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INTRODUCTION

Steven Levine

At the beginning of his essay “Heidegger for Beginners”, Simon Critchley asks
the question of where one should begin with Heidegger. The two authors of this
book answer this question in different, yet complementary, ways. Critchley argues
that we must read Heidegger “forwards™ from phenomenology. To understand
Being and Time and Heidegger's thinking overall we must see it as a radicalization
of Husserls phenomenological project. This thesis informs Critchley’s essay
“Heidegger for Beginners™, in which he provides the essential phenomenological
background necessary for understanding Being and Time. Reading Being and
Time through Heidegger's 1925 lecture History of the Concept of Time:
Profegomena, Critchley shows how Heidegger's transformation of certain
Husserlian themes—intentionality, categorial intuition, and the phenomenologi-
cal concept of the a priori—makes sense of Heidegger's obscure master question:
the question of the meaning of Being.

in contrast, Reiner Schilrmann argues in his seminal book Heidegger on Being
and Acting: From Principles to Anarchy that we must read Heidegger “back-
wards”. By this he means that many of the key features and motivations for
Heidegger’s carly work—especially as it concerns the question of the meaning of
Being——can only be discerned by reading it in the light of the trajectory of his
later work. This hermeneutical strategy puts great strain on the reader insofar as it
requires one to have read all of Heidegger to understand Being and Time.
Fortunately, in the lecture included in this book, Schiirmann does much of the
work for us by providing a detailed reading of Being and Time that is informed by
his demanding hermeneutical strategy.

Both of these interpretive strategies break significantly with what is now the
orthodox interpretation of Heidegger in the Anglo-American world. This ortho-
doxy, best represented by Hubert Dreyfuss seminal book Being-in-the-World,
nterprets Heidegger as a type of pragmatist.' On this interpretation, Being and
Time is concerned above all with overcoming the philosophy of consciousness by
replacing Husserl's transcendental phenomenology with a hermeneutical phenom-
enology. Husserl's theory focuses on intentionality, on the fact that conscious states
are of something (an object or state of affairs) because they have intentional con-
tent. His theory therefore reproduces the Cartesian view that conscious experience
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takes the form of a subject immediately apprehending an inner representation of an
outer object. Heidegger counters this view, Dreyfus claims, by demonstrating that
there is “a more basic form of intentionality than that of a self-sufficient individual
subject directed at the world by means of its mental content. At the foundation of
Heidegger’s new approach is a phenomenology of ‘mindless” everyday coping
skills as the basis of all inteligibility™?

Hetdegger does not claim that the subject-object model that underlies the the-
ory of knowledge is wrong, but rather that it is derivative upon a more primordial
way of being-in-the-world. Agents can represent and know the world only
because they already have in place an implicit understanding of the world, which
is embedded in their coping practices. Subjects, for the most part, do not stand
over against the world by representing it; rather they always already act within a
meaningful world that they already in some sense understand.

While this picture of Heidegger is in some respects correct, for Schiirmann
and Critchley it is ultimately misleading. The first problem with it is that it triv-
jalizes the question of the meaning of Being. For Dreyfus this question simply
asks about the understanding of being that is embedded in Dasein’s pre-repre-
sentational coping. Heidegger's fundamental ontology is thus concerned with
“the nature of this understanding of being that we do not know—that is not a
representation in the mind corresponding to the world—but that we simply
are”?

The problem with this interpretation, according to Schiirmann, is that it “does
not operate with the understanding of the word *Being’ that Heidegger explicitly
works out. “Being’ is rot primarily man’s, i.e. Dasein’s being” (57).* Even in
Being and Time Heidegger was “preoccupied with the question of Being as
such—whatever that will turn out to mean——and only therefore with the question
of Dasein” (57). Both the early and late Heidegger, Schiirmann posits, are guided
by the same question, the meaning of being as such. He thus contests the common
notion that Heidegger, after Being und Time, makes a fundamental “turn” or a
“reversal” from a consideration of Dasein’s being to a consideration of the history
of the epochs of Being.

Schiirmann attempts to demonstrate the continuity of the early and later
Heidegger through a close reading of the first eight sections of Being and Time.
There, Schiirmann claims, Heidegger lays out three intertwined projects that all
contribute to a retrieval of the question of Being:

1 atranscendental analytic of Dasein, which demonstrates that Dasein’s being
is time;

2 afundamental ontology, which is meant to lead to an understanding of Being
as time;

3 and a historical destruction of the history of ontology, which allows us to
retrieve the question of Being through time, i.c. through a consideration of
history or tradition.

STEVEN LEVINE

gchiirmann’s explication of the complex nature of this retrieval is one of the most
interesting and notable features of his interpretation. Schiirmann of course recog-
nizes that most of Being and Time is concerned with providing an existential
analytic of Dasein, and therefore with Daseins being. However—and this is
Schiirmann’s basic hermeneuticat claim—this project can only be properly evalu-
ated if seen in the light of the second and third projects, i.e. if seen in the light of
the attempt to retrieve the question of Being as such.

This becomes clear when one takes sertously the fact that Being and Time is an
unfinished work. In addition to an existential analytic of Dasein, Being and Time
was to consist of a second main part deconstructing the history of ontology, which
is precisely the project of Heidegger's later work. Heidegger could not finish
Being and Time because his strategy of retrieving the question of Being by pursu-
ing an existential analytic of Dasemn could not be brought into accord with the
envisaged second part of Being and Time. As Schilrmann puts ity the basic aporia
that afflicts Being and Time is that “in order to work out Time as the meaning or
directionality (Sinn) of Being, Heidegger ends up working out the temporality as
the meaning or directionality of Dasein”™ (61). Because one cannot get from the
temporality of Dasein to the temporality of Being as such, Heidegger abandoned
Being and Time and attempted to find a path of thinking that could retrieve the
question of Being as such. Paradoxically, it is only by reading Heidegger “back-
wards” in the light of the notion of Being that became fully manifest in his later
work, that one can discern not only the necessary aporia that governs Being and
Time but also its continuity with the later work in the thesis that Being is time.

Critchley also thinks that the pragmatic interpretation of Being and Time
obscures the importance of the question of the meaning of Being. However, he
thinks that its meaning and importance is illuminated not by reading Being and
Time through the prism of what the question means in Heidegger's later work, but
by tracing the question back to its phenomenological origins. Phenomenology
opens a space where this question of the meaning of Being can be retrieved
because Being is in some way amenable to phenomenoclogical seeing. As
Critchley puts it, “Being is the *seeing’ of what is seen, or the ‘appearing’ of what
appears” (9). One should not interpret this in either a subjectivist or objectivistic
fashion. On the one hand, Heidegger argues that this “seeing” or “appearing” can-
not be assimilated to what is subjectively given because it involves a pre-given
trans-subjective correlation between an intenrio and an intentum. The supposedly
subjective sphere of consciousness is always already open to the world; it is, as it
were, saturated by it. On the other hand, one should not assume that what is trans-
subjectively given is an abstract entity, a meaning, sense, or noema.

To posit this is to interpret that which is given in the light of an objectivistic
fore-understanding, which reads the conclusions of the theorist into lived experi-
ence itseif. For Heidegger, Husserl’s great mistake is in allowing himseif to be
implicitly guided by this fore-understanding. If one instead keeps to what shows
itself by wresting Being from its tendency to cover itself over, one shall find ¢
level of manifestation or disclosure that is prior to both subject and object.
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While the pragmatic reading of Heidegger is thus right to say that intentional-
ity is not the original structure of psychic life (even if it is still an important
structure), this origin is not, as Dreyfus thinks. elucidated by “everyday coping
skills”. Rather, we must see the level of pre-given trans-subjective manifestation
as the work of categorial intuition. This concept, which finds its origin in
Husserl’s Logical Investigations is, for Critchley, the essential concept that paves
the way for Heidegger's path of thinking. What categorial intuition shows is that
every intending is accompanied by a pre-understanding of Being. This grounds
the fact that there is a pre-given correlation between an intentio and an infenfum.
And this, in turn, is the “basis for the early Heidegger’s claim that Dasein and
World must be viewed as a unitary phenomenon, and for the later Heidegger's
claim for the thought of dus Erefgniv  as the co-belonging or
Zusammengehdrigkeit vonr Mensch und Sein, the belonging together of the human
being with being or that which is to be thought™ (10}. Categorial intuition thus not
only provides the basis for the question of Being in Befng and Time, but also for
the way this question is framed and answered in Heidegger's later work, Like
Schitrmann, Critchley thinks that there is continuity between carly and late
Heidegger. This continuity, however, is phenomenological.

But if Heidegger is really just a radical phenomenologist, how is he difterent
from Husserl? The difference with Husserl is that in overcoming an objectivistic
understanding of phenomenology, Heidegger locates categonial intuition not only
in intentional states narrowly construed but also in the structures of factical life
itself. With this, phenomenology becomes a hermeneutics of facticity concerned
not so much with the structures of a subjective consciousness but with “truth as
aletheia.. the temporalized bivalence of disclosure and closure, of unconceal-
ment and concealment, or Ereigniv and Enteignis™ (11). In the later work, the
stress shifts from a hermeneutics of Dasein’s facticity to Being’s temporalized
unconcealment and concealment itself. However, this shift in emphasis is still
underlain by categorial intuition insofar as the event of being that happens behind
Dasein’s back is still categorially structured and disclosed.

There is a second overall problem with the orthodox nterpretation of
Heidegger. While it correctly claims that Heidegger is concerned with radically
rethinking the divide between theory and practice, it locates it in the wrong place.
In accordance with his prioritization of Division One of Being and Time, Dreyfus
argues that this rethinking occurs with Heidegger's demonstration that Dasein’s
theoretical comportment towards objectively present objects is derivative from its
practical relation to ready-to-hand objects. While recognizing the importance of
this reversal, Schiirmann flags a more fundamental one; what Heidegger tries to
show in both his early and later work is that the thought of Being is made possible
by a prior practical comportment or attitude of openness. The “priority of the
practical” in its deepest meaning does not concern the priority of “coping skills™
but rather the institution of a “state of existence™ open to Being.

In Being and Time, this openness—what Schiirmann calls a practical a priori—
is achieved in authenticity, which as anticipatory resoluteness counters Being’s

STEVEN LEVINE

own tendency to cover itself up by leveling itsell down into calculable and inter-
changeable everyday things. In authentic resoluteness, Dasein recaptures an
attitude of wonder (thaumazein) where what is taken most for granted, i.¢. Being,
is defamiliarized and made strange. This is key for retrieving the question of
Being, for wonder, Schiirmann tells us, is precisely the “the initial attitude from
which the project of Being and Time arose insolar as it is that attitude that is
required for the retrieval of the question of Being” (116). As Schiirmann notes—
and this is a point that Critchley will make central to his view—the retrieval of
wonder, even if covered over by the structures of falling, is a standing pessibility
for Dasein because at the heart of our Being there is an “a prioti enigma™. This
enigma concerns, as Critchley puts it, “the enigma of a Fakium, the fact thar one
is; philosophy begins with the riddle of the completely obvicus” (137).

This interpretation of authenticity is controversial, because it rejects the notion
that Heidegger's disastrous political commitments can be traced back to this con-
cept. Instead of sceing authentic resoluteness as a heroic mode of choosing
ourselves in the face of death, Schiirmann argues that the confrontation with death
and finitude instills a mode of openness to Being that is in line with, and the origin
of, Heidegger’s latter concepts of letting-be, releasement, and cventually Ereignis.
This interpretation once again flows from Schiirmann’s strategy of reading
Heidegger backwards, which he thinks brings out the affinity of these concepts.

Critchley. in his lecture “Originary Inauthenticity—on Heidegger’s Sein wnd
Zeit” offers the opposite interpretation, in which Heidegger’s political commit-
ments are attributable to the complex of concepts—death, historicity. fate. and
destiny—that ues the authentic resoluteness of the individual to the collective.
Because—as outlined in section 74 of Being and Time—authenticity can only be
related to the fate and destiny of a unified people. Heidegger cannot conceive of
publicness or plurality in a way that is not denigrated as inauthentic. What
Critchley wants to do is to provide a reading of Being and Time that vindicates
this inauthentic plurality by de-emphasizing the existemtialia that underlie the
heroic reading of authenticity. “Ultimately, 1 would like to modifi- the way we hear
the formulations. ‘thrown projection’ or ‘factical existing’, by placing the empha-
sis on the thrown and the factical rather than on projection and existence. That is,
on my interpretation. Dasein is fundamentally a thrown throwing off, a fuctical
existing”™ (138).

Critchley thinks such a reading becomes available by interpreting Being and
Time through the prism of the previously mentioned *a priori enigma’ at the cen-
ter of Dasein’s being. This riddle provides the key to his reading because it
concerns what is obvious and taken for granted, “the sheer facticity of what is
under our noses, the everyday in all its palpable plainness and banality™ (137).
When one achieves authenticity, the enigmatic and uncanny quality of the every-
day—and so the wonder that makes us open the Question of Being in the first
place—does not disappear but instead continues to hound one’s Being. Critchley
is here working towards a notion of Dasein’s originary inauthentic openness to
Being and the other, a notion inspired by his work on Levinas. Here we find a
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confluence in intention with Schiirmann insotar as both want to tind in Being and
Time the moment of openness to Being and to the other. However, instead of find-
ing this moment in authenticity itself, as Schiirmann does, Critchley thinks we
should find it in our originary inauthenticity.

®  * K

All of the writings included in this book are based on lecture courses given at the
New School for Social Research: Schiirmann’s in 1978, 1982 and 1986, and
Critchley’s in 2005. While Critchley’s text was prepared for publication,
Schirmann’s lecture was never meant for publication. Three graduate students at
the New School—Morgan Meis, Matthew Lear, and Steven Levine—prepared the
lecture for posthumous publication. The ariginal lecture is from the Schiirmann
archive located at the Fogelman Library at the New School. Although the lecture
was fully wnitten out, we have made some minor editorial changes to suit publica-
tion, such as changing first person references from the singular to the plural.

The most difficult editorial issue concerns Schiirmann’s idiosyncratic method of
quoting Being and Time. While Schiirmann sometimes translated directly from the
German, he also used a manuscript of Joan Stambaugh’s translation, as well as the
Macquarrie and Robinson translation. Two difficulties must be kept in mind. First,
Schiirmann did not have access to the final, published version of Stambaugh’s trans-
lation. Second, even when Schiirmann used the Stambaugh and Macquarrie and
Robinson translations, he often changed them, sometimes significantly.

We have accordingly devised a notation scheme to identify the status of each
of Schiirmann’s reterences to Being and Time. The first reference to Being and
Time after any quote will be to the German edition (SZ). If it reads SZ and the
page number alone, this indicates that Schiirmann is translating directly from the
German, If there is a further notation, it means that we have been able to track
down the quote to one of the English transtations. If it reads JS followed by a page
number, 1t means that Schiirmann is using the Stambaugh translation, either ver-
batim or as a template for his own translation. If it reads MR followed by a page
number, then Schiirmann is using the Macquarrie and Robinson translation,
either verbatim or as a template for his own translation. We have inserted italics,
quotation marks, and punctuation that reflect the original German (as well as the
translations) when it seems clear that Schiirmann merely overlooked these or
omitted them since his manuscript was never intended for publication.

We have followed MR when it comes to the question of translating the various
German words for Being. There is, however, one important exception: while MR
uses the word “entity” when translating “Seiendes™, Schiirmann has consistently
switched back to “being”. We have left “being” uncapitalized when this is the
case, and have capitalized all cases where “Being”™ translates “Sein™ or “seiend
(thus deviating from MR). This also deviates from JS, who uses uncapitalized
*Being’ throughout. Thus, we have altered Schiirmann’s text, as well as all quotes,
to fit this schema,

STEVEN LEVINE

There are three types of ftootnotes used in the Schirmann lecture:
Schiirmann’s notes, our editorial notes, and notes that include the handwritten
marginal notations that Schilrmann sometimes wrote out (o supplement his type-
writien lecture, Editorial notes are in square brackets [ ], while marginal notes
are in curly braces § ).

Notes

I Dreyfus, H (1991 Being-in-the-Werld: A Contmentary on Heidegger s Being and Time,
Bivision (ne, Cambridge, MA: MIT Press,

[bid., 3.

[hid.

[t is important to note that this eriticism is not specitically directed at Dreyfus, However,
the posstion Schiirmann targets, what he calls “the common thesis™, would include the
position Dreyfus espouses. -
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HEIDEGGER FOR BEGINNERS'

Simon Critchley

It’s not always easy being Heideggerian.
What is Philosophv? Deleuze and Guattari

Introduction
Essentially, [ want to deal with two questions:

I Where should one begin with Heidegger?
2 More importantly, why should onc begin philosophizing with Heidegger
rather than elsewhere?

I will try and respond 1o these questions by showing that the beginning of
Heidegger's philosophy 1s phenomenalogical. That s, Heidegger's thought beging
as a radicalization of Husserlian phenomenological method. The consequences of
this claim for our understanding of Heidegger's work as a whole, and for the many
conflicting interpretations to which it has given rise, will hopefully emerge as we
proceed. To make good on my clinm, | will give an anterpretation of the
Preliminary Part of Heidegger's important 19235 lecture course, Profegomena zur
Gueschichre des Zeithegriffs, a text that 1 see as the buried phenomenological prel-
ace o Sein und Zeit. Rejoining Heidegger's magnum opus to its phenomenological
preface, permits one, in my view, W clarify the phitosophical presuppositions that
are required 1n order for Sein tund Zeit to begin; that 1s, 10 order for the question of
the meaning or truth of being 10 be raised as a matier of compelling philosophical
interest, and not as some magical and numinous vapor.

My basic premise, to echo one of Heidegger's reported remarks from the 1962
Protokoll to the seminar on Sein und Zeit, is \that “fn der Tat, wéire ohne dic
bhdnomenologische Grundhaltung die Seinsfruge nicht méglich gewesen”
("Actually, the question of being would not have been possible without the basic
phenomenological attitude™).* If this is true, then it means that the interpretation
of the Prolegomena assumes great imporiance, for it is there that Heidegger’s
radicalization of phenomenology is systematicalfy presented as part of an
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useinandersetzung with Husserl and not gnomically intimated, as the novice to
ein und Zeir often fecls in reading the crucial methodological Paragraph 7 for
he first time.

Heidegger’s double gesture

The reading of Husserl is dominated by a double gesture that permits Heidegyer
both to inherit a certain understanding of Husserl, while at the same time com-
mitting an act of critical parricide against him, what von Herrmann calls the
weideutigkeit or ambiguity of speaking against Husserl in Husserlian language.”
In these lectures, | would like to sketeh this double gesture in seme detail.

For Heidegger, there are three essential discoveries of Husserlian phenomenoi-
ogy: intentionality, categorial intuition, and the original sense of the a priori.
These discoveries are linked together in a “nesting cffect”, where intentionality
finds what Heidegger calls its “concretion™ in categorial intuition, whose concre-
tion is the a priori, which provides, in turn, the basis for a new definition of the
Vor-Begriff. the preliminary concept of phenomenology itself, a definition that is
only accidentally modified in Paragraph 7 of Sein und Zeit. | believe that this def-
inition of phenomenology remains at least formally determinative for the rest of
Heideggers philosophical itinerary. To put this into a schema:

intentionality + categorial intuition + the a prioti =
the preliminary concept of phenomenology

I shall elaborate these concepts in more detail presently, but it should be noted
that the condition of possibility for Heidegger's concept of phenomenology is a
certain understanding of the intentionality thesis. However, as Heidegger puts it,
although intentionality is the essential structure of mental experience—what
Heidegger calls ‘psychic life’—-it is not the original structure. which is given in
the analysis of categorial intuition.

As we all know, Heidegger’s thinking is preoccupied—perhaps a little too pre-
occupied, but that is another story for a separate occasion—with the Seinsfrage,
the question of being. Phenomenology opens a space where the question of being
can be raised, releasing being from the subjectivistic determination to which it
had been submitted in philosophical modernity, most obviously in Descartes,
Kant, Fichte and others, but more closely in the Neo-Kantianism of Heidegger’s
peers and superiors in Marburg,

Heidegger’s leading, but hardly self-evident, philosophical claim, which [ shall
try to clarify below, is that being is an aspect of phenomenological seeing, in
some sense a matter for phenomenological intuition. We might say that being is
the ‘seeing’ of what is seen, or the ‘appearing’ of what appears, although this
should not be misunderstood as announcing some sort of metaphysical dualism.
Thus, against the modern philosophical self-understanding, phenomenology
grants to being a new sense of non- or, better, frans-subjective givenness. As
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Klaus Held insightfully remarks, Husserl’s discovery for Heidegger is “die
Yorgegehenheit einer transsubjectiven Offenharkeitsdimension™ (“the pre-given-
ness of a trans-subjective dimension of manifestation™.*

As the work of Jacques Taminiaux has shown in detail, the pre-givenness of this
trans-subjective dimension of manifestation is the work of categorial intuition.*
When Heidegper famously remarks at the end of Paragraph 7 of Sein und Zeit that
the latter book only became possible “uuf dem Boden™ laid down by Husserl, then
this Baden, this ground or basis, ailudes to categorial intuition (SZ 3%). The cen-
tral position that Heidegger gives to categonal intwition in the interpretation of
Husserl and to Heidegger’s self-understanding as a phenomenologist remains
unaltered from Sein und Zeit to the final seminar in Zahringen in 1973, In this
sense, we might say that Heidegger's real contribution to philosophy is his radi-
calization of the basic idea of phenomenology. a radicalization that paradoxically
shows the extent of his debt to Husserl, and, by extension, the radicality of
Husserlian phenomenology.

As Heidegger points out in 1963, with an explicit look back over his shoulder
to the very same lines from Paragraph 7 of Sein und Zeit that were cited above,
phenomenology must not be understood as a movement or school, but as the pos-
sibility of thinking as such. That is, phenomenology is the possibility of
corresponding to the claim of that which is to be thought (“...dem Anspruch des
2u denkenden zu entsprechen™).” For the early Heidegger, what is to be thought is
the meaning of being, and for the later Heidegger, the truth of being. In these lec-
tures and my interpretation of Sein und Zeit, we will hopefully begin to
understand what he means by the meaning or truth of being. In my view, the latter
is intrinsically bound up with what | call below the “openedness™ of thrown pro-
Jective finite Dasein, but this will hopefully become clearer below.

Importantly, in order to conceive of the task of thinking as a correspondence
between thought and that which is to be thought, what has to be presupposed is
the idea of phenomenclogical correlation that Heidegger finds in the intentional-
ity thesis and pursues in his analysis of categorial intuition, It is this idea of a
phenomenological correlation irreducible to either subjectivism or objectivism
that is the basis for the early Heidegger's claim that Dascin and World must be
viewed as a unitary phenomenon, and for the later Heidegger's claim for the
thought of das Ercignis as the co-belonging or Zusammengehirigkeit von Mensch
und Sein, the belonging together of the human being with being or that which is to
be thought. The thought of phenomenological correlation thus bridges any idea of
a “Heidegger 1" and a “Heidegger 2 and problematizes the whole idea of the
Kehre, or a turn in thinking that is alleged to take place in the mid-1930s when
Heidegger is meant to move from the human being to being as such.

The classic statement of this view lies in Richardson’s hugely impressive 1962
text, From Phenomenology to Thought* In my view, the unity of Heidegger’s work
is phenomenological. His difference with Husserl is that the thought of phenome-
nological correlation is deepened, firstly, by the claim, inherited from Dilthey. into
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the primacy of factical lifc that requires a corresponding mode of practical or
hermepeutic insight; and, secondly, by the claim for truth as aletheia, as the fem-
poralized bivalence of disclosure and closure, of unconcealment and concealment,
or Ercigniy and Enteignis.” Bul this wall become clearer as we proceed.

1 would like to try to reconstruct the various conceptual moves that permit
Heidegger to deduce his For-Begriff of phenomenelogy. | will pass over much of
the fascinating intcllectual history of these concepts, which is very clearly laid ow
by Heidegger in the opening pages of the Prolegomena, and try to bring out the
central arguments that will hopefully phitosophically justify those concepts. Let
me begin with the intentionality thesis,

Intentionality

For Heidegger, intentionality is the essential structure of subjectivity gua Dasein.
Mental experience is fundamentally characterized by what Heidegger calls Sich-
richten-anf. directing itsell towards. That is, mental experience is always directing
itself towards its matters, it is always alrcady owside, alongside and amidst things
and not enclosed in what Heidegger calls “the cabinet of comsciousness™. This
understanding of the intentionality thesis can be found in a passage from
Paragraph 13 of Sein und Zeit that is much less dramatic when read in the English
translation. Heidegger writes;

Im Sichrichten auf.. .und Erfassen geht das Dasein nicht etwa erst aus
seiner nnensphdre hinaus, in die es zundehst verkapselt ist. sondern os
ist seiner primdren Seinsart nach immer schon “draufen” bei einem
hegegnenden Seienden der je schon emdeckten Welt (82 62),

As Heidegger is reported to have said in his final seminar at Zihringen in 1973,
Dasein ist das Ekstatische. That is, the fundamental quality of mental experience
is not found in the immanence of consciousness, but is rather Da. it is had there,
outside, alongside things, and not divorced from them in a mental capsule full of
representations. Put another way, mental experience is fundamentally transcen-

dent, As Heidegger, alluding to Kant, puts it in The Basic Problems of

Phenomenology, intentionality is the rafio cogrnoscendi of transcendence, and
transcendence is the ratio essendi of intentionality."

The intentionality thesis permits Heidegger to make the passage from
Bewufitsein (consciousness) 1o Dasein in a reading of Husserl which, beneath the
apparent generosity, ultimately works against Husserls intentions. That is, beneath
the surface of the exposition, Heidegger has already insinuated an anti-Husserlian
pre-theoretical mode! of intentionality, what we might call a pAronetic or practical
intentionality or, tollowing Taminiaux, “the Aristotelianization of Husser[”."!

But let’s look at this claim a little more closely. Heidegger argues that natural
perception, of the most everyday kind, is not a detached theoretical observation, but

is rather completely absorbed in our dealings with things. That is to say, perception
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is not self-contained, it is not contained in a self that is divorced from what it sees,
but is rather atready contained in a world that is familiar to us and constitutive of
“self”. Of course, against this simple and quite naive (| shall come back to
naiveté) account of perception, one can rightly object that it introduces the unar-
gued metaphysical assumption that the mental comes out of itself to correspond
to the physical, that consciousness is in immediate contact with reality. A naive
realist version of intentionality can be refuted by showing how natural perception
is continually subject to the possibility of deceptive perception or hallucination,
e.g. Descartes’ example of a straight stick appearing bent when placed in a river,
or Heidegger’s more surrealistic example of imagining an autemobile being dri-
ven through the lecture theatre over the heads of his auditors (PGZ 38/HCT 30).
If this objection is correct, then a better interpretation of natural perception would
be to claim that | do not perceive objects themselves, but rather oniy the psychic
contents that the impressions of those objects leave on my consciousness—a rep-
resentationalist theory of perception. The evidence of deceptive perception would
scem to lead to the inevitable conclusion that a distinction should be made
between subjective consciousness and its objects, which is precisely the position
Heidegger wants to refute,

But does this interpretation of deceptive perception in any way refute the prop-
erty phenomenological concept of intentionality? “Nein”, says Heidegger very
firmly (PGZ 39/HCT 31). He turns this argument on its head by firstly assenting
to the evidence of hallucination, and agreeing that in the case of deceptive per-
ception there i1s no correspondence between the mental and the physical, but
secondly by going on to insist that a hallucination, although a deceptive percep-
tion, is still a perception of something, and is still theretore intrinsically
intentional. Recalling Brentano’s thesis of intentional inexistence as reinterpreted
by Husserl in the fifth Logical Investigation, Heidegger insists that perception is
still intentional even in the absence of a real object, and furthermore that it is pre-
cisely in virtue of the fundamental intentionality of perception that such deceptive
perception or hallucination becomes possible. Heidegger concludes that “When
all epistemological assumptions are set aside, it becomes clear that comportment
itself [die Verhaltung selbst]. a5 in its very structure a directing-itself-towards
[Sich-richten-auf]” (PGZ 40/HCT 31).

Having established this first empty specification of intentionality, and intro-
duced Husserl’s notion of the intentional object as something irreducible to either
a real object or a subjective impression, Heidegger goes on to describe the content
of the basic constitution of intentionality. He does this by addressing three foci:

*  first, the perceived thing in perception. the thing or entity in itself {dus
Wahrgenommene des Wahrnehmens, das Seiende an ihm selbsty,

*  second. perceiving or perceivedness as such (Huhrgenommenheir), i.e. the
different ways in which an entity is intended;

¢ third, the belonging together (Zusammengehdrigkeiry of the perceiving and
the perceived.
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With regard 1o the first focus, if intentionality is understood as directing-itselt-
towards, then towards what is intentionality directed? What is perceived in
perception? Taking the example of a chair, Heidegger responds that I see the chair.
That is. | do not see a representation of (he chair, but rather the chair itself standing
before me in the tecture theatte as an article available and ready for my use. That is,
first of all | perceive the chair as a thing in my environment (Unwelrding, which
recalls Aristotle’s notion of ta fechne onta), on to which can be grafted a perception
of the chair as a natural thing (Narurding, ta phvsei onta in Aristotle). Heidegger's
point is that my perception of the chair as a natural thing only begins when | no
longer regard it as an environmental iem available for my use, but rather examine
the chair contemplatively, assessing its various qualities, its weight, height, width.
color and the wood from which it is made. That is—and | shall come back to this at
length later on in the lecturcs—to perceive things as natural things is to adopt the
theoretical and theoreticist attitude of philosophy and the sciences. But the essen-
tial point here is that the perceived thing is experienced hoth as a natural thing and
as an environmental thing, for example | can engage in a little speculative carpen-
1y, or [ can just sit in the chair. In both cascs, it is the same chair that is perceived:
what changes is the way in which [ see it, where [ engage in what might be catled
categorial aspect-change with respect to the thing.

