five years after Being and Time: 

So profoundly does finitude entrench itself in existence that our ownmost and deepest 
limitation refuses to yield to our freedom (WIM I 08/118). 

(5.1) 

This understanding of finitude leads White to take Dasein, Heidegger's technical 
term referring to us, not as naming individual human beings, but as referring to a 
way of being of all human beings, in other words that they live in a world that is 
made intelligible hy their shared background practices and that these background 
practices l~annot and need not be made explicit and justified. White, therefore, warns 
against all individualistic readings of BeinK and Time. For her, Heidegger is not an 
l'Xistentialist l'lllphasizing suhjel·tivity and personal choice, nor is he a romantic 
holding thattlll'rt· is a deep inner self to which Dasein is called to be true. Heidegger 
is an ontologist intl·restcd in the conditions of the possibility of intelligibility, and he 
tmdl·r~tamls thatthl' pral~tkes that make people and things intelligible can be pointed 
out and their gl·neral structure described but that the understanding of being in those 
practices cannot he spelled out in detail and given a transcendental or metaphysical 
grounding. 

II. The History of Being 

In the published part of Being and Time, Heidegger attempted to work out an 
ontological account of the universal structures of worldhood and thus ground a 
'science of being.' He was, therefore, not interested in what he called ontic accounts 
of specific sub-worlds, other cultures, nor epochs in our own culture's understanding 
of being. It was only in the early 1930s that Heidegger was struck by the idea that, in 
our Western culture at least, the understanding of being has a history that is more 
than a story of decline. As he puts it: 

[l)n the West for the first time in Greece what was in the future to be called being was set 
into work ... : the realm of what there is as a whole thus opened up was then transformed 
into entities in the sense of God's creation. This happened in the Middle Ages. These 
entities were again transformed at the beginning and in the course of the modern age. 

9 Martin Heidegger, An lmmcluction to Metaphy.vic.1·, trans. Rulph Manhdm {New York: 
Anchor Books. Doubleday. 1961 ), pp. 2, 3. 
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l·:ntities hl~l:allll~ ohjl·ets thateould he nllltrollcd and "'''II 111111111'.h hy l'akulation. All'al'h 
time a nt·w amll'ssential world arose."' 

II follows that each time a culture gets a lll'W umkrstanding of being. human 
I wings and things show up differently. For the Greeks, what showed up and solicited 
allention were heroes and followers along with beautifully crafted things; for the 
< 'hristians, it was saints and sinners, and things showed up as temptations and 
allegories of God's plan. There could not have been saints in Ancient Greece; at 
best there could only have been weak people who let others walk all over them. 
l.ikewise, there could not have been Greek-style heroes in the Middle Ages. Such 
people would have been regarded as prideful sinners who disrupted society by 
•knying their dependence on God and encouraging everyone to depend on them 
111stead. 

White follows Later Heidegger in spelling out the way the sequence of world 
·.lyles that has given us our sense of what is intelligible and worth doing comes to 
pass. A new understanding of being must be both incomprehensible and yet somehow 
111td I igible. To account for this possibility, Later Heidegger elaborates an idea already 
touched on in Being and Time 11 that in a historical change, a historical figure makes 
history by retrieving some practices from the past and giving them a new central 
1nle in the present. 

As Later Heidegger puts it, world-disclosing is not the creation (schajj'en) of a 
l'l'nius, but the drawing up (schopfen) as from a well. 12 World-grounding takes place 
wlll'n a person or a work of art takes up and makes central some marginal practices 
;dn·ady in the culture. A new style does not arise ex nihilo. Marginal practices of 
'arious sorts are always on the horizon. As Heidegger says: 'In the destiny of being, 
thl're is never a mere sequence of things one after another ... There is always a 
passing by and simultaneity of the early and the late.' 13 For example. the printing 
,,, l'ss and Luther were already moving the culture in a new direction, which Descartes 
'aw as a new individualism and freedom from authority. That idea became central in 
lu!-. allempt to take over his life and education from the ground up, and made possible 
1\anl's definition of the Enlightenment as humanity reaching maturity, that is 
;u111111omy. Heidegger adds: 

That whil'h has the character of destiny moves. in itself. at any given time. towanl a 
'lll'eial moment of insight which sends it into another destiny, in which, howcwr, it is not 
\llllply submerged and lost.'~ 

IO Marlin Hddcggcr, 'The Origin of the WorJ.. ol/\rt,' pp. 76, 77. 
II Martin llcidegger,/king anti 'lllllt', Sl'l'liiHI 1·1 
I ' Martin I kideggl'r, 'Till' ( ln)!.inol' till' W•u).. ol /\11. · p. 7h. 
I I Marlin I kideggl'r, 'Till' Thing,' in /',,.111', /.,,,,.:,•'.•:•·. l'ltnug/11, trans. /\ll'n·d Jlofstadl1'r 
1 Nn1• Y111'k: llarpl'r and Row. 111'/ I l. pp I H·l. I H., 
1·1 Martin lll'idl'!'.l'.l'l'. 'Till' 1(111'\lllln•on••·,,nl)' II·• lu1oi"I'.V. ·in '1111· {ltwstiou < ·o,,.,.,.,;,g 
In''""'"!{\' 1111.! ( Jtftl'l' /~·.1.1<11'1, 11<111'. Wlll111111 I 111111 I Nn1 \'o1 J..: ll;u )II' I Tmdll10oks, 11177 ). 
I' I/ 
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fails to make clear where his analysis of the inauthentic misunderstanding of death 
ends and the authentic ontological understanding of finitude begins. 17 

Thus we get interpreters like Sartre who, early on, took the account of death in the 
first sections of the death chapter to be Heidegger's own account and so ended up 
with an existentialist account of death as an event in the future at which point a 
human being ceases to exist 18 - an event one must hide to avoid facing the absurdity 
of life. Others, as White points out, 'recognize that Heidegger calls death a "way to 
be" (245) and that for him death is a matter of "being-toward-death."' But then, 'at 
best they have taken death to be a matter of a person's attitude about or relationship 
to physical death, that is, a way of caring about one's demise.' (2.5) 

An example of such an approach can be found in the work of Michael Zimmerman, 
whose interpretation White singles out for telling criticism. Such interpreters 
assume that in writing about death, Heidegger must be talking about demise and 
think that, in the light of our mortality, we can gain a new seriousness and unity in 
how we live our lives. According to Charles Guignon, who holds a view similar to 
Zimmerman's, Heidcgger thinks of an authentic human life as a narrative in which, 
hy facing 01w's demise. one can gain a complete and coherent understanding of the 
wholl' of lllll''s lik histmy. 1\s he puts it: 

Till' inanllil'lllil· anyom· s1·11· ... is dispersed, distracted, and lleeing in the face of its own 
death. ·n, lw anllll'nli1· is loll'l'U!'.IIit.l'lhc gruvity of the task to which one is delivered over 
and 111 tal..1· lull n·spunsihility for Ulll''s lifl·. Authentic Dasein lives resolutely, coherently, 
w11h ·s, •hn joy·. l'!lpn·ssing in l'ach of its actions a sense of its being-toward-the-end.I'J 

Taylor ('annan's cxcdk·nt hook. · Heidcggcr's Analytic: Interpretation, Discourse, 
and Authenticity in /Jeing a/Ill Time·, offers a profound critique of such moralizing 
views. Carman points out that according to this edifying interpretation, 

17 White focuses on this basic misunderstanding in Paul Edwards' ridiculing of Heidegger's 
account of death. She rightly dismisses all such interpretations in her article [Paul Edwards, 
'Heidegger on Death: A Deflationary Critique,' The Monist, Vol. 59, No.2 (April, 1976), 
pp. 161-168]. As White says succinctly: 'I want to argue that the problem which Heidegger is 
addressing has been fundamentally misconceived by both these authors as well as many others 
... To understand what Heidegger is saying we must make a radical distinction between the 
death of a person and the existential death of Dasein.' [ Carol J. White, 'Dasein, Existence 
and Death,' Philosophy Today, XXVIII (Spring 1984), p. 53.] 

But the mistake is still being made. For example, Taylor Carman does a careful and 
devastating job of showing that Herman Phillipse's recent discussion of Hcideggcr on death 
in Heidegger:\· Philosophy (!f Being: A Critical 1/llerpretation (Princeton, NJ: Princeton 
University Press, 1998) is an 'astonishing misreading' of the text. See Taylor Carman, 
Heidegger's Analytic: lntetJJretation, Discourse, and Autheulicity in Being allll Time 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003), p. 278. 
18 Jean-Paul Sartre, Being and Nothingness: A Phenomenological Essay on Ontology. trans. 
Hazel E. Barnes (New York: Pocket Books, 1966). 
19 Charles Guignon, Heidegger and the Pmhlt•m of' Knoll'll'dgt• (Indianapolis: llackt·tt 
Publishing Co., llJ83 ), pp. 135, I J6. 
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Ia! com:ept ofJeath minimally app1op11atL·to lllllllilll heing' as such must he a hlngraph1ral 
notion. a notion of the L'onl"luswnor ll'SI•Intloll ol a lnnuan life undcrstoml as a series ol' 
actions, events, episodes. life t'XIIl'ri,·nn·'· and so on. Biographical Jying is the ending of 
a life inasmuch as that life can he understood rctrospeclivcly as a whole. perhaps narrated 
in part as a story. Dying, biographically umlcrstood in this way, is what Hcidcggcr calls 
'demise' (Ableben) (291 ).2° 

Carman, in contrast, sees clearly that: 

the very structure of being-in-the-world as my own ... makes it impossible in principle 
for me to take up a merely observational or biographical point of view on myself and 
my existence. I am so directly involved in my life that I can't 'understanJ my own 
existence as anything like a finite life span ... organized hy a beginning, a middle and 
an end.' 21 

William Blattner takes seriously that demise cannot be the ontological death that 
lleidegger is trying to describe and tries to work out what Heidegger must have had 
in mind by death. He tells us: 

I What Heidegger] is primarily interested in is not the being-at-its-end of human life. but a 
sense of end that is tied exclusively to the conceptual framework of Dasein's originary 
way of being, to existence and understanding. Human life stops; neither existence nor 
understanding can be said to stop as such, howeverY 

Blattner thus distinguishes between 'demise, which is the stopping of Dasein's 
life. and death, which is the end ofDasein in some other sense.' 23 He goes on to note 
that fear of demise is a cover-up of death, which Heidegger says is 'the possibility of 
uo-longer-being-able-to-be-there' (294), the possibility 'of the utter impossibility of 
nistence' (307). 

Blattner sees that death has something to do with the collapse of an individual's 
world. He contends that the death we cover up by fearing demise is, in fact, an 
1111pcnding anxiety attack in which Dasein would lose its ability to cope with things 
;~ud therefore lose its ability to be. To defend this original interpretation, Blattner 
l'iVL's a masterful account of what Heidegger means by anxiety that I can only touch 
1111 here. He tells us that: 

l>asein's being ... is an ability-to-be. The end or limit of this ability is the inability-to-be. 
The condition Hcidegger calls 'death' is a limit-situation for that ability-to-he. one in 
which one confronts this hnitation ... Tha- situation OL'L'urs when Dasein is beset hy 

.'ll 'l\1ylor Carman. op. cit.. p. 2711. 
'I lhid .. p. 272. 
'' William Blaltnn. 'Thl' Clllll'l'Jllllld<·ath 111 /lo·111g 1111.! .,,,.·,Man and World. !.7 ( Kluwn 
\,·adl'nlic l'uhlishns. I 'JIJ-1 l I' I'· ·l'l Ill l{<")'llllh'd 111 llnhnl I >n·ylus and Mar~ Wrathall 
I<'<L\),//o•idl·ggo'l No'o'llllllilll'd. 1-fo/ /, /lull"/11, :\otilo'l/1/o Ill', o111d />,·atll, (1.1111<11111: R<•ulll·dgl', 
'llll.' ), p. 1.' 1. 

'I I hid .. 1.'·1 I 111y italic' l. 
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anxiety. in which none of its possibilities llt<llll"rs hi it differentially, in whieh all arc equally 
irrelevant to it.!•l 

On this account, being towards death is being ready for an anxiety attack. As 
Blattner puts it: 

Only through resoluteness - silently throwing oneself into the possibility of death, and 
being prepared for the attendant anxiety (343)- does one come face to face with what sort 
of entity one is, and hold on to that understanding.25 

But, since an anxiety attack is sudden and unmotivated- 'It is part ofDasein's being 
that death is always possible, that anxiety may strike it at any time' 26 - it is hard to 
see how one should live in order to be ready for it, and Blattner does not even try to 
explain what a life of readiness for an anxiety attack would be like. Perhaps, living 
like an epileptic, resigned to having breakdowns after which one has to collect one's 
wits and go on. 

Indeed. it's not clear that Heidcgger holds that Dasein can be ready for the sort of 
anxiety attm:k that Blattner equates with death. The text Blattner cites is about how 
!\'solute I >asein is ready fix the anxiety of conscience. It turns out that, rather than 
lwing ready for anxiety. the highest form ofresoluteness,Jorerunning resoluteness,27 

is t'llllstmttll· ttll.\ious without its world falling apart. Heidegger brings forerunning, 
rl'solutl'lll~ss, (kat h. and anxiety together in the following summation: 

(Fol'l'running I hrings jOaseinl face to face with the possibility of ... being itself in an 
impassioned freedom towards death- a freedom which ha~ been released from the illusions 
of the 'anyone', and which is factical, certain of itself, and anxious. 28 

If authentic Dasein is constantly anxious, that is, senses its finitude and lives 
appropriately, that would seem to suggest that authentic resolute forerunning, since 
it has already integrated its finitude into its life, need not be constantly ready for the 
sort of anxiety attack that 'may strike ... at any time' in which life is seen to have no 
intrinsic meaning, nothing matters, and Dasein is paralyzed. 

But Blattner is surely right that an anxiety attack as a complete breakdown of 
Dasein and its world bears a structural similarly to whatever Heidegger means by 
death as Dasein 's no more being able to be there. Perhaps, Heidegger would want to 

24 Ibid .. p. 325. 
25 Ibid., p. 314. 
26 William Blattner, Heidegger:f Temporal Idealism (Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 1999), p. 88. 
27 For a discussion of Heidegger's distinction between resoluteness and forerunning 
resoluteness, see Hubert L. Dreyfus, ·could anything be more intelligible than everyday 
intelligibility? Reinterpreting division I of Being & Time in the light of division II.' in 
Appropriating Heidegger. ed. James E. Faulconer and Mark A. Wrathall (Camhridgc: 
Cambridge University Press. 2000). 
1K Martin Hcidcggcr. Bt•ing mul Tinw. p.111 (I kideggt•r's ilalics remowd; my italics atllkd). 
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·.ay that an anxiety allal·k. I'm wludlllll\'1',111111'\'l'l h1· 1cady. ami whidlOIIl'thl·rdorl' 
ll1'l'S, is the nearesl experil'IH'I' an iuaullll'lllll' I >as1·iu l'illl have to death. 

In any case, as we shall soou SL'L' whcu WI' rl'lumto BlallnL'I' after discussing John 
llaugeland's and White's Vil~Ws.thl' kind ul' suddl·n a111lunmotivatcd world l'ollapse 
,·xpericnccd in an anxiety allack is the wrong sort of phenomenon to count as the 
11ntological breakdown Hcideggcr calls death. 

Taylor Carman's account of death offers an answer to how one can he mnstantly 
dying. not just ready for death, but it runs into its own problems. Carman sees, like 
White before him, that, with his ontological/formal understanding of death, Heidegger 
wants to cover, 

not just persons but projects. loves, hopes. epochs, cultures. and worlds dying otT. Loves, 
hopes, and worlds die, and not just in a secondary metaphorical sense transferred from a 
more hasie literal concept of the perishing of organisms or the demise of pcrsons.~9 

:\ud Carman, therefore, suggests that death is 'the constant closing down of 
111 1ssibilities, which is an essential structural feature of all projection into a future. •In 

I h- adds: 

IS luch things die by dying to us, or rather by our dying to them as possibilities.·11 

I >ur possibilities are constantly dropping away into nullity. then. and this is what Heidegger 
llll'ans when he says - what might sound otherwise hyperbolic or simply false - that 
'I >ascin is factically dying as long as it exists' (295 ). To say that we are always dying is to 
-..v that our possibilities are constantly closing down around us.J1 

This, however, is a very implausible view. Possibilities are also always opening 
up Moreover, as a reader of Kierkegaard, Heidegger could not have had such a 
n;umw understanding of possibilities. It would be like saying that by making a 
oil'! iuing commitment such as marriage, you close down all the other possible 
111;11riages you might have had. But if your commitment is wholehearted, you sense 
11 ;Js dosing down trivial possibilities to gain ones worth living for. 

Bl'sidcs, the constant closing of possibilities could not be the kind of ontological 
dv111g lleidegger has in view. Carman, like White, is right that the dying of a culture 
1 •• ;1 love, like the loss of one's identity, are ways in which a particular way of being 
1 .111 fail to make sense. As such, each is the total collapse of a current world and 
111;1l-.l's possible the arrival of another. But, for this very reason, Hcidegger could not 
.11-n·pt <'annan's assimilation of death to the constant loss of possihilities each time 
1\'1' 111ake a choice. The gradual dosing down of possibilities docs not have the right 
lllllnlugiL·al structure to dl~al with thl' lk·ath of tllll' world and the hirth of another. A 
1 hall)'l' of worlds, according to Kil·rkl'l'.aanl allll I kilk·ggcr, happl·ns in a kind of 
di'.I'Oilt inuity or leap. Cannan's loss of S(ll'l'llil' pu~~ihi lit il's is ~llllll'thing that happens 

''' 1:1ylm ('annan. up. l'it.. p .. 'K·l. 
Ill lhul .. p. ~K~. 
II lhul.. p . .'KI. 
\' llud. p .. 'K.' 
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on the background of a stable world. His interpretation can't account for Hcidegger's 
claim that death is 'the possibility of the impossibility of any existence at all' (307), 
since this suggests a closing down to the zero point, which the nullity of choice 
doesn't involve. As something that happens in the world, choice simply does not 
have the structure of ontological dying- the total collapse of the world that Heidegger 
has in mind.-'·' 

Carman may well have Heidegger's account of death wrong, but his criticism of 
my account of death is absolutely right. He says: 

[W]hereas Charles Guignon ascribes to Heidegger what seems to me an overly robust or 
metaphysically optimistic account of the ontological structure of the self. Hubert Dreyfus 
sees in the account of foremnning resoluteness what I think is an overly impoverished or 
pessimistic conception of authentic existence.·14 What anxiety reveals, he suggests, is 'that 
Dasein has no possibilities of its own and that it can never acquire any. ' 15 Hence, 'anxiety 
is the revelation of Dascin 's basic groundlessness and meaninglessness.' -'6 

It's true that in my Commentary I avoid all reference to demise by claiming that 
death nll'ans that Dascin 's identity can never be definitively settled. That is, that 

\ \ As an nplanation of Hcideggcr's view of existential dying, or death as a way of life, 
t 'annan's at·rounl fares not only phenomenological difficulties but exegetical ones as welL 
I kidcgga docs. illlkcd. mention the sort of nullifying of possibilities Carman describes. 
<'annan quoit'S I Ill' nut·ial passage: 

I laving an ability-to-he I Dascin] always stands in one possibility or another: it constantly 
is not other possibilities, and it has waived these in its existentiell projection (331 ). 

But though this loss of possibilities is described as a nullity of projection, it is not the null 
projection of death. Heidegger is not talking at this point in the text about the existential 
projection involved in death; rather he is referring to the nullifying effect of ordinary 
existentiell choice. He says, 'the nullity we have in mind belongs to Dasein 's being free for its 
existenticll possibilities. Freedom, however, is in the choice of one possibility. that is, in 
tolerating not having chosen the others, and one's not being able to choose them' (331 ). This 
loss of particular possibilities due to our freedom of choice cannot be 'the possibility of the 
impossibility of any existence at all' (307). 

That this nullity of choice has nothing to do with dying should also be clear from its place 
in Heidegger's exposition. The nullity of choice is mcnlioned only once and then only in the 
guilt chapter; never in the chapter on death. Recognizing this problem leads Carman to the 
implausible and unjustified assertion that death is a subcategory of guilt, something Heidegger 
never says. In fact it's clear from Heidegger's placement of this mention of freedom and 
choice in the chapter on guilt that the nullity of choice is a sub-specie of guilt if it is to be 
subsumed under any other nullity. More likely, the nullity of choice is supposed to be a third 
nullity- the nullity of the present- as opposed to the nullity of guilt, which is the nullity of 
the past, and of death, which is the nullity of the future. 
34 Ibid .. p. 271. 
35 !hid .. p. 286. Sec Huhcrtl .. Dreyfus. lkill~-in-1111'- World:;\ ( 'mlll/11'11/lln' 011 lleitlc•ggl'l' \' 

Being uml Tinll'. Divisi1>11 I (Camhrid!!c. Mi\: MIT l'rrs~. 111111 ). p. \Wi. 
\(, I hid .. pp. 2X<> .. ll 0. 



/·lllr'll'r•lt/1•1' 1/ulwrt 1 .. /Jn'l,'/11.1' 1\Xiii 

I >asein can never have an 'etl·rnal' identity in the sense proposed by Kierkegaard in 
Fear and 1i-embling. one that defines Dasein for its whole lifc,'7 and that alone rules 
out the Zimmerman and Guignon interpretation. In my Commentary I take this to be 
a serious structural lack in Dasein's way of being. Heideggerdoes, indeed, hold that 
'me has to be constantly ready to give up one's defining commitment, but, as Carman 
sees, this vulnerability looks like a negative feature of Dasein's finitude only to 
those with a metaphysician's longing for absolute certainty:1R 

He also sees that somehow for Heidegger death is something positive, but he and 
I are, unfortunately, on the list of those who have failed to find the phenomenon that 
makes sense of this claim. 

Julian Young makes a valiant attempt. First, like White, he notes an important 
~hift in Heidegger's understanding of death from an individual to a cultural 
phenomenon: 

In Being and Time Heidegger's primary (though not exclusive) focus is the individual -
individual 'Dasein'. Authenticity, anxiety in the face of death, mortality itself. its key 
concepts, are all, in their primary application, individual attributes. During the 1930s and 
the first half of the 1940s, however, his focus shifts strongly away from individual and on 
to collective Dasein. What concerns him during this period is, above all, the health or 
otherwise of the culture as a whole.-19 

But, whereas White sees Heidegger as having always been concerned with cultural 
death and so retroactively reads early Heidegger's apparent concern with individual 
death as a sign of his confusion, Young claims that while Heidegger later changed 
his mind, death in Being and Time clearly denotes the individual Dasein's encounter 
with nothingness, that is with total meaningless destruction: 

Being and Time is, I suggest, a work of 'heroic nihilism'. It is heroic because it advocates 
'living in the truth' about death, nihilistic because the 'truth' it discovers is that beyond the 
intelligible world of entities, is the absolute nothing, 'the abyss' .40 

(194) 

Young, then, goes on to claim that, after Being and Time. Heidegger totally changed 
his account of death. He tells us: 

37 S0ren Kierkegaard, Fear and Trembling, trans. Alastair Hanny (Harmondsworth: Penguin 
Books, 1986). 
38 Carman rightly notes that I made the same mistake in assuming that ontological guilt in 
/Jeing and Time means that there is something wrong with Dasein, that is, that it can't get 
he hind its thrownncss; whereas it is precisely the metaphysical demand that we overcome our 
rinitudc and achkw total clarity about our taken for granted understanding of being that 
Heidegger rejects . 
. N Juliau Youug. U.·itlr•ggu \ l'hilosotJin· ~~f"Art (Camhridgc: C'amhridgc University Press. 
200 I ). p. I 27. 
40 lhid., pp. I II I I' 
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No longer is ldctlthl to he thought of as the 'abysmal'. 'empty' or 'negative' nothing. 
Rather, it is to be understood 'positively' as the nothing of 'plenitude', the nothing that is 
to he sure 'something completely and utterly Other (Anderes) than entities, but, for all 
that, undoubtedly 'something (etwas)' (Gesamtausgabe 15, 363) ... [A]s Schopenhaucr 
succinctly put it, that the 'Other' of entities is not an 'absolute' but only a 'relative' 
nothingness. 

According to Young, this change has important implications not only for 
understanding the death of cultures, but for the attitude an individual should assume 
in the face of his or her inevitable demise. 

Understanding one's (in Kantian language) 'membership' [in] the mystical realm of 
'plenitude' abolishes anxiety, establishes one as ultimately secure in one's world because 
one understands, now, that that which smTounds the clearing is no longer abysmal but is, 
rather, the richness of all those concealed (and unintelligible) possibilities of disclosure 
which, in addition to one's ego, one is.41 

Rut this is a view White would certainly not accept. Young's idea of plenitude 
l'l'ilks tlw worlds that may some day arrive as if they were already fully formed and 
waitiug inlhl~ wings. II, therehy, misses the finitude that White so well shows to be 
l'SSl'lltial to world-disclosing. Heidegger denies the metaphysical plenitude of other 
worlds wailing to lw horn. and offers, instead, a down-to-earth, finitist account of 

that pknitn1k: 

I 1\ lhsl'nl'l' is not nothing; rather it is precisely the presence, which must first be 
appropriated. ol' the hidden fullness and wealth of what has been and what, thus gathered, 
is presem:ing.ol'thc divine in the world of the Greeks. in prophetic Judaism, in the preaching 
or JcsusY 

The plenitude turns out to be marginal practices still remaining from other cultural 
epochs. New worlds for Heidegger, then, are not present but hidden. They are not, 
as Young cites Rilke as saying, like 'the other side of the moon.' Rather new 
worlds arise by a leap that shifts marginal practices from the wings to center 
stageY 

Like Schopenhauer's view of the 'relative nothingness' of the Other that Young 
alludes to as the 'Other of entities,' Rilke 's account of the plenitude that lies outside 
the current clearing is a view that Heidegger would certainly not accept. One must 
remember that Heidegger's recounting of Rilke's views cannot be assumed 

41 Ibid .. pp. 132-133. 
42 Martin Heidegger. 'The Thing.· op. cit., p. 184. 
43 Michel Foucault, 'Nietzsche, Genealogy and History,· in Foucault Reader. cd. Paul 
Rabinow (New York: Pantheon Book. 1984), p. 84. Not all marginal practices. however. 
need come down to us from what Hcidcggcr calls our heritage. As my mention of the printing 
press suggests. some new practices arc introduced hy technology; others might he introduced 
by cultural invasions. ami so forth. 
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uunitil'ally to he Hcidcggcr's own vu·ws !->llln' I k·idl·ggcr thinks that Rilkc is. in till' 
last analysis, still in the grip of llll'taphy~ll'~."' 

I ~Vl'nmorc implausibly, Young. likl· Srhopl'nhaucr, wants to usc this mctaphysil-al 
•'ttlll'l'ption of relative nothingness to grou11d a snrt of immortality for Dascin.As Ill' 
ldl!-> us: 

I lm: feels safe, that is dwells, in one's mortality because, knowing thai. one belongs also lo 

I he realm of immortality, one can, in the words of Rilke that Heidcggcr quolcs. 'face ... 

dt•alh without negation' (Poetry, Lt.mguage, Thought, p. 125).45 

lu-.;t as the will, for Schopenhauer, is what is essential while the self is an illusion so 
lh;•t the will survives the death of individuals precisely because it has nothing to do 
'' 11h selves, so Young claims that, for Heidegger, what is essential about l'ad• 
uuhvidual Dasein, that is, being a world-discloser, somehow survives the individual 
• 1 ,, 's death. He says: 

I ludt•rstanding one's transcendence transforms one's world into an unconditionally 'saf•·' 

plan· because one knows that nothing that happens in it can annihilate on1··s esSl'nlial 
•,l'(f.·llo 

11111 this talk of a substantive essential self is not at all Heideggerian. Being a world .. 
rl•··• los1·r is, indeed, what is essential about Dasein but, since Dasein's opc111wss 
"' 11 ausn:ndence arises from the finite stand it takes on itself through its m:tivity 
111 1h1· world - that is its essence is its existence- it cannot suffer the loss of its 

I I A~ •·vidence that Rilke has not worked his way out of the mctuphysics of I he suhjecl. 

llnd<'l'.l!t'r cites the very claim to deep inwardness that Young would like to think of as 

I kadr·l'l.'.t'r's own view. 

llr·uk·1•.gcr quotes Rilke as suggesting that however vast the world of spat:e and tinll' may 

1,.. · il hardly hears comparison ... with the dimensions of our inwardness, which dm·s nol 

ncn need the spaciousness of the universe to be within itself almost unfathomahlt·. · 

(Julian Young, Heidegger:~ Philo.mphy r!f'Arl. p. 14hl 

.\unlhn hiut that Young mistakenly uttrihutes Rilke's views to Hcidegger is lhal. alkr 

'1""''"1' a passagl' on Rilke's angels, lkilkggn says. that the angel is 'mt'lfiJIIn·sint/1\' tltr· 
,,,,,. "·' lh•· J'igurl' of Nietzsche's Zaralhuslra.' I Marlin I kilkggcr. 'Whal art• Pot•ls hu·'!,' 
/', ,, ., 1', lrlltgllrtgr·. '11w11gltt. lrans. AI fred llufsladln I Nr·w Yorio.: llarpn and Row, l1f7 I ), 
I' I \.I (I h-idq~.gn's italics). 

\\'luh· auli,·ipah·s Young's lllislalo.c whr·u ~lw ll).•.hlly """'lVI'S lhal 'Somr• l'l'lllar~s lhal 

IIIII,,· 111a~cs obviously slrikt• a n·spuii~IV<' ..tund 111 I lr'adq•.)'l'l. hul I haw ll'sislt·d qunlirl)' 

lhr·auaullw holly nflht· parwr siun· suillll)' oullhl'rhlku·aw•· hciW<'<'IIIhr•lwu lhill~l'l's would 

I• 'llllll'looiiHit'h spal'c.'l ( 'arol.l. Whah·, 'lloi'•<'lli,l·~•··h'll<'<' aud llt·ath,' p. h~. Rr•pnnled 111 

1/, ,o/,·r:.r:r·t /(,•,·wminr•rl, Vt1l. I, llmr'/11, ,.,,,,,.,,,, 11\', '"'" /1,.,,,,, I'· 1-1 I 1. 
I'• luh.ua Youug. l,_irlt•ggl'l' \ 1'1111"'"1'111 ••I Ill 1' I II 
Ito lhul 



XXVI .,,,,. ,,,, ,,.,,,, 
ahility-to-he without total annihilation. Or to put it another way. Heidegger never 
takes back his claim in Being and Time that Dasein 's essential feature is its 
mineness. 

The most illumining and convincing account in the critical literature on Heidegger 
on death outside of White's, and indeed, an account very similar to hers, has been 
proposed independently by John Haugeland. He approaches the question of death in 
Heidegger by starting with Kuhn's account of scientific revolutions, which are after 
all the collapse of one world and the arrival of another.47 

Haugeland has from the start pointed out that in Heidegger's thinking Dasein 
does not refer to an individual human being hut to a way of life that could include 
science or a culture. 4~ He, therefore, can use his parallel of death with a scientific 
revolution as a model to give a convincing account of how, in Being and Time, 
Heidegger understands the dying of Dasein. Haugeland's account of resolute being
towards-death is 'living in a way that explicitly has everything at stake. ' 49 And this 
means that the resolute Dascin lives in a way that is always at risk. As Haugeland 
puts it. 'authentic Dasein faces up to and takes over the ultimate riskiness of its life 
as a whole- it lives resolutely as and only as ultimately vulnerable. ' 50 

·11 John llaugl'land. 'Truth and Finitudl..': Heidegger's Transcendental Existentialism,' in 
I ft·itlt•ggt•l: ;\1/tlwnticill', and Motll'mity: /:'s.wys in Honor of Hubert L. Dre_yfus, Volume I. ed. 
Mall.. Wr;1thall and kiT Malpas (Cambridge. MA: MIT Press. 2000). 
·IX s,.,. John llangt·land. 'I kidq:gl'r on Being a Person.' in Heidegger Reexamined: Vol. I. 
Ot~sl'in. Autlwntil'il\', mrtll J,•atlr and Truth and Finitude.' op. cit., footnote 6. 

llaugeland poinls null hal Dasein is always a public way of life. According to Haugeland, 
lht•n, I Jeidl..'ggl·r's l'SSL'IIIial point is not that death is the death of an individual. but that Dasein 
l..'an lakl..' over ils dcalh in a way I hal individualizes it. A resolute individual therefore dies to 
the extent that his or her wuy of life does, but that's far from the whole story. For Haugeland. 
then. the Kuhn ian account of scientific revolutions is more thun an analogy; it is a correct 
description of the life and death of scientific Dasein as a way of life. 

In this foreword, I've limited myself to one aspect of Haugeland's published account of 
death in Being and Time. (I've also left aside his promised account of historicity in Being and 
Time and the history of being in Later Heidegger.) I'm thus restricting and distorting his view 
in order to bring out an important opposition between an account of world-collapse restricted 
to individualized being-in-the-world, on the one hand, and, on the other, White's claim that, 
one can see in retrospect that Heidegger's account of the death of Dasein was never meant to 
be about individuals at all but was supposed to be eKclusivcly aimed at describing the death 
of cultures. 
49 Haugeland, op. cit.. 73. I would have preferred he said 'lucidly' rather than 'explicitly.' 
since lucidly avoids making it seem that this way of life is conscious or relleetive. and so it 
better captures Heidegger's Kierkegaardian notion of transparency, that is, letting one's 
unconditional commitment become apparent in every aspect of one·s life. 
50 Haugeland. op. cit.. p. 352, footnote 9. One might think that world-collapse is an event 
in the future that. like any possibility, can turn into actuality. If so. it would suffer from whut 
Carman criticizes as the assumption that death is some po.uihle future event that could hecome 
actual. But world-collapse escapes this objection hccausc thL· possibility of till' annihilation 
of a world is the annihilation of a// possihilitics. not the actualizalionof any pos~ihilily in thL' 
world. 
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This interpretation makes Sl'IISl' ul I );r~l·in's li11·cnmning into dl·ath as a way of 
llll' that is constantly ready for radical tran~fonnation. It fits lleidegger's t'l'llHtrl
llrat: 

ll;lorcrunning discloses to existence the uttermost possibility of giving ilsl'lf up and thus 
shatters any rigidity in the existence reached at any time. 

lla11gcland explains: 

llllolding itself free for taking it back belongs just as essentially to existential responsihility 
as docs sticking to it as long as one reasonably (responsibly) can. 'l'hl' l'Xisll'nlial 
u11tlastcmding that belongs to resoluteness- ... just is perseverant being h 1ward d•·al h.' 1 

Thus. on Haugeland's account, 'being-towards-death' in Being and 'lime• means 
worling steadfastly to preserve one's identity and world, while also hcing ahk· to 
I''"'' them up. For example, I have to be open to the possible collapse of my idcnl ity 
·.hould my marriage fail or should my project to change my culture he no longl'l' 
ll'l,·vanl. As Haugeland once said: 'Resolute Dasein sticks with its identity withmrl 
J'l'lling stuck with it.' 

llaugeland's use of Kuhn supports the interpretation that resolute DaseinmustiK' 
·,1'11srtive to anomalies in its life and, moreover, be ready for a possible crisis in 
wlrrch these anomalies reveal that its identity is no longer livable.52 In the fan~ of 
·.ndr a crisis, resolute Dasein must lucidly accept the collapse of its world, its 'way 
••I lik·,' so as to be open to disclosing a new world in which these anomalies makt• 
··•·n~•· ami are central. 

ll;urgcland has not yet published the obvious extension of his analysis of Dasein's 
dl'alh as world-collapse to cultural epochs. In her book, White explicitly makes lht~ 
1111•v•· llaugeland is poised to make, and applies the Kuhnian model not just to 
nrdrvidualized ways of life but also to cultural styles. She also takes an exegetical 
·.h·p lwyond Haugeland in grounding the analysis they share in the relevant texts. 
';l11· noll'S the following suggestive passage from an essay by Hcideggt·r on 
l'.lltlll'llidcs: 

llllll' l'Ssctll:e of mortals calls upon them to heed tbe call which beckons tlll'm toward 
.t.·arh. i\s the outermost possibility of mortal Dasl·in. Ul'ath is not the end of the possihll' 
ltul lhl' highest shelter (the gatlll'ring shdll'riug) of tl11: mystery of l'alling disdo~llll' 
II·C iT IOI/24X). 

• I ILIIIJ'I'Iiltlll. op. l'il., p. '1·1. 
·,' h11 a trrotl' dl'taill'd ill'l'lllllll ol 1111' '""' 111 ollllllll.llu·· .. '•1'1' t 'h:uks Spinosa. h·nrando 
11••11"'·· and llulll'rll>n·ylu~./Jtllltlllllt.: N, 11 1\,,,f,f, I ,,,,.,,,,.,,.,,,,/,f'· l>t'lll•••'l'•lfi,·tkti""· 

""' ,,,,. ( 'llffll'llfillll I !I ,...,,,,111'11\' I c '&llllhlldp··. 1\ I \ 1\ It I I 'I('', ... I'J') ''· I'~Jll'l' iii II y h H til lOll' .1" 
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Young would nu doubt give this passage a metaphysical, quasi-Schopcnhauerian, 
interpretation according to which the gathering sheltering that calls for disclosure 
would be other possible worlds, somehow waiting in the wings to he actualized. If 
one remembers, however, that gathering is for Heidegger the way the practices collect 
together to call to thinkers and artists to bring a new world into being,53 one can 
understand the 'gathering sheltering' calling for disclosure as the marginal practices 
themselves moving towards a new coordination and thus bringing forth a new style. 

The marginal practices, in Haugeland's terms the anomalies, draw the current 
world towards collapse, as well as being the reserve that will form the basis of a new 
one. As White puts it, 'It is being which "calls" to mortals, to ourselves as Dasein, 
disclosing itself in new ways and calling Dasein to its proper being.' 54 (0.4) The new 
world with its new possibilities arises from the collapse of the old world, and some 
day it too will die. That is, it will make sense no longer, become impossible, 
unthinkable, and so give place to new forms of intelligibility. 

As White points out, already in Being and Time we hear that human beings sense 
(anxiously) that they live in a finite, ungrounded, and vulnerable world so that it is 
always possible that their world will cease to make sense. Human beings as cultural 
prL'SL'rVl'rs thcrelim.~ feel called to work hard to preserve the intelligibility of their 
l'UITL'nt world. lnlh·d. they L·annot preserve what they would otherwise take as fixed. 
Tlll'y n11rld not aL·tiVl'ly pn:sL·rvc marriagL\ for instance, if they thought that it was 
divindy nl'atL·d and Jlll'Sl'I'Vl'd in heaven. They could only honor it. Only by knowing 
that l'Vnythin~~ human. nrltural. and so forth is vulnerable does preserving or 
transh11ming it tuakL· Sl'IISL'. Thus. only if there is the constant possibility of their 
wmld hl'L'otning impossihll' is tlwrc room for human hegins to fulfill their essential 
nature as world-disdoscrs. In Later Heidegger, the cultural world is seen to be 
ungrounded and so constantly threatened. Thus everyone is called to understand his 
or her self as a world-preserver, which also means each one must be ready to accept 
the pain of the collapse of the shared world and to begin anew. 

White cites a convincing text that comes close to, but at the same time casts doubt 
on, Young's account of Otherness while supporting her interpretation of the relation 
of death and world-disclosing: 

In lectures in 1943 Heidegger warns us of the 'the suffering in which the essential 
otherness of what-is reveals itself in opposition to the tried and usual.' He adds: 'The 
highest form of suffering is the dying of death as a sacrifice for the preservation of the 

53 When Heidegger wants to emphasize this nonmetaphysical sense of how new 
understandings of being arise, he calls the way practices gather into a new style to hring 
things out into their own. · Ereignis, ·usually translated as 'the event appropriation.· Thus, in 
Time and Being he can say that the Erei~nis sends being (op. cit.. p. 19). 
54 Even in very late Heidcgger when he is talking of things thinging, mortals an: descrihed 
as those who die. which presumably means those who while contributing to the temporary 
world set up around a thing such as a celebratory meal. at the same time an:ept its 
ungroundedncss and vulnerahility. Sec Hubert Dreyfus and Charles Spinosa, 'Highway bridges 
and leasts: Heidcggcr and Borgmann on how to afl'irrn technology.' Man ant! Worltl. Vol. 30 
( 1997). 
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lrulh of lwing li.<· .. lwing ahh· 111)'11'1' up 11111···. l.t1111ila1 W11rld wlnl<'lll'lllg n·n·plll'<' 111 a 
strange ncwundcrslandinl'. of hi'UI!' Ill I 'I 1'111, .\alTilll'l' I' lhl' pun·,texpl'l'il'lll'l' llf lhl' 
voice ofhcing' (I' 16M./1·11JI.). 

This passage also bears on Blallnl·r's undcrstamling of death as an anxil'ly attadc 
l{cauincss for anxiety would be readiness for a sudden and unmotivated breakdown 
of the world. It is hard to see what such readiness could he. How is it humanly 
possible to commit oneself to one's world (or identity) and at the same time envisage 
I hal at any moment it could stop making sense? It seems clear that. in the casl' of 
death, readiness for world collapse cannot mean imagining what it could he like and 
king ready to give up one's world, but, rather, being opt:n to the vulnerability of 
ttlll' 's world, and that means not building up defenses, that is not resigning onesdf to 
I iving in the world of the Anyone. So far, Blattner, Haugeland. and White conld all 
agree. 

The important difference between Blattner and Haugeland/White is that. fm 
1\lattner, death as an anxiety attack is an unmotivated and sudden l:ollapse of all 
tlll'aning, whereas for Haugeland and White death or world-collapse is molivatt•d 
hy anomalies and takes place gradually, although, like any world transfonnation 
lil-.c falling in love or grieving, for example- world-transformation, like 41 gestalt 
•.witch, takes place in a special temporal way that Kierkegaard calls an Instant 
it\u,.wnblick). One can't experience it in incremental steps. Such a transfonnatiou 
tl'quires a willingness to let the old world go, to make a sacr(fice as Later J-leidegger 
'ays above, which is not like being hit out of the blue. Blattner's account is true to 
early Heidegger's description of the phenomenon of anxiety, but that precisely 
precludes it being an account of the phenomenon of the death of cultural worlds a 
phenomenon that both Haugeland and White argue Heidegger is groping towards iu 
/king and Time. According to White, this is the phenomenon that 1-Ieidegger only 
finally succeeds in describing when he talks of the sacrifice involved in Jelling go of 
11111.: 's current cultural world to make way for another. 

Thus, White goes beyond Haugeland's published account of death in Being a111/ 
li111e by seeing that comparing being-towards-death with revolutionary scicnl'l' is 
uot just a way of getting a grip on what Heidegger means by Dasein's autht·ntit· 
hcing-towards-death as a way of life, as if being-towards-death wert• always 
'omcone's way of life. Rather, coming back to the death chapter in/king and '1/nw 
from her reading of Later Heidegger, Whill' set•s both the parallel and the differt•ncl' 
ktween individual being-tow;trds-lkalh as acl'epting the vulnerability of an 
indil'idual identity, and world-prcscrvinl~ in lhl' face of the vulnerability or(/ wlto!.· 
<'ltltural world. She says: 

ITihnnl).!ilOul lll'itlq•ger's disl'll\\11111 111 llw 111a111lwllllt' and aullll'nlil' vil·w~ 11l tll'alh hl· 
lacilly rl'lil'S on an analo1•.v 111 l""l'lllllllnlwlwoTIIIIIV d1·111ist' as a Jlt'l'son and II IV l'XI,It'lllial 
tkalh as I la"·in. I :tlllh> lilY d1·a1h qll.tJh'l'•' •II .1·. ll.t·,,·lnll>~·lltl' 111 I hi' 1\'lllld l1s 1111h d1·a1h 
qua I l:tSl'lnllhal is, would o·olloll''·•·l 1111•.,111" ··I" • 1·.1 • 11111111111:1 '11111111111'.111'". IIIIJII'IIl'lrahk 
lttnty undt'l'l:uullll)'., ami do·alh '111\',llllllo ·, o1 .,,,I ool '111lw1 ,,ult·' Itt whal I'• Tlw lanl 
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analogy, which kts him say similar things ahout both wnccptions, actually hinders the 
distinction from hdng as dear as it should he.~~ 

To make Heidegger clear, White reverses Haugeland's approach. She contends 
that, from Later Heidegger looking back, we can see that ontological death does not 
have to do with the finitude of individual human lives at all, but solely with the fact 
that there have been a series of understandings of being in our culture, a series of 
cultural worlds, and each has died, that is, become impossible and given way to 
another. Because Heidegger was unclear about this distinction, she claims, his death 
chapter in Being and Time is murky and misleading, but he gets clear about the 
distinction later. His ontological account of death is only fully worked out and 
consistent once he has discovered the history of being and so discovered what it 
means for the style of the culture to become unintelligible or impossible, and so for 
a cultural world to die. 

What, then, for White is death as a cultural way to be? A culture is an 
ungrounded world. (I) Ungrounded worlds harbor the constant 'possibility of the 
impossibility of any existence at all'. (2) Thus cultures require world-preservers 
who make sacrifices to keep them alive. But (3) being-towards-death is a world
preserver's readiness to give up a culture and let the world go, when the culture no 
longl'r makes sensl'. (4) This is a prerequisite for receiving a new understanding of 
hL·ing. 

This might seem to make world-transforming by being receptive to a new 
understanding of being higher than world-preserving by being receptive to the 
l'IIITent understanding of being. This may well be Nietzsche's view, but it is not 
I kidegger's. Being receptive to and acting on an understanding of being is as good 
as it gets for 1-lcidegger. Sometimes for contingent reasons you can preserve; 
sometimes you've got to transform. These contingent reasons are the stuff of 
history. 

According to White's retrospective reading of Heidegger's work, Heidegger, once 
he had discovered the history of being. sees that he should never have tried to present 
a phenomenological ontology of the death of individual human beings: rather, the 
proper subject of thought is the finite timeliness of shared human practices that 
make possible the birth and death of cultural worlds which, in tum, gives rise to the 
temporality of history. As she puts it: 

Now we can see why Heidegger thinks that fundamental ontology must include 
consideration of 'the problem of the finitude in man as the decisive element which makes 
the understanding of being possible' (KPM 240/225). Our tinitude is not just an incidental 
feature of our heing. It is established in our relationship to being, more particularly in the 
relationship het ween Dasei n 's timet i ness [the temporal structure of shared human practices] 
and the temporality of being [the history of understandings of being] and the role existential 
death [world-collapse] plays at their intersection. 

(2.5) 

55 Carol .1. Whitl'. 'Dasl·in. Existl'nl'l' and lkath.' p. (l.l. op. ,·it.. p. \.II. 
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IV. Smnnmry 

Wt• have now examined eight dilfl·n·nt ways to interpret I lcitkggcr on (kath and 
dvmg. To sum up, I'll group thL'Ill hy category in the order of their inl'I"L'asing 
plausibility. 

I kath is the inevitable event that ends a human life. an event that I kidL').!.).!.l'l' 
ralls demise. 
a l The simplest and most clearly mistaken way to understand lkidt·ggcr on 

death is to think of death as the event at the end of a humanlifL' when that lift
is annihilated, and to think of dying as the name for this pnll't•ss. (Sartl'l', 
Edwards, Philipse) 

h) More sophisticated, but still repudiated by the text, is till' viL'W that. while 
demise is the end of Dasein's possibilities, dying is a way of lik that takL·s 
account of the certainty of that final event. Thus, dying, or lll'ing· towards 
(kath, as a way of life gives life seriousness, and a narratiw structurt·. and so 
makes possible a life that makes sense in terms of a beginning, middlt·. and 
L'nd. (Zimmerman and Guignon) 

lll'ath is not demise at all. 
a l I >eath is the closing down of possibilities. Each choice I make makes SOilll' 

other courses of action impossible. (Carman) 
hl I >ascin is essentially an ability-to-be and death is having an anxiety attack in 

which Dasein loses its ability to be. Dying would then he readiness fi1r anxil·ty. 
1 Blattner) 

I ki1kggcr is formalizing death and dying, and so treats death as a structural 
h-aturL' of all human lives. 
,,, Tht• negative version sees death as the structural condition that an individual's 

i1kntity can always be lost. Dying is, then, the resigned, hcroiL· aLTL'ptaun· 
of this condition. (Dreyfus) 

Ill The positive version holds that what is essential ahout human hl'ings that 
thl'Y arc world-disclosers- survives individual death. So identifying olll'Sl'll 
with one's capacity as a world-discloser makes possible a 'good death.' ( Youn~·.) 

I >1·ath is equated with world-collapse, and dying is understood as readiness for 
wnlld collapse . 
. 11 I ll·ath is equated with the sort of world-collapse that can lwfall individual 

hnmanlwings, and dying is staking all on one's L'UITcnl world. whik· o.;cnsing 
11~ vulnerability and being ready ami ahk to giVl' it up if itL·au"t Ill' 111adl· to 
wnrJ... 1 llaugeland) 

1>1 I kath 1s equated with till' sort of world·collapsl' that can hl'fall a cultural 
,·podl, and dying is striving to Jll'l'Sl'I'Vl' thl' rultun·'s undl·rstanding of hl·inv 
whil1·lwiug ready to sanifi('l' it wlll'll l'llllfnmtl·d with anomalous pral'lin·s 
th;1t po1'1l'11d thL· arrival of a lll'W rultmal world. I Whitl' l 

\\'lull·~~·~·~ th1· iudividual and thl'lultlllal ;Ill ount~ 111 dl'ath a~ opp1>~1·1l. and hold~ 
1h.11l ll'ldl'l'.l'.l'l finally anivl·~ attlw latll'l \'h'\\' · t\utlwu111 I l;ISI'IIIIS 111lal'l a harhill)'l'l 
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of a nl'W untk•rslanding of lll·ing ...... shl' nmtcnds. and she cites texts that dearly 
show that Later llcideggcr thinks more and more ahout the death of cultures, and 
hardly at all about the death of particular human beings. Still. Haugeland is right 
that, while Heidegger in Being and Time is never concerned with the physical death 
of particular persons, he is, nonetheless, describing a possible way of life of individual 
human beings in the face of death. 

To see how these two persuasive but opposed accounts of death can be related, it 
helps to spell out what White sees as the role of the individual in the 'intersection' of 
cultural Dasein's timeliness and the temporality of being. It turns out that, according 
to White, authentic dying requires a special relation of the individual to the 
vulnerability of the cultural style: 

For Heidegger dying is a particular way of existing. Dasein can die either authentically 
or inauthentically. As Dasein we always have to take up being-toward-the-end either by 
taking being for granted and thus simply moving within the possibilities of being that our 
culture has laid out. or by making an issue of it and thus determining where the limits of 
our culluml possibilities of being actually do lie. 

(2.7) 

According to White. once we sec how the dying of individuals relates to the death of 
l'llllurcs. we arc in a position to grasp the understanding of death and dying Heidegger 
is groping for. 

Standing with a fool on each of Haugeland's and White's shoulders, the reader, 
IIK·n. can sec that they have each discovered a general structure of.finitude which 
has hoth an individual and a cultural instantiation. Haugeland, on the one hand, 
focusing on Being and Time, tells us how authentic individuals can integrate the 
vulnerability of their identity into their way of life. He thus convincingly spells out 
the existential side of Being and Time while treating the cultural parallels, in this 
case scientific and cultural revolutions, as analogs. White, on the other hand, argues, 
on the basis of her retroactive reading, that, from the start, Heidegger meant to 
restrict his account of death to the collapse of cultural understandings of being and, 
as we have just seen, she contends that authentic dying is the way individuals relate 
to the finitude and thus the vulnerability of their culture. 

The way authentic individuals live their death, then. is by total commitment that 
stakes everything on their individual identity. They then show steadfastness in 
working to bring out that individual identity while accepting its vulnerability. That 
is, they live in anxiety and thereby remain open to anomalies that can show that their 
current way of life is untenable. If their current way of life breaks down, they are 
already building on the anomalies to form a new one. 

On the cultural level, authentic culture preservers sense that their culture's finite 
understanding of what is meaningful and worthy is not grounded in reason or God 
but depends on them, so they devote themselves wholeheartedly to articulating the 
culture's current understanding of being. Moreover, since such authentic world
preservers sense the vulnerability of their current understanding of being, they keep 

56 Ibid .. p. 64. op. cit .. p. J42. 
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lli1· rullurl' llfll:ll Ill llll' :llllllllalll''• llial 111ay I'VI'lllllally kad Ill ils Ulllapsl', al till' 
· .. 11111' 1in1c remaining rrn·pliw lo lhl' 1u;ugiual pracliccs lhal may hl'l'llml' l'l'lllral 
.111d grouud a new world. 

(>nee we appreciate the dillcrl'lll phl'lllllllenon revealed by each inlrrprclalion, 
wl' can sec that these phenomena arc isomorphic so that one docs nol haw lo dHlosl' 
IIIII' inlcrpretation at the expense of the other. Rather, we ran abstrm:l lhc slruclurl' 
ool d1·a1h and finitude from each interpretation and so see that. for l'ach. tll•ath is 
"nlld-collapse, and authentic dying means both resisling world-collapsl' hy 
p1•'Sl'rving and trying to make sense of anomalies, while at the same lime remaining 
"lll'll lo possible world-collapse, thereby being able, should it happen. to acl"l'(ll it 
.1·. 111aking possible a new beginning. If we are authentic, we arc always artiwly 
pll'~.nving or transforming. Indeed, preserving and transforming l~ach imply till' 
orlhn. One can only preserve what is transformable. One can only transform what 
1•·quires preserving. 

\·. C 'cmdusion 

•; .. I ar. all contributors to the above discussion of Heidegger's understanding of 
d1·,111i rither identify death with demise, or else deny that death as a slrtll'lurr 
lll'.l,llllialcd in individual or cultural world-collapse has anything at all to do with 
1111 ··wnt at the end of a human life that Heidegger calls demise. Hut, if one is to do 
lll'olll'l' to the phenomenon and to the text, it is important to be clear that those who 
ulo-u111 v d1·ath with world-collapse need not deny that the structure of world-collapsl' 
1 o111 ;il\nlw instantiated in a terminal condition coextensive with the event of til'mist· 

111 wlud1. as in all instances of world-collapse, 'Dasein is no longer able to bl' 
llll'll'' 1.111·1 ). 

w,· 11111s1 lll·ar in mind that, when Heidegger says that death is 'the possibility of 
1111 .1lo·.nlult' impossibility of Dasein,' he is not making the hio~-:raphical point that 
(1,1·.,·111 · .• ru1n~lll world will some day collapse. Heidegger is clear that lhc c.rislt'lllilll 

1" ··.·.1hii1IV ol death is a possibility that can never become actual in the way something 
1111ol1 1 ·.lnnd as potential can finally be realized. Yet Dasein docs finally cease to exist 
Iori J'lllld. 

I 1!11· .. lh,·rc seems to he an important difference between terminal dcalh, so lo 
1 oo·,11., a1ul all other li.mns of existential breakdown. Even if, as White so convinringly 

'"''"'"·· hy llll·ir very nature as disclosive. holh an identity and a world IIIllS! lw 
•. 11lw1 ;1hk. slill. an individual might he lurky l'llough llt'l't'l'lo c'Xfl('l'ic•l/cc· tlll'failun· 
, •t/, 1, '' ,,.,. idt'lllity, and the mcmhcrs of culllll'l' lll'l'd llllll'Xpl'ricnn·cnlllll'l'-·l'nllapse. 
'""' oolll't'l'sl'ly.nnc can al'lually t'Xfl('l'it'l/l't' ideulily ami world collapse ouly if lht• 

• • riLl(''·'· llll(lll'slion is not the tl'l'lllinal Olll'. 
1111•· 'an, of coursl', ahstra,·t fnllll 1h1·~~· dilll'll'lll'l'~ a111l arrive al a 'fonllal' 

• , l·.lo·1111.il oulologiralcom·,·pliou of 1kalh !hal l'ttVl'ls hnlh I Ill' rqll'alahk a11d lhl' 
loll,illl'l\lttlls. Whallllakrs d1·alh 'pnso,1hh'.' 111 a •.pn1al ~.l'IISl' ol possihk.llll'll, IS 

11111 11!.11 111 alllll'Vl'r hn'OIIIl' al'lllal. hull hal, 111,, .. !111111111'• .,(,·.xp,l\·ulial oulolo!~ical 
'llh\l'l,illiiiiV, II ha:-. Ill hl' la~l'll 11(1 hv I 1,1'•1'111 rlllll lil'l'rllll ;I way lhal alkl'h il:-. liil' 
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from beginning to end. Heidegger tells us that, 'The authentil: possibility of the 
being of death is grasped only when the relationship to this possibility is such that it 
is thereby understood as a certainty of my being. ·-~7 Death, then, becomes, as White 
puts it, a way of life. In this sense, all forms of ultimate vulnerability are equally 
certain. Still, there is something special about the final collapse of being-in-the
world; terminal death, unlike other forms of world-collapse, is inevitable. 

Heidegger, true to the phenomena as usual, does not deny physical death's 
inevitability. Unlike all other forms of existential-ontological breakdown, Heidegger 
tells us 'Death is something distinctivel.v impending' (294). And, indeed, when 
thinking of terminal death, Heidegger goes beyond speaking merely of certainty 
and says, 'death as the end of Dasein, is ... certain ... and not to be outstripped' 
(303- some italics removed).5K 

Here death as certain and death as inevitable part ways. I can be certain of my 
vulnerability to identity or world-collapse as a possibility without ever experiencing 
it, but the terminal death that is co-extensive with demise, while, indeed, an instance 
of vulnerability, is inevitable, notjustpossibly inevitable. Thus, the existential death 
co-extensive with demise must be lived with a paradoxical combination of putting 
everything at stake in living one's identity, while at the same time acting in a way 
that is open to its illl'l'ilahle (not just possible) final collapse. 

Thus, somdhing like demise comes back. requiring some interpretation. Even 
wlwn Wt' an: dear that death can't he a future event, we are left open to Sartre's and 
< 'amus' nmviction that, however one describes the non-event that terminates our 
lives, it might well make all our previous commitments seem absurd. Just how is 
onl' supposed to live steadfastly putting one's identity at stake while at the same 
time being open to its inevitable utterly tina! collapse? This is where phenomenology 
seems to leave off and ontology or faith must take over. 

In the end, Heidegger eschews faith and turns to formalized ontology. But, as we 
have now seen, there is a tension in his ontology. There is a way in which terminal 
collapse has the same ontological structure and the same existential role in an authentic 
Dasein 's life as do all other forms of existential-ontological breakdown. But there is 
also a way in which my final end is unique. In non-terminal breakdown, Dasein as 

57 Martin Heidcggcr. Histcn:v oft he Concept of Time: Prolegomena, trans. Theodore Kisiel 
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1985), p. 317. 
58 Piotr Hoffman, 'Dasein and "its'' Time,' Blackwell Companion to Heideg~er, ed. Hubert 
L. Dreyfus and Mark A. Wrathall (forthcoming) points out that Heidcgger says in BeinK ami 
Time that 'a "time" has been allotted to Dasein,' (463) and uses this quotation and others like 
it to support his claim that the sort of death Heideggcr is analyzing in Bt!illg am/ Timt! must, 
like demise. be individual. inevitable, and terminal. But this notion of an allotted time alone 
docs not distinguish individual death from cultural death. Cultures too have their allolled 
times and invariably die. But neither does the notion of an all oiled time support the counter
claim that both the inevitable and final end of a human life and the l'lllltingc•n/cnllapsc of an 
identity or of a cultural world arc instances of the same strul'lurc. Indeed. since I kidegger 
can't say thattcrminaiLk-ath is IIC'I'I'S.I'tlf\' hut ouly that it is ill<'l'i/a/J/,·. it is hard Ill sec how Ill 
stale the distinctiw diiTcJ'l'nl'l'S a111ong the wav~ l'tJiture~ im·ariah/1· die. identities l'"·'·.,i/1/1' 
die. and individual ll'J'Jlllnal death IS JJJl'Vilahk. 
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•Ill .lhility-to-lll' docs, indcl·d. l'ollapsl', hut sonll'thing remains aware of the collapse 
.11111 .\urvivcs to open a new world.'''' In tcnuinal breakdown, as far as we can tl'll • 
.owarcness and world-disclosing arc over for good. 

The deep confusion in the death chapter in Being and Time - a confusion that 
Wlrrtl' notes but that her single-minded focus on cultural world-collapse doesn't 
.dloow lwr to sec- is that sometimes Heidegger is proposing a formalized account of 
tho· l'~sl·ncc of existential-ontological collapse in general,t.t.' and sometimes he is 
J'll'rrrg an account of the distinctively final character of terminal death, which, if 
''"''"lial. would prevent it from being merely another instance of existcntial
"''t"logical hrcakdown. What White's approach does enable one to see. however. is 
that I kidcgger may well have thought of distinctive, terminal, individual death as 
tlu · l'ssential or paradigm case, in Being and Time, but that Later Heidegger came to 
th1rrk of the death of cultural epochs as essential or paradigmatic. 

Thus the complexity in the phenomenon itself leads Heidegger to lay out two 
,. 'r~ll'lllial-ontological accounts of how to live in the face of death that arc in tension. 
lhl' one White brilliantly works out and defends takes world-collapse as essential 
.rrul ~~~gives an account of demise merely as an instance of existential-ontological 
hro·akdown, ignoring the distinctive character of physical death's inevitahility and 
lurality. In White's version of Heidegger's account of finitude, one is called constantly 
lo l'Xpcricnce one's vulnerability with anxiety, but one also senses that this 
,-rrlncrahility is a necessary condition of the joy of being a world-discloser, so that, 
L1r from .fear of my inevitable demise, Dasein's authentic attunement to the world 
ll'hik disclosing it is anxious joy. As Heidegger says: ·Along with the sohcr anxiety 
whil'h brings us face to face with our individualized ability-to-be, there goes an 
•u•,hakahle joy' (358). 

Butl-lcidegger is rightly unwilling to take a stand on whether there is an afterlife 
wailing for something like Dasein. He is clear that 'if"dcath" is defined as the ''end" 
• >I I >ascin- that is to say being-in-the-world- this docs not imply any ontical decision 
wlr\'lher "after death" still another being is possible' (292). Hcidcggcr is therefore 
11111 going to give us advice as to how to live our lives in the face of the itU'I'itahilit\' 

.,., This raises the diflicult question: just what survives world or identily-wllapsL· so as lo 
111· aware that collapse has occurred? Clearly. Dasein. as heing-in-thc world is prccisl'ly uo 
loll,l'l'r there. Hcidegger would certainly resist the Cartesian claim that what surviws is 
'onsL·iousncss. What must survive, then, is what survives the hrt~akdown or DasL~in in an 
.111\IL'ty allack, the lack or a world. or what Hcideggercalls naked lhrownncss or I he I hal it is 
.11ul has-to-hL ( 174). 1-lcideggcr says all that is left in an anxiety allack is an 'imlividualitcd' 
'"I"·' i11.\'l'. (2:-IJ). which we must presumably understand nol as a selr-sulficiL'nl ( 'ar'll'~ian 

·.uhjo'L't amino! as part or some larger All, hut as pure. isolated. world-nl'l'dy minL'Ill'S~. Bul. 
l11·n·. l'Vcn a masll'r phenomenolngisl lil-.c lkidcggcr may have run up against lhl' limit~ ol 

t•l II 'llllllll'IH •I< '!!Y· 
fill Blaltnn claims, inl'fkcl. I hat we ,(uould treat anXiL'IY allacks. allholl)'.h lhl'y arc lll'ilhn 
llll'l'ilahh- nor ll'rrninal. and an· nol a 1'<'~1"'""' to till' anomalies in lh1· 1'111'1'1'111 wo1ld. as 
;11111llll"1 loom1 11! wo1ld l'llll;'ll\1' 11'1ar.·d '" do·arh Thai ~~···•us 111 Ill' a plausihh- pr11p11s;1l. hur it 
111ako·.'> lll'ulo·)'l'''' 's joh ol' I i1111ill)' a lo1111.ol ontol"l'"·;ol lo•vo•l ol' do·M·nptlllll lh;ll ""~' tho· 
, ... .,.·ntlallo·;ltllll'', ol all way' lli;lt ll.o·.o·llllll'oPIIIo·•, '"'l"'"'hlc. o'\'1'111111>11' dollio·ulr 
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of the terminal ~:oil apse of om lll·iug-in-thc-world. I it' l'all say that we arc called to 
live the possibility of this finall·ollapse, as we arc called to live the possibility of all 
forms of world-collapse, hy breaking out of the: imlllthcnticity of the Anyone that 
sees death as a future event that can Ol' ignored for now. Thus, 'the analytic makes 
forerunning resoluteness basic as an ability-to-be which, in an existentiell manner, 
is authentic' (360). But, in the end, Hcidcggcr was enough of a phenomenologist to 
realize that there was nothing positive he could say about how to live a life taking 
account every moment that it is bound to end in total annihilation. He does not claim 
that in this case existential-ontology can give us binding guidance. 'Existential 
Interpretation will never seek to take over any authoritarian pronouncement as to 
those things which, from an existentiell point of view, are possible or binding' (360). 

Despite interpreters' attempts to find Heidegger's existentiell recommendation 
for how to live in the face of our inevitable final end, one finds not Sartrian denial, 
nor the traditional Christian belief in an afterlife, nor Kierkegaard's claim that, without 
belief in an afterlife, faith can still reconcile vulnerability and total commitment, 
nor secular heroic nihilism in the face of the absurd. One finds, instead, the suggestion 
that none of these responses to terminal death need undermine finite forerunning 
resoluteness with its joy in the possibility of either preserving vulnerable identities 
and cultural worlds, or letting them go and disclosing new ones. But, beyond that, it 
seems that each of us, without Heidegger's guidance, has to relate to the inevitability 
of finally no longer being able to be there in his or her own way. Carol White chose 
to spend twenty years laboriously writing a masterful meditation on finitude and 
death that will long outlive her. 



Editor's Preface 

( 'arol White died suddenly on I October 2000 from pneumonia. Before her death 
shl' was preparing to resume work on this book, which she started more Limn twenty 
Yl'ars ago. 

AI the age of thirteen Carol was paralyzed by a tumor on her sixth vertchra, after 
which she lost full use of her hands and was unable to walk. For many years she 
wrote with the handle of a wooden spoon, which allowed her to type on a keyboard, 
Idler by letter. However, writing in this manner became too painful and exhausting 
for her after a poorly executed surgery in 1997. At this time she hegan hiring stlJ(knts 
111 help her type and collect research materials from the university library. 

/\tthe time of Carol's death I was working as her research assistant and typist. In 
hindsight it seems I was really working as Carol's student. That is, having a stmk·nt 
worker in the house allowed Carol to do what she loved most: write about amJ teach 
llcidegger. One of her favorite passages in Heidegger's corpus was the following 
from the 'Letter on Humanism': 

To embrace a 'thing' or a 'person' in its essence means to love it, to Javor it. Thought in a 
more original way such favoring [Mogen] means to bestow essence as a gift. Sud1 fuvnring 
is the proper essence of enabling, which not only can achieve this or thlll hut tllso can kt 
something essentially unfold in its provenance, that is, let it be. ll is on the 'str~·nglh' ol 
such enabling by favoring that something is properly able to be. 

(I ,II 2201 

This passage might serve as a perfect epigraph for this book. On tlw one hand. it 
seems to express the goal of most scholars: namely, to serve the very essl'lll'l' ol 
one's subject. On the other hand, it also expresses an ideal important to most tl·adlers: 
to enable one's students, as Pindar and Nietzsche would say, to henHne who thl'Y 
arc, to develop the capacities and characteristics unique to them. Carol may 
accomplish both of these lofty goals with this hook. 

Mark Ralkowski 





Heidegger's Texts and Translations 

This two-part section provides the key both to the works by Heidegger dted in my 
dis~.:ussion and to the translation of his important terms clustering around the German 
verb ·.,·ein' (to be) and those related to 'Zeit' (time). 

I. Translating 'Being' and 'Time' 

<'housing a vocabulary in which to write about Heidcggcr's work is the most diflkull 
dcdsion facing an English-speaking author. I introduce most of my attempts to l'aptut'l' 
I kidegger's meaning as I need them, but I must begin with a few remarks about till' 
words that cluster around the keynotes of his constant theme: being and time. 

English versions of Heidegger's works translate the terms derived from till' wrh 
·.w•in' (to be) in different ways. I translate these terms as follows: 

Sdn (the infinitive made a noun by capitalization)= being. to be 
.\'t•it•lul (participle)= being 
tlr1.~ .\·(~iende (participle used as a noun)= what-is or (less fre4uentlyl the entity. 

depending on grammatical context 
l'in Seiendes =something-which-is' 

To remind the reader that we are talking about the significancl' of a wrh whl·n 
Wl' ask the question of being, I will sometimes use the paraphrase 'what it is In 

he'. although it is awkward English. The reader should be warned in advalll'l', 
however, that, despite its usefulness in countering some misumk~rstamlings of 

I In her original manuscript, following what was once standard pr:u.:tic1' iu lll·id1·~·.!,'.l'l' 

'l'l111larship. the author translates Sein as 'Being' (with a capital ll). HoWl'Wr. as shl· hcrsl·ll 
warns. the upper-case initial can easily 'mislead Olll' into thinking that I kidc!,'.)!.l'l' is talt..uw 
ahout sc me kind of supcr-suhstancc or thing. e.g. God.' That error is insidious ami pl'l'sistl'llt. 
as llcidcgger himself is often at pains to point out. Moreover. it should hl~ l'l'calkd that all 
ru IIIIlS arc routinely capitali1.cl.l in German; thl~ only reason tmnslators cwr l'apital11nl · Ikrn).'' 
in I·:nglish was Ill diiTcrcntiatl' it from (lower-case) 'hcing' for St'il'/ldl'. Many 1-:rl)'h~h 

translations and scholarly works now dispense with the conwntion of capitalit.ing th1· won I 
ami instead seck alternatives li>r St'il'lldl' so ash> avoid that lcxil'al amhiguity. Siun•, as sht• 
l'xplains hdow.IIK· author translatl'S thatlatll'r term hy 'what-is.· Wl' haw changl·d 'lkin~· to 
'lwing ·throughout. to conform to l'lll'l'l'lll pral'tit 't' :11ul h 1 avoid lllllll'l'l'~sary nmfusion. Jo'iually, 
'llll'l' thl' author hl'rsl'lf sonll·tillll'S liSt's 'l·ntitv ·to translatl' St'it•ntlt•, Wl' haw suhsjilllh·d that 
tl'l'lll for thosl' l1·w installl't's in whil'h shl' ha~ wrrtll'n (lowl'l' l'aSl') 'lwrnp.. · t-:tfilor's unt1·. I 
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what Heidegger means by 'Sein,' this paraphrase tends to lead us into the basic 
assumption of metaphysics which Heidegger is trying to counteract: the assumption 
that the meaning of 'to be' turns out to be a 'what,' that is, a thing, a property, and 
so on. 

Heidegger's term 'das Seiende' has been almost universally pluralized in translation 
as, for example, 'entities,' 'beings,' or 'essents.' Walter Kaufmann lent support for 
this pluralization when he reported that Heidegger 'enthusiastically approved' using 
'Being' and 'beings" as translations for 'Sein' and 'das Seiende.' Kaufmann said that 
Heidegger actually thought that the English 'beings' was superior to the German 
'Seiende' because it better captured the Greek plural 'ta onta' and his own meaning 
was derived from that of the Greeks. 

I am rather skeptical about the accuracy of this report. First, Heidegger is as much 
or more concerned with the Greeks' 'to on,' the singular entity, as with their 'ta 
onta.' Second, if Heidegger wanted to capture the Greek plural, why didn't he pluralize 
'das Seiende'? The singular term is not a word used in common German discourse, 
and, if one is going to turn a word into a technical term, why not use the plural form 
(·die Seienden") rather than the singular if that is the meaning intended? Heidegger's 
notorious penchant for inventing his own lexicon or torturing ordinary German usage 
to fit his own seems to favor using the plural. However, he seems to emphasize the 
singularity of the singular. In one example in my Section 1.2 I quote a passage from 
I kideggt•r's own text where he dearly employs 'it' and a singular conjugation of 
the vcrh in reft-rcnec to 'Scil•tule. · 

Even if it were uppropriatc to translate 'das Seiende' as 'beings,' this would not 
settle the problem of the nature of its reference. Are 'beings' individual things such 
us hammers, dogs, rocks, and so on, or are they what-is ready-to-hand, what-is 
unready-to-hand, and what-is present-at-hand, Nature, and so forth? I argue for the 
latter in Section 1.2. 

The most accurate translation of 'das Seiende' would be 'the being,' and my 
hunch is that what Heidegger found superior in English and what he was unable to 
duplicate in German was the way the same English word 'being' paralleled the 
Greek word 'on' with its verbal and substantive senses. The Greek 'on' is both a 
participle describing the act of 'to be' and a noun indicating something which is. As 
I indicate in Section 0.3, Heidegger regards this grammatical fact as enormously 
significant for the development of philosophy. As with the Greek 'on,' in English 
we can use one word, that is 'being.' where Heidegger uses two. 'Sein' and 
'Seiende.' 

However, translating 'das Seiende' with 'being', as Terrence Malick does in his 
translation of The Essence of Reasons, frequently seems grammatically unclear and 
awkward. My translation of 'das Seiende' as 'what-is' tries to capture the singular 
reference of 'Seiende' as well as the fact that we are saying that this something 'is.· 
This translation is also used by William Lovitt in his translation of the 1-leidcgger 
essays collected in The Question Concemin~-: J(·cluw/ogy am/ Otherl:".uavs. At the 
risk of alienating those people who arc already offended at lleidcggcr's hyphcnatt•d 
jargon, I insert the hyphen to rl'mind tht• rl'ader of lht• ll'dmicalness of lhl' ll'rlll and 
to hdp gralllmatirally in sud1 Sl'llll'lll"l'S as 'Thl· lwilll-' ol what-is is ll'Vl'abl in a 
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rlash of insight.' When grammar requill'~ it.m:casionally I usc 'l·ntity' as a suhstitull.· 
lor 'what-is.' 1 

Another key group of words relates to the issue of time. or 'Zeit.' These terms 
also require a special note, particularly for this book's discussion. I shall translate 
'Zcitlichkeit' as 'timeliness' and 'Temporalitiit' as 'Temporality.· The I alter translation 
is standard, but I propose the former at the risk of some confusion. 

·zeitlichkeit' has been traditionally translated as 'temporality,' hut I havl~ a 
numher of reasons for preferring my proposed translation of 'timeliness.' First, 
the distinction between 'Temporalitiit' and 'Zeitlichkeit,' and hence an important 
aspect of the architectonic of Heidegger's framework of analysis, has gone 
unnoticed when the English terms are distinguished only by the initial capital 
letter. Indeed, perhaps this slight typographic distinction has em:ouraged the 
obliteration of the important conceptual difference. A recent translation has faill·d 
to distinguish the terms at all, translating hoth with 'temporality.' (Sec Thwdnrl' 
Kisiel's translation of Prolegomena zur Geschichte des Zeithexr([J,\·. HC'T. pp. I S4/ 
1% and 158/201.) 

Not only does my translation make the distinction orthographically obvious, hut. 
my second reason, it parallels the etymology of the German terms. ''/.C'itlic·hkt•it' 
literally means timeliness, but our term 'temporality' is derived from Latin. as is thl· 
( Ierman 'Temporalitiit.' 

Thirdly, the ordinary sense of the term 'timeliness' captures an important feature 
'tf Dasein 's Zeitlichkeit in its relation to the Temporality of being, as I wi lll·xplain in 
the text. And finally, the use of 'timeliness' will continually remind the reader that I 
am advancing a new account of Zeitlichkeit which, unlike so many interpretation~ 
of Heidegger's notion of temporality, does not view it as simply an cxpcricnn· of Ill' 
attitude about time. 

I leave the initial 't' of 'Temporality' capitalized. following the practice of tlw 
wmmon translation of 'Temporalitiit,' in order to help prevent confusion of 111y use 
of the term with the usual translation of 'Zeitlichkeit.' When I speak spl·cilkally ol 
thl~ 'Time' that characterizes the Temporality ofhcing I also willcapilalizl' the tcnn 
in order to differentiate it from clock-time or the 'primordial time' of l>asl·in's 
timeliness. When quoting, paraphrasing, or referring to 1-lcidcggcr's conHlll'nl~. 
however. I will leave the 't' uncapitalized. In Heideggcr's works the ·~,·of 'ZI'it' is. 
of course, always capitalized as the initial letter of a noun. Thus lleidcggcr·s owu 
vocahulary docs not differentiate these different sorts of 'Zeit' except indirectly. 

II. Texts 

l<l'l"crcnccs to works hy Hcidcggcr arc included in the text in parcnthesc:-.. Whl'n 
Slll'l'l'ssivc quotations or paraphrases in a paragraph come from lhl' sanll· passagl', 
thl· reference is given alkr thl~ lastlllll'. /\lll·mphasis in quotatious is I kidl·ggl'l"'s. 

_l IW•· haw suh~lillll1'd \•nlity' Jorlh•· atllhor\ ori1•iual 'lht· lwin)•.' s,.,. tuoll· ,!_;Jhovt'. 
hhlor's nolc.l 
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Since so many of the references arc to lkinx allll Time, and since the pagination 
of the twelfth edition of Sl•in wul ZC'it is given in the margins of both the Macquarrie 
and Robinson translation and Joan Stambaugh's recent attempt, references to this 
work will simply give the page number of that German edition in parentheses. A 
numeral followed by an asterisk indicates the page number from the Appendix of 
the fourteenth German edition of ,\'ein 1md Zeit where Heidegger's marginal notes 
on his own copy of the work are collected.' 

For other works the parenthetical reference gives the initials of the English 
translation, and the two numbers that follow indicate the page in the English version 
and then the German. The key to the initials and editions is given below. When 
works by Heidegger are cited no more than once or twice, references are given in 
regular footnotes; I mention these works at the end of this biographical key for the 
sake of completeness. 

For reasons of consistency, clarity, and correctness, in a few cases my own 
translations vary from those of the English version listed below. Any modifications 
are explained in the second part of this section or in the following text. 

In addition to the occasional citation of Heidegger texts mentioned infrequently, 
regular footnotes are used for references to secondary sources and for elaboration 
upon points in the text. 

Ust oj'Abbrevialifmsfor Heidegger's Works 

AP 'On the Being and Conception of Physis in Aristotle's Physics B, 1,' 
translated by Thomas Sheehan, Man and World, IX (August 1976), pp. 219-
270. 

'Vom Wesen und Be griff der Physis. Aristoteles, Physik B, I,' Wegmarken, 
Vol. 9 of the Gesamtausgabe, edited by Friedrich-Wilhelm von Herrmann. 
Frankfurt am Main: Klostermann, 1976. 

BPP The Basic Problems of Phenomenology, translated by Albert Hofstadter. 
Bloomington, Indiana: Indiana University Press, 1982. 

Die Grundprobleme der Phiinomenologie, Vol. 24 of the Gesamtausgabe 
( 1975). 

DOT Discourse on Thinking, translated by John M. Anderson and E. Hans Freund. 
New York: Harper and Row, 1969. 

Gelassenheit. Pfullingen: Neske, 1959. 

3 Niemeyer republished the fourteenth edition of Sein um/ Zeil in 1972 and added the 
Appendix of Heidegger's marginal comments in I 977. 1-larpl~r ;111d Row published the 
translation hy John Macquarril' ami Edwin Robinson in 1962; .loan Stambaugh's dlorl came 
out through SUNY Press in 1996. Thl' lalll'f' inchul1~s lll'iill·g~yr's nuu·ginalia inlhl'ir original 
location in his l'opy of lhl' ll'XI. 
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HiT Harty Greek ThinkinM.Lranslated David Farrell Krell and Frank A. ( 'apuu.i. 
New York: Harper and Row, 1975. 

'Ocr Spruch des Anaximander,' Holzwege, Vol. 5 of the Ge.\·amtmL~Mttlw ( I 977 ). 

'Logos,' 'Moira,' and 'Aletheia,' Vortriige untl At{/:,·iitze. 4th edition. 
Pfullingen: Neske, 1978. 

EP The End of Philosophy, translated by Joan Stambaugh. New York: llarpl'r 
and Row, 1973. 

Essays drawn from Nietzsche IJ, 3rd edition. Pfullingen: Neske. 1961. Also 
'Uberwindung der Metaphysik' from Vortriige und At.({siilzc•. 

El{ The Essence of Reasons, translated by Terrence Malick. Evanston. Illinois: 
Northwestern University Press, 1969. 

Vom Wesen des Grundes. The above edition includes the German tl'Xt on 
pages facing the English translation. 