Heidegger illustrates his point with the example of two experiences of a rose—
an example with a singular destiny in Heideggers work, as is shown by the
discussion of Angelus Silesius in Der Saiz vom Grund—first as a flower that
might happen to grow in my garden and that | might decide to give to someone,
and second as a plant that | might subject to a botanical analysis.'” The rose as a
flower in the practice of gift-giving functions as an environmental thing, and it
would be somewhat infelicitous to say, “Here. my dear, are some flowers from the
shrub or climbing plant of the rosaccous genus, which quite typically have prickly
stems and compound leaves™. On the other hand, it would be equally inappropri-
ate for a botanist charged with the complex taxonomy of various new rose
hybrids, to simply quote Coverdale's lines, “As the rose among the thorns, so is
my love among the daughters™,

However, although Heidegper emphasizes how the same thing can be per-
ceived in two ways, he is also anxious to establish the reltation of the priority
between the natural and the environmental experience of things, or the vorhanden
and the zuhanden, the present-at-hand and the ready-to-hand. As he shows in Sein
und Zeix, the experience of things as natural emerges out of, and is founded upon,
a prior environmental understanding of the thing and the world of which it forms
a part. Thus, the theoretical perception of things is secondary to, and derived
from, the practical and factical experience of an inhabited environment that is
familiar and common. As Heidegger puts it in Seirn und Zeit: “Knowing is a mode
of Dasein founded upon Being-in-the-world” (8Z 62).

But, it is important to point out, the move from a theoretical to a pre-theoreti-
cal comportment towards things is not a move to a pre-intentional level. Rather,
what Heidegger tries to argue for—inter alia—in Sein und Zeit is an affective or
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mood-ful intentionality, an intentionality of Stimmung. As Heidegger remarks in
Paragraph 29 of Sein und Zeit, “Die Stimmung hat je schon dus In-der-Welt-sein
als Ganzes erschlossen und macht ein Sichrichten auf.. allererst méglich”
{“Mood has already disclosed, in every case, being-in-the-world as a whole, and
makes it possible first of all to direct oneself towards something”, 8Z 137).

If someone, say one of Heidegger's Neo-Kantian colleagues at Marburg, were
to object that this position is unscientific and naive, then Heidegger would
respond, “In opposition to this scientific account, we want precisely naiveté, pure
naiveté, which in the first instance and actuality sees the chair” (PGZ S1/HCT
39). Seeing here does not mean optical sensing or theoretical contemplation, it
tather describes the naiveté of simply taking stock of what is found. And although
Heidegger explicitly insists that such seeing does not entail “a mystical act or
ingpiration” (PGZ 52/HCT 40), one might suggest that this experience of naive
seeing, the simplicity of this pre-theoretical regard, is the very facticity of the
mystical in Angleus Silesius’s experience of the “rose without why™.

After having considered the thing perceived, Heidegger turns to the second focus,
the percetving of the thing. This moment has priority i the analysis insofar as any
phenomenology of perception is not primarily concerned with the perceived
thing, but rather with the different intentional modes of the thing’s perceivedness
(Wuhrgenommenheit). Thus what interests Heidegger are the manifold ways in
which things are intended, what he calls “the how of being-intended” (dus Wie des
Intendiertseins). Heidegger's taxonomy identifies four modes of intentional relat-
ing to things.

I Bodily given: things can be perceived in terms of sheer bodily presence
(Leibhaftigkeit). For example, the chair in tront of me is perceived as being
bodily there (Leibhafi-da). where 1 am simply there with the thing that |
perceive,

2 Self-given: in addition to relating to a thing as something bodily given, |
can——-and this distinction will prove crucial in the discussion of categorial
intuition- -intend it as sctf-given (Sefbst-gegeben), where | envisage a thing
that is not bodily there like the chair. This is illustrated with an example:

1 can now cnvisage the Weidenhauser bridge: 1 place mysclf before it, as
it were. Thus, the bridge is itself given [sefbst gegeben)]. | intend the
bridge itself and not an image of it, no fantasy, but it itself. And yet it is
not bodily given [Leibhaft gegeben] to me. It would be bodily given if |
go down the hill and place myself before the bridge itself. This means
that what is itself given [velhst gegeben] need not be bodily given, while
conversely anything which is bodily given is itself given,

(PGZ 54/HCT 41)
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3 Empty intending: the character of self-givenness, which is a non-sensuous l:_mt
intentional intuiting of things, can be more clearly delineated by contrast with
what Heidegger calls “empty intending” (Leermeinen), This is a way of intend-
ing a thing without really intuiting it in the manner of self-givenness. _For
example, the project of renovating or replacing the Weidenhauser bnidge mlght
crop up as part of a conversation, and | would emptily intend the bridge with-
out actually secking the intuitive fulfillment for such an intention that takes
place in the modes of self-givenness and bodily-givenness. Empty imend.ing
predicts much that Heidegger tries to catch with the notion of Gerede, or idle
talk, in Sein und Zeir: “A large part of our ordinary talk [rarirlichen Rede] goes
on in this way. We mean the matters themselves and not images or representa-
tions of them, yet we do not have them intwitively given” (PGZ 54/HCT 41).

4 Heidegger distinguishes a fourth intentional mode with what he calls “picture
perception” (Bildwahrnehmung), where, for example, I can be intentigmally
related to the Weidenhauser bridge by looking at a photograph or picture
postcard of it. In this mode of intending, what is bodily given is the pictyre
postcard. Heidegger's reasons for introducing this final mode of intgndmg
are Jess than clear, except that he seems to be offering an implicit critique of
any representationalist theory of perception, where my relation to the \forld
is mediated through the various pictures that sense data leave on conscious-
ness. For Heidegger, like Hegel, experience cannot be reduced to picture
thinking (see 5Z 214-15).

Heidegger insists that the authentic moment (dus eigentliche Moment) of percep-
tion takes place when the perceived is bodily given, and that these four modes of
intending things are structurally related to each other in a hierarchy where a lower
level of intending can be fulfilled by a higher level (PGZ 43/HCT 57). Empty
intending is fulfilled by self-givenness, which is in turn fulfilled by picture per-
ception, which attains complete fulfillment in bodily givenness.

Moving on to the third focus, once the different modes of intending have been
delineated, then the basic constitution of intentionality can be brought into view.
This is the belonging together of the intentio and the intentum, to borrow the
somewhat artificial Latinate terminology employed by Heidegger to avoid
Hussert!’s talk of consciousness and its objects (PGZ 58—63/HCT 44-47). In many
ways, all that Heidegger is trying to establish in his account of intentionality is the
intimate affinity or identity between the infentio and the intentum, a belonging
together that demenstrates the basic structure of mental experience as a directing-
itself-towards, a movement of transcendence or ecstatic openness.

What Husserl's intentionality thesis gives to Heidegger is a basic structure that
begins from the phenomenological correlation of the human being to things in a
way irreducible to either subjectivism or objectivism. However, within this seem-
ingly penerous and uncritical reading of Husserl—Heidegger even goes so far as
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to assimilate the imtentio/intentun distinction to a non-idealistic reconstruction of
the noesisinoema distinction (PGZ 60-61/HCT 45-46)—Heidegger is already
demanding “a more radical internal development of phenomenology™.

At this carly stage of the analysis, it is already clear that, for Heidegger, it is
not intentionality that is metaphysically dogmatic, but rather “what is built under
its structure™ (PGZ 63/HCT 47), that is the presupposition that mental experience
can be determined in advance as consciousness. It is this dogmatism, of what
Heidegger rather euphemistically calls “a traditional tendency”, whose source is
Descartes, that will eventually overtake the radicality of Husserlian phenomenol-
ogy. For Hetdegger., such a tendency has no place in phenomenology and a more
radical internal development of Husserl must—and note that Heidegger is already
atluding to the definition of phenomenology given in Paragraph 7 of Sein und
Zeit—keep to wus sich selbst zeigt, that which shows itself (PGZ 63/HCT 47). For
Heidegger, radicality means keeping to that which shows itself. and, furthermore,
that which shows itself most closely and mostly, as Heidegger repeats endlessly in
Sein und Zeit, zundchst und zumeist, proximally and for the most part.

As | said above, intentionality is the essential structure of subjective life for
Heidegger, but it is not the original structure, To clarify this original structure,
Heidegger insists that it is necessary to follow intentionality into what he calls its
“concretion”, which is only given with the concept of categorial intuition,

Categorial intuition

No one can tell. of the things he now holds in his hand and reads, how
much comes in through his eyes and fingers and how much from his
apperceiving intellect, unites with that and makes of it this particular
“book™? The universal and the particular parts of the experience are liter-
ally immersed in each other, and both are indispensable. Conception is
not like a painted hook. on which no real chain can be hung: for we hang
concepts upon percepts, and percepis upon concepts interchangeably and
indefinitely; and the relation of the two is much more like what we find in
those cylindrical “panoramas™ in which a painted background continues a
real foreground so cunningly that one fails to detect the joint. The world
we practically live in is one in which it is impossible, except by theoretic
retrospection, to disentangle the contributions of intellect from those of
sense. They are wrapt and rolled together as a gunshot in the mountains is
wrapt and rolled in fold of echo and reverberative clamor. Even so do
intellectual reverberations enlarge and prolong perceptual experience
which they envelop, associating it with remoter parts of existence.
William James"

I would like to approach what Heidegger called in 1973 “the burning point”

(Brennpunki) of Husserl’s thought in three steps, It will take us the next two lectures
to get through this material. First, | will explain the huge significance of categorial
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intuition for Heidegger by explaining its relation to both a polemical undersFanding
of the categorial in modern philosophy and, against that modern understandlpg, the
attempted phenomenological retrieval of the ancient ontology of Platq anq f\ns}o(la
Second, 1 will give a summary of Heidegger's treatment of categorial intuition in the
Prolegomena, as this will enable a number of essential distinctions Ioabe mad(?:
between perception and assertion, simple and complex acts. and acts of shymhesmv
and acts of ideation. Third, | will step back from the textual and historical thickets of
Heidegger and attempt fo give a more distant rational reconstruction of the concept.

I

What are categories? Categories are what we might call “meta-concepts”, which are
required in order to explain the way in which human be‘ings understand ‘the things
presented in experience. That is, categories are required in order to expla‘m the way
in which the perceptual experience of things is de facto conceptually am(fulated or
made intelligible. As such, categories are a de fure distinguish?ng devi;e for upder-
standing the use of concepts that is based upon the pre-existmg ‘de facto unity of
perception and conception, so eloquently described above by Wnlllam‘ Jamcf;. ’

For example, | may perceive a chair, and say the word “chair” while pointing at
the four-legged wooden thing before me. Such would be the raw translation QFa
sensuous percept into a simple concept. However, to go on and utter the assertion,
“this is a chair”, through which my perception becomes more articulated and
independently communicable, introduces the copula, the third person pre::;ent
indicative of the verb to be, and consequently the category of substance or ‘bthal.ng‘

Indeed, this is something that can be observed in childhood language acquisition.
when the infant moves from the simple name, for example “ball”—a name that is
habitually and amusingly (for the parents) extended to many non-ball objects gnd
where it will describe, say, anything circular, such as the moon—to the assertion
“it’s a ball”, Again, if | say “the chair is brown". then this means that I perceive the
chair and see brownness as a quality of the chair, but these perceptual features are
articulated through the insertion of the copula. And the purpose of such arFiculatio‘n
is the reduction of possible ambiguity, For example, imagine the connotative ambi-
guities of “chair brown” or “ball blue” without the mediation of the copula.

Now, the whole discussion of categorial intuition turns on the status of the cop-
ula: what is the “is™? In the assertion, “this is a chair”, I see the chair, | see its co_loy,
its composition and construction. I can feel the texture of the wood from which it is
made and—in the intentional mode of self-givenness—I| can even present to myself
the forest or wood from which the tree was taken, how the tree was felled and turned
into timber to be transported to a workshop or furniture factory. That is to say, I can
find or imagine intuitive fulfillment for all sensuous aspects of the chainj, bu.t in non,a
of this do | see the “is”. In short, [ can find no sensuous fulfillment or intuitive evi-
dence for being. What, therefore, is the status of such non-sensuous categorial
forms? What evidence or possible intuitive fulfillment is available for the category
of being? Is being something seen in a non-sensuous manner? If so, then how?
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The categories were first introduced by Aristotle in the Topics as those charac-
teristics that can be predicated in things, for example substance (“the chair is
brown™), quatity (“the chair is hrown™). quantity (“zhe chair is brown™), relation.
place, time, position, state, action and passion." It is this Aristotelian conception
of the categories that is alluded to in the enormously suggestive passage from
Paragraph 9 of Sein und Zeit. where Heidegger distinguishes categories from
existentials, that is, items that aim at a “what” (ein Wus) from items that aim at a
“wha” (ein Wer), namely a Dasein that exists.”* Heidegger writes: “The kutegoriai
are what is sighted and what is visible in such a seeing” (“Das in solchem
Gesichtete und Sichtbare sind die kategoriai”y (SZ 45). Furthermore, the cate-
gories are—~and we shall return to this formulation below—what permit a sefien
lassen, a letting be seen, which is Heidegger’s rendering of the notion of fogos in
Aristotle, a letting be seen or he-speaking (Besprechen) of things that are com-
mon or public {fiir Alle sehen lussen).

For Kant, the categories are the a priori concepts that provide the conditions of
possibility for understanding and unifying the manifold of intuition, or the plurality
of perceived items. They are the conditions of possibility for all cognition, that is, of
the placing of intuitions under concepts that take place in the de facto synthesizing
activity of human cognition.'* Now, crudely stated, the notion of categorial intuition
is the thought that the being of things, that in virtue of which things are intelligible
or understandable, their substance, quality or whatever, is something intuited,
sighted or seen in those things: it is something intentionally given.

As will become clear in Heidegger's critique of Husserl, which | will tailk
about in a later lecture, Husscrlian phenomenology falls fatally prey to the mas-
sive privileging of Vorhandenheir, that is, theoreticism or intellectualism, where
the intentional comportment towards things is conceived as a relation to objects
that stand over against a subject and which are seen in a constant presence (SZ
96). Yet, despite this, Husserlian categorial intuition aliows Heidegger to
approach the categorial as something sighted or visible in the things themselves.

In terms of the modes of intentional relatedness discussed above, categorial
intuition has the character of self-givenness, a non-sensuous but intuitively ful-
fitled intuition. Thus, the doctrine of categorial intuition permits Heidegger to
contest the Kantian account of the categories as the pure concepts of the under-
standing, where the mere suggestion of something like an intuition of the
categrorial would be a contradiction in terms, or would be dismissed as a return to
some pre-modern notion of intellectual intuition.'” By definition, the categories
cannot be intuited for Kant because they are that in virtue of which intuitions are
placed under concepts, thereby guaranteeing knowledge. As Heidegger makes
clear in the Zihringen seminar, the Kantian categories are a function of the under-
standing and judgment, and therefore, to twist Gadamer’s words slightly, one
might speak of the subjectivization of the categorial in Kant."

Of course, this is something of a caricature of Kant—a Cartesian Kant—as
Heidegger himself came to realize in the detailed reading of Kant that followed the
Prolegomena, which can be seen by Heidegger’s extremely balanced judgment on
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e question of the subject and the schematism in Paragraphf; 6 and 64 })ij .}'w‘u uzr.;:‘
eit, and which was extended in Kant and the Pmb{enfr of Memph{mc-.s !n 19 ).
awever. the critical claim is justified _ii'}sofar as Kantian gplstemology is dOml
ated by the opposition between sensibility and .understandl‘ng, where intuition is
onfined to the former and concepts and‘categones are.rest!‘lf:ted to the latter. .

This peint can be developed by turning to Husserl s critique of Kant towards
e end of the sixth Logical Investigation, where he claims that the shortcoming
f Kantian epistemology consists in its failure o extend the concepts of pfercep-
jon and intuition into the categorial realm, and that cons'»equ‘e.mly Kant fau}s to
rasp the character of pure ideation, or what he calls “an lvmumon of the univer-
I”. Husser] claims that “Kant drops from the outset into the Icharmel of a
etaphysical epistemology™."” Therefore, for Husserl as well as Heldeggel:‘, tht?rc
s a subjectivization of the categorial in Kant. But let us note the strategy that is actl
ork in Heidegger: he works against Kant—or a straw man version of hlm—-a.n !
gainst the understanding of the categorial in modern_ phﬂosophy, apd uses
usserl as an accomplice for a retrieval of a non-subjef;nwstlc Arlstote]lan dpc-
rine of the categories as the characteristics sighted in thtpgs. Thus, the dnscusslpn
f categorial intuition permits one to understand how chdf:gger could bof‘h claim
o be a continual learner in relation to Husserl, and how Aristotle was the first true
henomenologist.™ - ‘

The direction of Heidegger's analysis of categorial intuition is snml!ar to that of
he discussion of intentionality. Once again, it is a question of a seemingly gener-
us, at times word for word, reading of Husserl, that evem‘ually hl‘akcs .Huss?rl
recisely where he does not want to be taken. If the d.lscussmn of |ptcnt|0na]ny
follows the passage from a conception of the human‘ betflg qua consciousness and
subjectivity to the ecstatic openness of Dasein as beln‘g-!q-lhc_-worldl. then catego-
rial intuition is the deepening of intentionality by exhibiting its a priori structure.
The concept of categorial intuition permits Heidegger to show lha} the‘categqnal
forms employed in assertions are not unfulfilled constructions or functions of the
understanding. Rather, Heidegger writes:

The categorial “forms™ are not constructs of acts but objects which man-
ifest themselves [sichrbar werden] in these acts. They are not somthmg
made by the subject and even less something added to the real objects.
such that the real entity is itself modified by this forming. Rather they

actually present the entity more truly in its “being-in-itself™.
(PGZ 96/HCT 70}

The non-sensuous categorial forms of thought are not the constructs of mtj:ma.l gct's:
but rather the intentional objects of those acts that “constitute a new ol:yecgvny
(PGZ 96/HCT 71). Constitution does not mean constructing som?thmg in the
sense of fabrication or fabulation, but rather—and this once again pre-gmpts
Heidegger’s Vor-Begrifi’ of phenomenology—*letting the ?ntit)f be seen in its
objectivity” (Sehenlassen des Scienden in seiner Gegenstindlichkeit). What is
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clearly being opposed here is “the subjectivization of the categorial™, a prejudice
whose ancestry Husserl traces back to Locke and which can be traced forward to
Viennese logical positivism, in Carnap, say. where “being™ is dismissed as a fiction
and replaced with an existential quantifier. For the empiricist tradition, the origin
of the concept of being and other categorial forms “arises through reflection upon
certain mental acts, and so fall in the sphere of ‘inner sense’, of ‘inner percep-
tion™" ! that is, being is an empty and ambiguous product of inward reflection,
Now, Husserl accepts the Kantian thesis that being is not a real predicate, that
is to say that being is not a real constituent of the object, in the sense ot something
perceptible or having substantial fulfillment. but he wants to refuse the subjec-
tivistic consequences of the Kantian thesis, namely that the origin of the concept
of being can be traced to reflection, inward perception or a judgment of the under-
standing. In the sixth Logical Investigation, Husser] writes: .
The thought of a judgment fulfills itself in the inner intuition of an actual
Judgment, but the thought of an “is” does not fulfill itself in this manner.
Being is not a judgment nor a constituent of a judgment. Being is as little
a real constituent of some inner object as it is of some outer object, and so
not of a judgment. In the judgment—the predicative statement—"is" func-
tions as a moment of meaning [Bedeutungsmoment), just as perhaps,
although otherwise placed and functioning, “gold™ and “yellow” do. The is
itself does not enter into the judgment, it is only meant, signitively referred
to, by the littie word “is™. It is, however, self-given [selhst gegeben], or at
least putatively given, in the fidfillment which at times invests the judg-
ment, the becoming aware of the state of affairs supposed.®

Please listen carefully: the copula does not selt-referentially reside in a subjec-
tively determined judgment. Rather, insofar as it functions in a proposition, the
copula is a Bedeutungsmoment that refers o something outside Judgment 10 a
similar way to the sensuous elements in a proposition, like “gold™ or “yellow™,
Thus. if we return to our example “the chair is brown™, then Husser!'s claim is that
this use of the copula and other categorial forms finds fulfillment in a way that is
anatogous (and we shall explore the nature of this analogy presently) to the way in
which the sensuous elements in the proposition find intuitive fulfillment. Thus,
although Husserl grants that categorial forms like being can only be apprehended
through judgment, through the discursive articulation of what Heidegger would
call logos, this does not entail *...that the concept of being must be arrived at
‘through reflection’ on certain judgments, or that it can ever be arrived af in this
fashion™* For Husserl, there is a Sachverhali—a state of affairs, or a matter
towards which | comport myself—that invests the judgment, and which provides
the intuitive resources for the sensuous and categorial fulfillment of the judg-
ment.** Elsewhere, Husserl writes, “In the judgment a state of affairs ‘appears’
before us, or. put more plainly, becomes intentionally objective to us”.2 Husser!
continues, in a famous quote, itself cited by Heidegger (PGZ 79/HCT 59):
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Not in reflection upon judygments, nor even u,mn_ﬁufﬁﬁmenr.\: q,fjm{gmem.v.

but in the fulfiliments of judgments themselws‘ {bl'r.tedsefﬁdkfnggn

selbst] lies the true source of the concepts q{'Src‘ue of Ag‘}a{nv and Be'mg [m_
the copulative sense]. Not in these acts as ob.;ecrs. but in the ub;e"cf.v of
these acts, do we have the abstractive basis which enables us to realize the

concepts in question.™

Thus, it is not in empty mental acts of reflection upon jUfigment§, nor even in
reflection upon the fulfillments ofjudgment.s, but ‘rather in the ?ulf‘lllmemslol
judgments themselves, in the states of affairs or |ntent‘|0na] objec‘ls thalﬂlfwe
meaning to those acts, that the origin of the concept pf bgng‘c_an be found. ‘ erﬁe:
is an irreducible Sefbstgegebenheir of being, or possible intuitiveness of thg cate-
gorial, which means, crucially for Heidegger, that the que§tlon (.thh.e meaning of
Being can be raised. The concept of intentionality apd thf': investigation of catego:
rial intuition as the a priori concretion of intentionality, gives I-.Ieldegger. .th('
Boden of the self-givenness of being that is the formal-me;hodologlcal condltlop
of possibility for raising the question of the meaning of l3emg as such, and (ran;.-
forming our vague and average Seinsverstindnis into a I‘undamemal ontology. In
other words, the movement from the first to the second discovery of phenomenol-
ogy, from intentionality to categorial inlgition. perhaps alloyvs us to undlers‘atand
why Heidegger should choose an existenljal analytic of Dasein as his preliminary
way to the question of the meaning of Bemg“ - ‘ -

The importance of the notion of categorial intuition for the project of funda-
mental ontology cannot be overstated, but the strategy is complex and needs to be
delineated in a number of steps:

1 Heidegger interprets the notion of categorial intuition to show‘that the con-
cept of being has a trans-subjective givenness for Husserl. This means that
there is: . .

2 anevidence or truth to the concept of being, which allows Heidegger to inter-
pret the task of phenomenclogy as being directed towards tlhe que‘suon of
being; the latter becomes a matter for phenomenological seeing. Of course,
this means that: '

3 the true vocation of phenomenology is ontology, science of being, or meta-
physics in the Aristotelian sense. And vice versa that any onFology must be
phenomenological in character, “There is no ontology afongside a phﬁ:nom‘e»
nology. Rather, scientific ontology is nothing but phenomenology” (PGZ
98/HCT 72). If this is true, then: ]

4 Heidegger has located the point where phenomenology crosses the path qi
ancient ontology in the work of Plato and Aristotle. Now, for Heldggger. this
retrieval of ancient ontology is essential because of what he perceived to be
the limitations of Husserlian phenomenology. That is, altpough H.usserl
grasped the givenness of being as a matter for phepomenologlcal inquiry, he
failed to pursue this discovery with sufficient radicality, and was content to
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determine being, to quote Heidegger's Zihringen seminar, as object-being
(Gegenstund-Sein).”” Where Heidegger steps beyond his teacher is in his
(re)discovery—achieved, as he puts it, “from thinking through Plato and
Aristotle in a questioning manner”—that objectivity is a mode of presencing
(Anwesenheit, parousia, SZ 25). Of course, if the meaning of being in ancient
ontology is presencing, then this reawakens the link that connects being with
time, where a radicalized interpretation of temporality is the horizon for any
possible understanding of being. But that, as they say, is another story.

Let’s go back a little and ask: is the notion of categorial intuition convincing? To
explore this, permit me a final quote from the sixth Logical Investigation, which
concludes the run of argumentation that { have been tracking in Husserl and
expresses the full concept of categorial intuition. .
It is in fact obvious from the start that, just as any other concept (or Idea,
Specific Unity) can only “arise™, i.e. become self-given to us, if based on
an act which sets some individual instance of it before our eyes, so the
concept of Being can only arise when some being, actual or imaginary, is
sef before our eyes [so kann der Begriff des Seins nur entspringen, wenn
uns irgendein Sein, wirklich oder imaginativ, vor Augen gestellt wird). If
“being” is taken to mean predicative being, some state of affairs must be
given to us, and this by way of an act which gives it, the analogue [das
Analogon] of common sensuous perception.®

For Husserl, the concept of being does not arise merely from a blind intention,
reflection or subjective judgment, rather it only arises when being itself is some-
how given to us, placed before our eyes as a state of affairs in a way that is
analogous to sensuous perception.

Many skeptical questions can be raised here: for example, what would the
“actual or imaginary” seeing of some being mean here? What are the limits of the
actual and the imaginary? On Husserl’s account, what intentions would not be
capable of intuitive fulfiliment? Would the notion of categorial intuition entail
that it is meaningful to speak of anything, such as God or the gods, Hades and the
world of the Hobbit? Also, what is the precise nature of the analogy between sen-
suous and categorial intuition? It is clear that Husserl arrives at the concept of
categorial intuition through an argument from analogy, where sensuous intuition
provides the standard for categorial intuition and where the latter may be said to
be analogically derived from the correlative structure of the former. But how is
this argument from analogy consistent with the claim that although the sensuous
is the founding mode for the categorial, which is a founded mode, the categorial
has priority in the analysis, and indeed provides the a priori condition of possibil-
ity for sensuous intuition?

Cobb-Stevens has claimed that this complication of the founding/founded dis-
tinction in sensuous and categorial intuition is “a productive paradox”; perhaps
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that’s true, but the question has to be answered as 1o wh?' this ispol‘ simply a con-
fusion or a vicious paradox.? As Heidegger points out in the Zihringen semm;r:
does not the concept of categorial intuition seem 10 dr:’:mand some sort of .dou ;|
seeing, both sensuous and categorial: gnd doesn’t l!us return us to cert;m w;
known metaphysical ambi guities as ancient as Plato’s .theory of forms, where L e;
seeing of the eidos is also claimed to be anglogous with phenomenal seemgl; uI
where one might object, with the cynic Antisthenes, “Plato, | see the horse, but
horseness’™?

& ;]?jlosszt think that such questions amount to a wholesale dismissal of categor-
ial intuition, but rather necessitate a rational recons‘truc.tion otj the concept. | will
rurn to this presently, but first certain essential distinctions will have to be made
by returning more closely to Heidegger’s Prolegomena.

i

Heidegger approaches the doctrine of categorial in{uition througl} an interesting,
but rather loosely argued. discussion of the assertion or proposition (Aussage).
Assertions are acts of meaning; that is, they are sentences that express or speak
out (ausdriicken, aussagen) perceptual experience. As‘such, our concrete percep-
tions are utterly pervaded by the assertions that artlcylate them, much in the
manner evoked above by William James in the arresting, apd very American,
image of a gunshot reverberating in the surroupd‘mg‘ mountains. Eor Heldegger%
and this is arguably his difference with Husserl, it is h!ghly mlslf:ad{n.g to speak o
the priority or antecedence of perception over expression, Or of intuition over cc:.l-
cept, as if one first looked at a thing and then, and c!nl)'r then, articulated this
perception in an assertion. If anything, the order of priority shou!d be reversefi
and Heidegger suggests, in an anticipation of the disclosive function of Rede in
Sein und Zeit, that we first see things when we talk about them, *...we do not say
what we see, but rather the reverse, we se€ what one says about the matter
(“sprechen wir nicht das aus, was wir sehen, sondern umgekehrt, wir sehen, was
Man iiber die Sache spricht”™) (PGZ 75/HCT 56). . ' _
Although he does not develop the issue, 1 do not think thaF Heldeggf:r is denying
the fact of pre-linguistic perception, in infants say, rglher h(? is suggesting that such
perception only becomes meaningful insofar as it is mediated through Ianguage.
The world is first meaningfully disclosed in words, and our perceptual seeing of
things is structured by a conceptual saying that speaks out Of eXpresses those thmg’s‘
If, as both Husserl and Heidegger insist, there is an “objcctiv?ty" to thg categorial
forms employed in assertions, then this means that the intuitlye self-gl\.renness of
being is a seeing that occurs through a saying. As the later Heldegger‘wﬂl remark,
language is the house of being. Being is given in Ianguage and, as tleldegger says,
alluding to Stefan George, “where word breaks off no thm_g may be”. 3
However, Heidegger's guiding question in these pages 18 already famlll'fn‘: How
can we call an assertion true when we make it within a concrete perceptmn? Can
the assertion which 1 make in a concrete and actual perception be fulfilled in the
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same way that an empty intention corresponding to the concrete perception is ful-
filled?” (PGZ 75/HCT 56)

The answer to the question, as we have seen, lies with the notion of categorial
intuition. Interestingly, Heidegger then goes on to sharpen the distinction between
sensuous and categorial intuition with reference to the distinction between simple
and multi-level acts discussed in Paragraph 46 of the sixth Logical [nvestigation.

This distinction can be expressed visually thus:

(real) — simple acts = low-level = founding = sensuous intuition
(ideal) — complex acts = multi-level = founded = categorial intuition

In Husserlian terms, simple acts are founding or low-level acts, where an object is
simply given to perception. Multi-level acts are those founded or complex acts.
where an object is articulated through an assertion or categorial intuition. Now,
although de jure the distinction between simple and multi-level acts can be made,
it is always the case de facto that the founding moment of simple sensuous intu-
ition is articulated through an assertion that employs multi-level categorial
forms—the sensuous is always already shot through with the categorial. Hence,
the relation between simple and multi-level acts or sensuous and categorial intu-
ition is characterized by interdependence, where founded categorial acts—the
being-brown of the chair—are dependent upon founding perceptual acts—the
brownness of the chair—but where the founding only becomes accessible, one
might even say meaningfully visible, for the first time in the founded articulation
that takes place in the assertion.

Heidegger writes: *'...the founded acts disclose anew [neu erschliessen] the
simply given objects, such that these objects come to explicit apprehension pre-
cisely in what they are” (PGZ 84/HCT 62). Sensuous intuition is shot through
with categorial acts that meaningfully disclose the sensuous as sensuous—seeing
is a saying.

Heidegger then goes on to distinguish two groups of such categorial, founded
acts: acts of svnthesis and acts of ideation. In acts of synthesis—and Heidegger is
here engaging in a discreet retrieval of the functions of synthesis and diairesis in
Aristotle’s Peri hermeneia (On Interpretation), a decisive text for his conception
of language and hermeneutics as can be seen from Paragraph 33 of Sein und Zeit
(SZ 159)—the founding, sensuous or real intuition and the founded, categorial or
ideal intuition are synthesized in the assertion. In acts of ideation, the founding,
real moment is left behind and the focus is the purely ideal categorial form, For
example, the assertion “the chair is brown" enacts a synthesis of the ideal and the
real, or the sensuous and the categorial, such that the real is expressed or articu-
lated through the ideal and becomes meaningfully visible for the first time. The
founded, ideal or categorial forms of the assertion take up and express the found-

ing, sensuous or real elements and synthesize them into a total meaning-situation
that discloses those objects anew.
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In acts of ideation, if only de jure, the founding real act is digivericaily separated
from the founded ideal act, what Husserl calls at the end of the sixth Logical
Investigation, “the intuition of the universal” (der Anschauung des Aﬁgememen.)‘
what he calls in his later work eidetic intuition.’ As Heidegger makes clear, what is
being retrieved here is the Platonic notion of eidos unders(ooq as “the oulward
appearance of something” (das Aussehen von Etwas), a translation tha( appears in
Heidegger’s critique of epistemology in Paragraph 13 of Sefr? und Zeit, where *_"df""
is a pure Aussehen that arises as a deficient mode of Dasemn’s Benommenheit, its
benumbed or fascinated being-at-home-in-the-world (PGZ 90/HCT 66, S; 61).
What seems to interest Heidegger here is the way in which, at the end of his discus-
sion of categorial intuition, Husser! is led to claim an intuition of the univ\f:rsal as
something beheld in the assertion’s act of meaning, Ideation is the act that gives the
eidos. what Cobb-Stevens calls, with Aristotle, “the species-look™ of a thing."
Although the universal must be based upon a founding. perceptual moment, in the
act of ideation it is the abstraction of the founded, categorial moment that L focus on:
I do not see the brownness of this particular chair as much as brownness in general.

In this way, Heidegger is led into the thorny philosophical dispute aboul_ the
status of universals in the medieval debate between realism and nominalism,
where the realist argues that universals have substantial, real existence, and the
nominalist claims that only sensuous particulars are real and therefore universals
have no existence independent of thought—they are mere names. With a gesture
that is familiar to us from the above discussion of Kant, Heidegger agrees with the
nominalist critique of universals insofar as they are not the real, substan(_ial con-
stituents of objects, but he does not want to be led from this critiql..lc into the
denial of their objective existence. Rather, the phenomenological (re)discovery of
categorial intuition permits philosophy to focus once again on the nature of t!)e
universal, the eidos or the a priori as that which is seen in an ideative act. That is,
in a way that will become clearer presently, philosophy can raise anew the ques-
tion of the meaning of being as its fundamental matier.

I

In his analytically sharp but somewhat impatient book on Husserl, David Bell
makes the following remark about the notion of categorial intuition: “I have been
unable to find evidence in Husserl’s text that is clear enough to enable me to say
with any confidence just what his theory on these matters is.”* | think Bell goes
too far, too fast, but we saw above that the skeptical questions that can be raised
against the notion of categorial intuition necessitate some sort of independent
reconstruction of Husserl’s argument. | would like to present this in eight steps,

| For Husserl, like Brentano, each psychic phenomenon is either a presentatio_n
or is founded on a presentation. That is, sensuous intuition or perception is
the founding moment of all knowledge and meaning, and the latter would_be
unintelligible without perceptual experience. As Heidegger says, restating
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Husserl from the sixth Logical Investigation, “A thought without a founding
sensuousness is absurd” (PGZ 94/HCT 69)." In Kantian terms, concepts
without intuitions are blind.

But, in order for perceptual experience, simple seeing, to be rendered mean-
ingful or intelligible, it has to be articulated through linguistic expressions: for
Husserl, in assertions or propositions; for Heidegger, in pre-propositional talk
or Rede. Thus, language is the condition of possibility for the meaningful vis-
ibility of perceptual items (there can, of course, be meaningless visibility).
The position described in (2) is just how it iv for Husserl, insofar as we are
meaning-bestowing beings in a world that is, for us, meaning-full. We give
expression to experience in language and literally make sense. This is some-
thing we just do; that is, experience begins—as it does for Kant—from the
fact of the synthesis of concepts and percepts.

Insofar as we do this, perceptual experience or sensuous intuition is shot
through with or completely pervaded by linguistic expressions and categorial
acts. Furthermore, this pervasion of perception by language—of seeing by
saying—is the condition of possibility for reiatively unambiguous communi-
cation, for the sharing of experience among speakers of a common language,
which recalls Heidegger's point about the kategoriai as a public matter. As |
noted above, in infant language acquisition, the ambiguity of the word “ball”
is reduced by the insertion of categorial forms. Or again, the assertion “this is
a brown chair” only becomes meaningfully articulated and understandable
through the mediation of the categories “this”, “is™, “a”, “brown”; that is, of
location, substance, quality and quantity: and through the creation of the
abstract noun, “chair™,

So, what | am saying here is that the process whereby perceptual experience
is rendered intelligible or meaningful is one of abstraction, generalization or
ideation. For example, if | see three chairs in front of me C1, C2 and C3, all
of which are of the same color, let’s call it x, then x is the abstract or ideal
species of color that all these perceptual items have in common. Thus, one
can say, and this is crucial to the argument, the species or universal x is
something seen. My awareness that all those chairs possess the color x is a
perceptual awareness: that is, | can see the color that C1, C2 and C3 have in
common, but not in the same way as [ can see the particular chairs. If, sud-
denly, someone showed me that the chairs could be seen as something else,
as a different shade of color, as y and not x, then the change in the species of
color would be a change in perceptual awareness, e.g. | see the chair as
brown and then as gray-green. Think of the celebrated Wittgensteinian
example of the duck-rabbit, where ! see something as a duck and then as a
rabbit. For Wittgenstein, the change of aspect or modification in perception
that takes place in seeing something first as a duck and then as a rabbit, is
not a change in my opinion, judgment or inner state, but a change at the level
of perceptual awareness. As Witigenstein says, “the concept of seeing is
modified here”.** ] think that this is what Heidegger has in mind when he
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says, “the characterization of ideation as a categoria! inlui.tion has made it
clear that something like the highlighting of the ideas [die Abhf_:bung dvo_n
Ideen] occurs both in the field of the ideal, hence of the categories, and in
the field of the real” (PGZ 101/HCT 74). . N .
Thus, perceptual experience is rendered mtelhgnb[e th_roug_h a process 0
ideation, generalization, or abstraction that occurs mlh linguistic expressmni‘
In language we move from the particular to the umvgrsal, from tl_le brownl 1(1)
this particular chair to brownness as such‘; or, cruc.:lally, fo.r Heldegfgcr, lhe
being-brown of the chair. The important thing here is thgt ‘thlS move romh‘ e
particular to the universai takes place at the levc‘l of intuition, it is semething
seen in the object and not a subjective construction. Categpnal forms are not
the subjective constructs of acts but the objects that manifest Fhenjnselves- in
those acts. Thus, although there is no return to a pr‘c-modern intuftus origi-
narius in Husserl, one can say that there is an intuition of the categorial as a
founded aspect of the total meaning-situa('ion.” The move fr_om s'ensuous'lo
categorial intuition is a little like undergoing aspect change in Wittgenstein,
where 1 can shift my attention—or have my attention sh|ﬁeq by gnotl:ner——
from the sensuous to the categorial moment in the total mear‘nng-snuallon‘ |
can shift from this particular brown (being-brown) as a particular sensuous
item, to brownness as an abstract sensory idea (being-brown), and ul{nmately,
in an act of ideation, to the being of brownness as a pure categorial form
i ard 1o its sensuousness (being). o
g:::of?;;le ?)roviso: this entire analysis, as my discus§ion of :?ucts of 1fieaF|0|?
and synthesis pointed out, is presupposed upon a de facto/de jure dlSllnFtl(;‘ni
that is, de facto sensuous intuition is arucu}atcd ar_ld renderet_! meaningfu
through acts of synthesis where it is combined with categorial, linguistic
forms. The two elements in the act of synihesis always come together. lh}ey
are inextricably linked and immersed in each other.‘Tlhg ‘founded, categorial
moment is the condition of possibility for the intelllglblll.(y of the Sensuous,
but the sensuous is the founding condition of poss.ibi.hly forl t.here bemg
something for the categorial to render intelligible. This is how it is de facto,
however, de jure, one can distinguish between the sensuous and. the categor-
ial and rest ones focus on the real or ide?l moment in the total
meaning-situation. It is in this sense, and only in this sense, tl_lat one can plau-
sibly speak of an intuition of the universal, th.e eifi_(:s or spelees-look, or the a
prioti, De facto, there is no such thing as an intuition of being. .
Looking ahead to both the later parts of these lect_ures and thg opening dis-
tinctions of Sein und Zeit, it would then be a question of recasting this entllre
discussion of the objectivity of categorial forms into lht? Iangl.lage of the exis-
tentials, namely those a priori general fearures_ of beings like vs, wi}o are
defined by a “who’ and not by a “what”. That is, it wo,;ld be_a question of
deconstructing the massive privileging of Yorhandenheit that is everywhere
at work in the discussion of categorial intuition and mobilizing the fo_rmal-
methodological concept of phenomenology in a concrete-hermeneutics of
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everyday being-in-the-world. This, at least. is the huge ambition of Sein und
Zeit. As Heidegger remarks in that volume, “Even the phenomenological
Wesenschau is grounded in existential understanding” (SZ 147).

The phenomenological a priori

The discussion of the a priori occupies considerably less space than that given
to the two previous discoveries of phenomenology—a mere three pages—and
essentially functions as a coda to the positive reading of Husserl and a transition
to the definition of the formal-methodological concept of phenomenology, The
structure of Heidegger’s argumentation follows what is by now, | hope, a famil-
1ar pattern. .

It is claimed that since Kant (which means, of course, in Heidegger’s peri-
odization of modernity, since Descartes [PGZ 100/HCT 73)). the a priori has been
exclusively identified with knowledge, and thus defined in entirely epistemologi-
cal terms. For Kant, the a priori is characterized by universality and necessity and
is a term applied to all judgments whose validity is independent of any empirical,
a posteriori data, which are by definition particular and contingent, The Kantian
categories, as the pure concepts of the understanding and the transcendental con-
ditions of possibility for uniting the manifold of intuition, are a priori. This leads
Heidegger to a second claim, namely that just as there was a subjectivization of
the categorial in Kant, so too there is a subjectivization of the a priori. What this
means is that the a priori is, for Kant, a feature of judgment, obviously and partic-
ularly synthetic a priori judgments, and that judgment is a feature of the
subjective sphere.

Of course, Heidegger is treading on philosophical ice that is so thin one can
almost hear it cracking under his feet. This is particularly the case when one
thinks of what he will claim about the schematism in Kanr and the Problem of
Metaphysics in 1929, In the latter, Heidegger argues that Kant had an insight into
the temporal nature of being but shrank back from what he saw there.

Against this coupling of the a priori and the subject, Heidegger wants to claim
that the Husserlian theses on intentionality and categorial intuition, specifically
the previously discussed concept of ideative acts where categorial forms are given
trans-subjectively in intentional experience, show that “...the a priori is not lim-
ited to subjectivity, indeed that in the first instance it has primarily nothing at all
to do with subjectivity” (PGZ 101/HCT 74). This interpretation of Husserl would
appear fo be justified in the light of the above-cited remarks from the end of the
sixth Logical Investigation, where it is claimed that Kant *...drops from the out-
set into the channel of a metaphysical epistemology™. Husser] goes on to ¢laim
that Kant *...never made clear to himself the peculiar character of pure ideation,
the adequate survey of conceptual essences, and of the laws of universal validity

rooted in those essences. He accordingly lacked the phenomenologically correct
concept of the a priori,” ¢
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As Husserl points out in The Idea of Phenomenology—-a text from 1907, but ‘nqt‘
published until 1950—a priori cognition directs itself towards genera! essences;.} itis
a phenomenological seeing of the a priori in an act of absolute self-g.lvepl'!ess:- .

For Heidegger, Husserlian phenomenology achneve§ a de-.vub,fecn‘v.fzarmn of
the a priori, a retricval of the original sense of the a priori as the intuiting of the
universal in the sense outlined above. In the Basic Pmbie‘ms:"qf Phefwmefnoiogy,
Heidegger refers to Plato as “the discoverer of the a priori”, aqd in ?hls sense
Husserl, as we have already seen, unwittingly recalls the Platomc notion of the
eidos. In an impertant early fooinote to Sein um.i Zeit, Heidegger snpulah_:s thaj
w priorism’ is the method of every scientific philosophy that underst‘anc.is us?lf
(die sich selbst versteht) (SZ 50). In Sein und Zeit, Ihc?we\fer, the a priori horizon
for the analysis of Dasein is being-in-the-world as it i c!nsclc_;sed in the moTie of
average everydayness, and what Heidegger seeks to .do‘wnh his notion of ex:.\'{ert-
tials is to describe the de-subjectivized a priori structures of Dasein’s

i igibility of world and self.?*
lmfii:;rg ;-?;Iiggoger, the phenomenological a priori is not a feature of the subjective
sphere, but “ein Titel des Seins” (“a fitle for Being”, PGZ 101/HCT ?4).. Tg
understand this claim, it is necessary to see the “temporal” nature of ‘the a priori,
its etymological reference to the prius and the proteron. the_ prior and tl_le
“before”. For Heidegger, the a priori is das Friihere, it implies a time sequence in
which the prior is “the earlier” and more original because it is earlier (PGZ
99/HCT 73).* The a priori is that which comes before.

Although Heidegger just makes a passing reference _in the Prolegomena 1o lh}t
temporal sense of the a priori, this can be glossed with Feference‘ to Fhe Basic
Problems of Phenomenology, where inquiry into the meaning o_f being is ch_arac-
terized as a priori in the sense that being has ontological priority over p.arncu!ar
beings, even if access to the Seinsfrage must first be secured by starting w1t.h
some being, some posterior, namely Dasein. To expand the fogus fora momgnt, if
Heidegger's leading claim in Sein und Zeit is that the meaning of the l_:»emg of
Dasein is finite temporality (Zeitlichkeit), then the fundameqtal ontologlcavl task
still outstanding (as is made clear at the end of Paragraph 83.) is the elabora_uon qf
the temporal sense of being itself, what Heidegger names with the expression die
Temporalitét des Seins, the temporality of being that he tries to capture in his later
work with the notion of das Ereignis. The point here is that for Heidegger the tem-
poral sense of being as such is the “carliest” and most original of all matters, and
therefore the authentic a priori of phenomenology.*’

To summarize, Heidegger is making a threefold claim with regard to the phe-
nomenological a priori:

first, that it is universal and indifferent to subjectivity; _
second, that it is not a feature of a subjective judgment, but is an aspect of
intuition, namely Husser!’s notion of categorial intuition; '

e third, that the authentic a priori is being, whose meaning is to be understood
in temporal terms.
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Phenomenology as renewal

I would now like to pull together the strands of the first moment of the double
gesture that governs Heidegger's reading of Husserl by returning to what | called
above the “nesting effect” of the three discoveries of phenomenology and see how
they are synthesized into a new definition of the task of phenomenology. The pos-
itive reflection on Husserl gives an almost archeological account of
phenomenology, beginning with intentionality and then digging into the a priori
structure of intentionality with the account of categorial intuition, before hitting
bottom with the phenomenological a priori, which allows the Seinsfrage to
emerge as the authentic matter of phenomenoclogy.

It should be emphasized once again that these three discoveries find their
methodelogical condition of possibility in the first discovery. Intentionality is the
essential structure of the subject; which means, for Heidegger, that intentionality
de-subjectivizes the human and shows how mental experience has the character of
intentional comportment towards things. The being of being human is intentional;
it is a Sich-richten-auf that will allow Heidegger to define the basic trait of Dasein
as transcendence towards the world. Categorial intuition is the research into the a
priori structure of intentionality; in other words, it asks the question of the being
of the intentional and defines the field of phenomenological research as “inten-
tionality in its a priori” (PGZ 106/HCT 78). As we have seen, the Husserlian
concept of categorial intuition allows Heidegger to define the phenomenological
a priori in terms of the trans-subjective self-givenness of being in an act of phe-
nomenological seeing, a seeing which is also a saying.

Now, if being is given in an act of seeing, or is an aspect of the manifold of
intuition, what Heidegger calls “a simple originary apprehension™ (“...schlichten
origindren Erfassens”, PGZ 07/HCT 7R), then this means that the correct mode
of treatment for this apprehension is a description (Beschreibung)—the phenom-
enologist describes what s/he sees. Obviously, Husserl's notion of description and
of phenomenology as a descriptive psychology is transformed into Hetdegger’s
notions of interpretation and hermeneutic in Sein und Zeit, although the notion of
hermeneutic is at work earlier in Heidegger, for example in his 1923 lecture
course Ontology—The Hermeneutics of Facticity.” Although the move from
description to interpretation is obviously significant, the gulf between descriptive
and hermeneutic phenomenology is not as great as certain commentators, such as
Hubert Dreyfus, would like to imagine.#* Heidegger goes on to claim that such
phenomenological description takes place in an analytic, a word employed in a
seemingly Kantian sense to specify the nature of a priori research into the cate-
gories, This leads Heidegger to the rather baroque definition of phenomenology
as the “analytic description of intentionality in its a priori ” (PGZ 108/HCT 79).

The three discoveries of Husserlian phenomenology culminate in a renewed
sense of the task of phenomenology and of philosophy itself. It is my contention
that, by following the first part of the double gesture of the Prolegomena, one can
understand how Heidegger can at least consistently and coherently claim, as he
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does in the introduction to Sein und Zeit that the proper matter f’f phcnomenology.
its Gefragre (that which is asked about), is the being of beings '(SZ 3. This
entailé, of course, that phenomenology becomes ontology,’ or vice versa, that
“ontology is only possible as phenomenology™ ‘(SZ 3?). This is also to say t.hat
phenomenology is the science of being in the Arlstotel{an sense, i.e. metaphysn.cs.
Furthermore, by insisting that phenomenology“s basic theme is mtenu‘ona}lny,
Heidegger establishes the coherence of the claim that access to the ..Sefnsr_-frage
must first pass through an analysis of that being whose fundamental trait is inten-
tional comportment; that is to say, through a fundamental or)tology o_f‘ the-. Befragtg
(that which is interrogated), i.e. Dasein. Only such a Dasem—a_nalytlc w1.ll perm!t
access to the Erfiugte (that which is to be found out by the asking) of Heidegger's
work, the meaning of being. With this in mind, one can see the. sense (?f
Heidegger's apparently grandiloquent claim at the end Qf the introduction to Sg:n
und Zeit, that *...philosophy is universal phenomenological ontology %hat takes its
departure from a hermeneutic of Dasein and always returns to that point of depar-

ture” (SZ 38). o
I would like to make some skeptical remarks before continuing,

I Heidegger’s subtle but significant modification of the rallying cry of;phe»
nomenology should be noted. Husserl’s maxim “Zu den Sachen Sé’f{:r.sj‘ {S_Z
27, PGZ 75/HCT 103) becomes, in the later work “Zur Suche selbs”.* Thls:
seemingly minimal alteration of the plural ‘matters’ to thebsingublar ‘matter
matfers because it presupposes the entire future orientation of the
Heideggerian enterprise, and its difference from that of Husserl. Whereas Ehe
former is concerned with elaborating the single Seinsfrage, the latter b§gms
by trying to account for the plurality of matters experienced b_y conscious-
ness, and consciousness for Husserl is an extremely broad notion, a §0rt of
bucket term for the location of mental experiences. Interestingly. in this con-
nection, Klaus Held attempts to reconcile the difference between Husserl and
Heidegger by claiming that they were both trying to think eine Sache, namely
the world as the unifying horizon for the plurality of appearancz_es.“ However,
if this claim is plausible—and | think it is extremely lempllng—fthen the
question of being as something distinct from the question of world is not ten-
able. Or, better, that the question of being is simply a way of raising the
question of world with a phenomenological radicality that questions the way
in which the world has been conceived and covered over in the modern philo-
sophical tradition, Husser| included. One might conclude that all talk qf
being independently from the being of the world is simply redundant, or is
what [ like to call a red herring. )

2 On the question of whether the Seinsfrage must begin from a Dasein-ana-
lytic, and hence from fundamental ontology, some account _must be taken of
Heidegger’s excruciatingly honest doubts about the enterpr:se‘ of fundamen-
tal ontology in the final paragraph of Sein und Ze:r, where the
Dasein-analytic is characterized as “nur ein Weg” to the Seinsfrage (82 436)
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although given Heidegger’s extreme valorization of the word Weg as that
which best describes the itinerant movement of thinking, it is difficult to
know what the qualification “only™ would mean here). Also. it would have to
be noted how, afier the publication of Sein und Zeir, beginning in the Busic
Problems of Phenomenology and predicting the entire future trajectory of the
so-called Kehre, Heidegger’s thinking is orientated around the question of
being as it is articulated and received historically in the tradition and is not
pursued through the quasi-anthropology of an existential analytic. A polemi-
cal question: can one retain the philosophical paradigm shift involved in the
project of fundamental ontology without necessarily signing up to
Heidegger's account of the history of being? Perhaps. This raises a huge issue
around the relation between the phenomenologically constructive and
destructive elements in Heidegger’s work. Let me elaborate.

My ciaim that the beginning of Heidegger’s thought is phenomenological
opens itself to the objection that such an approach plays down the destriec-
five or deconsiructive side 1o Heidegger’s project.s That is, as Heidegger
puts it at the end of Paragraph 6 of Sein und Zeit, “The question of being
does not achieve its true concreteness until we have carried through the
destruction of the history of ontology” (SZ 26). On this understanding, the
beginning of Heidegger’s philosophy is found in his repetition or retrieval
(Wiederholung) of the question of being as it was first articulated by the
Greeks in the ontology of Plato and Aristotle. This is why the text of Sein
und Zeit begins on the untitled first page with a quotation from Plato’s
Sophist. This is an important objection, but let me clarify what [ am trying
to do in these lectures. I am seeking to analyze and, if possible, justify, the
formal-methodological concept of phenomenoclogy at work in Heidegger.
Now. such an approach undoubtedly needs to be de-formalized, to use
Heidegger's word (entformalisiert, SZ 35), through both the specific phe-
nomenological analyses of Sein und Zeit, and the destruction of the
ontological tradition, if the concreteness of which Heidegger speaks above
is to be achieved. Therefore the phenomenological approach | am recom-
mending has to be complemented by a destructive or deconstructive
approach in terms of Heidegger's engagement with the philosophical tradi-
tion. For example, Heidegger's strategy with regard to the three discoveries
of phenomenology in the Profegomena is to locate the point where each of
these concepts crosses the path of the ancient ontology of Plate and
Aristotle. Ultimaely, the trans-subjective givenness of being expressed by
the doctrine of categorial intuition allows Heidegger to reactivate the Greek
determination of being as presencing (Anwesenheit, SZ 26), and hence to
reawaken the link between being and time. The deformalization of the phe-
nomenological approach is achieved, for Heidegger, by way of a repetition
of the Greek beginning of philosophy, what he calls in the Prolegomena the
“assumption of the tradition as a genuine repetition” (PGZ 187/HCT 138),
However, my ambition is simply to analyze the formal-methodological
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tools that permit this deformalizing assumption of tradition. By i(self—_l
would insist—tradition ¢an and should assume no authority in philosophi-

cal matters.

Phenomenology as tautology

The positive reflection on Husserl in the Prolegomena concludes with a clarifica-
tion of the name “phenomenoclogy”, a discussion that is copied, expanded and
reworked as the crucial methodological Paragraph 7 of Sein und Zeit. The defini-
tions of “phenomenon” and “logos™ are extended in Sein und Zeir, with references
to Kant being added to the former (SZ 31), and important remarks on truth and
judgment being added to the latter (SZ 32-34). However, in the light pf my line of
argument in these lectures, what is most curious and, dare one say, intellectually
misleading, about Paragraph 7 is that, apart from the previously discussed refer-
ence and footnote dedicated to Husserl (SZ 38, which could be glossed as an
obsequious but peripheral genuflection to a former teacher, which is certainly
how 1 first read it as an undergraduate), all substantive reference to Husserl has
been excised from the definition of phenomenology in Sein und Zeit. Now, the
only difference between the claim in the Prolegomena that the matter of phenom-
enology is intentionality in its a priori and the claim in Sein und Zeit that
phenomenology is a science of the being of beings, is that the former is attained
through an explicit interpretation of Husserl, while the latter elides—but implic-
itly presupposes—such an interpretation. This elision can already be seen to be
prepared in the lecture course that directly precedes the Prolegomena, in the
1924-25 lectures on the Sophist, where the essentials of the definition of phe-
nomenology in Sein und Zeit are already in place. Heidegger defines
“phenomenon” as sich zeigen and “logos™ as Ansprechen, speaking to, which also
has the sense of an appeal or an address, even a demand, an Anspruch, and mani-
fests the same ambivalence towards Husserl, It is claimed that the Logical
Investigations are the first breakthrough in phenomenology, but Heidegger
already gives a coded critique of the Husserlian privileging of consciousness and
says that phenomenology cannot be learnt by reading the literature of the phe-
nomenological movement, but by “die Arbeit des Durchsprechens der Sachen”,
“the work of speaking through things”.*

It is, of course, conjectural to what extent one's perspective on Sein und Zeit
(and indeed Heidegger’s work as a whole) would be transformed if one rejoined it
to its buried phenomenological preface. But it can at the least be emphasized that
the interpretative stakes here are rather high and, arguably, the interpretation of
Heidegger turns on how one reads Paragraph 7, and what prominence one gives to
Heidegger’s Discourse on the Method, as it were. To emphasize my point, let me
take up three examples from the literature on Heidegger by a German, an
American and a Frenchman.

In his minute and distressingly exact commentary on the introduction to Sein
und Zeit, von Herrmann devotes no less than 115 pages to Paragraph 7. He
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argues that Heidegger’s allegiance to Husserl is entirely methodological and not at
all thematic; that is, Heidegger and Husserl have widely different conceptions of
the theme of phenomenology, Bewufitsein or consciousness for the former and
Dasein for the latter. As [ have tried to show, such a reading is inadequate and
simply obviates the way in which Heidegger takes up and transforms the the-
matic, substantive concerns of Husserlian phenomenology, such as intentionality.

However, what von Herrmann says in 115 pages, Hubert Dreyfus says in three,
which is all he devotes to Paragraph 7 in his influential commentary on the First
Division of Sein und Zeir* For Dreyfus’s broadly pragmatist interpretation of
Heidegger to be effective, it is essential that he separate out Husserls allegedly
“epistemological, foundationalist inquiry” from Heidegger’s supposedly *onto-
logical, pragmatist anti-foundationalism”. This entails that Heidegger's
conception of phenomenology means “exactly the opposite of Husser!”.* Dreyfus
reinforces this opposition through a sharply drawn distinction between Husserlian
descriptive and Heideggerian hermeneutic phenomenology. Needless to say, as |
have tried to show, it is the purpose of these lectures to challenge such a strict
division between Husser] and Heidegger.

A third interpretation of Paragraph 7. one that I find much more plausible, is
given in Jean-Frangois Courtine's Heidegger et la phénoménologie ™ Courtine
describes Paragraph 7 as le coup d'envoi or the kick-off to Sein und Zeit, and
claims that all the preceding paragraphs culminate in the definition of the Vor-
Begriff of phenomenology. Heidegger’s definition of phenomenology in terms of
possibility determines, for Courtine, the entire future orientation of Heidegger’s
thinking insofar as the treatment of the Seinsfrage is only possible phenomeno-
logically. This entails, against both von Herrmann and Dreyfus, that Paragraph 7
is not a simple methodological excursus, and to treat it as such is simply to engage
in a strategic reception of Heidegger. The guiding assumption of these lectures is
to try and understand the entirety of the methodological ambition of Heidegger's
work and to do so sysfematically. It is only on the basis of a systematic recon-
struction that Heidegger's work can be convincingly criticized.

If we now let the light gleaned from the reading of Husserl in the
Prolegomena fall across the face of Paragraph 7, several hitherto obscured fea-
tures are brought more sharply into relief. First, the discussion of categorial
intuition sheds tight on Heidegger’s conception of the phenomenon. Heidegger,
it will be recalled, traces “phenomenon” back to the Greek verb phainesthai,
which he then retranslates as sich zeigen. “Phenomenon” is defined as that which
shows itself in itself (sich-an-ihm-selbst-zeigende, SZ 28). In a gesture that one
can also find in the Sophist lectures, Heidegger then claims that this conception
of phenomenon is distinct from, and transcendentally grounds, the “vulgar” con-
cepts of phenomenon such as Schein (shine or semblance) and Erscheinung
(appearance). What Heidegger means by “phenomenon” is not therefore assimi-
lable to Husserlian sensuous intuition, Kantian empirical intuition or natural
perception. Rather, the phenomenon is categorial and the categorial forms are
phenomenal; that is, it is being itself that is phenomenal insofar as it shows itself
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in itself non-sensuously and non-empirically in the self-givenness of categorial
intuition. This explains how Heidegger is able to make the apparently goumer-
intuitive claim that what he means by “phenomenon” ¢an be equated with what
Kant means by space and time as the a priori forms of intuition (SZ 31). but note
that Heidegger takes his Kantian example from the transcendental aesthgw
where it is a question of the a priori forms of intuition, rather than }he deduction
of the categories in the transcendental analytic because the latter is already. for
him, overtaken by a questionable conception of the subject.