Fl' 'On the Essence of Truth,' Basic Writings, edited by David Farrell Krell. 
New York: Harper and Row, 1977. 

'Yom Wesen der Wahrheit,' Wegmarken. 

II( 'E Hegel s Concept of Experience, no translator identified. New York: llarpl'r 
and Row, 1970. 

'Hegels Begriff der Erfahrung,' Ho/zwege. 

I KT History of the Concept ofTime: Prolegomena, translated hy Tlwodon· K isil·l. 
Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1985. 

Prolegomena zur Geschichte des Zeitbegriffs, Vol. 20 of the ( ;e,mmtau.,·~a/w. 
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Author's Preface 

Thomas Kuhn reports offering the following maxim to his students: 

When reading the works of an important thinker. look first for the apparent ahsunlitil·s in 
the text and then ask yourself how a sensible person could have w1illen them. Whl·n you find 
an answer, I continue, when those passages make sense, then you may find that 11101\' n·ntral 
passages, ones you previously thought you understood. have changed their meaning.' 

Reading these remarks, I realized in retrospect that this is what happened to nil' in 
trying to understand Martin Heidegger's Being and Time and the works that canll' 
after it. 

In a way, I have Paul Edwards to thank for my insight into Hcidcggcr's thought 
that led me to write this book. His antagonistic articles on Heideggcr's notion of 
death make Heidegger's discussion suddenly seem absurd, trivial, and rather silly.' 
The plethora of replies to Edwards, each advancing quite a different message ahout 
what Heidegger's real point was, only made his discussion seem more puzzling.' 
.lust what was Heidegger saying? 

I looked at Heidegger's text again with Edwards's criticisms in mimi. hut, unlikl~ 
Edwards, I was operating under the assumption that Heidcgger was a scnsihll: man. 1 

Thomas Kuhn, The Essemial Tension: Selected Studie.~ in Scient !fie 'li'llllitionmul ( '/umgt' 

(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1977), p. xii. 
2 Paul Edwards, Heidegger and Death: A Critical El'aluation, Monist Monograph s,·ria·~ 
t La Salle, Illinois: Hegeler, 1979). This monograph combines and expands two l'arlil'r l'Ssay~ · 
__ . 'Heidegger on Death as Possibility,' Mind. LXXXIV ( 1975). pp. 54X 5(lh. 

__ . 'Heidegger and Death: A Deflationary Critique,' The Moni.l't, Vol. 59. No. !. (April 
1976). pp. 161-186. 
3 See the following essays: 
Lawrence Hinman, 'Heidcggcr. Edwards, and Being-toward-Death.' Soutlwm .loumal of 
Pllilo.l'ophy, XVI (Fall 1978), pp. 193-212. 
John Llewelyn. 'The "Possibility" of Hcideggcr's Death,· .lou malt!/ tltc Uriti.l'lt Sol'it'l\'.fot 
l'ltenomenology, Vol. 14, No.2 (May 19X3), pp. 127-UX . 
.lamshid Mirlcndcresky. 'Concerning Paul Edwards' ''lkideggl·r 1111 Dl~ath": A Critit:ism.' 
.lou mal ll(tht• British Society.fin· Pltellomellologv. Vol. 13, No. 2 (Janu;ary 1'17«)), pp. 1.~0 1.1X. 
Dan Magurshuk. 'Hl·ideggcr and Edwards on Sl'ill-~llm-·t;,[,.,' 'f1tt' Mo11i.\l. Vol. h2. No. I 
(January 1979). pp. 107 II X. 
·I Rl'Cl'nt l'l'Vl'lation~ ahout his politil'al ami sodal vil'W~ may ntalo.a· 1111' qawstion hi~ 1~ood 
Sl'llsa· in that n·alm. hnt his l'.rasp of ontologil·al issul'~ and till' history ol philosophy is not so 
ohvuau~ly hmsa•d aud pa·lly. 
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As a rcsull. I noticed remarks to which I had never really paid allention before and 
confronted head-on a proolcm aoout the structure of Being and Time which had 
always vaguely bothered me. 

The book had always seemed to fall apart into two halves. If we describe the view 
expressed in it as 'phenomenological existentialism,· then the tirst half seemed to be 
the phenomenology and the second the existentialism. The turning point comes at 
the discussion of death. From a discussion of tool-use, relations between human 
beings, language, and so forth, we seemed to turn abruptly to a discussion of how 
the individual ought to face death, the significance of conscience and guilt, and the 
nature of the experience of time. The subjective reorientation hinged on a rather 
fishy-sounding question about whether we could adequately analyze the whole 
phenomenon of human existence when that phenomenon always included the 'not 
yet' of death. Why should the fact that people die hinder our analysis of what it is to 
be here and now? 

With the second half of Being and Time apparently going off into a discussion of 
how to live authentically, it seemed no wonder that so many commentators thought 
that in the course of writing Being and Time Heidegger backed himself into a dead 
end of subjectivity and could not proceed to answer his original, mysterious question 
about 'the meaning of being in general.' This, they explained, was why his 
half-finished hook was dropped, its projected analysis never completed, and why he 
went on to try a radically different approach in later works. 

I low could an intelligent philosopher have gotten so sidetracked? A fresh and 
careful study of the text began to reveal quite a different issue than the one that the 
familiar accounts of the matter addressed. Absurdities dissolved, and trivialities 
disdosed what lay beneath their surface. The new meaning taking shape in the chapter 
on death began to reach out into the surrounding chapters, especially the ones on 
Dasein 's experience of time. The ontological level of the whole discussion in the 
second half of Being and Time shifted from the personal and subjective to the cultural 
and historical. Soon it became clear that not only was the second half of the book a 
necessary extension of the first, but it tied directly into the works that followed 
throughout Heidegger's career. 

My book is devoted to articulating the vision of Heidegger's work which grows 
out of a new understanding of what he was trying to address in his discussion of 
death. I acknowledge that the discussion of this issue in Being and Time is far from 
clear; its intentional false starts and dead ends easily mislead the reader. But a careful 
study of the distinctions he makes there show many common assumptions about his 
analysis to be problematic. Comments about death in his later works sharpen the 
issue and bring the discussion of Being and Time into sharper focus. perhaps even 
for Heidegger himself. The consistency that this new interpretation of death brings 
to that book in its internal structure and in its relation to subsequent works suggests 
that he was driving at this issue from the beginning, even if initially that drive was 
more of a grope. 

This new interpretation of Heidcggcr also short circuits many traditionalniticisrus 
of Heidcggcr's views. son1c1hing which I occasionally indiralt' in lhl· l"lHIISl' of my 
cxposilion. S11rh nitil·isrns an· lll'll"llthl' Vl'lllil"l ""a vi1·w I hal is n-ad i111ol kidl'l!l'.l"r 
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only to be then dismissed as wrong-hcadt•d, a process we might rail circular 
criticism. While I may claim the virtue of greater consistency for my account, I also 
cheerfully acknowledge that Heidegger's own philosophy would suggt•st that Wl' 

are all in a better position to understand his insights after fil"ty years lw1.·aus~.· th1.·y 
have now become a part of the conventional wisdom of 'the Anyone,'' I kidl')!.).'.l'l' ·~ 
personification ofthe common opinion. His view shows up in accounts of knowkdge 
in the physical sciences, in the assumptions of social sciences, in art and film. 1wrhap~ 
even in popular culture in general, but does so in ways ignorant of tlll·ir origins. 

Now that these insights into the nature of culture and history haw fiiiL·rt~d down 
into the culture at large, we can make Heidegger intelligible in a way that pnhaps lw 
himself could not. I have chosen to try to make the best possible ~.·asc for I kid~.·ggcr 
that I can, and, in doing so, to make him more intelligible to those pcopk with a long 
acquaintance with his work, to those with a long aversion to it, and to thos1.', 11111~t 

hoped for of all, who are just starting to pursue an interest in it. In th1.· Introduction. 
I briefly place the problems with which Hcidegger is dealing in the nmt~.·xt ol issu~.·~ 
in contemporary Anglo-American philosophy in order to locate him for tlw 1:1111'1 
two audiences. The approach and language of the hook acconunodall' tlw novi~.·~.·, 

but the content offers food for thought for the Hcidcggcr sdmlar. 
My aim in this book is to make Heideggcr's position as clear and as ~.·onvi1wing a~ 

possible. I try to rest my case on works by Heideggcr that arc available in l•:nglish 
translation in order to make him accessible to this wide rang~.~ of readers. Many 
lJUOtes are provided not only to back up my case but to show that I kideggl'l 's 
convoluted remarks can be explained, even simply so. I quote freely fromtlw whok 
chronological range of Heidegger's works since one of my basic premisl'S, just i fi1.·d 
explicitly in Section 1.4 and tacitly throughout my whole analysis. is that h1.· ·'Jll'nl 
his life saying, to use his term, 'the Same.' There is no distinct ·~.·arly' a111l 'lah·· 
Heidegger, in my view, only earlier and later ways of saying the sal Ill' thin1• .. 

It would be easy enough to criticize Heidegger repeatedly for his murky and nypt1r 
writing and perhaps even his willful obscurantism. But in the end Slll'h nit i~.·i~n•.~ 
are rather boring and beside the point if a philosopher has something inll'l'l'~tinJ' to 
say. Kant once remarked: 'There is no art in being intelligible if ont• rl'IHHIIIlT~ all 
thoroughness of insight. ' 6 Heidegger does have something insightful to say. and lu.~ 
dense writing results from the complexity and depth of the issues with whil'h lw ., 
dealing. 

I do think that Heidegger has a very interesting vision of the natUI'l' and hi~h 11 y • •I 
philosophy, and I think that this is the issue with which he is primarily l'OIIl'l'l'lll'd. 
even in the discussion of dc .. dh and time. Reading him as any sort of ant•xisteutial•~t 
was a mistake on our part, as he himself repeatedly saiu. So that the re:Hkr ha~ ~olllt' 
taste of what is to come, let me say that I read I kidl'gger as h~.·ing llllll'h ll-ss liJ..1.• 
Sarin~ and much more like ~kgel and Marx than IIHISil'Oilllllt'nlalms do. Neith1.·1 1s 

:i lkidegger's term i~ 'tim Man.· 
h luuuallllt'l Kaul,l,.umltllllt'lllllll'riu,·,,,,,., of lilt' ilf,.,,,,,ll.,;,· "(1-.'!hin.llau~lall'd hy Tluuua" 

t\hhull. Ill I h t'dll inn t I .llll)'.lllaiiS, I in·• ·u aud I ·., . I"''·, 1. p II I ~~~~· 1 hi' l·:u,· I i'h lr:lll,l;lllnll \ 

tHihy \'t'I'~ICIII nl lhl\ "'llll'lll'l'. 
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Heidegger much like 1-lusserl, in whom an interest in the history of philosophy and 
culture is almost totally missing. 

I do not present my view of Heidegger's analysis of time and death as a 
comprehensive or final interpretation of his thoughts on these issues. In any 
philosopher worth his salt, and Heidegger is, there will always be something more 
and something new to see. As Heidegger himself says, there is no final interpretation 
of a thinker, no Plato or Kant 'in himself.' Such a Plato or Kant would be 'something 
dead' (MFL 71/88) - dead in a sense which this interpretation tries to clarify. 
Commenting about Pannenides, Heidegger amplifies: 'The dialogue with Pannenides 
never comes to an end, not only because so much in the preserved fragments of his 
'Didactic Poem' still remains obscure but also because what is said there continually 
deserves more thought' (EGT I OOf./248). My work pushes forward into the future 
the dialogue with Heidegger. 



Introduction 

Before we can deal specifically with Heidegger's analysis of death and tlw finillHil' 
of time we need a general account of Heidegger's philosophical projL'L'l. In till' first 
introductory section I discuss Heidegger's notions of 'being' and 'l>asl•in' and why 
he finds it necessary to pose the 'question of being.' In sections 2 and J I indicall'lhl' 
role that an understanding of being plays both in everyday life and in philosophy. 
The last section of the Introduction provides a glimpse of the issues of 1 i llll' and 
death on which our investigation will focus. 

0.1 Being and Dasein 

Throughout his philosophical career Heidegger posed what he calls 'the question of 
being.' We could also say that Heidegger poses 'the question of what it is "tolll'."' 1 

As Heidegger suggests in the first section of his major work Be inK and 7ime, puhlislll'd 
in 1927, this now seems to us to be a curious, superfluous question. Do we not know 
what we intend to say when we use the various conjugations of the verb 'II, he·'! I k 
points out, however, that the question did indicate a lively issue for de hall' amon~~sl 
the 'giants' of Greek philosophy. Indeed, Heidegger hegins Being and 1/nll' with 
one of Socrates' sly comments to an interlocutor: 'obviously you haw lon1~ hl't'll 

aware of what you intend to say when you use the expression "heing." Wl·, lu •Wl'Vl'l', 
who used to think we understood it, have now become perplexed' (I). l.ikl' Sunall'S, 
Hcidegger wants to raise questions that will perplex us when we think ahoul what 
things 'are.' He asks, what is the meaning of being? 

Heidegger argues that we are distinct from other sorts of things prl'l'isl·ly iu thai 
we ask the question of what it is to be. Other things just arc; they do nol rl'lkd on 
their being. But we make an issue of both what it is to he them and what it is lo hl' 11~ 
In fact, Heidegger says, in our 'very being. being is an issue' (II). Our very way ul 
heing places being in question. Furthermore. we do not just ask thL' quL·slion ul 
hcing, we propose an answe; to it by taking a stance toward the maller. I kidq~gl'l' 
L~atls us 'Dasein,' or literally 'being-there,' playing on the etymology of lhl' ll'l'lll. 
We arc the 'there' where being or what it is to he is revealed.! 

TIK' wurd '11l·ing' translall'S lkid~:gg~:r'~ inrinitiw ·s .. in." S1·c 'lkidl·ggl·r·~ "li:xt~ ami 
Translations' for an l'Xplanation ol my translatll, ol 'St•in' aud n·lall'd ll'I'IIIS. 

2 In I h·idq\gl·r's words, lhl' '/ Ia' whl'll' ·s,.,, · o1 lhl' 'Ioili' · is n·Vl'akd. IIi~ ll'llll · /ltl.\1'111 • 

has lll'l'll in1porl1'd intnl·:nghsh lorapllll<' 1111, 111<';1111111'· 
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This unique way of being lleidegger hthcls 'existence,' again playing on the 
supposed etymology of the word.' The prefix 'ex-' indicates 'out' or 'from,' and the 
root of the word comes from the Latin verb 'sistere' which means 'to make stand.' 
Dasein both 'stands out' from being or makes an issue of it and takes a stand toward 
being or answers the question of being in a particular way. In Heidegger's vocabulary, 
only Dasein 'exists' as taking a stand toward or understanding being. Other creatures, 
for example, rocks, trees, horses, and God, are, but they do not 'exist' (Way 272/ 
374f.). To emphasize the technical meaning of the term, Heidegger will later spell it 
'ek-sistence.' As we shall see, Dasein has given various answers to the question of 
being since it was first raised in ancient Greek culture. 

Heidegger's notion of being does not refer to some ethereal, other-worldly 
substance or property or to something independent of our ways of dealing with 
things. Being is the being of the things we find around us. As Heidegger puts it, 
being is always 'the being of something-which-is' (9).4 'Das Seiende,' Heidegger's 
term for 'something-which-is' or 'what-is,' is one ofHeidegger's more crucial terms, 
and a term which is difficult to translate and to grasp.5 We will discuss its meaning 
in detail in the second section of Chapter l. Roughly put, the term refers not just or 
simply to individual things, such as a rock or a tree or a hammer, but to a thing or 
kind of thing distinguished by a certain way of being. Thus, for Heidegger, nature, 
history. God, space, and number are each a type of 'what-is' (BPP 10/13). When we 
ask the question of being. we are asking both what makes things distinct from one 
another ami what makes them the same. 

Still. the question Heidcgger poses about being is far from clear. What does it 
mean for anything 'to be"! What are we asking when we ask what it is to be? We can 
receive some initial guidance by considering another question which Heidegger 
considers the 'leading question' of metaphysics as the formal investigation of the 
being of what-is. Why is there something rather than nothing? Why is there what-is 
at all and not rather nothing (WIM 112/ 122)? For Heidegger this is not a question 
about the origin of the universe.6 The universe would be empty of what-is if no 
Dasein was around to understand its being. The animal's world lacks 'what-is,' though 
of course it is full of all sorts of things which animals eat, climb, walk on, live in, 
play with, and so on. Animals establish all these relationships to things without 
having any understanding of the being of what-is.7 

3 His term is 'Existenz.' 
4 Heidegger's phrase is 'das Sein eines Seiendes.' 
5 See 'Heidegger's Texts and Translations' for an explanation of my translation of 'das 

Seiende.' 
6 In a discussion of this leading question of metaphysics in An hrtrmluclionlo Metaplry.vics. 

Heidegger comments that a claim such as 'In the hcginning God created heaven and earth' in 
no way answers the question of why there is what-is rather than nothing. and it is not even 
related to it. Cf. IM 7/6. 

7 Perhaps this is unfair to animals. llcidt·ggt•r usually takt·s I h.: position that animals do not 
have any understanding of ht•ing or lunguagl'. or any 'world' in his lt•rhniral st·nsl". (St'l' PIT 
73/td. LH 206/.l2(t. WIT !!111711".. WU"Tfll/27.and IM X.l!fo.lf.)/\1 othl·rplan·~. howl·wr. 
ht: rt•marks I hal wlllll· planl~ :11 ,. ·w, uld k~s. · an1111ab all" · w• •rid I"'"'·· siiV)'.l"Siln)'. I hal auimals 
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Only humans say 'is': we say, for example, 'The cat is on the 111a1. · 'I kr housl' is 
yellow,' 'The ship is moving at ten knots,' 'This portion is equal to that tllll'.' 'Mary 
is like her mother,' and 'Venus is the Morning Star.' In saying 'is' we dl·snilll' thin1~s 
in certain positions, attribute properties to them, equate them with othl'r things. 
identify them, and so forth. Individual things, such as cats, housL~s. portions. Mary, 
are not the only things which 'are.' So are the characteristics which Wl' allrihull' to 
them, for example location, color, motion, equality. rcsemhlanL·e, identity. ami so 
on. Of course, the different senses of 'is' used in these sentences have long hl'l'n 
discussed philosophically. Heidegger is well aware of the di fTercnt sl·mantil" usl's • ,f 
'is,' but this is not the only issue he has in mind when he asks what it is 'to he.' 

Heidegger wonders why we encounter things which are - things in thl' hroad 
sense which includes properties, activities, processes- rather than llw ·uo things' ol 
the animal's life. The question that guides metaphysics is a question ahoul lhl· 
character of such things and our relationship to them. Why do human beings L'nn 111nll'l 
what-is, raising tacit or explicit questions about what things arc, while animals nwrl'ly 
eat things, climb them, and so on? 

Heidegger answers this question by suggesting that a distinctively human al'livity 
lets us encounter what-is rather than 'no thing.' Most philosophers immediatl'ly 
assume that this distinctive characteristic of human beings is our apparently uniqul' 
fonn of self-conscious consciousness and our ability to formulate thoughts. WL· not 
only are aware of things; we are aware of our own awareness and can conccptualil.l' 
it into explicit thoughts such as 'the cat is on the mat.· However. 1-lcidcgger denil·s 
that consciousness is the most basic, original way that we encounter things. Ill· says: 
'Consciousness is only possible on the ground of the thae, as a derivative n1odl' ol 
it.· The 'there' is the 'there' of 'being-there,' of the Da-sein in whid1 hL~ing is rL'Vl'akd. 
Heidegger insists Dasein's 'existence' involves at its most hasic lcwl a 'standing 
open for' things which is quite different from being conscious of them. lie l'omnll'nts: 
'The there is the clearing and openness of what-is, as which a human stands out. 
Representation, the knowledge of consciousness, is something totally difll'l'l'nt' 
(HS 126/202f.). 

The knowledge of consciousness is the explicit representation or thinking that ·" 
is y.' Heidegger claims that both explicit consciousness itself anJ its rl~prL'Sl'nlat iw 
power are only possible on the 'ground' or against the 'background' ol an 
understanding of being as it reveals itself in the 'there' of Dasein. We undnsla11d till' 
being of things not primarily by thinking about them explicitly hut rather by dl·alinl'. 
with them in our everyday activity. In his Basic Pmhlems t!t' Pftc•flollll'lll,fogr 

Heidegger gives us his most r.oncretc description of this activity. I k suggL·sts that 
philosophers tend to overlook its occurrence because they focus on our l'Oilsl·ious 
representation and explicit thinking. Heidcggcr comments that Fichtc's philosophiral 

do have some sort of minimal eonll'XI of ~ignifil'ann·. (Sl'l' his l'XIl'ntll'tl tlisn1ssion inn;,. 
( ;,-,ntlh<'gr!flc• tier Mc•laf'h-"sik. Vol. N/10 of lh<· < ;,.,,.,11111<111\!illlw ( I9X.I ). l'arl Two, ( 'haplns 
2 and 3: 261-293. Comparl' l'l:t' ·l.'i/11 I Animal- may haw a nulinwnlary ll<'lwmk ol 
signilkallt'l' grountll'd intlwir 'pra<'ll<'<"; 1111 <~111,1. hul lh<'Y "" 1utl hav .. a lall)'.llal'-•· whit"h 
)'iVl'S thl'nl an tnltlt"rslantlin)'. of lwnw 
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advice to his audience to 'think the wall and then think the one who thinks the wall' 
indicates the typical approach of philosophers. He remarks: 

There is already a constructive violation of the facts, an unphenomenological beginning, 
in the request 'Think the wall.' For in our natural relationship to things we never think a 
single thing, and whenever we seize upon it explicitly for itself we are taking it out of a 
context to which it belongs in its real content: wall, room. surroundings. 

(BPP 162/231) 

In our everyday encounter with things, we do not 'think' them or consciously represent 
them as particular things. Rather, our understanding of them is embodied in our 
practical dealings with things. Things show themselves as what they are in the context 
of practical activity. 

Heidegger describes this context of activity: 

Sitting here in the auditorium we do not in fact apprehend the walls - not unless we are 
getting bored. Nevertheless the walls are already given even before we think them as 
ohjects. Much else also gives itself to us before any determination by thought. Much else 
- hut how? Not as a jumbled heap of things but as an environs, a surroundings, which 
contains within itself a closed. intelligible context ... What is primarily given instead
even if not in explicit and express consciousness- is a thing context. 

(BPP 163/231f.) 

This context of activity is the background against which we can become explicitly 
conscious of objects, but, when we shift our awareness of them, we change the basic 
phenomenon of our encounter with them and thus make an 'unphenomenological 
beginning.' 

This context of activity is 'unthought': 

The view in which this equipmental context stands at tirst, completely unobtrusive and 
unthought, is the view and sight of practical circumspection, of practical, everyday 
orientation. 'Unthought' means that it is not thematically apprehended for deliberate 
thinking about things: instead, in circumspection, we find our bearings in regard to them. 
Circumspection uncovers and understands what-is primarily as equipment. When we enter 
here through the door, we do not apprehend the seats. and the same holds for the doorknob. 
Neve11heless, they are there in this peculiar way: we go by them circumspectly, avoid 
them circumspectly, stumble against them and the like. 

(BPP 163/232) 

This context of activity is what Heidegger calls Dasein 's 'world.' The world has a 
structure of significance according to which we use things, avoid them, find our 
way about, and so forth. 

This understanding of heing is. Heidcggcr claims, a priori hoth in relationship to 
our dealings with specific things and our explicit thinking about them. That is, it is 
a necessary precondition of sud1 individual rl'lationships. (_'ailing upon Kant's 
notion of IlK~ a fll"iori for support. he adds that '11 fll'iori llll'ans that which makes 
what-is as what i~ possihll' iu ll"ftttt aud ltou· it is' ( Bl'l' L~·II·I(J( ). Bul for I kidl•ggl'r, 
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the a priori arises out of the requirements of involved activity, not, as for Kaut, 
those of knowing objects as a spectator. Elsewhere, in the wntcxt of a discussiou ol 
Plato, he explains: 

... from the point of view of being itself- that is, viewed from the prescnn· ol' whal 
endures in the unconcealed - likeness or equality, for example, is pmtt·mn, p1vvious. 
compared to things that are alike. Equality already unfolds cssl~ntially in till' unl·onrcalt•tl. 
likeness 'is' before we, with our perceiving, explicitly view, ohserve, and indeed consider 
like things as alike. In our relationship to similar things, equality has already l'\lllll' inlo 
view in advance. 

<N4 lhlf./!171 

In Heidegger's terminology, the 'unconcealed' is the realm of practical activity where 
things can show themselves as doorknobs, seats, walls, and so on. 1-leidcggt•r argue.·~ 
that our ability to deal with things indicates an a priori or 'in advance· umk-rstwuliiW 
of what they are. Explicit perception of the likeness of things or of their hcing cant•nly 
occur on the basis of our relating to things 'in advance' as equal or as things with a 
certain sort of being, as, for example, we do when we usc doorknobs in the swuc.· way. 

0.2 Cultural Background Practices 

Heidegger calls Dasein 'being-in-the-world' in order to indicate how csscutial this 
involved, practical 'know how' is to its way of being. As being-in-the-world Dast·in 
'stands open' for the being of what-is. What-is reveals itself as, for t•xampk·. 
'ready-to-hand' as doorknobs, seats, walls, steps, and so on, when we turn tlll'm, sit 
on them, find our way about, and accomplish our projects. M Ewn hclilrt• Wl' t' x pi i1 ·it I y 
think of what they are, things reveal themselves as rich with signi ficancl'. l>oorkuoh~ 
refer us to doors, keys, movements of our bodies, possibilities of privacy, ami so 011. 

Heidegger calls this feature of Dasein's being 'transcendence.' Having Slll'l'il'il' 
conscious beliefs, desires, and so on, about things derives from our activiti,·s iuthis 
network of significance. Intentionality, which involves specific c.·onM·ious 
relationships to represented states of affairs, is 'founded on Dasein 's transn'IHkun· 
and is possible solely for this reason' (BPP 162/230). We use doorknobs o.,. dourl\uuhs 
and on this basis come to have certain beliefs about them. 

Heidegger would agree with Wittgenstein's remark that 'children do not leam 
that books exist, that armchairs exist, etc. etc., - they learn to fetch hooh, sit in 
armchairs, etc. etc.' 9 When Wittgenstcin asks two paragraphs later, 'l>m·s a child 

H What-is is 'ready-to-hand' as we usl' it as a tool to ;u:complish our tasks. Thl' sa11w lhin)'. 
IK~t:omcs 'present-at-hand' whL~n simply ohsL·rwd as a disLTl"tl', imlqwndcntohtl'l'l. /\n 1t1·n• 
of nature such as a rock is ready-to-hand when u~t·d as, for exampk. a hanum·r, hut is prl'~l·nt 
at-hand when viewed as just an isola11·d t'nlily. hu- furlhn dis,·ussion of this dislillrlion. ~··•· 

( 'hapter I. Section 1.2. 
11 l.udwig Wittgenstl·in. On ( ·,·11ain11·. •·tllll'tl hv ( i.t~.M./\tN'ollltll' awl< i.ll. von Wn,•hl a11d 

lranslated hy I knis Paul ami ( i.l ~.M. 1\n•.,·olnh.- INn\' Yo1 k. ll;u (11'1 ami I< ow. I 'Ill' I 1. p. 11.11·. 
··nlry ·llh 
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believe that milk exists'!,' he seems to find the alternative answers puzzling. 10 The 
child has not formulated conscious hdiefs about the milk, and it is pointless and 
misleading to say that the child either believes or does not believe that milk exists. 
The child simply drinks the milk. And, as we shall see, according to these two 
philosophers, the adult's behavior is also not appropriately described as founded 
upon a running commentary of beliefs, either conscious or unconscious ones. 

The process of learning how to deal with things is the process of learning how to 
be human according to our culture's understanding of being. 11 The effect of this 
enculturation process is evident in early infancy. In summarizing studies comparing 
Japanese and American infants Helmut Morsbach reports: 

By the age of 3-4 months, US babies showed more gross bodily activity, play, and happy 
vocalization; Japanese babies seemed more passive and had a greater amount of unhappy 
vocalization. Caudill concluded that the US mother seemed to encourage her baby to be 
more active and vocally responsive (leaving it alone in a room for lengthy periods), whereas 
the Japanese mother acted so as to soothe and quieten the baby, staying with it almost 
continuously. 

On the basis of such studies, American babies are described as more active and 
independent. Japanese babies as more passive and dependent. 12 As one might 
expect given these value-laden characterizations, the researchers were American 
psychologists. The danger of such ethnocentric description is indicated by the 
response of a Japanese-American woman to Morsbach's conclusions. She commented 
that the Japanese babies' vocalizations were not unhappy, just Japanese.1.1 

My point here is simply that an understanding of what it is to be, including what 
it is to he human, is inculcated at a very early age, although this illustration also 
indicates that such understanding is relative to the culture in which one is raised. 
The enculturation process is not a matter of consciously or explicitly learning rules 
for dealing with things. In regard to the vast game of culture Heidegger would agree 
with Wittgenstein 's point about games in general: they 'can be learned purely 
practically, without learning any explicit rules.' 14 We learn much by watching and 

10 Ibid., p. 63e, entry 478. 
II I am using the word 'cultural' simply to locate and identify the scale or scope of the 
social practices. Heideggcr himself uses the term 'culture' to refer to a particular epoch in the 
history of being when the arts and 'cultured' life were taken to be the 'crowning glory' of 
social activity. See 'Metaphysics as History of Being,' EP 13/412f. and 22/4231'. 
12 See Helmut Morsbach, 'Major Psychological Factors Influencing Japanese Interpersonal 
Relations,' Studies in Cross-Cultural Psychology, Vol. II. edited by Neil Warren (New York: 
Academic Press. 1980), p. 320. The two main studies to which Mnrsbm:h refers arc: 
W.A. Caudill and H. Weinstein. 'Maternal Care and Infant Behavior in Japan and America,' 
Psychiatry. 32 ( 1969), pp. 12-43, and Caudill and C'. Schooler, 'Child Behavior and Child 
Rearing in Japan and the United States: An Interim Rl'port,' .lou mal r!/'Ncn•ou.1· Mental Oi.H'liS<', 
157 ( 1973 ), pp. 323-33R. I am indchtl·d to Hubert Drcyl'us l'or this rl'li.'l'l'nl·l·. 
13 I am also indebted to lluhnt Dl'l'yl'us l'or this anl'nlotl'. 'l'hl' rl'mark was madl' to him in 
a conversation. 
14 Willgcnstl'in. 011 ( ·,.,.,,;,,\', p. ('>,·,,·ntJV 'I'\. 
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doing, not by explicit and formal instruction. Indeed. what Wl' kam lat·itly aud 
informally is more essential to our acquisition of an understanding of ht·ing thau 
anything we can learn by conscious deliberation or a prot·ess of rational iuf'lorl'lll"l'. 
Even Aristotle, who is associated with the view that human distinctiVl'ness consists 
of rationality, commented that 'Man differs from other animals in that hl~ is tlll' lllll' 
most given to mimicry and learns his first lessons through miml·sis.' 1' 

We may not think about, or even be able to describe, activity we t•ngagl' in 
constantly. For example, we learn very quickly that the socially appropriate distanl'l' 
between two persons in a conversation depends on the age. sex. and n:latiouship of 
the people who are talking and the nature of the conversation, for exampll· wlwthl'l 
it is a matter of business, gossip, discipline, or courting. Most of us arL' not l'Vl'n 
aware of the variation of distance and would he hard put to conceptuali1.e it in all1t.~ 
nuances even if it is pointed out to us. 

Pierre Bourdieu, a French anthropologist who studies North African l'llllural 
groups, provides examples that illustrate Heidegger's notion of an untk·rstaudiuv ol 
what it is to be human. He says succinctly: 'What is essential ~ot'.l' willumt .1'11\'ing 

/Jecause it comes without saying.' 16 No one is ever told what the appropriatl' 
conversational distance is. An outside observer like an anthropologist. or sol'iologist. 
or psychologist, can fonnulate a rule which describes a person's actions. for t•xampll· 
that Mary stands twice as close to family members as to fellow workl·rs. Ilowt'Vl'r, 
Bourdieu suggests that such talk of rules hides, even from the peopk tht'lllsdVl's, 
the fact that their practical mastery is a 'learned i~norance,' 'a modt~ of practil·al 
knowledge not comprising knowledge of its own principles. ' 11 To support hi:- point. 
Bourdieu notes that the 'moves' in the 'game' of maintaining om.•'s honor in sud1 
societies are not formally or explicitly learned. Bourdieu comments about this ·,.•.anll'' 
of honor: 

... the driving force of the whole mechanism is not some abstract prinl:ipll' tthl' prinnplt
of isotimy, equality of honour), still less a set of rules which can he c.leriwd fm111 it. hnlllll' 
sense of honour. a disposition inculcatcc.l in the earliest years oflili.· amlwnslanlly H'inforn·d 
hy calls to order from the group, that is to say, from the aggregate of individuab l'lldiiWl'd 
with the same dispositions ... 1K 

This notion of a 'disposition' is similar to Heidegger's concept of 'folllllkdlll's:o. · 111 
'situatedness,' which refers to how things matter to Dasein or how it fimb it:-.~·11 

caring about things.''' In response to the situation. Dascin's 'undcrstandinv' prnjl·l't\ 
the types of actions that are possible responses to the demands of Olll'\ :-.l'n:-.l' nl 
honor.~" As Bourdieu sugge~:ts, a set of rules or a 'mechanical model' t·onstnll'll'd ~~~ 

15 Aristotle, Poetics. 144Hh. 
I h Pierre Bourdieu. Ow fine o(a '/1u•tw\' ofPmclit·t•s.lranslatl'd hy Ridwnl Nin· 1< 'alllhlidl''" 
(·ambridge University Prl'ss. 19X4 ). p. I 67. 
17 Ibid .. p. 19. 
IX lhid., p. 141'. 
1'1 lkiclcggn's ll'nn is 'll•:fil/(/fi,·{,/.,·tf.' wh1•·h I willlran~lal<' a\ '\iluall·•hw.,~.· 
.111 llcidq')'l'l' 's ll'l'lll is · \•i·r.llt'ltt'll. · 
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an outside observer 'would at best be to the man of honour's regulated improvisation 
what an etiquette handbook is to the art of living or a harmony treatise to musical 
composition.'~ 1 

Such practical activities not only do not arise out of conscious or explicit thinking 
or knowledge of rules; the activities in fact underlie and make possible the particular 
concepts we use. The well-known relativity of language to culture provides simple 
illustrations of this point. The old saying that Eskimos have two dozen words for 
different types of snow, which seem indistinguishable to people in warmer climates, 
tells us something about the cultural activities and 'situatedness' of this group of 
people. The Paiute Native Americans have a language which allows them to 
discriminate topological features in a highly refined and exact way, much more so 
than in English. Their life depends on such descriptions since in their barren, desert 
homeland 'complex directions may be required for the location of water holes.·~~ It 
is also not surprising that the Navaho, another desert people, would use the same 
word for our 'gray' and 'brown' and another single word for our 'green' and 'blue. ' 21 

Their activities take place in a world where grays and browns run together in infinitely 
subtle shades and plant life is severely restricted. Why would they need to discriminate 
these colors? What use would such a discrimination have? Wittgenstein comments: 
'A child must learn the use of color words before it can ask for the name of a color. '~4 

The need for the discrimination of colors arises in our cultural practices. 
In regard to a more sophisticated level of practices, Thomas Kuhn has pointed out 

that a scientist's use of a particular apparatus in his attempts to discover the nature 
of things 'carries an assumption that only certain sorts of circumstances will arise. ' 25 

For example, Kuhn suggests that Priestly's commitment to his original test procedure 
was 'simultaneously a commitment to the non-existence of gases that behave as 
oxygen did.' 26 Only a change of procedure allowed oxygen to reveal its nature. 
Heidegger makes this point but at a much more general level. Our cultural practices, 
the tools we use, and how we use them in even the most mundane things like cooking 
dinner or driving a car, carry with them a commitment to what and how things will 
reveal themselves to be. 

The notion of cultural background practices and their role in our conception of 
what things are as well as in our use of language has come under investigation in the 
last fifteen or so years in philosophy in general. Philosophers working in the 
Anglo-American tradition have recognized their importance. Since Heidegger's views 
are often regarded by people in this tradition as bizarre or outrageous, the parallel is 
worth drawing at length, with some examples. In an article which denies that sentences 

21 Ibid., p. II. 
22 Paul Henle, editor and author of the sections from which these quotations come. I <mguage, 

Thouxht. and Culture (Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press. 195X). p. 5. 
23 Ibid .• p. 7. 
24 Wiltgen stein. On Cl'/'tuintr. p. 7 2l'. l'lltry 54 X. 
25 Thomas Kuhn. '/'It,· Stmt'l11n· o/ s,·;,.,,ti/ic· Nt'l'o!llttonl . . 'ud l'llilwu (( 'hi,·al'o: The 

Universily of ( 'hil';~~·o l'n'''· I 'I lO ). p. '>h 

26 Ibid .. p. t.o. 
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have any literal meaning apart from such a background contt·xt. John St•a• k 
comments: 

For most sentences of the 'Cat is on the mal'. 'Bill is in the kih:hcn'. 'My car has a flat till'. 
variety, the background assumptions are so fundamental and so pervasive that Wl' don't 
see them at all. 27 

Here Searle suggests that 'assumptions' about, for example, the working of gravity. 
which keeps cats on mats and not floating half an inch above them, make us nlllfidt•nt 
that in the normal context of life on Earth we do not have to examine moll' rh1sl·ly 
what we seem to see before we assert that 'The cat is on the mat.' llowever, in the 
context of rocket ships in outer space or stage props and cats tigged for Peter-l'an ·I i kl· 
feats, the meaning of our sentence changes.28 

In his more recent book llltentionality Searle argues that it is misleading to sii~'.J'.l''t 
that this background context is made up of 'assumptions,' as if it ronsistt·d ol a 'l't 
of beliefs which become unconscious through long duration. Searle suggl'SI' that 
terms such as 'assumptions' or 'presuppositions' must be 'literally wrong, hl·rau'l' 
they imply the apparatus of representation with its propositional contents, logll·al 
relations, truth values, directions of fit, etc.' Still, Searle uses the label 'prcintentional 
assumptions' or 'preintentional presuppositions,' which he himself regards as 
'apparently oxymoronic,' in order to avoid terms like 'practices' or 'stances' which 
he considers inadequate because they do not indicate that the phenomenon in quest ion 
is mental. 29 Now Heidegger would disagree with Searle on this point. Sinn· his 
notion ofDasein is intended to undercut the traditional mind/body dualism, ht~ would 
not argue that the phenomenon is mental as opposed to bodily. But otherwise. their 
notions of the background and its relation to explicit conscious or rcprt~sl·ntational 
thought are quite similar. 

For example, Searle distinguishes two important theses: 

I am claiming first that Intentional states are in general parts of Networks of lnh·nuonal 
states and only have their conditions of satisfaction relative to their position inlhl' Nl'IWIII ~. 
Versions of this view, generally called 'holism', are quite common in wnh·n•tu••mv 
philosophy; indeed a certain effortless holism is something of a cu1Tcn1 philo,ophunl 
orthodoxy. But I am also making a second, much more controversial claim: in add11111n111 
the Network of representations, there is also a Background of nonrcprcscnlalionalnu·nl;li 

27 John Searle. 'Literal Meaning.' in his Expression and MeaninJ.: (Cambridge: ( 'amhnd~·.•· 
University Press. 1979), p. 133. Searle articulates an increasingly Hcideggcrian vil'w in Ins 
works. His philosophical discussions with Huber! Dreyfus. who developed the inll'l'pn•Jalion 
of Heideggcr which connects the understanding of being with cull ural ht~ckground pracl in·'· 
have proven very beneficial to holh lhl' analytil· and thl' conlincntal slramls of l'lllllt'lll)lorarv 
philosophy. For a similar analysis applil·d lo llll· isMH' of arlifil'ial intdligl'IK'l', Sl'l' llll' 
'Introduction lolhl' Revised Edition' ol I >n·vfns · Wh111 l '"'"1'"'''/".1' < ·,,, ., l>o. revised l'diii<HI 
( Nl'W York: llarpl'l' and I~ ow, ll!1'J 1. 
2X lhid .. p. l.'.ll 
•111 Sl·:nk./nlt'llllt>llltllll' (( ';nnhndl'l' C ':nnh11<IJ'•' llnll'!'l'ily I'll'''· I'IX II, p l'>h. 
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capacities; and in general, representations only function, they only have conditions of 
satisfaction that they do, against the nonrepresentational Background. ·1o 

Except for Searle's insistence on the 'mental' character of the 'Background,' this 
notion is quite similar to Heidegger's notion of the ·unthought.' For both of them, 
intentional states such as beliefs and desires are only possible against this background 
context. 

Searle agrees with Heidegger and Wittgenstein that it is not appropriate to describe 
what is happening in terms of unconscious beliefs. A person could certainly entertain 
a belief that oranges are peelable, or tables are hard, or milk exists, and he might say 
he does have such beliefs if asked about it by some philosopher. But what an odd
what a philosophical - question is being asked, and how odd the conscious thought 
is. Searle, like Heidegger, suggests that skills, not unconscious representational 
commentaries, are the basis for our beliefs. Searle puts it: 'For me the hardness of 
tables manifests itself in the fact that I know how to sit at a table, I can write on a 
table, I put stacks of books on tables, I use a table as a work bench, and so on. And 
as I do each of these things I do not in addition think unconsciously to myself, "it 
offers resistance to touch. "' 11 

When we do try to uncover the significance embedded in our cultural practices or 
our 'preinlentional assumptions,' both Heidegger and Searle agree that we face a 
dilTinllt task. Searle comments about the preintentional assumptions: 

II takes a conscious ciTnrl to prise them off and examine them, and, incidentally, when one 
dol'S prisl' them off it tends to produce an enormous sense of annoyance and insecurity in 
philosophers. linguists, and psychologists- or at any rate such has been my experience.·12 

Someone might suggest that one reason why people in such disciplines become 
annoyed when these background 'assumptions' are pointed out is that they seem so 
trivial. Of course, to use another one of Searle's examples, when you order a 
hamburger you expect that it will not be six-foot wide or come encased in lucite. But 
such contemporary disciplines have never been averse to trivia if it is seen as helping 
build some secure. solid foundation for analysis. In his earlier essay, 'Literal Meaning,' 
Searle seems to suggest that explicating such assumptions is a never-ending task 
and that we will never tind some secure foundation that uniquely determines a 
sentence's meaning in every context. As the context shifts, so does the meaning. In 
his later book the whole project of making such 'assumptions' explicit comes into 
question since their dissimilarity to beliefs, desires, and so on, is now clearly 
recognized. ·13 

30 Ibid., p. 20f. 
31 Ibid., p. 142. 
32 Searle. 'Literal Meaning,· p. 133. 
33 In the earlier essay. Searle's view sounds attiml's morl' liJ..I' llusscrl's than I kidq!)!lT's. 
He seems to suggl'SII hat 'llll' l'illl adlil'Vl' so1111' sort of solid ground hy 111aJ.. ill)' I hi' 'assnn1p1 ions· 
explicit. as if tlll'y Wl'H'Ill'lil'ls that pro\'11kd I hi' support for om··, 1'11111'111 assl'rtioll' or a•·ts. 
h11tlhat the asslllll)llu•us an· infinrll· and M' rs tlw 1;").. of auaiYIIIII' tl11·ur I k kavl's opnrllh' 
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In another recent work Richard Rorty acknowledges the emotional response to 
another, similar discovery. He suggests that the 'horror whidt grcell~d ()uinl·"s 
overthrow of the dogmas and Kuhn's and Feyerahend's examples of till' 
"theory-ladenness" of observation' was a result of the fear that we could no longer 
use 'contact with the real as the touchstone of truth.' Rorty explains: 

For if we once admitted that Newton was better than Aristotle not hccausc his words 

better corresponded to reality but simply because Newton was better ahle to cope, tlwrl' 

would be nothing to distinguish science from religion and politics. It was the ability to tt·ll 

the analytic from the synthetic and the observational from the theoretical that wa~ all that 

stood between us and 'irrationalism.'34 

This 'horror' arises from a fundamental question about how words rclatl' to tlw 
world, how concepts and theories let us talk about things, how beliefs ahout what 
things are relate to how things are. 

Heidegger would find such 'annoyance' and 'horror' a manifestation of thl~ anx il·ty 
that arises when the meaning of being is brought into question. And he thinks that 
philosophers are not going to solve the problems that cause such heart-felt reactions 
until they confront the question of being head-on. He remarks: 

Ever since idea and category became sovereign, philosophers have tormented themsclws 

in vain, seeking by every possible and impossible stratagem to explain the relation hctwl'l'n 

statement (thinking) and being- in vain because they never again carried the ljlll'Siion of 

being back to its native ground and soil, thence to unfold it. 

liM 1 1)0f./l·l~l 

Ideas and categories became sovereign with Plato and Aristotle, and Hcidcggcr thinks 
that ever since then philosophers have been oblivious to the question of hcing whidt 
stirred their predecessors. Why is the question of being forgotten? Why docs its 
neglect lead to the quest for an absolute foundation for philosophical thought. a 
Jundamentum inconcussum,' to use Descartes's classic term? Are all theories to lw 
judged only by whether they make us 'better able to cope,' or is this criterion itsl'lf 
only a product of a 'theory'? As an alternative to irrationalism docs Hcic.Jeggcr only 
offer a mystical historicism? We will now sketch the issues in Hcidcgger's thought 
which this book will specifically address. 

question of whether such an analysis ran Ill" rarril·d otllto any si,gnificant dc,grl"l'. For a similar 

view about the infiniteness of thl' t•ndl'avor hut a naoi'L' positiVI' view about its kasihility and 

importance, sec llusscrl'~ l'omntt'nh in 'l'luh""PhV .and thl' ( 'risis of 1\uropL"an Man' ah1111t 

thl' 'infinity of tasks' thai await a philosophy thai \\'OIIId ill'l'llllll' lhl' foundation of II II' Sl'il•ntiJ i1· 

l'lllkavor. ('f. l'llcllmllr'lltl/og\' rtllrltltr· C ·,Ill "' 1'/u/rlltl(lll\·. lran•datl'd hy (_lm·ntna I .atlt'l 
!Nt•w York: llarp<'l' and l~ow. 1'11•'>1. 1'1' Ill'. If 1. and II/I 

\.1 I{ irhanll{t trt y, /'llilo.lo/111\· rlllrl lit•· A /111, •1 , •I Nrttlll<' ( Nnv llaVI'II. Yall' II au VI' I \!IV I 'n·,s. 

I' IX I 1. p .. 'i l 
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0.3 Philosophy and the Undcrstandin~ of Bcin~ 

For Heidegger philosophy in its traditional garh as metaphysics rests on a particular 
cultural understanding of what it is to be. Philosophy is a unique endeavor which 
began in Ancient Greece because of the understanding of being which arose there.15 

To this day both philosophy and Western civilization have remained within the circuit 
set up by that understanding. 

Dasein only becomes 'authentically' Dasein when it explicitly places being in 
question and becomes aware of its understanding of being.16 Heidegger comments: 
'the ek-sistence of historical man begins at that moment when the first thinker takes 
a questioning stand with regard to the unconcealment of what-is by asking, what is 
it?' (ET 128/ 189). Posing the question of being is 'the fate of the spiritual history of 
the West' (IM 86/65). Heidegger argues that ·a people posits for itself the degree of 
its Dasein. The Greeks saw the entire nobility of their Dasein in the ability to question; 
their ability to question was the standard for distinguishing themselves from those 
who could not and did not want to question. They called them barbarians' (WIT 42/ 
40). 

Unlike the Dasein of Western culture, 'primitive Dasein' or the Dasein of ahistorical 
cultures has an understanding of being but has never placed this understanding in 
qucsti1 111. Heidcggcr remarks: 'The mythic Dasein in its foundation has the peculiarity 
of not hcing conscious of itself in its way of being (which is not to say that it lacks 
self-awareness)' (MFL 138/174). People in 'primitive' cultures can be self-conscious 
of themselves as individuals and members of a particular group, but Heidegger thinks 
that they arc not aware of having a particular understanding of the being of things or 
a particular view of what 'is.' 

Hcidegger clearly regards the Dasein of Western culture as the 'highest' sort of 
Dasein. Cultures in which there is no questioning of what it is to be do not live up to 
Dasein's heing as the entity which makes an issue of being. Our understanding of 
being has highest rank 'provided that our Dasein, which always is an historical 
Dasein, does not remain indifferent to us. Yet even in order that our Dasein should 
remain for us an indifferent being, we should have to understand being. Without this 
understanding we should not even be able to say "no" to our Dasein' (IM 83/63). 
For Heidegger, the rank of our Dasein is highest because our understanding has kept 
being in question and remained open to having being reveal itself in new ways. 

The history of Dasein is, as we shall see, the history of our changing understanding 
of being. Cultures such as Ancient Egypt and India, which Heidegger would consider 
'primitive' Dasein, were 'historical' in the simple sense of keeping chronological 
record or even taking an interest in their past. But these other cultures had an 
understanding of being which allowed them to say 'no' to any change or historical 

35 In a remark ahout ·western-European philosophy,' I kide)!ger comments in an aside that 

'there is no other. neither a Chinese nor an Indian philosophy.' WestL'rll- Eurolll'all philosophy. 

he suggests, is defined hy its C<HK.L'rll with the difkrL'IIL"L·IIl'twL·rn what is and its hl"ing (WI( T 
224/1]6). 
J6 SL'l' Scl'liun I. I lura th~l'll~~~~~~~ utI ktdL·I'.f'.l'(' 1111lt1111 11l ;nttiH'IIIIl'IIV. 



lntmtltwtion II 

development. Life in them could go on in the same routines l·eulury alkr l'L'IIIllly, 
millennium after millennium. 

Of course, in Western culture we are not always explicilly making an isslll' of 
what it is to be. In Heidegger's view most of us never do so consciously. 'Iii he 
Dasein is to have an understanding of being, but most of the time a part inllar 
understanding of being is taken for granted. In his lmroduction to Mt•tupltvsirs. 
Hcidegger comments that the question of what it is to he is 'a hidden ground of our 
historical Dasein. This it remains even, and particularly, when, sclf-satisfit·d and 
husy with all kinds of things, we move over this ground as over a flimsily -l'oVl'n·d 
abyss' (IM 93171). 37 However, the questionable character of things can ht't'lllllt' 

manifest at any moment. Suddenly, in anxiety, we wonder what things,,.,., 
But what starts people questioning what it is to be? How did Dast·in n't't'IVt' .1 

'foundation' in Ancient Greece which nevertheless kept it in continual su~pl'll~t· lur 
the following 2500 years? How does philosophy arise out of such l(llt'strwiiiJV'' 
Hcidegger's answer to these questions depends on one of his most important h11t 
most obscure notions, that of 'the ontological difference.' 

Heidegger talks about 'the difference between being and what-is' (II> ~0/lltll 
The context of our cultural practices differs from the things that show up in it. S11d1 

a ditference is, he argues, 'pre-ontological.' It is apparent in Dasein's umlcrstamling 
of being as we go around the world in our daily business, whether or not we formulall' 
a conception of what it is to be or explicitly develop an ontology. However. since thl' 
distinction is latent in Dasein's way of being, it 'can become an explicit/\' undt•rstood 
d(fference.' When the distinction between being and what-is is explicitly graspnl. 
Heidegger calls it the 'ontological difference' (BPP 319/454 ). TilL· ontolo~·.il'al 

difference both inspires and grounds ontology or thought about the hl•ing of what is. 
The difference between being and what-is is, put another way, till' dilh·n·nn· 

between the 'unthought' context of activity and things as we think ahouttht'Jil. 1" hu 
Heidegger the relationship underlies the history of the understanding of lwirw and 
the history of philosophy which responds to it. In 'The Onto-theological< 'tmstJIIItu•n 
of Metaphysics,' Heidegger contrasts his position with Hegel's in a way thai 
illuminates this point. He suggests Hegel sees the impetus for thinking aho11t 1111' 
nature of what-is as lying in what has already been thought about it whill' hl' hlln"·ll 
'does not seek that force in what has already been thought' but ratht.·r looks for it · "' 
something that has not been thought and from which what has bcenthoughtll't'l'rvt·~ 
its essential space' (ID 48/114). 

Hegel thinks that the force of each thinker's thought lies in the ways it t·an ht· 
incorporated into Absolute Spirit as one of its stages. What has been thought has 
significance in so far as it can be taken up into the next stage of thought, just as. It 11 

example, the contradictions of stoicism were taken up and rcsolvl'd hy skcplicisrn. 

J7 The word '1\hy~.,· tran~lall'' lkidl'J'I'.<'r's 'Ah-grwul,' lt1sing sollll' of ils l'IYIIIIIIOJ'Il'al 
l'lllllll'l'tions and ril'luu·,, "' nw<IIIIIIJ' i11 I Ill' prtll'l'ss. induding its rount·,·tion with ·c ;mud,' 
whid1 is lranslatl'd as 'J'I"IIIId' ar II II' III'J'IIIIIiiiJ' ol' lh•· qnol:llion. 
IX 'llnrhon!~lll' d1ws noluu·;ul '11111 .,,.,, 11 "'' · Wl' :ur quilt'l'OIIst'ions 11llhl' dlllll'~noh.l'ha•rs, 
and S111111: 11lh<'l'll'"'' 11'1' W1111ld 111'11 1 lind 11111 11<1\' an11111d. 
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which in turn was taken up and transformed hy other-worldly Christianity. What 
cannot be thus taken up falls hy the wayside on the march of Spirit. 

But Heidegger thinks that the force of philosophical thought, as well as what 
'forces' or leads to it, lies in the 'unthought.' In involved activity we are being 
ourselves and letting other things be themselves, and both are made possible by our 
pre-ontological understanding of what it is to be. What-is can only show itself to our 
explicit thought about what it is on the basis of this a priori understanding of being. 
Thus, the articulation of an ontology is supposed to be grounded in our practical 
dealings with things. 

This ground is not something that philosophy can take into itself, as, for example, 
an explicit set of presuppositions or axioms. The ground is not a set of beliefs, 
explicit or otherwise, but rather the background of cultural practices which expresses 
Dasein's understanding of being. For the sake of an introductory glimpse of this 
aspect of Dasein as the 'there' of being, we can capture Heidegger's idea in image. 
In his postscript to the essay 'What is Metaphysics,' he calls on Descartes's image 
of the tree of philosophy in which, in Descartes's words to Picot, 'the roots are 
metaphysics, the trunk is physics, and the branches that issue from the trunk are all 
the other sciences.' Heidegger asks, 'In what soil do the roots of the tree of philosophy 
have I heir hold? Out of what ground do the roots- and through them the whole tree 
- receive their nourishing juices and strength?' (Way 265/365). He answers his 
question by suggesting that a revelation of being is the ground which 'roots' 
metaphysics. 

Heidegger makes the point with the metaphor: 

The tree of philosophy grows out of the soil in which metaphysics is rooted. The ground is 
the element in which the root of the tree lives, but the growth of the tree is never able to 
absorb the soil in such a way that it disappears in the tree as part of the tree. Instead, the 
roots, down to the subtlest tendrils, lose themselves in the soil. 

(Way 266/366) 

As we will see in the next section, Heidegger also thinks that this soil is not some 
rock-bottom.fimdamentum inconcussum- unshakable foundation- that Descartes 
sought but a bed which shifts with time. Dasein is rooted in the Temporality of 
being. The changing revelation of being gives Dasein its possibilities: what it is 
able-to-be. The way being withholds itself imposes Dasein's impossibilities: what it 
is not able-to-be, at least not yet. 

The background practices go unnoticed despite their fundamental role in 
articulating our world into constituents about which we can explicitly think and 
talk. What is ·unconcealed' is what we deal with in various ways: doorknobs, seats. 
walls, ways of maintaining one's honor, and so forth. Being itself is not what shows 
itself; it is concealed, not 'unconcealed.' Hut llcidcggcr calls being the ·unconccaling · 
since it lets what-is show up. 

This point leads us lo I he lllOil' t·onlrovcrsial aspcd of I kideg):!cr's );',L'IIt>r<il thesis 
about philosophy's rdalion.,hip loan un(krslandill)' of hcilll'· Thus far we haw a 
point with which. :11 kasl 011 ils 111ost I'.L'nnal kvd and dii'L''It'd of 1h ohsnm· 
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language, Willgcnstein, Searle, and Rorty might agree. Hut lkideggl·r thinks that 
there is more to the relationship between being and what-is than this distinction 
between background practices and explicit thought about the nature of things. lll'l'c 
we get a more distinctively Heideggerian point, and one that is hank·r to huy. I k i~ 

committed to the notion of a history of being. 
Heidegger believes that half way between the phenomena of being ami what is. 

neither unconcealed nor irretrievably concealed. lies the being of what-is. lking 
bridges the difference between being and what-is by manifesting itsl'lf as llll' lwing 
of what-is, something which changes historically. After suggesting thai I >ascin 
rl·ceives its 'foundation' in 'the West for the first time in Grecl'l'.' I kidt'J.'.)'.t'r 
comments: 

What was in the future to be called being was set into work. selling till' sta111hud. lht• 
realm of what-is thus opened up was then transformed into what-is in lhl' sl'IISl' ol < iod\ 
creation. This happened in the Middle Ages. This kind of what-is was a)!.ain lranslolllll'd 
at the beginning and in the course of the modern age. What-is became anohjl'l"llhal n111id 
he controlled and seen through by eakulation. At each time a new and l'SSl'lllial world 
arose. 

(OWA 7hf./h·lt I 

The being of what-is shows up in different ways in our history, and in this passage 
llcidegger argues that the understanding of being has undergone two 111aju1 
transformations since the days of the Ancient Greeks. For the Greeks, what-is wa!-> 
something that came forth and showed itself as ph us is; for people in till' M iddl1· 
Ages what-is was what was created by God; for the modern age what-is is what1·an 
he manipulated and dominated by the human subject. Being is 'set into wor~' iu.ln1 
example, a work of art, to which Heidegger refers here, or poetry, a philn~nph1'1 \ 
writing, or even the founding of a state, all of which serve to fol'lls th(' l'llllu11·\ 
understanding of the being of what-is and bring it to our allention. 

Understanding the being of what-is docs not necessarily nll'an hl'iiiJ' l'\pli1 illy 
aware of it, any more than we are explicitly aware of the dourknoh as a thiiiJ'. wlwn 
we deal with it. Most of the time we relate to what-is as having a certain wav nl 
hcing without explicitly recognizing this being. Heidcgger says: 

... it is not necessary that the relationship to what-is.eventhough itundnst:u11l.\ llu- Ill' I Ill' 
of what-is, lllUSt explicitly distinguish this Ulllil'I'SIOOd being of What IS tllllll lhal 
something-which-is In which it rcl;~tes itself. and it is still less nel'l'ss;~ry lhallhl' di.,llll<'llnn 
helwcl'll being ;~nd what-is should he ..:omprehended eonn·plually al all. 

IBI'I' \IX/·1" II 

Tht· being or what-is is ·most apparl'nt, and yl'l WL' normally do not sn· it and. il 
Wl' do, only with diiTinllty' (WI<T 110/-17). 

t\ Jll'Opk's tlllderslanding or lhl' lll'in~•. oJ what is is apparent in lhl' way lht•y dl'al 
w11h thing:-. Trl'ating whal-i!-> '" ( iod'!-> l'l'l'alion i!-> quilt' dilkn·nt than lrl'alill)'. it a~. 

~t ullto lw dominated and 111anipulatl'd lo1 11111 own 11111 po~l's. i\n·ordinv lu I h-idl')')'l'l, 
1h1· dilll'l'l'lll wav., thatthuws aplh'ill lull'·· :uul hl'nt't'lll\'llt'llu·sl' dlllt'lt'nllt'"lhlll\1'~ .. 



I(, llmt• ami I lt•atll 

are not just a matter of our personal attitude toward them or how we explicitly think 
about them. According to Heidegger, it is a matter of how being 'comes to be· as the 
being of what-is, of how it lets what-is show itself in the 'there' of Dasein. 

Most of us deal comfortably with what-is without ever needing to think about 
its being explicitly. But this being becomes an issue for those individuals who 
contemplate the nature of reality. It becomes an explicit issue for metaphysical 
thinking. Heidegger describes metaphysical thinking as 'the kind of thinking that 
thinks what-is as a whole in regard to being' (HS 75/123). Metaphysics, as expressed 
in the philosophical tradition from the Greeks down to at least Nietzsche, is an 
attempt to make explicit the being of all the domains of what-is. 

But why should anyone think that what-is forms some sort of whole which exhibits 
a common being? The attempt to think the being of what-is as a whole is the 'leap' 
of thought made by the Ancient Greeks. Although Heidegger sees this leap as the 
ultimately inexplicable, fundamental mystery of philosophy, he argues that the early 
Greek thinkers found their inspiration in one Greek word: 'on.' He comments that 
since the Greek term 'on' is both a noun designating what-is39 and a participle referring 
to the action of being, 'it is possible to gather the "on" as what-is in terms of its 
"being." In fact, because of its double meaning, the on as what-is is already gathered 
into its heingness' (HCE 106/176).40 That is, the double use of the term 'on' as both 
noun and pani<.:iple did not just make it possible for the Greeks to think of what-is 
as having some sort of common character of 'beingness.' The double meaning of the 
lenn indicates that the Greeks in their tacit understanding of being already understood 
what-is as gathered into some sort of commonality. With this cultural inspiration, 
the pre-Socratic thinkers began the search for the pervasive being of what-is. 

In order to prepare for the more detailed discussion to come, we need a brief 
indication of Heidegger's basic verdict on the metaphysical thinking which begins 
with Plato. Parmenides is the last thinker who adheres to the ambiguity of the on and 
lets us at least glimpse the relationship between being and what-is. Heidegger thinks 
that Plato and the philosophers who came after him ask us, like Fichte, to 'think the 
wall,' though each in his own way. As we noted earlier, Heidegger says that this sort 
of thinking involves 'a constructive violation of the facts' which rips things out of 

39 The Greek term 'to on' is appropriately translated as 'what-is,' not 'thing.' Eric Havelock 
comments: 

Strictly speaking, Greek has no equivalent for the English word (or the German or French 
for that matter) 'thing,' and in the singular it was not easy to designate 'a thing,' for '(to) 
un' meant 'what really exists' and what this was depended on the metaphysics of the 
speaker. 

See Havelock, The Linguistic Task of the Prcsocratics,' in La11guage 111111 T/u111ght i11 Early 
Greek Philosophy, edited hy Kevin Rohh (La Salle. Illinois: The Hegelcr lnslilule, 19X3). 

p. 63. 
40 The awkward 'hcingness' lranslalt•s I kitkgger's ".\"t•it'lltllll'il. ·avoiding I Ill' l'Vl"ll worst• 
'what-is-ness.' Hcideg).!l'r noll'S 1111his qunll' I hal ht• IISl'S I Ill' idt·a nl ·).!.allwring' lnl'apllll'l' I Ill' 
Greek IIIII ion or 'lt•gl'ill . 
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their immediate context of significann· and. 111 doing )'.0, for~•.t'l)', !wing a~ lht· 
·unthought.' Heidegger insists lhatthc relationship between what-is and lll'ing n.'lllallls 
unthought in this metaphysical approach. 

With Plato and the thinkers who came after him, being is rcganbl as just tllll' 
more something-which-is. Heideggerdoes not simplistically argue that philosophical 
thought turns being into an object. The term 'what-is' refers to uniwrsals as wl'll a~ 
individuals- to essences, properties, conditions, and processes as wl'll as 'things' in 
the narrow sense. For example, Plato thinks of the being of what-is as ideo. llcidq.',gn 
suggests that, when being itself is thus regarded as the most universal gt'IIIIS, tlw 
distinction between being and what-is appears to consist in 'looking away fn1111 
("abstracting") all the particularities of what-is in order to retain tlw 111ostu1nwr.~al 
as the "most abstract'" (N4 156/211 ). Hence being is regarded as thl· 111ost ah~lral·t 
something-which-is. The verb 'is,' in this view, appears as the most ahstract, III0\1 
universal characteristic that you can attribute to something-which-is. Wl' say · i~ · 
about things as diverse as Mary, colors, motion, equality, numbers. and so on, sotlm 
'isness' must be something very general for so many different sorts of thinp to haw 
it in common. 

In metaphysical thinking, being has 'come to he' as the being of what-is in variou)'. 
ways. Being has elicited the response from thinkers that it is idea, ousiu, suhstantia, 
uctua/itas,perceptio, the transcendental making possible of the objectivity of ohil'l'ls. 
the dialectical mediation of Absolute Spirit, the historical process of product ion, 
and the will to power positing values (TB 7/7 and 56/62). All of thl'Sl' insights <Ill' 

small steps within the three major epochs in the understanding of being: thl' < ill'l'~. 
the medieval, and the modern. We will explore them and their origin in nton· dl'tall 
later in Chapters 6 and 7.41 But now I simply want to make lkidl·ggl·r's point that 
the thinkers have always thought of the being of what-is hy assi1uilatinl~ 11 to till' 
what-is side of the ontological dilferenee while the background conll'XI i:o. itllml'd. 

The forgottenness of being to which Hcideggcr continually rl'l'ns 1s 11111, h•IWl'Vl'l, 
a result of some simple absent-minded forgetfulness or ignorant'l' on till' partol thl· 
philosophers. Rather 'the forgottenness of being belongs to the self Vl'ilingt•sst'lll'l' 
of being' (EGT 50/364). The 'unthought' is the background against whidt all l'xpl1nt 
thinking about what-is comes into focus. But if the background is i)'.llllll'd, tlwn 
what shows itself in the foreground seems as arbitrary and ultimatdy inl'xplll';lhh
as Rorty thinks all philosophy is. 

l-leidegger believes that the distinction between being ami what i!-. i!-> hoth tlw 
impetus and the ground of ontological thinking, whether or not it is l'l'l'O)'.III/l'd a~ 
such. l-lcidegger comments: 

·II !Because Carol's Whill''s hook was im:ompll'IL' allhl' timl' or hn <kath.lhl' nnlin1sh•·d 
final two dtapll'I'S ((.'haplns (land 7) l'ould n<ll hl' inl'lmk-<1 inlhl' pn·sl'lllt'ditum. II<~WI'VI'I, 
in ordl'r to prL'SL'I'Vl' as mnl'h as possihll' ol' < 'an•l's inll'lllll'd arglllll<'lll, Wl' hav1· madt· lht· 
nnrinishl'd chaplL'rs availahh· onlinl' alii II' l<~llowin).' Wl'hsill': hllf!:l/u·u·u· .. \t'll.t'dlllf•hilo.\of•ll\'1 

I 'Whit<'. him and Wt' haw rl'laint•d allollwr rdl'n'lll'l'S l<~lhl'nl in this puhlit·atinll. lnlhl' <'1'1'111 
thai this lin" dol'S not worJ.. at sonw 111111' 111 1111' lnlun·. an npdatl'd h11" !'all hl' lo1111111111 Ill<' 
Santa {'lara llnnTI\ily l'lnl<~s<~phv I ll'pallllll'lll 1\'<'hpa)'.l' hh1111 ·, 111111'.1 
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The differentiation of being and what-is- although taken for granted everywhere- is the 
unknown and ungrounded ground of allmctaphysies. All enthusiasm for metaphysics and 
all eff011s to produce 'ontologies' as doctrinal systems, but also every critique of ontology 
within metaphysics, all these attest to an acccleratingjlighl in the face of the unknown ground. 

(N4 155/210) 

What would happen if we did not take this distinction for granted? Why do we flee 
it? What is involved in recognizing the distinction as a distinction? Evidently 
something more is involved than just recognizing the role of being in the manifestation 
of what-is since Heidegger credits the pre-Socratic thinkers with this insight but 
denies that they explicitly recognized the distinction as a distinction. 

The above quote gives us a clue. It is not enough that we recognize that the 
difference between being and what-is 'grounds' what-is and that this distinction 
itself is the ground of metaphysical thinking. We must recognize that this ground is 
itself ·ungrounded.' Being is not some stable and permanent background which, 
once its relationship to what-is is recognized, can provide the sort of secure foundation 
which metaphysical thinking seeks. Heidegger's own contribution to the thinking of 
the ontological difference is his discovery that being is itself only played out against 
the horizon of time. In order to grasp the distinction between being and what-is as a 
distinction we must think of it as an active, changing differentiation in which being 
is continually unconcealing what-is in new ways. 

As we noted earlier, Heidegger thinks that the possibility of relating to what-is 
demands an a priori understanding of being. But he also thinks that this understanding 
of being itself 'demands in its tum a precursory projection upon time' (BPP 325/ 
462f.). Heidegger insists that 'only because ontological propositions are Temporal 
propositions' can they be and must they be a priori propositions (BPP 324/462f.). 
Heidegger thinks that, when the a priori character of being is properly conceived, it 
reveals a sort of time more profound, and more profoundly important to metaphysical 
thinking, than the time we measure on clocks. It reveals the Time of being. Heidegger 
comments that his contemporaries do not wish to see this more profound sort of 
time because then 'they would have to admit that the foundations on which they 
continue to build one form of metaphysics after another are no foundations at all' 
(N4 163/219). 

0.4 Time, Existence, and Death 

A few introductory remarks about Heidegger's notions of time and death may provide 
an overview of the detailed account which follows. In the Introduction to Being and 
Time Heidegger describes time as the 'horizon for all understanding of being and for 
any way of interpreting it' ( 17). He suggests that Temporality is 'the meaning of 
being in general' ( 19):1' Although he hegins discussions of thl' 'ml'aning of heing' in 

42 I follow the l"OIIIIIIOII prun·dmc :ullltrauslatt·llcidc)'.)''"'' · li'lllf'"'"~~litiit' a., •'ll·nl(lOI"ality.' 

Sel~ '1-kilkgger's "((·xts aud '1'1 ansi at j, 011s ·for till' cxpl:ulat1ouol Ill\' 11 ;,u,l:ltloll••l tl'l'llls rl'l;ltt·d 

to 'Zt•it' or 'tllll<'.' 



lllll'l•tlllt·tioll ,., 
a number of works by raising questions about the significance of the wrh 'hi Ill'.· i11 
all of them he gradually shifts to quite a different, special notion of 'mca11i11g. ' 11 

Heidegger thinks that, once we realize that the significance of our own wrh lil·~ i11 
the language and thought of Ancient Greece, 'at one stroke our search for the dl'f'inil iou 
of the sense of the word "being" becomes explicitly what it is, naml'ly. a rl'lkrt1o11 
on the source of our hidden history' (IM 92170). 

As a first approximation we can assimilate Heideggcr's notion of llll'allillg to 
Kant's idea of the transcendental.44 Both refer to a 'condition· which mah·s poss1hk 
an aspect of our fundamental relationship to the world. though for llcidq.r.gl'l I hi' 
relationship is one of involved activity and for Kant it is represclllatio11al k11owkd~•.t'. 
Temporality refers to 'the way in which being and its modes and l'haral'll'ristir~ 
have their meaning primordially detetmined hy time' ( 19). 

How can time serve this function? Clearly the word 'tinll' • docs not havl' its 11s11al 
sense. It refers neither to time as we ordinarily conceive it, for l'Xampk, as what WI' 
measure on clocks, nor to our experience of such time. although both cloc~ IIIIIL' 
and our experience of it are. Heideggcr argues. dependent upon tinll' i11 this 111on· 
profound sense. The novice entering into Heidegger's labyrinth of jargon should 
keep in mind that for Heidegger, as we saw in the quotation ahove. the rclkctio11o11 
time as the meaning of being turns out to he a retlection on the source of our hislmy. 

Indeed, this more profound sense of time might initially he hcst caplllll'd hy a 
notion of history. But, as we already glimpsed. this is not history in the SL'IISl' of a 
chronology of events, nor even an explanation of why such ewnls happc11cd. It 1~ 

the history of our changing understanding of being as articulated hy philosophy :nul 
other works of Dasein's insight. Temporality is the conditio11 for the possihiiiiV 111 
this history. In his description of the proposed hut ncVL"r wrilll'll l'art Tw11 11l llr·t11g 

and Time, Heidegger announced that he would usc 'the prohlcmalil· of'l't'IIIJIIll ahty' 
as the clue for tracing the history of ontology hack from Ka111 to I ksc:nll's a11d th1· 
medieval scholastics and then on to Aristotle and ancient ontology ( 11) ). 

Temporality and ontology are intimately hound together. As wt· saw i11 lhl' la~l 

section, philosophy responds to the way the being of what-is shows 11p illl'lllllllal 
practices. Temporality conditions the way the 'modes and charactl·ri\l il'"' 111 h1'lll)' 
show up ( 19). Modes of being such as nature. God. and n111nhn. as WI' II ,,.., 
present-at-hand and ready-to-hand things around us. show up i11 v:II'IIHI.., w.1y•. 111 

·U Once Hcidcggcr clarifies lhe son of 'meaning' which his qtll'slion s•·•·t..s. II<' ll\1''• I\\ II 
dilkrenl words for lhesc lwo dillcrcnt sorts of 'meaniug': '/krlr•lltllllg' and 'Sinn.· l':uhu·· I•• 
~L'L' till' dis I inclion hl'l wn·n lhl' 'mcani II!!· ( · s;,,·) uf hL·i II!! and tlw 'sL·nsl' · ( 'lll'rlt·llttmg · 1••1 a 
word ll'ads lolhe mistaken vi1.w lhallleidl'ggcr is SL'l'king S<lllll'lhinglii-L· thl' d1'11111111111 111 .1 
wurd that willlllll'L' and for all tell us what it is to hL'. 
·l..j I kidcggl'r's own explanation~ of lh•· s•·n~l· ol his IL'I'III ·,m·anin,•' all' fa1 hom h11·1d 
hu L'.xampk. what is 'ml'aning' if il is. in I kid•·l~l'.l'l's p:naphras•·. 'I hal wll<'l<'lll 1111· 
11111lns1audahili1y ofsoiiiL'Ihing mai111ain~ lls•·ll" and 1!11· 'upon which ( lf11'1111(i111 ol a p1HI<'<'II1111. 
115 I)'' Wc ran hq•i111o )!l'l :111 idl'a of whal h<" ha.•. 111 1111nd II \VI' ~now lhalllw 'plot<'<'llon' "' 
'layill)' down' of ways of •h·alin)' Wllh lhilll'' 1\ Ill<' lllll<'llon ol Ill<' lllld<'l\l;uuhlll' ol 111'111)' 
Th·· '11p11n \\'h~t·h' ol \lll'h a prowrll<llll'. 11'.)'1111111<1 111 \\11.11 •·11aht.- ... 11111lw 1111h .. wav 1h.1111 
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different periods of our history. The: hcing of what-is as a whole: has shown up as, for 
example, idea, creation, and will to power. 

Heidegger thinks that the history of our own particular mode of being, Dasein, 
turns out to be founded on time in this most basic sense. The Temporality of being 
makes possible the 'timeliness' of Dasein, the kind of time which has received all 
the attention in discussions of Heidegger's views.45 The crucial relationship between 
Temporality and timeliness is ignored in most discussions of Dasein's timeliness. 
Perhaps this was inevitable since the published portion of Being and Time culminates 
with the analysis of Dasein 's timeliness and breaks off before the discussion of the 
Time of being to which Dasein makes its timely response. But an analysis of the 
relationship does much to clarify the relationship between being and Dasein which 
is at issue in all of Heidegger's works. 

Just as Temporality is the meaning of being in general, timeliness is the meaning 
of Dasein 's being ( 17). Heidegger comments that: 'In its ecstatic character timeliness 
is the condition of the constitution of Dasein 's being' (B PP 267/3 78 ). Playing off the 
Greek version of the term 'existence • now instead of the Latin, Heidegger suggests 
that Dasein's timeliness involves 'standing out from' its own being in such a way as 
to make this being possible. Dasein's existence as a 'standing out from' or 'standing 
toward' hcing requires that it be timely in response to the changing revelations of 
hdng. An ahistorical culture or 'primitive' Dasein is not 'timely' in the same way 
Western culture is. a point which I shall discuss in Chapter 5. 

The timeliness of Dasein and the Temporality of being are not, however, two 
entirely distinct phenomena. In his Basic Problems of Phenomenology, Heidegger 
says that Temporality 'signifies timeliness insofar as timeliness itself is made into a 
theme as the condition ofthe possibility of the understanding of being and of ontology 
as such' (BPP 228/323). As we shall see, Temporality and timeliness are more like 
the same phenomenon viewed from two importantly different perspectives: that of 
an account of being and that of an account of Dasein. After all, Dasein is the 'there' 
in which being is revealed. Thus the Temporality of being and the timeliness of 
Dasein are like two sides of the same coin -a coin whose thickness is created by the 
being of Dasein as the entity which makes an issue of being. In its authentic way of 
being, Dasein is the means by which the history of being becomes the history of 
Dasein. 

Another image, this one borrowed from Wittgenstein, can illustrate the closeness 
of the relationship between the Temporality of being and the timeliness of Dasein. 
Wittgenstein talks about the 'mythology' of a culture or the 'stories' we tell ourselves 
to articulate our form of life. He remarks: 

The mythology may change back into a state of flux. the river-bed of thoughts may shift. 
But I distinguish between the movement of the waters on the river-bed and the shift of the 
bed itself, though there is not a sharp division of the one from the othcr.41' 

45 Heidcggcr's tcnn is ·z,.itlit·/,/.;,•it.' SL'l' 'llcidL'g)!.l'l''s Tl'xts ami Translations' for the 
explanation of my translation. 
46 Wittgl·nstl·in. ( J, ( ···rtailll\'. p. I "l'. 
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I kidegger makes such a distinction, too, and IK'rhaps for sinular reasons. II lhl' 
being of what-is is manifest in the 'hed' of cultural practices, then 'li:mporality is 
analogous to the movements of the river-IK·d which show up in its shirts amll·rosion. 
In comparison, Dasein's timeliness is the clear water rushing over llw riVl'r·hl·d and 
seeking its new twists and turns. There would he no river-hed without a riVl'r, nor a 
river without a river-bed. 

One other aspect ofDasein makes possible its understanding oflwing: its finitudt·. 
lleidegger comments that the finitude in man is 'what is decisive in makittl'. thl' 
understanding of being possible' (KPM 240/225), and he points to an 'l'SSl'ntial 
connection between being as such (not what-is) and the finitude in man' ( K I'M 2.11)/ 

115). That finitude should play such a role in the understanding of being, in I >asl'in '), 
very ability to deal with things and understand them as what llll'Y arc, indicall'), that 
the finitude of Dasein's understanding is not a matter of protll'nl'ss 111 crn1r, i~•.nt,rann·. 
and prejudice, even if innately so. Finitude is the 'constant, though l'.l'nl·rally 
concealed, shudder that pervades existence' (KPM 247/231 ):1' This finitudl' ts an 
aspect of both Dasein and the being which it understands, and, as I will at}',lll', Ill\' 
way the finitude of Dasein is related to Dasein's timeliness is similar to thl· way Ill\' 
finitude of being is related to the Temporality of heing. 

Here we must keep in mind what Heidegger means hy his special term 'existl'lll'l'. · 
This shudder that pervades existence does not come in the face of any prccariousm·ss 
that haunts actuality. 'Existence' refers to neither the actuality of the 'l'go cogilo.' 

that is, individual consciousness, or humankind ( LH 222/34.~ and 207 /.t:!M. 1. Thus. 
the finitude of existence is not a matter of coming to an end in thl' sense of rea).ttll'. 
to he actual. Dasein does 'not have an end at which it just stops hut rathn nis1.1 

.finitely' (329). As if to remind us of the technical sense of his tenn. at th1· lll'ginnilll' 
of Division Two of Being and Time Heidegger comments that 'Thl' tcmt "l·~ 1\t.~" 
formally indicates that Dasein is as an understanding ahle-to-lw whidt in ih lwin1• 
makes an issue of this being itself' (231 ):1" We should keep this in ntind whl'll hl' 
goes on to conclude, after some tentative and misleading preliminary disntssion. 
that death is the 'possibility of the impossihility of existence in general' ( 2<•1). The 
l'Xistence which is impossible is not the continued actuality of solllL' individual perM HI 

hut Dasein's 'standing out' into the openness of heing. 
In the second half of Being and Tinu! Heidcgger discusses l>asl·in 's 'hl·ill!'. tuwanl 

death' or 'being toward the end.' Long misunderstood as a mattl·r of how Wl' tl'lat•· 
to our physical death, being toward the end is a fundamental aspl'l'l of I >aM·tn··. 
being as an understanding ofheing. The possibility of Dasein's 'dying· in I kidt'l'.l'''' \ 

-17 KicrkcgaanJ's inllucm:c I'll Hcilkggcr is cvidcnl al any nlllllhl'l' of poinh in hoth h" 

th~·ory and his lcrminology. l·kidcggl~r·s l'llllllllcnt ahoutthl· 'shud<kr of ··xistl'nrl'' 1~ 111ad•· 

lll thl' midst of a discussi1•nof anxiety. In Kin!..cgaard'~ honk 1111 the l'lllll'l'(ll ol all\ll'IY lw 

di~l'IISSl'S what he calls 'ohjcctiVl' anxil'ty.· I II- d,·snihl's it as thl' 'rl'lkl'lioll of po~~ihdnv' 

ami 'shudlkr of complit·ily' which l'llllh's OV<'l ··n·ation wilh lllan's as-.'l'lionol hi~ ln·,·dnlll 

Ill lhl' hill. s,.,. S!-lrcn Kicr!..l·gaanl, 1'/u· ,·.,,,,.,,,of l>tmt!. tr:ulslatl'd hy Waltl't l.nwlll' 

fl'rillcl'lon: l'rinn·ll•nlluivl'f~ltV 1'1<'"· 111'•/l.p ~'. 