Second. the above discussion of the nature of the assertion in the Prolegomena
prepares the way for the concept of fogos. The latter is translated as Redfe or talk,
whereas in the 1924 lecture Der Begriff der Zeit, Heidegger rendt?rs u‘as‘ das
Sprechen, or speech. We should also note the way Heidegger‘dcals “ffnh this issue
in the Sophist lectures, where he claims that the Aristotehan‘ notl?n of logos,
which is there rendered as Ansprechen (speaking to or address) is rediscovered by
Husser! in the intentionality thesis, where “jedes Ansprechen ist Ansprec{:en von
Etwas™. “every address is an address about something™*' Heidegger fief ines the
function of talk as making manifest what the talk is about, a function that he
describes with the verb apophainesthai, which is translated as lassen sehen, to let
see. Talk therefore lets us see what it is that we are talking about, it has a neces-
sarily disclosive function, as Heidegger puts it in Paragraph 34‘ of Sein m'm‘ Zeit:
“der Mensch zeigt sich als Seiendes, das reder” (“the human being shows ltgelf as
the being that talks”, SZ 165). But what does talk let us see? Recalling the discus-
sion of categorial intuition, the saying of the assertion allows us to see the matter
of phenomenology, the categorial form of being is disclosed linguistically as an
aspect of intuition, g

Third, Heidegger unifies the meaning of “phenomenon” and “logos” nto Fhe
tautological definition of the Jor-Begriff of phenomenology as apopha;"nesrha; ta
phainomena, translated as “to let see (sehen lassen), that which shpws itself (was
sich zeigty” (SZ 34). What shows itself in phenomenology, whalt it pl?ablf:s us to
see, Heidegger claims, is being itself (SZ 35), and the way in whuf:h it lS.dISCIOSCd
is in language, that is to say, through the non-sensuous categorial seeing pf the
being that shows itself in the saying of the copula. The fact that the definition of
phenomenology is a tautology is not simply accidental, and Coun:lmc has persua-
sively argued that there is a “transmutation” of phenomenology into tautology in
Heidegger’s work ! Heidegger untranslatably renders the Greek apophames{hm
ta phainomena as “was sich zeigt, so wie es sich von ihm selbst her zeigt, von ihm
selbst her sehen lassen” (*1o let that which shows itself be seen from itself in the
very way in which it shows itself from itself”, SZ 34).

The philosophical point of such tautologous formulae is that if the truth‘ of
phenomenology—which for Heidegger is ultimately the verbal sense of being
as presencing (Aawesenheif}—cannot be expressed propositionally, in sen-
tences using the copula, then it can perhaps be best expressed tautologlga]]y
where substantives become verbalized, and where that which is is not conceived
as a substance but rather as a temporal process. This is something that is not just
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present in the tautologous definition of phenomenology. lt can also be observed
in Heidegger's predilection for tautolegical formulae, for example: die Welt wel-
tet, das Ereignis ereignet, and die Sprache spricht (the world worlds, the
appropriative event appropriates, and language speaks). It can also be seen in
the entire trajectory of the es gibt in Heidegger, whether it is employed as a way
of avoiding the use of the copula in propositions—es gibt Sein, es gibt Zeit—or
whether it is traced into the deceptive simplicity of Georg Traki’s lyric poems or
Rimbaud's repeated use of the il y & in Les ilfuminations.™ 1t can also be seen in
Heidegger's attempts at poetry in Aus der Erfahrung des Denkens:

Wilder lagern
Biiche sturzen
Felsen dauern
Regen rinnt.

Fluren warten
Brunnen quellen
Winde wohnen
Segen sinnt.™

What tautologous formulations articulate-—precisely in saying nothing as the
carly Wittgensiein would put it—is the verbality of a pre-given, but ultimately
opaque and enigmatic, facticity. We will come back to this thought below when
we turn more closely to Sein und Zeit,

The possibility of falling

As Heidegger insists—and this insight will inform his entire future account of the
care-structure, the structure of aletheia and the withdrawing-donating movement
of the history of being—the phenomenon with which phenomenology deals runs
the risk of becoming covered up (verdeckt) and even the most concrete work of
phenomenology runs the continual risk of entering crisis by letting its matter
become hardened.

Thinking of what Heidegger will see as the fate of the question of being in
Husserl’s fdeas I (to which | will turn presently), the real difficulty of phenome-
nological research is making it critical in a positive sense (SZ 36). Borrowing a
metaphor from Husserl’s Crisis of the European Sciences, phenomenology must
be a permanent reactivation of critique, where the phenomena need to be perpet-
ually wrested from the temptation of what Husserl calls “sedimentation”, and
what Heidegger more dramatically calls “falling” or “decadence” (Ferfall).’
Phenomenclogy as a passion for absolute philosophical radicality (and | shall
have reason to question this passion below) must confront the temptation of enter-
ing crisis by engaging in a process of permanent critical renewal. [ think this is
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why Heidegger writes: “Our comments on ‘thcf preliminarx concept of pht?norr!e—
nology have shown that what is essential in it does not lie in its acu{ahty as a
philosophical ‘movement’ for ‘trend’, Richtung]. H:ghef _than actqallty s(am{s

ssibilitv. We can understand phenomenology only by seizing upon it as a possi-

ility”” (SZ 38). ‘

b‘llla{\eliomenglogy. as Heidegger tirelessly reminds us, is n_ot the name of a philo-
sophical movement or a past trend in the history of ideas, it is rather rh_e
permanent renewal of its own possibility as possibi.fi{v: If .phepomenology is
essentially defined in terms of possibility, then by dgflr}ll1on itis lqcomplete a‘nd
future-directed, That is, phenomenology is, by definition, something for which
there can only be a preliminary concept, and not the full. concept qf phenomenol-
ogy, momentarily anticipated in Paragraph 69(b? of Sein und Ze‘f (SZ 357). 1'°kS
Heidegger writes at the end of his critical reflection on Husserl, with charactens-

tic but not accidental hyperbole:

The greatness of the discovery of phenomenology lies not in factually
obtained results, which can be evaluated and criticized and in tht.:se days
have certainly evoked a veritable transformation in quesnon‘m.g andl
working, but rather in this: it is the discovery of th.e very possibility gj
doing research in philosophy. But a possibility is rightly understood in
its own most proper sense only when it continues to be taken as a possi-
ili 3 as a possibility.
bility and preserved as a p y (PGZ 184HCT 135-36)

Phenomenology, for Heidegger, is a methodological concept that specifies not the
what (das Was) but the how (das Wie) of philosophical research.

Phenomenology is the very possibility of philosophy as a tepdency to keep
open to the matters themselves, to reactivate the origins of a practice or 3 state of
affairs against the hardening process of sedimentation that substitutes trafilllonal-
ity for radicality, and crisis for critique. This emphasis on the lq':.lSk of pmlosophy
as possibility is something that one might also hear (despite their vast Q|ﬁeren9es
of tone, temper and tradition) in Wittgenstein’s remark from the Philosophical
Investigations: “Es ist uns. als miiften wir die Erscheinungen durchschauerf:
unsere Untersuchung aber richtet sich nicht auf die Erscheinungen, sondern, wie
Man sagen kénnte, auf die ‘Moglichkeiten ' der Erscheinungen” >

Phenomenology is not, therefore, a region of philosophy, a branch. of the tree
of metaphysics, but is rather the very possibility of philosophy, of philosophy as
the possibility of possibility. Defined in these terms, phenomenology l?as the
ambition of freeing us from the bonds of tradition—specifically the Cartesian ra-
dition that accords primacy to the subject and privileges the ontology of
Vorhandenheit—and permits what Heidegger calls a retrieval (H”:ederh?lur?g) of
the radical beginning of philosophy, that is to say, a renewal of the questu‘mmg'of
Plato and Aristotle (PGZ 184/HCT 136). And this is where Sein und Zeit !Jegms
with its untitled first page and its quotation from Plato’s Sophist: “For manifestly,
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you have long been aware of what you mean when you use the expression *being’.
We, however, who used to think we understood it, have now become perplexed™.

The passage to philosophy begins as a movement into aporia or perplexity. For
Heidegger, it is this movement into perplexity that is reactivaled by phenomenol-
ogy and which must be kept open as a possibility by relentlessly restating the
Seinsfrage.

So, to return to the questions with which | framed these lectures, it should now
hopefully be clear where one should begin with Heidegger and what is the begin-
ning of his philosophical project. What is not yet clear is why one should begin
philosophizing with Heidegger rather than elsewhere. 1 would like to approach
this question by taking a slightly different tack.

Transforming the natural attitude—from personalistic
psychology to Dasein analytic

Let me turn to the other side of the double gesture in Heidegger's reading of
Husserl, the tenor of which also remains unchanged in his later work and upon
which | would like to concentrate for the remainder of these lectures. The general
claim here is that if Husserl’s notion of categorial intuition is the Boden upon
which the question of the meaning of being can be raised as a substantive philo-
sophical issue, then after the publication of the Logical Investigations in 1900,
Husserl failed to pursue the Seinsfruge with sufficient radicality. The publication
of the first volume of Husserl’s [deas in 1913 constitutes, for Heidegger, a philo-
sophical decision 1o sacrifice radicality for traditionality.

We should nete this pairing of terms in Heidegger's work of this period, where
what is continually valorized in philosophy (and in much else, it would appear) is
an absolute radicality whose antonym is tradition. Heidegger's work—and this is
hardly a neutral matter, particularly when one thinks of the completely overdeter-
mined philosophical and political thematics governing the language of the
decision (Entscheidung) in the Germany of the 1920s—is motivated by a passion
for absolute philosophical radicality. As is common in Heidegger, tradition is
always understood in terms of the Cartesian legacy of the modern determination
of being as subjectivity. Husserl’s traditionality is therefore synonymous with his
alleged Cartesianism, where the phenomenological field in /deas { is constituted
as a realm of pure consciousness, and where the latier is determined as absolute
being, whose investigation is the subject matter of a rigorous science: transcen-
dental phenomenclogy.

Heidegger takes a rather malicious delight in referring extensively to
Paragraphs 46-50 of Jdeas I, where consciousness is determined as indubitable,
pure, absolute and immanent being in opposition to the dubitability, relativity and
contingency of reality, and where Husserl famously claims that consciousness
would be modified (indeed!) by the nultification of the world, but not affected in
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its own cxistence,™ But the core of Heidegger's critiq‘ue of the Iat.er Husserl is tl'{at‘
in determining the phenomenological field as that of pure consciousness, he fa:b
to pose the question of the being of consciousness, or what Heidegger calls_l he
being of the intentional (das Sein des !memionla!en). and con;equently loses 5|Ig t
of the Seinsfrage. In other words, in determinmg pure consciousness as abso _uit]e
being, Husserl takes over a conception of consciousness from the tradition with-

' ating its meaning. ‘
OUlI;“nl:il:zlgaim 153 jusliﬁed—ind I am not saying that it is, as Heidegger’s readm‘g
of Husserl's work after the Logical investigations is extremely n'!yoplc—lher? this
explains why Heidegger goes on to claim that the Husserlian notion of conscious-
ness 18 unphenomenological insofar as it is not drawn from‘ the matterst
themselves, 1.e. from the lived experiences of a concrete human being, frgm wos
sich selbst zeigt, but is inherited from the tradition, spemﬁcal‘]y the Cartesian tra-
dition (PGZ 147/HCT 107). Thus, for Heidegge!', Husserhgp phlt:nomenology
becomes unphenomenological, it sacrifices radicality for traditionality. ‘

Now, if this is the fate of Husserlian phenomenology, th.en the.q‘ueshon
becomes: how should one begin phenomenology such-that phllosoph.lzmg can
maintain itself in absolute radicality? For Heidegger: this means returning to the
beginning point of phenomenological reflection, in the pat9ral gttltude .an.d
attempting to give a redescription of how human existence is first given. This is
what Heidegger attempts to do in Paragraphs 12 and 13 of _(hf: Prolegomena,
which in many ways are the most fascinating pages of the .Prellmmary Part of the
lecture course, where despite giving a rather limited reading of the df:velopment
of the personalistic attitude in Ideas 17, he makes some more penetrating re;‘:)arks
on Dilthey’s and Scheler’s attempts to produce a personallstlc.: psycholo'gy‘

The question motivating these Paragraphs is the following: hOW‘?IS hum{i;
Dasein given in specifically personal experience (IfGZ IGZIF!CT I_I?)‘ It is lel
the response to this question that Heidegger begins Ihe existential ar{aly.tlc of
Dasein in Paragraph 9 of Sein und Zeit (SZ 41-42). In this sense, the beginning of
Heidegger's philosophical project is not only meth(.)dologlcally dfepepdent upon
Husserlian phenomenology, but can be seen specifically as a radicalized exten-
sion of the phenomenology of the person in Dilthey, Sche]er and the !ater Husserl.
As Heidegger rather gnomically remarks at the beginning qf the Maln Part qf the
Prolegomena, “There is an intrinsic material connecrion'[mngrhcher sari'h!fcher
Zusammenhang) between what we treated in the Introduction [i.e. the Preliminary
Part, s.c.] and what we now take as our theme” (PGZ 192/HCT I‘4I—4?): To put
this in terms that Heidegger would doubtiess have refuse_d, the _F|rst Division of
Sein und Zeit attempts to transform the natural attitude with \yhlch‘phenome‘no_l-
ogy begins. Access to the beginning point of Heidegget’s exuslenflal analytic is
achieved by a transformation in our understanding of the natur.al. attﬁlotude, what we
might call a hermeneutic redeseription of this moment of factmt.y. ‘

Let me pause and try to clarify this point. Phenomeng]ogy begins in t_he natural
attitude, as a description of our pre-theoretical immerm.on in the faﬁrlmllar, every-
day, environing world, as the reality of our intentional lives.*' This leads
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Heidegger to raise the question: “To what extent is the being of the intentional
experienced and determined in this starting position?” (PGZ 152/HCT 111}, That
is, is there a moment when the question of the being of the intentional is raised by
phenomenology if only to be subsequently discarded?

This moment is that described by Husserl as the general thesis of the natural
attitude. But, how is the natural attitude experienced in Husserlian phenomenol-
ogy? As Heidegger puts it, “what being is attributed to it?" (PGZ 153/HCT 11 (9
Heidegger claims that the reality of the natural attitude is experienced as “real
occurrences” which are “objectively on hand” (“objektiv vorkanden™). That is, in
the Husserlian natural attitude., things are experienced in the mode of
Vorhandenheit, as objects (Gegenstinde) available to a theoretical inspection by
consciousness, as things standing over against (gegen) a subject. But that is not
all. Not only are things experienced in the mode of Vorhandenheir as objects, but
this is also the determination of the being of the person intentionally relating to
things. Thus, the being for whom the world appears in its reality as something on
hand to a theoretical regard is also fixed as something real and on hand, as an
entity objectified into an ego. Such is the Boden upon which the impoverished
world of naturalism erects its structures.

Thus, Heidegger's claim s that the Husserlian understanding of the natural
attitude presupposes an understanding of both things and persons that is part of an
ontology of Vorhandenheit, the present-at-hand, to which Heidegger will oppose,
in the opening chapters of Sein und Zeit, an ontology of things based in the cate-
gory of Zuhandenheir, or handiness, and a fundamental ontology of persons
rooted in the facticity of Existenz,

But is the natural attitude natural? Is it even an attitude? Heidegger seems o
respond with a double negative. Let me take up the first question: is the natural
attitude naturai? The natural attitude is unnatural because it presupposes a partic-
ular theoretical orientation borrowed from tradition and not taken from the things
themselves. That is, the natural attitude is a theoretical aititude, and insofar as it is
theoretical the philosophical obligation of the phenomenologist is to work against
it in order to be true to the maxim “to the things themselves”, If our access to
things were not blocked by the theoreticist prejudice of the tradition, then the
maxim “to the things themselves™ would have no meaning, for we would already
be with those things.

This is a point fascinatingly amplified by Levinas in the conclusion to his 1930
Doctoral Thesis The Theory of Intuition in Husser! s Phenomenology, a work
utterly pervaded by the climate of the early Heidegger, and where Levinas com-
pletely accepts the necessity for an ontological critique of phenomenology and
claims that the natural attitude is fatally framed by the presuppositions of a repre-

sentationalist epistemology.®® Levinas argues that Husserlian phenomenology is
theoreticist and intellectualist and thereby overlooks the historical situatedness of
the human being, which is a claim that Levinas obviously made in ignorance of
the Krisis manuscripts. He writes: *Par conséquent. malgré le caractére révolu-
tionnaire de la réduction phénoménologique, la révolution qu ‘elle accomplit est,
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ans la philosophic de Husserd, possible de par la nature de | 'um'{udehnamreflk’.
ans la mesure ol celle-ci est rhé:;rf‘que,“‘“-‘ (“Conscguemly, despite t e rehvc: u;
ionary character of the phenomenological r'educnon, the revolution t ?(hl
accomplishes is, in Husserl’s philosophy. poss!ble bf:cause ol:" thm’:‘nature of the
natural attitude, to the extent that the natural attitude is }heoretfcal. ) . ‘

Of course, the dramatic irony of Levinas’s remarks in relation to his latz;r cl?-
tique of the fundamentality of ontology must pe noted, apd | have explor:: this
elsewhere.® But, crucially, Levinas’s later claim Fhat ethlcs an_dh not omc:{ ogy 1ls
first philosophy continually presupposes Fhe Helqeggerlan critique oi;1 ulss‘er‘
This is why, in the introduction to De Lexistence ¢ P'existant in 1947, € c anm?
that not only are his reflections commanded by the need to leave the clml:ate Iq
Heidegger's philosophy, but—more importal?tly——th_at oﬂe cannot Ieave't at c i-
mate for a philosophy that would be pre-Heldeggef*lan: 0N ne saurait pa.sfg
sortiv vers une philosophie gqu'on powrrait quah_'ftefr de pre-he:deggenen-ni h
Interestingly, given the hysteria that broke out n Fr_ance because 0(1j the
Heidegger affair”, one finds a similarly measured tone \’Mll!'l regard to HEI' e}llgge;
in a paper given some 40 years after De ! 'ex:'srenc"e d { existant, at the heigl 't 0
the affair in 1987.* The Heideggerian paradigm shift in t.wemleth century phllgsl;
ophy is as important a turning point as Hegel's for theﬂnlneleent}‘n c:enturyi1 whic
is a point that even Habermas begrudgingly concedes:. Everything tl.n‘ns ere on
Levinas’s word “climate”, which | would choose to view as a trapslatlon ofglhoAv.
and, of course, it is with that word that all the proble.:rns w_lth Heidegger begin.

Turning to the second question, if the natural attltl.!de‘ls not natu‘r‘al, then, sec-
ondly, it is also not an attitude. The human belpgs *natural manner .Of
experiencing the world is not an Einstellung, something I put myself into (ein-
stellen) in the same way as | might put a car in the garage, a book on the shelf or
my pet hamster in the refrigerator. Why? Because | always ‘alreadyvfmd my.self
(ich befinde mich) in the world: I am always already practnf:ally disposed in a
world that is familiar and handy. a world in which we are lmmfarsed ’and with
which we are fascinated. Thus, adopting an attitude towards experience 18 alre.ady
to look at things from the standpoint of reflection, in an act by which we consider

life, but no longer live it. . '

Thus, the Heideggerian beginning point for the question of the being pf .the
intentional is already distorted by the Husserlian description of that bf:gl_nnmg
point with the thesis of the natural attitude. That is, it is the wrong ‘descnpuon'of
the right beginning point. The natural attitude, with its theoreticist, mtellectual’lst,
vorhanden understanding of reality and consciousness is an unphenomenological
distortion of the human being’s primary practical and personal access to t_he
world. In this regard, Heidegger's Sein und Zeit can be seen as attempting to give
an interpretative clarification of what is first given in personal experience, a
hermeneutic redescription of the natural attitude. ‘ _

Of course, the meta-question that should be raised here is whethef l:!endegger
is justified in his critique of the natural attitude in Hu_sserl.‘Even if it is gltantgd
that he gives a plausible interpretation of the natural attitude in Ideas I, then is this
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valid for Husserls later work? In this regard, simply as a counterbalance to
Heidegger’s claims, we might consider Merteau-Ponty's claims about the natural
attitude in his stunning late essay, “Le philosophe et son ombre™ ¢ Although the
avowed hermeneutic strategy employed by Merleau-Ponty in this essay is
Heideggerian, attempting to locate the unthought in Husserl’s texts. the whole
essay can be read as a problematization of Heidegger’s portrayal of transcendental
phenomenology, based on a reading of /deas 11.*

Of course, the unpublished manuscript of the latter text was lying on
Heidegger's desk in 1925 and he even refers obliquely to it in an carly footnote
to Sein und Zeit (SZ 47). For Merleau-Ponty, “It is the natural attitude that see-
saws (bascule] in phenomenology”. Or again: “When Husserl says that the
reduction goes beyond the natural attitude, he immediately adds that this going
beyond preserves ‘the whole world of the natural attitude”.”™ That is to say, from
Ideas Il onwards, Husserl recognizes that the natural attitude contains a higher
phenomenclogical truth that must be regained. To capture this truth, Husserl
makes the distinction between the naturalistic attitude, or the theoretical rela-
tion to blosse Sachen that defines the methodology of the natural sciences. and
the personalistic attitude. which tries to capture the sense of life as it is lived in
terms of what is first given in personal experience, what Merleau-Ponty calls
“notre proto-histoire™"

So, the natural attitude only becomes the theoretical and intellectualist under-
standing of things and persons when it is transformed into the naturalistic
attitude. The task of a personalistic phenomenology, then, is one of trying to
“unveil the pre-theoretical layer” (devoiler fa couche pré-théorétique) of buman
experience upon which the various idealizations of naturalism are based.” It is
this obdurate yet almost intangible Helrthesis prior to all naturalistic theses that
phenomenology has the job of elucidating, the mystery of an Urglaube or primal
faith in the familiar that Merleau-Ponty tried to catch with the notion of la foi per-
ceptive, the perceptual faith.

Merleau-Ponty, in a nice turn of phrase, describes the task of phenomenology
as “unveiling the pre-theoretical layer” of human experience upon which the the-
oretical attitude of the scientific conception of the world is based.™ It is
something like Merleau-Ponty’s conception of phenomenology that [ would like
to defend here. On my understanding, it is a question of doing phenomenology in
order to try and uncover the pre-theoretical layer of the experience of persons and
things and to find a mode of felicitous description for this layer of experience
with its own rigor and standards of validity. It s this obdurate yet almost intangi-
ble dimension of pre-theoretical experience that phenomenology has the job of

elucidating, the mystery of the famitiar that Merleau-Ponty tried to articulate with
the notion of the perceptual faith, That is, when | open my eyes and look around
at the world, 1 have complete faith that it both exists and is richly meaningful. The
problem is that this faith breaks down when | start to reflect on it and ask myself,
“Well, how can I be certain that there is an external world for me when the evi-
dence of my senses is not always completely reliable?” How does one regain the
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saivety of the perceptual taith when one has aIrcaQy altainpd ‘hlf:‘ Stan?i?t;ﬁi
reflection? Merleau-Ponty answers this prob?em with a notion o vlu-l eli e e
“pyper-reflection™ that is, phcnomcnolog){ is a r_eﬂecuon upon W : rs coedes
reflection. the pre-theoretical substrate of experience. The point ‘T ‘ m et
access to the pre-theoretical level of human experience 1s not necessar ydlm hedt
ate for human beings like us who have'anamcd (he theoretical atntll.:1 e 0" e
sciences. Phenomenology therefore implies relearning to see the world n a

palpable and practical presence.

Doing phenomenology—neither scientism nor obscurantism

It is something like this conception of phenomfenolqu that '1 want tphde}fl'epc(li. ln;:
nutshell, I think this is why one should beg!n-phllosopl‘nzlng wn? :.:1 egg -
rather than elsewhere. On my understanding, 1L 18 a question of doing p 'enoznzf
nology in order to try and uncover the pn?-lh"zo‘reueal Iaygr qf th? efoenIencr o
persons and things and to find a mode qi Ifehcntous description for this a¥e o
experience with its own standards of ‘Valldll)t FOT me, such a cqnf’:t?ptlon c: rp; e
nomenology can be employed to avoid two pernicious tendengcies in our cu
inking: scientism and obscurantism. .

lhlﬁ:?ﬁ:ﬁég; with scientism. Scientism rests on the fallacious c‘lalm that tillc
theoretical or natural scientific way of Vierljlg Fl}lngs, what Heidegger cal ;
Vorhandenheit, provides the primary and most signit !canl access to ourselves‘an
our world, and that the methedology of the natura} s¢iences provides the be;l tq::n
of explanation for all phenomena iiberhaupt. Heidegger shows thz.n 'the S;Ie;'}t.l ]::
conception of the world, what Carnap and Ncurgth callgd theh w:s.sie:n;c afl :; e
Weltauffassung. is derivative or parasitic upon a prior practical view o the w:i)r 1
zuhanden, that is, the environing world that is closest, most famlha.r,‘ an 1:{051
meaningful to us, the world that is always already colored by our cognitive, ethica
and aesthetic values. That is to say, scientism, ot what ’Husserl f:glls ObjeC‘tIVls;‘l."l,
overlooks the phenomenon of the life-world as the enabling copdltton er scw:nlt(n1 ic
practice. In the Crisis of the Exnropean Sciences, Husserl describes the life-world 1n

the following way:

It belongs to what is taken for granted, prior to all sc ienti.f ig thought and
all philosophical questioning, that the world is—always is 1n ?dvance-
and that every correction of an opinion, whether an experiential or othe;
opinion, presupposes the already existing‘ world, 1_1a|_'nely as alhor“lzon o
what in the given case is indubitably valid as existing... ijec_tl\te sci-
ence, too, asks questions only on the ground of the world’s existing In
advance through pre-scientific life.”

The critique of scientism, at least within phenomenology, does not seek_ tc;
refute or negate the results of scientific research in the name of some mystica
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apprehension of the vnity of man and nature, which is a risk in some of the
slightly ecstatical pronouncements of the later Merleau-Ponty; rather, it simply
insists that science does not provide the primary or most significant access to a
sense of ourselves and the world. Anti-scientism does not at all entail an anti-
scientific attitude, and nor does it mean that “science does not think”, which is
a remark of Heidegger’s that has caused more problems than it has solved. What
is required here is what Heidegger called, in a much-overlooked late remark in
Sein und Zeit, “an existential conception of science” (“einen existenzialen
Begriff der Wissenschaft”, SZ 357) that would show how the practices of the
natural sciences arise out of life-world practices, and that the latter are not sim-
ply reducible to the former,™

Moving to more contemporary philosophical concerns. it is at least arguable
that such a position is approached by John McDowell in his highly influential
Mind and World.™ McDowell borrows Aristotle’s notion of second nature and
Hegel’s notion of Bildung in order to try and escape the traditional predicament of
philosophy, namely the epistemological subject-object construal of how to relate
thought to things and mind to world and, in particular, the naturalistic version of
that construal in someone like Quine. McDowell seeks to avoid the Scylla of
“bald naturalism” {(the reduction of reason to nature) without falling into the
Charybdis of “rampant Platonism” (the idealist separation of reason from nature).
What is so interesting about McDowell for my purposes is that the view he
advances, what he calls “naturalized Platonism”, implicitly borrows at least four
Heideggerian themes (via Gadamer’s account of them in Truth and Method—a
choice that is itself revealing and question-begging):

® the unintelligibility of skepticism, which recalls the argument of Paragraph
44 of Sein und Zeit (p. 113);

*  the attempt to construe experience as “openness to the world” which recalls
Heidegger’s notions of disclosure and the clearing (die Lichtung des Seins),

*  the idea that human life in the world is structured environmentally, which
recalls Heidegger's idea that Welt is first and foremost an Umwelt (p. 115);

* the claim that language is the repository of tradition, which recalls
Heidegger's ideas about historicity and heritage (p. 126).

Thus, the attempt to avoid the traditional predicament of philosophy, and the
baldly naturalistic construal of that predicament, leads someone like McDowell to
the adoption of a number of leading Heideggerian motifs. 1 don’t think we should
therefore fall to our knees in worship of McDowell. However, what is fascinating
is the way in which he correctly diagnoses a deep predicament in traditional
Anglo-American philosophy and questions that predicament such that the point at
which someone like Heidegger begins philosophizing might begin to be intelligi-
ble to Anglo-American philosophers.

Also interesting in this regard is Robert Brandom’s rather Hegelian reconstruc-
tion of the argument of Sein und Zeir. Brandom tries to show how the

45




HEIDEGGER FOR BEGINNERS

Heideggerian claim that the present-at-hand ariseg out of the reac!y—(o.-hand—lhatl
is, how knowing is a founded mode of bemg-m-th'c-wTorld—llmpllcfs a g(;f:la
ontology where the condition of possibility for the scientific, cnterl.al 11:lcnt| ica-
tion of entities (Quinean ontology) arises out of a shared communicative prax!s
based on a mutual recognition of shared norms (funda‘menlal c_m(ology). Suph 1s
the position that Brandom describes as Hendeggclr’s‘ ‘ ontologlgal pragrr)atlsfmh.
that is, it is a question of acknowledging and.descrlb}ng thf: social genesis of t Ie
categories and criteria with which the world is descr!bed, “.t"undamen‘tal omod-
ogy...is the study of the nature of social being—social practices an
o ane 7T |
praﬁléil;“: develop this point a little further with refen?nce to Heidegger's notion
of phenomenology as a pre-science (Vor-wissenschaft). Although one can find
this idea in Heidegger as early as his 1919 lecture course Thfz ldea q?‘ Philosophy
and the Problem of Worldviews (Die {dee der Ph:quoph:e und das
Weltanschauungsproblem).™ it is also prominently discussed in the 1924 lgcture
The Concept of Time (Der Begriff der Zeit), which Gadamer famously and‘ rightly
described as the Ur-form of Sein und Zeit.™ In the latter Icctun?, Heidegger
describes his reflections as belonging neither to theology nor to phllospphy, but
rather to a pre-science (Vor- Wissenschaft), that would l?e a herrmen;ut:cs of ll?e
factical conditions of possibility for scientific research, ie. their social genesis in
life-world practices. In what I shall generously assume is an attempt at ‘hulm'or on
Heidegger’s part, he describes this pre-science as the p911ce force (Polizeidienst)
at the procession of the sciences, conducting an oc.casmnal house ‘search of the‘
ancients and checking whether scientific research is mdeer:l closg to its n}atter.(bei
ihrer Sache), and hence phenomenological, or whether science 15 worklr}g w1'lh a
traditional or handed down (siberlieferten) knowledge of its Sache. {(One imagines
the mass arrest and detention of whole crowds of naturalists by such a phenome-
nological police force, with summary beatings, torture and execution for the
worst scientistic offenders.) o o
In the Prolegomena, this phenomenological policing 1s calle‘d——and itis a
phrase retained in Paragraph 3 of Sein und Zeit—a producti ve logic (SZ 10; PGZ
2/HCT 2). That is, it is a pre-scientific disclosure of the life-world tha} leaps
ahead (vorausspringt) and lays the ground for the sciences.™ AWhat Heid.egger
would seem to mean here is that, unlike the empiricist or Lockeian conception of
the philosopher as an underlaborer to science, a profitfctive phenomenological
logic—which for Heidegger corresponds to the onginal l_og_lc of Plato and
Aristotle—leaps ahead of the sciences by showing their basis in a fun:ldamemal
ontology of persons, things and world, the pre-theoretical layer of e).cpenince sBo-
ken of above. What | have called “a phenomenclogical pre-science” or “an
existential conception of science” does not dispute or refute the work of the sci-
ences. On my understanding, it shows three things:

e that the theoretical attitude of the sciences finds its condition of possibility in
our various life-world practices;
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* that such practices require hermeneutical clarification and not causal
hypotheses or causal-sounding explanations;

* that the formal a priori structure of persons, things and world can be deduced
from that hermeneutic clarification, which is what Heidegger attempts to do
with his varicus “existentials™. The latter are what Heidegger calls “formal
indications”™, a key term in Heidegger’s early work.

What phenomenology provides is a clarifying redescription of persons, things and
the world we inhabit. As such, phenomenology does not produce any great dis-
coveries, but rather gives us a series of reminders of matters with which we were
acquainted, but which become covered up when we assume the theoretical atti-
tude of the natural sciences. Phenomenology provides what we might call
“everyday anamnesis”, a recollection of the collection of background practices
and routines that make up the delicate web of ordinary life.

Allow me a final word on obscurantism. It is important to point out that such a
phenomenological anti-scientism can lead to an anti-scientific obscurantism,
which in many ways is the inverted or perverted counter-concept to scientism, but
it need not do so if we are careful enough to engage in a little intellectual policing.
Obscurantism might here be defined as the rejection of the causal explanations
offered by natural science by referring them to an alternative causal story, that is
somehow of a higher order, but essentially occult. That is, obscurantism is the
replacement of a scientific form of explanation, which is believed to be scientis-
tic, with a counter-scientific, mysterious, but still causal explanation. For
example, the awful destruction wreaked by the tsunami in the Indian Ocean in
2004 was not caused by plate tectonics but by God'’s anger at our sinfulness.

As a cultural phenomenon, this is something that can be observed in every
episode of The X-Files, where two causal hypotheses are offered, one scientific,
the other occult, and where the former is always proved wrong and the latter is
right, but in some way that stilt ieaves us perplexed. Now, as a cultural distraction,
arguably this does little harm, but elsewhere its effects can be more pernicious.
Familiar candidates for cbscurantist explanation are the will of God, the ubiquity
of alien intelligence, the action of the stars on human behavior, or whatever. Less
obvious, but arguably equally pernicious, candidates are the drives in Freud,
Jung's archetypes, the real in Lacan, power in Foucault, différance in Derrida, the
trace of God in Levinas, or, indeed, the epochal withdrawal of being in and as his-
tery in the later Heidegger. This tist might be extended. | am broadly suspicious of
what | call “one big thing” approaches to philosophy, where all phenomena are
explained with reference to one big thing that is behind the scenes pulling the
strings. Although this is not the place to develop this thought, 1 am in favor of
many slightly smaller things that require different interpretative frameworks and

approaches,

In my view, what we can still iearn from phenomenology is that when it comes
to our primary and most significant access to persons and things, what we might
call our entire stock of tacit, background know-how about the social world, we do
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not require causal scientific explanations, or pseudo-sciem‘ifi(.: hypo.thc.ses in re!a-
tion to obscure causes, but what | am tempted to call, ’thmkmg of Wlttgepsleln,
clarificatory remarks. For example: “The a§pects of }hlqgs t‘hal are most lm:aor-
tant for us are hidden because of their simplicity and Ian:nllanty‘ ‘{Sne is L‘m‘ab eto
notice something—because it is always before ones eyes.) ' Clarificatory
remarks bring into view features of our everyday life that were hidden but self-
evident, and hidden because they were self-cvi(‘iem‘ They make these phenomena
more perspicuous, change the aspect under which they are seen, an.d give to mat-
ters a2 new and surprising overview. In this sense, pher_lomenology is a reordering
of what was tacitly known but went unnoticed: it perymts ‘us to relearn how to look
at the world. Of course, viewing Heidegger's work in tl'ps way Fioes not sound as
exciting as talking about the epochal donation of b.emg in its w1thdrawa.l or what-
ever, but perhaps that sort of excitement is something we are best off \{vnhout.‘ ‘
1t should be clear from what | have been saying that‘l am attempting a mini-
pathology of the contemporary philosophical scene, Whl'cl'l is meant to comment
on—and maybe curb—the worst excesses of both Cont_men‘ta] and analyt‘w phl-|
losophy. On the one hand, there is a risk of‘ obscurantism in some Continenta
philosophy, where social phenomena are explncatt.ad with reference to f‘onjces, enti-
ties and categories so vast and vague as to explain everything and noth}ng at‘all‘
For example, a phenomenon like the internet, cell phones or speed dating might
be seen as further evidence of Heidegger’s thesis on what he calls the Gest.eH. the
enframing attitude that prevails in the technological world, and thereby tnbgtary
to the forgetfulness of being. As such, everyday ‘ phenomena are seemmgly
explained with reference to causal-sounding agencies that functtOt_] steth|ng
like the gods in ancient mythology. Any aspect of personal anfi Pubhc l.1fe might
be seen as evidence of the disciplinary matrices of power, the disintegration of ‘the
“Big Other” and the trauma of the real, the muluple becomings oflh§ body with-
out organs, or whatever. Where such obscurantist tendencies exist, then the
therapy has to be demystification, or what Jack Caputg cglls with respect to
Heidegger “demythologization™,* that is, a cri(ique.of this k.lnd of talk and per-
haps also some suggestions as to why we engage in it in the ffrst place. o
But, on the other side of my mini-pathology, there is the risk of a chronic sci-
entism is some areas of analytic philosophy. As Frank Cioffi wittily rema.lrkg, if
we can imagine a philosophical paper with the utle “ng]ia and Maff:nahsq‘n:
Closing the Explanatory Gap”, then why not papers with titles such_ as “The Big
Bang and Me: Closing the Explanatory Gap™ ot “Natural‘Selfec‘llon and Me:
Closing the Explanatory Gap”?** The assumption of such scientistic approa_lches
is that there is a gap that can be closed through a better empirical explanation. |
have argued elsewhere that there is a felt gap here—the gap between l_cnowledg_e
and wisdom—that cannot be closed through empirical inquiry.* That is, to put it
bluntly, the question of the meaning and value of life in the wo_rld is not rec?uclble
to empirical inquiry. In philosophy, but also more geperally in cultural l'lfe, we
need to clip the wings of both scientism and obscurantism _and thereby avmd‘ what
is worst in both Continental and analytic philosophy. That is, we need to avoid the
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error of believing that we can resolve through causal or causal-sounding explana-
tion what demands phenomenological clarification. Of course, this is much easier
said than done, but at least we could make a start.

Of course, the distinction between scientism and obscurantism is not as neat as

I might appear to have made it. First, obscurantism might not be one thing, as |
seem to suggest. Namely, there is indeed the obscurantism based on faith in some
sort of numinous enigma, whether Zeus, Yahweh or the death drive. We might call
this “obscure obscurantism”™. But there are other obscurantisms that do not
believe themselves to be obscure, but perfectly self-evident or even scientifically
provable: “Doctor, can’t you see that my sleeplessness and aggression is caused
by the fact that | was abducted by aliens when [ was camping last summer?”; or
“Just one more year of research and I will finally have proved that matter is the
product of divine effusions™; or, in a more everyday psychotic way, which is
utterly disturbing, “Doctor, don’t you realize that the pain in my liver is caused by
my dead mother’s anger towards me”. And of course there are scientisms that are
taken on faith and are thus the equivalent of obscurantism, For example, | might
believe that all mental states can be reduced to evolutionary dispositions or neural
firings without knowing how or why, it just feels right. We might call this an
“obscure scientism” or whatever. Let’s just say that there is a pressing need for a
more detailed taxonomy of the scientism/obscurantism distinction.

In order to avoid the intellectual and cultural cul-de-sac of the stand-off
between obscurantism and scientism, | think we need to remind ourselves of a
classical distinction, first coined by Max Weber, between explanation and clarifi-
cation, that is, between causal or causal-sounding hypotheses and demands for
elucidation, interpretation or whatever. Roughly and readity, Weber’s claim is that
natural phenomena require causal explanation, while social phenomena require
clarification by giving reasons or offering possible motives as to why something
is the way it is. One of the jobs of philosophy is to remind us that we urgently need
to make this distinction, and that if we don’t then we may end up falling into
either scientism, obscurantism, or the tempting twilight zone of the X-Files com-
plex. It has been my contention in these lectures that the best way of making sure
we make this distinction is through a version of phenomenology.**

Conclusion

Let me summarize where we have got to in the account of Heidegger and Husserl,
Heidegger’s double gesture with regard to Husserl shows the duplicity of a philo-
sophical inheritance—and perhaps duplicity is the defining feature of
philosophical inheritance, from Aristotle’s metaphysical misunderstanding of
Plato onwards. But, for Heidegger, the Preliminary Part of the Prolegomena
shows the necessity for the move from phenomenology to ontology. That is to say,
in Heidegger’s hands, phenomenological method is led irresistibly to deal with
ontological questions: the question of the being of intentional consciousness, the
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question of the being of the person (for Husserl and Scheler} or Dasein {for
Heidegger) for whom intentionality is its essential mode of comportment towards

i ltimately the question of being itself.
(h"g: ‘ci::ldrsl;, these :uesti?ms are pushed further by Heidegger’s work a‘i.'ter Sfu'n
und Zeit, and lead to the dropping of the title “fund..amemal ontology™, whlgh
risked being misconceived metaphysically as a foundational ontology. But \yhat is
interesting about the Prolegomena is that one can see how the necessity _for
Heidegger’s existential analytic of Dasein as an access to (‘he question of beu!g
itself arises out of a double reading of Husserl, The existential analytic of Dasein
is the concretization or de-formalization (Entformalisierung) of the formal-
methodological conception of phenomenology (SZ 35). ﬂowever. everything
hangs on the passage from the formal to the concrete. Tha} is, does the force of
the concrete analyses of Sein und Zeir distort, work against, or perhaps even
exceed the formal-methodological conditions of possibility for thaF analysw??
Such a question can only begin to be answered through a reading of Sein und Zeit,
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The phenomenological anti-scientism that [ wani to defend could give rise to the fol-
lowing objections, which [ hope to deal with elsewhere. |s the practice of science
theoretical, that is, is it committed 10 a vorhanden view of things? Heidegger would
seem to have to assent to this, although I remain less convinced. For example, is not a
biologist involved with an experiment involved in the same way as Dasein is involved
in being-in-the-world? [ don’t sec why not, and therefore there is a question for me as
to how one might understand science as a practice that could well be zuhanden, until
the laboratory equipment breaks down of course. In this case, science would also be a
praxis and not a theoreticism.

*  Doesn't my defence of Heidegger end up endorsing a primacy c¢laim, namely that
the zuhanden relation to the world founds the vorhanden? The question is, do |
need this foundational, primacy claim? Couldn™t 1 just make things easier for
myself by arguing for a division of labour between the humanties and the sci-
ences? No, because | think Heidegger is correct, namely that I think we do see the
wortld first and foremost as zuhanden and the vorhanden is grafted on to that;
“knowing is a founded mode of being-in-the-world”.

*  Can or should the theoretical vorhanden aititude be extirpated from human activ-
ity? Not at all. Not all experiences of the vorhanden can be thought of as falling
away from our everyday practices, There are some very practical experiences of the
vorhanden, or some experiences of the vorhanden that are embedded in our prac-
tices. For example, to tell a joke is to ask the listener to look at things from a
reflective, contemplative point of view. Many of our aesthetic experiences also have
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this form. They are theoretical experience. A life of pure praxis would be both
unsustainable, reactionary, and dull.

Finally, doesn’t such an interpretation of Heidegger end up dividing the earlier
work from the later work insofar as the picture of the relation of phenomenology
io science seems to give way to quite another picture of science as defining the
madern conception of the world in terms of the Gesrell, where scientific explan-
tion is reduced to the lawful experience of nature in the modern world, and is
usually thought of in terms of calculation? That is, in his later work, it is difficult
to see Heidegger's position as complementing a scientific conception of the world,
but rather replacing it. Tf this is right, then this might begin to explain some of my
doubts about the later Heidegger.

The issue, to reiterate, is not science, but scientism; it is the latter and not the for-
mer that is pernicious.
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HEIDEGGER’S BEING AND TIME

Reiner Schiirmann

Introduction: situating Being and Time

The common thesis: Being and Time and the philosophy of
subjectivity

Since its appearance in 1927, it has remained unclear what kind of book Being
and Time is. Between the wars there were at least two prominent misreadings.
The first we might call the “existentialist misunderstanding”. Being and Time
was read as if Heidegger wanted to express certain moods of absurdity predom-
inant after the catastrophes that followed World War 1. This is the reading from
which Sartre took his lead, selecting some themes from Being and Time—
Being-towards-death, dread, etc.—and developing them into a so-called
“ontology of human existence™.! The second misreading could be labeled the
“anthropological misunderstanding™ of Being and Time. Husserl wrote on the
first page of his copy of Being and Time: “Ist das nicht Anthropologie”™. The
names under which this type of reading long survived are Otto Friedrich
Bollnow and Erich Rothacker. Certainly one must concede that Being and Time
ties at the origin of what was called existentialism and that it significantly mod-
ified philosophical anthropology; vet, strictly speaking, it belongs in neither of
these two categories.

Since the 1950s, a new thesis has emerged.” What Heidegger aimed at over-
coming in Being and Time was the traditional understanding of man as one
entity, one res, among others—endowed, not with chlorophyll as some plants,
nor with wings or fins as some animals, but with “animal rationale”. Man is that
living being that possesses reason {or speech, since this is the Latin version of
Aristotle’s Ldov Ldyov Exov). Quite correctly, Being and Time was and contin-
ues to be seen as an attack against the uncritical division of things into those
that are merely physical and those that also have a mind, into extended things
and thinking things. This view, also correctly, emphasizes the concept of Dasein
to show that it is polemically oriented against the picture whereby what is
proper to man is wholly constituted by man’s “specific difference” within a
greater genus.

REINER SCHORMANN

The common view, then, locates Being and Time within the tradition of the
philosophy of subjectivity. On this reading, Being and Time would renew our
understanding of the human subject—not through “existentialist” descriptions,
nor through “anthropological” findings, but through a re-articulation of the rela-
tion between man and the world. To state it simply: Dasein means that man cannot
be understood without his world, and correlatively that the world is always man’s
world. This signals the end of a solipsistic subject.

Let us investigate this common view a little further, since it is certainly not
wrong, but insufficient. As you may notice, out of the 83 sections of Being and
Time, 75 deal with an analysis of what Heidegger calls “Dasein”, for which there
seems to be no English equivalent, Eight sections, at the beginning, seem to consti-
tute a somewhat broader introduction. Needless to say. after having labored through
those very dense 75 sections, the first eight are often more or less forgotten. The
common view states, still correctly, that Heidegger did not undertake the existential
analytic for its own sake, but for the sake of what was sketched out in the first eight
scctions, the so-called “question of Being”. Being is. 50 we are told, always man’s
Being—hence “Da-sein”. Thus Heidegger renews the philosophy of subjectivity by
exhibiting its ontological foundations, by means of “fundamental ontology”.

What the coramon view cannot account for is that Being is not “always that of
Dasein”, Therefore, fundamental ontology does not simply show how Dasein
grounds itself transcendentally. Or, stated otherwise, Being and Time does not
merely clarify the “ontological™ {(and we would have to see what that word means
in each context) meaning of intentional acts (which Husserl and Scheler already
opposed to a philosophy of man that sees him as substance, thing, ens creatum.
etc.) or the ontotogtcal foundation of the “person”.

Thus, the common view holds that Being and Time “begins” with the de-sub-
stantialized subject, Indeed, Being and Time would only carry further this process of
de-substantialization that had already begun with Kant and Hegel and was pushed
further by Schelling and Kierkegaard. For all these authors the subject is actually no
longer a res, a given thing.' Heidegger's point of departure is the notion of subject as
“process™ (Follzug), and in this respect he could be said to belong to the post-ideal-
ist tradition. Such is his “place in the history of philosophy™.? Roughly speaking,
Hegel broke with the metaphysical tradition that views the subject as one being
among other beings, instead sublating the subject in the infinite process of the spirit
mediating itself and alt things. Schelling, from this perspective, discovered the fini-
tude of this spirit, its facticity, its “thrownness™ even, since he saw finite spirit as
being “thrown” (this is Heidegger’s term) into existence, i.¢. as not the master of its
Being. Likewise, Kierkegaard described this facticity in terms of the imminence of
death, dread, etc., but still in retation to an absolute. Heidegger, then, incorporates
the facticity into the essence of man himself: Dasein is thrown into the world, but
there is no thrower. In its process (Mollzug), the subject, considered in itself, is now
utterly finite. This, as we shall see, is the meaning of “wholeness™ or “totality”
(Ganzheit). Ganzheis is not the sum total of iraits belonging tw Dasein, but is finite
autonomy; its utter facticity, with no recourse to an infinite subject. Thus the title of
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Heidegger's book, Being and Time, becomes clear. The meaning of the subject’s
Being is time; the subject’s Being cannot be referred back to anythmg other t%lan
Dasein, out of which it would then “enter” into time. All these quasi-theological
constructions are indeed eradicated by Being and Tine.

The conclusion of the “commeon view” is that Being and Time can indeed be
viewed as a work of the philosophy of the subject.” It is the final work of such a
philosophy, since in Being and Time the subject becomes radically autonomous.
accomplishing itself. In Heidegger’s terminology. lhrownnes§ (Gewor;fenhe:{) and
project (Entwurf) are structures of Dasein. Being and Time, in other words, is the
attempt to understand the subject completely out of itself, neither in comparison
with other things nor in relation to some supreme subject.

All this is correct, but this thesis does not operate with the understanding of the
word “Being” that Heidegger explicitly works out. “Being” is not primarily man’s
(Dasein’s) Being. To balance the common thesis, we have to take a brief look at
where Being and Time really begins. It is important to understand clearly that in
Being and Time Heidegger is preoccupied with the question of Being as such—
whatever that will turn out to mean—and only therefore with the question of
Dasein.® This is important, among other things, for the unity of Heidegger's writ-
ings. William Richardson introduced, in 1963, the distinction between Heidegg;r—l
and Heidegger-11: the young Heidegger, from this interpretation, was preoccupied
with questions of existence, of the subject, and the latter with that of Being gua
Being.” Although Heidegger does speak of a *“turn” or reversal (Kehre) in his writ-
ings, he explicitly denies a break in his thought and says that he never abandoned
the intent of Being and Time* It is true, though, that when he speaks of Being and
Time in later publications he always refers to the first eight sections. Thus, these
first 40 pages are proof that Heidegger’s work is a unity, that there are not “two
Heideggers™. This also makes it quite clear that, more or less explicitly, we will
have to take into account the later writings when interpreting Being and Time.

Being and Time as retrieval

The first thing one notices when opening Being and Time, is that it takes up a philo-
sophicat issue not from Hegel, Schelling, Kierkegaard, or Husser! (aside from the
dedication to Husserl), but from Plato, whose Sophist provides the epigraph for the
book. The first paragraph of Being and Time speaks of the “question of Being™ and
says that it “sustained the avid research of Plato and Aristotle” (SZ 2, J$ 1). The first
section is entitled “The Necessity of an Explicit Retrieval [Wiederholung] of the
Question of Being” (ibid.).” Rather than continuing the tradition of German
Idealism and of transcendental phenomenology, Heidegger's book wants to retrieve
something that, according to him, “ceased to be heard as a thematic question of
actual investigation” (ibid.) from Plato and Aristotle onward. From the outset,
Heidegger situates Being and Time in continuity with Greek Antiquity rather than
with modernity and contemporary philosophy. Being and Time is thus altogether a
retrieval, albeit in a complex way, as [ will explicate in the following paragraphs.
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What is to be retrieved, according to the epigraph, is “the question of the
meaning of Being”™. How s0? In the Sophiss, a Stranger is speaking with
Theatetus. The Stranger addresses a group of men. These are described as the
men who iry to understand how many and of what nature “beings” are. They
procced to answer their own question: namely through “storytelling”. They
speak of warfare and tove, and say that in such happenings beings come to be:
that they arise from other beings and pass away into other beings. In other
words, people'” grasp beings through their generation and corruption.
Heidegger remarks a little later:

The first philosophical step in understanding the problem of Being con-
sists in avoiding the piBov twvo dunyeioBouw [Sophist 242c], in not
“telling a story™, that is, not determining beings as beings by tracing
them back in their origins to another being—as if Being had the charac-
ter of a possible being.

(SZ 6,18 5)"

In the Sophist, the Stranger admits his perplexity with regard to the question of
Being, and then begins another dialogue with Parmenides. Here a true discussion
of Being occurs. So, what is retrieved at the beginning of Being and Time is the
transition from a storytelling to Parmenides’ thought of Being. More simply: it is
the thought of Being as addressed by Parmenides, the Stranger, and Plato that is
retrieved,

But then, it is something in ourselves that apparently has to be retrieved. To
cite the same epigraph: “...[a]re we today even perplexed at our inability to under-
stand the expression ‘Being'? Not at all” (SZ [, JS xix). Thus, the basic
Bavpalewy of Platonic thinking is to be retrieved, or Leibniz’s question (quoted at
the beginning of the Introduction 1o Metaphysics): “Why are there beings rather
than nothing?" (EM 1/1). Our capacity for wonder has to be retrieved. The begin-
ning of Being and Time lies neither in modern nor ancient philosophy, but in us.
And we shall see that the prerequisite of a certain disposition in he who philoso-
phizes—of a practical a priori, so to speak—remains at work not only throughout
Being and Time, but also throughout all of Heidegger’s writings. When Heidegger
here speaks of the Sinn of Being, one may perhaps also hear: “a ‘sense’ for the
question of Being, a sensibility, has to be developed in us” (SZ 1).*2

But retrieval is still more complex. In Section | we read about three prejudices:
“We wish to discuss these prejudices only to the extent that the necessity of a

retrieval of the question of the meaning of Being becomes clear” (SZ 3, IS 2).
These three prejudices are:

* Being is the most general of all concepts
* it is not definable
* it goes without saying.
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Heidegger then writes:

[a]n enigma lies a priori in every relation and Being toward beings as
beings. The fact that we live already in an understanding of Being and
that the meaning of Being is at the same time shrouded in darkness
proves the fundamental necessity of retrieving the question of the mean-
ing of “Being”.

’ (SZ 4,J83)

What is to be retrieved here? An a priori enigma. This is strange, since we had just
been told that, since Plato, our philosophers have forgotten the question of Bging,
If there now lies, a priori, an enigma in every comportment with regard to beings,
what happens to forgetting and remembering? First, there was a kind of accusa-
tion directed at us: you are not even embarrassed that you don’t understand the
expression “Being”. But now, the very lack of embarrassment about not under-
standing is called an a priori enigma. There is not much that we can do abqulfm a
priori enigma: this seems at least to be implied by the expression “a priori !f
“we” have forgotten the question of Being, then Heidegger speaks of an empiri-
cal, “ontic” state of affairs. But if there is an a priori enigma in our relation to
beings, he speaks of what will have to be called an “ontological” state of affairs."”
In this light, one may have to translate Sinn des Seins not as “gense” of the ques-
tion of Being, but properly as “meaning of Being”. This meaning, necessarily
shrouded in darkness. seems to be what has to be retrieved—but the complica-
tions do not end here.

In Section 2, yet another retrieval is operative. That section again has three parts:
Heidegger distinguishes between “what is asked” (das Gefragie), “what is_imerro-
gated” (das Befragte), and “what is to be ascertained” (dus Erfragte). What is aslked.
or asked about, is Being itself: what is interrogated is buman Dasein; and what is to
be ascertained is the “Sinn” of Being. What is asked about is called by Heidegger:
“Being, that which determines beings as beings” (SZ 6. J5 4). Being determines. He
also speaks of the “essential determination by Being itself™ (SZ 6). It seems that
this determination by Being is what has to be retrieved. In his last lecture, in 1962,
Heidegger said: “We want to say something about the attempt to think Being with-
out regard to its being grounded in terms of beings” (SD 2/2). When compared with
the beginning of Being and Time, this says nothing new: Being, as determining
beings, is not grounded in them. In this last approach, then, Being itself seems to
initiate Being and Time. This impression is enforced here by the first allusion to
“ransmitted theories and opinions about Being” (SZ 6, MR 25). Here, it is sug-
gested that it is not a matter of chance that between Plato and ourselves the question
of Being has been “forgotten”, that the responsibility of that forgetfulness lies, so to
speak, with Being itself. That this line of reading does not lead to any “mythologiz-
ing” of Being cannot be shown now. But the impression that Being itself begins
Being and Time is reinforced by the third meaning of “Sinn”, namely “directional-
ity”. We shall see that, in this way, time is introduced into the question of Being.

B )

REINER SCHURMANN

Table 2.1 Three ways of understanding the retricval and “Sinn™

The beginning to be retrieved Understanding of “sense”

# “Tahumazein” in Plato, in us *  Sensibility for the question
* A priori enigma *  Meaning
* Being * Directionality

We can take the first two of these four facets of the retrieval together. These two
facets do indeed speak of the same transition to serious questioning, first in Plato,
then in us. We thus have three ways of understanding the retrieval, and corre-
spondingly three ways of understanding “Sinn™ (Table 2.1).

For the sake of completeness it must be added that the concept of retrieval
(Wiederholung) has two more meanings in Being and Time; one related to the
structure of the book, and the other to its very content, the understanding of the
Being of Dasein as Care (Sorge).

According to the outline in Section 8 of Being and Time, the work was to con-
sist of two main parts, each of which was 1o contain three divisions. Only the first
two divisions of the first part are contained in what we now have under the title of
Being and Time. The third division was given as a lecture course and later pub-
lished under the title Grundprobleme der Phinomenologie.'* The content of Part
Two, to be entitled *Basic Features of a Phenomenological Destruction of the
History of Ontology on the Guideline of the Problem of Temporality™ (SZ 39, J§
35). has been carried out in the many books published after Being and Time—
although not exactly in the way announced in Being and Time. Division Two of
Being and Time “retrieves”, we are told, the content of Division One. Its task is “to
retrieve (or repeat) our analysis of Dasein in the sense of interpreting its essential
structures with regard to their temporality” (SZ 304, MR 352}, Thus, the relation
between Division One (the Analytic of Dasein, strictly speaking) and Division
Two (entitled *Dasein and Tempeorality™) is a relation of retrieval from the point of
view of time.

The last meaning of the term retrieval has to do with what will be called
“authentic resoluteness™.'® Being and Time is not the mere offspring of the philos-
ophy of subjectivity'® because it is altogether a retrieval—that is, it makes explicit
and thematic something that has been operative throughout the whole of the his-
tory of philosophy, something that is also operative throughout man's life
wherever it occurs. To “retrieve™ a problem is nothing other than making it
explicit and thematic. One retrieves what has been there “always already™ (immer
schon). The place of Being and Time in the history of philosophy can only be
understood through this project of retrieval. It aims to articulate what has
remained essentially unarticulated in all previous Western philosophy: not a small
affair—"the most difficult thought of philosophy™ is to “think Being as Time” (NI
28/1 20).
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The aporia in Being and Time

In the “Letter on ‘Humanism™, Heidegger writes: “It is generally supposed that
the attempt in Being and Time ended in a blind alley. Let us not comment any fur-
ther on that opinion” (BH 173/222/261). Seen from the point of view of the
problematic of Being as quoted a little earlier, “We want to say som§thing about
the attempt to think Being without regard to its being grounded in terms of
beings” (SD 2/2), the very table of contents of Being and T:‘me‘ spells out an apo-
ria. The subject matter to be investigated is “Being itself™, “without regard‘to its
being grounded in terms of beings”, This subject matter is stated clearly in the
introduction to Being and Time. And in the “Letter on ‘Humanism™ Heidegger
continues: “The thinking that hazards a few steps in Being and Time has not
advanced beyond that publication even today” (BH 173-4/222/261). On the other
hand, in 75 out of 83 sections, Being is investigated only as the Being of Dase‘!n.

This aporia is stated clearly in Section 2: “To work out the question of Being
means to make one being—he who questions—perspicuous in his Being™ (SZ 7,
JS 6). The basic problem that one encounters in trying to understand Being and
Time is the following: in order to work out Time as the meaning or directionality
{Sinn) of Being, Heidegger ends up working out temporality as the meaning or
directionality of Dasein. This is the reason why Being and Time had to remain
truncated. It is not by chance that (aside from the lectures Grundprobleme der
Phinomenologie) the title “Time and Being™, which was to cover Division Three
of Part One (SZ 39), is also the title of Heidegger’s penultimate publication. This
lecture, On Time and Being, was given in 1962, It shows the kind of unity that
exists in Heidegger’s writings: they constitute a whole, but not a systematic
whole. Rather from Being and Time to On Time and Being, the unity is one of itin-
erary. The lecture On Time and Being is not what was planned as Divisson Three;
however, it does treat the topic of the third division appropriately, but only afier
three and a half decades of what Heidegger calls a “path of thinking”. [ will quote
at length from a remark Heidegger made about the lecture On Time and Being and
its relation to Division Three of Being and Time:

In the structure of the treatise Being and Time (1927), the title “Time and
Being” characterizes the third division of the first part of the treatise.
The author was at that time not capable of a sufficient development of
the theme designated in the title “Time and Being”. The publication of
Being and Time was interrupted at that point.