·IX ( iivin1.' illlntlw j:upuu. lt1au~.la1o· ll•·lol•·!'l'''l · .• ·s,·ur~"""''". a.~ 'ahk In lw. · 
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sense is grounded in its lll~ing as 'l:arl·· (252), not in thl~ hiologicalliabilities of the 
human beings in which Dascin is embodied. Dasein's dying arises in its relationship 
to being. 

If existence is a matter of standing 'out' into the revelation of being and being 
open to the openness of being (Way 271 f./374), that is, letting the being of what-is 
reveal itself in various ways, then the finitude of this existence indicates a fundamental 
limitation in our relationship to being. There are two aspects of this limitation, one 
on the side of Dasein and one on the side of being. Dasein is finite as an understanding 
of being; its explicit grasp of the ground upon which it stands comes to an end at the 
limits of the 'there' of Dasein. The background practices escape our explicit grasp, 
and so do the possibilities of being beyond our limited understanding. The Greeks 
could no more understand what-is as stuff to be manipulated than we can understand 
it as phusis. 

The other aspect of this limitation is the finitude of being itself; in the modern era 
being has run out of possibilities of showing itself in new ways. Metaphysics, the 
concrete articulation of Dasein's understanding of being, records the history of its 
changes, but this history is coming to an end and so is metaphysics. Heidegger 
comments: 

Where history is genuine il does not pass away by merely ceasing; il does not just stop 
living like lhe animals. History only dies historically. 

(IM 189/144)49 

Like Socrates, Heidegger thinks that philosophy is the 'practicing of death' but in 
quite a different sense of the phrase. 5° Dasein 'uses up' the possibilities that being 
offers it. As Heidegger says about Trakl's notion of death in his poem 'Seven-Song 
of Death,' this death is not decay but rather a matter of leaving behind the form of 
man which has decayed (OWL 167f./46). In Western history, the rational animal 
died for Dasein to become the image of God; God's favorite creature died for 
Dasein to become the conscious subject. Old possibilities are left behind in this 
transformation, and new ones take their place in the 'there' of being. But finally the 
ground becomes too shallow and sterile to support the tree of philosophy. Then 
metaphysics comes to an end, and only a move to radically new ground can resurrect 
Dasein. 

This view of death is far from clear in Being and Time, but its radicalness becomes 
apparent in later works. In an essay on language Heidegger makes a connection 
between language, death, and being that would seem inexplicable if death were 
simply our physical demise. He comments that 'In death the supreme concealedness 
of being gathers' (OWL 200/23). Death is that realm of being that proves impenetrable 
to our understanding. Heidegger also connects Dasein 's death with its understanding 

49 The phrase 'does nol pass away' translates Hcidcggcr's 'ge/11 ... 11icllt ::.ugrwu/e' which. 
lilerally translated, means 'gol'S nollo grouml.' llcideggl·r's wordplay onllw id1·a of 'grounding' 
is important for his l'lllll"l'plion of dt•alh, hul Wl' losl' lhis in lilt• llauslalion. 
50 Sec SolTall~s· conlllll'lll~ inlhl' f'lult'do h4A. 
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of its own history as manifest in the pennutations of llll'taphysil:s. As Wl' notl•d in 
the Preface, he comments that 'The dialogue with Panlll~nilk·s nl~Vl'r L'omes to an 
end, not only because so much in the preserved fragments of his "Didactil' Pol~m" 
still remains obscure but also because what is said there continually desl~rws mor'l~ 
thought.' What is significant about Parmenides' thinking, or Greek thinking ami 
culture in general, is something that changes with the changing pl~rSJK'l'tiw in our 
culture on what is at issue in our being. This need for more thinking. and for nl'W 
thinking, is not a sign of a finitude that is a failing or a lal'k. 'IL is a sign of llw 
houndlessness which ... nourishes the possibility of a transformation of dl·stiny' 
(EGT 101/248). 

This 'boundlessness,' though, continually remains within the hounds of tkath. 
Anyone who expects that thinking will achieve total clarity or security ahout itsl'll 
is, Heidegger adds, expecting thinking to annihilate itself. 

The demand appears in a strange light if we consider that the essence of mortals l'alls 11po11 
them to heed the call which beckons them toward death. As thl~ outl·rmost possihlllly ol 
mortal Dasein, death is not the end of the possible hut the highest shl'lll'r (thl· gatlu·n11g 
sheltering) of the mystery of calling disclosure. 

(E<iT 101/NK)" 

It is being which 'calls' to mortals, to ourselves as Dascin, disclosing itsdf in new 
ways and calling Dasein to its proper being. 

'i I In German the last sentence reads: '/:'r i.l"f a/.1· ii11.uer.l'l Miiglil'llkl'il tft'.l' .1'/t•t'/1/it ·lwn I Ja.lt'ill.l 

nidi/ Emle des Miiglicllen .. wmt!em tlas ltiidt.l'/t' ( ;1'-hirg ( das l't'I'SIIIIIIIIt'l1ulc Ut·(~r'll I tft'.l 

(h•lwimlli.~.\'t'.\' tier n~fi•ntft•n /:'ntht'IJ~IIIIg.' I h-ltll')'.)~l·r is l'l't'ating a 111~w llll'allillt' for tht• tl'l'lll 
'Ut•hil;~,' whil'h ordinarily llll~:ms '1111111111:1111 1:111)'.1'.' hy playiug it olf agaiust thl' llll':llllllg ol 
• llr·l;~t·n' a uti 'l·.'nthl'l;s:ung.' 





Chapter I 

The Existential Analysis 

Before we can analyze the finitude of Dasein we must get clearer ahoutthc rwtmt• 111 

this entity. For the purposes of my discussion of time and death. I do not need to go 
into all the details of the first division of Part One of Being and Tim('. the t•arly work 
that provided an 'existential analytic' of Dasein's hcing and st•t up lleidt•ggl•r's 
lifelong task in philosophy. But we do need an account of the gent•ral projl-cf a111l 
structure of the published work, which I provide in Section 1.1. St•cfions 1.2 and I. I 
examine Dasein's selfhood and the difference hetween authenticity and inautlwnlil·ity. 
The fourth section examines the issue ofthe 'turn' or 'reversal' inl-leidegger's thought 
and the relevance of his later work for understanding what is at issul' in /king 11111/ 

Time. 

1.1 The Project of Being and Time 

In Being and Time Heidegger suggests that we should start a discussion of the naflll'l' 
of what it is 'to be' by examining the entity that is asking the lJUl~stion ahout tht• 
meaning of being. If we ourselves ask the question, we must have sorne itlt·a. howcwr 
vague, of what can count as an answer. And it is we who undcrstaml what thin~•.s 

'are' and constantly speak of them using conjugations of the verh 'to he.' lndt•t•d, 
according to Heidegger's definition of Dasein, our very way of being consists of 
having this 'pre-ontological' understanding of what it is 'to he.' An understanding 
of being 'constitutes' our being ( 12); our way of being is 'existence' as a 'starrding 
toward' being. In this early work Heidegger does not argue that we would fail to 
discover the meaning of being if we started by examining the being of things whil'h 
we encounter, and he does usc this approach in later works when. for t•x:unpll·. lw 
investigates the nature of the work of art and what it is to he ·a thing.· But ir.t/krng 
and Time he concentrates on the being of Dasein, since we ourselves art• till' out·~ 
asking the question and hence must have some vague. 'pre-ontological' uudt•rstalllhr.g 
of what would count as an answer. 

Heidcgger calls his inv~stigation of Dascin 'fundamental ontology' ( 1.1 ). I It
later admits that the term is misk-ading since it suggests that he still is t'ngaging in 
a traditional kind of ontology. Olll' which will find sorne hiddt·n presupposition or 
scnrrt· ground that earlier ontologit·s faih-d to dist·over (Way 27M./.H<II). I It- dm·s 
not. however. seck solllt' rock hothllll, rot·k solid 'l'onndation' l'ro111 whil'h all 
ways of hl·ing will he dt•riwd lllll'l' and lor all. as if tht•n· is ultirnatl'ly lllll' right 
answt•r to thl' lJlll'Stion or what 11 i~ (II Ill' lndl'l'd, Ius l'lailll that 'l't'llllllllality is thl' 
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meaning of hcing implies that there is no such foundation - or no such right 
answer. 1 

The phrase 'fundamental ontology' as applied to the analysis of Dasein is also 
misleading in so far as it suggests that Dasein's invention of ontologies for the other 
realms of what-is makes things what they are. Disputants in the current controversy 
over Heidcgger's involvement with the Nazis frequently make this implied 
subjectivist, voluntaristic view the link between Heidegger's philosophy and Hitler's 
effort to re-make Germany. Indeed, this view is so common that Luc Ferry and 
Alain Renault call it the 'orthodox position.· They suggest its advocates can excuse 
Heidegger's involvement with the Nazis on the grounds that in the early 1930s he 
was still beguiled by the metaphysical quest of Western culture. According to this 
view, in the latter part of the decade he would begin to cleanse himself from this 
contamination in his lectures on Nietzsche and Holderlin in which he refers to the 
Nazi ideology as the ultimate expression of the last metaphysical epoch, the epoch 
of the Nieztschean 'will to power' and the technological drive to organize all things 
to serve self-chosen ends.~ 

However, in this chapter I will tacitly argue that this assumption about the 
'suhjective' and 'voluntaristic' nature of Being and Time is mistaken. The first stage 
of this argument is to clarify the level of analysis on which it operates. Drawing on 
his characterization of Dasein's being as 'existence,' he sets out to look for the 
'existential structures' manifest in this being. 

A simple way to comprehend the analysis of Dasein presented in Division One 
of /Jt•ing and Time is to see it as going through a series of layers or excavations 
prompted by the question. what makes this aspect of Dasein's being possible?3 In 
the Introduction Heidegger posits what could be taken, depending on one's 
sympathies, as either a fundamental fact or a definition. perhaps an arbitrary one. 
He declares that Dasein is the entity that makes an issue of being (I I f.). 

Charles Guignon's otherwise excellent Heidegger and the Problem of Knowledge 
(Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing. 1983) illustrates this misunderstanding. Seep. 219 and 
p. 208. In later acknowledging the inappropriateness of the term 'fundamental ontology,' 
Heidegger indicates that he never sought, as Guignon apparently thinks, ·a secure foundation 
for the regional sciences' or 'a basis for arriving at a final answer to the question of being.' 
The existential analytic was never supposed to reveal the 'timeless, immutable structures' 
that Guignon argues are necessary to 'lay a firm foundation for ontology' and hence to justify 
Heidegger in his attempt to provide such a final answer. 

2 See Luc Ferry and Alain Renaut, Heidegger and Modernity. trans. Franklin Philip 
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 1990), Chapter 2, section 'The Orthodox Position,' 
pp. 31-43, especially pp. 39 and 41. 

3 One could think of these steps as a series of transcendental arguments in a Kant ian style, 
but I should stress both that I simplify the text hy fitting it into this pattern and that I am using 
the term 'transcendental' in a simple, rather loose way. Although in some sense each of the 
structures unearthed at each level serves as the nmdition oft he possibility ofLhc 1wxt st111cturcs 
of the next level and a useful order is impos1·d ontlw t1·xt hy sort in~· llw difkn·nl slrtll'lllrl'S in 
this way. they l"Oilll' as a 'paekage deal" a111l the initial dain1 tl<wsn't haw the,,,,,.;,,.,· dmntl'tl"l' 
that Kant's argunwnts assllllll". 
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If this is to be taken as an indisputahk·l'al"l. one would appreciate lwingtold num· 
about how the phenomenological analysis uw.:overs it. lleidegger notes that scil'lll'l', 
a particular creation of Dasein, has undergone revolutions when it has !Jlll'stiom·d 
the being of the things it investigates, but he argues that Dasein in its 'l·wrydayness,' 
not just its revolutionary periods, exhibits at least a tacit questioning of lwing. But 
this is not at all obvious. On the other hand, if the declaration is oiTel'l·d as a dl'l'init it m 
of what human beings are, or what they have been in Western culture. Olll' would 
appreciate some justification of its adequacy and accuracy. How dol'S it diller fro111 
defining humans as the rational animal or the self-conscious one'! 

Since the whole of Heidegger's philosophy depends on the truth of this initial. 
foundational claim, some readers might want to block the building of I kidl')!.)!.l'r's 
'house of being' right here. But, once this premise is acccptcd,lkidegger's wr:-.ion 
of a transcendental argument can get off the ground. In the following chapters. hl' 
proceeds to ask, how is Dasein's way of being possible? 

The 'existential analysis' of Part One of Being am/ Tim<' examines the 'tmhthtgil'al 
structures' ofDasein's way of being, that is, of 'existence' in Heideggl·r's tl'l"hnil'al 
sense. Such a structure is referred to as an 'existcntiale,' the adjective tunll'd into a 
noun. Existential understanding of Dasein's being at this level is l"OIItrastl·d with 
the 'existentiell' understanding of any particular Dasein in its qUl'St to ansWl'r thl· 
question of being ( 12). An existentiell understanding takes a particular stanl'l' toward 
what it is to be, including what it is to be us:' We all share an understanding of 
ourselves and what-is: 'Every Dasein moves in such an interpretation. which for thl' 
most part coincides with the way the generation of a particular time has hl~l'll 

interpreted and which changes with the time' (HCT 270/372). 
As we read through the six chapters of Division One, 1-Ieidegger unl"OVl'ls 

successive 'layers' of Dasein's being. Given the peculiar being of its ohjl'l·t, 
Heidegger's phenomenology cannot just describe the facts of expcril'lll'l'; it 11111st 
interpret something whose very being is constituted by an understanding oflwinv. 
Heidegger claims that the phenomenology of Dascin is 'hermeneutical.· I h:nnene111 il·s 
is the study of the principles of interpreting texts, and discovering the meaning of 
Dasein's being is analogous to discovering the meaning of a text. 

Although the 'meaning' of Dasein's being and the 'meaning' of being in genl·ral 
are not equivalent to the 'meaning' or 'significance' of the verb 'to he,' or thl' llll'anin)'. 

4 I take 'existentiell' understanding to be a particular, culturally shared undnslandinl' 111 
being. not a unique personal understanding of oneself, as Hl'idcgger's notion i~ u~uallv 

interpreted: it is my understanding of what-is as stuff to he manipulalcd, 11111 111~1 111y 
understanding of myself as a teacher or middle-aged. The notion is posited in /king""" '!itttt' 
hlllnol really explained. Later. in arguing that Kant's notion of 'world' signifies 'the <'Xisl<"ll<'<" 
of man in the historical community.' he refers to 'this exisll~ntil'lleoncl'pl of world"II·:R 77/ 
7h). He also says that the eolll'l'pt of exislentidl umlnstanding only heeolm's nplil·it With 
Sehl'lling (EJ>71/477l. ami he argUl"S that "till" nislentiell is mert·ly the intensilkation ol I he 
role of anthropology within lllt"laphy~lrs 111 its nuupktion· (1~1' 7.l/47'!). /\11 thrt'l" rlalllls 
suggt·st thai thl· l"Ultural readinv is valul. 1 WI' will diseus~ lht· s~gllifit';llll'<" 111 Ill!" last lt"lllar~ 
in Chapin 7 ol this hook.) ITiw lllllllll',lwd I 'hapl•"l I has uot htTII llidudt·d 111 tlw pu·s,·nt 
•·ditiou hul i.\ availahl<- onli111' at ltllt• 1111'11'11' '' ",.,,;,,J,f, •. "'f'lll·/( '11-'hil•' ftlttt hhlm\ noh·.l 
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of any words in any language, understanding them involves a similar process. The 
meaning of a word must he determined in the context of a sentence; the meaning of 
a sentence in the context of a paragraph; the meaning of a paragraph in the context 
of a passage; and so on. Hermeneutics neither begins nor ends with what is 
self-evident. The data for interpretation can only be understood against the 
background of a context which can itself only be interpreted against a broader 
context, that is, against its own 'horizon.' 

What is the condition for the possibility of Dasein asking the question of being? 
The first regressive argument is that, to make an issue of being, Dasein is 
'being-in-the-world.' This being-in-the-world depends on 'being-at-home-with' 5 

things around us, 'being-with' others, and 'being-itself' as Dasein. Next Heidegger 
argues that the condition for this three-faceted being-in-the-world is Dasein's 
understanding, situatedness, and discourse.6 Understanding, as I suggested in the 
Introduction, refers to the way that Dasein 'projects' its dealings with things and 
people on the basis of its comprehension of what-is; situatedness refers to this 
understanding's personal and cultural embeddedness in ways of responding and 
acting: and discourse refers to the way the significance of the world is articulated, 
hoth literally in language and practically in the involved activity on which it is 
hascd. 7 

In Chapter 6, completing the excavation of the layers presented in Division One, 
Hcidcggcr argues that these aspects of Dasein are made possible by its being as 
can:. Dasein's being is a caring for things, other people, and its own being. Things 
matter to it. and this sets up the context of concern in which we move every day. 
'Care' is a technical term: things and people can matter to us in hate and indifference 
as well as the liking or affection we ordinarily call 'care.' 

Chapter 6 introduces the phenomenon of anxiety in which Dasein 's understanding 
of being is brought into question and its being as a 'standing toward being,' as simply 
caring, revealed most starkly. The other important feature of the last chapter of 
Division One is its re-description of understanding, situatedness, and discourse as 
aspects of care having an orientation toward the past, present, and future dimensions 

5 Heidegger's phrase is 'Sein-bei.' The German preposition 'bei' means 'at,' 'by,' or 
'alongside.' Since it also means 'at the home of' like the French 'che::.,' following Hubert 
Dreyfus's suggestion I translate 'Sein-bei' as 'being-at-home-with' in order to capture 
Heidegger's notion of familiar dealings with things. 

6 Heidegger's terms are · Verstehen,' 'Be.findlichkeit,' and 'Rede.' 'Be.fimlfichkeit.' the term 
here translated as 'situatedness,' should not be translated as 'state-of-mind' as Macquarrie 
and Robinson have it. Besides the fact that Heidegger specilically says that 'Be.findfichkeit' is 
prior to cognition ( 136) and the word 'mind' suggests otherwise, 'state-of-mind' suggests a 
subjective feeling determined by introspection, not a way of pre-reflectively encountering 
things within the world. 

7 Division One explores these subjects in the li>llowing steps. Chapter I discusses the 
basic nature of Dasein and distinguishes lleidcg.gcr's approad1 from that of anthropology and 
other social s..:il'nt:cs. Chaptt·rs -~ ami .\ •:xplon· Dasein a~ lwing · in-tlw -wnrld. ChapttT ..J 
analyzes Dasein's !wing -with and hl'lll)! ihell. < 'hapll·r 'i t'Xalllilll'\ 111uln~tanding. ~itnatnlne~s. 
and tli~t'IIIII'St'. 
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of time. This makes his task in Division Two much easier: in facl. hl· may sct'llt 1t1 
stack the deck so that its cards will fall easily into place without rmrdr argtlllll'lll. 

When Heidegger wants to show us that the meaning of Dasein 's hl~ing is tiuwlirwss, 
he can draw directly on his earlier analysis. Understanding has hCl'll nnn~latcd with 
care as being 'ahead-of-itself,' that is, being ready to deal with whall'Vl'l' is yet to 
come. Situatedness refers us to Dasein's past in that care is being-already-in a nmll'Xl 
of mattering; we always find ourselves already possessing a certain trndcrslamlirrg 
of being and 'attuned' to things in certain ways. In Heideggcr's famous way of 
putting it, we are 'thrown' into our world; we appropriate the nmrplex significann· 
of social practices as we are trained to be human according lo our culltll'l' as Wl' 
grow up. Discourse is the articulation of the significance of this presl'lll world. 

This anticipation of Division Two's discussion of timeliness scrVl's as a rt'lllllllll'r 
that the transcendental layers of Dasein 's heing do not t~ome lo all crrd whcrr Wl' 
discover that behind understanding, situatedncss, and discourse stands rail' Thl' 
second division of Part One begins by noting that, so far, the analysis ha~ u11ly 
considered Dasein in its everydayness and inauthcnticily Ct\2-33). 'l'hl' cxisll'lllial 
generality of Division One's discussion, with its focus on everyday al·tivilil·s, has 
neglected Dasein's authentic being-itself; the 'layers' unearthed so far arc lll'l'l'Ssary 
aspects of any Dasein's being. What further conditions make possible IlK' bcirrg ol 
authentic Dasein? We now know what it means to have an understandirrg of lwi11g. 
hut how is it possible for Dasein to make an issue of being or change its underslamlinv 
of being? These questions refer us to Dascin's finitude and timeliness, which irr lurrr 
lead to a discussion of its historicality. These subjects occupy Division Two ol lhl' 
text. 

Before turning to a more detailed analysis of the level of lleidl~).'.gl·r's analyst~. 
though, we should pause to consider its initial assumption. By analy:t.ill)'. I )asl·irr "' 
its 'everydayness,' Heidegger hopes to bring out structures common to l'Vl'ry I ):t~l'lll 
and avoid any bias introduced by a particular existentiell underslandiltV ot what 11 1s 
to he human. Certainly it seems harmless to think that any Dascin. 1111 lllallt'l' what 
its time, place, or culture deals with tools, relates to other humans. trrtdl·rslarrds thl'll 
in a particular way, and so forth. 

However, Heidegger seems to have no a priori guarantee that his own phrlosophv 
is not another episode in the history of being, one which clearly finds its roots in llrl' 
history-conscious culture of his age. John Caputo argues thai lhl· n111dusiou ol 
1-leidegger's analysis of culture should he the discovery that no epoch is privik)'.l'll." 
So why assume that his own account of the structure of Dascin. for cxampll·. is IIlii 
hiascd hy his own particular, historical understanding of being? This is nola pn thlcnl 
to which Hcidcgger is oblivious. II is the prohlcmofjustifying an inlerprelalion. lhl· 
problem of the 'hermeneutic circle,· which he says we cannot gl'l out of hut ralltl'l 
II HIS! 'come into' in the right sort of way ( 153 ). Any interpretation pirks nul 11t1· 
evidence it considers relevant according to till' condusion il is advancing. I kidl')'.)'.n\ 
hennenl'ulil· of Dasein seenrs In aim for a il'vd of ahslrarlion wlrl'tl' dilll'n'nl·t·s 

X Sn· John ( 'apulo. /Jt'lll\'lflo/ogi. 111,0.: 1/,.,,f,·•:•:,., lllloonnn)•lon: lnd1a11a IIUIV\'I~iiV 1'1<''~· 

111111). 
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in Dasein's self-interpretation arc irrelevant. Hence he avoids analyzing either 
authentic or inauthentic Dascin, Dasein that questions being, or Dasein that takes an 
understanding of being for granted, and chooses instead to focus on everyday activities 
common to both and necessary in any culture.'1 

Yet such an analysis performed from within the understanding of being of the 
Middle Ages would surely not have considered historicality as a structure of our 
existence, even though the people of that time lived within a tradition to an extent 
unsurpassed by any previous or subsequent phase of culture. This culture's answer 
to the question of being presupposed its timelessness as well as its finality. 

Heidegger himself acknowledges that myth-oriented culture or 'primitive Dasein' 
has its own distinct form of everydayness (313), thus suggesting that everydayness 
is always the everydayness of a particular culture. Everyday routines of work, 
cooking, eating, and so forth, take place as aspects of a whole way of understanding 
being which also sets up its distinctive possibilities for non-everyday behavior such 
as sacred rituals, mourning, and celebrations (5 I). The self-understanding of a myth
oriented or an Asian culture may set up quite different ways of relating our activities. 
Looked at from the perspective of his own later work, Heidegger's own analysis in 
BeiiiR and Time can be seen as focused on our twentieth-century understanding of 
ourselves and things around us. For example, we are the Dasein that regards a forest 
as timber. a mountain as a quarry, a river as water-power (70). 

1.2 What-is and Individuality 

The persistence of an 'individualistic' or 'personalistic' interpretation of the level of 
discussion in Being and Time hinders an adequate understanding of Heidegger's 
conception of both Dasein and being. The prevalent English translation ofthe singular 
term 'das Seiende' as the plural 'entities' or 'beings' has helped to reinforce this 
misunderstanding. 111 Even more influential than the translation, though, and perhaps 
influencing it, is our own pervasive tendency, diagnosed by Heidegger, to think of 
everything on the model of what-is present-at-hand, that is, as discrete, independent 
things. Under both influences, people reading the work in English are inclined to 
think that when Heidegger speaks of the 'being of entities,' he is talking, for example, 
about what makes this hammer a hammer or this screwdriver a screwdriver. Each 
thing was a different entity, and the being of the hammer was different from the 
being of the screwdriver and indeed perhaps each item had its unique 'being.' Then 
when we read that 'we are ourselves the entities to be analyzed,' 11 we assume that 
each person is an 'entity' and that 'Dasein,' the subject of the analysis, is just another 

9 See Being and Time, pp. 16-17 and 43-44. for Heideggcr'sjustifi~.:ation for hasing the 
existential analytic on a description of Dascin 's 'everydayness' or average. ·undifferentiated' 
mode of heing. 
10 See 'Heideggt•r"s 'li:xts and Translalions· lor a disl'llSSIOII of lhc lranslation of 'tlas 
Seiencle.' 
II Sl'l' p. h7 ofllll' ManJil:lllit· :uul Rohlnsoullauslallon "' ll.·i11g 1111.! li'1111' 
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name for 'a person' or 'a human being.· No matter how much the scholar purports to 
he avoiding this equation, the personalization shows up in what sorts or charaL·teristirs 
are attributed to Dasein and to its possibilities and choil:es. 

According to this view, the being of 'the entities to he analyzed' is unil(lll' to l';ll'h 
one, and the investigation focuses on particular things. Instead or viewing I kidcggcr 
as a curious admixture of Kierkegaard and Husser!, we should re<td I kidcggcr as a 
descendant of Aristotle, Descartes, and Kant. His discussion moves on an ontologiL·al 
level similar to that of the great traditional works of metaphysics. lie focusL'S on 
being 'in general' 12 and the being of 'what-is' rather than what makes the hanunl·r a 
hammer and not a screwdriver, or me me and not you. 

In Division One of Being and Time Heidegger analyzes the way Dascin L'nL·onntL'I's 
things in the world in three basic ways of being: the ready-to-hand disdosL·d iu 
active involvement, the unready-to-hand manifest when things resist our USl'of thl'lll, 
and the present-at-hand that shows up in detached reflection. 11 The sallll' particula1 
thing can exhibit any of the three ways to be depending on the hcing manikst at a 
particular moment. A thing is ready-to-hand when used as a tool or an itL'Ill of ).'l'ar 
in Dasein's practical activities, but it can shift to being present-at-hand when rcganll·d 
as merely a discrete, independent thing. For example. a hammer pounding in a mul 
is what-is ready-to-hand for the carpenter, hut when regarded by a philosopher as an 
discrete thing with particular properties of color, shape, and weight, a 'mei'L' thing· 
independent of any practical involvement, it becomes what-is present-at-hand. 

Heidegger distinguishes a number of 'domains' of 'what-is' with diiTerl~nt kinds 
of being as well as three different ways they can be. In /kin~ mul 'li11w hl' list' 
nature, history, space, Dasein. and language as domains of wh<tt-is ('>). lnthl· llt~stt' 
Problems of Phenomenology he asks: 

What can be given apart from nature, history, God, space. lllllllhl'r'! w,, ~ay ul •·arli ul 

these, even though in different senses, that it is. We call it wlwl·i.,·. 
(111'1' 10/11) 

In Heidegger's vocabulary the term 'what-is' does not usually rcfl·r din·,·tly to a 
particular thing, for example, a hammer, a rock, or the number twl'lve, hut rathl'l h' 

things with the same type of being considered collectively or as a n1odl· ol h,·JIIJ' 
Consequently, Heidegger uses the singular term 'das Seiem/e' and Jlw singular Vl'lh 
'is.' Thus, Dasein, nature. or number collectively is an 'it' which we call 'what I\· 

and can be disclosed as ready-to-hand, unready-to-hand. or present-at-hand. 
Understanding the ontological level of Heidegger's discussion helps l'larify his 

account of the being of what-is. The domains of what-is arc formally analogous to 
types of Cartesian substances. Descartes fm:used on criteria for distinguishing 
thinking substam:e from matL·rial substance, not niteria for distinguishing lllll' 

I:. '.'ic•in iilwrlulllflt' might alsulw H'llll•·•cd I will)' 'ah1•W all' •·xn·ptthalthi~ llli)'.lll ~11)'.)'.1'~1 

a hi1•.hcs1 <'lllily or Slllll'rior slalil~. 
1.1 'Ways uf lwill)!'translat•·~ I kich')'l'''l ·, lc'llll ·s,·inwr/. ·'Muck ol hl'lll)'.· wcHilcl pnhap•. 

lw a lc·,~ nnnhcl\ollll' ll'all~lallllll, hntJWih.IJ''·· 11c·a111l'' lccu llllll'h plnlo~ophi,·al han'a)'c' 
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thinking thing from another. or rm:k from water. Similarly. Kant's a priori category 
of 'substance' enahles us to discriminate a thing as a thing, not a dog as a dog. 
Something more is needed for recognizing the latter, specifically an empirical concept 
acquired through encounters with different dogs. Heidegger comments that for Kant 
'what-is' is 'nature' or 'that which can be determined and is determined in 
mathematical-physical thinking' (IM 197 I !51). A dog is an item encountered in this 
nature in so far as it has mass, falls under the laws of Newtonian physics, and so on. 

Contrary to the usual explanation of his notion of 'what-is,' Heidegger is in fact 
not focusing on the being of particular things. He expects, however, that the question 
he poses will lead to an explanation of the 'more' that allows us to understand each 
thing. In one of his most lucid and straightforward books, What is a Thing?, he 
comments that he poses the question 'what is a thing?' not to differentiate particular 
things from each other but to determine what it is to be a thing. Becoming lyrical, he 
adds: 

And nevertheless, we pose the question only in order to know what a rock is, and a lizard 
taking a sunbath on it, a blade of grass that grows beside it, and a knife which perhaps we 
hold in our hands while we lie in the meadow. 

(WIT 8f./8f.) 

Although Heidegger focuses on the fundamental question, it is easy enough to 
infer from Division One of Being and Time what the 'more' would be that 
differentiates particular things, especially in regard to what-is ready-to-hand. A 
hammer and a screwdriver in use are both 'what-is ready-to-hand.' What makes a 
hammer or a screwdriver the thing it is involves its 'position' in the network of 
significance which makes possible the being of what-is ready-to-hand, in this case 
the connections between boards, nails, screws, carpenters, houses, and so on. The 
totality of significance laid out by Dasein's activity constitutes its being-in-the-world. 

Heidegger makes this point in lecture notes written during the period in which he 
was preparing Being and Time: 

The specitic thisnes.1· of a piece of equipment, its individuation, if we take the word in a 
completely formal sense, is not determined primarily by space and time in the sense that 
it appears in a determinate space-and-time position. Instead, what determines a piece of 
equipment as an individual is its equipmental character and equipmental context. 

(BPP 292/414f.) 

By this definition. two identical hammers, for example, would be the same piece of 
equipment- the same 'individual' in this formal sense. 

Significantly, one distinguishing characteristic of what-is ready-to-hand is that it 
can vanish as a separate 'thing.' For example, the hammer in usc hecomes a 
transparent extension of the user's hody; we are focally aware not of the hammer as 
a particular thing hut rather of the nail and the wall toward which our activity is 
'aimed.· And we arc not CVL'n L'Xplicitly a wan: of I he nail and wall as sqmraiL'. discrete 
things hut only in tcr111s of lhL·ir significam'L' in allll\'l'Jall project. 
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In light of this, we can see how a rock used for pounding, two identical halllllll'r:-.. 
or a hammer and a screwdriver all can have the same way of IK·ing. that is. thl· 
heing of what-is ready-to-hand. They can also all be what-is present-at-hand. hut 
Heidegger argues that our understanding of them as ready-to-hand is primary. < >111 
understanding of things as present-at-hand derives from our grasp of what-is 
ready-to-hand since involved activity sets up our 'classifications' of things as 'things· 
- as rocks, hammers, screwdrivers, and so forth - and such a thing can lhl·n lw 
viewed disinterestedly as a discrete object whose properties of color. weight. ami so 
on, are simply observed. 

Recognizing the 'en masse' or 'as a whole' character of what-is ready-to hand 
and present-at-hand brings us one step closer to seeing the commonalitil'S i11 what 
1-leidegger calls 'domains' of what-is and the 'heing of what-is.· l'artil'ular thiiiJ.',:-. 
are not isolated in a unique atom of being. Rather. they arc already joinl'd as a typl' 
of what-is, for example, nature, number, language. gear. and cnl'Olllltt·rt•d as J'l·ady 
to-hand or otherwise. With this idea in mind, a shorter step thcntakL·s us lo I hl' lwin1• 
of what is in general, the character of historically determined 't·onllllonality' I hal 
sparked Heidegger's interest. 14 Presumably the Greeks and mt·dit•val <'hristia11s 
learned to distinguish a dog from a cat or a hammer from other tools in till' sallll' 
way we do, that is, by learning how to deal with them in a contt·xt of pracliral 
activity as well as distinguishing the characteristics found in different kinds of lhi11gs. 
And both cultures dealt in a unified way with Nature. numher, languagt'. the divinl', 
and other domains of what-is. But, according to Heidegger. the (irL~cks a11<l lhl' 
Christians understood the being of what-is quite ditl'crcntly. To inquire how this is 
possible is to inquire into the 'meaning of being.' 

1.3 Dasein 's Seltbood 

Now that we have an idea of the ontological level of Heidcgger's discussion. WI' 

can get clear about the sort of 'individual' that is under analysis in Jnosl of lhl' 
published portion of Being and Time- 'the entity' that 'we ourselves alway~ an·· 
(41 ). 15 'Dasein' is not equivalent to 'a human being' or 'a person,' any n1on· 1ha11 
'what-is ready-to-hand' is equivalent to 'a hammer.' 1-Iuman hcings are I )asl'ill. jw.l 
as hammers in use are ready-to-hand, but this tells us something ahoul lhl'iJ: lwuw 
and not what differentiates a particular human being from anollll'r or a parlinllaJ 
hammer from another. The quantifying 'a' demands other nileria of di lh·n·ul ial iou 
I han just a characterization or the thing's being. Hcidcggcr very rarely SfWab ol ·a 
Dascin'. or or 'Dascins' in the plural. and the few limes he does he Sl'l'IIIS lo he 
),peaking of' inlcrrclationships hetween things with the hcing of Dast·i" ralhn lhau 

1·1 I use thl' ll'rlll 'rollllllllllalily' with rl'sl'rvalion~. II suggl'~ls a l'OIIIIIIOII prolll'rly 111 
dwral'll'r, and, whik• llus 1s how thl' ht'llll' ol whal is ha~ hn·11 tllldl'rstood in lhl' history ol 
philosophy. lll'idl')!,)!.l'l''s ai111 is lo h1i11)' ll11s ass11111plio11 i11111 lJIII'slioll. 
1." I kidt•)'.)'l'l' :1111101111\'l''· ., ltl.\ s,-;,.,,J,·, dr'\.\1'1/ .. \noli\'\•' . Ill •111/gtl/11' .1'/1'111' ·""" ll'il ,,. 
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simply a person or a collection of them. 16 Later he writes of 'the Dasein in man,' as 
if to correct the misunderstanding that the term 'Dasein' is equivalent to 'a person.' 
For example, he comments that the Dasein in man 'is the essence that belongs to 
being itself' (N4 218/358 ). Pluralizing 'Dasein' in this usage would be like pluralizing 
a property or feature just because more than one thing exhibited it. Yet Dasein is 'the 
entity' we are, not just a way of being; its way of being is 'existence,' to stand 
toward being (BPP 28/36). 

When Heidegger speaks in Being and Time of 'individuating' Dasein, as for 
example in his discussion of authentic being toward death, the issue is not the 
difference between two human beings but rather the difference between Dasein and 
other domains of what-is. In introducing the section where he provides us with an 
outline of the projected analysis to be carried out in the fom1at of Being and Time, 
Heidegger remarks: 

The question of the meaning of being is the most universal and emptiest of questions; 
however, at the same time, in it lies the possibility of its own sharpest individuation in the 
actual Dasein. 

(39) 

We are actual Dasein, and as such we can either question being or take an 
understanding of being for granted. The Dasein who makes an issue of being is 
authentic; the one who lives comfortably in the current understanding is inauthentic. 

An understanding of being is not what differentiates some particular person from 
another, as if we each have our own different, 'individual' or 'personal' understanding 
of being. On the other hand, Heidegger clearly thinks that our contemporary 
understanding of being is very different from the understanding of being possessed 
by the Ancient Greeks or medieval Christians. We who are 'actual Dasein' share an 
understanding of being because of such phenomena as falling and inauthenticity, 
which we discuss in Section 1.4, while anxiety and being toward death are 
phenomena which 'individuate' us precisely as the entity which can make an issue 
of being. 

In his impressive recent studies of the development of Heidegger's thought in the 
years before he published Being and Time, Theodore Kisiel notes that as early as 
1919 Heidegger was groping his way toward an understanding of the character of 
Dasein as being-in-the-world, but Kisiel seems to see the personal 'l' as built upon 
an 'impersonal' subject who experiences the happening of a world. While each 
person individually is certainly 'deeply involved' in the world, the 'it' through which 
the world happens is the community, and more expansively, the culture. Through the 

16 For example, in lecture notes from a class in the summer semester of I 927 Heitlcggcr 
occasionally uses the expression 'ein Dasein' (BPP 27/36. 20X/296, 21 0/299) and of 
communication between 'Daseins' (BPP 210/299. 277 -79/N2- 1)(,) hut not in a way that 
diminishes the communality of 'the L'ntity' that Wl' arL' or .-:uggL·~ts that we become who we 
are (or anT becomes a per~on) hy the al'l'llllllllation ol indlvHiuall'X]ll'riL'IIl'l's h11ildin!' hom 
an impersonal hut still s11hjectiVI' 'I' to a l'"r~onal 'I ' Wl' II<TIII and •·nd :" 'lwin1~ in the 
world.' Sec disc11ssio11 lwlow. 
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world we come to experience ourselves as an individual personality. The 'it' of till' 
world is not 'an experience proper to me,' as opposed to anyone else, or uniqiiL' to 
·my life, my full historical I,' but the context of significance. of roh:s. goals. a111l 
ways of comportment in which we first discover ourselves. 17 In /king 11111/ 1/uw 
Heidegger tries to express this relation not, as Kisiel says. hy duiming that 'I >ascin 
is at once One and the Other,' 18 but by saying that 'proximally and for till' 111ost part' 
Dasein's self is 'das Man,' the Anyone. 

Division One of Being and Time considers the ontological character of I >ascin a)o 
the entity that understands being by examining its manifestation in our USl' of tools 
and dealings with other people. The analysis of being toward death. tilm·lim·ss, a111l 
historicality which follows in Division Two is an investigation of what 111akcs our 
being possible and not just of what makes personal individuality possihk'. as I a I').'. Ill' 
in the following chapters. Such notions as 'repetition' and 'guilt' do notrt•kr us to 
the uniquely personal events of an individual's life hut to the 'existl'lll'l'' the standinv 
toward being- ofDasein, a way of being that extends from Am:icnt (ircen· to today 
In Heidegger's 'fundamental ontology' we investigate the historicality of 'the t'lllity 
that we are,' not primarily or even simply the individual personality. ( il'ltiug rk;u 

about this would enable us to see Heidegger's project as unfolding and dl'l'IK'nill).'. 
from 1919 onward; no retreat from or retraction of the basic points of /king cmcl 
Time is necessary. 19 

Heidegger notes the difference in these levels in a remark about Nkt1.sdw's 
philosophy: ' ... Ecce Homo deals neither with Nietzsche's biography uor with the 
personality of "Mr. Nietzsche." It deals with a "destiny" - not of till· fait' of au 
individual but rather of the history ofthe modern era as the end ofWL·stnn nllturl'. · '" 
Similarly, as I will go on to argue at length, Heidegger's own analysis of 'lwin)' 
towards death,' 'destiny,' and 'fate.' does not deal directly with the i111hvulual 
personality. Heidegger quotes one of Nietzsche's own remarks, pcrhap~ a1•.n·t·1nl' 
with his goal: 'Enormous se(f-reflection! To become conscious not as an ind1vulual 
hut as mankind. Let us ret1ect, let us think hack: let us go all till' s1nall and l'.ll'al 
ways!' (WIT43/41). 21 

Of course, I do not want to deny that Dasein is personal in the st'n)ot' that. in 
speakingofDasein, we are always speaking of particular people. Dascin is. I kult'l'l'.l'l 

17 Theodore Kisiel, 'The genesis of Being anti Time.' Man awl Worlcl, 25 ( 191).' l. p .'I I 

quote from Kisiel's article for its succinct way of expressing the points I addn·ss. h•• In~; 

fuller account of this issue, sec his The Genesis tl( Heitlegger :,· 'Bc•ing awl 'II lilt'· ( lkr~t·kv. 

University of California Press. 1993 ). for example Part One. 'The Brcaklhrough tolhc T11p11' .' 

pp. 15-20. 
I X Kisiel, ihid .. p. 29. 

llJ Kisiel suggests that IIC'illg ancl 'flmt· is an 'ahcrranl' path leading away from lll'idt·~·.)'<'l' 's 
initial insights of 1911J. and thai. rcali1.i1w, il~ lailmc. I kitkggt·r·s famous 'lmn' is a tum hac~ 

111 lhosc earlier probings. Kisid, ihid., pp. I I 1.1. 
20 I kidcggcr, 'Niel/.sche as Mclaphvsl<'iau.' 11 auslah·d hy .l11a11 Sl;nnhan,•h, iu Ni,·t;.~~·ft,·: 

;\ ( 'ollt't'limt o{ ( 'ritil'nl/·.'s.ltl\'.1, I'd I It'd hy l< .. hc·l I SIIIIIIIHIII(( ianku ( '1ty. Nl'w Y11r~: /\urh111 

l'n·ss/1 lonhlnlav. l'r/ I). p. I OX . 

. 'I Thl' pa~'a'''' aptw;n~ in Nil'l/'-<'111'\ 11'11/ ,,, 1'••11·,·, a' ;lphclll'onl '•X'• 
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says, 'always mine' (41 )Y Unlike other things, whose being can change from. for 
example, ready-to-hand to present-at-hand, we arc always Dascin. even when we 
think of ourselves as present-at-hand. Hence Hcidegger constantly refers to Dasein 's 
'jeweils' or 'jemeinig' character. Correlatively, Dasein is always the Dasein of 
particular people; it is not something beyond them, or over and above them, as some 
Absolute Spirit or transcendent ideaL Thus, Heidegger can use the term to refer to 
persons or personal activities, for example, he can speak of Dasein taking a trip 
(250). Dasein itself must always be addressed, Heidegger comments, by personal 
pronouns such as 'you' and 'they' (42). This latter point would not need to be made, 
indeed it would be a very odd point to make, if 'Dasein' simply denoted 'a person.' 

This notion of 'mineness'~ 1 tries to capture the peculiar relation which exists 
between the species human being and its individual members, or, rather between 
Dasein and we who are Dasein. 'Species' is a misleading term in this context since 
it suggests a purely biological category, and a person is not related to Dasein in the 
same way that a human being is related to the species Homo sapiens or a dog is 
related to its species. We are concerned about what it is to be us, that is, what it is 
to be human, and this concern constitutes our connection to our 'species being.' Our 
relationship to our 'essence' is one of self-understanding, or, in Heidegger's 
vocabulary. 'care,· not class membership. People take up an understanding of being 
in learning to he human according to their culture, and, without this understanding, 
an individual would not be Dasein even if he or she was biologically human, as is, 
forcxamph:. a profoundly retarded child or the legendary 'wild child' raised by apes 
or wolves. 

We each Lake up the same understanding of being, yet we each do so in our own 
way. We can make an analogy with a comment that Heidegger makes about our 
being-in-the-world. He says: 'The surrounding world is different in a certain way 
for each of us. and yet we move about in a common world' (BPP 164/234).24 The 
world of a poet is different from the world of a car mechanic; the world of a 
quadriplegic is ditTerent from the world of a marathon runner. But each person's 
surrounding world fits together and is intelligible to others because we share a 
common world. Since Dasein is 'always mine,' Dasein is in a certain way different 
and yet the same for each of us. We each take up the patterns of significance, the 
roles, goals, and standards, laid out by our culture in a different way, but we are each 
members of one culture. 

This notion of 'mineness' is not new with Heidegger. He seems to borrow it 
from Kierkegaard. who says in The Concept o.f"Anxiety that ·At every moment, the 

22 Heidegger's phrase is 'je meines.' Macquarrie and Rohinson translate it as 'in each case 
mine.' and other translators follow their lead. This translation re-enforces the view that ·oasein · 
means ·a person,' that is, Dasein occurs in discrete 'cases.' I think that translating 'je' as 
'always' captures a different meaning in the text since :;e' also means 'ever.· 'at all times.· as 
well as 'at a time,' 'each' 'apiece,' and is in keeping with the discussion in the paragraphs 
following the introduction of the ll'rm, as lc.\plain hl'low. 
23 Heideggcr's lcnn is 'knlt'inigkl'it' or lillTally 'always lllill<'ll<'ss.' I sOIIIl'liuws shorten 
the term to :tvoid jargon; its llll'anill)' should hl· cl<-ar l'r11111 th•· sunouudin1• disn1ssiou. 
14 ·surr .. undin,• world' suh,lltllll's l11r II,·ulq•.l••·• \ h'llll ·I '"'"·,·ft.· 
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individual is both himself and the ral:c.'·'' Kierkcgaanl is protesting I kgd's lll'p,h·t 
of the particular person in favor of the Spirit working through him or hn. Fur 
Heidegger, too, the particular person is always the one who understands. n1akl·s 
dedsions, and acts, whether these decisions and actions simply dclinc us as individual 
people or help bring about a change in significance for the l:Ulture as a whoil'. as did 
Nietzsche's self-reflection. Only in the latter case they arc tlcl:isions within the rcahn 
of authenticity. 

Comments in later works about the 'je meines' charal:tcr or I >ascin seem promptt•d 
more by a desire to correct misunderstanding than to go bal:k and fill in tlw idl·a. In 
his Introduction to Metaphysics Heidegger says that 'always mine· doL'S not nll'illl 
'posited through me' or 'apportioned to an individual ego' (IM 2XI'./22). By thcnlw 
had realized that such terminology would inevitably he interpreted through the n1mll'l'll 
understanding of human beings as subjects or partil:ular nmsdousllL'SSL'S, and lw 
preferred to drop the word. 

Dasein's character as 'always mine' is closely related to its selflltlod. anothl'l 
notion that we must see in a new light. The term 'self.' like 'cxistL'Ill'l'.' has an 
accepted meaning in both ordinary speech and more theoretical investigation!'., hut 
it is another term to which Heidegger gives his own partin1lar meaning. The 'sl'lf' 
of Dasein is not identical with the self of a particular person in the sL·nse of till' 
personality or the unity of characteristics that a person manifests. Just as I >ascin is 
something we all share in common, Dasein 's self is not something whid1 di fl'ercnl iatl'S 
one person from another but rather what makes us both Dasein. llsing lht• lt'l'lll 
'man' instead of 'Dasein,' in the Introduction to Metaphysil's l-leidcgger t'ollllllt'llts: 

Man's selfhood means this: he must transform the being that disdost•s itself to him 111to 

history and bring himself to stand in il. Sclll10od docs not mean he is primarily an 'I' and 
an individual. This he is as little as he is a we. a community. 

II M I ·I 11./11111 .,, 

Dasein is neither simply an individual T nor a collection of such Ts. · l'Vl'll dnsl'ly 
interacting ones, but rather the being of such Ts.' At a point in the text of /king ttntl 

'lime where Heidegger refers to Dasein existing 'as itself,' he later added the nlal}~lllal 
notation 'However not qua subject and individual or qua person' ( 14(1 awl ·1·1 I 1 1. 

l-Ie will also comment in his 'Letter on Humanism' that it is a mistake lo po!'.t' llw 
question of Dasein's being in such a way that we expect Lo find as our an~Wt'l 
'something like a person or object.' He adds: 

25 S!llrcn Kierkegaard, The Concept t!f Anxiety. translated hy Rcidar Thomtt~ ( l'r im'l'ton: 
Princeton University Press. 19!10). p. 2!11'. Perhaps this borrowing accounts lin·tht• ohliqu,·n,·s~ 
of Heidcgger's comments on the suhject. In Ueing am/ Time he mentions 'minl'lll'ss' hut dot'\ 

not really develop the idea. In a f1u•tnoll' in the hook he admits that on1· l'an 'll'arn 
philosophically' from 'l'lll' Colll't'fll of' tltllit•fr. and lllll' thing he evidently ll-arm·d was th1· 
culturalcharal'lcr of the personal ~elLs,.,. llt-i11g """ 1l1111', pp. 2.t'i and -I'J.!. 
2(l ltkally. if not hy the convl'lllillllal rnh··, "'''lllwr < i•·rma11111' 1\nglish grannnar. thl' 'huns' 
and 'lws' should he replal'ed hy '11\ · \IIIII' I Ill' l"''.,"nal pr·uno1111 onlv oh~I'UI<'\ th1· l'l'lllal J.. ·~ 

poi111. 
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... the personal, no less than the ohjeetive, misses and misconstrues the way of being of 
ek-sistencc as being-historical. 

(LH 207/327)27 

Dasein's self is the existential self, not the personal self, though it is the prerequisite 
for understanding oneself as a particular person. We must have an understanding of 
being in general and our own being in particular in order to differentiate ourselves 
as particular persons. 2R 

In The Essence of Reason Heidegger explains: 

Only because Dasein is determined by selfhood can an !-self relate 'itself' to a thou-self. 
Selfhood is the presupposition of the possibility of being an T which is revealed only in 
the 'thou.' Selfhood is never related to a thou; it is neutral toward !-being and thou-being, 
and even more toward 'sexuality,' since it is what makes them all possible in the tirst 
place. 

(ER 87/86) 

As Heidegger suggests in his lectures on logic, this sort of shared metaphysical 
'individuality' in his formal sense is the precondition for any sort of communication 
'between Dasein and Dasein' (MFL 209/270). This is true not just in regard to 
communication between particular people within a culture where we understand 
each other because we share the same understanding of being, but in regard to 
commtmication between Dasein and Dasein in the collective sense, that is, 
communication between people in different cultures. 2'1 Because human beings engage 
in simi Jar practices at a fundamental level, for example, getting food, building shelter, 
creating families. worshipping, we have some leverage for understanding the activities 
and language of another culture. Without this, we might as well be confronting aliens 
from another planet. Remember Wittgenstein's comment that, 'If a lion could talk, 
we could not understand him. •Jo 

Heidegger's additional comment about selfhood's relation to sexuality is not 
explained. Two reasons besides the social reserve of his time may account for his 
reticence. First, the remark seems to refer to the role embodiment plays in the 
development of the sense of '1-ness.' In his attempt to break down Cartesian dualism 
with his concept of Dasein, Heidegger evidently prefers to avoid discussing the role 

27 The phrase 'way of entity' translates Heidegger's term 'das We.fende.' 
28 In his Metaphysical Foundatimzs of Logic, composed shortly after BeinM and Time, 
Heidegger calls this sort of self 'neutral Dasein' (MFL 136-138/171-173) and the 
'metaphysical self' (MFL 188-190/242-245). 
29 In the cited passage in the Metaphysical Foundations of Logic Hcidcggcr calls for a 
'metaphysics of myth' before describing 'metaphysical individuation' as the 'presupposition 
for the primordial commerce between Dascin and Dasein' (20lJ/270). These remarks arc further 
confirmation of the ontological character of individuation and tlw collective character of 
Dasein. People in our society can understand a myth-orienll'd cullun·lwcausL' of I Ill' similarity 
of basic human praclin·s. all hough, of l'lliii'Sl', thalundl·rslatulinp. may Ill' uu •n·or IL·ss an·uralc. 
more or less hiasl·d hy our own worldvil'W. 
30 Willgl'n~ll'ill. /'lri/osc•t•lric·a//m·c·srrgllliorrs. p .. '.' k 
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of the body in the acquisition and expression of an understamling of lll'ing. l·:wn 
just the use of the terms 'body' or 'embodiment' suggests this dualism hy i111plyin1~ 
that consciousness is the other feature of human beings and orll' which soml'how 
gets absorbed in a body. In Being and 1ime Hcidcggcr's only l'lllllllll'lll ahonl lhl' 
body is that Dasein's '"bodily nature" hides a whole problematic of its own. though 
we shall not treat it here' ( 108). 

A more likely reason for Heidegger's silence about how Sl'xuality can h1· till' 
precondition for personality is his direct reliance again on Kierkegaanl's ideas fnuu 
'111e Concept of Anxiety. Kierkegaard suggests that the ·fall' into JK'rsonal Sl'll 
awareness involves the recognition of one's sexuality, hut his remarks onllll' suhjl'd 
arc even more obscure than Heidegger's, especially sint.:e thl'Y arl' l·oudred in 1h1· 
imagery of the Biblical story of Adam and Eve. But for both philosoph1•rs. al till' 
most fundamental level personal self-awareness involves an ulllk'rslalllling ollllll'sl"il 
as female or male and, more exactly, femininity or masculinity. Such urHicr~l;uulrrw 
is culturally dependent. Understanding oneself involves umlcrslamling the 'r;11·1'· 

through an appropriation of the roles and goals, the practin·s and n·~porrM''· 
designated as appropriate to being feminine or masn1line. Jlowevl'l', 1111like 
Kierkegaard, Heidegger has little interest in the details of a person's t11Hkrsla1uli11p 
of herself. He aims at 'suggesting, methodologically, an cxlrl'llll' exisll'lllial 
ontological model' (MFL 190/245), not giving his readers advice on how lo liVl'. as 
Kicrkegaard did. 31 

Once the existential character of 1-leidegger's analysis of Dasl~in's selllrood i~ 

grasped, or, more to the point, once the existential character of I>asein's ~l'll i~ 

recognized as well as the nature of its 'individuality' as a domain of what-is, a 1'111111111111 
criticism ofl-leidegger's early work falls by the wayside. Calvin Schrag as!..s whl·lhl'l 
an ontology which 'takes its point of departure from a singular I >as1·i11 llllil(lll'ly II IV 

own' can 'arrive at an adequate sense of the communal?''! But lhl·n· 1s '""JIIY 1111 
such point of departure in Heidegger's work. Ross Mandel sugg1·sts I hal 11r;my ol 

the defects of Heidegger's view 'arise from the fuel that Dasein is idl'lllifi1·d w11lr I Ill' 
self of each of us and the understanding which reveals oursl'lws and 1hi111''• W1ll1111 
the world.' He suggests that 'the transcendental structures arc largl'ly l'l'llll'll'd aluu11 
the individual ... there persists a sense of numerically distinct W<ll'lds with 111' \'I~IJ,h· 
means of coordination.' 11 On the contrary, Dasein is 11111 identified with thl' Jll'l'•"ll 
or the individual in Mandel's conception of this. Hcidcgger·s universl' oll'\l~ll'llll;rl 
discourse has only one world, and we arc all Dascin as hl~ing-in-the wmld, l'\'l'll II 
that world changes historically with time. HciJegger distinguishl's hut ;rbo l'IIIIIH'l·h 

ll In this passage rrom his leclures in the Slllllllll'l'lll' I<J2X lll'idl',l!,l!lT raib a)'.all"ll')'lll'l'llllll 

llliSl'Oill:L'plions or his nolion or lhl' 'sell'' l'Vidcnlly alrl'ady plaguin)' llt•ing tlltd Iiiii<' allll 

passl·d along the al'ademic grapcvinl' dissl~minaling his lhoughl. I k la~~·s pain.~ lo dlllt·ll'llltall' 

Ius l'Xistl'nlial projl'l'l from Kinkl'gaard's nisll'lllil'll inwsligalion. 

1.' ('alvin Schrag, 'I kidl'ggn on Rl'pl'l il111n and llislorical lind•·• slandin)'. · 1'/u/o.loJ•III· 1-.tt.l/ 

''"" \·~l·st, Vol. XX, No .. l (July 11)/ll). p .. "II. 
I l l<tlss Mandl' I, 'I kidl')'.)'l'l' and Willl'•'lhh'lll: !\ S!'nond 1\;ulltanl<l'l'ohtlton. '•nfl,·ttf,·o:..:•·' 

ttlld /Uodrm l'lti!ll.l'llfllt\',l'llill'd hy M tdt,wl Muii.IY INn\' I lawn Yah· ll111 Vt'l•.tl v I'll''•'· I '1/H 1. 

I'· 'lo'J. 
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Dasein's self and the self whid1 says 'I,' and no numerically distinct worlds need to 
be coordinated. Heidegger himself, though. realized that the distinction and the 
connection was far from clear in the early work. 14 

1.4 Authenticity 

Heidegger introduces his notion of authenticity in the midst of the discussion of the 
nature of Dasein. He comments: 

Since Dasein is always essentially its possibility, it can in its very being 'choose' itself to 
win itself; or it can Jose itself, i.e., never and only 'seem' to win.lt can only have lost itself 
and still not have won itself in so far as it is in its essence something possibly authentic, 
i.e .. something of its own. 

(42) 

When Dasein 'chooses' itself, it is authentic and makes its being its own.-15 Dasein is 
authentic precisely when it 'chooses' its 'ownmost' being and makes an issue of 
what it is to he. The scare quotation marks which Heidegger puts around 'choose' 
( 'll'ahlen') in the text should be carefully noted since he is warning us that his notion 
of 'choice' is not the ordinary one. In questioning what it is to be, we 'possibilize' an 
understanding of being (268) and open ourselves up to new possibilities of the being 
of' what-is, which for Heidegger amounts to 'choosing' ourselves as Dasein.-16 

When Hcidegger introduces his notion of authenticity and inauthenticity he warns 
us not to jump to any conclusions hinging on the ordinary use of the words or on 
popular conceptions.-17 Authentic Dasein is 'essentially' or 'intrinsically' Dasein, 

34 In his marginal notes on his own copy of Sein und Zeit he reminds himself: 'schiirfer 
klaren: /ch-sagen and Selbstsein.' (318/445*). 
35 Heidegger is playing otT 'eigentlich' ('authentic') and 'eigen' ('own'), and many of his 
points tacitly appeal to the etymological connections of the 'eigen' words he uses. I am tempted 
to translate all the 'eigen' -rooted words with terms related to 'proper,' that is, to use 'proper' 
and 'properly' instead of 'authentic' and 'authentically,' 'appropriate' instead of 'own,' and 
'most proper' instead of 'ownmost' ('eigenst'). This would have the very distinct advantage 
of linking them all etymologically, both with each other and with 'das Ereignis' as 
·Appropriation,' as they are in Gennan. 

The proposed translation would also have the advantage of emptying the words of all the 
meaning associated with 'authentic' as the term has been used by other philosophers. 
psychologists, and assorted commentators. 'Own most' in particular suggests the subjectivistic 
and personalistic against which I am arguing. However, the usual translations of these terms 
are well entrenched, and I am already asking readers to re-set their minds for one key word 
from Being and Time. that is. to think of 'Zeitlicllkeit' as 'timeliness,' not 'temporality.' 
36 In Introduction to Metaphysics Heidegger uses the terms 'de<.:ision' and 'will' in an even 
more misleading reference to this same notion of ~:hoke. For an extended dis<.:ussinn of the 
basic <.:oncept. sec my analysis ol rcsoltlll'ncss in<. 'hapll'r .\, l'Sill'l'ially Sn·lion .\ .. 1. 
37 Heidl·ggcr says I hal I Ill' l'XJII'l'ssious 'l·.'igl'lltlirllkl'it' aud '/l,,•;g,·llf/i,·hkt•it' arl' pid .. t•d 
for lhdr slril'l lih'ral st·us,·; aud. as notl'd ahoV<'. ·,.,_,:<'11' 111\';111' 'p111p1'1'' or 'ow11.' so quill• 



'1111' 1·.'\1.1/t'll/11/l.'\lll/l\'.\i.l ·II 

hut, as he immediately adds, inauthentic I >asl·in docs not have any 'lowl·r· or 'll·~:-.· 

being (43). Inauthentic Dasein is not somehow dd"cctivc or 'not really' I >ascin ( 1/(1). 
Most of us are inauthentic Dasein for all our lives. And even inautiK·ntil' I >asl'lll 
makes an issue of being, but it does so in a particular way (44 ). 

Inauthentic Dasein does not so much question being as question whal· is in onk·1 
to see if things fit its presupposed understanding of what they arc, thl' unlk·rstandi11~· 
anyone has. Heidegger personifies this common understanding of things as 'd11s 

Man,' or, as we shall translate it 'the Anyone.'~x Heidegger's German tL'rlll is the 
indefinite or impersonal pronoun used in German constructions similar to our I ~nglish 
'one eats with a fork, not one's fingers' or 'one shouldn't judge a hook hy its l'IIVl'L · 

When we are under the domination of the Anyone, we do 'what Olll' doL·s· m 
'what anyone does' according to the current understanding of things, IIK·ir uatull' 
and their purposes, that we share with others. Even the person who rl'alit.l'S that 
being is an issue in the deeper sense will be inauthentic, as lleidcggcr says. 'whl'll 
busy, when excited, when interested, when ready for enjoyment' (43). Whl·n Wl' ;1n· 
absorbed in our day to day routine, when things demand our attention, Wl' take till' 
particular common understanding of heing l~)r granted and arc not authl·ntiL·ally 
Dasein. Heidegger thinks that 'the Anyone' is a structure of Dascin's lwing ;" 
existence. w 

Given this brief sketch of Heideggcr's notion of authenticity and inauthcntil'ity. 
we can see why in works following Being anc/7ime Heideggcr took pains to try to 
correct a widespread misreading of his view. He specil'ically denied that the tl·nns 
indicated some 'moral' or 'anthropological" distinction (LH 212/333 ). A partinlla1 
view about right or wrong behavior or views ahout how different groups 11f lll'11pk 
behave presuppose a particular conception of what it is to he human and an 
understanding of being in general. This more hasic phenomenon, its origin aud uatmc, 
is the subject of Heidegger's analysis. He docs not condemn inauthl'lltil'ity as 
something 'wrong' or something we should avoid;111 hut rather shows that it i:-. 
inescapable. lnauthenticity is not some 'had and deplorable ontil' propl·rty' wlnd1 

literally 'Eigentlichkeit' means 'properness,' 'own-ness.' In ordinary Gcnnan 'l'igt'lltlit 'II' 11wa11~ 
'proper.' 'true,' 'authentic,' 'essential,' or 'intrinsi~:.' 

.~8 I follow Hube11 Dreyfus's suggested translation. 
39 Heidegger calls su~:h a structure an 'existcntiak,' as we notl'd in Sl'l'tioll 1.1. Tlnl\ lw 

puts the Anyone on a par with su~:h dimensions of Dascin's hd11!! as 11111lnslauduw a111l 

situatedness. 

40 A detailed example of the morally-tinged view of inautlwnlil'ity con1mo11 inthl' ~l'h11Lulv 

litcralurc Gill he found in Midmcl Zimmerman's hook /·.'dif'.\'1' t!f'tlll' s.·tr '1111' /Jt'l't'lllflll/1'111 

of 1/t'idt•~-:~-:a:v Ctlll<'l'fll of /wtlwlltil'itl' ( 1\lhl'ns, Ohio: Ohio llnivl'rsily l'rl'ss. I'IK II 
Zilllllll'l'lllilll dcsnihcs inauthcntirily as a '!!rl'cdy.' 'sl'll'ish.' ·,·goism.' 1 Sn· ••sp•···ially pp. ·I I 

41J.) Whik this may Sl'l'm lo hl' an acl'urale d•·sniplionol the I lasl'lll inHHl'r"·d 111 I Ill' nltlll<'ln 

nndl'rslanding oflwing. in whid1 WI' Sl'l' ours,·lvl'~ as ··ons•·iou~ I'I'.IIS who:-.1· 1rla11onlo llunp 
is one of dominance and manipula111111, 11 was ,.,.,l;unly 1101 I nil' ol' I Ill' llialllh••lllll' I las•·•u nl 

lhl' Middll' 1\gl's. whl'nllll' 'ego' had llllll'VI'IIIll'l'll 'h•.nol'l'n·d 'fl'l. Till' dl'VIIIII, a\l'l'IH' <'In 1\llilll 

11llh1· lhll'll'l'nlh l'l'llllll'y,l .. r •·xamph-. mav lw ,,, .. 111111' whal "wtlh I Ill' ""•1"'1'1 lllli'.\1'11'1'~. a~. 

( i11d\ l'll'OIIIIIn a11d slill he 'inaullll'nlh · 111 ltnd•'l'l'l'l \ ·"'11\l' 
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'perhaps more advanced stages of human culture might be able to rid themselves' 
(I 76). Unless a particular understanding of being is taken for granted, we would 
have not culture but chaos. 

Heidegger describes inauthentic existence as 'fallen' into or 'addicted to' a 
particular understanding ofbeing.41 Given our own cultural concerns and Heidegger's 
negative remarks about the phenomenon, it was easy for us to 'fall' into a moralistic 
reading of the notion, as if it encouraged us to exhort others to escape a sheep-minded 
conformity to social standards. But, in fact, Heidegger is not moralistically 
condemning falling but arguing for its necessity in cultural existence. The notion 
concerns not so much our personal lives or the particular things we do as the 
understanding of being which they manifest. It plays an important role in an 
ontological investigation, not a sociological critique of the annoying behavior of 
our fellow humans. For example, in his Prolegomena to the History of the Concept 
of Time Heidegger mentions 'falling' in connection with Husserl's 'assumption of 
the tradition of Descartes and the problematic of reason stemming from him' (HCT 
129f./l79f.). Everyone, including philosophers, has a difficult time breaking away 
from old ways of looking at things. At its worst, falling levels off the ways things 
can show themselves into a bland and banal sameness such that we cannot imagine 
any other way of understanding them. One of the dangers of the current epoch of 
heing. Heidegger thinks, is the entrenchment of banality.42 

I r Hcidcgger seems sometimes to be exhorting the reader to be authentic, one has 
to remember that/Jeing and Time is an ontological investigation and authenticity is 
an ontological concept. The goal ofthe published portion was to achieve a thorough 
grasp of the nature of the entity that is asking the question of being. Beyond that, as 
Heidegger reminds us again and again throughout the book, our ultimate aim is to 
uncover what makes an understanding of being possible. He is not advising us how 
we ought to live our personal lives- a matter for ethics- but rather inviting us to 
follow his phenomenological investigation of the 'meaning' of being in general. 
Only if we have an adequate grasp of Dasein's being in its modes of authenticity and 
inauthenticity will we be ready to proceed with this task, or at least so Heidegger 
thought when he wrote the published portion of Being and Time. 

The Anyone, as the personification of a particular 'existentiell' understanding of 
what it is to be, does promote conformity, but for Heidegger it is a conformity of 
ontological rather than ethical significance. In making an issue of 'averageness' or 
conformity to the given understanding of being, rather than being itself. the Anyone 
levels off the more subtle facets of any understanding of being. 

In this averageness with which it prescribes what can and may be ventured. it keeps watch 
over everything exceptional that thrusts itself to the fore ... Overnight everything that is 
primordial gets glossed over as something that has long been well known. 

( 127) 

41 Heideggn's ll'l"lll is 'l't't:fil/11'11.' 

42 Sl'l' C'hapln '/. Sl'rlinn /.I 1(11' a dl~l'll~~l(lll of lhi., daiiJ'<'I nl lhl' ll'l'hiiiiiiiJ.'il·al l'l'a. 
I ( 'hapll'l 7 i~ avai Ia hie '•nl111c al: hllf'://u·u·lt'. ll'll.t'dlllt•flllt "' •t•lll·/1 ·11 .,,, · 111111 t·.d11t >I \ 1u •It· .1 
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Authenticity, in contrast, reaches down into the 'primordial' roots of l>asl·in \!wing 
beneath the leveled surface of the Anyone. 

Heidegger thinks that this surface is especially hard to pl·nl'lrall' Imlay in our agl' 
of mass media and mass production, and therefore authenticity is inncasingly ditlinllt 
to achieve. The understanding of being which takes things as lllL'I'l' 'stuff' to lw 
manipulated and used for the satisfaction of our needs (which thcmsl'lves arc also 
determined by this very understanding) becomes more and more pcrvasiw. spreading 
from Western culture across the Earth. Practices and altitudes which still lin~·.L·r fro111 
an earlier understanding of being,for example, the 'respect for the Earth' moVl'llll'nl. 
or other attempts to break with the current technological unlkrstanding of !wing. 
quickly become publicized and commercialized and so acquire their own pn·script ion~ 
for 'what one does' in the technological world. In the second hall' ol' thL' IWL'ntieth 
century we can see the process at work in regard to particular roll's sul'h as lwatnik. 
hippie, punk, rapper, skinhead, and other such supposed nonl'onformists. 

Given the common interpretation of Heidegger, it is worth L'lnphasizing l'mlhl'l 
that the contrast he makes is not between doing 'what one docs' and doing sonll'thillg 
unique or nonconfonnist. Neither is he contrasting hcing 'othcr-dill'l'tl'd' and lwin)'. 
autonomous. For him, the 'autonomous' person may he following a rok prL·snilwd 
by the Anyone just as much as the 'other-directed' person. The 'nonl·oufonnist' may 
march to the tune of a different drummer, hut the Anyone still orclwstratcs all thl· 
parts of this symphony of roles, goals, and standards. 

I should also stress that understanding what authentic Dascin is, hoWL'Vl'l', difkr~ 
from being authentic. Exhorting someone to 'Be authentic!' makes as mud1 Sl'llSL', 
or as little, as exhorting them to be another Plato or Nietzsche. Nor shuuld oul' 
expect to be able to tell when someone is authentic hy the way they lwhaw. Thl' 
difference in existence may not be visible in the personal life of any part in1lar I la~l'ill. 
'When busy, when excited, when interested, when ready for cnjoyruL·nt,' whl'll 111 
social situations of any sort, we all tend to do 'what one docs.· Nict1.sdll' "nh·d hy 
Heidegger as an example of authentic Dascin. someone who has made'"' rs~.1w ul 
being, but yet, as is well known, Nietzsche's new conceptualization of till' lll'lll)' ul 
what-is as will to power found scant manifestation in his own sickly, ~hy (ll'l su11al 
life and his public persona filled the model of the 'Herr Pmtessor' olthc a)'l' 

In denying that authenticity indicates a moral distinction, I kidl')'.).'l'l 'all 
legitimately claim that he is trying to analyze a relationship that has hithl'ltn hl't'll 
concealed from philosophy. From Plato on down, philosophers haw alway.~ )'.rvt·rr 
advice on how we ought to live our lives. The advice has heen giwn from a partil'lrlal 
perspective on what it is to be human. But Heidcggcr is trying to L'Xplain how s11d1 
perspectives emerge in tlw first place: what we humans must he like I'm tlus In 
happen. what the world n1ust he like. and so forth. hu· till' L'lllcrgcnl'l' ol' sul'11 
pcrspL'Clives. death and limdilll'ss arc nL'l'L'ssary aspl'cls of the being of I lasl'in. a~ 
we will SLT in the followirw, dtaptl'l s. 11111 kallll\'s ol' flL'I'~nlllrood wlridr rl'li.·r 11s lu 
the interiority of an isolall'd l'OII~t·rou\nl'~.\ or 1111iqul' katun·s of a pl·rsnllality 

( >vl'r two del'adl's ago .larrw~ I klll\kt• '"l'lll'd 111 his hunk 1111 I krdq•_J'l'l's 
l'lllll'l'fllion of 1kath that 'lilY lll'lll)' r•, '""'!'"' arrd ~pl'l'ifi,· to 1111' alt11w' ;rrul th:1t I 

1':111 ~lll'l'l'l'd or fail at till' task nl ht'IIIJ' 11 "" l11·allv :1111. Ill ~,rrnl·t·d. I'''"""'' aiJ'IIl'~ •. 
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I am authentic; if I fail and let other people determine who I am, then I am 
inauthentic.~-1 However, I am arguing that seeing myself as such a unique 'given' 
which I must discover and to which I must live up is in fact an escape from Dasein 's 
ownmost being, which is not a 'given' but a question. More recently, John Caputo 
in his 1990 book Demythologizing Heidegger claims that we each have our own 
essential being and that freedom means the freedom 'to seize upon one's essential 
possibility, to find one's essence, to forge one's fate for oneself.' Even though Caputo 
acknowledges that this individual fate is in some way bound up with the destiny of 
a community or culture, the implication is that each person's essence is still unique, 
personal, and voluntarily chosen and that owning up to our future non-actuality 
frees us to seize this fate. 44 

1.5 The 'Thrn' in Heidegger's Thought 

Before I begin discussing the issues in Division Two of Being and Time, I should 
justify drawing on Heidegger's later works to illuminate his analysis there. Forty 
years after Heidegger wrote his 'Letter on Humanism,' we still find that, as Heidegger 
said then. 'it is everywhere supposed that the attempt in Being and Time ended in a 
blind alley' (LH 222/343). Years ago commentators such as James Collins and Otto 
Piiggclcr concluded that Heidegger could find no way to proceed from the 'existential 
analytic' of Being and Time to his projected analysis of the 'meaning of being.'45 

The view is still popular today and frequently invoked to explain Heidegger's 
attraction to the Nazi ideology.46 Many commentators argue or simply assume that 
Heidegger had to change his early conception of human nature in order to escape the 
'subjectivism' and 'voluntarism' which set up a roadblock on the path of his early 
thinking.47 

43 See James Demske, Being, Man. and Death (Lexington, Kentucky: The University Press 
of Kentucky, 1970), p. 19 and p. 22. 
44 See John Caputo. Demythologizing Heidegger, pp. 78-80. He argues that freedom means 
the freedom 'to seize upon one's essential possibility, to find one's essence, to forge one's fate 
for oneself' (80). 
45 See James Collins, The Existentialist.\' (Chicago: Regnery, 1952). p. 175, and Otto 
Poggeler, Der Dent..·weg Martin Heideggers (Pfullingen, Germany: Gunther Neske, 1963). 
p. 176. 
46 Ferry and Renault describe this 'orthodox position' in the passage cited in Section 1.1 in 
footnote 2. 
47 Both quoted terms come from Michael E. Zimmerman, who has argued more extensively 
for this view. The most concise and simple statement of it is in his art ide 'The Foundering of 
Being and Time,' Philosophy Today, XIX (Summer 1975). pp. 100-107. In it Zimmerman 
argues that Being and Time lies half way between the metaphysical thinking of traditional 
philosophy and Heideggcr's later. new way of thinking ( 101). He contends that 'Bt•ing and 
Time founders for two reasons. First, it was unahle to completely pass hcyond till' subjectivist 
kind of thinking which dlal"al'll'ril.cs thl' history of llll'taphysics. Sccnnd, it failed to reeogni1.c 
from the hcginning the historicalnatllfl' nl heing aud I he fuucliou oil lasl·iuln hriug Ill' ill)~ lo 
appearaucl'· ( IIL'l. 



n,. t·. "·''''"'"" ;~,,,\'_,;_, 

Heidegger docs speak of a 'turn' or 'rt•vt·rsal' which m:curred in his thlltl~·.ht ~IIIII\' 
years after the publication of Bein~ ond '111111' (LII 20~/32H):" Certainly the worb 
that follow this book exhibit a change of focus and vocabulary. I kideggt·r m, longt·r 
concentrates on examining everyday human activity or exploring the aspl'l'ts 11ll >asl·in 
that he analyzed in Being and Time such as being-with others, death, rcsolutL'nl·ss. 
guilt, conscience, and timeliness. Though these notions aru at least toudtt·d upon 
tangentially in his later works, he increasingly focuses on being ami its history, aud 
his pronouncements become increasingly idiosyncratic and obscure. 

Commenting on Heidegger's 1962 essay 'Time and Being,' Pt•tt~r Md 'onnirk 
says: 'Now much of this defies critical understanding. We seem to he lost in what 
Poggeler calls Heidegger's Topologie des Seins, wandering in some imaginary t'ountry 
mapped in inexhaustible detail by a philosophical Tolkcin:·•·• I think the 1111ly way 
that we can begin to find our way through the thicket of dense jargon and ohs\'lm' 
remarks is to take our bearings from the map sketched out in I kideggl·r's early 
work. Only then can we determine whether Heidegger is a philosophical 'Ji,ll..cinlll 
a Columbus - or simply a cartographer of Western history who lll'l:lkd to dl'Vl'lllp 
his own symbol system to chart the territory he surveyed. 

Heidegger himself has claimed that the 'turn' which his thoughtunderwt•nt in the 
years following the publication of Beinf? and Time was in fact prepared for in that 
work and was the working out of the answer to the question of the meaning of lll'ing 
which it posed. He says: 

The thinking of the tum is a change in my thought. But this change is not a l'OIISl'lllll'lll'l' 

of altering the standpoint, much less of abandoning the fundamental issul' of llt-i11g """ 

1/me. The thinking of the turn results from the fact that I stayed with thl' malin lorthou)'.hl. 

'Being and Time,' by inquiring into the perspective which already in llt-mg """ lim•· 

(p. 39) was designated as 'Time and Being'. 

According to the original outline of Being and Time, the section designated 'Time 
and Being' was to have appeared as Division Three of Part One. Heidt~ggt'l ind•l·atl'll 
that there, after Division Two's explication of timeliness as the 'mt•aning' ol luun:m 
existence, he would examine 'time as the transcendental horizon for the qm·st ion ol 

In the article Zimmerman argues that Heidegger's notion of '.lt•fllt'illiglit'il' aud I la"·in·\ 

sdlhnnd kept him from escaping the 'subjectivist' view that we are at ho1to111 isolatl'd,! ':uh''.l;lll 
consciousncsscs. As I try to show in this chapter, neither l~OIIl'l'pt, propl·rly undn~to11d, 1dn·. 

us to the subjectivity or consciousness of the individual personality. 

Zim111erman's book the Ecdf'·'·e t!/'lhc Sc((provides a 111on· <'Xh'ntkd, <klail<-d an'111n11 111 
hoth the continuity and the difkrenl'l' in I kidq!ger's early and latl'r thought. In il he .n)'lll'.\ 

I hat l·kidcggcr's thought manifests a gradual dl'Vl'l11pntl'lll. uottht· ahrupt hn·aJ.. ol a dl·ad l'nd 

aud a new direction. 
·IX lleidl'g)!er's ter111 is '1\1'111'<·.' I h· utllit<'\ holh II\ nwanin1• ol 'lum' and 111 ·H:VI.'I\:11' 111 

lhl' \t'n~l' 11f a luru ahout. and Wl' wllluw h11lh WIIHI•, 

·1'1 Sl'l' l'l'll'l' Md 't~nnid •• '1\ N11h' 11n "Til II<" .11ulllt·u•1' ... ' l'llll"·'"l'lll· li•tlttl', \I\ I Suulllll'l 
1'17'i), Jl· l)t) 
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being' (39f.). We would have gotten to the final layer explaining how being can 'be' 
and how Dasein can have an understanding of it. 

The published text, however. breaks off with Division Two. In the 'Letter on 
Humanism,' Heidegger tells us that Division Three of Being and Time was withheld 
from publication because 'the thinking failed in the adequate saying of this turning 
and did not succeed with the help of the language of metaphysics' (LH 208/328). 
Even though Heidegger himself describes Basic Problems in Phenomenology as a 
'new elaboration' of the subject of the unpublished Division Three, it and other 
works based on lecture courses given around the time he published Being and Time, 
such as Prolegomena to the History of the Concept of Time and Metaphysical 
Foundations of Logic, break off just as he reaches the same general issue despite 
each course's repeatedly announced intention to complete the analysis. His remarks 
as well as the truncated character of each of these projects are taken as an admission 
of the failure of his own thinking on the subject of the relationship of being and 
time. The admission supposedly indicates that Heidegger had to change his approach 
radically in order to give adequate treatment to the question of being or, more 
specifically, to the claim that Temporality is the meaning of being. 

In light of such an interpretation of the development of Heidegger's thought, his 
own remarks about the consistency of his standpoint are taken as an attempt to gloss 
over important changes in his thought in order to avoid admitting that he had been 
'so far afield' in his earlier work. 5° Rather than thinking that Heidegger's remarks 
ahout his own work must be 'taken with a grain of salt' 51 or believing that he has 
'reworked his thought, indeed to an almost scandalous extent,'51 I want to take 
seriously the author's comments about what he was trying to say and show how his 
writings bear him out. He may not have been perfectly clear about what he was 
trying to say at the time he wrote these early books and the 'saying' may have been 
somewhat inept, but his work can be seen as a unified whole. 

Heidegger's comments about the consistency of his work indicate that the turn in 
his thought was projected and prepared for by the published portion of Being and 
Time. Although Heidegger does acknowledge that he was 'not capable of a sufficient 
development of the theme designated in the title "Time and Being"' at the time he 
published the truncated torso of Being and Time and that the essay published later 
with that title can no longer be regarded as a continuation of his earlier work, he still 
insists that the basic question being addressed remains the same (TB 83/91 ), and 
that, if anything, the 'fundamental flaw' in the book was that he 'ventured too far 
too early' (OWL 7/93). He may have set up a project more ambitious than he could 
complete or at least complete fast enough to avoid misinterpretation. However, I 
want to show not only that the question of both the 1927 book and the 1962 essay 
indeed is the same, which is not obvious, but also that the answer in both works 
remains within the framework established in Being wul Time. 

50 John D. Caputo. 'Time ami Being in lkitlegger.' l'doti<'l'll Scltoolma11. L tMav l 1l7.'l. 
p. :n5. 
51 Zimnll'nllau. l·.dit'·'·,·. p. Tl 
52 .lohu I I. ( 'ap11111. ''1'1111<' ;111d I kill)' 111 I kid<')')'l'l.' p I I' I 



If Hcidegger was 'not capable' of adequately letting the subject mattt•r ol 'Tillll' 
and Being' show itself, this was not because his preliminary analysis of l111111an 
being sidetracked him or even derailed him from his original project of fi11ding tht· 
meaning of being. Rather, as he suggests in his letter to Proll.~ssor l<ichanlsoll, ·a 
good number of years are needed before the thinking through of so del'isi w a matter 
can find its way into the clear' (LR xvi/xvii). If the 1962 essay Time and Being' 
cannot be simply tacked on to the text of Being and Time, this is not hl'l'aUSl' of a 
l·hange of mind but rather because of a change of method and a change of languap.1· 
to one not so easily accommodating the metaphysical misreading that has plagm·d 
that early work. 

ll was not just Heidegger's thinking that 'failed' in the 'adequatl' saying' of Jl,·ing 

and Time. Adequate saying requires adequate listening. In 'The Ll~ttcr on I h11namsn1. · 
where he admits that 'the thinking' (note, he docs not just say 'my thinJ..ing') faikd. 
he also comments: 

... in order to make the attempt at thinking n:cogni1.ahk and at tlw sanll' I IIIII' 
understandable for existing philosophy, it cm1ld atlirst he l'XJlrl·ssnl unly within till· lu >1'111 •n 
of that current philosophy and its usc of familiar terms. 

In the meantime I have leamed to sec that these terms were hound 1o111iskad inlllll'diah·ly 
and inevitably into error. For the terms and the conccpttml languag1' l'OITl'SJlllllllinl.'. lu 
them were not rethought by readers out of the particular matter tolw thought: rathn th1· 
matter was conceived according to the established h.:rminology and its l'Ustolnary llll'anllll'.· 

(1.11 .ll'i/1'>7) 

The customary meaning ofthe current philosophical vocabulary had hl'l'lll'stahlislwd 
by 2500 years of metaphysical thinking, some of the latest episodl·s of wlud1 wt·n· 
Husserl's phenomenology and the tradition of existentialism. By usill}'. sud1 h'tiiiS 
as ·self,' 'choice,' 'death,' 'guilt,' and 'conscience,' Heideggcr seellll'd to hl' ••lll't ill I' 
another particular understanding of what it is to he, specifically the exi,tl·ntiall.~t 
one emphasizing subjectivity and personal choice. Indeed, he was pmmpll'd to wrih' 
the 'Letter on Humanism,' from which many of the above quotations l'OIIIl'. i11 onl1'1 
to dissociate himself from the existentialism of Sartre, with whom he had hl'l'll 
indiscriminately lumped by many people.~' Perhaps in onk·r to avoid ~urh 
misunderstanding as well as to express his insights more adequatl'ly, lll'ilil'l'.l'l'l ·~ 
use of language becomes more and more inventive and idiosynnatil' until h" latn 
philosophy may seem to preclude any understanding at all. 

'H Sa11re misunucrstamls I kilkgger's dai111that 'the "l'SSl'lll'l' .. or I >as•·inli•·~ inll~ l'\ l~h·nl'l'' 
<·12). Although Sartre Ulll'~ llaVl' thL' notiun that what Wl' arl' is a prodlll'l ol 11111 \I'll 
undn~l:uuling.lll' SL'l'~ this in an individualistil' and ahisturil'al way. IIi~ dil'tllllllhat ·,.,l,ll'nn· 
prl'l'l'dl'S l'SSenn•' Sl'l'IIIS Ill jll'l'SIIjljlllSl' lhl' lradilionalnolion or 'l'XiSil'nn·' as ';ll'lllality'. Ill 
what I kidl')!.)!L'I' l'alls 'prl'~l'nl'l' al ha111l.' ratlwr lhantlw id1•a ul a 'sl:uulinl' Inward' J,,•inl' In 
I kidl')!).'l'r·s vil'w or him. Sartrl' I' olll'IIIOI•'IIII'Iaphv'll'lanolknn,• '' p:lr!ll'lll:u lllll.l•·l,lalldnll' 
or what it i~ 'tolw.' l.ik1· Kil'lll'l'a;ud. ,-.;;uiii'JIIIIll:n dv llunk' unlhl' 1'\ ISh'lllll'llkH·I. nul till' 
1'\ish·nlial 'l'hl'ir philo~uphi•·~ an· 1'\PII''•'"""'· ol llwn llllll's, nul analvs1··, ol wh:11 11tak1·s 
lhl'\1' dllkll'nl ,·ultmall'pudls pov.ll•l•· 
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Heidegger himself should have heen the first to sec that there arc good philosophical 
reasons why his own thinking may have been unfortunately affected by the heritage 
of significance attached to terms borrowed from the traditional philosophical 
vocabulary. But I also think that he is not being disingenuous when he says that he 
was trying 'to say something wholly different' with this traditional vocabulary 
(N4 141 I 194 ). Once we understand both the early and later vocabularies, especially 
such notions as 'death,' the 'timeliness' of Dasein, and the 'Temporality' of being, 
we will be able to see how the later essay 'Time and Being' can be regarded as the 
missing section of Being and Time, at least in content if not form. 

If the 'tum' in Heidegger's thought is to be called a 'reversal,' we should keep in 
mind what is being 'reversed.' It is not a reversal or retraction of a particular claim 
or position. Rather, as Heidegger suggests in the above quotation from his letter to 
Professor Richardson, the tum or reversal is a change in perspective within the 
analysis of two issues: time and being. In the published portion of Part One of Being 
and Time we looked at the relationship between Dasein and being from the perspective 
of Dasein, and then, in the projected Division Three, we were going to look at the 
relationship from the perspective of being. Part Two would have applied this 
perspective to the history of Western philosophy. For Heidegger, the horizon of 
Time forms the background context for both perspectives, and the 'turn' was 'in 
play within the matter itself' that was- and was supposed to be- considered in the 
hook. Rejecting the common assumption about the path of his thinking, Heidegger 
insists that 'the question of Being and Time is decisively fulfilled in the thinking of 
the turn' (LR xviii/xix). 

Again and again throughout his early stage-setting work, Heidegger reminds us 
that the existential analysis of the being of Dasein is only preparatory for posing the 
question of the meaning of being. Years later he could still assert in retrospect that 
the real and only question of Being and Time was the meaning of being (Way 275/ 
378). There are fewer reminders in that unfinished torso that the analytic of 
Dasein cannot be complete, nor the being of Dasein fully understood, until we 
have addressed this issue. Still, they are there. Note, for example, Heidegger's 
warning at the end of Section 35 on 'Dasein as Understanding,' in which he argues 
that Dasein's understanding cannot be simply equated with cognitive thought but 
rather is the 'projection' of the possibilities of existence in our 'stand toward' 
being: 

The existential meaning of this understanding of being cannot be satisfactorily clarified 
within the limits of this investigation except on the basis of the Temporal interpretation 
of being. 

( 147) 

The adjectival reference to the Temporality of being reminds us of the proposed 
content of the missing section 'Time and Being.' 

The last sentences of the published portion of /king am/ Time conclude its 
discussion of the timeliness which makes Dascin's hcing possible. but they also 
pose the rhl·torical !Jlll'stions whid1 would haYl' k'd into that n11ssiug section: 
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How is /Iris tlisdosive lllldl'l"slallding ·~! /lt•ing a/ all fmssiMt• ./i11· l>a.win'! ... Thl' 
existential-ontological constitution of IJasdn's totality is groun1bl in tinwlincs:-.. I knl'l' 
the ecstatical projection of being must be made possible hy some primordial way in whidl 
ecstatic timeliness times itself. How is this mode of the timing or timclinl·ss to he 
interpreted? Is there a way which leads from primordial time to the meaning of hl'ing'! 
Does time itself manifest itself as the horizon of beinR? 

(417) 

The time which is the horizon of being is not just the time of Dasein's being hut the 
Time of being in general. Indeed, I shall show that Dasein's authentic timeliness 
and the Time of being arc grounded in the same basic phenomenon when view1.·d 
from the perspectives before and after the 'tum.' 

Placed in the midst of the published portion of Being and Time, these warnings 
support Heidegger's retrospective claim that his original project was not trapped hy 
a 'subjective' notion of Dasein which made being the 'willed' product of human 
thought. Justifying his claim that the proposed section 'Time and Being' would have 
'turned' the 'whole' around, Heidegger later argues: 

One need only observe the simple fact that in Being and Ttme the problem is set up outsidl· 
the sphere of subjectivism- that the entire anthropological problematic is kept at a distann·. 
that the normative issue is emphatically and solely the experience of Da-sein with a constant 
view to the question of being- for it to become strikingly clear that the 'being' into whil'h 
Being and Time inquires cannot remain something which the human subject posits. Rat h1·r 
being, stamped as presence by its time-character, approaches Dasein. Consequently. l'Vl'll 
in the initial steps of the question of being in Being and Ttme thought is called to a chang1' 
whose movement corresponds to the turn. 

(I.R xviii/xixl 

With notions like 'existence' left underdeveloped, we might conclude that Daseiu's 
being is a matter of subjectivity or attitude, as if the 'standing out· toward heing is 
just our consciousness of things 'outside' of us or our attitude about them. Only 
later are we explicitly told that this 'standing out' is a matter of 'standing open' for 
the 'openness' of being (Way 27lf./374). The openness of being is the disdosurl·ol 
being through the way things invite our dealings with them. Such openness mal-.l's 
possible our understanding of being, our 'standing open' for its chauging 
manifestations. 

Because Heidegger did not carry off the turn in the format of that early 
investigation, he expresses dissatisfaction in other works with the account of tilL' 
relation between being and human being given in Being and Time. Looking at 
Dasein's relationship to being only from the point of view of Dascin gives an 
'inadequate· conception of the relation as a whole (OWA 87174 ). II docs not captlll'l' 
how Dascin 's understanding of being changes in response to the Temporal rewlati1 111 

ofheing. 
What is at issue in the 'turn' of Being and Ti111e is what I will call thl' 

'phenomenological turn.' It is l"l'l(Uired hoth hy the phenorncnontmlk~r invesligalion 
in thl' puhlislll'd parts of /king and "linlt' and hy the llll'thod of invl"stigation. that 
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is, the hermeneutic phenomenology which uncovers deeper and deeper layers of 
Dasein's being. In the process of making the turn, however, Heidegger comes up 
against the limits of this initial method and its language. The phenomenological turn 
ultimately involves a tum away from phenomenology. In his later works he no longer 
tries to provide a transcendental excavation of the phenomenon of being, perhaps 
because he sees the structure and aim of his earlier argument, with its attempt to get 
to the bottom of things, as a holdover from metaphysical thinking, even if its content 
was an attempt to say something 'wholly different.' 

For Heidegger the completion of the analysis of Dasein and of its relationship to 
being is not important just for its own sake, that is, for the sake of providing a 
complete representation of Dasein and its relationship to being, nor for correcting or 
complementing current views. Rather, he says that his completed analysis concerns 
a 'tum' in which 'what is at stake is a transformation in man's being itself.' In this 
sort of tum 'man comes into question in the deepest and broadest, in the authentically 
fundamental perspective: man in relation to being' (LR xx/xxi). 

The 'turn' to which Heidegger refers here is not the phenomenological tum; it is 
the turn which is the transformation of man's being. This turn is, for example, the 
subject of Hcidcggcr's lecture 'The Turning' given in 1949. Some of the confusion 
surrounding the notion of a turn in Heidegger's thought is caused by his use of the 
same word for both the change in perspective in his analysis and the change in the 
rdationship hetween man and being. The former turn is carried out in his 
comprehensive analysis of Dasein and being, but the latter turn is something that 
has not taken place yet. This turn is 'the turn about of the forgetfulness of being into 
the truth of being' (QCT 44142). This tum is a turn which happens or comes to pass 
in our understanding of being. The other turn is a matter for thought as interpretation 
or analysis; it involves no special kind of happening. However, Heidegger thinks 
that the tum which happens can only be 'thought out of the tum' which is no special 
kind of happening but rather is the change of perspective involved in carrying out 
the investigation into Dasein and being. 

This other tum can be called, following Heidegger's Kierkegaard-inspired use of 
the term, the 'leap' of thought. Nothing foreign to the analysis of Being and Time, 
this turn is the extreme - the 'outermost'? -case of the moment of insight that 
authenticity holds 'ready to leap.' And the analysis of Being and Time, including its 
projected but not accomplished phenomenological turn, was supposed to prepare us 
for such a leap. Heidegger's own thinking cannot by itself accomplish this sort of 
tum, but even as early as this first, major book he saw his work as helping to prepare 
for it. 

Indeed, Hcidegger suggested in the second part of the Introduction to Being and 
Time that the interpretation of Dasein as temporal and historical would necessarily 
lead us into the question of the historicality of being. We would he obliged. he 
thought, to make the tum toward being. Furthermore, this section of the Introduction 
set the task of investigating the history of the question of hl·int! not just for the sal-e 
of providing a complete, accurate rcprl'Sl'nlalion of I )asl·in t H hl'ing. t 11 I hl' rdal ionship 
between them. lkidcggcr sug!-'l'Sit•d thai lht• invn.li)•aiJOJI al.~o pn·pan•s us for 
posilivdy 'approprialin)'· our past and hrin~·., us 111111 'lh•· lulh·~t l'"~~l'ssi111111f thl' 
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most proper possibilities of such an inquiry' into being (21 ). '" This possibility is 
precisely the transformation of our understanding of being and, with il, lhl' 
transformation of our Dasein. 'To ask how docs it stand with being llll~ans nothing 
less than to repeat the beginning of our historical-spiritual Dascir1 in order to lranslinm 
it in another beginning' (IM 39/29). This turn of thought, which we will examinl' in 
Section 7.4,55 is the tum away from the traditional, metaphysical understanding of 
being and, Heidegger hopes, a tum toward a new beginning fur Western thinking 
which would be as radical as that of the Greeks. 

54 'Appropriating' translates the term 'AneiRIIUIIf( which Heidegger uses in this pari ofthl' 
Introduction to Being and Time. This may seem to prematurely emphasil.l' the word'~ 
connection with Heidegger's term 'das Erl'i~11is.' hul Hans-Georg Gadamer thought that thl' 
content of Heidegger's lectures in llJ 19 indil·ated that he already had at least a sketd1 ofthl· 
map that would lead to his famous 'Kellrt'' Ill' 1111'11. In them he referred to the 'wnrlding.' ol 
the world and used the expression 'cs ,.,. t'ignit sit"ll.' Sl'l' Theodore Kisiel's disn1ssion of this 
point in Tl'll' Gt'lll'.\'i.l· r!f' '/kin~ 11111/ 'Jim,·' ( lkrt..ciL-y: lluiVl'rsity of Califoruia l'rl'SS, I 119 l 1. 
p. lfi. Gada mer's remarks were mmiL' iu his I J,o;,J,.ggt'l :~ Wl',t:t' ('J'iihingl'n: Mohr. I 9XJ 1. p. 1·11 
and 'Wilhl·lm Dillhl'Y nach 150 .lahrl'll,' 111 I It/till'\' 1111.1 tlit· /'lli/11,\'11/lhit• tlt•r ( ;,.g,•nu·art, l'd. 
E. W. ( )rlh, Sondl'rhand <k'r l'lliln•mu·n•l/llgi.ll ,,., , .. ,,, ·'"'""'.l:t'/1 ( l,.rl'ihurg: Allll'r, 19X'i 1. p. I 'i'l. 
55 It 'haptL'I /1' av:ulahle at: /rt/JI://11'11'11' .Ill/ ··.IIIIJ•In/,,,.,,,,111-IC 'WIIitt•.lltm bliwr's noll'.! 





Chapter 2 

The Death of Dasein 

As we turn to a consideration of Heidegger's conception of death in Division Two 
of Being and Time, we must remember what the existential analysis has acwtnplishl·d 
in Division One. As if to remind us, Heidegger immediately tells us in the first 
paragraph of Division Two that the preceding investigation took his ll'd111inll 
definition of 'existence' as its clue to analyzing Dasein's being. The ll'l"lll 'l•xistl·nn·· 
'formally indicates that Dasein is as an understanding able-to-he, which. in its 
being, makes an issue of that being itself' (231 ). We must keep this tkfinition i11 
mind as we consider the death of Dasein that Heideggl~r desnihcs as 'thl· possibility 
of the impossibility of any existence at all' (262). With this notion of l'Xistl'lll'l', Wl' 
should be better prepared to comprehend the claim that Dasein 's 'death· or its l'l'asing 
'to be' begins where its possibilities end: at the limit of its 'standing toward' hcing. 

Sections 2.1 and 2.2 recreate the immediate and historical context of llcidcggcr's 
discussion of death by relating it to his overall project in /kin~ and 'liml' and to thl· 
conceptions of death of two of his most influential philosophical predecessors. lll-gl'l 
and Kierkegaard. Section 2.3 discusses the problem ofDascin's 'whok'nl·ss'thttlll).',h 
which Heidegger raises the issue of death in the text, while 2.4 distinguishl'S the 
ends of various domains of what-is as well as differentiating the six di ff'lorcntnot ion~ 
of Dasein's end that Heidegger confusingly deploys. Section 2.5 discusst·s dt•ath a~ 
the distinctive end ofDasein 's being, the 'possibility of the impossibility,,,. n.istl'ntT.' 
while 2.6 addresses the notion of 'being toward the end.' Sections 2.7 amll.K discuss 
Dasein's two ways of relating to its existential end, that is, inauthl·ntit·ally 111 

authentically 'dying.' 

2.1 The Context of the Discussion of Death 

In the traditional reading of Being and Time, as I indicated in the lntrodul'lion, till' 
book appears to consist of two quite distinct, even unrelatt:d, analyses. I >ivision I )Ill' 
is a phenomenological analysis of everyday activity, and Division Two is an analys1s 
of such 'existentialist' themes as death. conscience. guilt. and tillll~-consciou~nl'!'o". 
The mystery is how Heideggcr l'llllld haVl' expected. as he originally plounll'd. to 
address the 'meaning of hcing in ~'.l'nl·ral' and the history of ontology aftn an 
investigation of how We cadi should face IIIIIIIWII dl•ath, how IIIII" l'OnSl'il'lll'l' SJil'ab 
to us. how we arc 'guilty' for om Jll'l !'.IIIIa I dwracll'r and al·tions. allll how 
nmscioWilll'SS is temporally nuificd. /\:-. Wt' :-.aw 111 Scl'lion 1.·1. lllltslcollnlll'lllalttls 
think that lll·idt'l'.gl'r rl·alit.cd thi.., t'\1'111\lttll 111111 pc1so11allifc wa~ in lal'l 11111 Jllsl a 
sidl·trad, hut :1 tkad end and l'ttll~t'tJIII'IIlly h~ttkl' oil llt·ing tint! 1/nlt', ll':IVIII)'. u~ 
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with a truncated torso while he went on to execute the 'turn' and try a radically 
different approach. 

The view of death presented here lets us see how Heidegger could have thought 
that its analysis was a necessary step toward the overall goal of Being and Time, that 
is, determining the meaning of being in general. Heidegger reminds us of this goal 
in the opening paragraphs of Division Two, before he starts his investigation of 
death. 

What we are :.eeking is the answer to the question about the meaning of being ... But to 
lay bare the horizon within which something like being in general becomes intelligible is 
tantamount to clarifying the possibility of having any understanding of being at all - an 
understanding which itself belongs to the constitution of the entity called Dasein. 

(231) 

In lectures which anticipate the structure and content of Being and Time, Hcidegger 
also presents the analysis of death as a station along the way toward answering the 
question of the meaning of being. He suggests that it is an important step toward 
determining the nature of Dasein's questioning of being, what it means to have a 
viewpoint and understand what-is, and the being of what-is in general (HCT 307/ 
423). 1 

Later, in a hook on Kant and the Pmblem of Metaphysics, Heidegger will suggest 
that fundamental ontology includes within its scope 'the problem of the finitude in 
man as the decisive element which makes the understanding of being possible' 
(KPM 240/225). In fact, he suggests that 'the comprehension of being itself is the 
innermost essence of finitude' (KPM 237/222). The conception of finitude which 
Heidegger says he is seeking, however haltingly in Being and Time, is not a dead-end 
sidetrack from the question of the meaning of being but instead is 'fundamental to 
the problematic of the laying of the foundation of metaphysics' (KPM 237 /222f.). 

Heidegger's analysis of the death of Dasein in Being and Time is his first major 
attempt to capture this notion of finitude. Death turns out to be connected not with 
the cessation of physical life or consciousness when we die nor with our attitudes 
toward this prospect but rather with Dasein's 'ownmost' being as an understanding 
of what it is to be. Heidegger comments that a consideration of the essence of 
finitude 'inevitably forces us to a consideration of the question of the conditions 
governing the possibility of a precursory orientation toward the object, that is, to a 
consideration of the question of the nature of the ontological turning toward the 
object in general which is necessary for this' (KPM 77/69). Heidegger asks us whether 

I This paraphrase comes from lectures given in the summer of 1926 now published as 
Pmlegomena to the History of the Concept of Time. In many ways the dis~:ussion of death in 
Heidegger's lecture course is similar to hut not identi~:al with the presentation of the issue in 
Being and Time, but the latter's distin~:tions arc mort· refined and developed. But perhaps the 
most important difference is that the earlier analysis sought nnly a 'pht~nomt•nological 
conception' nf death (1-ICT .\ 12/4.' I) whilt•lhl' lall'r st~t·ks an 'nislt'nlial' I lilt', thai is. a t·ont·cpl 
capturing Dasein's lwing as exislt'llt't'./\n aside hdow inlooiiiOII' IS in St•rlion ! .. S point~ out 
one way in which lhe t•arllt'l' approat'h lolht· 'nhtt't't •~ llii,Jt-adutt'-
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our understanding reveals 'its deepest finitude' when it Ids something lw an ohwrt 
since then 'it betrays in a most primordial form the neediness of a finitl' l'Ss1·nn· · 
( KPM 79172). His answer is 'yes,' and his analysis of death shows om lll'l'd to ll'l 
things be. 

We should also keep in mind that in Being and Ttme the discussion of death col Ill'!-. 
immediately after Heidegger's explication of truth as unconcealcdncss atthl' l'IHI ol 
Division One and before his discussion of the timeliness of Dasein whid1. as hl· ha!-. 
already told us, constitutes the meaning of its being, the condition for its possibility. 
For Heidegger, truth as aletheia or unconcealedness is more fundallll'lltalthan truth 
as correspondence because a world must first reveal itself as a contl''lt of I'Oill'\'111 
hefore we can make assertions about or have conscious represent at ions of part irular 
things which may then either correspond or not correspond to their propcrtil·s. 

Truth as unconcealedness is complemented hy untruth as heing dosl·d oil a111l 
covered up, a feature connected with Heidegger's notion of death. To truth lwlolll'.s 
'the reservoir of the not-yet (the un-) revealed in the sense of conn·ahlll'llt' 1 c )WI\ 
60/48). As the following argument will show, the question of thl~ <il-ath of I )asl·in 
explicitly addresses the issue ofthe 'not-yet' that l(mns an essential aspl'l'tof I )asl'in'\ 
understanding of being. Timeliness as the meaning of Dascin's hl•ing tums ••ul to hl' 
the condition for the possibility of this 'not-yet' unfolding itself across tlw n·••tmil'!-. 
of Western civilization. 

Heidegger's analysis of death serves as a hridgc hctwccn the issul's of truth aud 
timeliness. In lectures he gave shortly before the puhlication of /king and 1/mt·. lw 
referred to his explication of death as a 'transitional consideration' (II<"'' .107/42·1 l. 
Shortly after the book came out, Heidegger may have reali1.cd that, as far as tlw 
reader was concerned, his approach served not to connect his train of thought hut to 
derail it. In his lectures after the book's puhlication he says that hl' will try a m·w 
pathway to the subject of time. and he comments retrospectively: 'Thl' pathway to 
the interpretation oftime is not simple. The one I myself have taken is not lhl' only 
one, but every pathway is long and runs into ohstacles' (MFL 197/2)4). 

Certainly Heidegger's discussion of the subject of death in Being and 'lin II' shunll·•l 
too many readers down the wrong track, though he himself continued to MT 11 a!-. 
having a different aim. Heidegger could still comment late in his lik that lh1· 
discussion of death in that early work addresses 'the question of the tin1l'lim·s' nl 
Dasein, of mankind,' 2 quite a different matter than an individual's at1itud1· ahoul 
physical death.ln a remark that should certainly seem curious in light of the lr:ulitional 
interpretation of his views, Heidegger adds: 'This is another thought than thai ol 
Rilke. that everyone dies his own death.·' 

Of course, the text lefl. thcsl~ distinctions far from ekar and iiHkl·d invited the 
Existentialist misreading hy the way I kidl'ggcr posl'd its prohk·ms as wl'll as I hi' 

·::! Note thai. otK't' again. Das1'ill i~ equal I'd \\'llh '111a11~ 111cl, · nollh1· t'OIIst·lou~m·~~ ol 'ilh(t'l'h. 

Tht·se rcmar~s. whil'h lleidt·g~~t'l tnadt· 111 ;1 kiln I\ lllh'lllo knny llanllllt'll, ""' llall'>lah·d 

a11d quoll'd hy hl'r ill hl'r a !'I idl' 'Th111i..t·1 a11cll'• "'I I k 11 11'1'1''''· I< ill..•· a11cll kalh · 111 Snnlllllllg.\. 

(,() ( 1')'/'/),p Hoi l'or I kidt'l'l.'.l'l'\ t 111111111'111', .IIO&olll lllll.o· 111 111'111,1: ,,,,J lilllt', .•• ,.,. loollloh· HI 
Ill' low 
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terminology it used. He admitled that his retrospective claims about what he was 
trying to show presume a clarity that did not even exist in his own mind, let alone 
the text. The development of his views during this period was a 'tangled process, 
inscrutable even to' him and that both his language and his explanations do not 
adequately capture his intentions (LR xiv/xiii). 

2.2 Some Historical Background 

Examining the conceptions of death of two of Heidegger's most important 
predecessors, Hegel and Kierkegaard, will help prepare us for a discussion of his 
view of death. Perhaps Heidegger's philosophical use of the term 'death' will not 
seem so odd if we remind ourselves of its uncommon use in two of the thinkers to 
whom his work is indebted. 

Of course, Hegel talks a great deal about the fear of death, in its ordinary sense, 
and the role it plays in human history and the stability of bourgeois society, both in 
the Phenomenology of Spirit and other works, but there is a deeper, more fundamental 
notion of death in his conception of the development of Spirit and Nature. He argues 
that the ontological structure of finite things encompasses their end and allows for 
their alterability, perishability, and their being in time. As Werner Marx comments, 
in Hegel's view of a finite thing 'its being also is always already its "end" (as a 
something). 04 In a passage in the Science of Logic on the nature of finite things 
Hegel comments: 

They are but the truth of this being is their end. The finite not only alters, like something 
in general, but it ceases to be; and its ceasing to be is not merely a possibility, so that it 
could be without ceasing to be, but the being as such of finite things is to have the germ of 
decrease as their being-within-themselves: the hour of their birth is the hour of their death. 5 

Because of their ontological structure, finite things must alter, and as alterable, they 
perish by going 'to their end.' 

However, for Hegel, and Heidegger as well, the 'negative' such as death is not 
just an aspect of the being of particular things or kinds of things. Heidegger quotes 
Hegel's claim in the Phenomenology of Spirit that German Idealism 'dared to think 
the negative as proper to being.' The 'monstrous power ofthe negative' turns out to 
be, for Hegel, especially important for us as finite creatures. He calls it, Heidegger 
emphasizes, 'the energy of thinking' (N I 61173). Thought creates models of reality 
for itself, but then the 'negation' of these models by experience spurs thinking on to 
develop new models of reality. 

4 Werner Marx, Heicle~~er and the Tradition, trans. T. Kisiel and M. Greene (Evanston: 
Northwestern University Press, 1971 ), p. 65. 

5 The quotation is from Hegel's Wissensdwfi da/.ogik. Vol. I. 2nd edition ( Leipi'ig: Meiner. 
1948), p. 117. Sec the translation hy i\.V. Miller. llt'gt•l\ S.-it'/11'1' of' l.ogit· (Nl'W York: 
Humanities Press. Jl)(,1J), p. 1211. It is quotl'd hy W. Marx. ihul .. p. f•·l. Th1' phra~l' 'hcing 
within .. lhl'lllSl'IVl'~ · tnut.~latc'\ I he· ll'l'lll '/11.1ic -h~t·i11. · 



n,. /Jr•rlfh "' llawin 'if 

Heidegger quotes another passagl' lro111 thl' l'ltt•llo/1/t'IUJ/ogy which rt•krs to llw 
'negation' of death: 

Death, if we want to name that unreality so, is the most frightful thing, amlto hold last to 
what is dead requires the greatest force ... But the life of the Spirit is not on•· that ~hi··~ 
from death and merely preserves itself from conuption; it is rather the lik that •·ndur•·s 
death and maintains itself in death. Spirit achieves its truth only inasmurh as it find~ itM·II 
in absolute inner strife.6 

'Death' in this view is an aspect of the strife within Spirit, not a person's physi,·al 
demise. Heidegger analyzes Hegel's notion of this inner strife of thought as thl' 
dialogue between natural consciousness and absolute Spirit. 

Natural consciousness is the 'Zeitgeist' or 'Spirit of the time,' the Spirit as it i~ 

historically given at any particular time with its specific conception of rt•ality. Tlw 
Zeitgeist confronts its death in the process of 'thoroughgoing skcpticisn1.' I kidq-'.1-'.l'l 
describes the process: 

The skeptic sustains from the outset the im:sistihlc pull hy which nmsriou~n•·~~ is viokntly 
carried beyond itself- by which, that is, natural is carried otT intor'l·al knowlnl~·.•·· luthis 
uprooting, natural consciousness loses what it lakes to he its truth and its Iii'<·. I knn·. th•· 
uprooting is the death of natural consciousness. 

(II( '1'. XII/IC.OJ 

Natural consciousness is described by Heidegger as succumbing to anxi•·ty for its 
own survival in the face of the 'violence' that overpowers it and 'l.:arri1·s it forth 111111 
its truth' (HCE 82/162). This survival is not the physical survival of a lll'rsoll hut the 
survival of a way of thinking. When an understanding of reality is rorrtradil'h'd, 
natural consciousness loses its integrity. In this violence natural consriousrr,•ss 1s 
'violated,' but the violation comes from the Spirit working through collsl·iousm·ss, 
and Spirit is the truth or inner reality of consciousness itself. Spirit driVl's us to 
transcend limited knowledge in order to grasp the whole. The Zcitgcisr sanilin·s 
itself to gain itself and comprehend its own nature in the resurrection a11cnda1111o its 
death. In other words, natural consciousness as a particular understandirrg of reality 
dies so that absolute Spirit may live. 

Heidegger describes the final, Hegelian victory of absolute k11owledge: 

In the consummation of the dialogue of 'thoroughgoing skcptil-isn1' the wnnb an· 
uttered: 'It is finished!' They arc uttered at that point where t•onsl'iousnt·ss rts,·ll <111·., rls 
own death, the death into whid1 it is carril'd oil hy thl~ violl'lll'l' of thl' t\hsolutl'. I k~•.l'l 
at the dose of his work calls till' plrl'llllllll'llulugy of Spirit 'lhl· ( iolt•.otha of ah.,nluh· 
Spirit.' 

Ill< '1·: 1·111/.'0.'1 

(l 11<-idq.>.)!.l'l' quott·s lhl'S<' n·nrar~' 111 N I t,J//11 Tl11· pas'ill''' i~ l1urn 11<')!1'1'~ 

l'hiilltllllt'llologir· tlr•s tit•islr',\ (ll;nnhnq• Mnnl'l. 1'1''.'1. p .. "II s,.,. lhl' lr;nr,lallllll hv 
t\ V Mrlh·r. l'h,·,,,,,,.,,,,!:\' "I .'if'"" 11 ,,h•1d 1 hi"'" llnll•'r•.rtv 1'1''"· 1'1/ /1. p 1'1 
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The phenomenology of Spirit, which tests and rejects all the limited models of reality 
offered up by the Zeitgeist, is the site of the crucifixion of natural consciousness but 
also its means of resurrection into absolute knowledge. 

For Hegel death is contained within the development of Spirit as the negation and 
end of natural consciousness but also its transformation. The dialectical struggle, 
the 'absolute inner strife,' is the struggle of life and death with the constant dying 
becoming a perpetual resurrection. At every point death itself is not absolutely 'other' 
to life. Rather life, that is, natural consciousness, encompasses its death, and death 
is what carries it off to the next stage of life. The models of reality which natural 
consciousness presents as knowledge contain within themselves the contradictions 
that lead to their downfall. The 'violence' which pulls natural consciousness toward 
its end is its own active life which has the goal of this end within itself. Consciousness 
by its nature strives to know reality. 

The limit of this sort of death is already tacitly transcended at each stage of the 
Zeitgeist because of the inner nature of Spirit. Hegel's critique of Kant's notion of 
the thing in itself illuminates his own view of the life and death struggle of natural 
consciousness. As Gadamer puts Hegel's point, 'What makes a limit a limit always 
includes knowledge of what is on both sides of it. It is the dialectic of the limit to 
exist only by being removed. '7 Heidegger comments about this process of the 
dialectic: 

If we may he permitted here to use as an expedient the language of mechanics, we might 
say: the progrc.ssion in the history of the formation of consciousness is not driven forward 
hy the <u.:tual shape of consciousness into the still undetermined, hut is drawn hy the pull 
of the goal which is already set. In that pull, the goal that pulls brings itself forth in its 
appearance and brings the course of consciousness from its start to the plentitude of its 
full status. 

(HCE 791160) 

For Hegel the concealedness of being is only a temporary concealment from thought, 
and thought tacitly comprehends what lies beyond the limit of its death. The shape 
of consciousness yet to come is already determined by the goal which has brought it 
this far, and that goal is for thinking to understand its own nature. 

Heidegger comments that in Hegel's view 'being is the absolute self-thinking of 
thinking. Absolute thinking alone is the truth of being, "is" being.' Knowledge is 
complete when Spirit understands its own nature or when 'thought thinks itself.' 
Thus truth does not mean, as it did for Heidegger, an unconcealedness that arises in 
the involved activity of being-in-the-world, an activity which is not just a matter of 
conscious thought and cannot be made explicitly or transparently conscious. Rather 
for Hegel 'truth means always that the knowable as such is known with a knowledge 
absolutely certain of itself' (ID 43/109). Even the finitude of Spirit is overcome in 
the final stage of absolute knowing. Consciousness 'dies its own death' in the 

7 Hans-Gcorg Gadmlll"r. Ji·111h am/ Mt•t/wt! (New York: Scahmy l'rl'~s. 1'.17.'\), p .. \07. 
Hegel argues !hal Kanl l'annol holh daim !hal things in lh•·n•sdv!'s nisi and !hal Wl' know 
nothing ahout then1. 
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absolute knowledge in which it becomes utterly transparent to itself. knowing il!-. 
own presuppositions and limits. Thus, it is not really dead. just resuJTl'l'll'd in a 
transparent 'body'! 

Werner Marx notes the difference in the relationship between the realm ofunlnllh 
-death, evil, error- and the realm of truth as Hegel and Heideggcr nmn·ivl' of it. 
Switching from the imagery of life and death to the metaphor of light and darkm·~s. 
as we will tind Heidegger doing, too, in his discussions of death. Marx l'OIIIIIll'lll!-. 
that Hegel 'does not let the dark remain dark but wishes to illuminate it hy thought. 
by reason.' In contrast, Heidegger regards the concealed realm ofLil'ath as rl'maininJ~ 
dark, unilluminated by Dasein's disclosing activity. If the darkness did not n·•nain 
dark, a boundary which our knowledge cannot transcend. we would have 1111 li)•.ht. 
Truth as an unconcealing presupposes a concealedness, a darkm·ss in thi!o. llll'laplulJ. 
Heidegger claims that finitude is essential to the 'ck-sistcnce' of an Ulllkrst:mdinJ.'. 
of being. Werner Marx comments that. in contrast to Hegel: 'Thl· th·i~iwly III'W 

factor in Heidegger's conception of a/etheia as well as the truth ofhein~·. !'.l'lll'rally i!-. 
that he thinks of the "realm of darkness" and the "realm of light" as t'tflllllf'tlllllt'l\ 
in the occurrence of being and that he conceives of their relationship lol·aeh • 1llll'l a), 
a "strife" which keeps the character of the occurrence of pres1'11lT radi,·allv 
"creative."' 8 

Spirit's journey involves no radical creation since its path is already mapped out 
by its inner logic. Hence for Hegel consciousness in undergoing death dol'!-. 11111 ~~~ 

much move from a lighted clearing into the dark as go from one lightl'd room 111 
another with the lamp of reason already clearing its path. Supposedly. Spirit\ 111111'1 
logic finally brings it into a realm of total illumination, total transpan·nry. I )a!-.l'lll 
will never achieve a complete self-knowledge that comprehends rl·ality. 

For Heidegger, as we shall see, we are making a leap into IlK· dark i11 11111 hl'IIIJ' 
toward death. Because of its very nature as finite, Dascin's 'jounwy' thm111~h th1· 
'stages of life's way' is bought at the cost of its being. its natural ll~lldl'lll'Y 111 .,l'l'k 
the safety of the Anyone. In lectures in 1943 Heidcgger warns us of the 'I Ill' sulle1 Ill)' 
in which the essential otherness of what-is reveals itself in oppositio11 to lh•· lri•·d 
and usual.' He adds: 'The highest form of suffering is the dying of <kalh as a sanilin· 
for the preservation of the truth of being. This sacrilke is the Jlllll'sl l'Xperil'lll'l' ''' 
the voice of being' (P 166f./249f.). 

We should emphasize that, while Hegel promises the transparl'lll'Y of k11owkd1'.•'. 
Heidegger thinks he does not deliver it in his own philosophy. n11 Jllllf'l' tha11 a11v 
other thinker can. Heidegger playfully notes that the task of conslrul'l i11g llll'laphy!o.h . ., 
on the ground cleared hy Kant's critique of pure reason is like I hal ofjumpill)'. oVI'I 

one's own shadow. Kant .calized that the a f'riori forms of knowlcdgl' east llfl•lf 
shadows wherever we look, preVl'lllill)'. a11y lucid knowlcdgl' of things inlhi'IIIM'IVl'"· 
lleidegger notes: 

I lq!l'l alonl' appal'l'lllly Slll'l'l'l'dt•d in (llllljllll)' ttvt·r I hi' 'llad11W lml 1111ly in '11d1 a way 

lhal Ill' l'luuiuall'd llll' ~had11W. lllal 1'. 1111' luuh·lu'''• ttl 111.111, aut! (llllljll'd 111111 1111· \1111 

X W l'vl:u '. p I 1/ 
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itself. Hegel leaped over the shallow, hut he dill not, hcGIUSL' ol thai. ~urpass the shadow. 
Nevertheless, every philosopher must want to do this. This 'must' is his vm:ation. 

(WIT 15Uf./153) 

Every philosopher must want to make thought clear to itself; this goal is part of the 
project of traditional metaphysics. Heidegger thinks that Hegel's total illumination 
would be bought at the price of eliminating man as man, that is, as finite creature, 
and turning him into the sun-God. But, to Heidegger, Hegel's success is merely 
apparent, not real, since he leaped over the shadow only by promising an absolute 
knowledge which he did not deliver. Hence, he did not pass through the 'valley of 
the shadow of death' nor surpass the shadow. For Heidegger, one cannot leap over 
the shadow of death, but authentic Dasein pushes back its boundary by venturing 
into this valley. 

Between Hegel and Heidegger stood Kierkegaard with his nagging little questions 
for the illustrious Herr Professor. Just who experiences the anxiety of natural 
consciousness in the face of its ontological death? Who lives through such a Hegelian 
death and achieves absolute knowledge? Who can live on the sun? Heidegger heeds 
Kierkegaard's message. He does not forget that Dasein is 'always mine' and 'being
in-the-world.' The illumination of the world leaves shadows that cannot be leaped 
over hy particular individuals. and Dasein is never anything more than that. We also 
always inhahil a 'sphere of existence' which limits our understanding and our lives. 
For Kierkegaanl our personal history cannot be 'outstripped' by either reason or 
will power, and for Hcidegger the same is true of our cultural history. 

Hcidegger also learns something from Kierkegaard about leaping and dying. The 
individual who traverses Kierkegaard's spheres of existence is not following a 
continuous path whose track is laid out by some inner logic or reason. The 'leap' 
from the ethical sphere to the sphere of faith, for example, involves a radical 
transformation which is not intelligible from either the perspective before or after 
the leap. From the ethical sphere faith may appear as madness, and philosophy 
cannot hope to explain 'how one got into it, or it got into one. "1 This is not, as is 
frequently thought, just because faith involves an 'absurd' set of beliefs. The leap of 
faith involves a profound change of self-understanding which is not a matter of nor 
explicable by reason. 

In Fear and Trembling Kierkegaard refers to the moment of the leap of faith as 
the instant of 'life and death.' 10 In Sickness Unto Death he tells us that in 'Christian 
terminology' the word 'death' means 'spiritual wretchedness,' not physical dying. 11 

Certainly he could appeal to authoritative precedent for support of his claim. St Paul 
thinks that the sinner lives a sort of 'death,' and, like Kierkegaard, the solution that 
he proposes is a 'dying to' the old life and a rebirth through faith in Christ. For 

9 Sjijren Kierkegaard. Fear and Trembling and The Sickness Unto Detllh, translated by 
Walter Lowrie (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1954). p. 24. 

10 Ibid., p. 53. 
II Ibid., p. 143. A whole hook needs to he wrill<~ll ou lllisiiiHI<·rslaudill)~~ of Kinkc~aanl\ 

conceptions of death. tl'IIIJlllrality. and ,·tntuty. 
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Kierkcgaanl the 'sil'km~ss unto death' of despair dol~s nol nl·n·ssarily last 'tmlo' 
physical death. Spirilual wretchedness is itself death, and il lasts unlil Olll' 'dil'S 
from' it, that is, dies away from it, and is reborn in faith in this lifl'. nol SOilll' world 
beyond itY 

For Heidegger, too, Dasein's authentic relationship to death as heing Inward dl'alh 
involves a transformation of self-understanding and Dascin's heing-in-lhe-world. 
Heidegger had surely read Kierkegaard's Sickness Unto Death he fore he wrote /king 
and Time, and perhaps it is no coincidence that his own technical phrase 'St•in ::.m11 
Todes' (being toward death) should be reminiscent of the German lillc of lllll' of 
Kierkegaard's books (Krankheit zum Todes). 13 He also apparently horrowl·d from 
the Kierkegaard book from which he said he learned the most philosophkally. nw 
Concept of Anxiety, one of his key technical terms for the vocabulary of his 11111 ion 
of authentic being toward death, 'Augenblik' (or literally. 'eyes-glancl·· ). for lhl' 
moment of insight. But while Kierkegaard's writing focuses on I he kvl'l of 1wrsonal 
choice and takes for granted the particular, existenticll understanding of lwing of 
nineteenth-century Protestant Christianity, Heidcgger aims at a deeper analysi:-.. 11 

2.3 The Problem of Wholeness 

Heidegger begins his discussion of his own notion of the death of Oasein in a 
roundabout and misleading way. At the end of Chapter 6 of Division One of /king 
and Time Heidegger asks us: 

But is the phenomenon of care one in which the most primordial cxistl·ntial-ontolol'il·al 
state of Dasein is disclosed? And has the structural manifoldness which li~·~ in thi~ 

phenomenon presented us with the most primordial totality of fm:tical l>as1~in's lwinp'! 
Has our investigation up to this point ever brought Dascin into view as a ll'llolt·'! 

Armed with the transcendental layers of Dasein's being which he has lllll'OVl"rl·d in 
the first six chapters of the book, Heidegger now asks whether we haVl' golll'nto 1h1· 
bottom of Dasein's being and found the most primordiall'ondilion for the Ol'l'ltiTl'nn· 
of Dasein as being-in-the-world. However, much oft he discussion of I Ill' prohh·111 iu 

12 Abraham, Kierkegaard's paradigm fm a knight of faith. is desnihed as havinl-' till' faith 
that he would be happy in this life. Kicrkcgaanl suggests that faith 1H1Iy in a l'llllll'l' wul'ld 1~ 
not faith at all. Sec /•'ear a11t/1innh/ing. ihid .. p .. 14f. 
I J This possible connection hl·twecnlleidcggn's tl'rlll and Kierkegaanl's titk was su~'-l'.l'sh·d 
to me hy note 7 in John Llewelyn's 'Thl· ''Possibility" of I kideggl·r's I kat h.' .loum11l 11/ !lw 
llrilisll Sod ely .fill' 1'/wnomeno/og\'. Vol. 14 (May X'). p. I ,X_ 
14 Kicrkcgaard's tnm is '(.-1jt•l>lilo..'l'nr hi~ mo~t n•111paet <hut alsnlllost nhsnurl disnl~~lnn 
of his nut ion of till' 'nlllllll'lll' of insi!•.ht. Sl'l' 1111' ( ·.m.-.. ,,, 11{/tlll il'l\', I' I'· X I I) 1. I ;Ill' I h·ull'l'l'' 'I \ 
I'OIIlllll'llls ahout this hoof.. aud th1• ··xish'llli•·ll l'hara<'ll'l of Ki,·llq!aanl\ wo1f..~. sl'<' 1111' 
footnoh·s on ll1'111.1~ 1111.! /i1111'! '"ami IIX tl-:lwh~h tran~laiiiiii·IIJ-1 and ·1'1/) 
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the introductory section to Division Two and the opening sections or its first chapter 
obscure the issue rather than illuminate it. 

The initial posing of the problem does seem to raise a legitimate worry. In the first 
section of Division Two, Heidegger reminds us that a hermeneutical investigation 
needs to be evaluated as such. Is the interpretation complete? Does it have in view 
the full 'text' which it is supposed to be interpreting? Heidegger asks whether the 
interpretation has gotten the 'whole' of Dasein in its grasp. 'Only then can the question 
of the meaning of the unity which belongs to the whole of the totality' of Dasein be 
adequately formulated and answered (232). 

The problem of wholeness raises two issues. First, the existential analysis of Division 
One has only taken into consideration the everyday and inauthentic modes ofDasein's 
existence. It analyzed the character of Dasein in its involved activity when it takes 
an understanding of being for granted. But it did not address the condition for the 
possibility of Dasein 's authentic being, that is, of its being as the entity which makes 
an issue of being. And, second, has the analysis so far even had the whole ofDasein's 
everyday and inauthentic existence in its grasp? Heidegger asks if everydayness is 
not precisely the way of existing which lies between Dasein's 'beginning' and its 
'end'? Then does not consideration of only this 'between' disregard the rest of Dasein? 

Heidegger addresses the latter issue first. If Dasein's being is constituted in part 
by an able-to-he, then, as long as it is, it must always 'not yet be something' (233). 

As long as Dasein is, there is always something still outstanding. which Dasein can and 
will be. But to that which is thus outstanding, the "end' itself belongs. The 'end' of being
in-the-world is death. This end, which belongs to the able-to-be- that is to say. to existence 
-always limits and determines whatever wholeness is possible for Dasein. 

(233-234) 

While focusing on trying to determine the nature of this 'end' ofDasein, Heidegger 
also keeps the first problem before us. How can we analyze the whole of Dasein's 
being? 

Unfortunately for the reader's comprehension of what is really at stake in either 
problem, Heidegger's preliminary discussion of the matter pushes us down a path 
which we are already too inclined to travel anyway, given our tendency to understand 
ourselves as subjects present-at-hand. With this initial encouragement, it is all too 
easy to overlook Heidegger's warning questions and his tina! rejection of the 
conception of human being implied by his initial discussion of the issue. 

At first Heidegger suggests that Dasein 's lack of wholeness signifies that it has 
'something still outstanding in the able-to-be' (236). His notion of 'something 
outstanding' indicates something like a debt that has not been paid. Heideggercxplains 
that 'it is essential to the basic constitution ofDasein that there is constantly something 
still to be closed' (236) in the sense of something still to be settled, locked up, or 
wound up, as a debt waiting to be paid, a decision waiting to be made. or a solution 
to a problem waiting to be t'ound. 15 These connotations all haVL" their place in light 

15 "Something slillonlslarulirl)' irr lht• a hie to-Ill". ( 'l'illl'll i1111.1/11111/ <Ill S,•inAii/111<'11') ~111'./'.I'Sl~ 

sOIIll'lhing otrlslandrrr).'. rn lh<" "'""' ol a dchllo he paul. a <"olllllll.rlllllloorr whidr t kicl<'/'./'<"r·., 
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of Heidegger's final analysis of the 'end' of l>asein, hut till' first intt~rprl·tation whil'h 
Heidegger proposes suggests that what is outstanding in Dasein's being, as long as 
it is, is a person's physical death. Until this event 'closes' the individual's lik. Wl' 
will not be able to analyze his being as a whole. 

Obviously, Heidegger suggests, analyzing this 'end' of a person prest•nts ct·rtain 
problems if phenomenology is to stick to the phenomena that disclose tlwmsd Vl's h, 
our own investigation. How can we analyze what it is like for us to dit·? Wht·n Wl' 
experience this end, we will no longer be around to investigate it. Arriving at this 
sort of end, Dasein will have 'no-more-being-there,' no more Dasein and ht•nt't' 1111 
more understanding of the phenomenon. 16 As Dasein reaches this sort of 'wlu,lt·nt·ss, · 
it will lose its being-in-the-world altogether (236). 

Paul Edwards has a heyday with such remarks, suggesting that I k11kggl'l' is 
posing a pseudo-problem whose solution demands the experience of having ru1num· 
experiences, a living to experience non-living. 17 But in tht•se first tentatiw I'L'IIIiUks 
Heidegger plants numerous red tlags which should warn the attentiw rt•adt·r that 
this is not the definitive statement of the issue he is trying to raise. I k rl'lkl'ls: 

We cannot cross out the 'ahead-of-itself' as an essential item in the slnlt'lllll' ull'al't'. llul 
how sound are the conclusions we have drawn from this'! l-Ias nut llw impussihilily ol 
getting the whole of Dasein into our grasp heen infen·cd hy an argument whid1 1s nll'lrly 
formal? Or have we not at bottom inadvertently posited that Dasein is sumt•lhing pn·s1·nt 
at-hand, ahead of which something that is not yet present-at-hand is t·unslanlly shovin1~ 
itself? Have we in our argument taken 'being-not-yet' and the 'alwad' in a sens1· lhat is 
genuinely existemial? 

t.'lhl.l 

Unfortunately, the tlags are only questions, and, at this point, Heidcggt•r does 11ot 
explicitly answer them. 

Falling into the same trap as Edwards, Lawrence Hinman asserts in his rt•ply: 

My own death is something still outstanding for me, something which has not Yl'lorrlllll'd; 
in this sense it is a possibility. Heidegger clearly notes that this is the st·nsl' 111 wl111'11 h1· 1s 
asserting that my death is for me a possibility. 1M 

In support of this claim Hinman refers to Heidegger's initial dist·ussion and igru111's 
the fa(;t that in the following passages Heidegger will repcatedly question or llatly 
deny that this sense of 'not yet' is appropriate for Dascin's sort of bcing. 1'' 

In fact, Heidegger eventually argues that the inauthentic understanding of dl·ath 
regards it precisely as such an event which has not happened yet hut will in thl' 

discussion draws and one whit'h will link his notion or d1·a1h to lhal or guill. Till' phrasl' 
'something still to hl' dosed' translall'S I kid1'1'.l'.l'l''s ·,·illr' stiilldigt' /llla/Jgr'.l'l'lllo.l.ll'llilr·lt' 
(2:l6). The German wrn 'i\11.\',\'/t'lu·ll· sli)'J'.l'Sis I hi' , ... lnparisons. 
IC1 lll'ideggl'r's phrasl' is 'Nir·llt llll'ilr da .lr'lll · 

17 Edwards, 1/r'idt•ggt•rwrd I Jroatlr. pp IK ·Ill 
I K l.aWII'IIl'l' llinnwn, 'I kidt'g)!,l'l', hlw.lld· .. olllllll··lll)' IIIW;IId I ,,·at h. 0 p 111(1 

IIJ S1·•· pa)'.l"'• '·I I . .'-1·1 .. '·l'i, .'·lh, . 1 ~11. ·~·I I •·,, .nul 1.'/. "·' w•·ll a' 1h1· ahm·r· .'Ito .'I/ 
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future. He also repeatedly waves a red flag to warn us that the initial conception of 
the problem may be entirely inadequate because it regards Dasein as something 
present-at-hand, that is, as a subject with a succession of representations which will 
eventually cease.20 Later in the book he specifically says that we treat what-is as 
present-at-hand when we regard it as something which 'comes along, has presence, 
and then disappears' (389). 

Now it has not been unusual in Being and Time for Heidegger to spend paragraphs 
or even most of a section describing a view which he then rejects. And frequently, as 
at the beginning of Chapters 3 and 4 in Division One, he will begin the description 
with ironic remarks about how 'obvious' a certain matter is or how 'easy' it will be 
to provide an answer to a certain question. Then he proceeds to show that such easy 
answers are not just wrong but fundamentally misguided. However, the coy false 
starts in the chapter on death continue for so long that the reader gets sucked into 
exactly the position which Heidegger ends up rejecting. For example, Section 47 on 
'The Possibility of Experiencing the Death of Others' turns out to be a complete red 
herring, with at least two ditferent such false starts. Edwards has great fun demolishing 
its claims, but his efforts are beside the point. Heidegger ends the section by suggesting 
that conceptions of the end of things with a different kind of being, for example, 
presence-at-hand or 'life' as Dilthey describes it, thrust themselves into the discussion 
'and threaten to bring confusion to the interpretation of this phenomenon- even to 
the .first suitable way c~fpresenting it' (241 ). Even the proposal that recognizes that, 
since we experience the death of others, we do not have to wait till our own physical 
death to understand the whole ofDasein is still vitiated by a confusing admixture of 
a present-at-hand conception of Dasein, and it turns into another dead end. 

But, then, what exactly is the problem of Dasein's 'wholeness'? The statement of 
the problem gradually shifts away from the 'horizontal' metaphor of the 'still 
outstanding' as something yet to come in an individual's life span and turns toward 
the issue of the nature of an existentiell understanding of being. Heidegger realizes 
that in the opening discussion the problem of wholeness may have appeared to be 
'an arbitrary construction' (303) but thinks that the ensuing, correct analysis will 
convince us that the issue and its solution are crucial for understanding Dasein. By 
Chapter 3 of Division Two he can comment: 

The question of Dasein's able-to-be-whole has now fully sloughed otT the character 
indicated at the beginning, when we treated it as if it were just a theoretical or 
methodological question ofthe analytic of Dasein, arising from the endeavour to have the 
whole of Dasein completely 'given.· The question of Dasein's totality, which at the 
beginning we discussed only with regard to ontological method, has its justification, but 
only because the ground for that justification goes back to an on tical possibility of Dasein. 

(309) 

What we need to understand is not the 'wholeness' of Dasein as a 'sum· of parts 
which we want to have 'given' to our analytic perspective, not even if the 'parts' are 

20 See pages 240, 241. 241 L. 245. and 24X, as wdl as I hi' ahov1• :' 1(, 2.17, and IIL'idl'ggl'r's 
l'l'lllark ahoul Kant's l'onn·plion of lhl' ~dl on 1.)11 I! I 
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the various L'Xisll'ntial slruclurl'S of I >a~l·in's hcing. Tlw complclcm·s~ ol I >a~l·in i~ 
not a mallcr of having a L'Oillplclc lhcmy nf il. II is lhl' possibility oil >as1•in ih\'11 
being 'L·omplete' or 'whole.' that is, of l>asL·in's ability lo he as llll'L'nlily !hal ·,·xisls · 
by taking a stand toward heing. 

In the Heraclitus seminar of llJ66/67 Heideggcr poses an analogous qucslloll 
about the unity of a lihrary. Is the library simply the sum of its hooks. lumitlll'l', and 
other items? Is the wholeness of the library jeopardized when SOIIIL' of lhl'Sl' hooks 
or chairs are removed? Of course not: it is still a library. l·lcidcggL·r L'Xplains: '"All" 
understood as summative is quite different from allness in the scnsL' of thl· unity ol 
the peculiar sort that is not so easy to specify at first' (liS 20/.H). l·:vid,·ntly l'Vl'll 
forty years after writing Being and Time Hcideggcr still found it hard lo splTi fy al 
first this notion of wholeness. 

In Being and Time the reader may feel that there is somL·Ihing fishy ahonl 1h1· 
problem precisely because of the misleading way it was introducL'LI. If Wl' lll'l'd 
Heidegger's warnings and reject the present-at-hand L·onccptionof I >asL·in. il is nol 
clear why Dasein's 'wholeness' should be problematic. Is the difficulty I hat ol how 
Dasein can be a unified understanding of being across time, parlil'ularly lhl· span 
of centuries, when this understanding of being is constantly ~:hanging? This is how 
the issue might appear once we adequately grasp Heidcgger's notions of l>a:-.l'ln's 
timeliness and historicality which follow his discussion of death. For exa111pk. how 
can Dasein unify itself in the past, present. and future? How can Dasein 'slrl'fch 
itself along' in history? Yet why is this to be regarded as a prohlcm'! And why do we 
need to look behind or beyond the phenomenon for something that will guar:lllll'l' 
a unity underlies the changes? If this is the problem, it sounds suspil'iously li~,. 

the one Heidegger himself dismissed as a pseudo-problem in his discussion ol 
Husserl's and Kant's arguments for the unity of consciousness beneath its changing 
representations. This supposed problem, he said, was created hy a mistakl·n. prL'Sl'lll 
at-hand view of the self, so it should not be left over al'ler the rejection of sud1 a 
misconception. We should remember Heidcggcr's criticism of the traditional 
conception of substance as that which 'underlies' changes. Would we not he fallinv 
into a similar present-at-hand conception of historicality if we wondered how I >asl·in 
can be the same and yet change? 

The real question is not how Dasein can remain a unity across tinll' a111l hisllll'y 
but how can it be a unity at all. The possibility of existing as a uuifil'd 'wholl'' 
mentioned in the above quote is the possibility of authenticity. I low is il lhal w1· 
can have an understanding of being and comprehend what-is as a whole l'Xhihilill)'. 
a particular way of being? We ourselves are simply one morL' do111aiu of whal i~. 

How can Dasein make an issue of the being of everything which is aud l'OIIll' up 
with an answer to the question of being? 

In the 1928 lectures constituting the text of the MelllfJIJysiml Fo1111tlolion,· of 

Logic Heidegger claims that the conl'L'pl of death in the re<.'l'lllly puhlislll'd /l,·ing 
cmd Time is part of the analysis of I>asl'iu·~ lransL'l'ndcnn· ( 16X/214l. In lhl· ll'l'llllrs 
what precedes the discussion of l>aseiu'~ linll'linl·ss is a discussion ol ils 'world 
entry' as historical happening ralher lhan a llll'dilalion on l>asl'in':-. dl'alh. In llli~ 

prcsenlalion,l >asl'in's 'frl'edollllow;nd J'IOIIIHI' o1 11s opl'lllll'SS toward lhl· hl'iiiJ' ol 
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what-is seems to provide the entry into the same issues that followed Hcidcggcr's 
analysis of Dasein's being toward death in the hastily published book. Perhaps he 
was trying to avoid the misunderstanding created in the earlier work by avoiding its 
misleading vocabulary in which key words are ordinary words - death, guilt, 
conscience- but do not mean what they do in ordinary discourse. 'World entry' and 
'freedom toward ground' are more obviously a part of a technical vocabulary to be 
defined at the author's discretion. 

In Being and Time, the 'death' ofDasein is the end ofDasein's being, its existence 
as an openness toward being. In order to see how Dasein settles the question of 
being, we need to understand what puts an end to 'the entity that we are,' and this 
is certainly not the cessation of the life of a person. It is 'death' in a very particular 
sense: existential death. 

2.4 The Ends of Dasein 

The 'end' of Dasein 's being is described as its 'not yet,' but this is not something yet 
to come. Rather 'Dasein always exists in just such a manner that its "not yet" belongs 
to it' (243 ). This 'not yet' is an aspect of the 'ahead-of-itself' dimension of Dasein 's 
care stnu:ture, which is not a matter of events that have not yet occurred. Before the 
discussion of death, Heidegger argues in the last chapter of Division One that Dasein 
is 'ahead-of-itself' because it projects an understanding of being which enables it to 
deal with things. Now Hcidegger argues that when we consider the 'ahead-of-itself' 
in a genuinely existential manner, that is, one appropriate to Dasein's being as 
existence, we will see that the 'ahead-of-itself' is 'being toward the end- something 
which, in the depths of its being, every Dasein is' (317). 

We can see in this quotation that the metaphor of wholeness on which Heidegger 
pins much of his discussion of death switches from an image of horizontal extension 
in time to one of vertical depth. The issue is not, have we got all the parts of Dasein 
present at once, but rather have we reached the rock bottom condition for the 
possibility of having an understanding of being? In fact, Heidegger will argue in the 
last chapter of Being and Time that the 'horizontal extension' of Dasein in time, that 
is, its 'spanning' character, is a phenomenon derivative from inauthentic timeliness 
and, as such, ultimately dependent on an authentic being toward the end. 

Since Being and Time distinguishes at least nine kinds of 'ends,' some applicable 
to Dasein's being and some not, perhaps an account of Heidegger's more general 
notions of end and finitude in later works would give us a helpful overview before 
we get to those details. In An Introduction to Metaphysics Heidegger talks about the 
'end' of what-is in general. For what-is to 'come to stand' and 'remain standing,' it 
must establish a limit for itself which demarcates it as something-which-is rather 
than non-being or nothing. This limit is the telos of what-is which, Heidegger claims, 
is not its purpose or aim but its end. Not implying some lack, failure, or cessation, 
rather this 'end is ending in the scns~: of fulfillm~:nl.' ~~That whiL'h places itsdf in its 

21 Tlw lnm 'fulfillml'nl' lranslah·s I kid,·l~l'•'l \ 1•'1'111 • H•llmdltng. · 
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limit has a form (llwrpht'). Sounding at this point wry much like lll'!'.l'l. I h'idl'!'.l'.l'l' 
argues that what-is gets its form or essl·nce hy placing ilsl'lf in its limit or havin~·. an 
end (IM 60/46). 

In an essay on Aristotle, Heidegger suggests that heing 'fully-ended' or 'fulfillnl' 
is not a matter of being concluded. Instead, it indicates a way of hcing delenuilll'd 
by a telos such that something stands 'finitely' before us ( AP 256/2X4 ). l'araphrasi ng 
Aristotle, Heidegger suggests that something is said to be only when it 'is' inlhl' 111mil· 
of 'having-itself-in-the-end' (AP 254/282). The 'not-yet-ness' of whal·is is nol left 
behind or finished but rather is brought to its realization or fulfillnll'nl 1 AI' o''iX/ 
287). 

Especially since in this essay Heidegger seems to cquatl' this 'noi-Yl'l-nl·ss' with 
hyle or the 'matter' of something and to equate heing fully-ended with achi1·ving a 
detinite form, the simplest illustration of this notion of coming to the 1·nd would hl' 
a natural thing developing from a seed or clump of cells into a fully-fledged planltll 
animal. Heidegger describes the achieving of a finite limn as the thing's aprwar:u1n· 
as what it is, not as something else or many things or nothing. A similar lookin1'. 
seed or clump of cells could have ended up something else or no thing al all. In 
achieving its end the thing appears 'finally and finitely' as what it is. Analogously. if 
Dasein's end lets it show itself as what it is, then it must make manifest its lwinr as 
an openness toward being. 

These illustrations drawn from particular things help illuminate Hcidegger 's 11111 i11n 
of the end of what-is, but he is concerned with the being of what-is in its variom 
domains and not just with the particular characteristics of kinds of things:'·' 'I .i1nit 
and end are that wherewith what-is hegins to he' (IM 60/46). OifTerL'nl do111aim. 11f 
what-is have different sorts of ending. 

In Being and Time's discussion of ending, Heidegger gives exampks of lhl' type 
of ending involved in three domains of what-is other than Dasein: 

the end or 'fulfillment' of what-is in the domain of nature in the rirwning ul a 
piece of fruit; 

2 the end of what-is ready-to-hand when a sum of money aL-cumulates from thl' 
payment of a debt and is available for use; and 

3 the end of what-is present-at-hand when a road slops and is dclimitl·d as a discn·h· 
thing (241-246). 

Notice that none of these endings involve ceasing to he or vanishing from thl' phy~ll'al 
wor~d as an entity, as the piece of fruit would when eaten or I he road when dl'llloli~hl'd 
for a freeway. These different domains of what-is have different approprial1' l'lld~ 
which let them 11l~ in a particular way as nature, ready-to-hand, and present at hand. 
and thai one piece of fruit could have any of thl~se endings dqwnding on thl'l'llntnl 
of significance. But what sort of ending kls Dasl~in he what it is? What kind 111 
ending puts an end to its cxistenl'l', its taking a stand toward being? 

22 For anollwr disl'USSIIIII ol I Ill' n·lalu lll\lllp hl'l wn·nl h1· 11111 il· i 1111~11 al11111~ and 1 h1· dolllalll\ 

of lhl' hl'illl' ol what is, ~~T < 'hapll'l "· Sl·•·llon .' 
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In regard to the above examples, Hcideggcr comments: 

By none of these modes of ending can death be suitably clwracteri:.ec/ as the 'end' of 
Dasein. If dying, as being-at-the-end, were understood in the sense of an ending of the 
kind we have indicated, then Dasein would thereby be treated as something present-at-hand 
or ready-to-hand. In death Dasein has not been fulfilled nor has it simply disappeared; it 
has not become finished nor is it wholly available as something ready-to-hand. 

(245) 

Since Dasein has the peculiar being of existence, 'the existential meaning of Dasein 's 
coming to an end must be taken from Dasein itself, and we must show how such 
ending can constitute being-whole for the entity which exists' (242). 

Heidegger distinguishes six sorts of ends for Dasein in Being and Time, and, 
unfortunately for the reader, any of these notions may be called 'death' or 'dying' at 
various points in Heidegger's discussion, only further muddying already murky 
waters. First of all, we can note that we as human beings who are Dasein face ends 
other than the distinctive end of Dasein as the entity that makes an issue of being: 

Because we have 'life,' we confront the end of life which Heidegger calls 
'perishing.' 

2 And, because we both have life and are Dasein, we confront a sort of combination 
or 'crossbreed' phenomenon which Heideggercalls 'demise' (or literally 'living 
oul')Y 

However, because we are Dasein in our ownmost being, not simply a biological 
creature, we also confront: 

3 'dying,' which Heidegger technically defines as our way of being toward our 
death (24 7) or a way of being our end, the inauthentic mode of which we discuss 
in Section 2.7 and its authentic mode in Section 2.8;24 

4 'being-at-the-end' or no longer 'being there' as Dasein in the way we describe in 
Section 2.6;25 

5 the existential end of Dasein that Heidegger calls 'the possibility of the 
impossibility of existing,' which we discuss in Section 2.5; and 

6 'being toward the end,' a matter of the relationship between Dasein and being which 
Heidegger also calls 'being toward death,' which we discuss in Section 2.6.16 

23 The term 'perishing' translates Heidegger's 'Verenden,' which carries the sense of 
completing or carrying through on ending, while 'demise' substitutes for 'Ableben, · although, 
unfortunately, it lacks the latter's graphic connotation of 'living out' and hence fails to make 
its etymological link to the notion of life (Leben) as obvious as it is in German. 
24 'Dying' translates Heidegger's term 'Sterben.' 
25 'Zu-ende-sein' is Heidegger's phrase. Sec footm1tc 1(, below. 
26 'Sein ::.11111 Entle' and 'Sein :-.11111 '/(lt/es' an: I kitlcggl'l''s phrasl'S. Null' thl' tlilll'I'Cill'l' 
between these unhypcnalcd phnlsl'S and ·zu.f\mi•··.H·in' whid1 we lranslall' ahoVl' a~ 'hl'ing
al-lhe-cnd.' St•t• footnoh· 4J in s,•t·tion .~.h. 
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It is essential to note thai all six end~ arc dislinl:lively human ends. although they 
may not really be significantly distinct from each other, hut also lhal only lhl' last 
four comprehend Dasein as L>asl•in. So let us examine I he content of thl· firs I 1 wu 
notions of end for their meaning and their limitations. 

( 1) The 'life' which Heidegger attributes to us in these nucial passages is lUll 
mere biological life, and perishing is not the ending or life in the hiolugical Sl'nsl'. 
He says that 'Dasein's going-out-of-the-world in the sense of dying must he 
distinguished from the going-out-of-the-world of that which mcrdy has li fi.· • ( 2·10 ). 
But he is not contrasting the end of human beings with the end of nun-human 
creatures which have 'mere life.' Plants and animals arc nol 'in-the-world' in 
Heidegger's sense of the term and thus cannot be described as 'going-out·· of il. 
When he adds that 'the kind of end which Dasein can have is uislinguishcd fn11ulhl· 
end of a life,' his footnote reference is to his earlier discussion of Dillhey's notion 
of 'life' (241). 27 

Dilthey uses the term 'lite' to indicate the web of significance lhal is lTl'all'd hy 
the distinctively human activity of interpretation; life, Dilthcy argul's, ha~ a 
hermeneutical structure because it interprets itself. The notion is similar lo 
Heidegger's concept of being-in-the-world, and thus this sort of life is nol thl· 
merely biological life that we share with animals. Heidegger's lcxl is far from clear 
on this distinction, perhaps because in his own mind he was still grappling with 
differentiating his views from Dilthey's.~x 

27 The footnote refers the reader back to Section I O's discussion of ani hropologll'al. 
psychological, and biological approaches to human life in which Descartes, l>ihll<'y, Sdtl'lt•l, 
and Husserl are the primary targets of criticism (pp. 45-50). The way that Marquanit· aud 
Robinson handle the references to 'Leben' suggest thai they fail to notin· thai I kidt'l'.l-'l'l" 
distinguishes 'Leben' or 'life' in Dilthcy's sense from 'pure life' ('pure.l·l.eht•n') or 'uat·n· lilt-' 
( 'Nur-Lebenden') as the physiological processes we share with animals. Comparl' lha· ( il'llllan 
and English versions of the relevant passages on pages 246-247 as wdl as 2·10 .:'·II, lot 
example, their use of 'purely' as an adverb modifying 'considered' rather I han au adlt'l'IIV<' 
modifying 'life' to match Heidegger's German more closely. Hence I hey imply that 'pa·1 ishi111'.· 
('Ahlehen') is a characteristic we share with animals when Hl·idegger is suggesting thai 1111' 

latter commonality holds no significance for an investigation of Dascin, whill' 'pnishin1·.· 
does wa1Tant attention in so far as it is considered as having life in Dilthcy's senst·. Stalislwal 
comparisons of human and animal longevity. for example, would gel us no nl·arer 111 rmdt•lslaudutl' 
what is distinctive about human life or the end of Dasein as an openness to he111g 1 pp .'·lh 
247). In a later marginal note by this passage in his own copy of Sl'in 11111/ /l'ii I kui<'I'J'<'t 
emphasizes that his claim is accurate only if 'life' refers to 'human life.· noltlll' t•ntilies mllll' 
ontie 'world.' But his original text is far from clear on these distinctions, indt'l'd he h1ntsl'll 
prohahly was not clear about them in his own mind when hl~ wrote it, and I he rcadt'l \lllll'!'llltJ' 
though the maze of old terms USl'd in difl'crent and unclear ways l'asily gol's astray. 
2H In nu• Gt'llt'Si.l' of' 1/t'itll'ggt•r \- 'llt•ing IIIII I '//me·. a mmmmeulal aennml or I hi' ··allv 
development ol'l kidcggcr's philosophy and I Ill' eo111position of his first major work, Tht·odo~t· 
Kisiel traces in great dl'laill kidl'J!.I!l'l''s grappling with I >iltlll'y's notion of lik and Ius allt'lltpl 
to dillnl·ntiall' his own nutiuus of huua;au nish'lll'l' and faclil'ilv from it. Sa·•· 'Th<' 
lkeonslrut·tiou or l.ih-.' Pari I. ( 'hap11·1 I, pp. llh I·IX. aud 'The I >illlwy I >rafl.' l'arl Ill. 
( 'hapll·r 7. pp. II 'i lt>l 
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Heidegger says that of course death can also he regarded as the cessation of 'pure 
life,' a physiological and biological phenomenon, but that the medical concept of 
'exitus' is distinct from what he is trying to capture with his notion of perishing as 
the end of life (241 ). A medical conception of death as the end of biological life 
processes, for example, respiration, blood circulation. and so forth, also applies to 
the death of animals, indeed in a more clear-cut way. With animals, exitus seems to 
be the only relevant concept of dying. However, when people perish, they go 'out
of-the-world' in the sense that they lose 'life' in Dilthey's sense and lose the world 
as the context of significance. However, they might do that either by 'exiting' or by 
lapsing into a permanently unconscious state.29 

At least, we might note, they Jose the world of the living as their context of 
significance.30 Heidegger insists his own discussion does not address the issue of 
life after death, even as a question (247-248), a claim which is hard to reconcile 
with the common interpretation of his concern. 

(2) The second conception of the end of human beings, demise, is more closely 
connected to Dasein's ownmost being as ek-sistence. This sort of end is still not 
the end distinctive to Dasein 's being as Dasein, but since individuals both are Dasein 
as an openness to being and manifest Dilthey's 'life' as self-interpreting, we can 
distinguish a sort of 'crossbreed' phenomenon. The individual qua entity with life 
perishes or ceases living as self-interpreting. But the individual qua Dasein does not 
merely perish. We take a stance toward what it is to be as perishing. This is where 
views of life after death enter in, and indeed determine, the significance of aspects 
of biological life. Demise is perishing understood in particular ways, for example, 
as the gateway to heaven or hell, the beginning of the next cycle of karma, or the 
cessation of consciousness. However, and more importantly, it is perishing understood 
as having a fundamental and global impact on the totality of our self-interpretation. 

Put bluntly, we entities with life drop dead; that is, we perish and thus cease 
interpreting. To distinguish perishing from demise is to emphasize that this 
interpreting is not just a matter of an ex nih i/o interpretation of consciousness but 
rather manifests Dasein 's stance toward being and engagement with the being of 
what-is, including our own, in the way it shows up in our historical culture. Heidegger 
calls perishing 'demise' to indicate the end of life as it as been taken up in a particular 
understanding of being. Demise is perishing understood as co-determined by Dasein 's 

29 Of course, debates about 'brain death' were far on the horizon at the time Heidegger was 
writing these remarks. He would probably see such arguments as trying to determine the 
relationship between the concepts of exitus and perishing or the difference between losing all 
biological functions and losing the ability to be aware, interpret, and respond in a human way. 
30 In 'What Are Poets For?' Heidegger discusses Rilkc's comment that 'Death is the side c1l 
l{t'e that is turned away from us, unilluminated by us.' Heidegger indicates elsewhere that 
Dilthey had already formulated the concept of life which Rilkc uses and which is similar In 

his own notion of being-in-the-world (BPP 173/2461".). Hcidcgger suggests that for Rilke 
death and the realm of the dead are just anotlll'r, yet undis~:ov~o:rcd dimension of 1111.' being of 
what-is. They arc "I he other side of I he whok n~o·tworJ.. t /lt-::11g) of th•· Olll'n· ( 1'1 T 12~1.'02) 

only in the sense that they arc anoth~.·r part or it and on<" wlnd1 livill)'. lll'opk haw not 
elll:Olllltl'rl'd yet. 
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primordial being (247). Hence he dl•snihl'S il as an 'intt'l'llll·diall' phl·norm·non. · 
one that points the way fromundcrslanding ourselves as 'life' inl>ilthl'y's sl'nM'to 
understanding the end distinctive to l>ascin as lhc entity thai 111akes an isslll' of 
being. 

If this distinction between perishing and demise is supposed to lw Sl'l'n as nitil·isrn 
of Dilthey that corrects a crucial fault in Dilthey's account of lunnan lik. it ruay 
seem unfair at this point. Heidegger indicates in a footnote- hut only in a foot noll• 
- that Dilthey 'could not fail to recognize how life is connech:d with death.· I k 
quotes Dilthey's remark that the 'relationship which most del·ply and univl'rsally 
determines the feeling of our Dasein' is the relationship to dl~ath 'for llw houndin1• 
of our existence by death is always decisive for our understanding and assl'SSIIIl'llt 
of life.' 31 Of course, Dilthey used neither the term 'Dasein' nor 'e.xistt·nn·' in thl' 
technical way Heidegger does, and Heidegger's implied nitit·ism inthl' tt·xt is that 
Dilthey failed to see the role of an understanding of hcing in our history or 11111 
dealings with what-is nor how it intlucnces our changing intcrpn:tationoloursdws 
and things around us. In other words, it is precisely Dilthey's failurl' to Sl'l' 'lik' as 
'Dasein' and our being as 'existence' that is the problem in his account. 

Since Heidegger's concept of Dasein refers to human I ill.~ in its mlc as tht· 'tht·rl·· iu 
which what it is to be is revealed, Dasein's distinctive end or death can hl' regardnl as 
a phenomenon of such life (246, 444 * ). It is not, however, e4ui valent to eit hl·r perishing 
or demise. Indeed, understanding our end as demise turns out to he an aspl'l'l of tht· 
inauthentic understanding of the death of Dasein. This docs not mean thattlw n lnl"l'pt 
is invalid or inadequate as what it is, that is, as the concept referring to our umlerstarulinv 
of what it means to have life which will come to an end. The problem is that it dllt's 
not capture the distinctive being of Dasein, and Hcidcgger regards umkrst:uullll).' 
death in only this way indicates a llight from our own most being ami its l'lld. 

With all these distinctions on the table, and a usc of terms that predil·tahly krt his 
readers thoroughly confused about what his point is, llcidegger pauses to rdl1'l't on 
the derivative nature of biographical, historical. ethnological. ami psychologil·al 
characterizations of death and comments that the analysis 'cannot kcl'Jl dinging to 
an idea of death which has been devised accidentally and at random' (24 7 .?·HO. 
vowing to get to the ontological bottom of Dasein. The end of I >asl·intf//11 I )asl·iu rs 
the existential end which determines Dasein's wholeness as an unlk'rst:mdrrll' ol 
being, and this is the end pointed to in the last four senses of ending iudil·atl'd ah11V1'. 
an explication of which we shall proceed to provide. 