What this text contains, written three and a half decades later. can no
longer be a continuation of the text of Being and Time. The leading ques-
tion has indeed remained the same, but this simply means: the question
has become still more questionable and still more alien to the spirit of
the time.

(SD 91/83)
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It will ultimatety become clear, | hope, that this aporia is not a matter of
Heidegger's philosophical capability. In fact, there are strong reasons for preserv-
ing the aporta. Furthermore, Heidegger's decision not to publish any subsequent
books (after Being and Time he only published collections of lectures and essays)
has very little to do with the personality of Martin Heidegger. His work, and first
of all Being and Time, stand historically on a threshold where systematic philoso-
phy is no longer, or not yet, possible. The fragmentary character of his writings
indicates what he calls a historical “determination by Being” (SZ 6).

Thus we have to say that Being and Time is not a systematic work, and that the
entircty of Heidegger's corpus does not constitute a system, His works are unified
solely by a path of thinking, a path that, in a sense, leads nowhere. In fact, he later
published a book under the title Holzwege, woodpaths. This work s epigraph states:

Wood is an old name for forest. In the wood are paths which mostly wind
along until they end quite suddenly in an impenetrable thicket. They are
called “woodpaths™. Each goes its peculiar way, but in the same forest.
Often it seems as though one were like another. Yet it only seems so.
Wood cutters and forest rangers are familiar with these paths. They know
what it means to be on a woodpath."”

In her commemorative article “Martin Heidegger at Eighty”, Hannah Arendt
wrote:

The metaphor of “wood-paths™ hits upon something essential—not, as
one may at first think, that someone has gotten onto a dead-end trail, but
rather that someone, like the woodcutter whose occupation lies in the
woods, treads paths that he has himself beaten; and clearing the path
belongs no less to his line of work than felling trees.'*

Now let us once again reflect on the way Being and Time begins. It begins with a
quotation from the Sophist and discussion about the forgottenness of the question
of Being since Plato and Aristotle. Instead of forgottenness we might have to say
something like “trivializing”. The problematic of Being has been “co-opted™. so
to speak, by interests—the interest in a supreme being (Middle Ages), the interest
in the regulation of behavior {*natural law™ as derived from an ontology), and the
interest in scientific knowledge (since Kant). This is what is meant by forgotten-
ness. In these uses, the question of Being has become subordinate to other
questions. Re-enacting the Stranger’s perplexity would now mean being aston-
ished by the itinerary that the question of Being has undergone since it was first
raised in Greece,

Let us push this a little further. The metaphor of “wood-paths” hits upon some-
thing essential, not only in Heidegger’s own itinerary of thinking. The “itinerary
of Being”—Heidegger is particularly fond of phrases like this, but they are not
without traps—would itself be something like a woodpath. What does this mean?

63




HEIDEGGER'S BEING AND TIML

First of all. it means that the span from the initial question to its retrieval does not
lead to some kind of refos. In the language that we have already encoumere.d, the
“determination” of beings by Being is not teleological. There is no apotheosis that
will arise from the retrieval. We must say even more: the concealment thhe ques-
tion of Being has its root in the way that this question was first raised by the
Greeks. Moreover, we shall eventually have to understand that concealment
belongs essentially to Being, at least as it is thought in Being and Time.

That the itinerary of the question of Being resembles woodpaths also means
that the entire path of philosophy since the Greeks is an errancy—not an error, but
a wandering. This, too, has tremenidous consequences, which I only gesture ‘O‘fva'fd
here: “Who thinks greatly must err greatly.”" The aporia, as we have stated it, is
such a necessary errancy since to think Being, purely and simply, is impossible.
Thus, there is a good reason for Heidegger to write: “Let us not comment any fur-
ther on that opinion”, after having reported that “it is generally suppo§ed that thfe
attempt in Being and Time ended in a blind alley”. The good reason is, to say it
again, that concealment is essential to Being, that the path of Western thought, the
forgottenness of the question of Being, is one instantiation of (hat‘ essenl.lal. con-
cealment; and thus that Heideggers own path of thought is another instantiation of
it. (Heidegger himself would go so far as to say that his political error in the 1930s
is an instantiation of Being’s concealment.) Such is the answer to the aporia stated
earlier—the answer as it can be gathered from the metaphor of “woodpaths™ or,
more technically, from what we shall have to call “aletheia™.

We set out trying to “situate” Being and Time within the history of philosophy.
[t appears that its site is precisely the entire history of philosophy, since its pur-
pose is to gather up the problematic that “makes” that history. |t encompasses thqt
history quite as Plato encompasses that history (if it is at ali true that Western phi-
losophy is “but a series of footnotes to Plato”, as Whitehead says). Being an.d
Time, from the start, situates itself as the counterpart to Plato and Aristotle; that is
its “site” in the history of philosophy.

Dasein as the exemplary being for the retrieval

To retrieve the problematic of Being, Heidegger, at the beginning of Being and
Time, proceeds in a twofold way, comprised of both a negative and positive
aspect, The negative aspect consists in discarding—dismantling, rather—received
opinions that cover up the question of Being. The positive aspect consists in dis-
covering one being in terms of which the question of Being may appropriately be
raised. As we have already seen, that particular being will be ours, i.e. Dasein: “To
work out the question of Being means to make one being—he who questions—
perspicuous in his Being” (SZ 7, JS 6). But to understand why and how Dasein
can be the exemplary being for the retrieval, we first have to see why and how
received opinions provide no means for a retrieval. The reason for this is that
received ontologies function as foundations for knowledge. The first question to
be raised will therefore be: in what sense is the retrieval “fundamental™?
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‘Prefudices’ about "Being’

At the end of the very first paragraph of Being and Time the situation is as fol-
lows. The question of Being, first raised by Plato and Aristotle, has fallen into
forgottenness.™ It has, however, remained active in its very conccalment. under
“various distorted and ‘camouflaged’ forms” (SZ 2, JS 1)—it led a hidden life, so
to speak. The paragraph concludes with the following words: “[w]hat then was
[with Plato and Aristotle] wrested from the phenomena by the highest exertion of
thinking, albeit in fragments and first beginnings, has long since been trivialized”
(SZ22,15 1).

The methodological hint is clear: to overcome the forgottenness, we must, neg-
atively, labor against this trivialization and, positively, do what Plato and Aristotle
did, i.e. wrest the question of Being from the phenomena—that is, from one exem-
plary phenomenon.” This struggle against trivialization may not entirely spare
Plato and Aristotle. Indeed, as the above lines state it, they raised the question of
Being only “in fragments and first beginnings”; and the next paragraph adds, “[o]n
the foundation of the Greek point of departure for the interpretation of Being, a
dogma has taken shape™ (SZ 2, JS 1). We might add: the dogma is that Being can
yield a “science™, a “first philosophy™.2? Such a dogma of a “grounding science”
stands in opposition to the task of wresting the question of Being from phenom-
cna—in other words, phenomenology is opposed to an ontology that “founds™.

Heidegger, in order to free the space for the retrieval, suggests that this dogma
takes three forms, adding that these prejudices “have their root in ancient ontol-
ogy itself” (SZ 2-3, JS 2).

1

The first form of the dogma is the claim that ‘Being” is the most ‘universal’
concept. According o this prejudice, the mechanics of definition (by genus
and specific difference) wouid be able to teach us something about Being. All
genera have a limited extension; that is why they are many. But Being would
be the genus of all genera. Heidegger quotes Aristotle’s Meraphysics to dis-
card this prejudice: the universality of Being is not that of a genus. Aristotle’s
reasoning is well known: a specific difference such as “to think™, “to speak”,
“to laugh™ is always added to a genus from the outside so as to differentiate
it, e.g. to the genus “animal” or “living being”. But if Being were the highest
genus, one would have to go outside the concept of Being to differentiate it—
which is contrary to the premise. As Heidegger says, “[t]he ‘universality’ of
Being ‘surpasses’ [transcends] the universality of genus™ (SZ 3, JS 2). One
must read this paragraph on Aristotle carefully, as well as the two passages
from the Metaphysics. The paragraph ends: “To be sure, Aristotle did not
clarify the obscurity of these categorial connections™ (SZ 3, 18 2). It is in the
pros hen relation that Aristotle at the same time wrests the question of Being
from phenomena and obscures it dogmatically. Indeed, this pros hen relation
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is then taken up by Aristotle to become the chief tool for analyzing entities in
the Physics, Ethics, Politics and in the Organon.

2 The second form of the dogma is that “the concept of *Being’ is indefinable”
(SZ 4,18 2). As with the first prejudice, Heidegger concurs with this view as
long as it is understood properly: Being is universal, even transcendent of
transcendental, but not a genus. Likewise, Heidegger agrees that Being is
indefinable, since “*Being’ cannot be understood as one among the beings™
(ibid.). But not because the method of defining by genus and specific differ-
ence would capitulate before Beings generic extension. The reason why
Being is indefinable has nothing to do with the success or failure of the defin-
ition by genus and specific difference. but rather with the way we have to
think of determinateness.>* Being is to be determined, but not in the way a def-
inite being can be determined. “But does it follow from this that *Being’ can
no longer constitute a problem? Not at all” (SZ 4, JS 3). Thus, what has to be
retained from this second prejudice makes Being all the more questionable.

2 The third form of the dogma is that “‘Being’ is the self-evident concept™
(ibid.). Here again, this claim must be properly understood. We constantly
use the word ‘being’ and the verb ‘to be’—as Aristotle observed. And we
remember that **in any relation to beings there lies a priori an enigma™ (82 4).
So we move and speak always within an understanding of Being, a pre-under-
standing, to be precise. But this pre-understanding is ours “zundchst und
zumeist” (proximally and for the most part) (82 16, MR 37). Later this will
be called a result of Dasein’s *falling™ (Ferfallen) into average everydayness.
So, this prejudice has to be rejected if it is meant to imply that there is no
need for an inquiry into the question of Being, that Being is not a question.

The three prejudices teach us something positive, namely, that we are “always
already™ (immer schon) acquainted with what Being means, but at the same time
that this meaning remains an enigma. The three prejudices have to be discarded if
they are meant to imply that we already know enough about Being by this pre-
reflexive acquaintance. Thus, Heidegger discriminates, in each of these
prejudices, between a sense that is genuinely phenomenological and one that
obscures the “phenomenon” of Being. But the problem remains: it is the “founda-
tional™ character of Being, of the experience of Being, that “obscures”,

Pre-understanding and the point of depariure of the rerrieval

For Plato, the question of Being emerged in the transition from apparent knowl-
edge of the meaning of Being to perplexity with regard to its meaning. Aristotle
raised the question of Being by observing that the copula is used all the time and
in many forms whenever we speak, but that these many ways of saying “on™ all
refer toward the one, pros hen, which is that of substance. The common preju-
dices, finally, say that we all know what Being means. One is thus left with the
impression that we ourselves are somehow implicated in the question. In the
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move to perplexity, we are involved: in the manifeld usage of the copula, we
speak; and in the opinion that everything is ciear about Being, we surmise.
Perhaps the problem of “foundation™ leads to “us”.

This state of affairs reveals two important points, namely, that all questioning
is guided in advance by what is sought, and—most importantly—that we shall
have to turn to ourselves in order to learn more about the question of Being.

We do not insist that to ask the question of Being one must focus solely on
these three structural moments of the reciprocity between seeking and what is
sought, namely: that which is asked about, i.c. Being; that which is questioned,
i.e. the particular being that we are; and that which is to be ascertained, i.e. the
meaning of Being. The issue is rather the following. To raise the question, to raise
any question, is to look for some determinateness of that with which we are
already familiar. This sounds like common sense, yet it includes the three ele-
ments just mentioned: asking about something, looking for a particular point of
attack, and then “determining”.** Heidegger says of conceptual determination that
“[w]e are always already involved in an understanding of Being...[But] we do not
know what ‘Being’ means™; i.e. we are not “able to determine conceptually what
the “is’ means™ (§Z §, JS 4).%

One notices the opposition between knowing and understanding in this quote:
“This average and vague undersianding of Being is a fact”, he says, but “we do
not know what “Being’ means” (SZ 5, JS 4). Here, as in so many other instances,
the influence of the hermeneutical tradition, and particularly Dilthey, shines
through. The end of the book is a lengthy return to Dilthey and his friend Count
Yorck von Wartenburg (the book does not really end, it merely falls apart into
long quotations). But here one can also see that Heidegger is strangely anti-
hermeneutical. The task of “determination™ is to lead us from understanding
{pre-understanding) to knowing. This is only one example of the many instances
that caused Heidegger to say later of Being and Time that it had not, as vet,
entirely disentangled itself from metaphysics.

To make the question of Being “qQuestionable™ again is to show that in the three
“prejudices” there is something wanting, that the indeterminacy of our acquain-
tance requires further determinations. But to take that question up as a question also
means that these further determinations witl only be multiple “inroads™, woodpaths,
and hence, to quote Nietzsche ““the way'—that does not exist”.”® Heidegger indi-
cates three “ways™ that he has followed in order to make the question of Being
questionable again: the first way is according to the “meaning” of Being (Being and
Time); the second is according to the “truth”, aletheia, of Being (historical constel-
lations of truth); and the third is according to the “topology” of Being (again with
regard to constellations, no longer of truth, but rather of “presence™).?’

Let us now gather the “positive™ determinations of the starting point of Being
and Time:

|

The pre-understanding that is “always already” operative in what we do and
think, the “a priori enigma™.
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2 The pre-understanding as specifically “ours™ today. i.e. at that moment in the
history of philosophy where “we deem it progressive to give our approval to
*metaphysics’ again” (SZ 2, MR 21), but in such a way that the purported
subject matter of metaphysical ontologies has been trivialized to the extreme.

3 The pre-understanding that is guided neither by “substance™ nor by the “sub-
ject™, but by “average everydayness”, by that which occurs in daily existence
“zundichst und zumeist”, proximally and for the most part.

The point of departure for the retrieval is thus simultaneously a priori, historical,
and “existential”. Since this point of departure is a priori, it requires a conceptu-
ality inherited from transcendental philosophy, which utilizes peculiar kinds of
categories. Furthermore, since the point of departure is historical—located at the
counter-position to Plato and Aristotle and at the moment of completion of the
philosophy of subjectivity—it requires a conceptuality whereby both ousiology
and transcendental philosophy are appropriated and explicitly brought back to
their hidden roots in the problematic of Being. Finally, since the point of depar-
ture is in life, i.e. is “existential”, these categories will be neither those of ousia
nor those of the transcendental subject, but those of everyday life. Because these
categories are, precisely, of existence they will have to be “exisrentialia™.

If the point of departure is thus pre-understanding in this threefold mode, we
should perhaps replace the talk of “aporia™ in Being and Time by that of a “circle”.
Indeed, pre-understanding is a mode of our Being; the determination of that vague
acquaintance is “questioning”—a more determinate mode of our Being. We can
ask about Being only in making our own questioning questionable. The movement
of departure is thus questioning our questioning or making problematic our vague
acquaintance with Being, What is clear is that we cannot question Being as if it
were “out there”, something other in which we are not also “involved”, as if it were
“a being”. But the circle of questioning is not a vicious one: “What is decisive is
not to get out of the circle, but to get into it in the right way. The circle of under-
standing is not an orbit in which any random kind of knowledge may move; it is the
expression of the existential fore-structure of Dasein itself™ (SZ 153, MR 193).

The threefold modality of pre-understanding—a prioni. historical, existen-
tial—exhibits the “wesenhafie Betroffenheir”, the way we are concerned and
engaged by such an inquiry. “The way cur questioning is essentially concerned by
what is questioned, belongs to the innermost meaning of the question of Being™
(SZ 8). The old matter of ontology is now seen as engaging us—that is a retrieval
of the ti to on, which is historically possible only after Kant and the movement of
examination of the subject that he inaugurated. In the circular structure of pre-
understanding “something like a priority of Dasein has announced wself™ (SZ 8,
J8 7). Thus we can say that the point of departure for the retrieval is Dasein itself,

Heidegger introduces the word “Dasein™ in the following way: “This being,
which we ourselves are and which has questioning as one of its possibilities of
Being, we denote as Dasein” (8Z 7).2 Dasein is thus the point of departure of the
retrieval, because it is “essentially” concerned with the question of Being,
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In Section 2, Heidegger opposes a “bad™ circularity in the structure of the
question as it arises from pre-understanding. The bad circle claims that 1o raise
the question of Being, i.e. to analyze Dasein, one must already know the answer to
the question of Being. Heidegger’s argument here is that there is, in fact, no such
circle because we live always already in a vague acquaintance with the meaning
of Being. This acquaintance sufTices to direct our questioning about Dasein, so
that instead of a structure of circling, we have one of “determining”, i.e. deter-
mining the understanding that “belongs to the essential constitution of Dasein
iself™ (SZ 8, IS 6).

The twofold priovity of the 'Question of Being'

We are now in a position that allows us to resolve the ambiguity in the talk of
“foundational” ontology. Aristotle opens, and at the same time obscures, the
question of Being by making it the object of a first science that, albeit “sought
for”, is nonetheless known to be “first”—and “first” here means that this partic-
ular science founds or grounds all others.?” Against this discourse about Being,
Heidegger opposes another, which he calls “fundamental ontology™. We under-
stand from what has been said to this point that fundamental ontology will not
found, ground, justify, legitimize, or stabilize any kind of knowledge; it cannot
be used for securing criteria for doctrines about human behavior, private or pub-
lic, for logic, or for science in the modern sense. So, in what sense does
questioning about Being lead to a “fundamental ontology™? What is the meaning
of this “fundamental™?

Section 3 is entitled “The Ontological Priority of the Question of Being™. The
text abounds with phrases like “Grundbegrifie”, “Grundiagen”. and
“Grundverfassung”. 1t is clear from the start that the question of Being is going
to operate as a “grounding”. But what kind of grounding? Is it a grounding as in
metaphysics, i.e. the securing of an ultimate, indubitable, enduring, normative
First?

Let us look at the text. Heidegger speaks of “regions™, Bezirke, Felder—
regions of scientific investigation. These are, for instance, “history, nature,
space, life, human being, language, and so on™ (SZ 9. JS 7). Each of these
domains needs to be “grounded™, that is, their realm, the totality that they con-
stitute, has somehow to be justified. It is an old discovery that mathematics
cannot ground mathematics. that physics cannot draw the line that circles its
domain of validity, and so on. Philosophers have leng claimed that it is their
task to provide the foundations that make sciences possible. Thus. ontology is
more primitive, primordial, and authoritative than the sciences,* “Ontological
inquiry is more originary than the ontic inquiry of the positive sciences” {SZ
i1, JS 9). “Originary” indeed: the possibility of demarcating regions for posi-
tive investigations is what ontology provides. For instance, Heidegger says that
Kant’s “transcendental logic is an a priori ‘logic of things’ [Suchlogik] of the
domain of Being called nature” (SZ 11). That is to say, the Critique of Pure
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Reason, in this view, anchors and legitimizes the sciences of nature, anq pri-
marily physics (we shall soon examine an interpretation of the Critique of Pure
Reason that is diametrically opposed to this). ’ ‘ ‘

Ontologies thus constitute a step beyond the empincal. allowmg for reglo!la]
grounding. Ontologies provide the “a priori condition...of the sciences wh_lch
investigate beings of such and such a type” (SZ 11, JS 9). Such ontolggncal
inquiries—as performed by Aristotle with regard to the Organon, b){ the Medievals
with regard to a Swmma, and by Kant with regard to the metaphysics of nature—
are “investigations into the Being of beings” (ibid.). Indeed, it says that be}ngs such
as heavy bodies are “physical”, beings such as roaches “zoological”, bemgs such
as phonemes “linguistic”, etc. Ontologies provide “a genealogy of the d|ﬁer§nt
possible ways of Being, construed deductively” (SZ 11, JS 9). In short, entologies
ground sciences by assigning them their regions of inquiry. In that sense ‘they are
foundational, e.g. they demarcate “nature” for the possibility of natural sciences.

Heidegger then writes, “[i]t is true that ontological inquiry Is more originary
than the ontic inquiry of the positive sciences. But it remains naive and opaque if
its investigations into the Being of beings leave the meaning of Being in general
undiscussed” (ibid.). What can this mean? Assuredly, a second transcendental
step backward, not only from the positive sciences to their onto]ogit?'al confii-
tions, but again “to the condition of the possibility of the on(ologleg }Vhlch
precede the ontic sciences and found them” (SZ 11, JS 9). This is surprising. It
seems that we are invited to step back to some yet more solid rock, some yet
more grounding ground.* ‘

Let us focus on this *double step backwards’ from the positivity of the empiri-
cal sciences. In his book Kanr und the Problem of Metaphysics, Heidegger uses a
slightly different language to describe the same two-step move (and here we have
the other interpretation of the Critique of Pure Reason, in which “critique™ does
not mean “Sachlogik”, but the step back from the regional ontology of natural
things toward the origin of such an ontology—the two approaches to Kant are
irreconcilable). Table 2.2 compares the ‘double step backwards’ from the positiv-
ity of the empirical sciences in both Being and Time and Heidegger’s book Kant
and the Problem of Metaphysics. _

In Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics we read (in the very first section):
“The task of the following investigation is to explicate Kant’s Critique of Pure
Reason as a laying of the foundation of metaphysics in order thus to present the
problem of metaphysics as the problem of fundamental ontology™ (KPM 1/3/1).

Table 2.2 The *double step backwards’ in KPM and SZ

Kant KPM 57

*  Physics * Empirical sciences * Ontic kr!owlcdge
*  Metaphysics of nature  * Metaphysics * Ontological knowledge
* Critique of pure reason  ® Laying the foundation ¢ Fundamental ontology
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Laying the foundation of metaphysics does not mean “putting a foundation {ein
Fundament] under this natural metaphysics or replacing one already laid by a new
one” (KPM 1/4/1). Rather, fundamental ontology or laying the foundation of
metaphysics means:

... the projection of the building-plan itself ... The tracing of the architec-
tonic timits and design of the intrinsic possibility of metaphysics ...
Bringing to light the originative origin [die Urspriinglichkeir des
Ursprungs] of metaphysics ... This basic originality can be essentially
understood only if it is brought into the concrete happening of the act of
origination [Geschehen des Entspringenlassens], that is, if the laying of
the foundation of metaphysics is retrieved.

(KPM 2/4-5/2)

From this parallel text it should be clear that the retrieval of the laying of the
foundation is an act of gathering up a process: a happening whereby the realm is
first opened up in which metaphysics may then grow and sciences be justified. A
happening is to be retrieved. What happening? “The concrete happening of the
act of origination”. What does that mean? In the light of the link between the
question of Being and Dasein, “origination” will probably somehow refer to that
tink. The happening to be retrieved is the very birth of that link, it is the “Sinn"
that Being has for Dasein, the constitution of that “Sinn”. In a language to be
clartfied later, what is to be retrieved is the event by which Dasein opens a world,
i.e. its “Being-in-the-world™.

I only want to insist on the event-character at this point. This is the trait that
shows most clearly the difference between metaphysical ontologies (which found
sciences) and phenomenological ontology (which is said to be the foundation of
metaphysical ontologies). The step from metaphysical ontologies to fundamental
ontology is of a different kind from the step from the sciences to metaphysical
ontologies. Everything hinges on this heterogeneity in the “step backwards’.

Indeed, the very way in which Being and Time can be said to be a work of tran-
scendental philosophy hinges on this heterogeneity. It is altogether an inquiry into
the conditions of possibility of experience—but stepping from one type of ground
to another type of “ground™. 1t should now be clearer why it is not sufficient to read
Being and Time simply as the latest offspring of the philosophy of the transcenden-
tal subject. Mts transcendentalism leads back behind the subject as origin of the
forms that justify science. It leads to a reciprocity between man and not-man: to
the breakdown of the isolated subject; to Being-in-the-world as originative of the
transcendental subject that in turn is originative of science. This event of origina-
tion—of “leaping ahead [vorspringen}”, of “disclosing [erschiiefen]” (SZ 10, IS
9)—is Heidegger’s transcendentalism in Being and Tine.

The next section gives the key formulation of the link between the question of
Being and Dasein. It also provides the second type of priotity of the *question of
Being” over any other possible questioning or investigation.
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“Dasein is a being that does not simply occur among other beings. Rat!mer it is
ontically distinguished by the fact that in its Being this being is at stake in its very
Being” (SZ 12, JS 10). The redundancies are only apparent. And they are Iefzs
redoubtable than they sound. The phrase “Dasein is that among beings which, in
its Being, is concerned about its very Being [diesem Seiendem in seinem Sein um
dieses Sein selbst gehf]” (SZ. 12) reappears like a refrain throughout Being am.:f
Time. This simply means that Dasein is such that its Being is at issye, that it
always and everywhere comports itself to its Being as something at issue f)r :?(
stake. Such is the link between Dasein and the question of Being. Dasein is
Dasein only insofar as its Being is an issue for it. This does not mean that Das.ein
is Dasein only if it explicitly raises the question of Being, for regardless. its Bc_:mg
is always at issue, The questionableness of Dasein’s Being is continually lived
through. _

This link is so intimate that *Dasein” receives its very name from it.*? The
word “Dasein” stands for the program (with the difficulties that accompany it and
which | have indicated) of retrieving the question of Being by questioning the
Being of ourselves. Dasein has a priority among beings; this priority is the indis-
soluble link berween interrogating ourselves (befragen) in order to put Being into
question (frugen. das Gefragie) so that Being’s meaning can be ascertained
(erfragt). The link expresses itself in the term “meaning™. By “meaning of Being”
we can only understand “meaning of Being for us”. It is this reference to our-
selves in the vocabulary of meaning that made Heidegger later renounce such
vocabulary, Indeed, the talk of “Sinn™ was prominent among the neo-Kantians
who were his teachers, mainly Rickert, but also Cassirer and, of course, Dilthey.

The second priority of the question of Being lies in its meaning for us: that is
its ontic priority, But why use Dasein to refer to “us”? It goes without saying that
Dasein is not something other than “man”, but to say “man”™ instead of Dasein
would be to operate with a pre-understanding that precisely does not invelve the
problematic of Being. The pre-understanding carried by the word “man” is tied to
the obfuscating element in classical metaphysics,* to that element due to which,
since Aristotle, the question of Being has remained trivialized. We recall that this
trivialization operated, among other things, in the mechanics of the definition by
genus and specific difference. The pre-understanding that the word “man™ brings
with it is such an obfuscating instantiation of the definition, To say “man” is to
say “reason”, animal rationale, crown of creation. Or, the pre-undersianding that
accompanies “man” is some version of the formal “[”, the cogito, or the transcen-
dental apperception. Here again we lose the primordial character of everydayness.
Thus, Dasein stands for the link between the question of Being and the question
of our Being, as it is tacitly operative in everyday life.

“Rational animal” thematizes man as a certain type of substance differentiated
by reason; “Ego™ thematizes man as a certain unity of functions and thus no
longer as a substance, a thing; *Dasein” thematizes man as involved, necessarily
and always, in the meaning of Being since for Dasein its own Being is always an
issue, Dasein means the “there” of “Being-there-in-the-world™, This word already
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suggests the angle from which Heidegger approaches man in Being and Time,
namely that of our embeddedness in a finite world in which our Being is always at
issue. The ontic privilege of the question of Being is thus that it has its site in one
kind of being. ourselves, and not in others. Other kinds of beings have an environ-
ment or a milieu, but not a world, because for them their Being is never at stake,

What we called the link between Dasein and the question of Being is called by
Heidegger a relation. Dasein is such “that in its Being it has a relationship of
Being fowards this Being” (SZ 12). This relationship is expressed as an under-
standing. This relationship “in turn means that Dasein understands itself in its
Being in some way and with some explicitness” (SZ 12, JS 10). We recognize the
characterization of the pre-understanding: that it is vague, but always there. Such
a “there” is meant by the term “Dasein”, as man is to be called Dasein insofar as
he is considered as the location of Being. Later, in a more ambiguous fashion,
Heidegger describes this relationship as man being “used”, “required”. or “cailed
upon™ by Being. But such phrases do not refer to anything essentially different
from what is denoted by “Dasein™. They indicate that we can learn something
about Being primarily by making ourseives transparent as “Dasein™. Learning
something about Being is to move from one kind of “understanding” to another.
“Understanding™ is Dasein’s way of Being, its relation to Being. But, as we shall
see, there are modes, or modifications, of that understanding.

The idea of transcendental phenomenology in Being and Time

Fundamental ontology as hermeneutical phenomenology

So far, we have seen that fundamental ontology “grounds™ metaphysical ontolo-
gies. and that it does so by showing that Dasein always and in every instance
“understands” Being. To say that Dasein essentially “‘understands™ Being, that
understanding is its basic structure, is to say that it is hermeneutical.

The word “hermeneutical™ stems from hermencuein, which simuitaneously
means to transmit (as Hermes the messenger does). to interpret (as the
hermeneutes, the priests at the oracle of Delphi do), and to translate (as both
Hermes and the hermeneutes do). The word has been used in legal and theologi-
cal traditions to signify theories of textual interpretation (legal or Biblical).
Dilthey appropriated this term to encompass the philosophy of the human sci-
ences (Geisteswissenschaften) in general. These sciences “interpret” and
“understand”, whereas the other sciences “know™ and “explain”.