2.5 The Possibility of the Impossibility of Existence 

Both in the text of Being and '1/nw and in a l:rll'r 111arginal L'Onlllll'llt IIL'idq•.)!.l'l !'.l'l'IIIS 
to equate the meaning and signifil·alll"l' ol' ( I) dyiug and ( cl) hl·irrg·at till' l'lld. '· S111n· 

·'I Sl'l' lkidq!.,!!l'l' /king and '/lm,·.p. '·1 11 and /1,.;,~ ''"" 1fm,·.p. ·111,1.111111111111" 1"1111 I 'haph'l .' 
Di II hey's remarks arc quolcd l'r11111 I Ill' 1111 h 1".11111111 111 I Ill.\ 1-.'dt'I>IIH 1111.! di,· I li, 1111111g. I' .1 II 1. 
P S,·~· lln11g tllld lim<', p .. 1 '1·1. tulll'> 1111111 "1'1 11lllh' """~ 1111('a)'l' ·l·l·t wlh'll"lh' 111111•<1111.,.,, 
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this basic notion cannot he made clear until we fully understand his conception of 
death as (5) 'the possibility of the impossibility of existence' and (6) 'being toward 
the end,' tirst we should examine these distinctive ends of Dasein 's ownmost being. 
This sort of 'end' is an existential, that is, a structure of Dasein's being as existence, 
the openness toward being (242). In contrast, perishing and demise refer to events 
which happen to Dasein insofar as we are human beings. Dasein 's existential end 
and wholeness are 'ways in which Dasein gets a definite character ontologically' 
(241 ), not simply events which happen to it or are yet to come in the course of an 
individual's lifetime. 

Heidegger sees the end or death of Dasein as an essential feature of its being as a 
'standing toward' being. Existential death is not grounded in the biology of our 
bodies but rather in Dasein's relation to being. Death, as the 'possibility of the 
impossibility of any existence at all' (262), is the 'conclusive' possibility (259) which 
closes Dasein's being. This being involves making an issue of being, and thus, as 
Heidegger says at the beginning of the discussion of death, it always has something 
unsettled in it, a problem in need of a solution, a question in need of an answer.~~ But 
death marks a limit which puts an end to the debate over what it is to be. 

As we noted in the Introduction, the technical meaning of Heidegger's term 
·existence' has been ignored in discussions of his notion of the death of Dasein. Yet 
if 'existence' indicates that 'Dasein is as an understanding able-to-be which in its 
being makes an issue of this being,' then we should ponder what it might mean for 
Dasein not to be, that is, when and how it is not an understanding able-to-be. 
Discussions of Heidegger's notion of death have assumed that Dasein dies when it 
ceases to be actual and that this happens when a person undergoes physical death. 
Or, if they recognize that Heidegger calls death a 'way to be' (245) and that for him 
death is a matter of 'being toward death,' then at best they have taken death to be a 
matter of a person's attitude about or relationship to physical death, that is, a way of 
caring about one's demise. Both assumptions are mistaken. 

Heidegger's later explanations of his use of the term 'existence' help to clarify 
what is at issue in his notion of death in Being and Time. Since one thesis of this 
book is that in all his works Heidegger continued to say 'the same,' as he himself 
said about other thinkers, we can call upon his later works for his more developed 
conception. In the 'Letter on Humanism' he comments: 'The sentence "Man ek
sists" is not an answer to the question of whether man actually is or not; rather, it 
responds to the question concerning man's "essence'" (LH 207/326f.). Later in the 
same essay he says that his notion of existence in Being and Time does not refer to 
'the actuality of the ego cog ito' or personal consciousness but rather indicates Dasein 's 

the term 'Zu-Ende-sein' he later writes 'der Tod als S!erben,' and, as we noted ahove. he 
defines 'dying' (S!erben) as a way of relating to our end. See Section 2.6 for a detailed 
discussion of the connection. 
33 The word 'conclusive' translates J-Ieideggl·r's tl·rm 'al•.,·chlit•s.\'1'1/tlt•.' The phrase 
'something unsclllcd' lranslalcs 1-lcidcggcr's lerm 'l'illt' llllaf>g,·s,·h/o . .-s<'lllwil.' Basl'd onlh•· 
same root vcrh. lhl'Y graphically earry an allusion lo lh•· nolion of 't··r.\t·ltlo., .. ,.,.,ftl'i!' or 

'rcsolui<'II<'Ss' which I kid<'l-'.1-'<'r will <kvl'lop 111 lh•· lolloll·tnv' h.tph·r,. 
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relation to being (LH 222/343). Thus, we should sec that when Heidegger spcab 111 

the 'possibility of the impossibility' of the existence of Dasein, he is nol rai.-.ill)' a 

question about the actuality of either man in general or an individual consl·iouslll''·'· 

He is not suggesting that sometime in the future such actuality may he 'iiiiiHl,,lhil'' 

or absent. 14 As we indicated in the last section, Heidegger claims that his inwsl i~·.al it 111 

of death is not in any way addressing the issue of life after death ( 24 7f.). Ill' i' 11111 

raising a question about continued personal survival or even considering whctilc1 

such a question can be legitimately posed, let alone assuming a negali vc <lli'Wl'l lo 11 

as Paul Edwards as well as Lawrence Hinman, Jamshid Miri"l'Hdcrcs~y. and oiiH'i' 

defending Heidegger's notion of death against Edwards seem to think." 

Since the question that Heidegger is raising concerns the characln ol I l;i'cin \ 

being as existence, we should ask whether such 'standing toward' being 111volw' 

'impossibility' even for the actual, existing Dasein. Elaborating on this llllllon. 111 

'The Way Back into the Ground of Metaphysics' Hcideggcr charactcrill'' llllllt" 

exactly what he means by 'existence.' The 'standing oul' toward !wing is IH 11 Ill:· I 

a matter of consciousness being aware of something 'outside' of itself. Ill' ~,, 11ol 

talking of a person's consciousness of, for example, dogs, rocks, 1 rccs, and 'II lo11 II, 
as things 'outside' of her, although this is the level upon which many di,cus,i~>ll' 

of Heidegger's idea focus. Rather, Heidegger says that this 'stamling lowanl" 1.-. a 

34 The discussion in the lectures represented in the Pmlegomma /ol/11· 1/i.lloiT of ill<' c ·,,,, ,.,,, 
of Time is rather misleading on this matter hccause in some passages it SL"l'lll' to cnlph;J,III' 
the 'I,' 'my,' and 'myself' rather than, as in Being and Time. couching the 'anh' po1n1 111 h'llll' 
of 'Dasein' and its 'ownmost' self. For an example of this, see tilL' paragraph I hal Ill')' Ill' 
'With my death' on HCT 313/433 where repeated subjective pronouns SII)-'./'.L"'IIilal llw "',Ill" 
is the extinction of personal, subjective consciousness. But the altcnlivL· rc;ukl w"uld I toll'<' 
noticed Hcidegger's earlier instruction to keep the eonlenl of the word T open, 'nol n·l:tlllll' 
it to a "subject" and the like,' so that he can let the phenomcnohJgical analy'is 11' 11\ L'<tlll<'lll 
(HCT 237/326). 

These lectures were given before Heidcgger published Ut•illg 111111 'fillll', ;111d. ;1.' I h;JV<' 
already noted in Section 1.3, in works immediately following lleing and 'tlllt<'. I ktd<'l'l'<'l 
took pains to stress the 'neutral,' 'metaphysical' character of Dascin's 'elf. pnhaps I lVIII)' 1" 
correct earlier misunderstanding and perhaps also simply becoming clearer 111 hi' <tWII tllli<tldtll)' 
thought. In one such discussion, he stresses that we should not fillliiL'Il'l'lll 'I' wilh 1iw nllll<tll 
of the 'isolated, egoistic subject' (MFL 190/24.'i ). The progression oil kid<'l'l'<'l·, 1l:1nkttl)' 
about the T to his fully developed notion of Dasein is a theme Wllltling 11.\ w;1v 1111 llll)'h 
Theodore Kisiel's The Genesis of'Heitlt•ggcr :v 'Ut•ing a/Ill 'fill II'·. I :or ;Hil'Xantpk '1l llw p1 ""'''Ill 
he hegins to grapple with early in his caren seL' pp. I-H1 I .:IX. 
3.'i Edwards accuses Heid•;gger of 'douhk talk· on I he issUL" ollik a lin dcalh ill'<';tn"· lw 
assumes that the 'impossibility ofcxisiL"IIl'L'. L·an 1111ly rl'in l11lhl' "llllalily ollhL· <k'lllll 11<111. 
of personal consciousness al physical dl'alh thlw;Hds. 1/,·i,/,·gg,., '""' Ontilt. I'· 1101. llttlln:IIJ 
'L'l'IIIS tolhink that thL' 'absolute nullily' win< hI ktd<'l'l'<'l <'llllll<'<'h wilh the 'i""·"hlhlv 111 
lhl' iiiiJliiS,ihility llil'XiStL'nL'l'. is all :tlllllilliall<lll lllllll)'hl :JIHHII [l~ piJy,l< ;Ji d<':Jih (iiJIIIILIII, 
pp. I11X . .100 .• 1 10 .. 1 111. Mlrlcntkn·,,l,y ··111'1''"·1·. IIL<I I 'lut•.lt.uJ I11IIIIW<'I' 111 lkni<')'l'<'l will 
hal'l' Ill s<tl\'1' lhl' jll'<tidt'lll 11i 1111" l'ltllljl;lllhlill\ 11l j,,·lt<'i Ill !'l!'lll:d hi<' 1\'llh lktd<'l'l'.<'i\ 
'nllll!'llllllll lh:~l ,1.-,tlh 1' ;1l<ti:JI ;uuuhdo~llllll 111 lh·· 11ll• 1 ntdltl\' "I <'\1\l!'lh<'. tl\lni.'nd<'l!".i,l. 
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'standing open' for 'the openness of being.' The 'standing out' does not signify 
getting out of some immanence of consciousness but rather being 'out' in the 
'openness of being' (Way 271 f./374). 

This 'openness of being' is the disclosure of being which makes possible our 
understanding of being. We 'stand toward' being in the sense of being open for its 
revelation. Since Heidegger calls this openness of being the 'truth of being,' giving 
truth his usual meaning of unconcealedness, Heidegger also says that existence 
means 'standing out into the truth of being' (LH 206/326). The openness of being 
grants Dasein its possibilities as 'an understanding able-to-be.' Our ability to be 
human and to deal with things in various ways is a matter of our understanding of 
being. Dasein can be as existing because of its 'standing out into' a revelation of 
being. This sort of existence is 'impossible' when it is closed off to possibilities 
instead of open to them. 

This notion of limitation can be graphically illustrated with Heidegger's metaphoric 
description of Dasein as a 'clearing' or 'lightening. '·16 The clearing is the realm of 
possibilities which are revealed to Dasein by being, just as a forest clearing highlights 
the things in it by setting them off against the dark background of the surrounding 
forest. Beyond the clearing lie impossibilities in the realm of being's concealment. 
The brightness created by the light 'plays in the open and wars there with darkness' 
(TB 64171 ). The 'other side' of the unconcealedness of the open is the concealedness 
of death. As Hcidegger's seminar partner Eugen Fink indicates, death refers us to 
the night which surrounds the open. 17 

Ordinarily we think of shadows and darkness as indicating a lack of light or its 
complete denial. But, Heidegger argues, the shadow is a testimony to the concealed 
emitting of light. It is the incalculable, the unpredictable and unthinkable, which lies 
beyond our capacities to represent, yet points us to being as the locus of the light 
which may illuminate the dark corners one day (QCT 154/112). The clearing has its 
limitation; aletheia is surrounded by lethe.-1K But the dark, too, is 'in a certain sense 
also the Open, if a light is kindled in it' (HS 130/209). The 'other side' of the Open 
is itself part of the Open as 'not yet' in being, that is. a possibility that is not yet lit 
up.-w Heidegger comments: ·Mortal thinking must descend into the dark of the depths 
of the well if it is to view the stars by day. ·~o 

We will explore in more depth the issue of how this imagery and the view 
underlying it relate to Heidegger's vision of the history of metaphysics. But, for 
now, we must remember that, as we noted in Section 1.3, if Dasein 's selfuood lies in 

36 Hcidegger's term ·Lie/tiling' plays off metaphors of light and the lightening. 
37 Sec HS 130/208. Eugen Fink co-conducted the seminar on Heraclitus from which the 
book is drawn and frequently speaks for Hcidegger's view. 
38 This is another comment hy Eugen Fink (l-IS 130f./21 0). 
39 Sec footnote 30 ahove for Heitk-gger's Ollllllll'llts ;1hout Rilh·'s notion or tlw ollwr side 
of the Open. 
40 Hei1kgger. 'l'rinnpk~ olThiuJ..ing.' 1111' /'wl\' of l'l•m~mg, llan,lah·d hy .l:u11c~ ( i. llarl 
and John ( '. Maraldo tIll< lllllllll)'lou: Indiana llni 1 <'1"1 I· I '11·v .. I 'J /fol, p ~fo. 
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transforming being into history ami bringing itself to stand in it, tlll'n I last·in )'.iVl's 
itself up when being eludes its disclosing light. Greeks of the fiflh n·ntury B< ·. lor 
example, could not understand what-is as 'stuff' to he dominated and JJJ:mipulatt·d 
for human purposes even though their cultural prat:tiecs t:arried within tht'lll this 
concealed possibility- concealed to the point of 'impossihility' · in a way that. fm 
example, the fifth-century Egyptian culture did not. 

However, we should also remember that Heidegger speaks of tlw flo.uihilitl' ol 
the impossibility of existence. Authentic Dasein is the one who readll's into thl· 
depths of this well to find the new star, a new way of understanding tlw lwing ol 
what-is, that becomes the culture's new focal point as it navigates the twilightlwtwt'l'n 
its old world and the new way of disclosing its world that glimml~rs on the horiw11. 
Nietzsche could see in a lightening tlash that God was dead, that will to powt·r r11lnl 
what-is, but it took the thunder, the shattering impact of this revelation, anothl'r hall 
century to reach the ears of the Anyone. 

Dasein, Heidegger comments, 'does not have an end at which it just stops, hut 
rather it exists finitely.' This finitude is a charat:teristic of Dast•iu's primonlial 
timeliness and the way it comes 'towards itself to itself' from its futurt· ( .12 11), a 
feature of its timeliness we will explore in the next chapter. As an aspt't'l of thi), 
existential future, death as the end of Dasein's existence puts a limit on its hl·irw 
which lets Dasein understand being and itself in some particular way. Because 
Dasein's ownmost possibilities are determined from its end or limit,thesc possihilitit·s 
are understood as finite possibilities (264). Dasein cannot be just any way.< lur finitudl' 
is precisely what lets us be as this understanding of heing. Now we can set· why 
Heidegger thinks that fundamental ontology must include consideration of 'till' 
problem of the finitude in man as the decisive element which makes tht·undl·rstandirw 
of being possible' (KPM 240/225).~ 1 Our finitude is not just an incitkntal kat Jill' ol 
our being. It is established in our relationship to being, more particulally 111 thl· 
relationship between Dasein's timeliness and the Temporality of heing and thl' roll' 
existential death plays at their intersection. 

2.6 Being toward the End and Being-at-the-end 

After insisting that Dasein is always already its 'not yet' and its 'end,' lll'idq•.l'''l 
adds: 

41 It is diflicull, hut not impossible, to sec how such remarks could he nplainl'd nnd•·1 llw 

supposition that Dascin's death or finitude is simply our physical mortalily or an allillldl' 
ahout it. Norman 0. Brown's 1-!fi• !lgai11st lkath (Middletown. Connl'clil'llt: w,·slqan 
University Press, 1959) and r-:nll'SI Bl'dl'r's 111C' lknia/ or i>l'lltll (Nl'W York: l'll'l' l'n'''· 
1973) arc intl'rcsting alll'mpts to tkriw son1c1hing akin loan understanding of hl'inl' lro111 
our allitudl' ahout our physical lllllrlalily, and •llll' mighl argllt' that some aspccls of llwn 

acl'ounls arl'llotuniwrs:dly appli,·ahl,· h111 ha'"" on allllll•k' Inward dl'alh or. inllridq•l•n·, 
vocabulary. demisi' liluml in Wl''h'ru ni1111n- llmw\'l'r, lll'ilhn arl'ollnl g1v•·s 11' any t.-wr:w•· 
onllndcrslanding I h·· disl illl'l i Vl' hl\h ll v Ill w.".ll'lll nillllll' Thl\ llllllnslalldllll' i, :ll'l ···ph·d '" 

a giv,·n; lhl' inquiry""''·' nol l'XIl'wlloo 11' l'"''o~luhlv oo1 '" lu,lmv. suhj,·,·l, I kidq')'<'l lint,, loo 
hi' no11o11 ol I Ill' <kalh of I )aM'III 
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The 'ending' meant hy death docs not signify a being-at-the-end of Dasein but rather a 
being toward the end of this being. Death is a way to be which Dasein takes over as soon 
as it is. 

(245) 

One important difference is obscured by the standard English translation: while 
'being-at-the-end' is a phrase made by hyphenating its words, as Heidegger does 
with so many of the phrases he uses to describe aspects of Dasein's being, 'being 
toward the end' is remarkable for its unadorned reference to being. Similarly, and 
interchangeably it seems, Heidegger refers to being toward the end as being toward 
death.42 

Dasein's death does not just signify that Dasein is being-at-the-end, or simply 
over and done with, finished. We have seen that Dasein's death does not signify this 
either in the sense that a person ends by perishing or that Dasein would cease to be 
actual, as, for example, might happen if we blow ourselves up in a nuclear war. In 
Heidegger's initial discussion, with its confusing admixture of a present-at-hand 
conception of Dasein, he had spoken of death as 'no-more-Dasein,' but later he 
indicates that, with this entity that is its possibilities of being, the appropriate 
conception of death refers not to its lack of actuality but to its lack of possibilities. 
It is not that Dasein is no more but that it is not, as he corrects himself, able-to-be
Dascin any more, that is, it is not able to be the 'there' through which being discloses 
itsclf:11 

The nature of Dasein 's death can be adequately determined simply by the notion 
of it as being-at-the-end in the sense that its current, actual possibilities are finite or 
wme to an end, although we continue to live, and this point surely lies behind 
Heidegger's comments (246). 

What interests us is not just that Dasein's possibilities come to an end, and so 
bring it to stand as what it is, but why and how these possibilities are thus limited. 
This is a matter of Dasein 's very way of being, and, since its being is determined by 
its relationship to being in general, that is, its being is an understanding of being, 
ultimately this is determined by being. To understand Dasein's being-at-the-end we 
must consider being toward the end in general, which in Dasein 's case means how it 
understands its own death. 

42 For example, phrases such as 'Sein-bei,' 'Schon-sein-in; 'ln-sein; and 'Sich-vorwex-sein; 
indicate existential structures of Dasein 's being. But in the case of this distinction, the contrast 
is between Zu-Emle-sein, or, as Heidegger later corrects and clarifies his point, Zum-Ende
'sein,' and Sein zum Ende (234, 444*). Macquanie and Robinson hyphenate both being toward 
the end and being toward death, but l will maintain the parallel with Heidegger 's German and 
use the phrase being-at-the-end for Zu-Ende-sein, avoiding capitalizing 'being' to remind the 
reader of the distinction l am emphasizing. 
43 In Heidegger's words, the contrast is between 'Nichtmehrdasein' or 'no-more-Dascin' 
(237) and 'Nicht-melrr-dasein-kiimlens' ('no-more-able-to-hc-Dascin") (250). In between his 
use of these words his rcllcctions have moved aw;sy from 1kath as dt·misc and nune lo focus 
on death as a 'Seinsmiiglicllkeit,' a possibility orlwing. not a far I ahout hodit•s. and on Dasl'in's 
Seinkiinnen. its hl'lng as an ah1hty lo hl' it~ possihililil·~. 
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In regard to this distinction I kidcggt·r couum·nts that 'lwiug-at-tht· t•ud i111plics 
existentially: being toward the end' (250). llow I>ast·int·ouu:s to au t'llll raist·s th1· 
question of its relationship to being. that is, its existenct·. If a revelation of bt•iug is 
what gives Dasein its able-to-be as the entity which is its possihilitit•s, llll'n th1· 
point, so to speak, where Dasein's possibilities leave oiTand its impossihilitit·s lwgiu 
is also determined by its way of being. Heidegger is trying tocapturt~ lht· idt·a that 
Dasein's disclosure of being is finite because being reveals itself finitl'ly. In l:1ter 
works he will assert that being itself is finite,+~ hut in Being a/1(/ 'lime. he is only 
insisting that there are some ways to be which being has not yl'l rt·wakd. This 
'something still outstanding' is something that Dasein 'can and will he' (2.t\). 

In being toward death, however, Dasein confronts the limits of its disdost·dm·ss. 
In Being and Time Heidegger says: 'With death Dasein stands before itself ill its 
ownmost possibility. In this possibility the very being of Dasein as being -intht· Wttdd 
is at issue.' Death is Dasein's 'ownmost possibility' because in it what is at issu1· 1s 
Dasein's ownmost being as the entity through whom being is revealed. 'lit lw or uot 
to be is indeed the question. Heidegger adds: 'lls death is tht· possibility ol 
no-more-able-to-be-there' (250). 

In its being toward death, Dasein may either be its ownmost self ami thus lw till' 
'there' in which the question of being is raised, or it can immerse itself iuto its 
current understanding of being and thus be the Anyone's self, that is, WI' rau 
understand what it is to be in the way Anyone understands it. 

In an essay on the pre-Socratic thinkers, Heidegger comments that the t~sst·nn· ttl 
mortals- which is to be the 'there' in which being reveals itself- calls upon n1ortals 
'to heed the call which beckons them toward death.' He adds: 

As the outermost possibility of mortal Dasein, death is not the end of tht• possihk hull hi' 

highest keeping (the gathering sheltering) of the mystery of calling disl'loslll'l'. 

(HiT 101/.'·IHl 

Dasein's 'outermost' possibility,45 to which Heidegger frequently rdi:rs iu /king 
and Time, marks the boundary between the possible and the impossible as far as 

Dasein's ownmost being goes, so to speak. What lies 'beyond' that possibility rauuot 
he 'fetched over' by Dasein into its clearing, that is, the possibility t·:uuutl Ill' 
overtaken.46 

While Descartes could see the subject/object opposition increasingly n~:mifest iu 
our dealings with things and the quantification of what-is. he could not fol'l'Sl'l' thl' 
future alienation of consciousness from its world or the way ohjet·ts would hl' 
understood as only representations for consciousness. Similarly. Nit•tzsdll' l'ould 
sec the nihilism latent in late nineteenth-cl'ntury rulturc. the treating of natun· as il 
it had no inner aim, purpose. or being. hut hl' could not forest't' tlw lt'l'hnol"l'.il'al 

44 1--'or a dist.:ussion of lhis poinl. st'l' ( 'haph·t·. ·, .uul /, I'SJ>t'l'ially Scclions 'l. I :uul 1·1 
I( 'hapler 7 is availahll' onlinl' al: ltll{•:llu·u·u· 11 11 ,.,f,;/,flll••l"f'lll·l( "Wititt·.lttm blilor\ noll' I 
4.5 Thl' awlo.ward ll'l"lll 'outl'rlllost'lran,.l>~h". I ktdq•1•.•·• \ tu•l "'lllll'llllllllloll woul ·,,,,1.11'1.1/. • 

•It• This so'llh'lll'o' II io·-. lnl':tpllm·l kult'l'l'.l'l ".,,(, .. ,,II (II loll oil ln., possthllily a-. 'lllllif•,·t/t,/1•111.' 
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orientation toward things that would regard them as merely 'stuff' on hand for 
whatever use we make of it. At the indefinite and indeterminable limits of the 
Temporal manifestation of the being of what-is, Dasein as the 'there' of being must 
simply give itself up to the darkness beyond.47 

A marginal note that Heidegger later adds at the place he introduces the notion of 
'being toward death' (234) clarifies what he was trying to say. He refers to this being 
toward death as the 'being of not-being' (444*).48 This Not-being is nothing in the 
sense of 'no thing,' and perhaps Heidegger alludes to his famous musings about the 
Nothing, but, in this context, we should stress that it is not absolutely nothing. Rather, 
we might say, it has the curious being of the not-yet-being. 

Comments Heidegger makes in later works help further clarify this initially 
puzzling notion, a notion which he himself may have had to work out in his thinking 
in the lectures, essays, and books that follow Being and Time. Another comment 
again connects death with his famous musings about 'nothing.' He says: 

Death is the shrine of nothing, that is, of that which in every respect is never merely 
something-which-is but which nevertheless still presences as the mystery of being. As the 
shrine of nothing, death harbors within itself the presencing of being. As the shrine of 
nothing, death is the shelter of being. We now call mortals 'mortals' not because their 
earthly life comes to an end, but because they are capable of death as death. 

Death as the shelter of being both saves it and conceals it.49 In another later remark 
Heidegger specifically says that 'in death the supreme concealedness of being gathers' 
(OWL 200/23). The Anyone, or those people who live as anyone, would not qualify 
as 'mortal' in Heidegger's sense in this passage. They are not capable of Dasein's 
distinctive death but rather view death inauthentically, always putting it off into the 
future as an event that will not happen to itself. 

Heidegger later refers to the 'suffering in which the essential otherness of what-is 
reveals itself in opposition to the tried and usual.' He adds: 

The highest form of suffering is the dying of death as a sacrifice for the preservation of the 
truth of being. This sacrifice is the purest experience of the voice of being. 

(P 166-167/249-250) 

Quite obviously, Heidegger is not talking about being a martyr for the sake of 
defending the facts or faith one believes in, but in letting one's ownmost self be 
transformed by letting our ordinary understanding of what it is to be human and 

47 See Being and Time, p. 264 for this general idea. 
48 Heidegger's phrase is 'Sein des Nidztseins.' 
49 The quotation comes from PLT 1781171. In this remark the m.ld usc oft he word 'Ciehirf.i,' 

translated here as 'shelter.' is surely intended to create n new llll'Hning for the term hy culling 
upon an apparent etymological connel·tion between 'fit•hirg' I which ordinarily means 
'mountain range') and till' vcrh '/l('l'g('ll,' which lll<"ans 'lo •·om·,·al,' 'lo saw.' Ill' 'lo shl'lll'l'.' 
The term rl~rninds the l'l'a<kr thai I kitll').!!.!l'l' says lhallll'ill!' holh nn,·on,·,·als ilsl'lf and ronn·als 
itsdf: it is hoth 'f '"''t'thorgt·lllll'i( and 'Ut'l•otgt'lllll'it · 
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what it is to be in general he transformed by being the medium for thl' disdos1111' ol 
being right up to its end, its outermost possibility. 5° 

Heidegger also refers to death as Dascin's 'non-relational possibility' !2)0) .. '1 

Everything to which Dasein relates, every relation between people and n·lation to 
the things with which we concern ourselves, all lie within Dascin's 'nt·twork · of 
possibilities laid out by its existence as that 'being toward whkh I >asl·in can and 
somehow always does relate itself' ( 12).52 But death is precisely 'tlw possibility ol 
the impossibility of every relating to ... , of every existing' ( 262). Till' 111111- rl'lat ion a I 
possibility of death is really an impossibility when compareu with till' possihilillt's 
within Dasein's clearing: it is the limit of Dasein's dearing. Our relationships to 
things and to people will 'fail' when Dasein's very being is placl'd at issul' L!h 1). 

They are determined by this being, not vice versa. In confronting lk·ath t'ach partirulou 
Dasein is thrown back upon itself to disclose its able-to-he." 

As Dasein's 'ownmost possibility,' death discloses what it is for J>asl·in to lw 11.1 

a disclosure of being. Hence death lays claim to Dasein as what it is; it l'il'ally 
distinguishes Dasein from what-is as nature, the reauy-to-haml, and IlK· prt'St'lll at 
hand. 'This individualizing is a way in which the "there" is uisdosed for t'Xisll'nn·' 
(263). Death delineates and delimits Dasein's possibilities as an undt•rstandilll'. 
able-to-be. 

As a disclosure of being, Dasein not only discloses what it is to he itself hut also 
the being of what-is in general. Its relation to being reveals more than its own lwin1•.; 
it reveals the other domains of what-is such as nature and number. As Wt' saw iu 
Section 2.4, other domains and modes of being also have an end as finitt· what ~~ 

Dasein's to-be-at-the-end ultimately requires an analysis of being toward 'e111ls' 111 
general, not just Dasein's ownmost end, and of being in general. Collsl'qll\'lltlv. 
Heidegger suggests that within the framework of his investigation of I >a!-wiu. lu~ 
ontological characterization of the end can only he provisional. The complrtl' analy~l-' 
would require a full analysis of the ends of different types of what-is, a11d, 11 • m·hirVl' 
this, we would have to clarify the understanding of being in gent•ral a11d invn.lil'ah· 
what makes it possible (241 ). For this, we would need to haw au an~W\'1 111 thl' 
question which the analysis of Dasein only prepares us to inwstigatl', that is, what " 
the meaning of being in general? Of course, neither of tht~sc matters Wl'fl' add1t·~.\1'tl 

50 Although it may seem a far-fetched claim at this point in the analysis, perhaps I kukl'l'''l 
gets both his term and his conception oft he ·outermost' possibility from l'anm·n11l•·~ di\L"II"Il'll 
of being. Sec Chapter 6, Sct:lion 6.3. IC'haptt•r 6 is available onlinl' at: hiiJ•:/III·u·u·.l<·ll•',/11/ 
pflilosoplly/( 'White. him - Editor's nolL'.! 
51 The term 'non-rclationar lranslatt·s lll'idq~g~:r·~ word 'llnlw~iiglidlt'.' 
52 The ll'rm 'network· is an allempl lol"apllln' lll'idegg•·r's L'lymolo).!ically riL"IhT '/it'. 11g · 
.5.~ In his MelttJIIll'.l"int//.'olllldtttions o(/.••.0··11\'idl'ggn sir11ilarly slll'~~~·s I hi' 'n••·laphV,I•·al 
isolation' of 1110111kind. thl' facl thai 11111 lllldl'l\lilllllilll' nl hl'llll' i~ 11ol d1·riv;111V1' lln111 111 
dqll'ndt•nt oil 1111r llndcrslarlllilll' ol \111111' niH" lhllll' '" 1h1111'~- ln~h·;ul. ,·11l111n'\ •·n·ah· 
th,·msl'lves, a~ il Wl'll',l'l nillilo, 111 11111 nl ltn111'. hl\\illd Nnlhlll)' 'l'l11s pni111 "nl"'.'"''d hv 
lht• 1ra11sla1ion nl '1.\olt•'tWig dn 1\lt'lllllll"ll. a-. '1•.nlallnll nl lh•· l111111a11 111'1111'.· allhn111'h 
llculq-'1'''' \jh'• 1111·.dlv dt'llll'\ Ill' I\ 11'1•'111111' 11111..- ,., ..... 1 l'·"lah·d ·.llh(<TIIIIII" ,-.;,.,. tvll'l I 1// 
I 1.' 
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in Being and Time despite Heidegger's original intention. In Part Two we would 
have become acquainted with the Temporal unfolding of the being of what-is and 
presumably have come to see more clearly the role of Dasein 's undergoing of death 
in this process. As it turned out, the truncated published portion of the book left 
itself all too open to personalistic misreadings. 

We saw that Heidegger thinks that the 'end' of something is what brings it to 
stand as what it is. An intriguing question remains about the phrase 'being toward 
the end.' What is it that brings being itself to stand as what it is? In the case of 
Western culture, what it is 'to be' became regarded as precisely a 'what,' that is, a 
thing, a property, an activity - as phusis, idea, energeia, actualitas, ens creatum. 
representation, will to power, and so forth. The perspective leading to these different 
views was established in Ancient Greece. 

Heidegger seems to use the phrases 'being toward the end' and 'being toward 
death' interchangeably in Being and Time, but in the retrospective light cast by his 
later philosophy we might also pause to wonder whether being toward the end is not 
only what brings being to stand as what it is but whether it also points to the finitude 
of the possibilities of being, a notion perhaps better captured by the notion of being 
toward death. Being not only came to stand in a certain way in Ancient Greece, its 
disclosure there articulated the range of possibilities of the being of what-is which 
has now been depleted. The range of possibilities was very different than those 
established by, for example, Chinese thought. The depletion of Western possibilities 
of being leads to the death ofthe understanding of being within the history of Western 
metaphysics, and this death calls for the new beginning for thinking that Heidegger 
meditates upon in his later works. 

If, as Heidegger claimed, the discussion of Dasein in Being and Time was always 
oriented toward answering the question of being (LR xviii/xix), then our analysis of 
Dasein cannot be complete until we address this issue, as we will in Chapter 5 on the 
finitude of being. 

2. 7 Dying and Inauthentic Being toward Death 

As we saw in Section 2.4, Heidegger uses the term 'dying' to indicate the way in 
which Dasein relates to its death (247). Stressing the whole sentence, Heidegger 
comments: 'As regards its ontological possibility, dying is grounded in care' (252). 
In a later marginal note he adds: 'However, care comes to be out of the truth of 
being. ' 54 The disclosure of being is the locus in which we understand the limits of 
our existence, our openness toward that being; it makes care and hence this sort of 
dying possible. On the other hand, what makes demise possible, indeed inevitable, 
is quite another matter. 

54 In this marginal comment on Seinwul ZeiJI-lcidegger says: 'A her tlie Sm:~e wes/aus tier 
Wahrheil cles Sevns' ( 252. 444* ). His latl'r usl' of thl' arrhail' tl'rm 'Scvn' is an alll'mpt to 

cmphasizl' his spl'l'ialml·aning for till' word 'St•in' :nul dl'lkct his l'l'adl'rs fnnnlhl'ir tendency 

lo Sl~l' il as a kind of 1hin,1• of any sorl. I'Wn :1 Jll"lllll'riV 01 a pro<'l'ss 
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For Heidegger, dying is a particular way of existing. l>asein l·an die l'llhl'l 
authentically or inauthentically. As DasL·in we always haVl' lo lake up lll'inl'. 
toward the end either by taking it for granted and thus simply moving within lhl' 
possibilities of being that our culture has laid out, or by making an is~Hil' of it and 
thus determining where the limits of our possibilities of being al'lually do Ill'. 
Therefore, dying shows that mineness is constitutive of death as wl'll as Dasl·in 
itself (240) since only a particular Dasein can be authentic or inautlwnl il· .can qnl'SI i1 111 

being or ignore it, although some stages in the history of our cultllll' may lw nunl· 
conducive to authenticity and others, like the contemporary technologil·al l'poch, 
less so. 

Given Heidegger's technical -and obscure- notion of death and dying. Wl' can 
see why he claims that 'there are many who don't know about death' ( 2~ I l l'Vl.'ll 
though the vast majority of people over the age of five know about dcmisl'. I h· 
also claims that although Dasein dies 'as long as it exists,' most of us do so 
inauthentically (251-252). The inauthentic understanding of lkath rieL'S lhl· an x icl v 
that overcomes Dasein when it recognizes the groundlessness of its hcing as llll'ldy 
a possible way to be. Inauthentic being toward death llces anxiety in the fan· nl 
existential death by turning anxiety into simple fear and death into thL· onco1ni111'. 
event. It regards death precisely as demise, !hal is, as the end that ;1waits us a.s 
particular, living things which is always, we tell ourselves, yet to come (2~ I .. l ').I). 
and thus we keep fear at bay. 

Such a 'death,' we admit, happens to 'one,' that is to oneself as to Anyom·. hut. 
we tell ourselves, not to me, not now. Inauthentic understanding takl·s l>asl'in\. 
being to be precarious only in that we each face personal extinction. yet always 
put it off until later. Thus, Dasein avoids recognizing the more profound. if k!-.s 
frightening, dependency that invades its very being here and now and always. This 
finitude arises out of its character as the 'there' of being (265). not out of the 
biology or physical vulnerability of the living creatures embodying Dasein. 

Heidegger refers the reader to Tolstoy's story 'The Death of Ivan llych' for an 
illustration of the inauthentic conception of death (254).~~ People familiar with thl' 
story will remember it in the general outline suggested by Hcidcggcr's coniL'xt: in 
confronting a fatal illness Ivan llych moves from accepting the belief that 'IIIIL' dil'!'., · 
that is, everyone in general, to accepting the belief that 'I die.' The traditional 
interpretation of Heidegger's notions of authentic and inaulhent.ic heing toward dt·ath 
sees this as precisely the move from an inauthentic to an authentic umkrstamling ol 
'death.' We have seen, however, that Heidegger explicitly denies I hal his llll's!'.agl' 
about death is simply that 'everyone dies his ownlkath. ''''Ivan has heard this llll'!'.sar•.t· 
and consequently 'personalized' his d1'111isl' to this degree; Ill' knows that it is /,. 
who is going to demise and that hl' J'an·s his dl'lllisl' on his own. So, il' thi!-. i!-. not 
llcidegger's message, then sollll'lhinl~ lllllll' 11111s1 he at sta!..l' in llll' moVl' J'nun 

)) Sl'l' till' looluoll'llll/lt•ing wtt! l/m,·.p ''•lo1111l o·11d11111t' \lll111 I I1V1~i1111Two. ( 'haph'l .'. 
i11tlu• l·:11)'li'h llall,lalion t·l'l'i). 
~(, Sl'i'IIH" .-1;11111 altlu· <'lid of s,·,·tlllll I I ,Ifill IIi• I 11.1111111111 l<111lll11h' I 
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inauthentic understanding of death to authentic understanding of death than just this 
recognition.57 

To understand what Heidegger is saying, we first need to remember that the 
inauthentic conception of death does not necessarily involve some mistaken factual 
belief. It may seem odd to call a factually accurate conception 'inauthentic,' but 
then we simply must remember what Heidegger means by 'inauthentic.' An 
inauthentic conception has not grasped Dasein's being as Dasein, but that does not 
mean that it is not based on facts about the lives of human beings. Of course we will 
all 'die' in the sense of perish, and you and I are included in this 'all.' 

If Ivan initially thought he was not included in those who would demise, he was 
simply mistaken about the facts. But being right about them, as he later was, does 
not guarantee an understanding of existential death. If Ivan is to be considered as 
authentically being toward death, a claim which Heidegger does not explicitly make, 
we must look for some other element in the story. 

Ivan does in fact seem to be one of those people for whom 'cases of death,' that is, 
instances of demise, are the occasion for first paying attention to existential death. 58 

In confronting his demise, for the first time he really questions his understanding of 
being: 'What if my whole life has really been wrong?' Tolstoy describes Ivan's 
musings about the meaning of life: 

It occmTcd to him that his scarcely perceptible attempts to struggle against what was 
wnsidered good by the most highly placed people, those scarcely noticeable impulses 
which he immediately suppressed. might have been the real thing, and all the rest false. 59 

Though there is a religious and ethical dimension in Tolstoy's message which is 
missing in Heidegger's notion of authenticity, both involve a questioning of the 
conventional wisdom of the Anyone. Ivan wonders: 'Maybe I did not live as I ought 
to have done.' 

'But how could that be when I did everything properly?' he replied, and immediately 
dismissed from his mind this, the sole solution of all riddles oflife and death, as something 
quite impossible.60 

For Tolstoy the sole solution for life and death is not just having the courage to face 
your own demise but, as Kierkegaard puts his similar point. having the courage to 

57 Heideggcr's reference to 'The Death of Ivan Ilyich' is more problematic than I indicate 
here. Robert Bernasconi points out some of the difticulties in his essay 'Literary Attestation 
in Philosophy: Heidegger's Footnote on Tolstoy's "The Death of Ivan llyich'" and includes a 
bibliography of critical articles on the significance of the story. Sec HeicleMger in Que.wion: 
The Art(~( Existing (Atlantic Highlands. NJ: Humanities Press. 1993 ). pp. 76-lJR. 

58 'Die Tmlesfiille.' here translated as "cases of death.' is another Jkide),!gl·rian term for 
demise and lexically indicates the 'fallen' or inautlll·ntic nature of the conn:ption. 
59 Leo Tolstoy. Tlw !>cat II of" 11"1111 lll"l"lt 111111 Otltn Storit'.\ (New York: Nl'W Allll"riean 
Lihrary, I 960). p. I :'i~1. 

60 lhid .. p. I·IX. 
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risk something on your own that goes against the t·onventional wisdom of till' av.l·.'" 
And, for both Tolstoy and Kierkegaard, this 'something' is genuinl' ( 'hristia11ity, 11111 
the banal version watered down by the Anyone. If Ivan eventually has thl' l·ouragl' 
to risk a revolution in his understanding of himself and life, then he l'Oilll'S dosl'r to 
deserving the Heideggerian accolade of authentic being toward tk·ath. too. 

At the end of the story Ivan's deathbed epiphany occurs when he alu·pts that his 
former way of living 'was not at all the right thing.' A light hreaks through thl· 
darkness of death that tried to shroud him like a black sack. Now. feeling ill touch 
with the only One who needs to understand his change of heart to makl· itl'OIIIJll'llsatl' 
for a lifetime of error, Ivan no longer fears death because, he muliers to htmsl·ll. 
'there is no death.' And, suddenly, in place of death, joy and light enfold him.'·' 
Curiously, however, and contrary to the traditional accourll's version of thl· story. it 
seems as if Ivan reverts back to thinking that he, too. will escapl' dl'tllise hut 
because it is not the end it seemed and instead a heginning. HoweVl'r, a:-. far a~ 

Heidegger's aims go, we can see that Tolstoy advances a particular exi:-.ll'lltil·ll vil'W 
of demise, and Ivan's transformation brings us only a little doser to umll·rstalldllll' 
Dasein's existential death. 

Ironically, it is the Anyone who, Heidegger says, advises us to master our fear ami 
cultivate a 'superior indifference' to the prospect of demise. The Anyone trauslatl':o. 
the more primordial anxiety into fear of some specific event in order to mastt·r it. 
The fear is then considered cowardly or gauche, and one is supposed to rise ahoVl' it 
through the mood of 'indifferent tranquillity' (254). In the common an·ou11t of lva11 \ 
'authentic' being toward death, he achieves no more than this. 

One ofthe obstacles to grasping the distinction between inauthentic and autlll'lltil· 
being toward death is that throughout his discussion of death lleidegger l'OIItinually 
relies on a tacit analogy or proportion between my death as an individual Jll'rsoll, 
that is, my perishing or demise. and my existential death as Dascin. I ant to 111y 
demise qua person as the Dasein 'in' me is to its death tJlla Dasein. In hoth resperts 
I confront a 'nothingness' impenetrable to my understanding. and what is 'lwyo11d' 
the end constitutes a sort of 'other side' to what-is.'" But in the former rasl', thl· 
'beyond' that I fear is quite specific. even if a matter of possihle alternatiVl's surh as 
heaven, hell, or the extinction of consciousness, and not the 'nothinguess' that 
provokes anxiety. 

6 I Kicrkegaard's remarks arc worth quoting since they foreshadow lkidq~gl'r\ 1111111111 "' 
authenticity, especially ir we rcmcmhcr that ror Kierkegaanl 'death' means a radil'aiJll'rsonal 
transformation: 'The ractthat several peopk united to!_!l'thl'r have tht· courage to llll'l'l <k:1th 
docs not nowadays mean thai each individually has th1· ,·,nnagc, rur. l'Vl'n 11111n· than <kath. 
the individual fears the judgment and proll•st111' lrfl,·,·t i11nupon his wishing h 1 ri~J.. ~llllll'thuw 

on his own.' Replace 'rl'llection' with 'till' 1\ny"m·· and Wl' have an t'XISil'llli<·ll VI'I'SIIlll 111 
lleidcgger's an:ilysi~ of the i\ny••nl"'s role 111 hlo11 ~Ill)' 11111 ll'<'"l'.llilion ol ,·.xish·ntial d,•ath 
Sec S1"·en Kink<·gaard. '1111' l'n'.\<'111 ;\g,·. 11 ;lw.l.llo·d hv ,\ I l111 1 Nl'w Yor).. ll;u pt'l and How. 
I%.? I. p. "I. 

11.1 'li•lstnv. 'lll'ath ot Ivan llyd1.' pp I ~·I ,.,., 
h \ s,.,. l•u•tnoh· 10111 Sn·unn .'.·1 
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The traditional interpretation of Hcidcggcr's notion of death, which never gets 
beyond demise, suggests that physical death provokes anxiety because it gives us 
nothing to grasp, nothing that we can compare to anything we know. Yet even the 
extinction of consciousness has its parallel in life, along with the images that the 
alternatives of heaven, hell, reincarnation, and so on, conjure up. Each night in 
dreamless sleep our consciousness vanishes just as completely as if it were never to 
return. Letting oneself drift off to sleep is like offering oneself up to such a death
a thought sure to generate insomnia if not anxiety! 

The tacit analogy between demise and existential death and the continual interplay 
between the inauthentic and authentic understanding of death unfortunately only 
make Heidegger's discussion more obscure. Even the illumination that the analogy 
might cast, if explicitly made, is lost. Once one realizes how existential death differs 
from personal demise, one notices how frequently Heidegger puts scare quotes 
around such words as 'death' and 'dying' when he is making a remark which is 
intentionally ambiguous or does not differentiate between the two. The analogy, 
which lets him say similar things about both conceptions, actually hinders the 
distinction from being as clear as it should be. 

Besides the continual ambiguity about what sort of 'death' or 'dying' is under 
consideration, Heidegger also talks of both the (a) 'certainty' and the (b) 'when' of 
death in regard to the inauthentic and authentic understanding of Dasein's end. 
But the words have a different meaning depending on which sort of end we are 
discussing. 

(a) Emphasizing the whole sentence Heidegger says, 'The fact that demise, as an 
event which occurs, is "only" empirically certain is in no way decisive as to the 
certainty of death' (257). For demise, this certainty is the certainty of an inductive 
generalization with no known exceptions, at least for mere humans; we will demise, 
sooner or later. The Anyone says that 'Death certainly comes but not right away,' 
and Heidegger suggests that with this 'but' the Anyone denies the certainty of death 
because what is distinctive about the certainty of death is 'that it is possible at any 
moment' (258). 

Yet Heidegger has switched senses of death on us by using his technical term for 
the moment of insight of authentic being toward death.64 With existential death, 
the possibility is ever present that we will suddenly achieve authenticity and 
understand being in a new way, but it is by no means a certain or inevitable actuality 
or eventuality for everyone. The vast majority of people will continue to believe 
what the Anyone believes and be brought to a new understanding of being only after 
it has become something that anyone can accept. Nietzsche saw the dawning of 
nihilism in a lightning flash, but its thunder took decades, if not a century, to reach 
the public consciousness. Furthermore, Heidegger worries that the dominance of 
the technological worldview may prevent such moments of insight from ever 
happening again. The 'certainty' of this moment is found in the insight brought forth 

64 Hcideggcr uses thl' word 'tlugm/J/i('k' rl'fl'n'l·d to at tlw ,·nd of s,·rtitHI 2.2. a ll'l"lll hl' 
bon·owcd from Kkrkl'gaanlto dl'snihl· lhl' mom,·nt ol radit·al , ..... ,·cr~u>JI. 
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hy the call of conscience, and Heidegger's point dqll'nds on his wordplay in< it'l"lll;nl, 

not any facts about the world or history.'•'· 
(b) Along with this certainty of death goes the indefiniteness of its 'wlll'n' 1 2'iX l. 

hut again this 'when' is equivocal. Our demise has an indcfinill' 'wlwn' silll'l' WI' 
ourselves will never know when it will happen even if we know thai it is happl·ninJ.~. 
though conceivably someone else could fix its time at least within a hrid span. as 
does a doctor in order to fill out a death certificate. Everyday being toward d1·a1h 
evades the indefiniteness by making it definite. It does this not hy cakulal ing wh1·n 
demise will happen ('Dasein would sooner flee' that sort of definitt·ness) hnl hy 
'interposing before it those urgencies and possibilities which can hl· lakl·n in al a 
glance and which belong to the everyday matters that arc doscsllo us' (2'iXI. In 
emphasizing the indefinite 'when' of existential death, Hcidegger is not l'Xhortin)'. 
us to be continually aware that demise could happen any lime. Dasl~in 'dm~s 11111 first 
die and does not at all die authentically by and in an experience of faclil·al dl'llliM·· 
(247). This is true both for the experience of demise and the cxpcriclll'l' of known11'. 
that we 'certainly' will demise. 

Despite the attractiveness of the existentialist-style advice contained in so many 
interpretations of Heidegger's notion of authentic being toward death, I kidl·ggl'l is 
also not saying that the authentic response to the indefiniteness of the 'wlll'n' ol 
demise would be to live our personal lives to the fullest each moment sol hal Wl' will 
have no regrets when that unknown time arrives. This advice voices till' Anyom•'s 
view of death and only seems a variation of inauthentic being toward dl·ath: insll·ad 
of suppressing knowledge of our death, we are directed to think thai Dasein \ oW11111os1 
death iS simply demise and to)d tO 'interpose' between the 'when' of demise and IIIII 
current 'now' those 'urgencies and possibilities' which 'belong to the everyday matins 
that are closest to us.' 

In contrast, the 'when' of existential death cannot he fixed hy anyone. lt·t alom· 
the Anyone. It is possible not at some moment measured hy the tinll~ on a dm·k hut 
at an authentic moment of insight into being. This moment hy its very natun· l'annol 
he some definite 'when' of clock-time. Indeed, it is not a 'moment' al all in this 
usual sense, and there is some reason to think that it may take years, if not dl'l'ade!-., 
to 'happen,' just as Heidegger described his own thinking as laking Yl'ars to l'llllll' 
into the clear, or, we might say, the openness of being (LR xvi/xvii). Nil'llsl'lw\ 
insight into nihilism took years to come to him and decades to penelrall' the 
consciousness of the public. 

65 Heidcggcr's 'Gewissheit' is translated as 'certainty.' In Chapter 3 's discussinn ol 1111· rail 
of conscience Macquarrie and Robinson noll' that I kidq~gn lakes pains lo disso1·1alt' till' 
term 'Gell'i.I'Sell.' translated a~ 'l·onsl·il'nl't'.' from llll' atljt'l'liw 'gt'll'iss' or 'cl'rlaill.' and 11s 
derivatives such us 'Gewis.1·ileil.' I nih•· dist·llssion,lholl)'.h, lll'idegger loo~ pains to dissoriall' 
his own concept of 'Gell'isslleit' fromlhc• nrdinary 11o1ion of n·rlainly in regard to I he 'l'nlanll v · 
.,f dl'alh. II is also the ordinary Sl'nM' ol 'I ;,.11';.,,/t,.,( wlu.-h I kult'J'.J'I'I wa111s lo ~.·,·p dl,llltc·t 
from his notion or ·c;l'll'i.l'.\'('/1.' s .... llt·in..: '"'" lilllt', 1'1' ''II ·"'·':nul 1117 :nulllll' l'n)•.lish 
lr:mslalion 011 p. I IX. Tin· allr:w1io11 "I 11'.1111' '(,,·llt\1/t,·tt' 111 llw dl\c'IIS\icllt "' c'.\1\ll'llllal 
tkalh and anlhc'llllc· 111\i)•hl also "nrlv c ouu", l1o111 II'. c·lulll'ddc·d ll'kll·nc·c· lo · H't.\11'1/, "I 
~IHIWic'dl''' '.1111 c· .1 \I'IV 'l'l'l'l:d ~IIIII 11l ~111111 1111' •·· ''''lllllo·d !111 :llllhc'lllll' IH'III)'.Iow:ud ckalh 
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Before we move on to complete the discussion of authentic being toward death, 
and after that, to a discussion of the timeliness of Dasein, one interesting question 
remains concerning the relationship between demise and Dasein's ownmost death, 
the possibility of the impossibility of existence. What is the relationship between 
our physical death and our existential death? Some interpreters of Heidegger's notion 
take physical demise and our attitude about it to be simply one instance of all the 
'deaths· of life, that is, of loss, lack, despair, misunderstanding, futility, and so forth, 
and thus they take it to symbolize these other, less monumental 'existential' deaths. 
I not only deny that Heidegger intends this metaphoric generalization but insist that 
he has little interest in the on tic level of personal misfortunes. But can we completely 
ignore the fact of physical death in our analysis of the existential, ontological character 
ofDasein? 

The answer seems to be 'no,' although not for the typical reasons offered and not 
because Heidegger's discussion in Being and Time never sharply differentiates the 
two sorts of death. Dasein's finitude shows up not just in its possession of an 
understanding of being but in the way this understanding changes because of its 
response to the unconcealment of being. Max Planck commented that 'a new scientific 
truth does not triumph by convincing its opponents and making them see the light, 
hut rather because its opponents eventually die, and a new generation grows up that 
is familiar with it. '1'1' Perhaps an understanding of being 'dies off' for similar reasons. 
Perhaps one of the key factors of Dasein 's timeliness and historicality and the changes 
they bring is that older generations clinging to an earlier understanding of being die 
oil. If so, it seems that 'exitus' and perishing are important, if not essential, to Dasein's 
historical way of being. This, I think, should be Heidegger's answer, though he does 
not directly address the question.67 

Then what about Dasein's relation to the opposite state of affairs, that of 
immortality? In saying that he does not address the question of life after death, 
Heidegger mentions that he is also not speculating on whether there could be a 
'higher being' after death or whether Dasein itself could 'live on' or be immortal 
(247). But the reasons he gives supporting the essential finitude of Dasein suggest 
that such a being would not be 'Dasein' at all, which perhaps is why he refers to a 
'higher being.' In his 1966/67 Heraclitus seminar, Heidegger commented that, in 
the terminology of Being and Time, 'immortality is no category, but rather an 
existentiale, a way that the gods relate themselves to their being. •t>K Not a matter of 

66 The remark is quoted in Thomas Kuhn's The Structures of Scientific Revolutions, p. I 5 I. 
It comes from Planck's Scientific Autobiography and Other Papers, translated by F. Gaynor 
(New York: Philosophical Library, 1949), pp. 33-34. 
67 The issue is left unsettled by Heidegger's comments about Nietzsche's notion of the 
'dying out' of those who cannot grasp the authentic insight into the 'eternal return of the 
same.' This 'dying out' could be either literal, physical death or being 'dead to' how things 
are. Heidegger seems to opt for the latter when he equates the 'fleeting' ones with the ·fleeing 
ones.' See N2 122/383 and 131/394. 
68 See HS Ill /178. The dialogue eharm:ter ofthl' ll·xtmakl'S il thllin1l1 In dt·tl·nnim· whl·ther 
Hcidcgger is speaking fur himsdf hcrl' or rathl·r is just tryin1•. 1t1 t'larilv the remarks of his 
seminar part1wr. Eugen l:inJ... I ass1nnc lu· is doinl' huth 
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just living forever, thus Heideggcr's notiou of illllllorlality. too, tk·noll'S a way ol 
existing not the extent of a lifespan, but one appropriate to till· gods. not to finill' 
Dasein. Only humans are mortal in Hcideggcr's sense, certainly not gods and not 
even animals: 'Only man dies' (PLT 150/144). Mortals. as who they arl', arl' 'prl'Sl'lll 
in the shelter of being' (PLT 179/171) in a way that other domains of what- is an· 11111. 

In contrast to mortals, who are 'capable of death as death' (PLT 17X/171 ). divinitit•s 
are immortal. They represent a contrast with our finite understanding of bl·ing. lll~itlll'r 
dependent on skills to sustain their lives nor subject to the history of being. llcid,~ggl·r 
argues that Heraclitus saw that what we are becomes manifest only when we contrast 
ourselves with divinity. Independently confirming this point. Jcan-Piern· Wrnant 
suggests that in contrast to the Greek preoccupation with defining our natun· ami 
that of what-is, Babylonian myths such as the 'Enuma Elish' and the rituals hascd 
upon them do not 'clearly distinguish between man, the worh.I, and the gods. I >ivint· 
power is concentrated in the person of the king.'"'' The beginning of (in·,·k 
philosophical thought and its reflection on human capacities represents for I kideggl'J 
a clear break from mythic thought, as we will see in Chapters 5 and 6. '" 

2.8 Authentic Being toward Death 

If authentic being toward death were simply a matter of relating appropriatl'ly to om 
own demise, it is hard to see why Heidegger would think that, along with thl· 'solwr 
anxiety' in which we confront our individual ability to be, 'there goes anunshakahll' 
joy in this possibility' (310). Surely we would all 'sooner flee' this experienn·. I ~Vl'll 
the joy of those who believe in life after death is surely not 'unshakable,' and 
Heidegger does not even attempt to offer us such hope. However. as we have seen. 
anxiety in the face of death is very different than fear in the l~tcc of demise. It is 
anxiety before the 'ownmost, non-relational, outermost able-to-be' (:!51). The 
unshakable joy that is experienced in relating to this possibility is the joy of Daseiu's 
profound creativity; its ability to let things be and thus release both itself ;md thl'lll 
into the open realm of human activity. 

In contrast to the inauthentic relationship to death, in which we arc llll~rcly the 
'Anyone's self,' authentic being toward death manifests Dascin's ownmosl sl'lf' as 
the entity through which being is revealed. So far, our discussion has emphasil.l'd 
the meaning of the word 'impossibility' in the phrase 'the possibility ol thl' 
impossibility of existence' by, for example. contrasting it with non-actuality. lloWl'Vl'r, 
in order to understand Heidegger's notion of authentic being toward death Wl' llel'd 
to bring out the significance of till' ust• ol hoth the terms 'impossibility' aud 
'possibility' in this crucial phrasl~. Why dm·su't I kideggn .iu:-.1 s1wak of till' 
'impossibility of existence"! As we saw iu Secti1111~ .:! . ." and 2.6. his point is that, 

61) Sl'l' Ynnanl'\ 1111'111 ''"" '/'/wug/11 '"""".': tltr' I;,,.,·~ 1 tl.nndn1r l{nulh·d)!<' and t.;,'l'<lll 

l'aul, I'JX 1). p Hl1 

/0 I< 'haph'l 1o I'• ,1\'old.lhl•· olllllll' al ltiiJ• //1111'11 '' 11 ,·,/IIIJ•IIIItl.ltiJdn/1 'WIIIIt'ltlm hlih11 ·., 
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since Dasein is its possibilities. since it is what it can be, it must in some sense 
already be its 'not yet,' that is, what it will be. If it was not, it could never come to be 
this. 

Dasein is its 'not yet' as a possibility of its existence. It is open for what is 'still 
outstanding' in its ability to be. Dasein's understanding of being can change, and 
new ways of being are not always impossible. Being can reveal the way of being 
which was formerly concealed, as happened in the shift from the Greek to the 
medieval and from the medieval to the modem worlds. Each time, as Heidegger 
says. a 'new and essential world arose' (OWA 77/65). Referring to Trakel's notion 
of death in the poem 'Seven-Song of Death,' as we noted in the Introduction, he 
says that 'death is not decay' but rather that in death we 'leave behind the form of 
man which has decayed' (OWL 167f./46). The world made sterile and banal by the 
Anyone's reduction of its possibilities to a bland sameness is transformed by the 
new insight into being. Possibilities are unconcealed which were not illuminated 
before. 

Considering Heidegger's penchant for playing with the etymological connections 
of words, it is not too far-fetched to suggest that when he describes death as the 
'measureless impossibility of existence' (262) and when he italicizes the 'im-' of 
'impossibility' in the phrase 'the possibility of the impossibility of existence' (306), 
he is playing on the fact that this prefix can mean 'excessive amount' as well as 
'not.' 71 Heidegger may be taking advantage of this double meaning and capturing 
an important feature of our finite yet open existence when he says that, in authentic 
being toward death, possibility 'becomes "greater and greater"; that is to say, the 
possibility reveals itself to be such that it knows no measure at all, no more or less, 
but signifies the possibility of the measureless impossibility of existence' (262). 

Our particular understanding of being precludes some possibilities of being as 
not possibilities, but yet we are open to new possibilities just as the Greeks and 
medieval Christians were. The possible ways that being could reveal itself may 
seem 'measureless,' unfixed and unfixable, when regarded in the light of Dasein's 
finitude, as they are in Being and Time, but we will see that Heidegger's conception 
of the finitude of being, as well as his claim that we have now run through the 
possibilities opened up by the Ancient Greek understanding of being, place limits 
on what Dasein may become, that is, what we may understand ourselves to be. 

However, within the history of Western culture from Ancient Greece until the 
present day, and within the language of the analysis of Being and Time, authentic 
being toward death is the relationship to being that opens up Dasein for such new 
possibilities of being. Being toward the ownmost possibility of death discloses 
Dasein's ownmost being as the entity which makes an issue of being, and it frees 
Dasein from its current cultural understanding of human nature and the things with 

71 In these phrases, Heidegger italicizes the • U11-' of· Um11ij~fichkcit.' Compare the cognate 
English prefix 'in-' in the word 'intlammahlc.' whi..:h 111l':.tns nol non-tlammahlc hul highly 
flammable, or consider till' German words 'llmnas.w·' and 'lln.l"llllll111',' holh of which llll'an 
not 'nothing' hul an l'nonnous lllllllhcr or v;1sl quanlrlv. Siurilarly. an '/I11Jil'l"' is nola 
non-animal hula '\'cry aninral' animal. lhal is. a hrllll', a nrclll\1<'1 



which we deal; as Heidegger puts it. Das~:in is freed from its lostness in lhl·Anyom·. 
Heidegger comments: 'Here it can become manifest to Dasein that in this distinctivl' 
possibility of its own self, it has been wrenched away from the Anyone' (2(1.\). I )a~L·in 
is thrown back upon its ownmost self to determine what can he: the 1\nyonl' no 
longer protects it from its being. 

Heidegger describes authentic being towards death as 'forerunning' into till' 
possibility of death.72 His word literally means 'to run ahead' or 'to run in front' and 
might also be translated as 'outstrip' or, with Macquarrie and Robinson. ·anticipall'. · 
However, we can capture his meaning better with the archaic English wrh 'to fol'l'lllll,' 
especially since the still common term 'forerunner' parallels a dcrivatiw < iL'Iman 
term which also means 'forerunner' or 'harbinger.' Authentic Dasein is imkl·d a 
forerunner or harbinger of a new understanding of being. It 'foreruns' to thL· edge ol 
its current clearing in order to disclose what 'can he in a time' (.BX). I kidl').'.)!.l'l 
notes: 'Being toward death as forerunning into possibility for the first time flossihili.:f'.\ 

this possibility and makes it free as such.' Forerunning possibility is L'ontra~IL'd with 
merely expecting the actualization of something which is already a well-known way 
of being of, for example, nature (262). Authentic Dasein as the forcnnlnL·r ol 
possibility sets the possibility free as possibility in a way it was not hcforl'. Thl' 
possibility was not 'there,' illuminated in the clearing as possibility, before authL·ntic 
Dasein's insight into being. 7~ For example, things came to be seen as css~:ntially 
characterized by number thanks to thinkers such as Descartes and (ialiko, aud 
therefore available to be treated in certain new ways that were beyond the ken ol 
people in the Middle Ages. 

As I indicated above, Heidegger thinks that we L:annot fix the exact tinll' whL'II 
such a change in the understanding of being occurs. It is the 'moment of insight' ol 
authentic existence. Heidegger can comfortably say that in such a moment both 'the 
utter impossibility of existence becomes possible' (265) and 'possibility turns iuto 
impossibility' (308). Either phrase would seem odd if we were simply talking about 
the occurrence of demise. Isn't the impossibility of existence, that is, our prospcetiw 
non-actuality, totally lacking in possibilities of living, supposed to he possible all 
along? In what sense then does its 'impossibility' become possible at smnc imldinitl' 
'when'? And, instead of talking about the possibility of demise turnin!'. into 
impossibility, we would more intelligibly say that its possibility is n:ali1.cd. that i,, 
demise becomes actual. 

However, Heidegger is talking about the possibility of cxiskntial lll'ath. It 
occurs when old worlds die and new ones arc horn. 1\ change in the under~taudill)'. 

72 Hciucggcr's lcnn is 'Vorltll!/i•~t,' rdah·d lo '\·~•rliill/i·r,' I he ll'nll for ·ron·rnulll'r' "' 
'harbinger.' I avoid using the Macquarril' aud l<ohinson ll'l"lll 'anticipation' lo lran\lall' 
'Vorlaufi•n' because il only suggests a llh'lllall'XJll'l'lallnll ol a l..illown possihilily. Whill' lhi~ 
might he a useful tn1111o dcslTihc a way ol ll'lalill)' In nnl'\ dl'luis.·. which is prl'cis•·ly how 
il is umkrslond in I Ill' l'lliiiiiiOII inh·rpn·lallon "' I 1.-Hiq•)'<'l \ ,·nm·•·plinn ol hl'lll)' IIIWalll 
deal h. i11~ ll<lllwlphll inl'apllll'ill)' what II<' llll'.OII'. hv · \i•tltlll/<'11. Whik till' :ul'hall· 11dd1IY "' 
'forcrnn'1nay n1al..•· 11 awl.. ward. allc·a\llh l'l\'111111"1'11 :llllclchlv 111aldw~ 11<-llll'l'l'.l'l \ h'llll 
71 Tht•,p, I Ill' \V.O\' 111 wl11d11 la\l·in ·, hcuo•,, .. ,·, .. , ..... hlltlll"• lltllc·uh-1'1'.<'1 \ alypi,·:tl 1111111111 .,; 
··hntn' s.- •. •;,., 111111 I 'ollllllhc· dt."'"'~··lllllll ll''ollllllo'IIC",'• Ill I I 
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of being leaves old possibilities behind and lets new ones take their place in the 
'there' of being. Hence, impossibility becomes possibility and possibility turns into 
impossibility. When the medieval world died and was transformed into the modern 
one, that is, when the new vision of the being of what-is became that of the Anyone, 
there was no going back to the old understanding again.74 

Death, then, is the possibility which most precisely reveals Dasein's character as 
possibility (248-249). What Dasein understands itself to be is only a possible way 
to be, and what it will be is only a possible way to be. These changes in the 
understanding of being, however, do not indicate that Dasein escapes the limitation 
of its existential death. Dasein does not 'run ahead' of death in the sense of getting 
beyond it. 'As able-to-be, Dasein is not able to overtake the possibility of death' 
(250).75 Dasein does not 'run ahead' of death; it 'runs ahead' to death. Death 
remains a limit against which Dasein shatters itself (385). 

In his Introduction to Metaphysics Heidegger comments: 

All violence shatters against one thing directly. That is death. It is an end beyond all 
fulfillment. a limit beyond all limits. Here there is no breaking out or breaking up, no 
capture or subjugation. 

He adds that this 'uncanny' limit 'banishes us utterly and especially from everything 
with which we are at home' (IM 158/121 ).76 No matter how 'violently' Dasein tries 
to wrest being from its concealment, some possibilities of being will not give way to 
unconcealedness, at least not yet because it is not their time. Someone questioning 
being in the twelfth century could not free the being of what-is as mere stuff for 
human use. In that sense, death as the 'utter impossibility' of being remains a limit 
beyond which Dasein cannot go. Heidegger also puts his point another way by saying 
that Dasein 'shatters against being' (IM 1771135). Dasein is 'without a way out' or 
'without an opening' in the face of death (IM 158/121) when its disclosing light can 
project no illumination into this every constant 'beyond.' For Dasein there is no sort 
of final, Hegelian or Kierkegaardian overcoming of death. 

IfDasein is able to reveal new possibilities of being, it is because these possibilities 
have already tacitly, 'pre-ontologically' unveiled themselves in Dasein's world. They 
occupy the 'space,' so to speak, between the well-trodden territory of the Anyone 
and the 'utter impossibility' which limits that world. In forerunning to death Dasein 
breaks out ofthe shelter of the Anyone's superficial, familiar understanding of being 
and becomes 'liberated in such a way that it can for the first time authentically 

74 We can see the similarity between Heidegger's notion and Kierkegaard's conception of 
dying to an old self-understanding in the leap to a new one, but, while Kierkegaard's discussion 
focuses on the personal level, Heidegger looks to the cultural context in which such personal 
changes take place. 
75 The term 'overtake' translates Heidcggcr's word 'iilwrlwlt·n.' 
76 The term 'uncanny' translates Heidcggcr's word 'unlll'imlid1.' I lis meaning plays off 
the adverb 'heim,' which means home or hollll~wanl, and 'lll'imfi,·lt,' whil'h llll'ans scncl or 
concealed. When Wl' all' no lon~cr al honll' wilh things, llwv 'trilo.l' .. , a., unranny. 
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understand and choose the factical possihililics lying hcforc lhc possibility whid1 i:-. 
not to be outstripped.' Running ahead lo shaller itself againsl lk~alh l>asl·in also 
shatters the stage of existence it had already reached and thus is prepar·l~d lo lakl' a 
new stance toward being (264). 

However, Dasein must look to the disclosure of being for these new possihi I il il·s: 
we do not and cannot invent them, that is, make things he in jusl any way Wl' 
choose. Our finitude makes us dependent on the unconccalrnenl of lwin~: il is our 
'neediness.' In this sense, Dasein must 'give itself up' to a new disclosure of 
possibilities. The primordial certainty of authentic being toward death is a primordial 
disclosure of Dasein's own being precisely as being-in-the-world (26~1. This 
primordial disclosure 'individualizes' Dasein as what it can he, not jusl what il is, 
but that does not mean that it can be in just any way. Heide~ger l'OIIlllll'nls: 
'Forerunning utterly individualizes Dasein and allows it to become L"CI'Iain of llw 
wholeness of its able-to-be' (266). Thus, authentic Dascin understands the possihilily 
of its clearing right up to its 'end.' 

How is it that possibilities of being can be unveiled in Dasein's world hl'l'ore il 
comes to disclose them explicitly in its authentic being toward dealh? We alrl·ady 
know that the being of what-is reveals itself in Dasein's dealings with things, htll 
now we must address the question of how that being can change and rewa I itsl'lf in 
new ways when the time is right- 'time' in Heidegger's sense. Thl~ n:sl of I his hook 
examines the relationship between Dasein 's authentic timeliness and the 'li:mporality 
of being. Only when we understand what is at stake in this relalionship will Wl' he 
able to fill in the rest of the details of Heidegger's account of I he finitude of I >asl·in. 





Chapter 1 

The Timeliness of Dasein 

The first section of this chapter provides a general discussion of the nalllll'llf I >asl•in's 
timeliness as the 'meaning' of its being, that is, as what makes its hcing possible. 
distinguishes it from simple consciousness of events and objects in lillll', and indkall'S 
why Heidegger describes this basic condition of Dasein as 'timeliness.· with alllhl· 
word's connotations.' Section 3.2 introduces Heideggcr's general 111 11ion of \•l·~lal i1· · 
timeliness and his technical vocabulary while Sections 3.3 and 3.4 discuss inaullwnl il' 
and authentic timeliness as its two concrete modes. Section 3.5 cxaminl~s I k·ick·gger's 
existential notions of conscience and guilt, and Section 3.6 prl·vil·ws l>aseiu's 
historicality by examining Heidegger's formal analysis of it in Uei11~ am/ 'linll'. 

3.1 Timeliness as the Meaning of Dasein's Being 

Heidegger warns us that, given the dominant understanding of being as wl'll as I Ill' 
common notion of time and the standard philosophical reflections upon il, his nol ion 
of the timeliness of Dasein may seem strange. This timeliness does nol 'conl·spoml 
to that which is accessible to the ordinary understanding as "time."' Nl'ilhcr lhl' way 
time is conceived in our ordinary experience nor the problems arising fron1 om 
consciousness of it can function as starting points for Heideggcr's analysis of lillll' 
(304). 

As I indicated in the Introduction, the time of Dasein's heing is more a malll'l' ol 
kairos, the time of opportunity, than of chmnos, the time of clocks, all hough Cllll' ol 
Heidegger's goals is to show that the latter is derivative from lhc former. As Wl' will 
see, timeliness puts Dasein 'in time with' the disclosure of being in cull mal praclin·s; 
it is the 'horizon for the understanding of being which ht:longs essentially lol >a~1·in' 
(BPP 228/324). To comprehend Heidegger's analysis in Bc•ing and '111111', Wl' 11111sl. 
as he will later say, keep in mind lhal he is ullimalely and always alll'IIIJllinl'. to 
attain 'the transcendental horizon of I he question of hcing. ·All of his analysl'S, ami 
'above all the interpretation of time, should he evaluated strictly as llwy ai111 al 
making the question of heiug possible' (I ~I{ 97 1'>6 ). 1-kideggcr can kgil imall'ly argnl' 
that even in Being and 7ime he was ai111ing hl·yond lhl' linll'linl'Ss of I >asein and 
toward lhc Temporality of hcing ('I'B '21'4 ). WI' will Sl'l' his largl'l IIIOI'l' dl':uly a~ 
we work our way In Chapter 5's al'l'lllllll of'lhnpuralily as lhl' meaning of hl·in)'. 

l'or iiiii'IVIIInlopwall·xplanaliou ol 1111 liolll'.lolllllll "' '/,•itlll·llk,·i( a' 'llnu·lnu•,,.' .,,.,. 
''li•xls :nul Tlau•.lall••ll·.· 
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Never in BeifiK and Time docs Hcidcggcr descend to the level of a detailed analysis 
of the particular aspects of time-consciousness similar to the one offered by Edmund 
Husserl, or, for that matter, Kant's or Bergson's analyses, although his discussion 
has almost universally been read as a sort of 'Existentialist' version of the Husser! 
lectures which he himself edited, The Phenomenology c?llnner Time Consciousness.2 

Supposedly, he added to Husserl's discussion some advice on how the individual 
person should live his life; for example, he should be nonconformist, open to change, 
and perpetually aware of his perhaps imminent demise. This recommended 'authentic 
timeliness' is, it seems, no more than a heightened awareness of events in time and 
a more responsive attitude toward the people and things that one encounters. J Most 
commentators failed to find any route from such claims to the promised investigation 
of the meaning of being and hence concluded that Being and Time was sidetracked 
into a dead end of subjectivity. 

The 'transcendental horizon' for the understanding of being which Heidegger 
seeks, however, is not the 'fringe' of expectations belonging to time-consciousness, 
as it was for Husser!, and Being and Time neither started nor ended with such 
subjectivity. The horizon, Heidegger later says, is 'not that of subjective 
consciousness, but rather it is defined as the existential-ecstatic timeliness of Da
sein' (IM 18/14). As we saw earlier, Dasein's existence, its standing toward being, is 
the condition for the possibility of consciousness, not vice versa. Consciousness does 
not create the openness to what-is but is derivative from it (Way 272/375). Similarly, 
time-consciousness or the consciousness of things and events in time does not create 
timeliness but is derivative from it. We are 'timely' in our skillful dealings with 
things, not just our explicit awareness of them, and these dealings show Dasein's 
dependence on a disclosure of being. In lectures and works immediately following 
Being and Time Heidegger took pains to contrast his own approach and subject 
matter with those of Husser! and Bergson. He asserts that, from Aristotle and 

2 A long history of scholarship assimilates Heidegger's concerns with notions of time
consciousness found in Kant and Husser!. For example, see Charles M. Sherover's book 
Heidegger, Kant and Time, first published in 1971 by Indiana University Press and reprinted 
in 1988 by University Press of America and Daniel 0. Dahlstrom's 'Heidegger's Critique of 
Husser)' published in 1994 in Reading Heidegger from the Start: Essays in His Earliest 
Thought, edited by Theodore Kisiel and John van Buren (Albany, NY: State University of 
New York Press, 1994), especially pages 239-244. 

3 Commentators have suggested that the character of Chance in Jerzy Kosinski's Being 
There is an amusing parody of !his conception ofHeidegger's authentic being-there. In Chance's 
life of wide-eyed openness the television screen plays the role of the truth of being. The 
subjective voluntaristic view of authenticity can be found in some of Kosinski's descriptions 
of Chance. For example, he says: 'by changing the channel he could change himself ... he 
came to believe that it was he, Chance, and no one else who made himself he.' The irony of 
Chance's name only gives a more close approximation ofSa11re's view since this philosopher's 
supposed radical voluntarism frel.jucntly sounds more like a radical spontaneity over which 
the individual has no control. Kosinski does l'apturt~ th<· rol<' of tht· td~·vision as the central 
work of art in the middll' olthe twentil'th l'l'lllury. See /king n,.,,,. ( Nt·w York: llart·ourt. 
Bran• .lovanovid1 lill'., l'l70). I'·'>. 
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Augustine down through Kant and on to these early twentil·th-n·ntury thinkl·n •. till' 
philosophers all take tinll' as son1cthing present-at-hand, even when thl'Y lol·atl' it 
'in' the soul, and they all operate with an unexamined. inadequate t·onception ol 
subjectivity. However, what Hcidegger said was too late ami did too littll' to 
counter the misunderstanding already imposed upon his thinking hy till' pt·rvasiw 
presuppositions in traditional and contemporary philosophy.'' 

We must recall the preceding analysis in Being and Time to situatl' llcidt·~·.gl'l'\ 
discussion of timeliness. Heidegger has already laid out the essential dimensions of 
Dasein and traced them back to their origin in care. At the beginning of till' ti1ul'ly 
reinterpretation of the structures of care, Heidegger reminds us that, 'l>asein's lwing 
whole as care indicates: ahead-of-itself already-in (a world) as heing-at-IHlllll'-with 
(what-is within the world).' He adds that the 'primordial unity of till' strurlllll' ol 
care lies in timeliness' (327). 

In Division One Heidegger had already argued for a priority in tht· t·xistt·nttal 
structures of Dasein's being, placing understanding as always ahead-of-itsl'lf a:-. 
the most important dimension, the one which releases Dasein 's ahil ity to Ill' 'aln·ady 
in' a world, at home with the roles, goals, and everyday items of thl· l'wryday 
environment. Timeliness, as the meaning of Dasein's being, is the wndition for thl· 
possibility of the existence of this entity that understands being. As Jleidt•gger puts 
it in The Basic Problems of Phenomenology, emphasizing the whole sentenn·. · n,. 
ontological condition of the possibility c?f the understandinK 11( lwiiiN is timdillt'.\'.1 
itself' (BPP 228/323 ). Such timeliness, Heidegger says, 'times itself,' that is cn·ah.·s 
its own unity as it manifests itself (350). We will explore this idea throughout till' 
rest ofthe chapter.5 

The 'timing' does not happen most fundamentally in a moment to moml'llt flow 
of consciousness. In lectures given shortly after the publication of lki11g 1111d 'lin,. 
which present the subject of timeliness in a different context. one which hypassl's :m 
analysis of death and thereby avoids its diverting tendency, Heideggl~r l'OIIIIIIl'llts 
that 'world-entry' only happens when timeliness Limes itself ( Ml ;I, 211/274 ). Sul'h 
world-entry does not happen, say, when an individual consciousness awakl·n:-. to 
start the day. Rather world-entry is characteristic of Dasein's timely. historil'al 
'happening' (MFL 194/251 ). 

In Heidegger's explanation of world-entry, the concrete illustrations Ill' IISl'S arl' 
the 'metaphysics of myth' (MFL 209/270) and the end of the history of philosophy, 
not, like Husser!, the consciousness of a melody or the meaning of a st·ntl'lll'l' 111:uk 
possible by retention and expectation of its ahscnt clements. ( 'onsciousm·ss finds il:-. 
unity in the significance of the world 'timed' around it, a world in whirh nll'lodH·:-. 

4 Sec. for example. MFL 141J 150/IXX 11)0. 'l'h<'Sl' l'l'lnarks orrm in a s,·,·lion ci<'alul).' 
wilh 'The Prohkm of Transl'l'lllk·nn· and lhl' l'rohl•·n1 of lki11g a11.J .,,,,., · an ''''"' wt111'11 
lkidq!gcr nt'Vt'r l'larifil·d t'no11gh lo kn·p ll'adl'l\ 1111111 id•·nlilyillf', 'lran;n·nd•·ncT' w11h 
cons.:iousnl'ss's conla.:l wilh lhl' 'otllslci<'' worlcl. ;1 lolat llli"'"'"'''Jlllclll ol ""' hl'IIIJ' 111 
I kidl'g)',l'l' ·.\ VII'W. 

'; I sllh•,lllllh' '11111\'tllll'SS lilll<'''lol llc-ulc·J'J'c'l "., · lntlic11~nl .-,·itigt.' s,.,. diM'II\\Iolllwlow 
for a lnlll-1 nplan.1111•11. 
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and sentences are paid such attention, and Dasein's world is the phenomenon for 
which we are trying to account. 

Thus, we need to see how timeliness makes possible the understanding of being 
that we all share, not just how it makes possible a person's consciousness. We may 
well ask at this point, why call this phenomenon, whatever it is, 'timeliness' at all? 
What has it got to do with time in the ordinary sense such that we should call it 
'primordial time'? Heidegger thinks that if he shows that 'the "time" which is 
accessible to Dasein's common understanding is not primordial but arises rather 
from authentic timeliness, then, in accordance with the principle "a potiori fit 
denominatio," we are justified in designating "primordial time" the timeliness we 
have just laid bare' (329). The ordinary conception of time as a series of 'nows' is 
supposedly derivative from inauthentic timeliness, which in turn is derivative from 
authentic timeliness. Both modes of timeliness are thus primordial in comparison 
with ordinary time. After completing our account of timeliness in this chapter, we 
will examine the 'derivation' of ordinary time in the next. 