Heidegger’s use of the word “hermeneutics™ removes the term from these con-
texts. from the context of the human sciences. The inquiry into the relationship
between Dasein and Being is “hermeneutical” in a new way. “Phenomemology of
Dasein is hermeneutics,” Heidegger says, “in the original signification of that
word, which designates the work of interpretation” (SZ 37, JS 33). Interpretation
of what? First of all, the interpretation of Dasein by itself. Dilthey had said “das
Leben legt sich selber aus™ similarly, Heidegger writes, “Self-interpretation
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belongs to the Being of Dasein™ (SZ 312, IS 288). Und_erstanding and inteljpret—
ing are ways of Dasein’s Being. Thus: “Every question .that is ontologlt{allx
explicit about Dasein’s Being 1s already prepared by Dasein’s own way of Being
(SZ 312). . ‘ ‘ ‘

From this originary hermeneutical layer—Dasein always interprets itself, spel‘ls
itself out—other modes of hermeneutics are derived. That is, because Qasem
always already interprets itself, it can also understand things othe.r than itself,
regions of Being other than its own. In this second more derivative sense
hermeneutics “works out the conditions of the possibility of every ontological
investigation” (SZ 37, JS 33). This simply means, as we hgve alrgady seen, (ha(‘the
basic structure of Dasein is such as to allow it to distinguish various metaphysical
ontologies (such as the “ontology of nature” that is foundatllona] for modern
physics in Heideggers reading of Kant). Finglly, hern'{eneut.ncs desngngtes the
description of the structural elements of Dasein, i.e. the existential analytl_c itself. Tt
is, of course, the first sense that is fundamental. Only because Dasein always
already interprets itself can there be a history of such self-spelling-put, aswellasa
discipline —historiography—of that historical self-imerprctat{on. And‘ only
because Dasein interprets itself historically can “hermencutics™ finally designate
“the methodology of the historical humanistic disciplines” (SZ 38, JS 33).3

These brief remarks are merely intended to emphasize that the word *funda-
mental” in the title “fundamental ontology” refers to an event, a
self-interpretation or self-articulation of Dasein, which makes clear the differen_ce
between “fundamental™ and “foundational”™ ontology. “Foundational™ ontologies
provide what Heidegger called the “genealogy” of Being’s possible ways of con-
stituting regions for scientific investigation: but “fundameqtal” means
“interpretive”, an act of Dasein, the modalities of its self-understanding. N

In this sense then, fundamental ontology is hermeneutics in the originary
(oriri) way, it is the source for all other modes of understanding and eventually c_af
knowledge. Rational knowledge (and this has often been misunderstood as if
Heidegger meant to stand up as a declared enemy of reason) is two steps from that
which is “originary”, The first step is Dasein's self-interpretation (by which it can
be said to “be ontological” [SZ 12. JS 10]). The second is an explicit interpreta-
tion or understanding of Dasein, things, or other persons. From these two steps,
“theoretical cognition™ becomes possible, which Heidegger says “reqches far too
short a way” (SZ 134, MR 173) compared with originary understanding. ‘

This hermeneutics, finally, is phenomenological. Fundamental ontology Is
phenomenology. From what has been said of the retrieval, i.e. the subject Fnathr
of Being and Time—namely the meaning of Being and of hermeneutics—it
should be clear that “phenomenology”™ here does not aim at the intuition of
essences, does not bracket existence, does not describe intentional acts. In other
words, it does not explore consciousness. Let me illustrate Heidegger's diver-
gence from previous conceptions of phenomenology by examining several ‘texts.
Heidegger has already argued that Plato and Aristotle “wrested...[the question of
Being] from the phenomena” (SZ 2, MR 21). Later, he will be more explicit:
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Husserl watched me in a generous fashion, but at the bottom in dis-
agreement ... | learned one thing ... What occurs for the phenomenology
of the acts of consciousness as the self-manifestation of phenomena has
been thought of more originarily by Aristotle and all Greek thinking and
existing as aletheia.

(8D 87/79)

In Being and Time, aletheia designates precisely the understanding, the interpre-
tation by which Dasein opens up its own realm, a world in which things may show
themselves. Hence the polemical question: “Whence and how is it determined
what must be experienced as ‘the things themselves in accordance with the prin-
ciple of phenomenology? Is it consciousness and its objectivity or is it the Being
of beings in its unconcealedness and conceatment?” (ibid.).

Thus, “the very issue” of phenomenology as practiced by Heidegger since
Being and Time is “Being itself”. As the title of Section 7 indicates (“The
Phenomenological Method of the Investigation™ [SZ 27, JS 23]). “phenomenol-
ogy” designates a method. It is that method that lets an investigation be rooted not
in a “dogma”, but in the “matters themselves™. In this case fundamental ontology
is phenomenological in its method because its inquiry is rooted in “Being itself ™ as
disclosed by Dasein. Thus, instead of a “pre-given disciptine” (SZ 27), “a philo-
sophical discipline may be developed eventually only from the objective necessity
of definite questions and procedures demanded by ‘the things themselves’™ (ibid.).

In this section, Heidegger simply wants to work out a preliminary conception
of phenomenology (SZ 34). Why “preliminary™? Because phenomenology as a
discipline would eventually result from the research itself. In other words, the tra-
ditional relation between the method of an investigation and its subject matter is
reversed. We first look at the subject matter, the thing itself, which is Dasein’s
openness to Being; and then the method will progressively take shape.

It is clear that Being and Time was possible only on the basis of Husserls
work."* Heidegger says this in a footnote to Being and Time: “The following
investigations would not have been possible without the foundation laid by
Edmund Husserl” (SZ 38, JS 34). At the same time, on this page. the opposition is
stated broadly: phenomenology is not to be practiced “in its acruality as a philo-
sophical ‘movement’™ since “[h)igher than actuality stands possibilin® (ibid.).
And in On the Way 10 Language he says: *1 dedicated Being and Time, which
appeared in 1927, to Husserl, because phenomenology presented us with possi-
bilities of a way™ (US 92/6). This clearly means, on the basis of what has been
said about the philosophy of subjectivity above, that Heidegger rejects the path of
the transcendental ego. Rather than starting from such a point of departure, he
begins with everyday existence, with “factical life” .’ The ctaim, now, is that this
starting point in actual life is radical phenomenology as opposed to a precon-
ceived discipline, a movement, and finally, yet another dogma.

Stated otherwise, phenomenology is already degmatic if it claims to set out
with intuition, Anschauung, because then phenomenological description can only
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be of things that are objects. But if the first “thing” to b? dcscfribed is. evcryQay
life, then we place ourselves on a level prior to subject—object dichotomies, which
are the most dogmatic in modern philosophy. Transcendental ph?nomepology
recedes, steps back, from things conceived of as objects, to thf: se.lt com;cwt;d of
as subject. Such a procedure misses life in its factual de(ermu-nat‘lons—-—l't misses
the “origin”, Ursprung, from which thinking can arise at all. T}TIShIS what is meant
by the substitution of “‘understanding™ for ".inluition"‘ And this 15 whlal is meant
by Heidegger’s reversal of phenomenology: it proceeds not by bracketing life, but
as a “hermeneutics of facticity™,

Hermeneutical phenomenology thus means interpreting, transtating, and trans-
mitting the message of “Being itself” in such a way tl?at this Belngl |}selfbecomes
apparent in Dasein’s everyday life. One way of indicating the opposition to Husserl
would be to stress, as Heidegger does time and again, the opposition between see-
ing and hearing. In hermeneutical phenomenology. it is hearing that has to be
learned, whereas in the phenomenology of consciousness, the Wesensschau is the
goal. This point is lustrated in another passage from “A Dialogue on Language™

The expression “hermeneutic” derives from the Greek ver‘b
hermenenein. That verb is related to the noun hermeneus, which is
related to the name of the god Hermes. Hermes is the divine messenger.
He brings the message of destiny. Hermeneuein is that exposition which
brings tidings because it can Jisten to a message.

(US 122/29)

“Understanding” designates something that one hears; “intuiting” and, still more,
“jdeation”, designate something that one sees. Thus, phenomenology becomes
hermeneutical when its starting point is Dasein insofar as it understands Being—
not the transcendental ego. but factual existence. The ear is attuned to time. And
yet, this hermeneutical phenomenology is transcendental, but in another way. This
is what we must now consider.

The transcendentalism of Being and Time

The step backward from foundational entology to fundamental onlq]ogy
appeared as a move from one condition of possibility to another. Foundational
ontology makes sciences possible. But fundamental ontology makes founda-
tional ontologies possible. We must also remember that this two-step movemept
brought together two heterogeneous movements. The first step backward is
metaphysical, the second is phenomenological. Or, the first step is transcender_l-
tal in the sense of assigning regions to cognition, while the second step is
transcendental in assigning modes to understanding. What Heidegger calls “tran-
scendental knowledge™ in Being and Time is the question of what Being means
for Dasein, and for Dasein in its everyday processes. Thus, the notion of tran-
scendentalism in Being and Time is new.”?
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When Heidegger says that Being is “the transcendens pure and simple [dus
transcendens schlechthin]™ (SZ 38, 1S 33-4), he means that it is the movement by
which Dasein steps beyond itself. is in the world, is “ek-static”, stands out of
itself. It is therefore in relation to everyday existence that we have to understand
statements such as: “Every disclosure of Being as the rranscendens is transcen-
dental knowledge. Phenomenological truth (disclosedness of Being) is veritas
transcendentalis” (SZ 38, )8 34,

In a short essay, “On the Essence of Ground™, written in 1928, Heidegger artic-
ulates the sense in which fundamental ontology is “transcendental™

Transcendence means stepping beyond (surpassing) [ Ubersteig). One has
to call “transcendent” or “transcending” that which so “steps beyond™.
This stepping beyond, understood as a happening, belongs properly to one
being. Formally, this stepping-beyond can be construed as a “relationship”
that streiches “from” something “to” something. Furthermore, to step-
ping-beyond belongs that towards which this stepping-beyond leads, and
which is usually, but improperly, called “the transcendent”. And finally,
“something” is always gone beyond (surpassed) in such stepping-beyond.

(WG 33/35/107)

This text indicates the three elements of “transcendence” understood as an event,
as a happening. We remember that the event-character of transcendence was pre-
sent from the very beginning of Being and Time, and that “fundamental ontology™
is “fundamental” in the sense of the event of founding—e.g. a city, etc. Likewise.
Dasein was described as a relationship. Dasein is such that “in its Being it has a
relationship” (SZ 12) to Being itself. This relationship and this event-character
are now technically called “transcendence™. [t should be quite clear in what sense
Heidegger’s transcendentalism is novel: the very Being of Dasein is to step
beyond itself, to project itself into what will be called its “world™. “Every disclo-
sure of Being as the rranscendens is franscendental knowledge” (SZ 38, JS 34).

“Transcendental”, then, still means stepping back towards an originary condi-

tion of possibility. This condition of possibility, however, is to be understood as
“fundamental” in the sense of an event, not as “foundational”. *Transcendental”
then means stepping bevond, which here designates nothing other than the “pre-
liminary understanding™ of Being, the vague familiarity, or, what Heidegger also
calls the “pre-ontological” understanding of Being (Figure 2.1).%*
The first of these two senses indicates the method of Being and Time, the second
indicates the “nature™, the “constitution” of Dasein.*® But the method can only be
transcendental because the phenomenologist can trace hack the movement of
springing forth.

This transcending, understood as Dasein’s stepping beyond itself, is called at
times “ontological” and at times “pre-ontological™: “Dasein is ontically distinctive
in that it is ontological” (SZ 12, MR 32); and, “a pre-ontological Being belongs to
Dasein as its ontic constitution” (SZ 17, JS 15). The everyday transcendence must
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“Stepping back” to conditions of possibility
{Riickschiag), i.e returning (SZ 38)

Transcendental

“Stepping beyond” into the world,
{Entspringen), i.e. arising (SZ 38)

Figure 2.1 The meanings of “transcendental”™ according to Heidegger

appear as “pre-ontological” when “ontology™ or “fundamemgl on?tology‘f desig-
nates the task of making explicit what is always already occurnng”m Qasenn. That
same transcendence must be called “ontological” when “ontology™ designates that
hidden structure to be made explicit. o '

If we keep in mind that “ontic™ is the equivalent of“cmpmcagl in He1degg§r,
we understand a phrase such as: “Dasein is ontically _‘closest to |tself,.whlle
ontologically farthest away:; but pre-ontologically it is surely not foreign to
itself” (SZ 16). Stated otherwise: empirically we are always closest to ourselves.,
to our own movement of transcendence, since we are that movem‘er?t‘ But the-
matically—ontologically—this is most hidden, precisely because it is so close.
Finally, pre-ontologically, i.e. as inarticulate knowledge of our own l{*anscen-
dence, this movement, this happening, is surely not something foreign. Fc?r
Heidegger, “the ontic depiction of beings within the wor#f "(SZ 6;’-1, N’I,R 92) is
opposed to the “onrological interpretation of the Bef‘ng of !hese‘ beings” (82 6"{:
JS 60), Thus, there is an opposition between “descriptive” and “transcendental
phenomenology. ‘ ‘

“Transcendental” primarily designates the pre-ontological §elf-surpassmg of
Dasein; only secondarily is it the title for the method of stepping back from the
world, or from everyday life, to the origin in Dasein of that movement of self-
surpassing. o

How then, is fundamental ontology “transcendental phenomenology™? It is 50
tn the sense that the “original™ concept of “phenomenon” designa(f:s prgmsg]y
that “origin”, that springing-forth or disclosure, which always occurs m, ::lally life.

In Section 7A, Heidegger identifies three notions of “phenomenon”: the for-
mal, the common, and the properly phenomenological. in each of these cases,
“phenomenon™ designates “that which shows itself in its;lf [das Srch-an-:hn?-
selbst-zeigende]” (SZ 31, MR 54). The “merely formal” .notwn. of phepqmepon is
that which is operative in the transcendental tradition prior to its modlf_ ication by
Heidegger. Thus, the merely formal phenomenon designates that which shows
itself to the transcendental subject, to the worldless ego that knows of no everyday
life. This “formal” notion of phenomenon designates the content of bf)th K.ant’s
“empirical ‘intuition’™ (8Z 31, MR 54) and Husserl’s con-ela}te of the mtentnoqal
subject. The “common™ or “vulgar” notion of phenomenon is later equated with
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Tuble 2.3 Transcendental phenomenology as practiced by Heidegger in Being and Time

Notion of “phenomenon * Being as “appearing to"

* Formal * Transcendental subject
* Common *  Average everydayness
* Phenomenological ¢ Dascin

“pre-ontological™. In the context of one particular phenomenon, namely con-
science, we read: “Even the common [vulgar] experience of conscience must
somehow-—pre-ontologically-—reach this phenomenon” (5Z 289, MR 336). Thus,
the second notion of “phenomenon™ must be equated with a non-thematic, “‘vague”
encounter, i.e. these are the phenomena of what Heidegger will call das Man. aver-
age everydayness. It is that which “already shows itseif in appearances prior to and
always accompanying what we commenly understand as phenomena, though
unthematically” (SZ 31, JS 27-8.). Finally, the “phenomenological” concept of
phenomenon—which in the Basic Problems of Phenomenology Heidegger calls
“scientific"—is that which was referred to in the very first section of the book,
Plato and Aristotle “wrested from phenomena, in the highest exertion of thinking”
(SZ 2, JS 1), the meaning of Being. Transcendental phenomenology as practiced
by Heidegger in Being und Fime is the effort of wresting the phenomenon of Being
from Dasein, thus Table 2.3.

If it is possible explicitly to retrieve “what already shows itself in appearances
prior to and always accompanying what we know”—and do—then the phenome-
non so retrieved is “to be called ‘phenomenon’ in a distinctive sense [in einem
ausgezeichneten Sinn]” (SZ 35, IS 31). The subject matter of transcendental phe-
nomenelogy is then:

... something that does nor show itself at first and for the most part,
something that is concealed. in contrast to what at first and for the most
part does show itself. But at the same time it is something that essentially
belongs to what at first and for the most part shows itself, indeed in such
a way that it constitutes its meaning and ground.

(8235,J83])

It has thus been shown how fundamental ontology is hermeneutical phenomenol-
ogy: “Ontology is possible only as phenomenology™ (SZ 35, 1S 31). It has also
been shown how this phenomenological ontology is transcendental: it is entirely a
phenomenology of Dasein as stepping beyond itself, as transcending itself (tran-
scendere) and moving towards the world. As such a phenomenology, it steps back

to the “relationship™ that is Dasein’s Being or the condition of possibility of ail
modes of Being-in-the-world.
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The working-out of the transcendental-phenomenological method

It should now be clear that to adopt phenomenology asa Qiscipline. a r‘nov‘e:gl?nt;
or an established method, would be dogmatic. Methqdolngnf:ally‘, tha‘t leaves c;n_g,\
and Time in a precarious position since a central object of inquiry for the book 1s
f inquiry itself. ¥ '

theﬁzﬂ‘]‘{cﬁ;}sliog ofyBeing“ is retrieved in Being and Tf'mt" vizi “an gnalyuc of
Dasein” {of which nothing has yet been said). But thl? analytic of Dasein can only
function as revetatory of the phenomenon, as it has just been worked Ol:ll, if thta:f
analytic is guided by some “idea”, some lhrefad by whlch we hope e‘vcntua‘lkl‘)g to }
led to the meaning of Being. This guiding idea, ‘Heldegg'er says, is the “i ‘eartf‘
existence”, what be calls “the Being of Dasein”, i.e. “the ea'senf'e of?asem ies
in its existence [Das Wesen des Duseiny {iegr in sei{rer Existenz) (SZ 42}.
Heidegger is quick to add that this has nothlr!g to do with }he metaphysical dis-
tinction between essence and existence (*‘ek-sistere”, ecst‘ams)‘ L ‘

What is important here is that “the idea ofcxistc.:nce“. ie. qf Daselq S Bcl.ng a?
ek-static, guides transcendental phenomenolog;:;, ‘1nsofar as it takes 1}tsbp01lrbn1 |?
departure in the analytic. The “idea of existence” is the anticipated guiding 1{,‘ t.
Since “ek-sistence” means nothing other than the very movement .of transcen-
dence, this guiding idea speaks of what is indeed mgst basic in Dasein. o

This guiding idea is one that determines Dasein as a ‘whole. It demgna.tcb
Dasein’s whole constitution, its structured totality. “Dasr;lns \_Nh(:lc constitution
itself is not simple in its unity, but shows a structural a}rtlcplatlon (SZ“200, MR
244). This structural articulation is at times called “Being-in-the-world", at other
times “the idea of existence™, and again “care”. .

Transcendental phenomenology is thus a transitionjl from the smgulgr to the
general to a whole. In this sense, the existential analyu; does not deal wnh:mnc
experiences—it is neutral, The idea of existence is the idea of a structural, “neu-
tral” totality. Concerning this, Heidegger says:

We come (o terms with the question of cxistence always only thr‘ough
existence itself. We shall call this kind of understanding of itself exfsfen-
tiell understanding. The question of existence is an ontic “affair” of
Dasein. For this the theoretical transparency [perspicuity] of the ontollog-
ical structure of existence is not necessary. The question of structure aims
at the analysis of what constitutes existence. We shall call the coherence
of these structures existentiality. 1ts analysis does not have the character

f istentiell understanding but rather an existential one.
of an existen g (52 12,15 100

It is clear that this distinction between “existentiell” and “existential” 1s one
between singular and universal, particular and ggng@l. The slr.uc‘tural fmalyals
will eventually indicate some ontic, concrete, pOSS‘Ibl]ltIES, but this is not its goal.
Structural analysis is meant to remain “neutral” with regard to these possibilities.
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Thus, when showing one such structure, that of “death”, Heidegger will say:

The fact that in an existential analysis of death, existentiell possibili-
ties...are consonant with it [ankiingen], is implied essentially by all
ontological investigation. All the more explicitly must the existential def-
inition of concepts be unaccompanied by any existentiell commitments,
(SZ 248, MR 293)

Thus, “existence™ as the guiding idea for the analysis indicates the movement
from the particular (experience) to the whole of Dasein’s structures. The method-
ological expression of this direction given to the analysis is the thesis of
neutrality, of non-commitment, It is the “direction” earlier called the “‘return”
(Zuriickgang). It is balanced, or complemented, by another direction taken later in
the book, which follows the “arising” (Entspringen).

The first direction, that of the “return”, is from phenomena to their Urspring
(origin), springing-forth into the whole of Dasein. Here the phrase “the whole of
Dasein™ designates a structural, formal, neutral, and non-empirical whole,* and
this is the reason for Heidegger's repeated insistence that Dasein is not something
“objectively present”.®2 He says: “{t}his being does not have, and never has, the
kind of being of what is merely objectively present in the world. Thus, it is also
not to be thematically found in the manner of coming across something objec-
tively present™ (SZ 43, JS 40). To nterpret Dasein as something objectively
present—as both the Greeks and the moderns do—amounts to a “reification” (82
437, J8 397) of Dasein. The fuct that Dasein has historically been so reified, must
give rise to a questioning of its origin: “What does this ‘reifying’ signify? Where
does it arise?" (SZ 437, MR 487). The direction of the “return” follows this back-
ward arising to the Ursprung, which, at least in Being and Time, is Dasein as a
structural whole,

The second direction, that of the “arising”, is an unfolding of the so-called
“existential determinations”, such as care, dread, being-towards-death, etc., out of
their originative source. To constantly tie these determinations back to their
source, to the “formal idea of existence”, is to understand them in their unity:
“The existential characteristics are not pieces belonging to something composite,
one of which might sometimes be missing; but there is woven together in them an
originative context” (SZ 191, MR 235),** Thus, when Heidegger begins to unfold
this complex fabric of existential determinations, he can say: “The preliminary
glance which we gave to the whole of this phenomenon (of Being-in-the-world) in
the beginning has now lost the emptiness of our first general sketch of it” (SZ
I80, MR 225). This first general sketch is summarized with the phrase “Dasein
exists” (8Z 53, IS 49). In the unfolding of the existential determinations, the for-
mal idea of existence is made progressively more concrete.

The reason this is addressed within the context of methodological considera-
tions is that the understanding of totality undergoes a change. In what we have
called the “return”, the structural unity of all existentialia is called the whole, the
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totality. But with the unfolding of these existentiafio, the wholeness cqme:? t? bj
located in what Heidegger calls a “concrete phenomenon™. The entire secon
division of Being and Time constitutes a quest for‘ some phcm_)mena] t(isnmor?
that “Dasein can be whole™. Now it is authentic existence that is called “ihole .
The wholeness of Dasein no longer lies iq i_ts fundgmcmal s!r}lclure, but in one
possibifity, one modification of it. Authenticity and inauthenticity are, l({! be :-‘.urci
lasting possibilities—they are structural elcmcms..But amongﬂthe many :>tru.cluraf
elements, one now bears witness to wholeness, i.e. to the “authentic Being o
in” (SZ 311, JS 287). ‘

Da?l"eli?s c(hsange in the direction indicates the main reason the method of Being and
Time is so difficult to lay bare. Heidegger goes back fmd forth between two underl-
standings of wholeness. At one point, wholeness |s‘llble‘ ff)‘rmaljtransceqdenla \
fundamental structure. At another point, it is “a possibility”, which he will later
call “Ganz-sein-kinnen [potentiality-for-Being-a-whole]” (SZ 305, MR 353),

This change also explains why, as the book progresses, :we gre toh_j Fhat. we
have to move further and further back to seize what is m:s-pmfrghch {on gmatwg)
in Dasein. First it is Being-in-the-world in general, and with respect to this,
Heidegger states that the initial abstractness has now been overcome. Bu.l lhen_ he
asks, “How is the totality of that structural whole...to be defined in an existential-
ontological manner?” (SZ 81, MR 2235). Heidegger answers:

To put it negatively, it is beyond question that the totality of the struglural
whole is not to be reached by building it up out of etements, For t_his we
would need an architect’s plan. The Being of Dasein, upon which ‘the
structural whole as such is ontologically supported, becomes a(‘:czlessﬂ‘}le
to us when we look all the way through this whole fo a single originative
and unitary phenomenon [ein urspriinglich emheir!fcf‘fes Phinomen),
which is already in this whole in such a way that it provides the ontolog-

i i in i ibility.
ical foundation for each structural element in its structural possibility.
(SZ 181, MR 226)

This one originative phenomenon will be called dread (4ngsr). But is it m?t
strange that the wholeness should be ascribed to one phenomenon, and that this
should even be said to provide the ontological foundation for all other structural
elements or existentialia? o

The question of method rebounds: dread is still not really orl.glpa!twe. A yet
more originative whole is care. At the beginning of the second division, do_ubts
arise as to the originary character of the first division altogether: “Are we entitled
to the claim that in characterizing Dasein ontologically as ‘care’ we have reached
the originary interpretation of this Being?” (SZ 231, :15‘2!4). No,‘we are t(.)ld,
because the phenomenon of care has not yet appeared in its onlologl-;::jll. meaning
(SZ 303). A new level of origination is gained with the discovery th_at_ time is the
ontological meaning of care™ (SZ 323).* As we know, a_uthentlclty becomes
thinkable only in the context of time—as authentic temporality,
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Table 2.4 Heidegger's development of the transcendental phenomenological method

Formal idea of existence Inauthenticity Authenticity

* Being-in-the-world * The “they” * Anticipation of death
* Care * Falling * Resolution

* Being-towards-death * Everydayness * Anticipatory resolution
* Originary temporality — » Objective presence *  Authentic retrieve

Heidegger’s analysis thus constantly follows the same course: the course of the
“Entspringen” or “Ursprung” of phenomena out of their transcendental struc-
tural ground.* 1n one direction he traces back the Selbstentfaitung, the process
of unfolding itself, which belongs to Dasein—this is why its Being is called ek-
sistence. In this direction, he discovers the formal whole. In the other direction,
following the self-unfolding, he discovers phenomenal wholes. Only in this
back-and-forth is the analysis of Dasein progressively deepened.

In this back-and-forth, we observe the working-out of the method. It is some-
what experimental, since Heidegger would consider it dogmatic to set out with a
method completely worked out in advance. Again and again this deepening the-
matizes the same elements, yet under different names. We can now lay these
elements out in three series (Table 2.4).

In the first column, Heidegger positions himself within the transcendental tradi-
tion, In the second column, he renovates that tradition starting from everyday life. In
the third, as we shall see, he opens new possibilities for practical philosophy,*

The general structure of the understanding of Being

We now know why Da-sein is the exemplary being for the retrieval of the “ques-
tion of Being”, The methodological considerations revealed a series of terms that
all refer to the connectedness between Dasein and its world. These terms all point
10 a “stepping-beyond”, literally to Dasein as “out-standing”—they are ek-sis-
tence (Dasein’s Being is existence), ek-stasis {Dasein’s Being is to stand out of
itself in past, present, and future), trans-cendence (Dasein’s Being is to surpass
ttsel), and finally “Being-in-the-world”. This latter term is the guiding concept
by which Heidegger battles the solipsistm of the Kantian “subject”. It is the con-
cept that most clearly and explicitly indicates the way in which Dasein is a formal,
structural whole. It renders more concrete the vague familiarity that we have with
Being, i.e. “Being-in-the-world” reveals the first layer of the structure of
Seinsverstindnis {understanding of Being).

In this effort to grasp the general structure of Seinsverstindnis, we will have
to proceed in a threefold manner: existence, ek-stasis, and transcendence are ali
titles for the “understanding of Being”. It is because we “exist ecstatically”, i.e,
because we always “transcend” ourselves, that we always already understand
Being. To make this understanding explicit, it is first necessary to show how we
misunderstand our own general structure as long as we do not speak of it in
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terms of the “world”. In the second step. the tm‘ality (.rf our constitu‘(‘ion is q.I:ICS-
tioned tn two more “rounds” of decpening |nvest|gat|0n‘.TI1c groupd of
Being-in-the-world is care, Heidegger will say, and the “meaning” of care is tf:m-f
porality. Hence, this constitutes the threefold approach to the general. structure o

the understanding of Being: Being-in-the-wprld, care, and temporality. All three
titles speak of the whole of Dasein, but not in thg same way. Anf:l all three spe.ak
of Dasein as the locus where the question of Being can be retrlth?d, but again,
not in the same way. Due to the cyclical procedure of Being and Time, th‘e same
themes, e.g. “project” and “thrownness”, will reappear at each of the different

layers of “originariness”.,

Being-in-the-world

In order to clarify these three approaches, the first of which is the explicationhof
Being-in-the-world, 1 will quote the relevanF texts !“rom the sq:econd and third
approach. The “Being of Dasein” is called existence in “f‘orn:nal ’terms‘, but care
(Sorge) in “concrete” terms. When Heidegger introduces this gh:ef existentiale,
care, he says that it unfolds the constitutive moments of Be1pg-1p-(he-w0rld.
namely “world, Being-in, and self™ (SZ 190, JS 178), Thus, Belr_lg-m-the-world
is concretized for the first time with the title “care”. It is concretized the §ec0nd
time with the title “temporality”: “Only through the rootedness of Dasein in tem-
porality can we get an insight into the existential possibiliry Qf that phepomeqa
which, at the beginning of our analytic of Dasein, we have demgpatf:d as its basic
constitution, namely Being-in-the-world™ (SZ 351). This quote indicates that the.
inquiry will lead toward an increasingly originary grasp gf thg wholeness of
Dasein, that is, its formal-transcendental wholeness. The existentiell wholeness,
authenticity, will have to be considered thereafter. ‘ .

The task that Heidegger undertakes in the Section “Being-m-the-wc_;rl.d is “to
bring inte relief phenomenally the vnitary originary structure of Dasein’s Bemg.
in terms of which its possibilities and its ways of *Being’ may be ontologlcathly
determined” (8Z 130). All the concepts mentioned earlier, existence, elf-sta‘sts:.
and transcendence, point to what Heidegger now calls the structure of “Being-in".
Indeed, in everyday life, we appear as “disclosed” (erschlossen). “In the expres-
sion ‘there’ [Da-] we have in view this essential disclosedness™ (SZ. 1.32, MR
171). This does not mean that we constantly experience ourselves explicitly as 52
“disclosed” towards a world; on the contrary, “proximally and for the most part
this disclosedness remains unthematized, ‘ _ ‘

“Being-in” or “Being disclosed™ designate, at this level, Dasein’s Ben.1g: “Dasein
is its disclosedness” (SZ 133, JS 171). Thus Being-disclosed in a world is assuredly
a total structure, a name for the fabric of existentialia. At the same time, it is a com-
plex and structured whole, As Heidegger writes, “In attunement and understanding,
we see the two constitutive ways of Being the ‘there’... Attunement a.nd under-
standing are characterized equioriginarily by speeck™ (SZ 133).%" Let us first look at
these three structural components of Being-in-the-world.
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Attunement, understanding, speech®™

Attunement is one aspect of Being-in-the-world. We are always attuned to what
surrounds us. To speak of attunement (Befindlichkeit, Stimmungy is, of course, a
clear way to discard rationalist approaches to Being-in-the-world. In everyday
tife, what we experience is that we are “in” the world according to moods, states
of mind, which disclose and foreclose certain domains of things. Attunement is a
mode of disclosedness, the most current one with which everyone is familiar, and
one that can never be—despite most philosophers® exhortations—overcome. In
“On the Essence of Ground® Heidegger speaks on this matter:

If the world did not appear, or at least dawn, in Dasein’s preoccupation
with being, it could not be attuned to beings: nor, then, could Dasein be,
for example, embedded or stifled or permeated by beings. For it would
tack the necessary “leeway™... it is only as being-in-the-world that
Dasein is preoccupied with beings. Dasein grounds, or establishes,
world insofar as it grounds itself in the midst of beings.