3.2 The Ecstases of Timeliness 

Heidegger distinguishes three ·ecstases' of timeliness. This new term, like 'existence,' 
indicates a 'standing out' manifest in Dasein's being, but this time the etymological 
play is from Greek, not Latin, although the literal meaning is similar: 'to stand out 
toward' or 'to stand out from.' The usual definitions of ecstatic as 'blissful,' 
·ove1joyed,' or 'astonished' have no relevance to Heidegger's use, and neither does 
the more closely literal Greek sense of 'displacement' if this is taken as indicating a 
need to get out of some momentary now of consciousness and certainly not a 
displacement from self as in religious ecstasy. The creation of a field of possibilities 
for Dasein's activities by ecstatic timeliness is precisely what makes possible its 
unified selfhood and the consciousness of each particular Dasein. 

The specific dimensions of timeliness are labeled, in order of priority: ( 1) the 
'future,' or in German literally the 'to come,' (2) 'having-beenness' or the 
'having-been,' and (3) the 'present' or the 'pre-sent.' The latter term Heidegger 
frequently turns into a verb (translated as 'making-present' or 'waiting-toward') to 
emphasize that the present is an active process of making things present, dealing 
with them as objects of our everyday concerns (326).6 

6 The German term for 'future' is 'Zukun.ft' or literally 'to come,' a meaning Heidegger 
frequently plays on, and I will substitute 'to-come' for 'ftnure' when this meaning is prominent. 
Heidegger's term for the past dimension is 'Gewesenheit,' and 'having-been' or 'having
beenness· is the standard though awkward attempt to capture this verbal tense used as a noun. 
The 'present' is 'Gegenwart,' a term Heidcgger frequently turns into a verb as 'Gegenwiirtigen' 
or, as we will put it, ·making-present,' to emphasize that the present is an active process of 
making things present (326). When Heidegger hyphenates the latter term as 'Ul'gl'll-wiirtigt·ll· 
to emphasize the meaning of till: prefix and root, llll' 111o1'l' litnal tl·rm ·wailing-towanr is 
substituted. The translalionof 'pn·sl'lll' as 'pn··s\'111' is nplaincd in lh\·lcxl. Sl'l' Sl'clion 3.3 
on inauthl~nlil' timdincss lor lurtlwr nplanallon of lh•·\1' 11'1'111\. 
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The second tcnu is ohviously pari ol a ll'l'llllical vocabulary. hut Wl' should n')!,anl 
all three as such. To rcinhun· lhl·ir distiuctivc meaning. WL' will USl' lhL' following 
terms: 

the having-been the pre-sent the (0-l'OniC 

While not paralleling the German term or its etymology, calling the 'pl'l'sent' L'L'slas•s 
the 'pre-sent' indicates the way in which the significance of Dasein's activilil·s in 
this dimension originates from the 'to-come' and the 'having-been' amlthc way in 
which all three dimensions are tied to the 'destiny of being' sent from Ancient < il'l'l'l'l' 
by the way the question of being was posed and subsequently answered. Although I 
have tried to avoid using jargon too frequently, in this case, as with thl' ll'llll 
'timeliness,' resorting to it helps break down the reader's attachment to the ass11111pt ion 
that we are merely describing elements oftime-consciousncss correlated with 'parts· 
of time or that a person's experience of time constitutes the subject of Division Two 
of Being and Time. 

The ecstases do not represent parts of the time which is measured hy a dork or 
calendar, nor do they have any time-measurable relationship to one another. llcidq?.).'l'r 
says: 'Timing does not signify that the ecstases come in a "succession." Thl' to 
come is not later than having-been, and having-been is not earliL'r than the pll'scnt' 
(350).7 Despite the way the chart might be read, we should not think that the to 
come starts tomorrow or five minutes from now; neither does having-hl~L·n oLTIII 
before today. 

The dimensions of timeliness are intertwined: 'Timeliness times itsl'lf as lhl· 
future making-present as having-been' (350).K In this tortuous jargon I kidl')!.).~l·r 
characterizes the phenomenon of timeliness as having a particular kind of unity. Till' 
dimension of 'having-been' arises 'from the future and in such a way that the futurl' 
which has been, or, better, is "beening," releases the present from itself' (.\2(•). Thl' 
odd English matches Heidegger's neologistic German. We will need the l"l'sl of thl' 
chapter to unpack its meaning. 

The description indicates the priority Heidegger grants the ecstases: till' futmc is 
the most fundamental dimension; from it arises having-been; and together they rl'll'asl' 
the present. The priority of the ccstases matches the priority involved in I Ill' l'xistl'llllal 
structures of Dasein's being which Heidegger had laid out in Division< >nc of /king 
and Time. In the timely reinterpretation of the strul'lurcs of care, llcidcggcr l'l'lninds 
us that, 'Dasein 's being-whole as care indicates: ahead-of-itself alrL•ady-in (a world l 
as being-at-home-with (whnt-is within the world).' lie adds that tlw 'prinumlial 
unity of the structure of care liL'S in tinJl'iincss' (127). 

Dascin 's 'ahcad-of-itscl f' dinll~nsillll, rid1 with n•nn·akt I (lllssihilit il·s. is l'lll'l'l'lated 
with the futurL': ils 'being-already in' a world is l'OITelatl'd wilh having ht•t•n a~ llw 

7 Tht·lnlllllall\lall·d as 'li111i111~· i\ '/1,,.;,.,,.':11111; · 
X Till' awlo.ward phlaM' 'lh1• 1111111•' 111.1lo.uq• (111'',1'111 a•, hai'IIIJ'. 111'<'11. \llh\lllllln l1•1 

I h:idq')'l'l·', •·qn.lllv ill\'" Willi I, 111'11111)'1'.111 '<1/1 !:r·ll'r'\r'/1./ .t:•'!:t'llll'tllllgt'lltil' 111~1111/1.' 
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tradition of understanding being into which it is thrown; and its 'being-at-home-with' 
what-is within the world is correlated with the 'making-present' of the present world 
of its concern. The unification of this care structure is accomplished by the 
self-unifying character of timeliness. 

Although we shall use an example below of personal everydayness to illuminate 
the phenomenon that Heidegger is investigating since, after all, the person is Dasein, 
and such an example helps illustrate the priority of the dimensions of timeliness, it 
is a mistake to understand Heidegger's discussion as dealing only or even most 
directly with the personal level. As I argued above, he is interested in the entity that 
we are and its being. Thus, we need to focus on the peculiar character of Dasein as 
the entity that makes an issue of what it is to be in general, not just Dasein in its 
everydayness and certainly not just the individual person living within the realm of 
the Anyone. 

We can understand the priority of the ecstases of the timeliness of Dasein at the 
ontological level by first examining the most important dimension of Dasein 's time. 
The future as the ahead-of-itself makes possible Dasein 's being as existence, that is, 
as a standing open toward being. Thus, Heidegger says that the ahead-of-itself 
indicates 'the future as of a sort which would make it possible for Dasein to be such 
that its able-to-be is at issue' (327). 

The future makes possible Dasein 's 'essential characteristic of existentiality' (327). 
This is not to say that we need a future span of time in order to 'debate' about what 
it is to be. Right now we are the entity that makes an issue of what it is to be, whether 
or not we are actually doing so. As we have seen, the future is 'still outstanding' not 
in the sense of something yet to come but of something still unsettled. Dasein is the 
'dis-closedness' which is always 'un-closed,' always unsettled or at issue.9 Dasein 
exists in such a way that it encompasses the debate yet to come, that is, in such a 
way that its 'not yet' belongs to it and makes it the entity that it is. 

As I noted in the Introduction, Heidegger thinks that 'the existence of historical 
man begins at that moment when the first thinker takes a questioning stance with 
regard to the unconcealment of what-is by asking what it is' (ET 128/189). 
Heidegger's remark about this beginning in Ancient Greece proves enlightening: 

A genuine beginning, as a leap, always is a head start in which everything to come is 
already leaped over, even if as something covered up. The beginning already holds the 
end concealed. The genuine beginning has nothing of the neophyte character of the 
primitive. The primitive, because it lacks such a bestowing, grounding leap and head start, 
is always futureless. It is not capable of releasing anything more from itself because it 
contains nothing more than that in which it is caught. 

(OWA 76/64) 

Dasein acquires a future when it acquires an understanding of being such that being 
is in question. In this respect, 'primitive Dasein' has no future. As the future which 
is the 'to-come,' what Western Dasein will be l:omes to it from its concealed end, the 

9 In Hcidcggcr"s own wordpl<~y. he dcsl'l'ilw~ Dasl·in's l·.'r.w.,.,.,.,,.,.,/wit as alway~ having 
somclhing IIIISl'llll·d ( llnahg,•s,·ldo.~.\'t'lllwit ), 
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realm of death. For Heidegger, hl·ing toward thl· futmc is hcing toward thi~ l'llll. 
either authentically or inauthentically. We will not pause here to t·onsidt·r thl' parochial 
or Eurocentric character of Heidegger's dismissal of 'primitive' l>asl·in. hut just 
point out that cultures such as Ancient Egypt, the Kalahari bushmen. Australian 
aborigines, or some Native American groups continued in the sallll' hasit· form of 
everydayness for thousands of years. 10 Heidegger is trying to acnnmt for what lw 
sees as the inner dynamism of Western culture, which he dol'S not idl·ntify with 
progress or cultural superiority, but the manifestation of a unity and l'Ontinuity withiu 
dramatic change that needs explanation. 

The future releases to Dasein its dimension of having-been as the understanding 
of being into which it is thrown. Dasein always already has an understanding of 
being. In the initial leap, that first insight into what-is, the Grl~cks find thl'nlsl'IVl's 
with such an understanding already and do not suddenly acquire it. And. without 
the world ofthe Greeks and the Middle Ages on which it builds, the 111odl'l'll world 
would not be what it is. Not that the past is over and done with, a 'giVl'n' with which 
we are confronted or which determines what we are. We understand the past t hmugh 
the projection of a future with certain concerns, and hence our understanding of IIlii 

'already having-been' changes as our understanding of ourselves changl~s. What 
matters about the past depends on what matters about the future. Indeed, as Wl' shall 
soon see in more detail, Heidegger argues that Dasein's authentic projL·ction of its 
future requires it to 'repeat' the possibilities of its past by transforming thl'lll iu it~ 

new understanding of being. 
At the end of the Introduction we noted Heidegger saying that the dialoglll' with 

Parmenides never ends. We might also think of how the interpretation of Panncnidl·~ · 
poem or Plato's dialogues changes with every epoch and how that intcrprl'lation 
arises from current cultural concerns. Will we ever achieve the right acnmnt ol 
what such thinkers meant? Heidegger asks us if we could come to thl· fiuall'SSl'lll'l' 
of a great thinker. Could we 'distill the Kant and the Plato by cleverly calnllatilll'. 
and balancing off all Kant interpretations or all Plato ones?' He answl·rs 'No.' 'l'hl·n· 
is no 'Kant as he is in himself.' Such an idea 'runs counter to the natlll'l' of history 
and most certainly to philosophical history.' 

This historical Kant is always only the Kant that bccoml'S manifest in anonginal po~\lhilil y 

of philosophizing, manifest in part, if you will, but in u part that can·i1·s thl' uupal't ol till' 
whole. 

tMI:I. /1/XX) 

Similarly, there is no way we arc in ourselves, no 'in itself' of human hdng orlwin1• 
itself. But neither is a manifestation - a disclosure or unconccalllll'lll of l'itht·r 
human nature or the being of what-is just some imaginary slice of an indl'tl·nuinah· 
and indetcrminahlc pic in the sky. It is the way things show themsciVl's to ht· in 11111 
changing cultural practices. Wl' willcollll' hack to this point in Chapter 5 's disnrssiou 
of the l'l'mporality of being. hut lor 11ow wt· an· illterl'Stl·d in l>asein's ability to hl·. 

Ill s,.,. ( 'liapln •, l111 lmtlll'r drsnrssrun ol tlu·. ''''"'· 
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To explain the priority of the ecstasis of the future and its relation to the other two 
ecstases of timeliness, we can look at another concrete but limited and derivative 
example of the timing activity ofDasein. This is the way the timely structure manifests 
itself in the inauthentic everydayness of the individual. To understand oneself as a 
teacher or student, for example, is to project certain roles, goals, and tasks; it is to 
have a certain understanding of oneself that determines one's aims in life. This is the 
'ahead-of-itself' dimension, and out of it arises a certain understanding of one's past 
or what has happened and its significance. These dimensions in tum 'release' a 
present and determine the activities that one is engaged in right now, such as preparing 
a class session or doing homework. 

Perhaps the most dramatic personal illustration of the interaction of the ecstases, 
which we borrow from Kierkegaard, is that of a person who undergoes a radical 
conversion and comes to a new self-understanding. Here, too, Heidegger 'learned 
from' Kierkegaard. Because he projects a new future for himself, for example. that 
of a Christian, he comes to a new understanding of his past as despair and sin, no 
matter how happy he seemed at the time. The new understanding of his future and 
his past determines what he does in his life at present. 11 This example anticipates the 
authentic timing of timeliness in the way a change in the understanding of being 
reconfigures future, past, and present. 

We might also recall Jean-Paul Sartre's example of the young man who has to 
choose whether to join the Free French Forces or stay home and help his mother, or 
the young Jesuit who had decided that his lack of academic success, botched love 
affair, and failure in military training meant he should become a priest. 12 But the 
contrast between Kierkegaard's and Sartre's analyses highlights an important aspect 
of Heidegger's position. 

For Sartre these individuals' interpretations of the meaning of their past and the 
facts about it they remember, as well as what they choose for the future, is ultimately 
arbitrary, a convenient fiction imposed on indifferent data to fend off anguish in the 
face of our spontaneous freedom. For Kierkegaard God's grace grants a path from 
sin to salvation if only the individual will be open to the eternal at work in the self. 
Once the leap is made the hindsight view of the previous life as sin and despair is an 
accurate grasp of its nature, not a retrospective illusion or arbitrary fiction. On the 
side of Kierkegaard but from a different perspective and on a quite different 
ontological level, and of course with no personal will attached, Heidegger sees the 
revelation of being guiding authentic Dasein's timely insight into the being of 

II The 'dialectic' of such conversions and the manifestation of 'the eternal' in them has 
been explored with great insight by Kierkegaard. He describes the way that an individual 
receives a new understanding of his past. present. and future in the 'leaps' from the aesthetk 
sphere to the ethical and the ethical to the religious. For the notion of the 'dialectic' nf the 
eternal. see Sickness Unto Death (Lowrie translation). p. 157. For various \:ase studies' sec 
the brief sketches of lives in this honk under the different types nf despair or the mnrc l'Xtcndcd 
creations in both vohlllll'~ of /:'itlwr/Or. 
12 Jean-Paul Sartn·. 'Thl' llumauis111 of l·:xistl'lltialisuJ.' r.'.l.ltt\'1' in f.'li.l·t,·ntillli.llll.<'tlit<'d hy 
W:llk llasJ..in <NI'w 't'III'J..· < '1tacld l'n·"· I'IIIX), pp. 1.' -l'l 
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what-is, a subject we will explore in Chapter 5. l'or now, we arc looking at sudt 
insight from the historical character of Dasein. 

As we see from both the ontological and personal examples, the prl'-Sl~nl that is 
released by the to-come and having-been does not refer to some instantam'IHis 
moment of consciousness; nor are the ecstases of future and having-heen simply thl· 
dimensions of attention that enable us to have an experience of an enduring. if 
specious, present. The term 'now,' as the term 'present,' points to an indel'initt• 
dimension of disclosure. The 'present' can refer to what I am doing at this minute, 
or this day, or this week or month or even a period of years, for example, 'At 
present I am writing a book on Heidegger.' As ecstascs, the dimensions of the to-lw. 
having-been, and pre-sent are a disclosure matrix which cannot he measured or 
delimited by the time that we can measure on a clock. 1' Indeed. the time that wt· 
measure on a clock is a feature of a world disclosed by a particular understanding ol 
being. This does not make time a fiction or in any sense unreal, as it might seem for 
Kant, Husserl, and Bergson, but its revelation, its presence in our lives, is dcpendl·nt 
on the concerns originating in Ancient Greece and continuing in our understanding 
of being. 

Although the example of personal everydayness illuminates the phenomenon that 
Heidegger is investigating since, after all, the person is Dasein, and furthermore, Wl' 

can call upon such an example to help illustrate the priority of the dimensions of 
timeliness in the next section, it is a mistake to understand Hcidegger's discussion 
as dealing only or even directly with the personal level. As I argued ahove, lw is 
interested in the entity that we are and its being. Thus, we need to focus on the 
peculiar character of Dasein as the entity that makes an issue of what it is to hl~ in 
general, not just Dasein in its everydayness and ce11ainly not just the individual 
person. 

We need to distinguish the timeliness of, to usc the phrase that Hcidcgger sollll'lilllt's 
does, 'the Dasein in man' and the timeliness of a man or a woman or any 1111c. 

Another passage in Basic Problems seems to make this contrast. Heidcggcr first 
refers to the futural dimension of Dasein but then makes the parallel with imlividual 
behavior: 

In thus relating itself to its ownmost ahlc-to-hc, it is ahead t~f'itse(( Expecting a pnssihility 
I can come from this possihility toward that which I mysl'lf am. Dasdn, expecting it~ 
able-to-be, comes toward itse(( In this corning-toward-itself, expecting a possihility.I >ast"lll 

isfutuml in a primordial scnsl'. 
(BPI' 2h51.17·1 .1/)) 

As a person, I projcl't a partil'ular possibility ror mysdr, ror example.lwing a tt•adtt·r. 
a woman, and so on. in undl'rstanding who I am. As l>ascin, I also projt•t·t tht· 
fundamental, comprl'lll'IISiVl' pre·ontologicaiiiiHIL'rslanding ol' thl' hl'ing of whal is 
of a world in whidt institutions. ways of lift-. profl'ssions. and child-l'l·arin)! n1akl· 
such rol1•s availahk. Thl'Sl" pnsonal projl·cts on·m with thl' rl'alm of tlw Anyonl' 
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and are immersed in the general phenomenon of inauthentic timeliness. Their 
parameters and goals are laid out by the significance-structure of the world. My 
selfuood is based on the Anyone, not Dasein's ownmost being, no matter how creative 
and unique I might be in the way I take up these roles. I may make an issue of what 
it is to be me, but this is not the same as making an issue of the being of what-is. 

For Dasein 'at present' to encounter what-is within the world and deal with things 
in its daily activities, being must be already understood (315). When our stance 
toward being itself is brought into question, the significance of our present world 
falls away and we find ourselves in anxiety. Only then does the possibility of authentic 
timeliness arise, and we may either flee it, turning anxiety into fear, or become open 
to the unconcealment of the possibilities of being and to understand the being of 
what-is in a new way, for example, to see the order of things as not a divine hierarchy 
gathered around God but as material interconnected by quantifiable mass and motion. 

When Heidegger makes claims such as 'timeliness times' one should not forget 
the ordinary meaning of his German verb. 14 Ordinarily, his use of words as technical 
terms with their own invested significance requires us to prescind from their common 
meanings. But with this phrase the ordinary connotation adds a resonance which is 
missing in the translation of it as 'timeliness times,' specifically a sense of 'maturing' 
or 'ripening.' Dasein 's timeliness is what lets Dasein ripen toward its end and what 
lets its understanding of being change and grow. Heidegger comments: 'Time times 
- which means time makes ripe, makes rise up and grow. Timely is what has come 
up in the rising' (OWL 106/213). 15 Dasein's authentic insights keep 'in time with' 
the epochs of the revelation of being in our dealings with things. The impetus for 
and direction of this 'timed' growth, though briefly mentioned in Section 3.5, ought 
to be discussed more fully in the context of Heidegger's analysis of the history and 
finitude of being. 

Before moving into a detailed characterization of the specific ecstases of inauthentic 
and authentic timeliness, a map of the wealth of new jargon would be helpful.'" The 
following chart relates the specific terminology to Heidegger's general names for 
the ecstases of Dasein's timeliness: 

14 His phrase 'Zeitlichkeit ~eitigt' uses the verb 'Zeitigen.' 
15 Heidegger's 'Das ZeitiRe' is translated as 'Timely.' 
16 Heidegger's discussion of these technical terms is scattered throughout Division Two's 
first four chapters, but see section 68, 'The Timeliness of Disclosedness in General' (335-
389), for the most compact comparison of their usage. 

To some degree I have had to choose which term to use when Heidegger gives us too many 
or uses two terms interchangeably. as he apparently does with 'Gef?ntwar( and 'Gegen

wart.' For example, in contrasting the authentic and the inauthentic future Heidegger suggests 
in one place that. if we need a formal, general term for the future ccstasis we coulu usc his 
phrase 'ahead-of-itself' by which he hall alrcauy uesignated this aspect of the care structure 
(337). But since he himself continually uses 'the future (Zukun/il' in rekrencL~ to this ec~tasis 
and plays off its literal nll'aning of 'to L'Otne.' I prefer In 11 y to caplliiL' this tnl'aning in <II II 

term and leave 'alll'ad-of. ilsl'lf' lo lalll'l a ditlll'nsion nf lhl' ,·;uv slnll·tun·. s,.,. J"<H>IIIoll' 2.) in 
Section 3.3 J'or th,· ;nnhil"'llity .o,ntT<lltndilll' '( ;,·gt'llll'tll'f · 
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HAVING-BEEN PRE-SENT TO-< 'OM I·: 

INAUTHENTIC forgetting waiting-toward awaiting 
--

AUTHENTIC repetition moment of insight forerunning dL·ath 

3.3 Inauthentic Timeliness 

The two modes in which timeliness times itself make possible the fundanwntalmmk·s 
ofDasein's being, that is, authentic and inauthentic existence (.HX). In this section 
we will discuss inauthentic timeliness with its three ecstases of ·awaiting,' 'liJrgL'IIing,' 
and 'making-present.' In inauthentic existence Dasein loses itself as the l'nt ity whost• 
ownmost being is to make an issue of being; it 'falls' away from its owmnost SL'II 
and is absorbed by the objects of its concern. In the timing of inauthentic tinwlin1·ss 
a particular understanding of being is taken for granted. In this mmk· of timl'linL·s~ 
the ecstasis of the future, now specified as ·awaiting,· still has priority. hut it involws 
a projection of a particular existentiell understanding of the being of what- is ratlwr 
than a plunge into the questionableness of being. 

Although Heidegger labels the future ecstasis of inauthentic timeliness ·await in g.· 
the verbal use of his term suggests a more active stance such as 'to he prl'pan·d 
for.' 17 Dasein's inauthentic future dimension is 'awaiting' in the sensl' that I>asL·in is 
prepared to deal with the objects of its concern. finding their being L"on1fortahk· and 
assured. Heidegger says: 

Inauthentic understanding projects itself upon that with whid1 it is Clllll'l'l'llnt, what 1~ 

feasible, urgent, or indispensable in everyday activity ... I>asl'inL·omcs towa11l itM·IIIrour 
that with which it concerns itself. The inauthentic futUI"l' has the dtaral'll'r ol '"''tilling. 

( 1111 

Dasein 'comes to' itself from that which is 'to-come.' 
Though the term may suggest a conscious intention, the 'awaiting' of th1· 

inauthentic future is a mode of existence, that is, of having an umk·rstandin~! ol 
being according to which we deal with things, and not necL•ssarily of l'Xplil'lt. 
conscious awareness. It indicates our ready skills for dealing with things.l'vl'nohi,·,·h 
we have never encountered before. lleideggL'r says that ·awaiting· thl' 'toward wluch · 
of some project which we aim to accomplish is 'neither a considL·ring of tlw "l!oal" 
nor an expectation of the impL·mling finishing of the work to lw produn·d. It has hy 
no means the character of thematic grasping.' Many tinll·s WL' oursdVl's all' quill· 
unaware of the dl'lails of our dealings with things, as. for l'Xanlpk·. whl'n Wl' arl' 

t7 lki1kggn"s tl'l'lll is "lit'll'tll'lignr.· Th•· vnh ·ll.tll/t'lr· d<ll"\ llll"all "lu wail tm' 111 "lo 
await.· a111t1tll" adj1'l'liw "gt'll'iirtrg' tlol'\ 1111'0111 ·aw;ulllll' · tlulltll" vnh 'I ;,· .. ·iuti.~··rr· \IIJ')'I'~I.-. 
all ahilily In tll'at with whal i~ In <'111111", wt11·1t11'1 II h.1pp•·11,, ;1111·1 tt11· luwt \I loki' ol a h:IIJIIII<'I 
or at'l•·rl"lll'llthtll'lll Jll•·nll•·l''" 



104 nnw 1/lllllkath 

driving a car and adjust our steering to the banked slope of the road. We let our skills 
put tools to work for us. This 'awaiting' combined with the two other dimensions of 
inauthentic timeliness will make 'possible in its ecstatical unity the specifically 
manipulative way in which equipment is made present' (353). 

Heidegger also speaks of a futural way to be that he calls ·expecting' which comes 
closer to being a type of reflective activity. 18 However, his notion of 'expecting' 
seems general enough to cover both conscious and unconscious expectations. It 
may indicate an orientation toward a specific project or circumstance, not just our 
general ability to deal with things. Heidegger remarks that 'expecting' is 'founded 
upon awaiting.' He adds that only because Dasein awaits its able-to-be in terms of 
that with which it concerns itself can it expect anything and wait for it (337). 
Unfortunately, Heidegger provides no concrete examples to illustrate the contrast 
between awaiting and expecting and their derivative relationship. 

I can suggest two examples which I think capture the distinction. Again they will 
be examples on the level of particular things since these are more immediately 
understandable. Contrast the difference between 'awaiting' a ringing telephone, or 
being able to deal with one when it does ring, and actually 'expecting' a phone 
call, an expectation which may be evident in both reflective awareness ('I wonder 
when he is going to call?' or 'I wish he would call') and unconscious physical 
behavior (drumming one's fingers, tapping one's toes) while one's conscious 
thoughts are on what to fix for lunch. Similarly, contrast the difference between 
'awaiting' when one enters a stranger's house, that is, having a general familiarity 
with what one may find there and being able to deal with it, and 'expecting' to 
see certain things when one enters one's own house. The latter expectation can be, 
and probably almost all of the time is, quite unconscious. Its operation and its 
difference from awaiting is indicated by one's surprise at finding the furniture 
rearranged or changed or missing. Both conscious and unconscious expectations 
are made possible by the more fundamental 'awaiting,' that is, being able to deal 
with things. 

These examples do not just illustrate the inauthentic ecstasis of the future but also 
that of having-been and the present since the three dimensions organize a unitary 
phenomenon. Thus, we can see 'forgetting' and 'making-present' (or 'waiting
toward') at work in them, too. 19 How Dasein exists as futural releases these particular 
modes of having-been and the present. In regard to the past: 

The inauthentic self-projection which is making-present and producing possibilities out 
of that with which it concerns itself is, however. only possible because Dasein has forgot/en 
itself in its ownmost. thrown able-to-be. This forgetting is not nothing, nor is it just a 
failure to remember; it is rather a 'positive' ecstatical mode of having-been, a mode with 
a character of its own. 

18 His term is '/:'nmr/<'11.' whid1 has dymolo)•ical til'S with '(;cll'iirtigm' (awaiting). 
'Gegelln'art' (till' Jll"l'Sl'nl l. and '( it•gt'llll'iirtig<'ll. (mal.. HI!' Jlfl'\l'llt • II' wait ill)' toward). 
19 For lhl'll\l'lll ·mal.. in!' pn'\l'llt' and 'waillll)'. h•wanl.' "'''l"ntnnh· II 111 Sl'l'tloll l .. l 
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Heidegger is using 'forgetting' as a lcdmicaltcnn. and its ordinary nll'anirt)'. should 
be set aside. What we are 'forgelling' arl' rtot l'Vl'nts that have happl·ned to us or 
facts that we might try to remember. We arc 'forgclling' what it is to Ill· I >aseirt i111h 
ownmost being, but this is something of which we may never have lwcn awan· in 
the ordinary sense and therefore cannot 'forget' in the ordinary Sl'IISl'. 'l'hl' l'l'stasis 
of forgetting has 'the character of self-closing backing away hdorc its ow11111ost 
"been"' (339). Dasein closes itself off from the questionableness of its heing and till' 
past from which this stems and thereby closes itself off to its ownn1ost sdf.too. The 
experience of the forgottenness of being, that is, the recognition that hl.·irtg was 
forgotten, was, Heidegger said, the fundamental experience prompting till' writinr 
of Being and Time (TB 29/31). It provided the motivation for raising anl.'W the lJUl.'stit•n 
of being. 

Heidegger refers to a 'retaining' a number of times in a way that suggcsh that. 
despite the opposition in common meaning, it could he used as a substitute tl'l'ln lo1 
'forgetting.' 2° For example, he correlates retaining with the future as 'awaiting' in 
such phrases as 'awaiting retaining.' 21 This. too, indicates that in the irtaullll'ntil' 
past ecstasis nothing is being 'forgotten' in the ordinary sense. What is 'll'tailll·d· ~~ 
Dasein's existentiell understanding of being, its understanding of how to tll•al With 
things, but this requires 'forgetting' being in its questionableness. 

Only on the basis of such forgetful retaining can we 'remember' or 'forgl·t' auythin1• 
in the ordinary sense. Heidegger comments: 

Just as expecting is possible only on the basis of awaiting. remt•mlwring is pussihh· only 
on that of forgetting and not vice versa. For in the mode ofhaving-forgollcn, thl' havmg ht'l'll 
'discloses' primarily the horizon into which Dascin, lost inthc 'superficiality' of tht· ohwrh 
of its concern. can bring itself hy remembering. 

t I I'll 

We could say that when we remember events or the charactcristil's ol things. Wl' 
take their being for granted and recollect the details of their particularity. Sud1 
recollections are evoked by our current concerns and the things with which Wl' ;ur 
dealing. Thus, remembering as the derivative moue of the inauthl.·nt il.· past al.~o 

indicates an absorption in the things with which we conccru oursdws. ( >mnlltural 
remembrances, too, for example, Memorial Day or Black History Mouth. ar!' only 
kept alive by our current concerns. In anxiety. when we do not forg!'t tlu· 
questionahleness of being, remembering is precisely what we do not do. c hn 
understanding of familiar ways of being recedes and new possihilitil's l'an 111af..t· 
their way to the foreground. 

Correlated with thl.' inautlwntil.· future and past is thl.' particular kind of pn·~~·nt 
which they rdcase. l>asl·in's l'UIH'nt ahility is laid out in tl'l'llls of till' thiugs With 
which itconn·ms itsl'lf. Whether thl' projcl't la~ts a ntinntc, a day, a wt·cJ.., m a '{l'al, 
it is art inllatl.·d hy thl' wd1of signil'icartl'l' thatl·oust itutl'S I >ast•iu's world. llcidq.'.l'.t'l 

•10 IIi~ lt'lllll~ 'lll'lutll•'ll. · 

•1 1 S<T. l<u na1nph-. /1.·111g '""'"'"''· 1'1' , .. ,,,, lid 111111 1(,)1 
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comments: 'Corresponding to the inauthentic future (awaiting) there is a specific 
being-at-home-with things of concern' (337). This way of being-at-home-with 
things is a 'making-present' or 'waiting-toward' activities in the current context of 
concern that is 'pre-sent' by the understanding of being which we project in ·awaiting' 
the futureY Heidegger's use of the notion of 'waiting-toward' suggests a more 
specific involvement in particular projects than the more general comfort of being
at-home in the world, perhaps correlating with the other derivative ecstases of 
inauthentic timeliness, remembering and expecting. We can formalize the vocabulary 
to specify both a primary and derivative mode of the ecstases of inauthentic 
timeliness: 

INAUTHENTIC HAVING-BEEN PRE-SENT TO-COME 

primary mode forgetting making-present awaiting 

derivative mode remembering waiting-toward expecting 

Moving on the ontological level in Being and Time, Heidegger is interested not 
just in how we relate to things such as telephones or living room furniture, of course, 
but in how we take what-is in general as having a specific being. We await what-is 
ready-to-hand, present-at-hand, nature, and so forth, as, for example, God's creation 
or stuff to be manipulated, and this shows up in our expectations about specific 
things and the way our understanding lays out the ecstatic context of the roles, goals, 
and standards according to which we deal with them. 

Cultures, like individuals, can be more or less immersed in an understanding of 
being which is taken for granted. Revolutionary periods such as the early modern 
epoch are rich with possibilities, and sterile periods such as the Dark Ages are addicted 
to actualities. The cultural givenness of an understanding of being involves more 
than just a collection of individuals going about their particular daily lives. The 
interaction of people within the culture produces the effect which Heidegger calls 
'leveling,' making the breakthrough of a new paradigmatic work of art or 
philosophical thought difficult. The more we deal with things in the same old ways, 
the more we reduce the way that they can appear to us to the bland sameness which 
Heidegger calls 'averageness.' Dasein, as the entity which we are, can be more or 
less entrenched in this averageness, more or less locked into an understanding of 
being, in different periods of its history. The timeliness which makes possible Dasein 's 

22 Heidegger initially suggests using 'waiting-toward (GeRen-wart).' not 'making-present 
( Gegeml'iirtigell ), ' as the term for the ecstasis of the present ( Gegc'tlll'art) correlated with the 
general inauthentic future of 'awaiting (Gewiirtigen)' (337-338). But in the discussion that 
follows he says that 'making-present" is the more general or fundamental term ur simply 
seems to use the terms interchangeably (338). The resulting ambiguity seems tu stem from 
Hcidegger's preoccupation with the etymological wordplay in (Ierman which \W cannot 
capture in English. a prohll'm apparent in the lralhlatnr~ · ~lrll)')'k with lhcst• words. 
Consequently. I usc the English tenus iu lh<' way thai .\lTIII\ In 111akl' lht· 111osl Sl'nM· in 11111 
vocabulary as well as lh<' inh-rpn·lalilln this h11oJ.. ~>lh-r~. 
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being has, one might picture, a topography of peaks and plains, a rhylhm of cn~sl't'llllos 
and murmurs. 

3.4 Resoluteness, Conscience, and Guilt 

In the first two chapters of Division Two of Being and Time lkidegger fn·qm·nlly 
acknowledges a need for an existentiell 'attestation' of the existential ways of being 
he claims to uncover, for example, inauthentic being toward death. But ht· found IlK· 
attestation or concrete manifestation of this phenomenon in I iterature in the charal'ler 
and musings of Tolstoy's Ivan IlychY At the end of the chapter on death he ad111its 
that the question of Dasein's being-a-whole, its authentic being toward death. 'still 
hangs in mid-air' and needs phenomenologicaljustifieation. The abstract, ontological 
analysis needs to be attested by concrete realization of an authentic ability to hl'. 
The next chapter asserts that this 'authentic able-to-he' is found in resolul\~nt•ss. lhl' 
phenomenon he proceeds to analyze and, in the process, uncovers Dasein's conscil'nl'l' 
and its being-guilty. 

Since Heidegger seems to describe resoluteness as both a preparation l111 
authenticity and a full achievement of it, we can bring some clarity to his dl·nsl' 
discussion by distinguishing these two forms of authentic disclosedness, preli1ninary 
and completed, and even extract a third form that is a 'philosophical' resolull'nt•ss. 
In this section we will discuss resoluteness as not the final completion of aulhcnlicity 
but as a way of disclosing Dasein's being which only- but importantly prt·p:ut·s 
us for the existentiell possibility of authentic insight into being. We should cnlphasill' 
at the beginning, though, that the discussion of resoluteness remains on llw kvl'l ol 
a search for an ability or potentiality to be, not for a concrete exemplar of lll'inv sul'11 
as we found in Ivan in the case of inauthentic being toward death. 

Although we may be making the text of Beinx a/ill 'llml' more sysll'nlalic than il i~ 

and giving Heidegger more credit for architectonic design than he deserves. Wl' l·an 
preview Heidegger's analysis of all three stages of authentic resolull'lll'ss by 
suggesting a tripartite structure of preliminary resoluteness that is related to tlw 
existentiell concretion of authentic timeliness according to the follow ill~'. para lick 

RESOLUTENESS as: HAVING-BEEN PRE-SENT TO COMI·: 

philosophical ready for anxiety wanting a consci~:ncc l(lll'Siionill)'. h<'lll)' 

preliminary anxiety call or conscience hl'ing gnilly 
-

authentic resolution rcpctilillll lllOflll'lll or insight ronTnnnill)' d,·alh 

We have yet to explore the nw:ming of .\lliiH' of thl'Sl' ll'chnicalterms. hut wluk we 

have thl' alt·hitectonic before us, I should noll' 11111q>ht he ll'111pting tol'l'Vl'rSl' an.xi,·ty 
and being -guilty :1s 111odes of lhl' 'to l'llllll'' :nul · hav Ill)' hecn.' llowl'Vl'l', I kidlTl'l'l 

.' l Sn· s,.,.,, .. ,, .' I. ·1 >vnl)' and l110111llll'lllio llo-1111' ln\\.Hd I ,, .. 11h · 
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clearly describes anxiety as a mode of situatedness and thus of having-been (340, 
343) and being-guilty as a matter of understanding involving a projection and thus 
of the 'to-come' (296-297). However, Heidegger reminds us that the structure of 
timeliness is an integrated whole, not three distinct parts strung together, and that 
hence, even though each aspect of Dasein's being may be primarily manifest in a 
particular ecstasis, in each we find the whole of timeliness implicated (346). Thus 
'anxiety springs from the future' even though, as a particular instance of situatedness, 
it is manifest in having-been (344), and being-guilty demonstrates Dasein's 
'thrownness,' its finding itself in an inherited understanding of being, even though it 
points us toward the possibility of forerunning Dasein's death as its ownmost 
existentiell modality (305). 

Heidegger speaks of 'readiness-for-anxiety' and 'wanting-to-have-a-conscience' 
as if they were precursors to actually being in anxiety and heeding the call of 
conscience. Although his text offers little leverage to distinguish these modes, such 
a way of being seems to indicate the philosophical or theoretical stance toward 
authenticity, a matter of knowing what it is rather than, at that moment, being 
authentic. Hence it seems well worth distinguishing from the other two modes. If 
preliminary resoluteness and full authenticity both involve new although different 
disclosures of being and if 'proximately and for the most part' Dasein is caught up 
in inauthenticity 'when busy, when excited, when interested, when ready for 
enjoyment' (43), then we can see that even the great thinkers and creators will live 
like Anyone most of the time, before or in between their episodes of creative insight. 
They are no longer 'addicted' to the Anyone, lost in fallenness, or fleeing the anxiety 
in which the current understanding of being is brought into question, but neither are 
they engaged by a new disclosure of being. We can supply the description of this 
way of being's futural dimension as a questioning of being or an openness toward 
being though one that is only this; genuine authenticity may never be subsequently 
achieved. 

Such a preliminary ecstatic matrix may underlie what Heidegger much later calls 
'interpretive thinking,' the sort of thinking his own reflections provide. He did say 
that he never intended to 'preach' a variety of existentialism, or, for that matter, I 
would say, offer any specific new existentiell understanding of being. Rather, he 
was always only concerned with renewing the question of being. But such questioning 
can only take us to the verge of making the leap of insight to a new understanding of 
being, which he himself only claims to try to prepare us for, not actually supply. 24 To 
paraphrase Heidegger's comment about philosophical thinking in general and tum 
it against him: To 'philosophize' about being shattered by death is separated by a 
chasm from a thinking that is so shattered (LH 222-223/343). 

Understanding that being is questionable and laying out the existential structures 
of Dasein's being as existence does not inevitably lead one to make the authentic 

24 See the discussion in Section 7.4 of Hcidcggcr's distinction hl'IWl~l·n prl'liminary 
'interpretive thinking' aml till' 'umk·rstanding thinking' whirh makl·s thl· kap of insight (TB Y51 
38). (Chapter 7 is availahll' onlinl' at: hllf>:IIIIWII' .. Il'll.t'dlllf>lli/osof>ltl-1< 'Whit<'. him - Editor's 
note.! 
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leap across the chasm to a radically new undcrstamling of hcing. ( )nl' l'allllotlll'nllnl' 
an authentic creator by, for example, reading llcilleggcr's works or lhosl' ol thl' 
great thinkers of history. Far from theory-prodw.:ed, it makes as lillie Sl'nsl' h ll'XIH tl'l 
someone to 'Be authentic!' in Heidcgger's view of this achicvenK·nt as it wu11ld tu 
exhort them to be another Plato or Aristotle, let alone expect them to hl·conll' aut hl'ntlr 
by reading Being and Time. However, the reader who understands the huok llli)•.ht :11 
least achieve this philosophical level of resoluteness. 

In Being and Time Heidegger's own reflections on resoluteness as a way ollll'in~·. 
focused on the preliminary resoluteness which is not just a philosophi1ing ahout 
Dasein's being as an openness toward being but rather a specific disdos1m· uf lwin~· .. 
although not one in which Dasein actually reaches fully-llellgell authenticity i11 thl· 
moment of insight. Resoluteness involves the anxiety in which hcing is cllll·d 111111 
question. In resoluteness Dasein discloses the indefiniteness of its hcing as suspl'llll,·d 
over an abyss of possibilities. 

To understand Heidegger's notion we must make one of our ran· h·xlual 
excursions into his own German terms rather than leaving his wordplay fo1 lh1· 
footnotes. The etymological connection bet ween · Hrschlossenlwit' or 'disdosl'l h ll'\\ · 
and 'Entschlossenheit' or 'resoluteness' is lost in the translation hut is n11nal lo1 
Heidegger's meaning. 'Schliessen,' the verb forming the root of hoth · fo.'r.\'t ·lt/o.\·.,·mlw/1' 
and 'Entschlossenheit,' means 'to close' or 'to lock.' Although the prefix ·a-· 11s11ally 
indicates the beginning of an action or the carrying through of thl' artiun. 
'ersch/iessen' means not 'to close' or 'to lock' but, quite the opposill', 'to disdo~l·· 
or 'to make accessible.' Dasein is characterize(.) as disdoscdncss hl'l'allsl' 11 11-h 
things come forth and show themselves as what they arc. 

Ent-schlossenlzeit or resoluteness is a completion of l·.'rsdtlo.\.\t'llhnt 111 
disclosedness that reveals Dasein as the entity that it is. soml·thing which )ll'l)ll'lllallv 
escapes our attention when we take an understanding of hu111an natun· lm )',1 anini 
as God's image or conscious subject- and direct our alll·ntion lo thl' lhill)'.\ w11h 
which we deal everyday. The 'ellf-' prefix attached to 'scltlit'.l'.\'t'lt' ~~~~'.)'.l'Sh l'lllly 
into a new state or the abandonment of a previous slate, approprialdy indi1'allll)'. 
that Entsch/ossenheit is a disclosure of Dasein's hcing as '/·.'rsl'ltlo.\·s,•lllll'it' and 1~. 

as such, a new mode of disclosedness: Heideggcr describes it as a 'dislnii'IIVl' 111111 It· 
ofDasein's disclosedness' (297). Indeed, as the preliminary aulhl'nl ir disl'lo"·d1w~~. 
resoluteness 'limns' Dasein's 'distinctive' hcing as the entity that 111akl·)o au j)o.,IH' ol 
being. If Dasein remains inauthentic, it is doselloiT to any new l'l'Vl'iat iu11 ol III'Ul)' 
and never comes up against the boundary of its particular understand in)~ 11! hl'lll)'. lu 
contrast. resoluteness reveals the clearing or heing for what il is. Rl·solllll'lll').S n·v1·al•. 
the limits or the dearing - 'the thin wall by which the Anyone is st•p;uall'd, :1\ II 
were. from the uncanniness or its heing' (27X)./\s Wl' were frequently l'l'lllilldnllll 
I kideggcr's discussion or death. Dasl·in's hcing always has 'sollll'lhinl' slill 111 lu· 
dosed,' sonwlhing llllSl'lllnl and nut-yet. 't'iw· ,\'ltilldigt' f lllu/Jg,·s,·ltlo.I'St'llht•it' 1.'1111. 

a fal'l of ils hl'inl'. disdosl·d in rc~olllll'nl'\S. 
Thl' l'IYIIIItlo)'.ll'al ll'Vl'lhl'latiou ol '1-'nts.-ltlos.lt'llltt'lt' i~. I would \:IV. llw 111;1111 

l'l'ason why I h-ulq')'.l'l pil'ks I his won IIIII llw pll'liuun;ll v autlwuli1· 111111l1' ull >a.~l'lll·., 
lll'ill)'. ~inn·lw ~I~~'• 1l11·;lllv ll'fl'l'l .... 11s olllill.ll v IIH';IIIIII)' 111 a lain, d:lliiVIII)' n>IIIIIH'III 
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In English, too, we ordinarily dcscrihc an individual as 'resolute' when he or she 
exhibits a single-minded striving toward a goal. But, in response to misunderstanding 
of his concept, Heidegger writes: 

The resoluteness intended in Being and Time is not the deliberate action of a subject but 
rather Dasein's opening out of the prejudice in what-is to the openness of being.25 

He adds that resoluteness is not a matter of 'a subject striving toward himself as his 
self-set goal' (OWA 67/55). Though Heidegger uses words such as 'choice' and 
'decision' in conjunction with the notion of resoluteness, he gives them a distinctive. 
ontological significance. For example, he describes 'decision' 26 as 'not man's 
judgment and choice' but a separation in the 'togetherness of being, unconcealment, 
appearance, and non-being' (IM 110/84). A 'decision' lets the being of what-is appear 
in various ways. 

By speaking of resoluteness as a matter of 'self-being' or of Dasein being itself, 
Heidegger misled many of his readers about the level of his discussion. 27 We failed 
to grasp the existential character of this 'self.' Resoluteness is not a characteristic of 
an individual's personality nor a way of setting particular life goals and facing one's 
demise,28 and it has little similarity to Kierkegaard's notion of life in the ethical 
sphere, though many commentators have found the two concepts nearly identical.29 

As Heidegger himself points out, Kierkegaard's analysis remains within a particular 
existentiell understanding of what it is to be human. 30 Accepting a contemporary 
Christian understanding of existence, Kierkegaard can then instruct the individual 
on how to achieve this version of personal selfhood which, at least as far as the 
ethical sphere goes, can aptly be described as a matter of deliberately striving toward 
self-set goals. 

25 Heidegger's phrase at the end is 'aus der Befangheit im Seienden,' which is difficult to 
capture in English. I assume that he is referring to the fallen understanding of what-is belonging 
to the Anyone. In English it would be more natural to say that Dasein opens out of 'its prejudice 
about what-is,' but the correlate preposition 'im' of the German phrase is also uncommonly 
awkward. 
26 Another 'ent-' word, that is, 'Entscheidung.' 
27 Heidegger's term is 'Selbstsein.' 
28 For an indication of the usual account of the sorts of things that are chosen in resoluteness 
such as a career or getting married, see. for example, Michael Zimmerman, The Eclipse of the 
Se({· The Developmellf of Heidegger :1· Concept ofAuthenticity (Athens, Ohio: Ohio University 
Press, 1981 ), p. 80. Zimmerman also discusses resoluteness as a matter of 'steeling oneself' 
to face physical death in this book as well as his article 'The Foundering of Beinx and Time' 
in Philosophy Today, XIX ( 1975 ). p. I 04. 
29 The con nation of Heideggcr's position with Kierkegaard's notion of the ethical sphere 
can be found in, among other works, Calvin Schrag's F..ristence and Freedom (Evanston: 
Notthwestem University Press. 1961) and Michael Wyschogrod's Kh·rkl'gn11nl and I ll'itlegger 
(New York: Humanities Press. 19o9). 
30 Sec Being 1111tl '17mt•. pp. 23:'i and 4'J4 inlhl·l·:rwlish lr:rn~l:rlion. fool noll' vi lo ~l'l'lion 4'i. 
lhl' introlllll'lion lu l>ivisron Two. 
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Hcillcggcr. however, is opera I ing al a k'vl'l of L'XisiL'ntial generality which l'Xplorcs 

the conditions for the possibility of such a particular cxislcnlidl undL~rslanding ol 

what it is to be. He is interested in how we come to have a particular undcrslandill)'. 

of our being and of being in general, and resoluteness is a step along thL' way in lhL· 
formation of this conception. Resoluteness prepares Dascin for a new disdosml' of 

being, but the definite 'content' of this disclosure - or. as Heideggcr calls il. lhl' 

'resolution'- depends upon Dasein's 'situation' and has varied accordingly. ()IlL' 

such situation is that of a Christian in nineteenth century Denmark. Anolhcr is 1ha1 

of a German in the 1930s.11 Some people who argue that Heidcgger's philosophy 

led to his affiliation with the Nazis hold the mistaken view of rcsoluiL'nL·ss as a11 

attitude about one's personal life, for example, a steely determinalion. choosilll'. a 

goal and marching toward it. Correcting the mistaken view, howl'vn. dm·~ uol 

eliminate the connection between Heidegger's thought and !Ill' Nazi~. Thl' 1~.\lll' 

then becomes whether Heidegger thought that the Nazis had an <HIIhcnlil· 111~11'111 

into German culture in its contemporary situation, one rootL'd approprialdy 111 1h 

tradition and taking the path pointing toward its future fulfillmcnl of il~ hi~1o1 ira I 

mission. Apparently he did, at least until 1935 and perhaps hL·yoml.' · 

Heidegger says that 'the term "irresoluteness" merely expresses the phL·noniL'nou 

we have explained as being-sun·endered to the way things have been prcvalcully 

31 A good example of such a position can be found in Werner Dannhauser's Wlllllll'lll~ 
about Heidegger in his article 'The Trivialization of Friedrich Nietzsche.' '/1/t' i\mc·ric'c/11 
Spectator, Vol. 15, No.5 (May, 1982). p. 8. 

For years articles such as Karsten Harries's 'Heidegger as a Political Thinker' and K:n·l i\. 
Moehling's 'Heidegger and the Nazis.' seemed to settle this issue to Heidegger's LTl'dit. hu 
Harries's article see Heideggerwzd Modem Thought, edited by Michael Murray (New llavl'n: 
Yale University Press, 1978). pp. 304-328, especially pp. 318-328; for Modtlin{s ~~·~· 

Heidegger: The Man and the Thinker. edited by Thomas Sheehan (Chicago: Pren·d1'1ll 
Publishing Co., 1981 ), pp. 31-42, especially pp. 40-42. But controversy rccenlly has swirll'd 
again with the publication of Victor Farias's book on Hcidcgger and Nat.ism in a numhn of 
languages. Heideggerand Na-:.ism. edited by Joseph Margolis and Tom Rockmore (Philadl'lphia: 
Temple University Press. 1989). Heidegger's dubious behavior and statements arc documL'IIIl'd 
in detail, although perhaps taken out of context in many cases and their meaning dislorll·d in 
many others. See Heideg!{erand Na::.ism. edited with a forward hy J. Margolis and T. Rockmon· 
and translated by P. Burrell and G. Ricci !Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 1111\'1). S1·•· 
the next note for references to scholars who have entered the post-Farias dehatc. 

For Hcidegger's own eommcnls ahout the difficulty of telling wl11:n onl' ha~ anllwnlw 
insight into being see Section 3.6 as wl'il as the discussion in Section 7.4. IChapln I I'> 

availahlc online at: hllp://u·II'II'.SI'II.c'tllllt>ltilo.l·ot'"-''/CWI!itc.lum- Editor's noiL'.I 
32 For a widl' variety of views on I his suhjl'l'l, M'l' /he· I lc·itlegger ( 'ast• 1111 l'hilo.I·CJfllt I' ancl 
Politil's. edited hy Tom Rockmore and .losl'Jlh M:nroli~ ( l'hiladl'lphia: TL'III(lk I lnivnsily 
Press. 1992). For an <ll'L'Olllll which ~llllllllal'll<'~ 1·ario11~ aii1Tna1 ivl' views of I kitkl-'l'''r ·~ 
politieal invoiVL'IIIl'nt. see LLit' h·rry and 1\l:un l<c·nanl. 1/c·iclc·ggc'f 1//tcl IIICJcll'l'llll\', Ira•"· 
Franklin Philip t<"hil'al,!o: Till' tlnivn~ilv ol ( 'h11·a!'" l'n·"· 1'1'1111. l'or one wlnt'h lllll'>l 
thoroughly plan·, lhc 'lkitk)!.!'l'r all:u1' 11111\lu•,l"'"'al and '>~ll'l:il•·onll'\1, .,..,. llan'> Slti)':l. 
1/l'icll'ggc'l \ I '1 i 1i 1: l'hilc>.lt •t•lll'llllclf',,fllto 1 111 No I 1 I ;,.11/lo/11 r I I ':u11h1 id)'l': IL11 \'ill clll111 1 t'l \II\' 
l'rl'~.'>. I 'I'll) I '• •• a t'lllwalll'l'll'W t•l I klcl•·)')'''l ·. 11 • •II, ,,., .1 wh• ok 11'11111'11 :1111'1 1111· lll'll'hl 'ol 
lh1· N:111 do·halo· '<'t' 1111111 I) ( 'aplllt>, /1,·1111/ho•lo•o:l 1111; 1/o'loll·!;o;l'l 
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interpreted by the Anyone' (299). As its opposite, preliminary resoluteness involves 
the recognition of the abyss of possibilities over which existence is suspended and 
thus is characterized by indefiniteness. not the definiteness of a particular way to be. 
In anxiety the significance that things usually manifest becomes blurred and 
indeterminate. We no longer know what things are; they are no longer present with 
a 'pre-sent' significance. 

Now we must ask, how do 'conscience' and 'guilt' fit into this rather abstract 
picture? Once we understand the ontological level of Heidegger's discussion, that 
is. that he is talking about our mutual being and not the personal lives of subjects, 
we can see that his analysis of 'conscience' and 'guilt' bring out important aspects 
of authentic resoluteness and timeliness. Heidegger takes pains to dissociate his use 
of these terms from their ordinary, ethical employment, but his efforts have been to 
little avail since commentators have persisted in giving the notions moralistic 
overtones. However, what is at issue in both notions is not personal responsibility 
for individual actions or character traits but rather Dasein's relationship to being. 

Conscience, says Heidegger, is the phenomenon that attests to Dasein's 'ownmost, 
authentic able-to-be' (279). To show us the own most self of the entity that discloses 
being, conscience must call us out from the hiding place of the Anyone (273) and 
into the uncanniness of anxiety. Since conscience is supposed to show us that authentic 
existence is possible, we can think of it- putting the point much more simply than 
Heidegger ever does- as what has kept Dasein continually questioning what it is to 
be for over 2500 years and has prevented us from remaining satisfied with any one 
answer. Western culture has been driven by a desire to know what things are. 
Hcidegger's own experience of the forgottenness of being which prompted him to 
write Being and Time might be considered 'attestation' of this phenomenon.-u 

Why refer to this as a matter of 'conscience' when it bears so little relation to 
what we ordinarily mean by conscience? Perhaps his use of the word was bound to 
mislead, but Heidegger plays off the etymological connections of his German terms 
in a way that we can begin to capture in English by noting the root of 'conscience' is 
'science,' especially if we keep in mind the latter's traditional meaning of any 
systematic knowledge. In his preceding discussion of being toward death, Heidegger 
had spoken of the kind of 'certainty' in which Dasein maintains itself in the truth of 
its authentic disclosedness . .14 He distinguished this kind of certainty from the certainty 

33 See the remark from TB 29/31 in the last section's differentiation of Heidegger's special 
use of 'forgetting' in regard to inauthentic timeliness. 
34 See Being and Time, p. 264. Heidegger draws on the graphic connection between 
'Gewissen' (conscience), 'wissen' (know), 'gewiss' (certain). and 'Gewissheit' (certainty). 
Heidegger's 'Gewisslleit' is translated as 'certainty.' MacqumTie and Robinson note that 
Heidegger takes pains to dissociate the term 'Gewissen' from the adjective 'gewi.1·s' and its 
derivatives, for example. 'Gewis.1·heit.' Earlier in the hook, though, Heidegger took pains to 
dissociate his own concept of 'Gell'isslwit' from the ordinary notion of certainty in regard 
to the ·certainty" of death. ll is also the ordinary sense of 'GI'II'i.ulll'it" which Hcidcggcr wants 
to keep distind from his not ion of ( il'll'is.\'1'11 as l·onscil'nl'l'. Sl'l' Ut•illg 11111/'fim,•, pp. 2'l 1--292 
and _107 and the l·:nglish translation p. 1_\X. 
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of reflective knowledge or empiricalnwllcrs of fal"l, amlthc distinl"lionro•n·spoiul:-. 
to the difference between truth as 'unconcealing' and truth as COITl'SflOIIdl'lll'l'. Thi.\ 
primordial certainty, like the primordial truth. indicates an umlerslanding of I >aM·in's 
being that comes from existing, something akin to 'know-how' hut 011 till' it'Vl'lot 
ontological insight. The 'voice of conscience' calls us from the dL·pths of llasl'ill \ 
being and to Dasein's being. It calls us to break through the 'thiu wall' of till' /\uyolll' 
and touch Dasein's ground in the revelation of what it is to he. But what doL'S L'OIISl'il'lll'l' 
tell us? Especially since Heidegger eliminates any moral connotations of the 11'1'111 

and says that it calls us not in words but through silence, its function is n1y:-.1niou:-. 
until we consider the third ecstatic dimension of resoluteness: its fulural lllolk. 

Conscience calls Dasein to its 'being-guilty.' Once again Jleidcggcr usl'S a lnlll 
which misleads and then must repeatedly insist that his usc of the tn111 ha~ 1111 

immediate moral significance. He comments: 

The idea of 'guilty' must be sutlicienlly .fimuali~~·tf so I hal lhosl' ordinary ph<'llllllll'llil "' 
'guilt' which are related to our com:ernful being-with others will tlmf' 11111 •• . il 11111,1 al"1 
be detached from relationship to any law or 'ouglu' such lhal hy failing lo nuuply wilh 11 
one loads oneself with guilt. 

L'X I) 

The fonnal content Heidegger abstracts from the concept of guilt is twofold: guilt 
indicates being defined by a 'not' (as in not having done something required, heing 
lacking, being indebted to someone or something) and being the 'ground' ol 
something (as in having responsibility for something) (282--283). 

These conceptual clues lead Heideggcr to dcline being-guilty as both 'lx•ing· grouml 
for a being which has been determined by a not' (283) and 'the nulllwing-gnnuulol 
a nullity' (305). Both descriptions indicate Dascin's relationship to being ami 11111 
something characteristic of individual actions or personalities. That Dasei n is 'gu iII y' 
in itS being indicates that this way Of being is both limited by and indL~htL•d to a 
revelation of being. Dasein's existence is a 'not-ness' or 'nullity' hecausL' il n111s1 
always understand itself out of a possibility of being into which it has been thrown 
and which is not of its own making. This way of being precludes olhl·r possihililil's 
of understanding itself and its world. We cannot, for example, cscapl' undcrslandiup 
ourselves as conscious subjects hy voluntarily returning to the 111cdil·val or /\nnl'nl 
Greek conception of human being. In his discussion of guilt, I k-ideggl'r says oil >asl'lll 
that, as an ability to be. 'it always stands in lllll' possibility or auothcr; il cuu:-.1:111tlv 
is not another possibility and has waived it in cxistcnlicll projecliou' UX'l). 

Not just a nullity in this way. l>ascin is also a 'null heing-groumlol a llllllltv' 
because it docs not have 'power ovn its owulnosl hcing from the ground 11p · 1 .'X· II 
For its own most being a:-. an undl~rslanding ol' lwing. I >asein is illlkhted It, a disd1 ISIIIl' 
of what it is to lw. I >asciu doc:-. not 'inVl'nl' lll'ing 11111 rather is thl· 'there' in whi.-!1 
being is revealed. l>aM·in\ J'.ronnd is lll'ill)'., audits own hl'iiiJ'. is what il disdost'.\ 
both in the :-.l'IISl' ollllllil'r\laudinv ilsdl as ln1111a11 111 a parlll'lllar way hut also :I\ 

Dasl·in. as il dues ill ll'sulllll'lll'ss. ,., 

\'1 ( h,llllkuk,l'l'''l \ oh•.,·lll<' way ol '''l'l<"•'olll)' 1111'.1'""11 'llw.<'llll\ 1111lllw ,l'l'llllllll .,; 11\ 
lll'lll,l' lallll'l. ,,., hl'lll,l' 11~.1'11. 11 1\ lh,·/o,·m•: 11lllw ,l'llllllld'l 'H'oJ 
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3.5 Authentic Timeliness 

Heidegger comments: 

To resoluteness necessarily belongs the indefiniteness characteristic of every able-to-be 
into which Dasein has been factically thrown. Only in a resolution is resoluteness sure of 
itself. The existentiell indefiniteness of resoluteness never makes itself detinite except in a 
resolution: but yet all the same it has existential definiteness. 

(298) 

Preliminary resoluteness limns the indefiniteness of Dasein's being and the being of 
what-is in a way that living in the Anyone does not. But it also manifests the world 
of Dasein 's time, not a limitless expanse of possibilities with no claim on us. Dasein 's 
projection of its self-understanding upon its being-guilty keeps it tethered from such 
free flights of fancy. The completion of authenticity, the realization of Dasein's 
ownmost being for which preliminary resoluteness prepares us, is the disclosure of 
the new way to be already becoming apparent in this world: the resolution achieved 
in the moment of insight brings us figuratively and literally in Heidegger's 
terminology, back down to 'earth,' to the limits of our world, as well as to the new 
possible ways to be showing up within it. It discloses Dasein 's 'situation,' how both 
its own being and the being of what-is can be in its world.J6 

Let us focus on this last stage of resoluteness: 

RESOLUTENESS as: HAVING-BEEN PRE-SENT TO-COME 

authentic resolution I repetition moment of insight forerunning death I 
The authentic pre-sent is the 'moment of insight.' As we noted at the end of 

Section 2.2, in ordinary speech his German word means 'moment,' but Heidegger is 
drawing on its literal meaning of a 'glance of the eyes' to indicate a special kind of 
insight as well as its timely character. This special moment is a flash of insight. In 
the moment of insight, we are not absorbed in dealing with particular things whose 
being is taken for granted. Rather the insight discloses the being of what-is. As 
Heidegger puts it, the authentic present as the moment of insight 'lets what can be 
"in a time" as ready-to-hand or present-at-hand be first encountered' (338). What 
can be present-at-hand and ready-to-hand, or nature, number, or language, shows 
up. In different moments of insight being has revealed itself as phusis. as God's 
creation, as subjects and objects, and as stuff for manipulation, plus numerous 
philosophical variations on each theme. 

The resolution which arises out of resoluteness and makes Dasein's able-lo-be 
definite again is not simply a return to the previous. commonplm:e cxistcntiell 
understanding of being; it is not an anxiety-fleeing return lo the nmventional wisdom 

36 For Hcidcggcr's dis~:ussion or th~: 'situation .. Sl'l". for l'Xampll', llt•illg IIIII I 'Iiiii<'. pp. 299 
300, 307-30H. and .nH. Tlw tl'l'lll \·arth' is IIS<'d inlatl'l' worb ~lll'h as'( )ril•iu or thl' Work or 
Art' to indi~:atl' till' lilllitill/'. l'al'lor oil >as,·iu's world aml1h "''l'<'lld1·m·y oulwiu)'.. 
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of the Anyone. Neither is it the c•.r nihilu invl'nl ion ol sol Ill' 'olhl'l worldly· possihi lily 
created by abstract thought. A rL·sohllion 'is precisely lhe disdosiw projeclion of 
what is factically, actually possihle' (29lJ). and for lhis a rL·wlalion of IlK· lwiug ol 
what-is is required. Galilco, for instance, could not have sL·en things as mum·rically 
quantifiable unless the cultural hackground practices were already lcllinv I hem !>how 
themselves in this way.-17 

The resolution discloses possihilitics of our world which WL'I'C nol H'cognil.l'd as 
such by the Anyone. After anxiety, preliminary resoluteness caneilhcr fall hack inlo 
the Anyone's world or take a 'stance toward' hcing hy making a 'rl~solulion' lhal 
unconceals the being of what-is lying behind its fw,:ade. •x As lleidegger says, usinp, 
'exists' in his own technical way, 'Resoluteness "exists" only as I he umkrslamling 
and projecting of the resolution' (298). In the leap of insighl which takl·s plan· 111 thl' 
resolution, Dasein escapes the superficial understanding of being embodied in 1111' 

Anyone and comes to understand its own being and the bL·ing of lhiugs in ils world 
in a new way by 'appropriating anew' the possibilities oiTerL·d by I he Temporalily ,,, 
being as the being of what-is unconecals itself in new ways. ThL' rcsollllion is 1111' 

point at which the timeliness of Dasein and the Temporality of being intl'I'Sl'l'l, as Wl' 
shall see in Chapter 5. 

To be resolute, Heidegger says, it is necessary to 'recover a choin·' of !wing. II is 
point is not that a choice has not been made.''' The prevalent understanding of lhl' 
Anyone. with which Dasein always first, 'proximally and lin· the mosl pari.· finds 
itself, as well as the new possibilities tacitly coming to be in the background pral'lin·s 
are both 'choices' in Heidegger's atypical sense. Dasein has always made a dHlll'l' 
of being whether the choice is explicitly recognized or not. Its l'hoin· is whal 
determines it as this possible way to be (42) rather than some other, for l'X;uupk. a!> 
conscious subject rather than speaking animal or image of God. Till' 'nTovl·ry' ol 
the choice of possibilities of being means, Hcidcgger elaborates, thai I >asl·in · d1uu.1·r·.l 

this choice, determining itself as an able-to-be out of its own self' ( lC1X ). 

Although even authentic Dasein docs not completely L'scape the choin· ol lwmv 
already made, starting with, for example, the understanding of lhe Middll- A)'.l'S, 
choosing this choice explicitly involves something other than just an'l'pling it as a 
'given.' Heidegger says, 'In choosing the choice Dasein first of allt'"·'·sihi/i;:t'.l ils 
authentic able-to-he' (268). Recognizing being as a 'choke' in this atypical Sl'll~l', 

and hence as only possibility. frees Dasein to make an issue of hL·ing aud lhu~ lo 
reveal possibilities of being which have been coverL~u over by llll' sup,·rlil'ral 

37 For further discussion of I his issul' Sl'l' ( 'hapllTS 5. (I, and 7 of I his hook on I hl' 'l'l'rllpc 11 alii v 

ofhl'ing.IChaplers hand 7 ar-: availahll' on lim· at: lrllr•:/lll'll'll:.l·cll.nflll(•lrilo.l·or•lll'l( 'Wfntr·frl/11 

- EJitor's noll'. I 

-~X Scl·/king r111rl 'fimr·, p. \.1·~ for lhl' ~lli'J'!'slionlhallhl'~o· lwo allnualiV!'S :Ill' lh<' opllom 

for prl'lillliuary rl'solull'no·~s_ 

.W In h·l·pin~· wrlh lhl·ir 1111pl1<·d rnh·rpn·l.llloll ol anlhl'niH'liV ,,, a l'l'll'l'liouolcoulonlliiV. 
Manlllilll'il' amll{ohin"•nlran~lah· lhl' plu;l'.c' 'Noh frfr,./r·l/ ,.,,,., 1\·irlrf' llo II'!'OVI'I or 'lucid 

again' a d!olc·l') as 'llla~lll)'. up lor nul o·h'""'llJ•.' wrlh lho· J'lallnlous ln~o·rlron ol a 'nol' 

o·hallJ'illJ' llw lll<'<llllllJ' ollhl' phra~•· lo rh • oonll<n I' 
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averageness of the Anyone. In this way, Dasein determines its ahle-to-be 'out of its 
own self.' By 'appropriating anew' the possibilities of understanding being that have 
been covered up by the Anyone, Dasein makes them available as possibilities (270). 
In making possibilities available as possibilities, authentic Dasein is 'choosing' 
possibilities rather than merely actualizing given ones. It frees them from their 
concealment in our everyday understanding of things so that we can explicitly see 
the world in a new way. 

If we think again about Heidegger's German terms, we can now see more clearly 
why he labels authentic disclosedness 'Entschlossenheit' or resoluteness and its 
outcome the 'resolution.' As • ent-' suggests, Dasein does enter into a new 
disclosedness: the peculiar disclosedness of anxiety in preliminary resoluteness is 
followed by the resolution's new insight into being. In English we should ignore the 
meanings of 'resolute' and 'resolution' connected with strong-willed determination, 
since neither anxiety nor insight into being can be willed, and consider the optical 
meaning of 'resolution.' A microscope may disclose something as an indefinite blur, 
which is analogous to the way anxiety discloses what-is, but then adjusting its 
resolution will enable us to see what the thing in question is. We can also think of a 
resolution as re-solving the question of being, that is, a re-solution. Resoluteness 
places the question of being before us, and then the resolution brings a new answer 
into focus. 

Being resolute requires recovering a choice, but in order to make a resolution it is 
also necessary to 'forerun' Dasein's death and 'repeat' its possibilities ofbeing.40 To 
understand how such insight is possible, we must look to the authentic ecstases of 
the to-come and having-been which 'release' it, or in other words, to the 'forerunning' 
of death and 'repetition' of Dasein's historical possibilities. The anxiety of 
resoluteness which brings Dasein face to face with the necessity of choosing to be 
itself does 'not imply that existence is already taken over in the resolution by 
repetition. On the contrary, anxiety returns to thrownness as possibly repeatable' 
(343). This return is the rebound of forerunning death. Resoluteness thus refers us to 
the other dimensions of authentic timeliness. 

Although its importance may be obscure initially, especially in the standard 
accounts of being toward death, Heidegger assures us that the forerunning of death 
as the future and most important ecstasis of authentic timeliness is not something 
incidental or 'tacked on' to resoluteness as an 'after thought. 041 Rather the forerunning 
of death is necessary for a disclosure of a new existentiell understanding of being 
which in tum can only come when Dasein frees itself from the conventional wisdom 
of Anyone through preliminary resoluteness. Hence, resoluteness 'harbors in itself 
authentic being toward death as the possible existentiell modality of its own 
authenticity' (305). The 'ecstatical character of the primordial future lies precisely 
in the fact that the future closes the able-to-be, that is to say, is closed itself' (330). 
The forerunning of death puts an 'end' to the indefiniteness of resolute Dascin's 
able-lo-be. There are some ways Dasein cannot he. 

40 'Repcat'translatcs Hcidt•ggl•r's 'Wit•tftorlwlt•n'ur, lirnally, In hold agaiu. 
41 See Hcidcggcr·, variuu' dl'llllll'l'' on/king untl'lim<'. pp. \OJ Hl.l and \0'). 
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The equation of the futurl' l'l'slasi., ol aulhl'llltl' timl·lincss with authcntil' lll'IIIJ'. 
toward death has been carefully pn·parcd for hy llcideggcr's l'Xposit ion. hut it has 
still remained rather mysterious in most l'onuHcntarics. As suggested lwforc. this 
has been the result of a personalistic misreading of the whole text of /king and 'lin II' 

and, in particular, a failure to distinguish the existential death of Dascin from tlw 
demise of a person. Now that we understand that death is a limitation Olll'k-sisfl'lll't' 
imposed by the concealedness of being, we can begin to see why the autlwnt ir futtm· 
involves a 'forerunning' of death and why its analysis would lead llcidl')!.!!,t'r to an 
investigation ofhistoricality and then, at least as projected in the originally proposed 
format, to the meaning of being in general. 

About the function of forerunning Heidegger says: 

In forerunning, the freedom for the proper death is frced.fiwnthc possihilit it·s whid1 fll'''s 
upon Dasein in its accidental falling in such a way intlcetlthat the factiral pnssihthtw,, 
which are laying before the one that cannot he overtaken can he underslnnd and d111"'n 
The forerunning discloses to existenct= the uttermost possibility of giving itsl'llup ;uul 
thus shatters any rigidity in the existence reached at any time. 

(.1h•ll 

How Dasein takes itself to be in its inauthentic fallen stale is an 'accilknf' in tlw 
philosophical sense or just one particular possibility of its being, one Wl' fall iuto 
depending on when and where we were born.42 Clinging to this patlirul:u 
understanding of being closes Dasein off to its essential being as tlw silt' tlllllll~·.h 

which being reveals itself. The authentic Dasein that understands its limit as tlw 
'there' of being is ready to give itself up to the disclosure of being. 

Through forerunning, Dasein first acquires the 'wholeness· that I kidq.~gl'l s1 HWhl 
in investigating its death. 'In forerunning Dasein can first make certain of its ownn•ost 
wholeness- a wholeness which is not to be overtaken' (265). Heideggl·r·s notiouol 
'certainty' here is not a matter of explicit knowledge or indubitable proposittons. 
Rather, 'the explicit appropriating of what has been disclosed or disl'OVl'tl'd is 
being-certain' (307). The explicit appropriating may be disclosed through lhl· Cin·d. 
temple or the symbol of the cross, not primarily or necessarily in propositioual 
thought. Even the appropriating at work in the texts of poetry or philosophy, sudt as 
Plato's dialogues or Kant's Critique, is not so much present in the partintl:u 
propositions or arguments as in the 'unsaid' or 'unthought' underslandiug olthl· 
being of what-is manifest through them. 

Hcidcgger describes the ninctL·cnth-eentury poet Hi>lderlin, for l'Xamplr. as a 
'precursor' for our modem period.'' The 'prel'ursor' cannot he 'outstrippl'tl' iu his 
vision of hcing. I k dol'S not ·~~o oil iuto a l'uturl'' hut rather 'arriVl's 11111 of that 
l'ulurc' in sul'h a way that 1hl' flltllll' l'llllll'~ to lw through him. I k stands atthl' lit lilt 

~2 llrauslall' ·.:ufii/lig' 1111111' pa•,.,,,.,. ·•'"'''' ·•·· ·,,..,Jdt•lllal t'allillg' in onl<'l'lol'ap111H' h1111i 
its l'llllllllllllllll'OIIIill)' ot 'at'<IIII·IJioll' ollutJh l'l•lf'lill • lllllll'l'llllll wllh ·,.,.,.'/llllt·/1· 111 'talllll)' · 
·II Thrs IJIIIl' hi~ won!•~ 'li•t•!•/111!• 1 J.ollur 11i.o11 li•t/,,,,,.,,' lhl' loll'l'lllllllll)' llialli•· 'I"''"' 
ol 111 /l,·iug '"'" lilllt', hull ill' ldt'd I'• IIi• · •llll• 
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of the clearing but facing us, not the darkness beyond, and lets that future come to us 
through his insights into being. The authentic poet- or philosopher- also cannot be 
characterized as 'passed away' because his poetry takes its place as what-has-been 
(WAPF 142/320) and is continually re-appropriated by future authentic Dasein.44 

Heidegger also speaks of Nietzsche's thought of the 'eternal return of the same' as a 
moment of insight that brings us into the appropriation of the modem epoch. In both 
cases, Heidegger grants a special privilege to these creators' insights because he can 
see them as anticipating his own account of Dasein and its unique historicality.45 

The notion of Dasein's forerunning of death as its end can be illuminated from 
another direction if we recall Heidegger's notion of the primordial leap in which 
being became an issue in Ancient Greece which we described in Section 3.2. This 
leap is pictured as a beginning which contains its concealed end, and the forerunning 
of death is the forerunning of this end. What was concealed becomes revealed. 

The notion of Dasein's 'beginning' and 'end' provides us with a ready image for 
its authentic way of existing as past, that is, the ecstasis of have-been called 
'repetition.' Where does Dasein get the possibilities that it reveals in the moment of 
insight? Heidegger says 'those possibilities of existence which are disclosed are not 
gathered from death' (383). The forerunning of death is a way of freeing us for a 
revelation of being, but the horizon from which we draw the inspiration for the 
specific, factical possibilities of existence is not that of the unfathomed and 
unfathomable future. 'Forerunning of the uttennost and ownmost possibility is 
coming back with understanding to the ownmost "been'" (326). Thus, this future 
intrinsically involves Dasein in a 'coming to' itself by 'coming back to' what has 
been. Heidegger's verbal play depends on the notion that the future is a 'to come' 
which 'comes back. '46 

We can forerun Dasein 'send only by coming back to its beginning- the primordial 
leap which contains the end concealed within itself. The preparatory anxiety of 
resoluteness does not just leave us facing forward into the void of death or the realm 
of the concealedness of being. It turns Dasein back to the way it is thrown into a 
disclosure of being as the source of possibilities which can be repeated (343). This 
notion naturally leads Heidegger into a discussion of Dasein 's historicality, to which 
we will tum in Section 3.5. 

If Heidegger's discussion of the nature of Dasein's insight or what it 'resolves 
upon' in the resolution seems vague, making it all too liable to a personalistic 
misreading in tenns of individual decisions and actions, we can at least partially 

44 The phrase 'passed away' translates Heidegger's 'vergiinglich: Unfortunately, it 
obliterates Heidegger's etymological allusion to 'Vorgiinger.' 
45 Heidegger may seem to have a particularly ambivalent relationship to Nietzsche's 
philosophy, which is why it is often diflicult to diflcrcntiatc who is saying what in his huge 
tome on Nietzsche's philosophy. Of course. Heideggcr docs not agree with Nietzsche thai life 
is will to power or accept such other. spccilk llll'totphysictl or hisloricotl daims N il'l:/.schc 
makes. But his own intl'rfll"l'tation of such dol·trinl'S as I Ill' l'll'lllal rl'llll'll of thl' saml' makl· 
them close to his own views. 
46 His wordplay is hl'l wn·n · /n!.unfi" and · /unwU.r•llllllr'll ' 
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defend him by appealing to the diiTerem:e hctween the existcnlial analy),is aud 
existentiell understanding. Heidegger remarks: 

In the existential analysis we cannot. in prim.:iple. uiscuss what Dasl·in cvc1 fat·IJ•·ally 
resolves. Our investigation excludes even the existential projcl"lion of th1· lal'li•·al 
possibilities of existence. Nevertheless, we must ask wherl' in general l>asl·in l'an draw 
these possibilities upon which it factically projects itself. 

(.IX I) 

The issue of where Dasein draws its possibilities is existential, hulthe isslll' of what 
possibilities the actual Dasein draws, or has dealt to it, is a matter for l>asl•in's 
existentiell understanding in its 'standing toward' heing. The investigation in /king 
and Time only attempts to uncover the 'existential c·onditimrfor tire possihilit\' of its 
factical existential able-to-be' (280). In the existential analytic of Division ( lm· ol 
Being and Time Heidegger only aimed to 'outline the formal struclurL·' of l>aM·in in 
a way that would not presuppose or 'bind' it to any cxistenliell view. His disn1ss1on 
stays on an abstract level (363). 

Unfortunately, because of his desire to keep the existential analysis of /king 1tntf 
Time distinct from any existentiell investigation of a particular understanding ol 
being, in the chapters of his discussion of these structures Heidegger d1 1cs 111 1t pn 1v itfl' 
us with any detailed examples of Dasein 'repealing' its historical possihililil·s hy 
projecting an actual resolution. Writings coming after Be in!{ and Time indiratl' nu ll'l' 
clearly that Heidegger regards authentic disclosedness as something quill' rarl' awl 
that it is not just a matter of adopting a certain attitude toward one's I iii.· or lwhavill!'. 
in a certain way. For example, in his Introduction to MctafJ/rysics he suggl'Sb thai 
authentic Dasein creates great works of art, the political organization of a slall'. awl 
poetry as well as 'thinking' or philosophy.47 Such 'works' come to fol'us a lll'W 
understanding of being. 

Presumably, Heidegger would have gone on in the unfinished Pari Two of /king 
and Time to give us some concrete examples of Dasein 'repeating' its possihililil'), 
of understanding being when he discussed the existentiellunderstanding CXIII'l'S),l'd 
in the philosophy of Kant, Descartes, and Aristotle. We can glimpse what Ill· would 
have had to say when he notes that Kant uncritically lakes over Descartes's l'OIIl'l'fll ion 
of the subject, that Descartes applies the concepts of medieval ontology lo thl' no11on 
of res cogitans when he conceives of it as t'ns creatum, and that the anciL·nt on toll 'f'.i,·al 
interpretation of what-is as 'presence' is hased on Aristotle's conlTption ol lin11' 
(24-26). Heidcgger comments: 'The seemingly new heginning which I ksl'alll'), 
proposed for philosophizing has rewak-tl itsdf as the imposition of a fateful Jlll'judin·· 
(25). Such a 'pre-judgment' or what-is l'illl only he fully understood ann WI' 

'dcstructure' the ontological tradition, and only tlll'n can we fully undnstaml what it 
means to 'repeat' the qucst1onof twin)'. 1 .)hl. 1" 

.:17 Sl'l' IM •1 \/II. ( hu.· mighl now 'oh11dd•·• In 111111~ I 11-ulq•.)'.l'l may haVI' hl'l'll lhill~lll)'. ol 
llilkr as 'olll'h a fn11111h'r ol a lll'W pohlll'al •.l.lh'. llltl I I'• 111)'_11.., and Solon. 
-IX lll'ldt·l'l'l'l \ h'lllll.., · w;,.d..,llr~luug. · h111 I hi' 11 ;lll'.l.llnl ·. nhlllnall· ll..,po..,..,ihk l'etiiiiiTiion 
In 111~ llllllon ol lt'Jil'llll"lllaln 111llll' luuo~ h1· 11'111)' ·" .. ·'·'"' · 
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The resolution made in authentic timeliness is also the first step on the road back 
to inauthentic timeliness. Later calling inauthenticity 'errancy,' Heideggercomments: 

... letting what-is as such be as a whole occurs in a way befitting its essence only when 
from time to time it gets taken up in its primordial essence. Then re-solute openness toward 
the mystery is on the way into errancy as such. 

We arrive in errancy when the new understanding of being becomes commonplace. 
Heidegger also suggests that the glimpse into the mystery of being remains such a 
glimpse only when being remains a question (ET 137 I 198 ). To answer the question 
is to take one stand or another and thus to close oneself off to Dasein's special 
character as the entity that makes an issue of being. 

3.6 Historicality 

Dasein 's history is intimately tied to the history of being, but the truncated existential 
analytic of Being and Time only examines Dasein 's activity as it takes up and projects 
an understanding of being. In this section we, too, will focus our attention on the 
connection between Dasein's timeliness and its historicality, though ultimately both 
are only made possible by the Temporality of being.4'1 More fundamental than the 
historicality of Dasein is the history of being which is manifested through it. The 
fact that Dasein's historicality is only made possible by the ongoing history of 
revelations of being is not explicitly discussed in the Dasein analytic, but we can 
glimpse the path to the phenomenological tum from Dasein to being on the horizon 
of the discussion. The phenomenological tum is the turn or 'Kehre' required to 
complete the analysis of the relationship of being and Dasein. 

The history of being will be discussed in Chapters 5, 6, and 7 of this book, 50 and 
our discussion of Dasein 's historicality will not be complete until we place it in that 
context. Until then, the notion that being reveals itself remains rather mysterious. 
But perhaps the connection between the two histories - really two sides of the same 
coin of history - should be emphasized further at the start of our discussion of 
historicality in order to clarify what is ultimately at issue. To neglect this connection 
is to leave ourselves immediately liable to Husserl's misunderstanding of Heidegger's 
project in Being and Time. Husser!, Heidegger said, in the seminar on 'Time and 
Being,' understood that early work as the regional ontology of the historical (TB 45/ 
48). Husser! took this ontology as fitting comfortably within his own conception of 
the regional ontologies which investigated the nature of various types of things. 
Such a regional ontology is precisely what you would end up with if you failed to 
see the connection between Dasein's historicality and the history ofhcing as well as 

49 The term 'histnricality' suhstilut~s for I kidq~g~r's ·u, .. ,,·lli,·/11/i,·llkl'il.' 

50 (Chapters 6 ant17 arc available onlilll' at: ltllfl:/111'11'11',.\t'tt.t•tlu/f'lli/o.\·ot'lll'l( 'Witilt•.llfm 

Editor's note. ( 
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the distinction between the two. Failing lo see I his, llusserl, I kidegger says, n·n1ainl'd 
oblivious to the historicality of lhoughl (LR xiv/xv). Though!, t'Sill'cially whal 
Heidegger calls 'foundational though I,' is depcndcnl on the hislory of l!l'ing. I h1~~t·1l 
accepts a particular understanding of being as an ahislorieal given, 11111 n·ali1inl' 
how thought and its world can change. He assumes that the hisloricalily 11f lnnuan 
being will have no effect on the being of other regions of whal-is. An ;maly~ls "' 
these other regions of being, such as the one which Husser( ollert·d. could lhus Ill' 
done quite independently of any analysis of human historicalily. Numbers, space. 
and nature all have a way of being that is independent of all nllllll'l' and hislmy 
which can be revealed by a method of descriptive thinking lhal is also imlqll'ndl'nl 
of such conditions. 

The connection between Dasein's historicality ami lhe hislory of ht·ing ab11 
indicates the peculiarity of Heidegger's notion of historicalily. As lllll'lllioned in I Ill' 
third section of the Introduction, civilizations which arc nol vehicles li1r I ill' ll'VI'Ialu 111 
of being are not historical in his sense. The Ancient Egyptians or Mayans, for l'X<IIII(lll'. 
were not historical peoples. In fact, it seems lhat all civilizalions olhcr lh;m Wesll'lll 
are ahistorieal in his sense; for Hcidcgger. they arc 'primitiw' Dast·in in lht· s,·ns1· 
that they have no future and hence may go on in the same way for n·nllllll's 111 
millennia. 

Timeliness is the condition for the possibilily of Dasein 'happening' in an 'hish ,rit·al 
way.' 51 All Dasein 'happens,' hul the Dasein of Western culture has a dislinrliw 
authentic timeliness which makes it happen in an historical way. Perhaps WI' could 
say that the Dasein of many ancient cultures happened in a 'mythol11gil'al way' in a 
reality articulated by the logos of their gods. Now, when, according lo I kidt'!'.l'.l'r, 
the history of being is coming to an end, perhaps Dasein happens in a 'ledlllolllgil'al 
way.' None of these three labels seems particularly appropriale for Easlt'l'll nlllllll's 
so we need yet another. Given the direction of the exposition of I kidt'gl~l·r's lhouvhl 
provided so far, it should come as no surprise to lhe reader lhal lll'idt•gger ca11 
announce that 'authentic being toward dealh- that is, the finiludt• of lillll'lilll'ss ~~ 

the concealed ground of Dasein 's historicalily' (3X6). If it docs come as a surprisl' 111 
the context of Bein~ and Time's discussion of hisloricalily, llll' reason may lw I hal 
Heidegger has again, as with the initial discussion of dcalh, rhetorically shunlt'd lhl' 
reader onto a sidetrack and left I he mule back lo I he main line of analysis llllll'll'arly 
marked. However when 1-k-idcggt·r hegins lo SIK'ak of Dast·in's hirlh. herder~ us 111 
cultural artifacts. 

Heideggcr's Jiscussion begins hy asking how l>aseincan 'slrcll'h oul' in a uni lil'd 
way hclwecn ils 'hirlh' and ils 'dt·alh.''-' Wt• already know how llllllsllal hi~ IIIII Ioii ol 
dealh is, hul lhc l'OIIllllt'lll ahoul 'hirlh' may again lhrow us hal'k inlo a lll'rsonal 
intcrprdalion. as if I kidt·ggt·r is asking how a pl'rson Cllllw hom. haVl' a pnsonallly 
which maniksls unily anus~ lillll'. ;n11l lheu dl'llliSl'. llowt'Vt'l, whl'll I kulq•.1'.1'1 
goes onlo dis,·uss lhl' pasllhal lin hi'IWI'I'II I >a~1·in ami ih 'hirlh,' h1· dot's 11111 lalk 

)I 1:on11solllll' Vl'lh 'lial'l"'ll. will "lh•,lllllh'llll I 1<-uh·J'.J'<'I \ , .•. , .. , 11l '(,",·.\1 ltdtr'/1. wink.,,., 

usual. '111.\h>lll·:ll' llan,l:•h·s 'gn, "" hthr h · 
'\.' I h-llh'l'l''', '., 1<'1111 1• •. ,., 1/t•·• A,., 
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about the events of childhood and our personal scrapbooks and mementos. He talks 
about artifacts found in museums and the ruins of Greek temples. Though Heidegger 
never says so explicitly, we can infer that the 'birth' of Dasein at issue is its beginning 
in Ancient Greece. 51 And the question is, how is it that the history of Western 
civilization can exhibit continuity and yet also profound changes? Not a matter of 
some enduring actuality of substance, this movement happens within a range of 
possibilities already laid out. It is a matter of a 'sub-stance' as a fundamental stance 
toward being, originating with the Greeks, which set up this range in advance. 

The unity of Dasein 's 'stretching out,' that is, the unity of its history, is made 
possible by the fact that authentic timeliness is a 'coming toward' that 'comes back,' 
or, in other words, that forerunning necessarily includes repetition. Dasein's 'history' 
is not 'the past' as something gone by and over with. 54 Rather, the history in question 
is a matter of how Dasein 'comes from' its past (378). Because of the interplay of 
the ecstases of authentic timeliness, Dasein can, 'by handing down to itself the 
possibility which it has inherited, take over its thrownness and have the moment of 
insight into 'its time.' Only authentic timeliness, which is at the same time finite, 
makes possible something like fate, that is, authentic historicality' (385). 

Heidegger describes Dasein 's authentic historicality as 'fate,' but he is careful to 
indicate that his term does not indicate any sort of 'fatalistic' determinism but rather 
the way that being has been 'sent' to Dasein.55 Successful sending requires successful 
receiving. Resoluteness makes manifest to Dasein its inheritance of an indeterminate 
range of possibilities which Heidegger calls its 'heritage. '56 The heritage of Dasein 's 
history does not specify some one resolution, some one particular new understanding 
of being, as the only possible one for Dasein in some particular period. Dasein's 
heritage has the indefiniteness of its general able-to-be. In fact the 'situation' which 
will be brought into focus in a resolution is not something present-at-hand which is 
waiting to be grasped. It 'only gets disclosed in a free resolving which has not been 
determined beforehand but is open to the possibility of such determination' (307). 

Heidegger believes that Dasein 's history and hence its successive resolutions have 
been determined through the creative contribution of its own grasp of being. Taking 
up possibilities from the unarticulated range offered by being through the cultural 
background practices involves an active response on Dasein 's part, not a passive 
determination.57 In authentic historicality Dasein's possibilities are 'inherited and 
yet chosen' (384 ). Dasein 's 'repetition' or 'fetching again' always includes a 

53 Alternatively, the issue could be that of when an individual acquires an understanding of 
being such that being is in question, even just tacitly as in the everydayness of an individual 
brought up in Western culture. The issues are in fact connected, but, given Heidegger's 
comments about temples and museums, I think that the conclusion I draw in the text is more 
convincing. 
54 Heidegger's term 'Vergangenheit' suggests these connotations. 
55 His term is 'Schicksa/,' which derives from the verh ·.,·chicken' or 'to send.' 
56 Heidegger's term is · Er/Je.' 
57 In light of the claim that Dasein's authentic d10in· first 'p11ssibilit.t·s' a possibility, pt·rhaps 
this range should not Ill' 1ksnilwd as a range of possibilities. as II llw possihililit·s arc ;ill laid 
out beforehand. hut ratht'l as I >ase1n"s IIHielt'lllllllatt' ahk t" lw 
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'counterclaim' upon its past (2XC1).'~ lud{'{'d. II this wn{' uol 11'11{', thl'll I >a~{·iu's 
understanding of being would not have chan)!.{'d ~inn· /\nl'ienl (ired 1 iutt·s awl W{' 

would not be trying to account for the continuity ol it~ 'stretching 11111.' 

The continuity of Dasein's existence enahlcs 11s to sec our age as the product of its 
past. But for Heidegger the motivating force hehind this history is, of course. nothiug 
mechanical or material but rather the creative insight of Dasein as the vehicle for the 
changing disclosure of what it is to be. The continuity of existence was prepared fl1r 
by the primordial leap which disclosed being as at issue in Ancient Greece. Heideggcr 
seems to think that all Dasein's possibilities for understanding being within the 
horizon of presence, that is, all the possibilities of metaphysical thinking, were laid 
out by the way the Greeks posed the question of being and the stance they took 
toward it. He comments that 'In resoluteness lies the existentiell constancy which. 
by its very essence, has already taken up beforehand every possible moment of 
insight springing from it' (391 ). Giving up a 'resolution' by making another one. 
that is, 'countermanding' one existentiell understanding of being by disclosing a 
new one, is not an arbitrary or haphazard process but is called for hy, to usc 
Heidegger's word, the 'situation' in which Dasein finds itself. This situation is a 
product ofDasein 's relationship to being as existence. Ultimately situations arc ma{k' 
'possible' by revelations of being, though they are made actual by Dascin's crcatiVl' 
insight. 

In Heidegger's Introduction to Metaphysics he notes some examples of the 
'world-building' which is 'history in the authentic sense.' The 'creators. poet:-. 
thinkers, and statesmen' are the ones who build worlds, the authentic Dascin who 
make the leap of insight that brings Dasein 's history from its future. They 'nm forward' 
into death, reach into the shelter of being in order to uncover what 'can be in a tinll'' 
and bring it to light in the clearing. 'Against the overwhelming chaos they Sl'l IlK· 

barrier of their work, and in their work they capture the world thus operwd up· (I M 
62/47f.). Later in that book Heidcggcr elaborates: 

We know from Heraclitus and Parmenides that the unconcealment of whal·is is nol 

simply given. Uneoncealment happens only wh~:n it is achieved through work: thl' worJ.. 

of the word in poetry, the work of stone in temple and statue, the work of till' word in 

thought, the work of the polis as the ahodc of history in whkh all this is gmnndl'd a111l 

preserved. 

OM IIJ l/14h I''' 

58 The wordplay is hl!lwct•n 'Wiederlwlen' (rc.:pl'tilion) and 'Wit!t·rn~f' (l·onntl'l't'lallll). Thl' 

term 'Widt'l'l't~/' has somelimes heen translated as 'revttt·ation.' Taken in ils onlinary M'll~t· 
the word fails to capture lhe way that a resolution draws on l>asl'in's previous umll'rslandinl' 

of being ami inst~:ad suggl'sts a l''llllpkll' rl'jl'l'lion of it. Bur if Wl' rhought ol lhl· tl'nn a~ 
meaning 're-vm·ation,' indiealing a n·pt·alt•d ,·onunilllll'lltto a vocation, lhl'n WI'I'OIIIl' rlo~n 

tolkidl'ggt·r·~ llll'anin)!. lnllll' 'Witll'l'ru( l>as.·in n·allinus irs roll' as 1111' 'lht•n·· ollwinl'· 
51) I kidt')!)!.l'l' 's · t•othmult•ll' i~ tmnslaled lww a~ ·~i111ply l'.i VI' II.' Tht• king ol what 1s i~ nol 

hnilt inlo lhlll).'.~ as if tl Wl'll' suuply a I""J)('IIY "'an ohJt'l'l ~Ill ill)'. ht·h•n· us l'll'"'llt al hand 
Sll('h as colo1 111 •;hapt• 
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In the Greek state all of these ways of wnrkl-huilding worked in harmony to let the 
being of what-is reveal itself in various ways, that is, to reveal itself, as we shall see 
in Chapter 6, first as chreon, phusis, and aletheia, and then, in the philosophy of 
Plato and Aristotle, as idea and ousia. The 'working of the work' lies 'in a change, 
happening from out of the work, of the unconcealedness of what-is, and this means, 
of being' (OWA 72/60). The significance lying unarticulated in the cultural practices 
suddenly comes into focus in the Greek temple or the 'saying' of a thinker and the 
cultural dealings can begin to take on new shape, as we will see in Section 6.3.1'0 

In Being and Time Heidegger labels Dasein's 'happening as being-with others' its 
'destiny' (386).61 This notion is called forth by the realization that Dasein's authentic 
historicality takes place in a community. Solitary creators, the artists, poets, thinkers, 
and statesmen, cannot make Dasein historical alone. 

But if fateful Dasein as being-in-the-world exists essentially as being-with others, its 
happening is a happening-with and is determined as destiny. This is how we designate the 
happening of a community, a people. Destiny is not put together out of individual fates 
any more than being-with-one-another can be conceived as the occmling together of several 
subjects. Fates have been already guided in advance in being with one another in the same 
world and in resoluteness for definite possibilities. Only in communicating and struggling 
does the power of destiny become free. The fateful destiny of Dasein in and with its 
'generation' makes up the full, authentic happening of Dasein. 

(384f.) 

Heidegger admits in a later interview that the concept of destiny in Being and Time 
is left underdeveloped and consequently what he was trying to express in such 
passages is not clear.62 

Some points can be drawn from his scant remarks. First, this contrast between 
'fate' and the happening-with of 'destiny' does not indicate that fate is 'personal' in 
the sense of being manifested in the events of one's personal life, for example, one 
was 'fated' to meet a particular person or be hired for a particular job, or that the 
Dasein to whom a particular fate is 'sent' is only an individual person. Neither is the 
collective destiny something independent of fate. In addition we can note that 
Heidegger does not call destiny itself 'authentic historicality,' which was the title he 
gave to fate. Rather the last sentence above says that fate and destiny go together to 

60 [Chapter 6 is available online at: http://www.scu.edu/phifo.mphy/CWhite.htm- Editor's 
note.) 
61 The word 'destiny' translates Heidegger's 'Geschick.' Note its connection with 'Schicksa/' 
and 'schicken.' (See footnote 54 above.) Under this specific definition, mythological and 
other ahistorical cultures could be considered as having a 'destiny,' although it would keep 
them moving in the same circuit rather than down the path of a history. However. such cultures 
would lack 'fate' as authentic historicality since they do not explicitly make an issue of being 
and their understanding of being does not change. In later works, though. Heidegger clearly 
ties the term 'destiny' to the history of being in Western civilization. 
62 Sec Zygmunt Adamczewski's report onl-leideggl·r's remarks in his'( ln thl' Way hl Being 
(Rclkcting on Conwrsati11ns with Martini kidl')-'.)-'.l'r)' inl/l'itlt'ggt'l'wulllw /'alii o(l1tinking. 
edited hy John Sallis (l'itt~huq.•h: I >uqm·sm· llniwrsity l'rl'~s. 1'1701. 1'- _q_ 
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make up Dasein's 'authentic happL'IIIn~· .. · l>asl'in's lall' as aulhl·ntil· lushllll'allly 
depends on having a com1m1nity of like-111indl'd pl'opll'. 

To understand the relationship hctwcL'Il faiL' and destiny allllllll' llllll'l'.\S in whirh 
they cooperate, we can usc the exampk- of the authentic thinkt•r sincl' I kidl').',)!.l'l 
makes some relevant remarks about this way of world-huildinp,. l'ir~l of all, 

philosophy is 'based on the mysterious ground of freedom, on what Wl' haVl' ralkd 
the leap.' Thus it involves the repetition of the primordial kap in /\nl'il·nt ( in'l'l'l'. 
Heidegger's added remark that 'all essential philosophical lJUL'slioning is lll'l'l'ssarily 

untimely' may seem to go against the notion that the authentiL· prL~SL'IIt invoiVl's an 
insight into what 'can be in a time.· However, the emphasis in till' latin phras1· 
should be on the word 'can.' Authentic thinking is a break with the currt·nt /\nyltlll' 's 
conception of what it is to be, and, as such, it may he regarded as outr:l).'.l'lHisly 
wrong by the philosopher's contemporaries. 'Philosophy is essentially untiml'ly 
because it is fated to be one of those few things that can never find an inuul'diatl' 
echo in its actual day' (IM 8/6). Especially since Hcideggcr considt·rs Nil'lt\th· 
such an authentic thinker, one is reminded of the madman crying out '( i1 111 is 1kad · 

and finding ridicule and disbelief as the response. Nietzsche could SL~t·that the l'Uitwal 
practices of the late nineteenth century were eliminating the place ol < iod in hun1:111 
existence. The drama of life had shifted from salvation to acquisition. But. it laJ..L·s 
time, after the flash of lightning, for the thunder to reach the cars of the man in till' 
street. 

How does authentic thinking build a world, then? Heideggcr says that autlll'nlil 
thinking can never directly supply the energies and create the opportunities that 
bring about historical change because such thinking is only the L'liiiL'l'l'll ol tlw h-w 
creators, the profound transformers (IM 10/X). But philosophy's insi)•hl. II 11 1s 
authentic, neither comes in a void nor is sent out into one. It must hl' an insl)•.hl 11111, 
what can be 'in a lime,' ami it must strike a responsive chord in oth1·r-. who van 
come to share in the insight. This is why fate as authentic historil'ahty involv1·s 

destiny as a happening-with others. Machiavelli expressed a view of luunan nalllh' 
similar to the common modern, Nietzschean conception, hut no om· in ~i.xh'l'nlll 

century Italy took him up on it.''' 'The preservers of a work belong to its l'n·atl'dm·ss 
as essentially as its creators' (OWA 71/5X). Initially. till· work's lll'l'Sl'IVl'rs. that 1\, 
those who do have ears for its message, seem to deserve the titiL· of 'autht·ntiv I >:a\1'111. 
as much as the creator. If this preservation is lacking.tlll~rt· is IHI authl'nlil' ,·u·atioll. 

As suggested before, the Dasein that is authenti~:ally historil'al n1'l'd not hl' an 
isolated, individual person. The artisans who planned and built tlw < iothir l'alhl'lhal\ 

63 As we will sec in Sel:lion 7.4 lavailahk online al: hllr•:l/ii'll'll' .. l<'ll.t'tliiiJ•hilo.lof•ln·l 
CWIIitt•.llflll 1\dilor's noll'l. lkidl'!!)!L'I' also lhinks lhal alll'111plinl' lo lll~liluh· ;~ 111'\V 
untkrslandin!! of hcing is ri~ky and dillicull. Machiavelli him~clf l'lllllllll'llll'd: 'nolhlll)' •·· 
more difl'il'ull lo handle. 111orl' douhllulol Slll'l'l'SS, nor 111orc dangnous lo naana)'<'. lh;~u '" 
pullllll'sdf alllll' hl'ad of inlrolhl<'illl' IU'W onl•·rs.' lk 'lcapcd'loo fa1 fm olll<'l.'>lololl""· 
and hl'lll'l' his insl)-'ht laih-d tocalrh llw puhh• ·, alh'nli<HI. I lis wonts. alln all. wno· lnh·noh-d 
for lhe l'ar~ .,f pruu·o·s. 11111 llw Any"'"' Nu , . .,1., Maduavl'lh. n,· l'1i11c't', lr:aw.l;~h·d hy 
II.<·. Manslll'ld. II. t< 'h11 a1•.o. 111111'<'1'.111' "I I 'luo a)'" I'll'\\. I'IX'l), I'· .1 1. 
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worked as a group to express a shared new insight into what it is to he. However, the 
'destiny' referred to in Beinx and Time docs not seem to indicate this kind of joint 
authentic historicality as much as what must he the case if a particular, newly projected 
understanding of being is to be taken up by society at large. Take the example of the 
insight of philosophy again: 'It spreads only indirectly, by devious paths that can 
never be laid out in advance, until finally at some indefinite "when," after it is forgotten 
as primordial philosophy, it sinks down to a commonplace self-understanding' (IM 10/ 
8). The 'when' in which insight into being ceases to be authentic and becomes 
commonplace is as indeterminate as the 'when' in which authentic insight happens. 
The process in between is the happening-with of destiny, and we could say it ranges 
from being authentic or what preserves authentic insight. when it still involves the 
same fundamental questioning of what it is to be, to being fallen inauthenticity. 
Thus, Dasein's full 'authentic happening' involves both authentic historicality, either 
individual or collective, and the happening-with of destiny that preserves. Both are 
necessary for Dasein to be the 'there' in which being reveals itself. 

The fact that the history of Dasein is indeed that of its changing understanding of 
being is far from obvious in the published portion of Being and Time. We have to be 
aware of what Heidegger intended to accomplish in both the projected section 'Time 
and Being' and the missing Part Two on the destructuring of the history of ontology. 
The thought of human beings does not create ex nihilo an understanding of what it is 
to be. As mentioned above, just as an insight into being is not cast toward a void but 
rather 'toward the coming preservers, that is, toward an historical group of men,' it 
never arises in a void either. Using 'poetic' in a broad sense to cover all the modes of 
authentic disclosure, Heidegger adds: 

What is thus cast forth is. however, never an arbitrary demand. Truly poetic projection is 
the opening up or disclosure of that into which Dasein as historical is already cast. 

(OWA 75/63) 

Hence authentic Dasein finds the being of what-is already revealed in a certain way. 
We find that things have started to show up in new ways. A new understanding of 
being comes as a discovery of the being of what-is - a dis-covering - and not an 
invention. As Heidegger remarks in another work: 'What a curious leap, presumably 
yielding the insight that we do not yet sufficiently reside where authentically we 
already are· (ID 33/97). Without our explicit recognition, our cultural practices had 
already started letting things show up in new ways; the creator only brings this 
being into focus. Curious as well, perhaps, is that, in Heidegger's view, when we do 
come to reside 'there,' that is, when Dasein does become 'at -home-with' a disclosure 
of being, it ceases to be authentic and becomes inauthentic. 



Chapter 4 

The Derivation of Time 

Electric lights and Dasein's consequent ability to turn night into day IIHJst haw 
seemed a wondrous, practical development in Hcideggcr's childhood. Einstein's 
theory that time is a fourth dimension of the universe which should he addl•d to 
space's three for an accurate physical theory and his conclusion that spal'l' is finik 
made their concepts more difficult to fathom when he was an adult. Thl' inrinitl' 
vistas opened up by Newton contract into an dubiously real present IIIOIIIl'nt whos1' 
measurement depends on consciousness. Our contemporary <ll·hatl'S ahout tlw 
difference between the qualitative and quantitative time or parenthood and turning 
homes into workplaces and workplaces into homes magniry Wl~Stl'nl cultun•'s 
obsession with the passing of time. 1 Seizing the moment becomes vital inl·wrything 
we do. 

In the first section of this chapter I show why Heidegger thinks that the rinitmk• ol 
timeliness does not preclude the infinitude of time as we ordinarily l'Oill'l'iVl' of it, 
and the second section contrasts timeliness with this sort of time. Section 4 .. ~ l'X:nuinl'S 
the relationship between the time of our daily activities and the time that we mcasun· 
on clocks. Heidegger's attempt to 'derive' the time of clocks from tlw tinwlim·ss ol 
Dasein is explored in Section 4.4. The concluding section shows how lll•idl·ggl'r 
was preparing for the phenomenological 'turn' to the Time or hcing l'Vl'n in thl' 
published portion of Being and Time. 

4.1 Finite Timeliness and Infinite Time 

After arguing that Dasein's primordial timeliness is finite, lleideggcr imaginl'S a 
reader objecting: 

But 'does not time go on' in spite nf the no-longl'r-hdng-lhcn~ of my s•·ll'? i\ud •·aullll'll' 
not be an unlimited number of things whid1 stilllil' 'in I he fuiUil'' and 1'111111' along 0111 olll'.' 

Heidegger replies that hoth questions arc to he answl'l'l~d allirmatiwly. l~wn Ml, 

they pose no objection to his l'Onccption or till' finitmk~ or I iml'linl'SS 'lwcaUSl' I his is 
something which is m• longer handk·d hy thl'Sl' at all' (.UO).' 

For l'X<llllpll', Sl'l' 'I'll<'.,,,. /lind: Wilt'// w .. ,A llt'l'll/111',\ 1/omt• illlll/1111111' llt'l'tlllll',\ w .. ,.A 
hy /\rli•· R. llm:hsl'hild tN•·w Yorl... Ml'lr"l'"lilanllollh, l1llf/). 

2 Th1· phras1' 'no lo11p1'1' lll'ill~~ lhl'l'l' ol lilY wll' llan~lalt•s 'Nir'irtnll'lmla.\·t·in.\· nll'illt'l 

.1'1'!/J.I't. i\s Wl' uolt·tl 111 lh1· dwph'l 1111 rlt-alh. llt-uii'J.'/'1'1 111a~l'' a 1hslllll'l1o11 hl'IWl'l'll 
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Heidegger's response indicates how sharply we must distinguish the finitude of 
timeliness from any finite character of our time, even our personal time. His claim 
that timeliness is finite in no way implies that ordinary time or clock-time is finite; 
indeed, he thinks that our concept of infinite time is derived from the primordial, 
finite timeliness of Dasein. Even though Heidegger sometimes refers to the 
distinctively authentic timeliness as well as timeliness in general as 'primordial time,' 
finite timeliness and infinite time are not conflicting qualities or phenomena measured 
on the same scale. His triply equivocal use of the word 'time' only obscures what is 
at stake. The dispute over the finiteness or infiniteness of ordinary or scientific time 
is quite a distinct issue and one not handled in the simple contrast between authentic 
and inauthentic timeliness or the discussion of primordial time, that is, timeliness, in 
general. 

The sharpness of the distinction between timeliness and time makes the derivation 
of infinite time a more complicated matter than the one depicted by traditional 
commentaries. In particular, it is not a matter of a false, ego-flattering belief as if 
inauthentic timeliness lets the individual believe that she lasts for an infinite time 
while authentic timeliness makes her own up to the fact that her life span is finite. If 
we came up with our notion of infinite time in an attempt to conceal an essential 
characteristic of our own life, then why isn't infinite time an illusion, a bit of wishful 
thinking? And if finite timeliness was simply a matter of an individual occupying a 
finite span, then why isn't infinite time the more basic phenomenon with finite time 
just a limited partition of it? 

Heidegger insists that neither of these suggestions is true. Their appeal arises out 
of a failure to make a sharp distinction between demise and existential death as well 
as ordinary time and timeliness. Both assumptions take death and the finitude of 
timeliness to correspond with demise. 

In Heidegger 's view of things, our ordinary conception of time refers to a genuine 
phenomenon and not an illusion created by either self-deception or the conflation 
of the concepts of time and space. Our idea of time arises from and is revealed by 
'an essential kind of timing of primordial timeliness.' Heidegger adds: 'The fact 
that this is its source tells us that the time "in which" what is present-at-hand arises 
and passes away is a genuine phenomenon of time; it is not an extemalization of 
a "qualitative time" into space as Bergson's interpretation of time- which is 
ontologically quite indefinite and inadequate- would have us believe' (333). We 
will return to the question of the confusion of time and space later, but here I only 
want to emphasize that, in trying to determine the origin and derivation of our 
ordinary concept of time, Heidegger is trying to explain our idea but not explain it 
away. 

For Heidegger the problem is not how the infinite time in which objects arise 
and pass away becomes primordial timeliness. Rather we must understand how 

'no-longer-heing-thcrc' or 'no-longer-Dascin.' whkh rl'I'L·rs to a pt·rson ceasing to he. and 

'no-longcr-ahlc-h•-hL·-there· or ·no longt·r ahk to he ()asein. · wlurh 1mhrates the finitude 
or cxisteiKC as a standiup open l'or-lwill).'. lu thi~ pa~sa).'c h,· talb ahoul thl' n·l;1tion~hip 

hciW<'<'n a tll'rson's dl'llliS<' and 1111'inil<' Iilii<'. 
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inauthentic, finite timeliness giws risl~ to infinill'lillll'. I k claims that '( >nly ht'l'atiSl' 
primordial time is finite can the "derived" time "time" itself as il!/inif(•' (.HOI'.). We 
already have an indication of how inauthenti~.: timeliness arises out of aulhl·ntil· 
timeliness and of how in general inauthenticity is founded upon authentil'ity. Wl· 
could not take an understanding of being for granted unless one already 'exists.' 
Now we need to address the question of how inauthentic timeliness ~:an in tum 
produce the conception of infinite time. At the end of the discussion we will return 
to the issue of how the derived time is ultimately dependent on primordial finitl' 
timeliness. 

4.2 Timeliness and Within-time-ness 

Because of the way Dasein occupies time and lets time occupy it, Heideggl'r suggt•sts 
that Dasein can also be called 'timely' in quite a different sense than that of tht· 
ecstatic timeliness described in Chapter 3. In spite of his insistence on his tcd111iral 
use of the term 'timely,' Heidegger admits: 

Nevertheless, Dasein must also be called 'timely' in the sense of being 'in time.· Ewu 
without a developed historiology, factical Dasein needs and uses a calendar and a clod. 
Whatever may happen 'to it,' it experiences as 'in time.' 

(.176) 

In order to avoid confusion with his technical term, Heidegger refers to this sort ol 
being 'in time' as 'within-time-ness.'' Within-time-ness is also a charu~.:teristil- of 
the things that are present-at-hand and ready-to-hand within the world. 'Jnnerworldly' 
things come to be, occupy a span of time, and cease to be. However, as Heidl~ggl'r 
indicates above, Dasein finds itself 'in time' in this way, too. We want to know, 
though, how it is that, with our fundamental heing-in-the-world as involved activity. 
not just our 'innerworldly' presence, we lind ourselves with time on our hands? 

Heidegger starts with the phenomenon of our everyday existence as project-making 
and tool-using, not with time-consciousness as Husserl did. He makes I he comrl~l'lion 
between inauthentic timeliness and time in the following passage: 

The circumspective. common st~nse concern is grounded in liml'lincss imll'l·d in 1111' 

mode of a making-present which awaits aud retains. Such com:ern, as ,·oun·rufully 
reckoning up. planning, prewuting, or taking precautions, always says lwhclhl'r audihly 
or not) thai something is to happt•n 't/wn,' thai somt•thing l'lst· is to he alll'lllkd to 
'he./(JI'elrmul,' that what failed or escaped us 'tm that fi,-nwr lltTasion' is sum,·thirw thai 
must '111111'. he taken hold of again. 

In the 'thcu,' l'Oill'l'l'll l'X.prcs~·::s itsdf :rs awaiting: in llrl· 'ou thai forrrrl'r orcasiorr,' a~ 
rctaining: in I he 'now,' as making- present. 

(-ll)h) 

Tire word 'lirrrl'ly' ~rrhslrtrrll'~ lor I 11-rd,·l'l'l'r\ ':l'itfit1r' whrk 'wilhrrr Ill Ill' 111'\,·lrarr~lah'' 
'I !lilt' I :t•ifli· ,~,·it .. 



130 '111111' and /J('I//h 

Thus the three ecstases of inauthentic timeliness, that is, awaiting, retaining (or 
forgetting), and making-present, are correlated with the 'then,' the 'on that former 
occasion,' and the 'now.' 4 

What Dasein 'awaits' in its future dimension of ecstatic timeliness is what it can 
deal with in some 'then' yet to come. What Dasein 'retains' is what it has been able 
to deal with on some 'former occasion,' and what it makes present is what it deals 
with 'now.' Everyday Dasein does not encounter time as a succession of bare instants. 
Our everyday time is always occupied by the things with which we concern ourselves, 
and out of our projects arise the essential features of the 'world-time' that we encounter 
as being-in-the-world. Dasei n' s experience of things happening to it 'in time' involves 
three fundamental characteristics: datability, significance, and spannedness. 

Datability and significance seem to be closely connected aspects of the same basic 
feature of world-time. Every 'then' is a 'then, when' such and such will happen; every 
'on that former occasion' is an 'on that former occasion as' such and such happened; 
and every 'now' is a 'now that' such and such is happening. Moments are given 
significance in relation to our involved activity. The relational structure pinning 
moments of time to events in the world Heidegger calls 'datability' (407). Thus datability 
is not a matter of events being pinned to moments of time but quite the opposite. 

Not only is a moment of time pinned to an event, but moments of time gain 
significance and refer beyond themselves through the web of projects to which they 
are thus connected. 'Ten o'clock' is 'my class at ten,' 'after I read my mail,' and so 
on. This relational structure is an aspect of the structure of significance of the world 
which lays out all our projects in terms of time. Even the simplest project is laid out 
as a series of successive actions. For example, if we want to swim across the pool, 
first we walk to its edge, now we dive in, and then we begin stroking. And such 
particular projects arise in the context of other projects, for example, leaming how 
to swim, setting up a plan for getting in shape. Significance sets up the way that 
projects are interconnected with each other 'within time.' 

The spanned character of world-time, in which moments t1ow one after another 
with no gaps, and the spanning character of Dasein's everyday being both arise out 
of the significant interconnection of Dasein 's activities. Heidegger explains: if in 
awaiting we understand ourselves in the 'then' and in terms of making this present, 
that is, in terms of realizing our projects, then the 'and-now-not-yet' has already 
been implied when we assign the 'then.' The 'now not yet' lies between the current 
'now' and the 'then' at which we are aiming. It is the 'until then' whose significance 
and datability are given by the steps we must take to realize our goal. For example, 
it is the swim across the pool which lies between our 'now' on the deck and our goal 
of reaching the other side. This 'until then' itself has its earlier and later episodes in 
the sequence of diving and stroking. The whole series is 'emhraced' as a 'during' 
when we awaitingly project the 'then' (409). We project the 'span' of intermediate 
steps which must be taken to realize our goal and 'cmhracc' the span of' world-time 
in embracing the activities we projcl'l. 

4 Note that 'tlll'n' tdt/1/11) i~ 11.\<'d lo rl'l·l'l' lo sollll' futun· tiuw aud that 'ou that forlllt'l 

orrasion' funrlions as au awkward \llhslllllh'ltlr 'duma/,· and ll'kl'\ lu pa\lllllll'. 
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Most explications of Heidegger's notion of ecstal ic timcl incss fol'IIS on how I )a),l'in 
can 'span' a stretch of time in a unified way. Hut notice that in I kidq~gcr's lrcallnl~nl 
of this phenomenon, it is (I) a derivative phenomenon and not till' h1.•art of ~.~~.·sial i,· 
timeliness; (2) a phenomenon of inauthentic timeliness insofar as itmaniksl), within 
time-ness; and (3) a phenomenon unified by the significanc1.· artinllaled in IlK· world 
and our skill at dealing with things rather than by conscious1wss. 

4.3 World-time and Now-time 

In inauthentic timeliness, says Heidegger, we interpret ourseiVl's as slrl·lchcd along 
within-time (409). During our everyday activities we understand oursdws :J), n1ovi1W 
along through time, realizing first this project and then that projcl'l. I h-idcJ>pl'l 
considers time in general to be 'the making-present which inteqm·ts its~.·ll in ollw1 
words, that which has been interpreted and addressed in the "now"' (..JOX). lnolh1·1 
words, time is disclosed to us when we interpret ourselves as locall'd in a 'now,' 
surrounded on both sides by a span of time. Timclin~.·ss itself is familiar to 11s 111 
everyday concern as its by-product, world-time. But this phenomenon app1·ars upon 
reflection when consciousness directs itself upon a certain feature of our aclivili,·s. 
Involved activity is its underlying basis. 

Time, however, can appear in two different ways: it can he disdos1·d as lhc 
significant, datable, spanned world-time discussed above. or it can Ill' disdos~.·d a), a 
succession of 'nows.' The latter, which is itself derived from till' world tin11· ol 
involved activity, is what we call 'time' in the ordinary sense. This is llw timl' that 
we measure by a clock. Heidegger proposes to call the world-tinll' which is 'sif•.hll·d' 
by the use of clocks 'now-time' (421 ). 

Our conception oftime as an infinite, irreversible succession of 'nows · thus atts1·~. 
Heidegger argues, from the timeliness of fallen Dasein. This conc~.·ption of litnc ts 
justified as long as it does not present itself as the sole possihk hori:t.on within 
which time can be interpreted (426). As I indicated above, for I kidegg,·r thc ordinary 
conception of time is quite valid, not illusory or imaginary. as long as it is twognitcd 
for what it is. 

As noted in the quote at the beginning of the preceding section. I kidcp.f'.l'l lhinlo.s 
that, because Dascin is also 'timely' in the sense ofheing 'in tinll'.' ilnl'l'ds lnnHikl' 
use of calendars and docks. Even the isolated individual such as a h1·nni1 n1ay Ill 'I'd 
to refer to some sort of L'alendar and dock to organi:t.l~ activitil's such a), plantinv a 
garden or beginning a journey, hut obviously Wl' lll'l'd these llll'asuring sysll'tlls 111 
order to make group ~.·ooperalion possible. Ewn inllw I'IIIIUI'l's of 'pritnitiw' I )asl'lll, 
which lack any explicitly devl'lopcd interest in time, call'ndars Wl'll' n,·,·d,·d lot 
public al'livities of hunting :.;ml planting. ami docks Wl'll' lll'l'dl·d to sch~.·duk dally 
activilil'S. Of roiii'Sl'. a pri111i1 i vc t·alt·lldar may o11ly d1ar1 llll' cydt·s of llll' 1110011 :uul 
the Sl'asons, :tlllllhl' lliOS( pritlliliVl' dorlo. j, Sllllply I hi' IIIOVl'llll'lll of lltl' Sill I. 

All sud1 titm· ll'l'kouilll'. aiiSl'' out nl I la!-.t'iu'' t'OIIl"l'l'llllll invoiVl'llll'lll iu till' 
world. This 'orl ol ll'l'kOIIIII)'. 'pll'll'tks auv liM' ol llll'a,uriup l"'lllll'llll'lll hy whirh 
lillll'l':tlllll' d!'ll'lllllll!'d. 'l'hl' ll't'kllllllll'. I\ p11lll It I \lid I t'q11tp111l'lll a11d I\ Whal lllakl'' 
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anything like the usc of clocks possible at all' (404). At bottom this reckoning is a 
matter of reckoning with projects and their sequential order, but its basis is ignored 
or disguised when we consider only the time that a clock manifests. When we focus 
only on clock-time, we shear world-time of its datability and significance and empty 
its span of the filling which originally elicited our embrace, leaving it just a bare 
succession of 'nows' (422). Heidegger argues that datability and significance 'are 
not permitted to ''come to the fore" when time is characterized as a pure succession. 
The ordinary interpretation of time covers them up' (422). He goes on to suggest 
that this cover-up is 'no accident,' but we will discuss the motives for it in the next 
section. 

Here we need to get clearer about the nature of the time that clocks reveal. First of 
all, as I indicated earlier, the now-time which clocks reveal is not a time which has 
been confused with space, as Bergson argues. Heidegger suggests instead that what 
is 'ontologically decisive' for this sort of time 'lies in the specific kind of making
present which makes measurement possible.' He adds: 

Measuring time is essentially such that it is necessary to say 'now'; but in obtaining the 
measurement we, as it were, forget what has been measured as such, so that nothing is to 
be found except a number and a stretch. 

(418) 

The 'making-present' involved in the measurement of time is remarkably different 
from the 'making-present' involved in the measurement of space. With space, the 
thing measured remains present or can be made present again and can be measured 
again. But in order to measure time, it must vanish as we measure. 

What we measure with an analog clock is not the stretch of space between two of 
its marks but rather the span of time during which the 'traveling pointer' moves 
from one to the other. Yet when we reflect on our measuring, we may not notice 
what we have measured. The only 'stretch' that seems to be there to be measured is 
that of the space on the clock. Similarly, if we are counting seconds by saying 'now,' 
we forget that the second is the span of time that lies between our repetitions of 
'now' and hence think that the resulting number only indicates the number of times 
we said a word. It does indicate this as well, of course, but this is not what we are 
measuring when we measure time. 

Such measuring is a very abstract and reflective way of encountering time. We do 
not use the clock to coordinate our projects but rather look at it as measuring some 
curious, independent thing. In contrast, world-time, the time encountered in our 
everyday involved activities, is, we could say, ready-to-hand time. Like the hammer, 
it is transparent in use: we are not aware of time per se but of our class at ten, the 
appointment at two, and so forth. The now-time measured by the clock and abstractly 
looked at as some s011 of thing is present-at-hand time. which, curiously. is only 
evanescently present. In detached reflection. 'time is understood as a succession. as 
a "flowing stream" of nows, as the ··course of I ime"' ( 422 ). 

In this detached reflection. both tillll-' and things in till' world losl.' thl~ significance 
given by involvement. Timl' lwconll'S dcladwd from al·tivilil'S and simply 'pn·sl'lll· 
at-hand with' things and l'\'l'nls. 'J'Iwy an· 11111 prc~cnl al hand in l'Xal·tly llll' sallll' 
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way, but 'they still get "seen" ontologkally within the horit.onof the itka of prl'St'lll'l' 
at-hand.' The 'nows' which pass away make up the past, a11d the '11ows' which t'OIIIl' 
along define the future. 5 Unlike a tree or hammer viewed as (ll"l'senl-al-halld. the 
'now' must be continually passing and coming along. 'Yet as tit is thing which d~:mgt•s. 
it simultaneously shows its own constant presence' (423). 

Heidegger argues that 'The principle thesis of the ordinary way of intl'f'(Hl'ling 
time- namely, that time is infinite- makes manifest most impressively the way i11 
which world-time and accordingly timeliness in general have hee11 leveled oil a11d 
covered up by such an interpretation.' Every 'now' can he divilk'll into a 'jus1-11ow' 
and a 'now-forthwith,' or a 'now' which is just past and a 'now' whil'h is yl'l lo 
come. 'If in characterizing time we stick primarily and exdusivdy to s11t'lt 11.\'t'tfllt'lll't', 

then in principle neither beginning nor end can be found in it ... Tinll' i~ l'lldk·ss 1111 
"both sides"' (424). 

This argument depends on the picture of time which lleidegger is niticit.ill)'. a11d 
on the fact that time, when pictured this way, appears to he infinitl'ly divisihk as 
well as 'endless.' As Heidegger puts it, 'The sequence of nows is unintcrrupkd and 
has no gaps. No matter how "far" we prol'eed in "dividing up" thl' now, it is alway~ 
now' (423). Each 'now' can be sliced by an even sharper hlade of thl· instanl:llll'ous 
present, it in turn divided, and so on. Each moment of the past and thl· fulurl· l':lll 
also be mentally refined. Then the span of each 'now' is shorter, and in this ahslracl 
representation, we can continue the division indefinitely. 

Such infinite divisibility is probably not what people mean when llll'Y say thai 
time is infinite. But Heidegger applies the same line of reasoning in regard lo 11111 
picture of time going on forever. 'If "one thinks" the sequence of nows "to lht· t•nd" 
by directing attention to being-present-at-hand and not-heing-presl'nl-at ha11d. lht'll 
an end can never be found. In this way of thinking time through lo lhl· e11d, o111' ,,,,,.1 
always think more time; from this one infers that time is infinitl·· (42•1 1. 

This abstract representation of the infinitude of tinll' lk•pends on igumiuv lht· 
limitations of our actual means of measuring, and this is pari of lll·idq·.~•.t•r's puinl 
in saying that, in such a conception, we regard lime as prl'Sl'lll-at·hand. Wl· rau 
currently measure picoseconds hy the vibrations of electrons. a ll'l'hniqlll' involvin)'. 
sophisticated instruments and relying on the weh of modern sl'icntifir prartin·s. Bul 
the detached representation of inlinite time ignores all the ways Wl' do arlually 
measure time in favor of an abstract theorit.ing which knows 1111 li111i1s al all. 

4.4 Deriving Time 

Now that Wl' sec how I he ordinary l'llnl-cption of til Ill' l'l'lall'S lo world lillll' Ill' XI WI' 

need to examine in furth~r dt•lailthc rl'lalion hi'IWl't'n this inl'inill' lillll' :mel lilllh' 
prilllordiallillll'lincss. The popular inlt•rpn·laliouof lleidq•.).'.n's suppost•d clniva11on 
takes lhl' finill' dlaral'll'l' ol lillll'lilll'Ss as si111ply a lll:llll'r ol individuals n•asin1•. to 

'i Thai whwh ·I'"'"'' away· ll'<'lg,·/t,., 1 111a~•·•, up II II' p:l'l I \·l'l.':llll!:<'ldll'i/1. and II II' 'n"w' · 
wlurh l'llllll' al11111' I .!It' tiiiAIIII/11.<:<'11 I <11'11111' II II' IIIII II<' I .II<' /11~ 1111(11. 



134 "1/nw ant! /Jt•atll 

be at certain points in time. Conceiving of time as intinite is then taken as a way of 
denying this fact; we want to believe that time is infinite in order to believe that we 
are not going to cease. This interpretation may be accurate as far as it goes, and it 
does fit the above picture of time as infinite. We would like to believe that there is 
always going to be more time between the current 'now' and the 'now' of our demise. 
However, what usually is not noticed in this line of argument is that we are dealing 
with only the inauthentic conception of death. Indeed, infinite time is disclosed 
'only in Dasein's inauthentic timeliness' (426), and inauthentic existence regards 
death as the physical demise which will happen in the future. The conception of 
finitude in this understanding of timeliness does amount to 'just stopping' in contrast 
to the authentic timeliness which ·exists finitely' (329). Furthermore, if authentic 
timeliness amounted to just consciously accepting the fact that I am going to demise, 
rather than believing that 'one dies,' it is hard to see why we could not say that the 
infinite time described above arises in this mode of timeliness, too. My death would 
still lie in a future 'now,' and, by the above line of argument, I could conceive of 
infinite 'nows' between me and it. 

To get clear about what Heidegger's point really is, we should keep in mind that 
when Heidegger talks about the conception of time in relation to Dasein's flight 
from death, he is talking about inauthentic existence and its conception of death as 
demise. Heidegger comments: 

... the Anyone, which never dies and which misunderstands being towards the end, gives 
a characteristic interpretation of fleeing in the face of death. To the very end 'it always has 
more time.' Here a way of 'having time' in the sense that one can lose it makes itself 
known. 'Right now, this! Then that! And that is barely over when ... 'Here it is not as if 
the finitude of time were getting understood; quite the contrary, for concern sets out to 
snatch as much as possible from the time which keeps coming and still ·goes on.' 

(425) 

The finitude of timeliness is not understood even if we take quite the opposite stance 
but still focus on our demise. The opposite of thinking that one always has more 
time is thinking that one has no time, but yet this, too, is a form of inauthentic 
timeliness. Heidegger remarks that we say we have 'no time' when irresoluteness 
completely dominates our existence ( 41 0). The future ecstasis of awaiting becomes 
contracted until Dasein is totally absorbed in the most immediate concerns which 
are pressed upon it by the Anyone. With too many things to do and not enough time 
to do them, we feel as if we have no time. 

As Heidegger suggests above, always 'having time' indicates a way of having 
time in which we can also lose it. In neither case is the primordial finitude of timeliness 
adequately grasped. Though Heidegger claims that inauthentic existence involves 
both thinking that one always has more time and thinking that one has no time, the 
apparent contradiction is resolved when we sec that these al"l' di ITerent ways of dealing 
with the same sort of time and arc not mutually incompatible. That is, th\.· person 
who lives life frommollll'nt toiiJOilll'llt. ahsodwd in thl'(ll'l"Sl~nl "now' in such a way 
that the fulul\' Sl'l'llls to vanish. mav also act as illhl'Sl' 'nows· will go on iuluutdy. 
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We fail to embrace a wide span of tinll', and hcm·t• have IHllillll' h111 lhl' present IIIIW, 
but yet we could occupy ourselves wilh aclivilil·s as if llwy will goo11 flll'l'Vl'L 

The demise of a person can scarcely have any l'llccl on I he infinilc Slll'l't'ssitmof 
time. Taking the part of the Anyone, 1-lcidegger asks: 

How is 'time' in its course to he touchl'd even the kast hit wht•n a man who ha~ ht·t·n 
present-at-hand 'in time' no longer exists? Time goes on, just as intlct·d il ahl·ady 'was' 
when a man 'came into life.' The only time the Anyone knows is the puhlit· tilnt• whirh 
has been leveled off and which belongs to everyone - and that means. to no tlllt'. 

The representation of the infinitude of this sort of 'time' is slrcngthcnl·d hy lhc fa1·1 
that 'the Anyone never dies because it cannot die' (424). Individual pcopll· dt'IIIISl', 
but the Anyone can neither demise, since 'one's dealh' is always yt·t hlt'OIIIl', 11111 
undergo authentic death, since it is never 'mine.' 

Unless we keep in mind that time can he understood in very difkll'nl ways. 11 
may also seem odd or even contradictory that 1-leidegger assl·rts thai alllht•nllt' 
existence, which experiences its timeliness as finite, 'always has tinw.' B111 in I Ius 
case, resoluteness 'has time .fin· what the situation demands of it and has il 
"constantly"' (410). The time which authentic existence 'has' is not a sucn~ssion ol 
'nows' nor the order of particular projects in the world. II is the primordial linK· in 
which it stands open to the revelation of being and gains its authentic self. I >qwwlt·nl 
as Dasein is on being, resoluteness makes time for a moment of insight. < >nly in 
resoluteness does the finitude of Dasein 's primordial timeliness authenl il'ally 111anik.~1 
itself. 

At least on a supetficial reading, some of 1-leidegger's l'Oillllll'nts aho111 l1n1l1' 
timeliness in his discussion of the derivation of time lend lhcmsclvcs 1t1lhl' l'llllllllllll 
interpretation thatl-leidegger is simply saying that we occupy a fin ill' 1 i1m· spatt. h 11 

example, Heidegger comments that because the timeliness of Dast·in 'is rinllt', 11s 
days are already numbered.' This docs sound like the proclamalion of a dt•alh 111 
rather demise -sentence. However. if one places lhc remark in t·onll'XI and 111111"~ 

what Heidegger goes on to say, the sort of ·numbering· of days al is slit' is lJIIIIt' a 
different matter. He adds that 'eom:ernful awaiting takes precautions 111 dt'lt'flllllll' 
the "thens" with which it is to concern itself -lo divide up the day· (41 \).I >ast·in·~ 
time is numbered because in ils involved al'livity it divides ils lillll' up i111t1 hou1s, 
days, weeks, and so forth. In particular. its days arc numbered hl'l'<lliSl'llll· s1111 pmvull'~ 
us with the most natural way of measuring our linK'. giving us I he daylight i11 wl11dt 
we can work. Wilh dcclricily and alii he gadgelry of I he IWl'lllielh t'l'lllllry. llt-idq•.l'.t'l 
notes our 'advanl'l'tl' Dascin has lhe 'advalllagl·· oflwiug ahk lo lurnnighl inlt• day 
(415). and thus ltl work at any lillll'. hul his ownquolaliou 111arks imlicalt' lhal Ill' 
regards I his as a ralhcr duhious achil'Willt'lll. 

lnconlrasl, lhl' finillltlt•oflinwlillt'ss .~hows upuol i11lhl.' lt'llj!lh of l>asl·iu'~ 'spa11' 
hul ill il). dt'Jlt'lldt'llt'Y 011 a llt'lwmk ol ),i)'.llllil'aun· a1 i),illl' 11111 of ils umkrslaudilll' 
oflll'lll)' .. :1 lll'lWOI~ 'JtovcJtod oil' Ill llll' IIHIIII:ti'V l'lllll'l'pl11111 o) IIIII\'. )',Vl'll Ill 
inaullwulullnwluw~~.l kulq'.l'l'l :ll)'lll" .. llw l1111111dl· ol I la~l'lll·~ lll'ill)' 1s 111:1111k..,l. 
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Our insistence on three particular characteristics of now-time shows our tacit 
understanding of this grounding: we think that time (I) is irreversible, (2) will not 
let itself be halted, and (3) passes away. 

Why is time considered (I) irreversible? Heidegger notes, as many philosophers 
have, that 'Especially if one looks exclusively at the stream of nows, it is 
incomprehensible why this sequence should not present itself in the reverse direction.' 
He suggests that our notion of the irreversibility of time arises out of the priority of 
the future in ecstatic timeliness (426). We project a future which determines the 
significance of the past and the present activities in which we are engaged. We 
cannot reverse the structure of significance any more than we can reverse the process 
of swimming across the pool as in a film run backwards.6 Our time, like our projects, 
only points one way. 

We also think that (2) time cannot be halted. Heidegger suggests that talk about 
time 'passing away' expresses our experience of the inexorable march of time. Such 
an experience 'is in turn possible only because the halting of time is something we 
want' (425). The desire to halt time is based on the inauthentic awaiting of the future, 
an awaiting in which we forget the opportunities for authentic existence as they 
glide by. We do not want to place our understanding of being in question so we try to 
keep things the way they are, maintain the status quo, and ignore the changing 
understanding of being even if we are in the midst of it. We want to halt time because 
we want to avoid the changes it brings. 

Finally, why do we think of time as (3) 'passing away' when, to just the same 
degree, it also arises? With regard to the sequence of 'nows,' the one idea is as 
legitimate as the other. For every 'now' that passes away, another one arises. But, as 
Heidegger suggests, we usually seem to think of time as sweeping everything into 
the past, being over and gone, rather than springing forth and carrying us into the 
future. Heidegger argues that the timeliness on which this conception of time is 
based shows through in such assumptions (425). In inauthentic existence this finite 
network of significance binds us to the comfortable, familiar past. We prefer to 
think of the present as a 'going by' that takes its place with the 'gone by' past, not as 
the fountainhead of novelty and creation. 

Heidegger argues that, if we start with a conception of time as a succession of 
'nows' or if we start by thinking of ourselves as simply moving along in world-time 

6 Bertrand Russell suggests that it is an accident that memory reveals our past instead of 
our future. George Whitrow notes that this view implies that our relations to past and future 
would be symmetrical were it not tor an arbitrary quirk of mind. Whitrow, like Heidegger, 
counters this line of thinking by pointing out that even in memory our thinking is oriented 
toward the future, that is, that we think of events in the order in which they happened, an 
order which proceeds from past to present to future. To reverse the sequence of rememhering 
by rememhering 'hackward' requires a great mental cftim. Whitrow takes this as showing 
that the intrinsic nature of mental activity involves reaching out toward the future. (S~'e 

G.J. Whitrow, The Natuml Philo.lof'"-'' o('/tlll<', 2nd edition (( >xfonl: Oxford University Press. 
1980), p. 87.) For 1-leilkggl·r. it would indicate lmth that th1· l'l"Stasl·s of futun·. past. aud 
present arc the disdusurc uwtrircs for any llll'lllal activity and thatth1·1utun· ditul·nsion has a 
special priori! y. 
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from project to project. that is ifwl· starl wilh rilhl·r lhl· ordinary rom·cplion ollillll' 
or the understanding of world-ti111e in inaulhentic linll·liness. we willnol Ill· ahk 111 
understand Dasein 's authentic timeliness. II' we start with the notion of either an 
empty, shorn 'now' or a present whose significance is just 'given' hy the significance 
of things, how can we explain the radical shifls in which old worlds die and new 
ones come to be? How can we explain the 'fullness' of time? The 'now' cannot 
account for the moment of insight (426f.). 

Thus, Heidegger makes the same point about the relation between world-time 
and now-time that he made earlier about the relation between what-is ready-to-hand 
and what-is present-at-hand. If we start with an understanding of the former, we can 
comprehend the change to the latter, but if we think that things just are in themselves 
the latter, then we cannot explain the former. 

If Heidegger succeeds in showing that the ordinary conception of time arises oul 
of inauthentic timeliness and that inauthentic timeliness arises out of aulhl'lllil' 
timeliness, and also shows that we cannot provide an explanation of thl'Sl' lhrl'l' 
things in reversed order of priority, has he justified his use of the tcr111 'pri111ordial 
time' to refer to authentic timeliness (405, 426)'! His own rationale Sl'ellls rathl'l 
feeble since to explain one concept by means of something else. for example, to 
explain our notion of time by means of ecstatic timeliness, does not justify using I he 
same word, 'time,' for both. Hcidegger only promotes confusion by using the sallll' 
word to refer to two quite different notions, or even three if we include his not ion ol 
the 'Time of being' which we will discuss in Chapter 5. The common ter111 quill' 
predictably misleads the reader into thinking the issues center around linK· in tlw 
ordinary sense and our experience of it. Nonetheless, his use of the same word nwl-.1'~ 
possible a neat architectonic and a catchy title, that is, 'Being and Ti111e.' 

Leaving questions of terminology aside, we can ask: is Heidegger's 'dcrivat ion' 
of the ordinary conception of time successful? Answering this question illlnll'd ialdy 
involves us in other questions which take us beyond Heidegger's discussion in/king 
and Time. Understanding time as a sequence of 'nows' present-at-hand is only 
possible, Heidegger implies, in the context of an understanding of hl'inv a~ 
presence, the nature of which is the topic for my next chapter. Heideggcr takl's I hi~ 
understanding to be unique to Western culture, originating in the lllctaphy~i~·~ 
developed by the Ancient Greek thinkers, which is the subject of my ( 'haplcr (,.' 

But other questions would perhaps take us beyond the territory in whid1 
Heidegger offers guidance even in later works. Is the understanding of Iiili\' 111 

Western culture really distinctive or unique? Do other cultures. which do 1u11 lllal-.l' 
an issue ofheing or do not understand IK·ing as presl~nl·e, have a n·markahly dilll·n·111 
conception of time? Untouched hy Western influence. would otlwr cultures Sl'l' I in II' 
as a succession of 'nows,' stretching infinildy backward and forward? Wl' would 
also have to enter llll' dchatl' about I he C it'l·ck l'OnlTption of tillll'. whl·lhl'l' lhi'V 
viewed lillie as l·ydil·al or lilll~ar, a111l so forlh. llowcwr. in lhi~ hool-. I wanllo I-.1'\'P 
dose to I he I rack ol' I kidi'I-'.Vl'r's at}'.llllll'lll. 

'/ II 'hapll·r I• "avarlal>l.- ""'"''' al hilt• 1111'11'11' '' 11 ,·,/lllt•llll•""f'lll/1 'WIIitr·.lr/111 blih11 ·., 
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Heidegger does make a point, though, which is relevant to this issue. In a seminar 
on Heraclitus he comments that, as he investigated the idea of archaic time in Pindar 
and Sophocles, he was struck by the lack of discussion of time as sequence. Rather, 
according to Heidegger, time was seen as that which grants a sequence. This is the 
time of the seasons, days, and hours as they grant the passing of things in a certain 
order and thus grant us our dealings with these things (HS 60/100). This suggests 
that the early Greeks had a different view of time than that which began to develop 
with the rise of the metaphysics of presence in, for example, Aristotle. Time was not 
yet the counting of 'nows' that ran concomitantly with things in motion. 

Instead Heidegger suggests that the early Greeks' understanding of time was an 
understanding of the granting of opportunities for dealing with things which have 
their own cycles and rhythms and their own being. This is the sort of time apparent 
in crafts and work in the world in general where people must adapt themselves to 
the demands of the things they work upon and know when the time is 'ripe' for their 
response, as must, for example, someone who fashions shields out of metal or wine 
out of grapes. Heidegger suggests that a change in the understanding of time occurs 
with the rise of traditional metaphysics which 'forgets' the background context of 
our dealings and disinterestedly contemplates the things and properties which show 
up in this context. 

Although we will not be in a position to understand the significance of the following 
remark until after we have examined Heidegger's notion of the Time of being and 
the way Dasein's timeliness is 'in time' with this Time, I want to quote one last 
passage in which Heidegger explicitly, if obscurely, connects Dasein's disclosure of 
time with its role as the entity which makes an issue of being. He comments: 

As an entity which makes an issue of its being, Dasein uses itself primarily for itse(f; 
whether explicitly or not. Proximally and for the most part, care is circumspective concern. 
In using itself for the sake of itself, Dasein 'uses itself up.' In using itself up, Dasein uses 
itself, that is. its time. In using time, Dasein reckons with it. Time is first discovered in the 
concern which reckons circumspectively, and the concern leads to the development of 
time-reckoning. 

(333) 

How does Dasein, the entity which is the 'there' which discloses being, 'use itself 
up'? Why is this the same as using its time? Why does time-reckoning become more 
and more important? Why do clocks and calendars come to dominate our lives? 
Hcidegger later suggests that time-reckoning becomes important when Dasein finds 
itself without any time left in the modern age (WICT I 01/41 ). Dasein in the modern 
age is running out of the possibilities of its being - out of Time - and this, too, 
Heidegger thinks brings about a change in our way of understanding time. Now it 
becomes our master in quite a different way. We will examine tinw's place in the 
modern epoch of being in Chapter 7.s 

8 !Chapta 7 i~ availahl·· onlinl' at: ltttt>:llu'll"u:.,nt.t'tlulf'ltil"·'"f'lfll( '\t'ltir,·.ltrm l~ditor·~ 

note.! 
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4.5 The Time of the World 

Before we begin to examine Heidegger·~ acwunt of the Time of being and the history 
ofDasein's understanding of being, I should emphasize that these investigations :U"l' 

not foreign to Being and Time. We have been discussing the time of l>asl•in's lwinJ.' .. 
but other domains of what-is have their own time. In Section 69 I kideggl·r talks 
about the timely transcendence of the world, and, in doing so, prqntrl'S for 1h1· 
phenomenological turn to being. This section is the link in the analysis of lhl· 
timeliness of Dasein which connects it with the Temporality of the nthl·r domain!-. 
of what-is, but, because this early work was left unfinished, till' link was ldl 
unattached. Dasein, however, is not the only domain of what-is which shows up in a 
Temporal way. 

Dasein has been analyzed as being-in-the-world. It is not identil·al with it~ world 
but in it. 'So if we orient ourselves by the timely constitution of disdosl'thtl'S!-., lht· 
ontological condition for the possibility that there can he the entity whid1 l'Xi~l~ 
as being-in-the-world must let itself be exhibited' (350). This nmdition for 1h1· 
possibility of Dasein is precisely the phenomenon of world as the 'tlwn•' in which 
being discloses itself. This world is not simply a product of Dascin's timing arlivlly, 
and therefore Heidegger must at least announce the 'transcemk~nce of thl· world.· 
and correlatively of being, even if he will not account for it within till' t:onfilll'!-. ol 
the analytic of Dasein. 

Thus Heidegger says in the section entitled 'the problem of till' lillli'IV 
transcendence of the world': 

Just as the present arises in the unity of the timing of timdinl'SS out of th1· lutllll' 111111 

having-been, the horizon of the present times itself cquiprimonlially With thoM' ol tlw 
future and of having-been. 

( llt'l, 

Each ecstasis of Dasein has a corresponding 'horizon' into which it 'stands out.· i\s 
Heidegger puts it in another early work: 'That toward which cadt l'Cstasi~ I\ 

intrinsically open in a specitlc way we call the lwri;:o11 t!/'tlw ,.,·stasis' IBI'I' !(t/1 
378). The horizon of the present ecstasis, called 'tmwscm' in /tusil' l'lllhJ,-m,, of 

Phenomenology and other works, plays thc nucial roll' in our undl·rsl:uulin~·. ollll'llll' 
as presence because we attrihutc hcing only to things which show up in sOl Ill' '1111W. "' 

The other domains of what-is show up in this horizon with their own Tt·ntpol :tlitv 
The ready-to-hand, the prcsenl-al-haml, and natnn·. for l'Xantplt-, appt·:u in 11111 
cultural hm:kground pral'liCl'S with a particular way of being: amllhl'y dtanl'.t' 1'1on1 
what-is created by (iod to suhjl'l'ls and ohjt'l'ts and lhl'll 111 stulllo lw dolllinatt·tl. 

I) Sl'l'. rorl·.xanlpll'.lll'l' .IOHf.IIH. Sinl'l' lll'ldi'J.').11'11111poil\ 1111' ll'lln .,,,,/1'.11'111' lllllnl.allll 

and sinn• lhl'l'l' !'.l'l'IIIS Ill hl' llltpallinil;ul\' app1op1i;1h' i':ll)'.li~h Wllld lhal 1\'llllld IIIII IIIVIh' 

l'o111'11sion wilh 'pll'\l'lln'' and o1lw1 rl'lall'd h'llm. I will kal'l' lhl' 111hrqun11lv us.·d h'lllllll 

I .:IIIII. 
hu a"'" 11',\11111111 hnll)' ;1~. l'"'"'llll' .,,.,. S•·•IH>II ·, 'lwl11w 
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The horizons for Dascin's timing activity must. as trans{;cndent to Dasein, have 
their own timing a{;tivity. The timing a{;tivity of the horizons ultimately refers us 
beyond the timeliness of Dasein to the shifting hackground against which it is played 
out, that is, the Temporality of being. The ecstases stand out into their corresponding 
horizons just as Dasein stands out into being. The world is the locus of their 
interaction. 

True, as Heidegger goes on to add from the perspective of the Dasein analytic, 'of 
course, only as long as Dasein is . .. "is there" being' (212). But this does not mean 
that being is the invention of Dasein. Dasein finds itself 'thrown' into the world with 
the being of what-is revealed in a particular way. This being is that for which Dasein 
is open. At this point in his analysis of Dasein in Being and Time, Heidegger simply 
leaves the 'problem of the timely transcendence of the world' as a problem. The 
reference to 'transcendence' reminds the reader of Heidegger's introductory claim 
that being is 'the transcendens pure and simple' (38). This notion of the timely 
transcendence of the world is in fact a preparatory reference to the Temporality of 
being which was to be explicitly discussed later in the projected book. 

The discussion of Dasein's historicality in Being and Ttme also points toward a 
discussion of the Temporality of being. Just as Heidegger left a place in his discussion 
of the timeliness of Dasein which could only be filled in by his later discussion of 
the Temporality of being, that is, the notion that the world is transcendent, he also 
leaves a place in his discussion of the historicality of Dasein which would later be 
filled in by his discussion of the history of being. This is his notion that the world is 
itself historical and does not just acquire its history as some subjective coloring put 
there by Dasein. What-is within the world as present-at-hand, ready-to-hand, and 
Nature 'is as such historical, and its history does not signify something "external" 
which merely accompanies the inner history of the "soul"' (389). Heidegger explains: 

The thesis ofDasein's historicality does not say that the worldless subject is historical but 
that what is historical is the entity that exists as being-in-the-world. The happening of 
history is the happening c~f being-in-the-v..•orld. Dasein 's historicality is essentially the 
historicality of the world. which. on the ground of ecstatical-horizontal timeliness, belongs 
to its timing. 

(388) 

Heidegger's term 'world-history' is intended to indicate both the happening of the 
world in its essential unity with Dasein and the historical appearance of what-is 
within the world in so far as it is discovered with the world. 

Heidegger remarks that equipment and things, buildings and institutions, all have 
their history. Books, for example, have their 'fates.' Nature, too, is historical as a 
country-side or a battlefield or the site of a cult (388f.). We ourselves do not determine 
how these things will appear to us, how they will speak to us or respond to us. The 
'fate' of a book such as Moby Dick is a good example of this. Ignored or scorned in 
its own time, the hook gave us insight into a future that we could only rccogni1.c 
when we arrived there. Since Dasein is essentially in a world which can rl'vcal itsl'lf 
as historical in this way. Jh:idl').',t'.l'l" adds 'world hi~lury' lo 'fall'' a111l 'dl'sliny' as 
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aspects of the existentiell possihility in which I >asein finds itsd f ( .I'J·I). < lm fall' i~ 

co-determined by how things can manifest themselves and how we l'l'spond to thl·nJ. 
Heidegger cuts short the discussion of the historicality of the worldly domain~ ol 

what-is by announcing that following through on the prohlem would rL·quirc him to 
transgress the limits of the existential analytic when at most 'the very aim olthi~ 
exposition is to lead us face to face with the ontological enigma of the nuJveml·nt of 
happening in general' (389). The existential analytic is an investigation of I ><rsl·in's 
being, not of the meaning of being in general which discloses all domains of what 
is as what they are and hence grants them whatever history they haw.< >nly thl' latl'l' 
analysis of being in general would put us in a position to understand how what i~ 

present-at-hand, or ready-to-hand, or part of nature can also have a history, l'Vl'n 
though one dependent on the existence of Dasein as the 'there· in which tlu~ lwin)•. '•I 
what-is discloses itself. That a novel or poem appears to us dilTerL·ntly in dilft·n·nt 
epochs or that things begin to show themselves to he quantifiahk~ amlrnathl·ruatically 
calculable along about the seventeenth century was not up to us hut, of l'tHrrsl'. 
could not have happened without us. 

Perhaps one of the reasons why Hcidegger's intL'ntions in his disnrssrou ul 
historicality are not obvious is that he concludes his chapter hy ktting < 'ount Yore~ 
do much of his talking for him. Heidegger uses Yord 's remarks in onkr to show 
that we cannot just stop at the distinction hetween what-is present-at-hand and what 
is historical, that is, between things and Dasein. If we did. we would l'nd up with 
Husserl's viewpoint, not Heidegger's, and would regard Being and 'lllnt• as sirnplv 
an investigation of the particular domain of what-is which 'has a history' in a uniqUl' 
way. Rather than stopping with contrasting other domains of what-is with hunrarr 
being, we must come to see that the heing of all domains of what·is is histmic;•llv 
determined. 

The notion of the timely and historical character of what-is brings us fan• to I an· 
with the problem requiring the phenomenological turn to heing. Why dol·~ I lasl'lll\ 
understanding of being change? What is Dasein's insight an insight irrtu'' 1\t this 
point, we already have a glimpse of Heidegger's answer. Now Wl' lll'l'd a dt•t:rlh-d 
analysis of the Temporal disclosure of heing in the cultural hackgrouud practin·s 
and the Temporality of heing. 





Chapter 5 

The Time of Being 

In the first section of this chapter I contrast the Time of being with lhl· liml'lincss ol 
Dasein, giving particular attention to Kant as the first philosopher to glimpst• lhl' 
issue which grounds the distinction. Section 5.2 provides a concrete illustration ol 
the Time of being with a discussion of 'presencing,' the way hcing has disdos1•d 
what-is in the history of metaphysical thinking, and suggests its contrast wilh llw 
mythological way oftaking being. Section 5.3 expands on Heideggl·r's notion olllll' 
'Appropriation' which places Time and heing in relationship.' 

5.1 Kant and the Time of Being 

From the perspective of his 1962 essay 'Time and Being,' Heideggl~r l'all say I hal 
the interpretation of time in Being and Time aims primarily at 'the timl'lim·ss of 
Dasein, at the ecstatic element which in itself already contains a refercnc~.· lo lrulh, 
to the clearing, to the unconcealment of heing qua heing, even though lhis is 11111 
explicitly spoken of in the puhlished portion .. .' (TB 28/30). Since the puhlisht·d 
portion only articulates the meaning of Dasein 's heing as an understanding of hcing. 
that is, as the 'there' in which being is disclosed, this analysis of limdinl'ss dot•s 11111 
provide an explicit answer to the question of the meaning of heing itself. llowt'VI'I, 
as Heidegger indicated even in the Introduction to BeinK and 1imt', 'lhl' ground will 
have been prepared for obtaining such an answer' ( 17). 

The completion of the analysis of Dasein as timely and historical will bring us to 
the point where we 'cannot fail to see that the inquiry into heing is itself characlt•ril.l'd 
by historicality.' Thus we will find thai the elahoralion of !Ill~ qul'slion of lll'inr 
demands that we ir.quire into the question's own history (20f.). This inVl'sligalilln,,l 
the history of the question of being will, Heidegger says, enahle us lo 'appropriall' · 
the past as our own so that 'we may hring ourselves into the fullest posst•ssion olllll' 
ownmost possihilities of the question' (21 ):' Because of Dasein's uniqlll' rharat'lt'l, 
the ownmost possihilily of the question is noljusl thai we should raise il anl'W hul 
that we should answer it anew. Temporality is the condition for lht• possihilily oil he 
history ofhcing in the same way lhallimelinl'ss was the condition for I he possibility 
of Dasein's historical happening.' 

In s,·,·tion 'i.··llwlow WI' will disnls~ lh•· llll'aning oil kid,·g~~~·r's ownll'nn, 'tla.\ /·:11'1!{111.\,· 

and 1h1· wl'11nlnll'anin).' in whirh 1h1· 1<'1111 1s ··mlwddl'd. 
2 llt·n· 'appropnall'' 1rauslal1's 'illll'i,t:l/1111.'!· · 

\ I :or 111y ln111sla11onol ''/i•mt""ulilllt' a~ "ll-111(1111 alii v. · ~, ... llw M'l'l iou ··I his and '1'1 anslal ion~' 



With such remarks it is apparent that even in Being and 'lime Hcideggcr thought 
that the phenomenological turn from Dasein to being. which was required by the 
matter under investigation, would also prepare us for the tum that is a leap of thought 
bringing about a new understanding of being.4 However, at the end of the published 
portion of Being and Time, leading into what would have been the missing section 
'Time and Being,' Heidegger remarks that in the analysis so far the conflict in the 
interpretation of being has not yet been enkindled and therefore cannot be allayed 
(437). Presumably in that proposed next section he would have shown such an 
historical conflict in the interpretation of being by examining the ontologies of Kant. 
Descartes, and the scholastics, and Aristotle. The conflict would make us see the 
need for a decision and also lead us to wonder why Western civilization has had 
such a distinctive cultural history. The decision puts us in touch with the Temporality 
of being while our curiosity seeks an answer to its nature. 

Looking back at his early works, Heidegger says that we would not see the direction 
that his later thought on the 'destiny' of being would take if we limited ourselves to 
thinking only about Dasein's historicality or represented the destiny of being only 
as something that happened to Dasein or as series of occurrences in some ordinary 
sense. 'In contrast, the only possible way to preview the later thought on the destiny 
of being from the perspective of Being and Time is to think through what was 
presented in Being and Time about the destructuring of the ontological doctrine of 
the being of what-is' (TB 9/9). No longer just Dasein's 'happening-with,' now 
'destiny' refers to the Temporal happening of being. 

Of course, Being and Time only otTers sketchy introductory remarks about this 
'destructuring' of ontology. this analysis of its origin and character, and the task was 
not begun in the published book. But Heidegger's comment is instructive nonetheless. 
True, as John Caputo points out, the Temporal structures of being presented in the 
later essay 'Time and Being' are 'patently isomorphic' with those of Dasein's 
timeliness. But Heidegger's suggestion that we look to the destructuring of ontology 
rather than Dasein to understand the destiny of being is not therefore 'misleading. ' 5 

The similarity between timeliness and Temporality does not mean that we are talking 
about the same structures or the same thing. What studying the structures of Dasein 's 
timeliness or its historicality does not adequately bring to light is the priority of the 
disclosure of being, upon which Dasein's timeliness is dependent, and the way 
Dasein 's understanding of being changes. Presumably both issues would have been 
clarified in the missing sections of Being and Time. Until we see the conflict in the 
interpretation of being and the horizon of Time against which it is disclosed, we 
cannot grasp what Heidegger means by the 'destiny' and 'Temporality' of being or 
even fully grasp the timeliness of authentic Dasein. 

As the description of Part Two of Being and Time tells us, this phenomenological 
'de-structuring' of the history of ontology would take 'the problem of Temporality' 
as its clue (39). Since we are now trying to understand Hcideggcr's conception of 

4 The distinction hctwl·cn the phcnomcnolo!!il:alturn and thl" turn that is a leap or thought 
was examined at the l"nd or Sect ion 1.4. 
5 Caputo. Tinll' and I king in I kidq•J'l"r.' 1\,fod,·m S,"/toollll•lll. I. 1 May l'r7 l l. p. ll.J. 
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the Time of being, perhaps we can n·wrst· lhi~ pmn·dun· ami. as hl' suggt·sts iu 
'Time and Being,' take as our dul·lor lllllkrsl:mding lhl' deslmy and 'li.'lllporallty ol 
being his remarks about what he wanted to show in his inwstigation of thl' history 
of ontology. 

In particular, we should consider Hcidcggcr's remarks about Kant's failmt· to 
grasp the problematic of Temporality. He says: 

The first and only person who has gone any stretch of the way toward inwslit~alin)'. till' 
dimension of Temporality or has even let himself he drawn there hy lhl' t'Ol'll'ion of lh1· 
phenomena themselves is Kant. Only when we haw estahlished till' prohklll:tlll' ol 
Temporality can we succeed in casting light on the ohscurily of his doclrilll' uf 1h1· 
schematism ... In the end those very phenomena which will he exhibited undl'r lhl' lll'adinJ•. 
of Temporality in our analysis arc precisely those most t'OI'1'1'/judg111ents of I Ill' \'lllllllltlll 
reason' for which Kant says it is the 'husincss of philosophers' lo provitk an analvlll 

Heidegger expects to show why the prohlematic of Temporality l'l'tllaitll'd dml'd 
off to Kant, who 'shrinks hack, as it were, in the face of sollll'lhing which 11111st Ill' 
brought to light as a theme and a principle if the term 'hcing' is to haw a11y 
demonstrable meaning' (23). 

Heidegger claims that his analysis will show 'why Kant never achicwd i11sight 
into the problematic ofTemporality.' Such remarks indicate that Temporality is quilt· 
a different matter than consciousness of things in time or thl• charal'll'f of lhl'sl' 
things since, of course, accounting for these occupied Kant very explicitly. lksidt·s. 
Heidegger indicates that the prohlematic of Temporality deals with what Ka111 saw 
as the most covert judgments of the 'common reason,' not just with timl' a11d spal'l' 
as forms of intuition. It deals with our understanding of being, not just with 11111 
experience of time. According to Heidcgger, Kant failed to achil'Vl' insi)'.ht 1ntu 
Temporality because he neglected the prohlcm of hcing and did not pmvidl' a11 
ontology of Dasein or, in Kant's terminology, of the suhjectivity of tlw sllhjt•t·lt.1·11. 
That Kant takes for granted the nature of this subjectivity is sympto1natic ol his 
failure. At best Kant provides only an analysis of tmc epoch of l>ast'ill's 'falll'11' 
timeliness, that of suhjects and objects, and perhaps only of till~ timt•-consl·iou~n~·~~ 
derivative from it. 

Being, or what it is to be, was never seen as a problem by Kant lll'causl' ht· loo~ 
for granted a particular understanding of hcing and saw its fundallll'ntalrall'}'.tllll'~ 
as necessary for the very existence of 'suhjcctivity' or unifil'd rcprl'Sl'ntatlou.ll 
consciousness. For Kant, nature was necessarily Newtonian nallll'l'. ( >11ly hl'l'all~~· 

we experience Newtonian nature. wilh ils quantifiable and conlrollahle ohjl'rts, !'all 
we experience ourselves. The conditions nl'l'l'Ssary for suh.il'l'livily Hl'l' 'f11rtm' 111 
both intuition and understanding which Wl' impost• 011 our l'Xpl'ril'nt'l'. and so lhl' 
being of what-is was not only imnlutahll', it was a 'product' or 'posit' ol huntan 
activity, as llcidcggcr frl',llll'ntly puis it. hu· Kant, till' lwingof what-is is 11111kr till' 
domination of human suhjl'l'livity, hut paradoxil·ally what i~ has to hl' in a n-rta111 
way inordn fm that sllhjl'l'livity 1!1 lw at all. 

lkidl'I-'-P.l'l thinb that Kalil larll'd 111 M't' th;ll hl'llll' rs pmhlt'lllatic ;uul n·vl'al~ 
itsl'lf to us ill difll'll'lll ways at dilh·n·lllllllll'\. Tim'' pn·nsl'ly till' 'ptohkntalit· ol 
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Temporality' as the meaning of being. Heidegger indicates that in his own analysis 
he does not want to supply Kantian ontology with a foundation that it neglected to 
supply for itself by, for example. showing that human beings must be subjects. Rather 
he wants to show that what is 'fundamental' in his own fundamental ontology of 
being 'is incompatible with any building upon it' (TB 32/34). What we arrive at 
when we discover the Temporality of being is not an immutable ground guaranteeing 
that being or human beings must be in a certain way but rather an abyss of possibility.6 

Heidegger's 'de-structuring' ofthe history of ontology would have shown, and indeed 
did show when he carried it off in other works, that the understanding of being in 
Ancient Greece or the Middle Ages was very different than the understanding of 
being found in Kant's philosophy. In order to account for this difference Heidegger 
directed our attention to the Temporality of being. 

In the Critique of Pure Reason Kant comments that 'the schematism of our 
understanding, in its application to appearances and their mere form, is an art 
concealed in the depths of the human soul. whose real modes of activity nature is 
hardly likely ever to allow us to discover and to have open to our gaze. ' 7 However, 
we can at least know the conditions for the possibility of this schematism, if not how 
we actually do it. For Heidegger, the 'art' of categorizing things as dogs and triangles 
is buried in our skills at dealing with them, and our finitude prevents it from being 
brought before our conscious gaze. In Dasein 's world the paths that guide its resolute 
decisions about what it is to be are already cleared by being itself through the ways 
things show themselves in our dealings. An authentic decision bases itself on 
something not mastered, on something concealed (PLT 55/42), something not open 
to a gaze directed at either ourselves or things. Our finitude prevents us from 
transcending this limitation by turning the background practices into explicit 
knowledge. 'So profoundly does finitude entrench itself in existence that our ownmost 
and deepest limitation refuses to yield to our freedom' (WIM I 08/118). 

Thus, in Heidegger's version of a 'metaphysics of metaphysics,' unlike in Kant's, 
we do not acquire absolute knowledge about the relative conditions for knowing 
objects. The whole problem of 'laying the foundations of metaphysics' becomes the 
problem of Dasein as finite existence standing open for being (KPM 238/223 ). For 
Heidegger, the finitude of knowledge is an essential structure of knowledge that 
limits it even when it is turned back on itself rather than toward 'things in themselves.' 
Contrary to what Kant thought, we cannot know 'knowledge in itself' either. The 
essential finitude of the structure of knowledge is not a matter of the shortcomings 
of knowledge such as the instability, inexactness, liability to error, and so on, of our 
beliefs (KPM 27/21 ). Rather the finitude of knowledge is a matter of its grounding 
in an understanding of being which cannot be taken up in conceptual judgments. We 
should give up our quest for not only an absolute knowledge of things in themselves. 
as Kant thought. but also for explicit knowledge of the source of our knowledge 
(KPM 245/229f.). The goal of knowing the presuppositions of our knowledge. so 

6 As 1-Jci(kggl.'r says. not a '( ;rwu/' hut an '11/1-gnuu/.' 

7 lmmanul'l Kant. ( 'riticJIIt' o( l'urt· Nrn'""· tran~latl'd hy N11n11an Ke111p Suuth (New 
Yorlo.:StMartin'sl'll·ss.l 11(,'il.p.IXI.StTAI·II 



11w 'litllt' of llt'illg 1·1/ 

devoutly pursued by Kant, Hegel, llusscrl, and ,.v,·r·y ollll'r llll'laphysiri:m. i~ 

unattainable. 
But the finitude of Dasein's understanding of heing is not the only finitlllk al 

issue now. We arc moving from the finitude of Dasein's being to tlw finillllll· of 
being itself. When Heidegger first spoke of the finitude of being in A'1111t 11ntl till' 
Problem of Metaphysics, he says later, he was thinking of it as finite in wntr:rst with 
infinite. In the framework that Kant sets up, the finitude of the appearanl'l' of lwirw. 
in our world was a result of our own limitations. Being call appear to us in only tllll' 
way. Infinite being belongs to the inaccessible noumcnal world. 1\t this stagl' in his 
work, Heidegger was interested in showing, against Kant, that there is no 'twirl)' in 
itself,' intinite or otherwise, and no immutable appearance of this IK·ing. just tlrl· 
various ways things show themselves as what they are. 

Heidegger's later philosophy, however. comes to focus rnorl~ and rnon· oil till' 
limits of being. The concealed, dark realm of being docs not rl'Sl'rVl' infirrit1· or 
'limitless' possibilities for us. Rather, in thl' eontempor;rry epoch, thl· history ol 
being as presence is coming to an end as its possihilitics run out. Now tlrl' l'Hd ol 
metaphysics is upon us. Here Heidegger's notion of the 'end' draws on anotlrt·r tllll' 
of its meanings: a conclusion or the termination of a lease." If I lasl·in is tlw 'sitt•' nr 
which being is revealed, then the end of metaphysics shows that we arc just n·ntill)'. 
this ground and can be evicted at any time. Just as the timeliness of I >aseill 
demonstrated our limitations, the Temporality of being shows its limitatiolls. 

Authentic timeliness is the impetus for fundamental changes in till' way Wl' dl'al 
with things, but this timeliness is dependent on the Temporality of hl•ing whirh ll't~ 
things show up in different ways. Timeliness and Temporality an· not di~t irr,·t. 
independent phenomena. In the discussion of the notions in thl~ lntrodul·tioll to 
Being and Time, Heidegger emphasized the distinction, thus making tinrl'lrrll'ss 
seem to be a unique instance of Temporality in one specific domain of what is, tlr:rt 
is, ofDasein. In contrast, in the contemporaneous Basic Problems t~f'/'llt•llolllt'llolog\' 
he said that he will call timeliness 'Temporality' in considering its mit· as lht· 
'condition of the possibility of the understanding of being, both prc-ontologil'al and 
ontological' (BPP 274/388). Here we sec mort• dearly that the two phl·norlll'rra a11· 
essentially related and that, without Dasein's timelinl'Ss, therl' would lw no 
Temporality. Dascin's timelilless is the vehicle through which the twill!'. of what •~ 

manifests itself in a Temporal way hoth in our dealings with things and in thl' wtu ~~ 
of the creators. 

In Bei11g and Timl' this 'realm of the determination of hl·ing' is 'caught sip,ht ol 
from the clearing of Da-sl·in' (TB 27/291'. ).1\lkrcxamining timeliness as the ronditrt 111 

for the possibility of l>ascin's view of heing. I kidcgger's original plan n·quired 11~ 
to reverse our perspective, as he did inthl·late essay 'Time and lkin!• . .' in ortll'r hi 

'anchor' this 'primtmbd time' inthl· 'rrllll'l' primordial rl'latioll' lwiWl'l'll Timl' a111l 
heing gerwratl'd hy thr 'Appropriation' (I'B nr.t \0)./\l'ronlinl'. h1 I kidq.',)'.l'r's latl't 
account. thl' finitudl' of hl·in~·. is a nr:mih·station of till' finitndl' of this 1\ppropriatiorr 
(I'B )·1/'iX ). 

K I krtt•·J'J'<'I ·., lt'tlll t' •. ,..,,,,.' 
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5.2 Presencin~ 

What prompted Heidegger to place time and being together? He answers: 

From the dawn of Western-European thinking until today, being means the same as 
presencing speaks of the present ... being is determined as presence through time. 

(TB 2/2)9 

Heidegger thinks that the Greeks took being as presencing in two senses: 'to be' was 
to be present at some here and now and 'to be' was to be something with which we 
could be involved or at-home-with. 10 Western civilization has remained within the 
circuit of this original understanding in which being was 'determined through time' 
in these two distinct though related senses. 

At least since the days of Aristotle, we have taken 'to be' to signify 'to endure 
through time.' We can also attribute the view to Plato since the Ideas or Forms, 
though not in time, remained a constant presence through it, and the idea of a thing 
was its essence which endures. In later epochs even God is real in an eternal 'now' 
which encompasses all worldly 'nows.' Something was not taken to be 'really' real 
unless it is at some moment of time, that is, unless it has presence at some present. 

We might take the claim that being is determined as presence as an obvious truism. 
Of course, we say, for something to be it must be present at some moment of time in 
which it was, is, or will be the present. But this is not what Heidegger means by 
saying that being is Temporal. Indeed, he is critical of the predominance of this sort 

9 "Anwesen' will be translated with the participle 'presencing' to remind the reader of the 
verbal connotations suggesting 'being' which it acquires from its association with 'wesen,' 
the archaic verb meaning 'to be.' We will also be able to preserve its difference from 
'Anwesenheit,' which will be translated as 'presence.' 

We should keep in mind that, when Heidegger says that 'presencing' speaks of the 'present,' 
his German words 'Anwesen' and 'Gegenwart" are not as lexically related as our English 
terms are, and we should not be too quick in connecting the terms. Presencing is not simply 
the way all things show up in any Dasein's present, as many commentators seem to suggest. 
While the 'present' is an existential dimension of any Dasein, 'presencing' is the master 
existentiell form of Dasein 's understanding of being in Western culture, a point for which this 
section argues. 

See footnote I 0 below for a discussion of the etymological and philosophical connections 
of 'Anwesen.' 
10 Heidegger's term 'Anwesen' is etymologically analogous to the Greek 'parousia,' 
Aristotle's 'second substance.' The Greek tetm 'ousia' has come to be translated as 'substance.' 
but, Heidegger argues, in pre-philosophical speech it meant 'real estate' or 'premises,' that is, 
familiar ten·itory, as does 'Anwesen' (IM 61/46). 

The specific etymological play of 'An-wesen' is impm1ant for Hcidcgger's meaning. · Wesen' 
as a noun now means 'entity,· 'essence,' 'reality,· or 'nature.' but Hcidegger wants to connect 
the word with the archaic verb 'west'll,' which means 'to he' and also 'to liw,' 'to work.' In 
order to capture Hcidegger's meaning a prdcrahk translation for · Wt".\'1'11. would hl· ·way to 
be.' The Gcnmm preposition 'tm • indiratl·~ ·at,' 'm·ar.' o1 'do~l' hy.' Tlwn 'tins /11111'1'.1'1'11' 

could ctymologil"ally l'Oillll>tl" a ·way to hl"" disdosl·d intlw 'llt"l)'hhorhood" of l"Vl'l'yday lil"t·. 
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of vi~w. The traditional charactnit.alion ol lhl' lwi11g of what- is as ll'lllporal, lillll'll·ss. 
or suprat~mporal is an ontic int~rprctatio11 whidtlr~ats tillll' as alll'lltity, as if it WL'H' 

a sort of container, and reduces being to the being of what-is. as if it wer~ a property 
of things (BPP 306/434). In fact, in pointing out that WL' have taken being as pn•st'lll'l' 
disclosed in the horizon of the present dimension of time, lleidL·ggL·r is suggt·sting 
that it could he otherwise. Our way 'to be' is only one possible way 'to lw. · 

In our culture we have been so long immersed in our own understanding of being 
that we find it difticult, if not impossible, to imagine an alternative way of und~rstanding 
things. Jorge Luis Borges, the great Latin American author of philosophical fantasil's 
and perceptive literary criticism, suggests such an alternative, and w~ cant•xplort· it 
to help to break the grip of presence upon us. Borges reports in one of his L'ssays that 
'a certain Chinese encyclopedia entitled Celestial l~'mporium o/' flt'llt'l'nll'nt 
Knowledge' divided animals into: 

(a) those that belong to the Emperor, (h) embalmed onl~s. (c) lhosl' lhal arl' lrauwd. 
(d) suckling pigs, (c) mermaids, (f) fabulous ones, (g) stray dogs, (II) thosl'lhal an· indudl'd 
in this classitication, (i) those that tremble as if they arc mad, (j) innullll'l'ahk IIIII's, ( J..) llu "'' 
drawn with a very fine camel's hair hrush. (I) others, ( m) 1hos1· I hal haVl' jusl hmi-.1'11 a 
flower vase, (n) those that resemble !lies from a distance. 11 

Michel Foucault comments that his hook /.es Mots et !t·s {'host's grew out of his 
laughter and astonishment at this taxonomy which demonstrates at the saml' tillll' 
the 'exotic charm of another system of thought' and 'the limitation of our own. thl' 
stark impossibility of thinking thlll.' 12 

For Heidegger the Temporality of hcing has to do with thL~ way that a unifil·d 
historical context is set up in which we take what-is as being i11 a certain way. in11111 
case, as presencing. One reason we resist accepting the taxonomy of thL' 'cL·rtaill 
Chinese encyclopedia' as an alternative way of categorizing animals is tha( i( involws 
no enduring being of what-is united across past. present. and future or specif'iahk i11 
some 'now.' Animals could change categories moment to nHlmL·nt or fall i11to 111any 
'species' at once. Science hoth ancient and modern is founded on till' undnst:uulin1~ 
of the being of what-is as prcscncing. Things stay put in th~ir nature. no 111all1'1 at 
what present moment we cxaminL· them. 

To glimpse what it would he like to take heing as something oth1·1 than pn'.'>l'lh't'. 
we need to try to think of cultures radically different from our own. though pl'rhap~ 
not ones as fanciful as that depicted in th~ Chines~ encyl'lopcdia. < i1a1111111'. 
Heideggcr's idea that being is displayed against a Temporal horimn. what would Ill' 
a realistic alternative to prescncing. then'! What would it he like, for l'X:nnpll', to 

II .lorgl' l.uis Bor~es, 'Thl· Analylit· l.an)•.ual!.l' or .loh11 Wilki11s,' in ( lt/~t•r 1111/lli.lill••ll.l. 

lranslall'li hy l<ulh I .. <'. Si1n111~ wilh an i111mdul'li11n hy .laml's t~. lrhy 1 Nt·w Y11rk: S111111n a11d 
Sl'1111sln. 11)(,.1 ). p. Ill I. As is tn·qut·nlly lh<' ,·a~l' wllh ll11r~·.l·s. lllll' is ll'll wondninl' II I hi\ 
'cl'l'laln ( 'h1111'~1· <'lll'Yl'i11pt·dla· 1s ll'alol as Lnl<'llul as ils laxouomv. 
l.l /.1'.1 A1111.1 1'/ In I 'ftll.ll'.\ 1s llill"lal<·.t 111111 hll'll'h as /'/,· Onlt·r u/ /'lnng.1 ( N<·w Ymk · 
l<an<llllllllllll'-.1', 1'1/111 1'1•1 1h1o., q1111h' . ..,,.,. 1111' t'11'1.11·1·. p \1'. 11llhl' Vm1a1••· ··d11111n 
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disclose being against the horizon or the past, or having-been? We should look to 
the understanding or being that is evident in societies once or still immersed in a 
mythological view of the world where what is 'really real' happened 'once upon 
time' but yet in a time which cannot be systematically placed in any actual 'now' of 
human experience. 13 The mythological entities and events of this always-past past 
may be 'more real' than the events of the present, and the events of the present may 
derive their reality from a re-in vocation of the power of this past through rituals and 
ceremonies. 

In a discussion of the mythological tales of the Saulteaux natives of Canada, the 
anthropologist A. Irving Hallowell comments: 'On the whole, then, events that are 
believed to have taken place "long ago" are not systematically correlated with each 
other in any well-defined temporal schema. They are discrete happenings, often 
unconnected and sometimes contradictory. Yet the past and the present are part of 
a whole because they are bound together by the persistence and contemporary 
reality of mythological characters not even now grown old.' He adds that such 
characters 'in fact are actually more "real" than distant human ancestors no longer 
remembered.' 14 For such cultures, the mythological past may be 'more real' than 
anything merely having presence at some present. As Heidegger comments about 
the understanding of being in mythically oriented cultures: 'The past as such shows 
itself to be the genuine and ultimate "why" of all-which-is.' 15 

A different view of ordinary time may derive from this different Temporal 
disclosure matrix, for example, a time which is cyclical and not homomorphic in 
contrast to our notion of a linear time made up of identical 'nows.' Each year's 
rituals again invoke the 'past' into the present, starting the cycle of the seasons all 
over. The present loops back to rejoin the past rather than, as in our view, marching 
steadily into an unknown future. The rituals and royalty of a mythological culture 
get their authority from their participation in the past, not from how well they help 
us cope with the present. 

If we think of 'telling tales' as part of the art of a culture, a form of its poetry, say, 
we see changes in the art, that is, the sort of tale that is told, correlated with changes 
in the culture's conception of time in the way Heidegger implies they should be. In 
his book The Shapes of Times Peter Munz suggests: 

The gradual transformation of mythical tales of the past into historical tales of the past is 
... linked to the invention of chronological schemes. The crux of the whole matter lies in 

13 This idea was first suggested to me by Professor Peter Manchester. 
14 See A. Irving Hallowell, 'Temporal Orientation in Western Civilization and a Pre literate 
Society,' Culture and EJCperience (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania. 1955), p. 232. 
Note that Hallowell's way of pulling his point with his rcfcrcm:e to persistence may he biased 
by his own understanding of being as prescncing. 
15 Heidegger's remark is made with rclcrcncc to Ernst Cassirn's acnlllnt of mythil' l'lllllll'l's. 
See his review of Cassircr's hook Mwhir '11umglll in n,. l'it·tr of' l11in/.:ing. ,·ditt·d with 
commentary hy Jaml's Hart and John Maraldo ( llloomiuglon: ludiaua I Juivnsity l'~t•ss. 1'17(1), 

p. 35. 
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lhc ahilily Ill illdl'X lillll', IIIII inllll' ahilily lo dislill)!llish lalllall's rl"lllllll'lll' Sl<liii'S :IIIII Itt 

adhere lo rigid slamlanls or t:rt:dihilily. 1" 

Munz also argues that historically based myths. as distinct from myths ahoul llll' 
'eternal return' of mythical characters, arc 'the mosl krl ile soi I for the deVl'loprlll'lll 
of ordinary history.' He points out that il should he no surprisL~ I hal llw lwo nllllm·:-. 
in which 'ordinary historical narratives emerge.' GreccL' aud lsrad, Wl'rl' 'llll' lwo 
places where bards had accustomed people to historical myths.' 11 II istoril·al ruylhs 
had already accustomed people to placing heroes in some previously prl'Sl'nl nronrl'nl 
of time rather than the never-never-land or 'once upon a linll'. · < ioing from hislmival 
myths to stories about real people is an easy slide. not lit-e the kap from ruylh 111 

history. The time framework of the Iliad. for example, conlrasls signilkarrlly wilh 
the 'Enuma Elish,' with its 'once upon a timL·· d~araL'tL'r. ami rclkcls a sigrnfi,·arrl 
difference in the understanding or time ami history in the nrlttrrl' which gaVl' il hirlh 
The Greek ground is prepared for I Jcrodolus and Tlnrcydides. 

This orientation toward the pastor present indicaiL'S tllll' SL'IISl' irr whidr ht'lll)'. I\ 
'determined through time.' However. since. as we have Sl'l'n, I kidq.',)'.l'l aq•.rll':-. lira I 
the notion of time on which this version depends is derivaliVl'. llrl' olh,·r st'IIM' irr 
which being is 'determined through time' is more rundaiiiL'IItal. This sorl ollinll' rs 
the Time which holds together lhc cultural practices and gives us llw slahk hmi111n 
against which their changes arc played out. This Time is thL' 'rm·aning or lwin1•.' in 
general. Here presencing is not identified with some moml·ntary 'now.' althorwlr I Ill' 
Temporal horizon of the present ecslasis or limcliness, or 'tmll'.l't'/1.1 .• as I h-idl'V~'.l'l 
calls it, has a special prominencL' inlhis way oi'Tcruporalizing. as did I he pa:-.1 in 1111' 
alternative orientation just described.'" 

Nonetheless, prescncing is nolthe presL'nt or any tllll' horitorr or l'rslasi:-. ol IIIII<'. 

It is a specific instance or whal I lcideggL·r calls I ill' fourth dimension ollinll' Ill 

'nearing.' Nearing is the way the ntlll·r lhrL·c dimensions L'Oilll' logl·lher h•vn·alt' a 
unified context for the underslamling or being.''' and prcscrK·ing i:-. lht· :-.pt·,·ilic way 
of nearing in our culture's understanding of being. In analogy.twrhaps. I Sll).o.gcsl we 

16 Peter Munz, nw Slutflt'.l of '/luw ( M iddlelown. < 'onm·,·lirnl: W,·skyan I hnvnsil v. 1'1 I /r. 

p. 122. 
17 lhid .• p. 126. 
18 'Praese11s' is IO lhe 'J(.•mporalily or lll'llll.' as 'mal\111).'. (ll'l'Sl'lll' Is Ill llll' 11111<'11111",\ ol 

Dascin. See lhe prelirninary rdnt·nn· 111 lhl' ru>lllllllllf''''''·"'"·' in s,·,·lu>u ·1.). 
19 We noiL'd lhl' isllllllll'(lhisnl lll'IW<'<'II llll' lhrn· dillll'llSillllS 11l 'li·111pmalily a111l lhn"· ol 

limeliness in s,·,·lion 'i.l. Tlll'n' is a lmlhl'l' parall<'llll·n·. N<·anlll' as lh,· l11m1h d1nwn\lonol 

lime corrl'S(lllllds 111 di~t'llllr,,· as annish·nlial siiii<'IIIH' of I >ast'lll. In I >1\ ISioll'l\l'o·, llllll'IV 

r<'-illll'rprl'lalillll ollhl' <'\lsl<'llllal 'lrurlnn·, ol loun<kdlll'\s, nndnslandlll)' .. Iatini)'. ;nul 

disl'llllrSl', disl'l>lll\l' I\ )'.1\l'llllll' slalll\ Ill a (llllllh dlllh'IISIIIIIIIf lillll'lllll'SS Wllll'iiiiiHil'lill", 

!Ill· ollwr lim·,•. (S<'<', lo1 <'\a111pt.·. p. \.('1 111 .\',.,, 1111.! /I'll.) Thn.,, di"·onrs•· arli,·nlaln 

disl'lo\l'dlll'" w11h lh lim··· ,.,.,Ia"'' olllnll'lllll"•'•. and 11 'tnuh·lli<··,· alllhll'l' 111 a wav '11111L11 

lolh•· way lll'allll)' ;I'• lli•·lo1111h dlllll'll\111111111111' T1111t' t~llu·1111' nndl'll11·s rlu·lhl<'<' hllll/lllls 

ol'li'lll(llllalirv. Till' (llllllllllt'II<TIII dl'•<'lllll "' 1111lwah", l.lll)'lla)'<''<.lllk as rlw 'h"'"·''"' ht'lll)'. · 

a ,·lailll '" (1,· "''·• ll'.·,,·d 1>1'1111\ Ills('( llllll ·, ., 
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call the specific instantiation of the fi.mrlh dimension of mythological cultures, or 
their way of nearing, 'pasting.' 

In mythological cultures reality is displayed against the 'once upon a time' horizon 
of the past, and it seems to us to be remote, implacable, awesome, mysterious, and 
unpredictable. In contrast, praesens as the horizon schema of being 'determines 
primarily the timing of the timeliness of all dealings with the ready-to-hand' (BPP 308/ 
438). The understanding of being as presencing takes what-is as something with 
which we can deal, something here and now which we can literally grasp, turn to 
and fro, modify to suit our needs, and so forth. The new orientation toward the 
ready-to-hand which arose in Ancient Greece is, according to Heidegger, a clear 
break from myth. 

Heidegger pictures the transition from 'pasting' to presencing occurring in two 
steps. The culture moved from nature myths to the intermediate stage of culture 
myths, such as Homer's stories presumably, and then to an orientation toward tools 
and the famous Greek 'discovery of mind' or 'subjectivity.' He remarks: 

The further process of the disclosure of 'subjectivity' and its comportments is realized in 
the transition from nature myths to the culture myths, to finally the stage of manipulation 
of tools, which is more or less free from magic. At this stage of the process, the ontological 
context of things by itself becomes manifest as more independent in that man frees himself 
from magical bondage to things and, by stepping back from the world, it is possible for 
him to meet things objectively.20 

The 'ontological context' that becomes manifest is one in which the cultural 
background practices let us encounter things as what they are, that is, 'objectively.' 
Such an ontological context does not exist for mythological Dasein, where 
connections between things are made by myth and magic, not use, and hence are 
evanescent and resistant to consistent manipulation - two features essential to our 
notion of objectivity.21 Perhaps in a mythological culture we could say that things 
are encountered as what they are not, as, for example, a bear might refer one to an 
ancestor or a mountain to a god and in an important sense 'really be' one. Or, at least 
so it seems to us with our orientation toward tools and tasks. 

20 Heidegger makes this remark in the review of Ernst Cassirer's book Mythical Thought 
mentioned in footnote 15. See Piety of Thinking, p. 37. 
21 Or so they seem to us. Here we could use a discussion of magic and the reason why it 
does not create an 'ontological context' in which things can appear 'objectively.' As far as I 
know, Heidegger does not provide one, and I do not want to go off on a sidetrack of speculation 
which would take us away from our topic. Presumably, the basic point is that in a magical 
view of the world the relations between things arc shifting and unreliable. perhaps as in the 
taxonomy of Borges' encyclopedia. In a sense, magical relations of significance are 
unintelligible because they arc not fixed and determinable hy any 'ohjcl~tive. · that is, public 
and veritiable, procedure. The relations arc not simply hl·twcen worldly things hut rather 
between these things and an unseen, unJ'athomahk dinwnsionlwyond this world. surh as thl· 
past of myth. But. again. that is how it seems tou~ I rom wlllun a diflt'll'lll Jll'rspcctiw. one 
which now has a 2500-yl'ar history lol·onvinn· us ol it~ ohvloliSill'Ss. 
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As early a), /king Wltl"llml' lll'idl')!.)!.l'l l'Oillllll'lltl·d thai 'l'l·rhap)o l'Vl'll l'l'atlinl·s:-. 
to-hand and equipnK·nt haw nothing to contrihllll' as ontological dill'S in intl'rprl'l ill)'. 
the primitive world; and Cl'rtainly the ontology of thinghood l'VL'Il kss' (X2). Th1• 
ontology of thinghood in which the enduring. ddinitl' present-at-hand shovl's th1· 
ready-to-hand into the unnoticed background is even more rl~nJovcd fromlht· world 
of myth and magic. 

5.3 Nearing as the Fourth Dimension ot' Time 

Presencing has a special relationship to the present, hut, IHHil'thclcss, it is not the 
present or any one horizon or ecstasis of time. Presencing is a spcl·ific instanl'l' ol 
what Heidegger calls the fourth dimension of the Time of being or 'nearing.' Nl~al in1~ 
is the way the other three dimensions come together to create a unified conll'xt fm 
the understanding of heing, and presencing is the specifil· way of lll'arin)'. in o111 
culture's understanding ofhcing. In analogy I suggest we call the SJWt'ific instantiation 
of the fourth dimension found in mythological cultures, or their way of ut•aring. 
'pasting.' 

Presencing as a kind of nearing involves the way the future, having-hl'l'll, autltlw 
present are related to each other. Heidegger suggests that both what-has-ht'l'll and 
what-is-to-come have 'a manner of preseneing and approaching which dol'S 11111 
coincide with presencing in the sense of the immediate present ... Not t'Vl'ry 
presencing is necessarily a present' (TB 13114). Presencing holds onto what ha:-. 
been but in a sort of 'denial'; it holds onto what-is-lll-l·omc hut in a sort ol 
'withholding.' Heidegger adds that this nearing, with its character of tll·nial and 
withholding, 'unifies in advance the ways in which what has been. what is ahout to 
be, and the present reach out toward one another.' In doing this, nearing 'pn·st'fVl':O. 
what remains denied in what-has-been, what is withheld in what-is-to-conJl'' ('J'B I h/ 
16). Such 'denying' and 'withholding' arc, I would argue, distilll:tiw to historical 
happening. Mythological cultures do not happen historically and thus haw 1111 past 
to deny or future to withhold. 

We should not think of this 'holding together' of what-has-been aud what is to 
come as that which keeps an individual ohject 'together' across timl' past. Jlfl'M'III, 
and future, as if it were some sort of inner gravity or species form. I kidl')',)~l'l :-.pt·aJ..s 
on the ontological level, the level of our changing understandi11g ollwi111' .. 11ot tlw 
ontic level of the continuity of specifil' things such as a particular pla111 m a11i111al 
True, Hcideggcr sometimes uses ontic l~Xalllpk·s to illustratl' points ahoutour ti11u·l.v 
dealings with things, ami. sinl'l' thrcl' of I hem arc used in essays aho11t /\1 istotk\ 
conception ofp/wsi.1· and causality. it may Sl'l'lll as if his own 11otio11 of how thi111'~ 
show themselves as presencing is siutilar to the /\ristott•lt·an 110tion of fonu a:-. tht· 
inner principle of change or is indiratiVl' of how thill)'.s t·onll' and go i11 thl' lllllllll'llt:uy 
preSl'lll. 

lloWl'Vl'f, if WI' look l'lost·ly at tht')ol' t'.\alllpll's, ~urh a~ winl' llllllill)'. to vi111Ta1. a 
hicydl' tmlliii)'.IIP 111issi111-' .. a siiVl'l'l'hahn·lll'lll)'.llladl', awl a hoot.. appt':lllll)'.ll'lllll 
a puhli:-.ht'l, Wl' 1':111 di.\t't'l'll altt•nloln)'.ll';d pn111lnl !JIIIh' a dilkn·ut ~mt. Thl' willl' 
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that tums to vinegar and the bicyde that turns up missing become 'absent' or 'missing' 
in a way that indicates the distinctive Temporal character of what-is ready-to-hand 
and the way things shift from being ready-to-hand to being unready-to-hand or 
present-at-hand (AP 266/296f. ). The ·form' according to which the silver chalice is 
made indicates how nature can be converted to the ready-to-hand, or how something 
is made for a purpose, and the nature of a work of art. 

In the case of the silver chalice, Heidegger notes that its creation- its coming to 
be- is ultimately dependent on the revealing which the Greeks called 'aletheia.' 
This unconcealing lets nature, the ready-to-hand, and art works show up as what 
they are (QCT II f./15). The being of one single thing, the silver chalice, is dependent 
on the whole network of cultural practices which articulates the interrelationships of 
natural material and artifacts, household wares and ceremonial objects, everyday 
activities and religious rituals, class status and occupational roles, and so forth. 
Similarly, a book can appear and in its presence provoke our concem (WICT 202/ 
123) because of the whole network of authors, publishers, freight carriers, bookstores, 
advertisers, readers, and so on. 

Thus, presencing 'holds together' as past, present, and future not individual things 
but the whole network of practices embodying our understanding of being and the 
different domains of what-is with their own ways of being present and absent. The 
sort of 'coming to be' at issue is ontological, not ontic, but it is also historical and 
not just concerned with the relations within the different domains of what-is. The 
understanding of being changes across time; being itself is Temporal. Nearing as the 
fourth dimension of the Time of being has to do with the way our understanding of 
the being of what-is 'hangs together' through the centuries, giving us a culture rather 
than a chaos and a history rather than a jumble of events. Being reveals itself in a 
Temporal way in the being of what-is, not just in the domains of what-is. Idea, 
ousia, actualitas, ens creatum, subjects confronting objects, and the will to power 
all come to presence, not just the ready-to-hand and the present-at-hand, nature and 
language, or chalices and vinegar. 

As noted above, Heidegger describes nearing, the fourth dimension of the Time 
of being, as having the character of 'denial and withholding.' It 'keeps open the 
approach out of the future by withholding it in the coming of the present. ' 22 Nearing 
also 'preserves what remains denied in what-has-been' (TB 15116). As we have 
seen, the future dimension contains concealed possibilities which lay out the path 
our understanding of being may follow. But the dimension of having-been is not 
put behind us as something over and done. Our understanding of our 'to come' 
encompasses where we have 'come from.' These two dimensions make each other 
what they are, and their reciprocal relation releases the present (TB 13114 ). 

We can illustrate this sort of Temporal 'holding together' of future, past, and 
present with an example from the recent history of being. Heidegger remarks about 
Nietzsche's insight into the being of what-is: 

22 The word 'approach' lranslall's I kidq',gl'r·~ '!luAolltlllr'll. · wlud1 play., oil lhl' 1'111111r a~ 

'to t:omc' or 'Zulwn/i.' 
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Nicll.schc uses 'nihilism' as th<· n;um· lor th<· lll~h•ril'almowllll'lllthat h•· was thl' lu·,tt" 
recognize and that ah·L,ady gowrncd th•· prl'vious n·ntmy whill' dl'llllilll'. th<' <Tntury yl't 
to come, the movement whose L'sscntial interpretation hl' l'lllll'l'lltral<'~ intlw h'I'M' st'llh'lll'<' 
'God is dead.· 

( N·l ·II 1.'1 1 

Nihilism was already governing the cultural practices of the prl·vious l'l'IIIUt y. yl'l 
even Nietzsche's contemporaries dung lo the belief thai < iod gave a Jlltrposl' lo 
everything. What-has-been as God's neation still had a hold 1111 pl'llpk, I hough till' it 
own activities 'denied' this view 'in praclil·e' while I hey i11sis1edo11 it ·itt lhl·my.' 
People still gave lip-service to the old beliefs. still allended chureh, aud soo11, hut 11 
was evident from their daily life that the world was 110 lo11gn a sacn·d plan· 
Correlatively, their daily practices in the wake of the Industrial J{evoluliott J•.aw a 
glimpse of the technological domination of 11ature thai was yet locollt<'. 

We should recall Heidcgger's claim that only lw<:aust• olllolo).'.il'al ptopo~tlllllt~ 
are Temporal propositions 'can and must they he llfll'iori propos it ions.·., The dtf kn·ut 
domains of what-is show up in the cultural practices as havi11g a parlil'ular lwuw 
before they are recognized as such by the aulhL'IIIic iusightol Dasein: 'w1· nToJ'.IIIt<' 

being only later or maybe even 1101 at all' (IWP .\:~4/4<12). Thus, 1hi11gs 11111~1 haw 
been showing up in a nihilistic way before Nietzsclw could haw his insight intothl' 
burgeoning practices of the late nineteenth ec11tury. II is 11111 obvious what it n11·an~ 
to say that things show up in a nihilistic way, so JK'rhaps a simpler cxampl1· should 
be drawn from the beginning of the modern epoch rallwr than tlw l'nd, a11d I ~hall 
leave a detailed discussion of nihilism until Seclio11 7.2. Descat'll's a11d < ialiko did 
not just invent the idea that the essential characleristics of lhi11gs eouldlw lranslall'd 
into numbers. The cultural practices. especially in I he economie l'l'ahtt, had aln·adv 
started to treat things as mathematically quantifiable. The hrL'akdow11of I he nll'di,·val 
barter system, which exchanged quality for quality, and I he increasing usL' of ntont·y. 
which translated goods into numerical quantity, prepared the ground lor lhl' 
subsequent insight into the being of what-is. '·1 

The Temporality of being is the source of the historil'alt'l'Vl'lalioll of the lwi11g of 
what-is, which, for the last 2500 years has moved wilhi11 the l'lreuit of pn·sl'ttein~· .. 
Why presencing'! As we have sce11, in a way lhis is lo ask fur anl'Xplanatioll ol the 
new orientation toward I he rcady-lo-haml. a11d I kideggl'r sL'l'llts to lhi11k that lhl'll' 
is ultimately no answer lo this lJUl'Siiotl. It is also to ask why WI' IIIIHWhl 'to he' wa., 
to be here and now. An aiiSWL'r lo this must alsoconsidL·r llll' shift lrotll Ia~ Ill!' thiiiJ'~• 
as ready-to-hand to coniL'mplalillg 1he111 as pn'sl'lll at hand sim·1· hl'll' l11·s lhl' ot lf'lll 
of our conception of lillie as a series of 'nows' in whidt :hin1•.s arl' ohs1'l ved. ;\nd 
Heidcgger doL'S offer us alll'.Xplanalion. Ill' ;tl 11-asl a dl·sntplion, ollhts ltansllton. 
which is the transition frotH pre Sonalil' plulosophy lol'lato whidt Wl' willl'Xillllllll' 
in Chapll'r h.'' 

2:1 l'or lhl' inlnuhlll<>l\' ll'lllal~' aluolllllll'. 1111111111 .• ,,.,. S,·,·tlllll 0 ·I 
2·1 WI' will rl'lllllllllllw•.t'l'lllllh 111 I 'hapl<'l I \\'lu·11 wt· "'"'11\'.lhl' llltul<'llll'J'"I'II It 'hap1<·1 I 
IS av:11lahlt· 1111!1111' at 11111• 1111'11'11' '' 11 ,·t!lllt•llllo•l•'l'lll/1 '\\'hilt' him l'.ohl<ll · •. 11111<· I 
.''i II 'haplt-1 lo I'· .t\';111.11•1•· 1111l111l' .11 h111• //11·11'11' '' 11 ,·o/111!•1111••11•!•111·11 '11'1111•' /11111 hht111 ·., 
u .. ,,. I 
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It is worth noting now, however. that any general explanation, or even just 
description, of our understanding of being as presencing must consider that, during 
the 2500-year history of being as presencing, philosophy rather than a work of art or 
poetry has been the primary, or even sole, vehicle for the insight into what-is. 
Heidegger comments that we are bound to the characterization of being as presencing 
from the time of its unconcealment as 'something which can be said, that is, can be 
thought' (TB 7/6). 

Perhaps the focus on presencing is a result of expressing the insight into being in 
words, as the Greek thinkers began to do, or of taking what-is present-at-hand as the 
model for every sort of entity, both intimately tied to philosophizing with its reflective 
stance toward things. We will examine this issue in the next two chapters.2" But 
Heidegger insists that it would be a mistake to think that the being of what-is means, 
for all time, the presencing of what-is-present. Not that he himself investigates the 
other ways that the being of what-is might appear in other, for example mythic, 
cultures. He implies that determining the nature of presencing is quite enough to 
keep him busy (WICT 235f./l43). 

5.4 The Appropriation 

Now that we have some concrete idea of what Heidegger means by presencing and the 
Time of being, his notion oftheAppropriation will not seem quite so obscure. Indeed, 
this idea does not really add anything new to our discussion but rather provides us with 
a way of talking about certain aspects of the phenomena that we have already examined. 

The primordial Time which determines being as presence is not, Heidegger argues 
in 'Time and Being,' the mysterious 'it' of one of his favorite expressions concerning 
being, 'it gives being.' This sentence indicates that being 'is' but avoids this verb 
that comes into question in the inquiry into beingY Taking the grammar of his German 
colloquialism too seriously, Heidegger argues that the 'it' which 'gives' being also 
gives Time; it gives both being and Time in their interrelation. The 'it,' he concludes, 
is 'the Appropriation.' Heidegger says: 'What determines both time and being in 
what is proper to them, that is, in their belonging together, we call the Appropriation' 
(TB 19/20).28 

26 [Chapters 6 and 7 are available online at: http://www.scu.edu/philo.I'Dphy/CWhite.htm
Editor's note.] 
27 Heidegger says 'es gibt Sein,' relying on a colloquialism. English does not have an 
idiom exactly comparable to 'es gibt.' The English translation of the phrase as 'there is,' 
while adequate in meaning, makes use of the 'questionable' verb. But the expression is 
analogous to the English sentence 'It is raining.' (If we asked, 'what is the 'it' that is raining?,' 
we would be taking the grammar of the sentence too seriously. as Hcidegger seems to do in 
his argument.) 
28 'Appropriation' is the common translation of lkidcg)!er\ tcdmical term 'i'.'rcigni.1·.' Its 
aptness is more a malll~r of its nested root 'proper" than its litl'l'al llll"aning: this root makl'S 
possible the wordplay apparl'llt in this Sl'ntcnn~.ll·apitalil.c thl' h·rm 'Appn•pnation' in onk·r 
to remind the rcadn of its tl'l'hllil·al '•rig in. 
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Explicit discussion of the Appropriation is uniqul' to I kidl'!!,l!.l'r's lall'r wo1 1-s, hut 
the idea of something more fundamental which puts Time a lUI being into rl'lation~hip 
is not incompatible with anything said about either dement in llt·ing and '111111'. 
Indeed, if he had gone on to discuss Temporality as the meaning of lll'in~· .. thl' plau~ihlt· 
next question could have been, what is the meaning of this primordial 'l'illll', that is. 
what makes it possible? As Heidegger remarked in the Introduction to lll'ing tllld 

Time: 

In any investigation in this field where the 'thing itself is deeply Vl'ilt•d,' lllll' 11111~1 ta!..t· 
pains not to overestimate the results. For in such an inquiry Olll' is l'llll~lanlly t'llllllll'lh·d In 
face the possibility of disclosing an even more primordial and n•on· nniVl'rsal h01 itnn 
from which we may draw the answer to the question, what is 'lll'ing"! 

(.'Ill. } 

As he later commented: in the question of heing, horizons form only to d1ssol\'l' "' 
Heidegger may have only glimpsed this deeper level and not haVl' hl·t·n pn·paH·d 

to push the investigation of Rein~ and Time hack to it when Ill' skl·tdll'd out tlw 
project ofthat work. He docs later say that the 'relations and L·onnl'l'l ions l'on~l itnlllll' 
the essential structure of the Appropriation' were not worh~d out unt i I llllh 111 \H 

(TB 43/46). We should take this idea of 'constituting' quite literally: till' Approprialll•ll 
is not some kind of thing, not even a 'thing' in the loose sense of allL'Vl'lll in lillll', as 
Heidegger's term 'Erei~nis' suggests. It is a matter of certain 'rl'lations and 
connections,' and these were at least adumbrated in Uein~ w1tl '111111' l'Vl'll if thl'V 
were not brought to light explicitly. 

Heidegger announces that the term 'tfas I~·H·i~nis' can no mmL' he translated than 
the Greek 'logos' or Chinese 'tao' ( ID 36/ I 0 I). This seems presumptuous. 'l'hl' wo1 d 
itself is quite ordinary; in common speech itnK~ans 'l·vcnt' or 'oLTliiTL'IIL'l'. · I kidt'VI·'.l'l 
picks it for its etymological resonance ami turns it into his own ll'l'hniraltl'l'lll. What 
the term names may he inellahle or inexprL~ssihlc in propositional spl'l'l'h, as 
Heidegger argues it is, hut yet the word itself is a ll'l'lll of art withouttht· tradition:il 
infusion of meaning which makes 'logos' and 'tao' so hard to translall'. What :111 

English word cannot duplicate and what makes· 1-.'n·i~nis' hard to tr:111slalt' is prl'l·isdy 
its etymological resonance. For hl'tter or for worsl', to grasp ils llll'aninv Wl' n111~1 

deal with these reverberations and wadt· through a thil'kl'lof I kidt'l'.pt·riau I:IIIJ'.II:II''' 
First of all, we should ignorl' the mdinary llll'aning of the ll'rlll '/·.'n·igni.1. · Tlw 

Appropriation is not an event or Ol'l'liiTCill'l' in the usual st·nst·. It dm·s not happt'll 111 
time, and its happening cannot hl' 111arkl'd oil hy a spa11 of tinlt', cvt·n IIIII' with 
indefinite houndaril'S. Rathl'l' than nll':111in1'. ·cvl'nt. · I kidl'l'.l'.l'l .~ay!-., thl' 11'1111 
'En·i~nis' should hl' takl'n as illllil·atinl~ alll'XIl'llllinv and Sl'lllliuv wludillpl'ns and 
preserves (TB 211/21 ). The Appropriation Sl'nd!-. lwin1• whil'h opt·ns and pn·~t'I\T', 
the cll'aring thai is I >ast•in. "' 

29 llavid I :and I 1\ 11·11 qunl1'~ I hi~ 11'111:11 ~ 111 lu~, 1'1h11111.d 11'111:11 b 111111~ II an,l:rllllll 11l o111' nl 
!Ill' Ntr'l . . 11 ltr· \'111111111'\. S1·•· N·l. p .'X· I 

10 In lkuh·l'l'l'l·, "'"'"'· llw pl:rv 1111lu·. ··•·111•'1111' 11nuld lw lwiWI'I'II '"'"' /,,.,.,,., "·rull 
:111d 'I;,.,,, lito~' idl",llll\' I 
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This jargon simply points to the fact that at a time in our past our cultural practices 
lead to the raising of the question of being and the delimitation of a range of possible 
answers, and, ever since then, we have continued to raise and answer the question 
anew in response to the changing configuration of what-is. The notion of the 
Appropriation does not explain why the changes come about; it only gives us a way 
of talking about them that connects with other elements in Heidegger's typology. In 
this discussion we will go with the flow of Heidegger's story, saving reflections on 
the usefulness of its vocabulary until Section 7.5.31 

The most obvious etymological connection we should keep in mind when thinking 
about the meaning of 'Ereignis' is its relation to 'eigen,' which means 'proper,' 'own,' 
or 'characteristic.' We already encountered this word as the root of 'Eigentlichkeit' 
('authenticity') and 'eigenst' ('ownmost'). We should remember the root meaning 
of 'eigen' as 'proper' for our translation of 'Ere ignis' as 'Appropriation.' The related 
verb 'eignen' means 'to be adapted for' or 'to be characteristic of' or 'to belong to.' 
The meanings of two other derivative verbs also come into play: 'ereignen' means 
'to occur' or 'to come to pass,' and 'aneignen' means 'to appropriate' or 'to acquire.' 
Thus 'Ereignis' suggests a coming to pass in which something comes into its own or 
into that which is proper to it. Drawing on these meanings Heidegger comments: 

In the phrase 'being as Appropriation,' the 'as' means: being, to let-presencing, is sent in 
the coming to pass of Appropriation, time is handed over in the coming to pass of 
Appropriation. Time and being come into their own in the Appropriation. 

(TB 22/22f.) 

Time and being come to pass by coming into their own in the Appropriation. 
Through the Appropriation we also come into our ownmost being as Dasein. The 

Appropriation must appropriate it: 

Because being and time are there only in appropriating, the Appropriation has the specific 
character of bringing man into his own as the one who becomes aware of being by standing 
in authentic time. Thus appropriated, man belongs to the Appropriation. 

(TB 23/24) 

Thus appropriated, human being becomes authentically Dasein. 
Again Heidegger intends to capture this aspect of the activity of the Ere ignis by 

the etymological connections of the term. • Er-eignen' may visibly appear to be derived 
from 'eigen' as 'own' or 'proper,' but Heidegger also connects the verb to an 
etymological source in an archaic verb 'eriiugnen.' Formed from 'augen' or 'eyes,' 
'eriiugnen' means 'to place before the eyes' or 'to catch sight of.' Heidegger says 
that 'ereignen' means primordially 'er-iiugnen, d.h. erblicken, im Blicken auf sich 
rufen, an-eignen. ' 32 The er-eignen that brings Time and being into their own involves 

31 [Chapter 7 is available online at: http:IIM'II'w.scu.etlu/pllilo.wphv/CWIIite.lltm -Editor's 
note.] 
32 This sentence is left out of thl' English translation, Jll'rhaps hccms1~ thl' wmdplay is so 
difficult to capture in English. ('ompal'l' II>, p. ~(land p. 100. 
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a catching sight of, that is, a pl'l'l'l'iving. a sunuuo11ing ol insight. au approp••alill)'. 
As Heidegger says clsewhen:. playing on I he et ymologiral associ at ion~: ·A pp1 op11alllt1l 
is a bringing to sight that brings into its own ( l·.'n•ignis is/ t•i,r.;nt·ndl' l·.'tilugmsl' 
(QCT 45/44). 

In this way the archaic word 't•rt'iugnen' serws as I Ill' ctymologiral h1 id).'.l' 
connecting the f.'reignis and the Augi'II/Jiid or moment of insighl. Insight is 111 lal'l 
the 'happening' in which Dasein lets itself he taken up in the Appropriation ollw111g. 
It is not so much that the Appropriation and the moment of insight arl' two dilll'll'lll 
phenomena as that they are the same phenomenon viewed from the two dilkn·nt 
perspectives of an investigation of being and an investigation of I >as1·in. I >a~l'in 
comes into its own in the moment of insight. and being ronll'S in1t1 ils own 111 lhl' 
Appropriation; but the two phenomena arc at least mutually dqwlllll'lll, and Wl'nnlld 
not have one without the other. In one passage llcidegger l'Vl'n Sl'l'llls ltll''lllall' lhl' 
two: in one sentence he refers to 'the Appropriation of the thought of llll' l'll'lllal 
recurrence,' and in the next sentem:e he dcscrihl~s Nidzsche's l'tl'lllal n·cuiH'Ill'l' a., 
the 'temporality of the Augenhlid (moment of insight)' (N2 1•10/.10.1) In :111ollll'l 
work, a marginal note attached to a disl'ussion of the term 'autlwntirity' 111~11111'1., 11~ 
to think of Eit?entlichkl•il as the 'Figtwn des l~·r-cigm·n.' that is. as lwlonl•.in~·. to th1· 
coming to pass of the Ere ignis (LH 212/.H2). The /~'reign is elicits the l'Uitural prartln·~ 
into which the Aut?enblick gives us insight when we make them our own hy hrin)'inv 
them into explicit focus in a creative work. 

As the 'it' which gives being, the Appropriation 'rules as tlw d1•stiny of lwill)' .. lh 
history comes to language in the words of the essentialthinkl·rs' (I .II .~I~/ 11'1 1. Th1· 
Appropriation sends itself to Dasein, and Dasein receives ill'Xplicilly inlh1· lllllllll'lll 
of insight: 

That which has the charackr of destiny mows. in ilsl·lf. al any l'.iVt'll 111111', low:ud a 
special moment of insight which Sl'llds it into anothn dl'Siiny, in whil'11, howt'l'l'l, 11 I'• 11111 
simply submerged and lost. 

(()t 'T 1//1/1) 

The special moment involves both a new projel'tion of being and hl'lll'l' lmthn., 
destiny, and a repetition of having-hl'l'n a111llll'lll'l' a preservation allllconllllliii.Y ol 
destiny. The ways of world-building 'at work' iu anthl'lltic histmicality l':lll h1· ~~·~·n 
as the coming to pass of Appropriation. I'm l'Xampk. in the addl'IHhuutollw ( Jt tg111 
of the Work (?f'Arl, Heidegger l'OIIlllll'llls: ·Art is ronsidl'rl'd ncitlll'r an an·a lllnllllll al 
achievement nor an appl·arancl' of spirit; it hl'lllll).'.s lo thl' Approprial iou hy wav ol 
which the "meaning of lll'ing" can alom· hr dl'll'nnim·d' (PI :r Xh/11 1. 

Now we may wl'lltakc I his langua)!.l' of ').'.ivill)!. aml'semlill).'.· with a ).',101111 ol salt, 
hut it seems relativdy hannll·ss whl'll Wl'l'Xplt tn· the way in whid11hc Appn tpl ialutll 
brings about lhl' dl'sliuy of kill)'. lu I kidq.·.~·.l'r's later lhoughl. as Wl' saw ahov1·. 
destiny docs nol iud11'ah' "'lllll' llll'l'hani,·;ll dl'll'IIIIIIIISIII hut rathl'r th1· w;1y in wl11l'11 
hl'ill).'. is l'l'Vl'all'llloll., 111llll' App1op11:1111111. Nt'lllll'l the Applollliallltllllllllll'ill)' 1., 
Sllllll' parlinll:u II IIIII' lllall'lldllll'~ tluoll)'.h ,·h;lll)'.l'S. Ill' II I)'. dol's uol haVl' a h1~1t11 y 
111thl' sallll' wav thai a l'l'l.,llllltl a plot ol l.uul ha•. ;1111~1my. What 1~ lu.,lorv llkl' 111 
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the history of being is determined by the way in which being happens. that is, as 
Heidegger would put it, by the way the Appropriation gives being (TB 7f./8). Imitating 
him further, though, we could also say that there is nothing- no thing- which gives 
or sends. The Appropriation refers to the whole configuration of being and Time. 

Western culture did not just invent metaphysics back in Ancient Greece; it has 
lived metaphysics for 2500 years. The unfolding of this history lies in what Heidegger 
describes as the way the Appropriation gives being as Temporal: 'In every phase of 
metaphysics there has been visible at any particular time a portion of the way that 
the destiny of being prepares a path for itself over and beyond whatever is in sudden 
epochs of truth' (QCT 54/210). The truth to which Heidegger refers is truth as aletheia, 
unconcealedness. The 'epochs' of this disclosure are not discrete spans of time to be 
measured by years but rather the changing ways being shows itself. The immediate 
locus for this showing is the cultural practices, to which respond the works of art, 
thinking, poetry, and statecraft which explicitly set forth the changing understanding 
of being and give us insight into it. 

Heidegger picks the term 'epoch' to describe these revelations of being because 
its Greek ancestor 'epoche' indicates a 'holding back,' in particular a 'holding back 
of itself.' Being reveals itself by holding itself back. This notion is amplified by 
Heidegger in a number of ways. First, the destiny of being as 'what-has-been
sent'·u always includes 'more' than the way being reveals itself in any particular 
understanding of being. As Heidegger says, 'in its openness being itself manifests 
and conceals itself, yields itself and withdraws; at the same time, the truth of being 
does not exhaust itself in Dasein ... '(Way 271/373f.). Being is more than just the 
'what it is to be' revealed in Dasein's 'there.' As suggested above, Heidegger thinks 
that being always prepares a path for itself over and beyond whatever is at any 
particular time, a process we glimpsed in the case of nihilism. The cultural practices 
point us in a certain general direction. Authentic Dasein finds itself on this path 
when it discovers what can be in a time and makes the future present. 

Thus, the revelations of being do not come in discrete succession. As Heidegger 
puts it: 'In the destiny of being, there is never a mere sequence of things one after 
another.' We did not have a discrete Greek world and then a medieval one, next the 
modern world and then finally the contemporary technological one. Rather than 
these isolated worlds, Heidegger goes on to add, 'there is always a passing by and 
simultaneity of the early and the late' (PLT 184f./177). Worlds overlap; having-been 
and the 'to come' both are held in presencing, even if in the mode of denial and 
withdrawal. This is why Dasein can have one existentiell understanding of being, 
finding its world and what-is articulated by one way to be, and then, in authentic 
insight, discover being revealed in a new way. The new world which is coming to be 
is disclosed to authentic Dasein as already there. Heidegger remarks that 'The Greek 
thinkers already knew this when they said: that which is earlier with regard to the 
arising that holds sway becomes manifest to us only later' (QCT 22/26). 

Heidegger does not mean to suggest that there is any kind of causality or 
determinism operating 'between' the epochs of heing. We cannot say ll'liy the history 

33 Rcmcmhcr thai l-leidl')!)!t'r's ll'rlll '(i,·s,·llid' t•lymolo)•.il'ally Sll)')~t·sl~ I hi~ lllt'allill)!. 
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of hcing is in such a way. only that it is ('J'B )2/)h). lll'idq•.j.'.l'r l'OIIIIIIl'llls: ''l'hl' 
epochs can never he derived from tllll' anotlll'r or l'Vl'll l'l'dun·d to lhl· t'tHirst· ol a 
continuous process.' What continuity the cpol'11s do haVl' l'OIIIl'S from lfll'ir soun'l' in 
the Appropriation and 'docs not run between them like a rihhonconlll'l'ling lfll'm. ''' 
The primordial leap which brought hcing into question Jet hcing comt· to pass in a 
way that prepares the ground for all future revelations, hut. dl'fll'lldl'lll on being as 
we are, we are never in a position either to predict the next rcVl'lation or to Sl'l' lhl· 
past as necessary. 

So far, we have been discussing the way hcing conceals and reveals itself in tlw 
epochs of its history, but we have not fully captured llcidcgger's notion of !wing's 
self-withdrawal in the Appropriation. His second point is that heing llt'Vt'l' l'l'ally 
reveals itself, at least not as itself or as the background practices. It holds ilsl·lf had. 
'in favor of the discernibility of the gift, i.e .. of being in regard to lht• grounding ol 
what-is' (TB 9/9). What the Appropriation sends is heing. hut what is l'l'vt·aled is 11111 

being itself. Being lets what-is show up as what it is. but hcing gives its gift while 
itself remaining concealed. The contribution of the background pral'l in·~ H'l'l'dt·~ 
unnoticed in favor of the things that arc. 

Even the way being shows up as the being of what-is, for example. as idt·a or will 
to power, involves a self-concealment. The being of what-is docs not show itself in 
the same way things do. As we have been seeing, this heing is something that dlaiiJ!,l'~ 
from epoch to epoch. Heidegger comments: 

As the ground, being brings what-is to its actual prcscncing ... In acconlann· with thl' 
actual kind of presence, the ground has the charat:tcr of grounding as tht· oulk ,·au~atiou 
of the real, as the transcendental making possihll: of the nhjectivily of ohjl'<'l~. as 1111' 

dialectical mediation of the movement of the /\hsolutc Spirit, as the historkal pron·ss ol 
production, as the will to power positing values. 

<'I'll "th/11.') 

With Kant, for instance, the transcendental unity of apperception made possihk the 
objectivity of objects and our experience of them. hut this transcendental unity could 
not itself be experienced. It is not an object in thl' field or our cxpcricnt'l' hut what 
makes that field possible. Being gives us the being or what-is which in turn giws liS 

individual things, but neither sort or being reveals itself directly in thl' way that 
things do. Only the particular things show themselves as what IIK·y are. C iraspiuv 
the being of what-is requires a spcl'ial kind of' iusighl, not just eyes and l'ars. lleidq.•J••·• 
credits the pre-Socratics with rewgni1.ing the nl'l'l~ssily of' this insight. as Wl' will 
see with our explication of' Parmcnides's notion of' 1/tll'ill in St·l'tion C1. \." 

Now this may makl· it sound as if the l'l'ason thatlhl' hciu~·· of' what is canrhaiiJ',I' 
and that the Appropriationl'all 'semi' it in difll.·rl·nl ways is that it is only a l'annl'ul 
idea or ours to begin with. lhatlhl'll' is l'l'ally 'nollnng' lht·n·. But I kidq~ger is IIIli 

.14 Martlnlkulq.')'.l'l'.lkrSa/.· ,.,, 1;11111tlll'lull/ll)'.l'll N1".~1·. )'J'I/1. p. 1'1·1. 

.l"i i< 'hapln (, •~ avallahll' 1111l1111' al. IIIII' //11'11'11'. '' 11 t'tllllf•llllo.l•'l'lll'il '1\1/uf,· 111111 hlllo1 \ 
IIIII I'.( 
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an idealist or a suhjcdivist who thinks that what-is is simply the product of the 
activity of our own minds or our overheated imagination. There are, to draw another 
example from the above quote, 'ontic.: causes' and real relationships between things. 
But a certain kind of context of concern had to 'come to pass' before we noticed 
such things. As Heidegger comments about Newton's laws: 

Through Newton the laws became true; and with them what-is became accessible in itself 
to Dasein. Once what-is has been uncovered it shows itself precisely as what already was 
beforehand. Such uncovering is the kind of being which belongs to 'truth.' 

(227) 

Truth as unconcealedness sets up a context of concern in which truth as 
correspondence holds sway. These contexts change with the Temporal disclosure of 
being, but this does not mean that we perceive reality as changing. We are already 
dealing with things in a certain way when we come to notice their being, and, when 
we do, we perceive it as having been there all along. Plato, the first metaphysician, 
noticed the character of this objectification of our Temporally a priori understanding 
of being and described it as 'recollecting' (BPP 326/463f.). Nietzsche, the last 
metaphysician, described it as the 'eternal return of the same.' 

Newtonian science, to pursue the above example, rests on a particular revelation 
of the being of what-is which presents things as knowable and calculable in a 
particular way. Sounding like Thomas Kuhn, Heidegger claims that the particular 
terms and theories of ancient and modern science are not comparable given the 
underlying difference in their understanding of reality. Greek science, for example, 
the study of nature in Aristotle, cannot be called 'inexact' in contrast to the exactness 
of modern science since, given the ancient understanding of what-is, it could not 
and need not be exact. Heidegger continues: 

Neither can we say that the Galilean doctrine of freely falling bodies is true and that 
Aristotle's teaching, that light bodies strive upward, is false; for the Greek understanding 
of the essence of body and place and of the relation between the two rests on a different 
interpretation of what-is and hence conditions a correspondingly different kind of seeing 
and questioning of natural events. 

He adds that, just as we would not presume to say that Shakespeare is a better poet 
than Aeschylus, we should not assume that the modern understanding of what-is is 
more correct than that of the Greeks (QCT 117/77).36 

Obviously this sort of relativism may leave Heidegger open for the same sort of 
criticism that has been leveled against Kuhn by Suppe, Scheffler, Shapere, and 

36 For the common philosophical reaction to the sort of claim Heidegger is making about 
the objectivity of science, see Richard Rorty's discussion of the anxiety of not being able to 
distinguish science from poetry, literature. and so on. in Philosophy and The Mirror of 
Nature. Chapter VII. Section 4. 'Objectivity as Correspondence and as Agreement,' pp. 333-
342, and the quotation from his bonk which appears at the l'nd nf my Introduction's 
Section O.:t 
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others." Whl·ther lhL~se nilil'is111s :tn· l'0111pl'lhll)' .. 01 l'Vl'n dirl'l'h'd at :111 :tl'l'lll:lh' 
version of Kuhn's position, is another question. lu I kidq•,)!,l'r·~ l'aSl', Wl' should al 
least note that hL~ Lloes not reject the notion of truth as l'OI'I'l'spondl'nl'l', amlllll'rl'loll' 
he allows for scientific statements to hL' true or falsL' in regard to 'filllll).'. lhl' lat·t~.· 
He just argues that this notion of truth depends on a n1ort~ basil' notion ol lnllh as 
unconcealment. 'Facts' or states of affairs only appear in a had,groumll'ontl·xt in 
which things show up as matlering in one way or another. RdatiVl' loa !'.iVeiiL'OIIh'Xt, 
for example, the one in which there is concern for ciTil"iL·nt causes. Newton's ~l-il'lll'l' 
is true and Aristotle's is false. HeiLiegger is really only claiming that the nmlexts 
themselves cannot be judged as corresponLiing to the facts or null'l' aLTIIf'ately 
representing the way things are. 

What interests us here, however, is not Heidcggcr's theory as a philosophy of 
science, adequate or inadequate, but rather how theories rclatL' to an unLkrstanding 
of being. In this regard, Kuhn notes an importantcom1ection whL·n hL' says that thl· 
theory that all natural phenomena could he explained hy referenn· to l'OI'JHIM'Uiar 
size, shape, motion, and interaction, which came into dominalll'l' after I ksl'artl'S \ 
scientific writings, involved a 'nest of conunitments' both 'nll'taphysiL·al and 
methodological. •JK These commitments arc not just in lhL' theory hut in pral'tin·. 

The corpuscular theory of nature had been originally proposed hy till' < ill'L'l-. 
atomists. Why didn't the view take hold then, amongst thinkers, poets, alllllhl· pL'opiL· 
at large, in the way that it did in the seventeenth century? llcidegger's taL·it an~Wl'r 
is that the practices both to back up the theory and authentically SL't it forth Wl'H' 
missing. The theory was conceivahle as an idea. but it couiLinot he put 'inhl practin·' 
because it was not 'there' in the practices to begin with. What-is was si1nply 11111 

showing itself as quantifiable or cakuh.•hle in advance as it later would, fonni11g a11 
accommodating background for the corpuscular theory whose postulated L'ntitil·~ 
are defined by their numerical weight, shape, and motion. In the seventeenth n:ntury 
not only philosophers and scientists hut people in general had started treating thing~ 
differently; what-is haLl started presenting itself differently. 

In regard to these contexts of concern, we can sununari1.e the essential points 
conveyed by Heidegger's notion of the Appropriation of Time and being in thrl'l' 
propositions: (I) the contexts of Western culture all share a Temporal oriL·ntation 
toward the present and items of use; (2) they d1ange historically; and<-'> they do~~~ 
in a process of ordered, Temporal development. 

Elaborating upon this last point hy bringing in lllll' of I kitk-ggL·r's less lannli:n 
notions, we can say that the 'appropriation' is l'Onlpll'llll'nted hy 'expropriation.· •·• 

37 Sec, for cxampk. lsral'l Sl'hl'llln, ,\',-;,.,,.,. 11ml Suhfo'o'lll'itr ( ludiauapoli~. lud1au:~: 

Bohhs-Merrill, 11)(17) aud 'Visiou :IIIII l<··volllllllll,' 1'/u/P.\Oflh\' ,., s,·;,.,,., .. I'); l(t(o 1/·L 

Dudley Shapl'rl'. 'Till' Slnll'lllll' ol Sl·i,·ulllll' lkvohlliotll\,· l'ltilo.lof•llinil Nn·il'lt', /I. IX\ 

3lJ4 and 'Thl' l'aradi)'.lll ( 'onl'qll.' .\', -;,.,, ·,·, 1/.'. ltlh Ill' I I I ·I May I '>I I ); aud 1-'r•·•kl'll'J.. Suppl', 
'/11(' .\'tntl'lll/'1' of 'So-;,.,,;,;,. n,,.,,-;,., .. 111d ( '( Iiiii Ill( t llhaua, 111111111~·· I I 1111'1'1''11 \' ollllllllll\ I 'II·~-. 
1'>77). 
lX Kuhu, n,. St1111 ,,,,.of:-;,;,.,,,,,, Nn·ulutton'. p ·II 
111 lulkulo-)'.)'1'1 '•, \\'llld·,, ·,.-,,.,gllll.l', nou1plo-llll'llll'd ltv '1-.uto'/,0:1111' 
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Expropriation is not something other than Appropriation but rather how Appropriation 
'moves itself along.' Heidegger comments: 

Insofar as the destiny of being lies in the extending of time, and time along with being lies 
in the Appropriation, Appropriation makes manifest its peculiar property, i.e., that it takes 
away that which is its own from boundless unconcealment. Thought of in terms of the 
Appropriation, this means: in that way it expropriates itself from itself. Expropriation 
belongs to Appropriation as such. By this expropriation, Appropriation does not abandon 
itself but rather preserves what is its own. 

(TB 22f./23) 

Expropriation indicates a kind of 'motion' in the Appropriation that keeps the history 
of being moving. 40 Once the conflict in the interpretation of the being of what-is has 
been engendered in a work which takes one stance toward being rather than another, 
it cannot be put to rest. Every interpretation leaves out something about the appearance 
of being and thus leaves something unsaid which the next creator will try to say. Yet 
in this saying the new creator preserves the old creation. 

The notion of the Appropriation and its complementary expropriation refers us to 
the fact that Western civilization has kept 'moving'- not to say 'progressing'- as no 
other civilization has. We may be inclined to think of this history as a joint product 
of accident and invention, as if certain fortuitous technological discoveries have 
carried the momentum of social change, for example, the development of iron and 
other metals, steam power, the compass, and so on. Yet China, for example, had 
gunpowder, steel, pistons, and looms hundreds or even thousands of years before 
the West did, and their use remained isolated and restricted and the culture relatively 
static. Heidegger's notion of Appropriation and expropriation does not really explain 
why Western culture has been so distinctive but rather directs our attention to the 
'relations and connections' that have made this movement not just possible but 
inevitable. We will explore this idea in the rest of the book. 

In anticipation of the discussion to follow, though, we should note that Heidegger 
thinks that in the contemporary age we stand in need of the Appropriation, not just a 
new epoch in the metaphysical understanding of the being of what -is. He thinks that 
the history of being as presencing has run its course and that we have run out of 
possibilities for new metaphysical conceptions of the being of what-is. The modern 
epoch is in need of a new infusion of life, and Heidegger hopes that it will come in 
a transformation of being. 

40 In a later marginal note in Being and Ttme Heidegger correlates expropriation and the 
anxiety or 'not-at-home-ness' involved in Emsch/ossenlreitor resoluteness ( 189. 443*). Since 
the notion of Emeignis (Expropriation) does not really add anything to the notion of Ereignis 
(Appropriation). perhaps the term was prompted by the parallel with the ·Em-· prefix of 
Entschlossenheit and by a desire to fill out the parallel between Temporality and timeliness 
mentioned in Section 5.1. Resoluteness is a kind of ·motion· in Dasein's being just as 
expropriation is a kind of motion in being. In resoluteness Dasl·in Cllllll'S into its own being. 
and the resolution of the lllllllll'nt or insi)!ht is its way or \•xpropriat ill)!' its llWII being as the 
'there· in which hl~ing is disdoscd. 
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Heidcgger indicates in his L'ssay 'Tillll' a11d lking' thai Wl' 11111s1 can·lully 

distinguish two different senses of !Ill' phrase 'lransformalion of lwing. · < lnlhl' o111' 

hand. there are the various 'lransfonnalions' of lll'ing in lhl' hislmy of hl'llll'. a~ 
presencing or the 'epochal' slagcs of melaphysics. On lhe olher hand, lhl·n· 1~ lhl' 
transformation of being itself or of being as prescncing whid1 would ~l'lld us out ol 
the metaphysics of presence and into the Approprialion. Whall'OIIIl'!-. iulo lJIIl'Siion 
in Heidegger's later work is being as pn:scncc, and !Ill' ll·ap which is tiiHkt 
consideration there is as radical a leap as !hal of lhe primordial lwginui11g whid1 
launched Dasein on the path of metaphysics. In comparison, lhl' aulhl'ltl il· in~i~·hl1tl 
the thinkers, artists, poets, and statesmen of lhc las! 2.'i00 Yl'ars haVl' been !-.lnall 
steps on a continuous path. In the lalcr works Heidcgger dol'S noljust dl'MTilw how 
those small steps came about; he lrics lo prepare us for lltl' radil·al kap ol 1ho111'.h1. 

We might be tempted to say thai we will he lransfonnt·d hy a IIL'W or auolltl'l 

Appropriation, another and different Approprialion of Tinw and lwi111' .. I kidl'l'.l'.l'l 
insists, however, that the Appropriation is nul a11d cannol he llllllll'ril·ally plmal 

'What it indicates happens only in I he singular. no. nol in any lllllllhl'l, hul uuiqul'lv · 
(lD 36/lOl). The Appropriation is nol something I hal em he disni1nina11.·d a~ a kuul 

of thing or something of which I here could he more than <lilt'. ·n, dol his, Wl' would 
have to be able to identify what it is or undersland ils f)l•ing. hut of l'IHII'Sl' I hi\ ~~. 

precisely what is given by I he Approprialion. The Approprialionmakl·s wltal 1s wltal 
it is, and thus it itself cannot he somelhing which is. We t·amwl l'Vt'n say whal lhl· 
Appropriation 'is.' Heidegger can only poinl al il hul nol say anylhing ahoul 11 111 
communicative statements, which of course arc couched in suhjecl pn·di,·all' 1<~1'111 

and make use of the verb in quesl ion <TB 2.'i f./'27). Nnnt·llu:IL·ss, I kidcgvl'l'l'lllllllll'lll !. 
that 'The Appropriation is !hat realm, vihraling in ilself. lhrough whidt 111an awl 
being reach each other in !heir essem:e .. .' Bolh being and hmn:mkind will w111 
themselves anew by 'losing !hose qualilies wilh which mclaphysic~ ha~ l'IHitl\wd 
them' (lD 37/102). When !his happens, WL~ will find ourseiVl's in a new ht'J•inllllll'· 

5.5 Language and lleuth 

It is not surprising lhalllcideggcr has In resorllo ~uch allusive lalll-'.llal'l' 111 o1dt·1 111 
talk about I he relationship ht•l weL'Il heing and I >asein sinl'l' ull i 111:111'1 y I hi' rl'lal1o11~1111' 
intrinsically involves lhe arliculale ordt•r upon which all spl'l'ch is ha~cd. I .alll'.llaJ'.I' 
is not very well t~quipped lo lalk ahoul lhl' roudi!io11s for il~ own ltuu·ttollllll' 

Ordinarily. we jus! kl laugu:we funrliou :11111 do uol alll'lld lo ils workinl''· A.~ .lohn 
Searle comments, maki11g a si111ilar Jlllllll: 'The price Wl' pay lor dl'lihl·rall'ly l'.ttiiiJ' 
againsl ordinary lauguag,· is llll'laphor, oxymoron, :11ulou1ri1•.hl lleolol'.l.\111. · 11 

Language. says I kidl'ggn. is 'I he holl~l' of lll'illl' .. 111 1h hollll' 111;111 dw1·ll• •. 
Those who think :uullho~~· who1'II':Jh' w11h wwds :111' lhl' l'.llanli;ul\ ttl I hi·, h<~llh'. · 
(1.11217). In an inlnvin'V l11· ~111'1'1'~1~ Itt l11.~ .lapaiH'>~' lllll'dttnlhll lh;tl, w11h lht'll 

dil'krellllallJ',II:I)'.I'~.Ihl'il nllltlll'~ on·upv dllll'll'lll ~11ch htlll.\1'~ a11d h1'IH'I' lwlo111' '" 

·t I s,·,uk./ntnll'''"'''"r. p I'> 1 
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a diiTcrcnt truth orhcing (0WL5/90). In Hcidcggcr's usc, the term 'language' refers 
ambiguously to both language in the ordinary sense and the aniculated cultural 
ordering which was called 'discourse' in Being and Time42 and which we might 
now, after the turn to being, view as the ordering of being to which discourse responds. 

Even within Western culture this aniculated order has changed dramatically and 
hence our use of language has undergone revolutions. For Heidegger, it is no 
coincidence that literacy begins in Greece about the same time as metaphysics, that 
a new, Christian understanding of being changes our relationship to the written word 
and invests it with ultimate authority, or that printing arises about the same time that 
modern philosophy and science do. If these new relationships to language do not 
build new houses of being, they at least extensively remodel the inherited one. The 
nature of the connection between these changes in our use of language and our 
particular understanding of being would require an extended discussion, one for 
which we will not take time in this book. 

Not surprisingly, even language bears an essential relationship to death: 

Mortals are they who can experience death as death. Animals cannot do so. But animals 
cannot speak either. The essential relation between death and language flashes up before 
us. but remains still unthought. 

(OWL 107/215) 

Language can draw us into its possibilities of significance and transform us just as 
death can. Heidegger comments that 'Language is much more thoughtful and open 
than we are' (HS 127/203). But there will always remain something 'unthought' 
about language, as about being. We dwell in language in the same way we dwell in 
our skills. That we cannot know the nature of language, at least not know it according 
to the traditional concept of explicit cognition, is not a defect in our abilities any 
more than finitude itself is. In fact, says Heidegger, it is an advantage by which we 
gain admittance to that special realm where we can dwell as mortals (OWL 134/ 
266). 

For Heidegger language is not simply the utterance of a living creature, and its 
essence can never be adequately thought if we only pay attention to its symbolic 
character or its ability to signify. He is far, far from thinking that, as Quine claims, 
the 'two basic purposes of language' are 'getting others to do what we want them 
to, and learning from others what we want to know. '43 Instead, Heidegger calls 
language the 'lighting-concealing advent of being itself' (LH 206/326). 44 This 
language is not brought to words in everyday speaking, but only because of it can 
we speak a language 'and so deal with something and negotiate something by 
speaking.' This fundamental language manifests its linguistic character precisely 
when we cannot find the right word for something that concerns us (OWL 59/161 ). 

42 Heidegger's word is 'Rede.' 
43 W.V. Quine and J.S. Ullian, 17w Web t!(Belit:f"(Ncw York: Random Hous1', 1970), p. 12:i. 
44 The phrase 'lighting-conl'CUiing udVl'llt' tril'S to l'aptun· llcidcggl'r's '/i<'ill<'lld· 

l'erberxende A11kunji. · 
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We pcrL'L'ivc an arttt·ulatt· order that WL'cannot find till' words to tksn ilw. I ktt', too, 
there is a 'saying' hut one without words, a saying which is L'Ssl'ntially a showinl~· 
'All signs arise from a showing within whosL' realm and for whost• pmpoM's th1·y 
can be signs' (OWL 123/254). 

When the issue is to put into language something which has nl'Vl'r yt·tiWl'n spoJ..•·tt, 
'then everything depends on whether language gives or withholds the appropt iatt· 
word. Such is the case with the poet' (OWL 59/161 f.). The thinkl·r. too, wt· might 
add. This is not just a case of finding words in the ordinary sense hut till' dl'l'Jll'r ••m· 
of an articulate showing as well. Heideggcr argues that the grL~atcst thought of hoth 
poet and thinker is the 'unspoken' and 'unthought' message of his writings. 1' 1\utht•ttl ic 
insight lies deeper than the spoken or written word, and it has alrL·ady hl'l'ontt' thl' 
banal chatter of the Anyone by the time it can be statL~d in llll't'l' wmds. l'ol'ls 
themselves do not, as is often thought, usc a higher form of ordinary langua)'.l'. \ays 
Heidegger. Rather everyday language is a kind of 'fallen' poeiiiL'XJll'l'ssinl' lht· tu•w 
well-worn understanding of being.46 

Heidegger thinks that Greek language in both the sensL~ of showing and \:lVIII!' 

was extraordinarily rich with 'appropriate words' or it never would haVl' provoJ..1·d 
the attempt to put the unthought into words. HeideggL~r is oftennitil·it.L'd lor :uv.uut/' 
that the requisite appropriate word is simply the copula vcrh 'to lw. '·11 I ktt ida. lot 
instance, is right to point out the difficulty of proving that 'to he' is uuiqul' to Judo 
European languages or of determining whether other languagL'S do or do nul haVl' au 
equivalent linguistic device.4H Even in Greek and Latin one can omit lhL' t'opnla and 
express a proposition by simply juxtaposing a name ami a genl'ralll'l'lll. I khn·w aud 
Chinese supposedly have no copula verh at all. YL'I lleideggL·r's positu•n " utoll' 
subtle than these criticisms suggest. He himself arguL'S that 1111 lau,~ual'.l' ran l'Xt~l 
without expressing the 'to be' in some way. Speaking ahoullhings at all pn·supp1•'•l'~ 
that we understand their heing (1M 82/62). So we must look dL'L'I'L't than tht\ II wt· 
are to find what was special about the Greeks. 

45 For the comment ahoul poets, Sl'l' OWl. lCl0/\71'.: fm till' lllll' ahout thon~t·l~. "'I',,., 
Sat<. vom Grwul. p. I:!.H. 
46 Sl'l' PI :1' 20X/.H. 
47 For a lll'taill'd exa111pk of snd1 an ;ul•.nnll'nl inqnih· a dilfl'l'l'nl styl1•, sl'l' ( 'ha1h-s Kahn'•, 
'The< lrl'l'l• Verh "'Iii lk" autlth1· < 'onn·pt of lkin1• .. ' ,.-,,,,dation' nfl ~'".1:"".1:''· Vol. .'.No I 
(1\ugusl. l'!(,(ol, pp .. '·1.'1 .'h.'l, and Ius hoo~ length ~Indy nw \·~·rl• '/1,•' in .'\n, it'll/ li~t·d 

(I lonlrn·ht. ll11lland I l l<l'itll·l. 1'1711. 
·IX Sl'1' .lal'lllll'~, I l1'1'11da\ ''l'h1· Snppl1'nH·nt 111 ( '11pnl:1' l'lul11suphv lklon· l.ln)'.lll.~lll''•, · 
Mtll,t;tll\ nfl'lnln.\tof•lll·. l1ansla1111n and n"ll".loy Alanlla" If 'hlt'al'o: II111VI'I\IIV ol f 'l111'al~"· 
I'IX.1 1,pp II~ '()', 
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