(WG 62/109-11/128)

The second element, understanding, is a more active determination: it is a capac-
ity (kdnnen). To understand ones world is to find one’s ways about it. This
finding-one’s-ways-around is always attuned in such a way that understanding is
but another facet of Dasein’s grounding in the midst of beings. The difference lies
mainly in this capacity, as will appear later, since understanding is, in the end, the
capacity for projection. Attunement and understanding can be grasped in their
particularity only in contrast to one another. We have no real hold on attunement.
But understanding is the ground for having a hold on the world, a ground for pro-
Jjects. Furthermore, understanding discloses the world, “our™ world, as a whole
within which we know that we can undertake things. Attunement discloses Dasein
primarily as “brought before itself”—but in such a way that it finds itseif exposed
(to itself].*” Attunement “comes upon™ one,™
Attunement and understanding must be grasped together in order to see the
double strategy that we have already traced through the exemplary character of
Dasein. First, there is a strategy of wholeness, i.e. understanding, and second, a
strategy of differentiation, i.e. attunement. When Heidegger begins his analysis of
world as context of equipment ( Zengzusammenhang), the world appears immedi-
ately as differentiated. Within everyday life, the instruments that we use refer to
one another, to gestures and use. Thus, proximally and for the most part, the world
appears as a “referential 1otality [Yerweisungszusammenhang]” (SZ 82, IS . It
is understanding that seizes this referential totality: it seizes the world as “my”
world and as a whole. *The context of cquipment is lit up, not as something never
seen before, but as totality sighted beforehand in circumspection { Umsicht). With
this totality, the world announces itself™ (82 75, MR 105). | mention this referen-
tial totality that is our daily world here only to indicate the structural whole that
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Heidegger tries to grasp through the notions of attunement and underst?nding.
But, of course, the context of equipment is only one—the most ordinary—
instance of such wholeness. What is important to see, in this thematic of the
world, is that the world is not merely a horizon, but “the...whole of possible inter-
connection” of beings (SZ 144, MR 184). One such possible interconnection is
the context of equipment.

More explicit than attunement is understanding, and more explicit than unde!‘-
standing is the third structure of Being-in-the-world, speech. What this
“existentiale” does, specifically, is to render explicit the referential connectedness
of what we deal with in everyday life; it “articulates™ understanding. “The funda-
mental ‘existentialia’ which constitute the disclosedness of Being-in-the-world,
are attunement and understanding... Existentially equi-originary with attunement
and understanding is speech” (SZ 160~1). Speech (Rede) is called the “existen-
tial-ontological foundation of language” (SZ 161, JS 150), that is, speech is not
primarily the sequence of statements that we utter; it is the condition that makefs
such utterances possible.”! Even one who does not speak is determined in his
Being-in-the-world by this condition. Heidegger puts the three “originary™ exis-
tentialia together in one brief phrase: “the understandability, which is attuned, of
Being-in-the-world expresses itself as speech” (SZ 161). But there is .nol a
sequence, as in the Anistotelian theory of abstraction, from something s".ensﬂ?le to
something intelligible and then to something uttered; rather “speech is existen-
tially equioriginary with attunement and understanding™ (8Z 161, JS 150). These
three are called “originary”™ or “fundamental” exisrentialiu since they structure
our Being-in-the-world.* One can also say that they are the three basic modes—
always given simultaneously—of being “there”, Da-sein,

Thrownness and projection

The three existentialia just mentioned detertnine the whole of Dasein and show its
inner structuring, its inner articulateness. But the question—since the entire
analysis of Dasein only serves to retrieve the question of Being—is: how is the
understanding of Being “always already™ operative in daily life? How is it so that
the total fabric of existential determinations are our “understanding of Being™?
Attunement, understanding, and speech are one “cut”, so to speak, of Being-in-
the-world. This cut intersects with another cut, according to which Dasein finds
itself both “thrown into” the world and “throwing itself forward™, pro-jecting,
towards the world. Thrownness and ptojection (Geworfenheit and Entwurf) fur-
ther articulate the entirety of Dasein, but from another angle.

Attunement, understanding, and speech do not imply that Dasein can be
affected by things or even threatened. Thus, this new approach starts w?th
“Betroffenwerden”, “Bedrohbarkeit”, and, in more general, neutral terms, with
“Angdnglichkeit”, with the fact that something can matter to us. If things can
“matter” at all for Dasein, this capacity is rooted in attunement, which presup-
poses that the world has already been disclosed. Only something that is in the
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attunement of fearing (for instance) can discover that things in the world are
threatening. And then, “Dasein’s openness to the world is existentially constituted
by the mood of an attunement” (SZ 137).5

Moods, then, indicate that we are “thrown into the world”, at the disposal of
events. “[Flrom the ontological point of view we must as a general principle leave
the primary discovery of the world to ‘bare mood’” (SZ 138, MR 177). Mood
indicates a way we are “angegangen” by things, the way they “matter” to us, “We
are never free of moods. Ontologically, we thus obtain as the first essential char-
acteristic of attunement that attunement discloses Dasein’s thrownness” (SZ 136,
MR 175). Moods only indicate that we are put at the disposal of things around us,
Heidegger adds that in everyday life, the first reaction to such confrontation is
evasion: “[attunement] disclose[s) Dasein in lits) thrownness, and—proximally
and for the most part—in the manner of an evasive turning-away” (SZ 136, MR
175). Moods “‘come over us”, and thus they indicate that, first of all, the world
COMES OVer us.

Moods indicate not only that we are thrown into a world, but that we are and
have to be: “Being has become manifest as a burden...In having a mood, Dasein is
always disclosed moodwise as that one being to which Dasein has been delivered
over in its Being—Dasein as that one Being which, in existing, it has to be” (SZ
134, MR 173). This task, to be, which Dasein understands in thrownness, indi-
cates the second facet, project.

Moods and attunement reveal possibilities for Dasein.

Dasein, as essentially attuned, has already got itself into definite possi-
bilities as the potential-for-Being which it is, it has let such possibilities
pass by; it is constantly waiving the possibilities of its Being, or else it
seizes upon them and makes mistakes. But this means: Dasein is a
potential Being that has been deiivered over to itself: it is a thrown
potentiality, through and through.

(SZ 144)%

This thrownness sheds a new light on the three previous exisrentialia. We have
seen that thrownness is discovered only through moods and attunement. We have
also seen that in thrownness we understand that Being is a task. With regard to
speech, its very possibility, we are told, resides in thrownness. “Speech is existen-
tially language [Sprache] because [Dasein] has as its kind of Being,
Being-in-the-world—a Being which has been thrown and submitted to the
‘world™ (SZ 161).

It is the potentiality-for, the possibility-to, that reveals the correlative existen-
tiale: thrownness indicates project. Together they show, once again, that
being-in-the-world is a whole, but a differentiated whole. Thrownness and project
articulate Dasein again in its entirety. In fact, all three previous existentiglia—
attunement, understanding, and speech—have revealed Dasein as potentiality.
Thus, they help in opposing an understanding of Dasein as an objectively present
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being. “Dasein is not objectively present, something which posscsses its poten-
tiality for something by way of an extra; it is primarily Being-possible” (87 143).
Méglichkeis. which stems from mdgen. vermiogen, machen (being able to under-
take something), is Dasein’s own Being: “Dasein is in every casc what it can be”
(SZ 143, MR 183).

Needless to say, this concept of potentiality must be distinguished from the
logical use of “possibility”—for instance, in transcendental logic. as one of the
categories of modality.® Only for things objectively present (Vorhanden) can pos-
sibility and actuality be opposed—not so for Dasein. Therefore, the connotation
of “potential” is always present in the talk of Mdaglichkeir in Being and Time, Now
the transition to “project” becomes clear: “Projection, in throwing, throws before
itself the possibility as possibility™ (SZ 145, MR 185).%

“Projection” designates the way Dasein relates to its Being. Dasein is always
more than itself at any given moment, since it holds its own Being before itself as
a possibility; it is the potentiality-for-Being. In attunement, understanding, and
speech, it “lets be™ (ibid.) such possibilities, that is, it makes them its own. With
regard to understanding, Heidegger states this in the following way:
“Understanding has in itself the existential structure which we call ‘projection’...
The character of understanding as projection is constitutive of Being-in-the-world
with regard to the disclosedness of the ‘there’” (SZ 145, MR 185}, i.e. the “there”
of Da-sein. Thus, the “there” comes to mean the givenness of a “can-be [Du einey
Seinkdnnens]” (SZ 145),

Now, such projecting has nothing to do with drafting a plan and acting accerd-
ing to it. Rather, it reveals what will later in the boek be called the pre-eminence
of the future. Projection shows the “fore-having, fore-sight, and fore-conception
[Vorhaben, Vorsicht, Vorgriff]” {SZ 150, MR 191} of Dasein's totality as potential.
The projected possibility always has the character of wholeness. But this only
indicates that the “guiding idea” of the existential analytic now appears in a new
light. It is “possibility” that is the impetus for projection; Dasein projects itself
towards its possibilities as towards its own possibie totality.

Here is one of the existentiulia, then, that comes to stand for the “guiding idea”
of wholeness, i.e. Mdglichkeir. Besides the progressive deepening whereby this
guiding idea receives ever new, more “originary™ names, there is something else to
keep in mind. In the context of thrownness and projection, “possibility” is guiding.
It guides the projection within thrownness, while at the same time guiding the ana-
lytic as a whole. In other words, the analytic of Dasein is nothing other than
explicit existing. We have seen that this reverberation upon existentiell, concrete,
modes of existing becomes thematic only in the analysis of temporality. [n the con-
text of authentic temporality, the existential interpretation “must be guided, in
every step, by the idea of existence ... this means ... that it projects existentiaf phe-
nomena upon existentie/! possibilities, and ‘thinks these possibilities through to
the end’ in an existential manner”. If we do this, the working-out of a wholeness
that is possible in an existentie// way “will lose the character of an arbitrary con-
struction. [t will have become a way of interpreting whereby Dasein is set free for
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its uttermast possibility of existence™ (SZ 302-3, MR 350; my emphasis), In other
words, existential interpretation yields a liberating power for existentiell possibili-
ties. To philosophize about existence is itself determinate existence.

The hermeneutic of Dasein likewise has the character of projection. One can
say that it sets before itself the “idea of wholeness” only because Dasein always
sets such an idea before itself, Thus, the existential hermeneutic does what Dasein
does: project a form of wholeness. The analytic develops the significance of “pro-
jecting” that is always operative in Dasein. Seinsverstindnis, whether implicit in
everyday Dasein or explicit in the existential analytic and fundamental ontology,
always has the character of projection.

Structurally, projection indicates a whole that Dasein can, of course, never
concretely achieve. The projecting towards possibilities is always richer than what
can in fact be achieved. Since Dasein is *thrown” into a factual world, not every-
thing is possible. By virtue of its own “facticity” many possibilities are taken
away from Dasein.”” Hence the finitude of Dasein’s world, i.e. of those possibili-
ties that it can, in fact, seize upon. Thus, thrownness is, so to speak, the principle
of limitation upon projection.

“Being-in-the-world™ is an altogether preliminary characterization of the con-
stitution of Dasein. It serves as the guiding thread of the analytic. It operates
negatively, “prohibitively”, since the concept of “Being-in-the-world”, as devel-
oped in Section 13, is meant to reject from the outset:

¢ any concept of subject that would be worldless™
* any concept of world that would be “theoretical” at its source, as if the world
were an object for knowledge.

It also operates positively, since “Being-in” reveals an identity of disclosure that
is “always aiready™ (immer schon) involved. As shown in Section 41, this prelim-
inary characterization of Dasein’s constitution leads to an entire fabric of
determinations that are synthesized under the label “care™ (Sorge). All these
analyses that “care” brings together render yet more explicit both the wholeness
of this structure and its inner articulation. Therefore, we must now turn to a con-
sideration of “care™.

Care

The problematic of care is similar to that of Being-in-the-world. The question is
that of the understanding of Being, and why an analytic of Dasein is necessary to
“retrieve” the question of Being. The way that this question is answered at the
three levels of the general organization of Being and Time—Being-in-the-world,
care, and temporality—is by showing:

¢  the wholeness of the structural-functional fabric
* its inner articulation according to concrete possibilities.

89




HEIDEGGER'S BEING AND TIME

The heuristic function of dread (Angst)

“Care™ meets these two criteria, but in a more specified manner than “Being-in-
the-world”. Indeed, “care™ is another term for the general‘.'formal‘ whole of
Dasein. But at the same time, there is one particular possibility that dlrecti the
inquiry here, i.e. one extreme modification of Bging-i.n-the-forld: the world “col-
lapses into itself; the world completely lacks SIgnlf:can(‘:e (SZ 186, MR 231).
This experience of collapse is one mode of attunement, i.e. being altupefl to Fhe
world in such a way that it appears threatening—no particular threat 1sb1rnp11ed
here, but the world “as a whole” is a menace. We are attuned by fear to things th_al
threaten us; but the particular threat whereby the world itself, as a whole, foses its

ignificance, is something different—it is dread (Angss).

S|gTThar in fuce of wkichgone has dread is Being-in-the-world as .mc'h“' (SZ 186,
MR 230). Angsr “vor " is dread in the face of the wqud and A:ﬂ'gsf “Lfm is dread
about Being-in-the-world itself. “Dread individualizes Dasein for its ownmost
Being-in-the-world” (S8Z 187, MR 232). “Dread takes away fror,r.n. Qa§eln the pos-
sibility of understanding itself, as it falls, in terms of the *world™ (ibid.). But tl}ns
extreme possibility is highly revelatory: “Dread, as one mode qfattunemenl, Q1s-
closes the world as world” (SZ 186, JS 175).™ Thus, one pa‘rtlcular existentiale
again reveals the totality of the formal constitution of Dasein. O‘nly‘ becaus? of
this revelatory character is dread significant here—not because it fits best into
Heidegger’s idea of what life should be like. o

The way in which dread is related to projection is clear: the wqud can only

“leave me alone” if 1 always already go out into it. When the world’s interconnect-
edness collapses, this interconnectedness appears as a fabric, which makes clea‘r‘
that “that which discloses and that which is disclosed are exfsrenrfaf’d’y selfsame
(SZ 188).%* Dread, then, reveals that Dasein is always ahead of itself in a world. It
reveals this Being-ahead, this projectional character, by way of impossibility. To say
that Dasein is always “beyond itself™ is ror to say, if we have understood the phe-
nomenon of dread, that Dasein is concerned with one thing or another.

Dasein is always already adhead of itselfin its Being. It is alway§ “beyond
itself™ not as a way of behaving towards other beings which it 1s‘nor. but
as Being towards the potentiality-for-Being which it is it.self‘ This struc-
ture of Being by which Being is for Dasein itself “an issue”, we shall
denote as Dasein’s “Being-ahead-of-itself ™.

(SZ 191-2, MR 236)

Wholeness and differentiation of “care”

What was first called “Being-in” is now described more strictly as “Being-ahead-
of-itself in the world”. In other words, this way of speaking includes the
wholeness as well as the inner articulateness of Being-in-the-world. Wholeness
here means Being-ahead-of-itself in a world, and inner articulateness means
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Being-ahead-of-itself,
i.e. “existentiality”

Care

Being-already-in, Being-alongside,
i.e, "facticity” 1.e. “fallenness”

Figure 2.2 The definition of care

Being-alongside-with-things that are encountered in that world. Later, in the third
approach (according to temporality), the Being-ahead will appear as Being-ahead
in time. But now, with regard to care, Heidegger says: “The Being of Dasein
means *ahead-of-itself-Being-already-in (the world) as Being-alongside (beings
encountered within-the-world)’. This Being fulfills the signification of the term
‘care™ (SZ 192, MR 237).

Structurally, care is again differentiated from within, but in a new way. It does
not appear according to attunement, understanding, and speech, but as encom-
passed by what is here called “Being-already-in". Indeed, these three
existentialia—attunement, understanding, and speech—arose out of an examina-
tion of the structure of “Being-in”. Care is thus more concrete and wider in
formal scope than Being-in-the-world. Besides “Being-in", it siresses two addi-
tional features: Being-ahead-of-itself, and Being-alongside, The definition of
care can thus be schematized as shown in Figure 2.2.

We have here the three most “encompassing” elements of the formalism in
Being and Time. | say “formalism™ because these three elements designate the
formal, not the ontic/existentiell mode of wholeness of Dasein.

Facticity, as being thrown-into-the-world, and fallenness, as being dispersed-
among-beings, are familiar titles by now. But what is meant here by
“existentiality™? *Care does not characterize just existentiality, as if detached
from facticity and fallenness; on the contrary, it embraces the unity of these deter-
minations™ (SZ 193). Among these three determinations, existentiality seems to
have some kind of pre-eminence. We are told that “care for oneself” (Selbstsorge)
would be a tautology. **Care’ cannot stand for some special attitude towards the
self; for the self has already been characterized ontologically by ‘Being-ahead-of-
itself” (SZ 193, MR 237).% This is revelatory. We now have a new equation:

existentiality = Being-ahead-of-itself = the self
The text continues: “in this characterization the two other structural moments of

care—namely Being-already-in...and Being-alongside...have been posited simul-
taneously” (SZ 193). We thus have a new triangle (Figure 2.3).
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Self

Care

Being-in Beings {world)

Figure 2.3 Simultaneous positing of the two other structural moments of care,
Being-already-in and Being-alongside

Care is now, once again, the most appropriate title—before being rep!aced‘by “tem-
potality”—for the structural whole of Dasein. Thus, “[flrom this signification every
tendency of Being which one might have in mind ontically, such as worry or care-
freeness, is ruled out” (SZ 192, MR 237). The concept of care, we are told in a
footnote “has grown upon the author in connection with his attempts to interpret the
Augustinian...anthropology with regard to the fundamental principles reached in the
ontology of Aristotle” (SZ 199, MR 492n. vii). The reciprocity of thrownness-prQ-
jection can be traced back to Augustine. With the Latin word cura “what we hav; in
view is one single basic state in its essentially twofold structure of throwp projec-
tion” (SZ 199, MR 243). In Augustine, being “thrown™ is structurally snmllar‘ to
“creation”, while “projection” is structurally similar to the restless heart. By calll.ng
care an “ontological-a priori generalization”, Heidegger also reveals an Aristotelian
heritage. This leads Heidegger toward an understanding of “[t]he transoenden}a!
‘generality’ of the phenomenon of care as well as of all fundamental exfs_femiaha
(SZ 200, MR 244). Does this amount to Aristotle’s very quest for categories?

Since care is merely the formal title of Dasein’s totality, it clearly operates on a
level prior to the two possible modifications of Dasein, authenticity and inauthen-
ticity. The more detailed implications of the care-structure will appear when we
oppose these two modifications concretely.

Methodologically, the care structure has been arrived at through one revelatory
existentiale, dread. In dread, the totality of the care-structure is given phenome-
nally.*? Dread completely discloses what is then diversified through the elements of
care, Dread is thus divested of any psychological connotation, and also of any ethi-
cal connotation (which it still has in Kierkegaard, from whom Heidegger borrows
much of his analysis). Dread is that mood by which man is determined not by pat-
ticular things, but by a way in which the world as a whole appears—or disappears.

To speak in terms of “care” is Heidegger’s way of rephrasing the observation that
Dasein is that being in whose being Being itself is always an issue, or always at
stake ®* “Care” means “Being-at-stake”, being an issue. Thus the care-structure
deals, atthough rarely explicitly, with the “relatedness™ by which the question of
Being arose at the beginning of the book. Thus, care concerns more than the Being
of man himself, the “self”. Care is also care for beings in their totality—it is the
unity of this dual “concern” for both other beings and for Dasein itself. Care is that
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non-cognitive openness to beings by virtue of which they can appear to us at all.
This transcendental ground for appearance has to be called “care” in a phenome-
nology that starts, not with acts of consciousness, but with the phenomenality of
everyday life. This phenomenality is itself constituted in such existentialia as dread.

“Care”, then, is one name for the disclosedness of things. This disclosedness
{Offenbarkeir) is the happening (Volizug) of Being as it can be described accord-
ing to the analytic of Dasein. Care is a process, and not one that is accomplished
through reason; as an everyday-process it discloses Being itself, it is the name for
that disclosure. One could also say that care is the event of transcending. In tran-
scending, self, beings (world), and Being-in are brought together in such a way
that Being appears as their unique unfolding, the transcendens pure and simple.

This triangle Self/Being-in/beings (world) shows, once again, the tendency, in
Being and Time, against “decontextualization” of the self (Enrweitlichung). The
self is always already “in"—that is, involved-—in its world. This clearly means
that we cannot continue speaking of the self as designating a person’s inner states
or moral-subjective apparatus, and even less 2 spiritual substance. The self will
have to be understood as “Dasein”, that is, already engaged in a world. But the
pre-eminence of the self—of existentiality—consists in the revelatory function
that it has with regard to others. Thus we have to raise in one question the prob-
tems of the self and of the others,

The self and being-in

The concept of “self ™ in Being and Time answers the question: “Who is this being,
Dasein?” (SZ 114). “Dasein is a being which is in each case / mpself” (SZ 114, MR
£30; my emphasis). The concept of self thus points to me, in each case, as the sub-
Ject matter of the analytic. In that sense, its significance is both ontological and
ontic: “This determination [i.e. “self™] indicates an ontologically constitutive
state, but it does no more than indicate it. At the same time this tells us onticaily
{though in a rough and ready fashion) that in each case an ‘I'~—not Others—is this
bemng” (SZ 114, MR 150). Ontically, the self points to what Heidegger elsewhere
calls Jemeinigkeir, “mineness”. But what is this ontological state that the concept
of self merely indicates? It probably results from “Being-in” and “beings” (world).
Heidegger writes: “The ‘who’ is what maintains itself as something identical
throughout changes in its experiences and ways of behavior, and which thereby
relates itself to this changing multiplicity” (ibid.). The reference is to Kant's
notion of Beharrlichkeit (permanence) in the first analogy of experience. The
determination “'self” only indicates an ontological structure because the question
and answer “Who?"—"the self”* does not yet discard the substantialist misunder-
standing. In Heideggers terms, it is according to this misunderstanding that
Dasein becomes at all comparable to something objectively present (vorhanden).
This misunderstanding is what he discards by opposing the self to the “subject”.
In a later development he briefly summarizes the way “self™ is operative here,
precisely by referring it back to “existing”. “The question of the ‘who’ of Dasein
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has been answered with the expression *self”. Dasein’s selfhood has been def iped
formally as a way of existing, and therefore not as a being that would be objec-
tively present (present-at-hand)” (SZ 267, MR 31 2).¢ . .

Thus, we gather that the self, as an ontological co-constituent, 1s as much of a
process as ek-sisting, trans-cending, etc.—which has a certain numb«?r of conse-
quences that bring us to the core of the radical transform‘atlon of the
understanding of man in Being and Time. The transformation is radical because:

» the self is not given ‘ ‘
« it is encountered in every-day life (and not in reflection)
+ it is modifiable.

These three senses of transformation are elucidated as follows.

THE SELF 15 NOT GIVEN

“[W1hat is more indubitable than the givenness of the “1°?2...Perhaps [this gi\ten-
ness] is indeed evident. This insight even affords access to a phenomenological
problematic in its own right, which has its significance_ as ‘formal Ipl‘lcno_menol-
ogy of consciousness™ (SZ 115, MR 151). But against 'the guiding idea of
substantiality, Heidegger—as we have seen from the begmnmg—h?s worked out
a guiding idea of existentiality. This guiding idea 1s here expressed in the vocgbl._u-
lary later appropriated (and transformed) by Sartre: “The ‘gssence ‘of Dgsem is
grounded in its existence” (SZ 117, MR 152). What does this mean in Béfmg and
Time? “If the ‘I’ is an essential characteristic of Dasein, then it is one which must
be interpreted existentially”” But then, “Dasein is, in each case, its Self only in
existing” (ibid.). To put it briefly: the self is not gegeben (given) but aufgegeben,
a task yet to be achieved.

THE SELF 1S ENCOUNTERE LN EVERY DAY LIFT.

“Everydayness” is that surface which, at the outset, was called pre-oqto}ogical,
where we have a vague or “pre” understanding of the fact that in existing our
Being is at stake. It is later called “thrownness” and “facticity”. But lqoklng at
this daily surface, we hardly encounter ourselves as seizing upon our Being as an
issue. This is what is meant by the repeated phrase “zundchst und zumeist”, prox-
imally and for the most part. Now, how does the self appear, prOxim‘ally and for
the most part? “It could be that the ‘who’ of everyday Dasein just is #ot the °I
myself'” (SZ 115, MR 150). _
“Perhaps, in the long run, Dasein says ‘I am the one’, and says this loudest,
when it is ‘not’ this being™ (SZ 115).% The entirety of Section 27 examines the
way Dasein appears to itself in daily existence. It “does™ things_, rather than
reflecting. Daily existence is composed of running errands, performing lasks? ete.
If we are essentially absorbed in our daily existence, rather than reflecting,” if we
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primarily give attention to the way we are involved in what is no within us, but
outside in the world, then we are perhaps most of the time not ourselves. As a
famous passage from Being and Time puts it:

Dasein itself is not; its Being has been taken away by the others. Dasein’s
everyday possibilities of Being are for the others to dispose of as they
please. The others, moreover, are not definite others. On the contrary,
any other can represent them. What is decisive is just that inconspicuous
domination by others, which has already been taken over unawares by
Dasein as Being-with. One belongs to the others oneself and enhances
their power. “The others” whom one thus designates to cover up the fact
of one’s belonging to them essentially oneself, are those who proximally
and for the most part “are there” in everyday Being-with-one-another.
The “who” is not this one, not that one, not oneself [Man selbst], not
some people, and not the sum of them all. The “who” is a neuter, the
“thev" [das Man).

(SZ 126, MR 164)

If the self is so encountered in everyday-neutrality, then existence is somehow pre-
scribed by the others, and not by myself. And yet, this kind of being, prescribed by
the others, is what I make mine. But how? Certainly not in saying reflectively (like
the character in lonesco’s Rhinoceros): “I want to be a rhinoceros as they all are™,®*
but rather pre-reflectively, by going about one’s daily business the way everyone
else does, by considering the use of everyday equipment to be unremarkable in the
midst of a world of microchips and intercontinental ballistic missiles.*
Everydayness is a practical adoption of average existence.

THE SELF 1S MODIFIABLE

The self, as not pre-given, and as practically determined by the “they”, is modifi-
able. It can come back from what “they all do”.

Thus, the self is the locus of the two modifications of the fabric of Dasein,
which we shall soon have to examine: authenticity and inauthenticity.
Authenticity should not imply that determination by “the they” will ever be over-
come or eradicated. [t should also not imply that solipsism or self-sufficiency will
somehow come out victorious. Rather, if the triangle Self/Being-in/beings (world)
is insurmountable, then average everydayness and the “they” will have to be con-
sidered as structural and not episodic determinations. At this point, what is
important is simply to show how the self must be understood out of Being-in, as
always already committed to its world and determined by it. Hence the three ele-

ments sketched above: the self as not given, as absorbed by the “they”, and as
potentially authentic,
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The self and heing-with (Mitsein)

There are three ways in which beings appear in the world: lhingg thgt we use
(equipment, Zeug), things that we consider (“things” hf.:re, ie. Fjbjectwely pre-
sent), and others like us. “The world of Dasein frees beings which not only are
quite distinct from equipment and things, but which are ‘in’ the wor]d_ “._by way
of Being-in-the-world” (SZ 118, MR 154). Thus, the “world” of Dasein is struc-
tured according to three domains: beings that are zukanden (ready-to-hand),
vorhanden (present-at-hand, or “objectively present™), and “the others”. Of *the
others”, Heidegger says here: “[t]hese beings are neither ready-to-hand, nor pre-
sent-at-hand; on the contrary, they are like the very Dasein which frees them, in
that they are there too, and there with ir” (ibid.). Let me begin by opposing Being-
with to what is here and elsewhere called zuhanden and vorhanden.

First, we will look at Being-with {Mitsein) as opposed to “ready-to-hand”. In
Section 15, Heidegger develops what he calls “concern” with equipment.
“Concern” (desorgen) is that aspect of care in which we find ourselves among
instrumenis that we use. In using these instruments we precisely do not reflect on
their make-up. “The kind of dealing which is closest to us is...nof a bare percep-
tual cognition, but rather that kind of concern which manipulates things and puts
them to use” (SZ 67, MR 95). Our everyday familiarity with the world consists in
a simple engagement with clothes, pens, subways, hammers, and doors that we
open and close without looking explicitly at their propertion, color, etc. Once
again, this engagement is not perceptual, theoretical, or reflective, but occurs
through usage.™ ‘

There are certainly instances where the others appear as things that are manipu-
lated, “put to use™. Any kind of master—slave relationship is of such an order. One
can put “the others™ to use both privately, or by the millions. In this case they
become “cannon fodder”. But then—and this is the point of the entire analysis of
Being-with—they are not seen as Miidasein, Dasein-with (title of Section 2‘6)‘ But
even in this case, and more generally in all comportment with regard to equipmen,
tools, elc., the others are already somehow “there”. For Heidegger, things that are
simply to be put to use, zuhanden, belong in a context of references. The door that
we open and close does not float in empty space; around doors we do not expect
wheels or potato salad, but walls. And within walls, people live. This is what we
mean by a “pattern of references” (Verweisungszusammenhang), in which others
implicitly have their place. When shoes lose their soles two weeks after you bought
them, you say; “They don’t make things like they used to”. In a thing ready-to-
hand there lies “an essential assignment or reference to possible wearers, for
instance, for whom it should be ‘cut to the figure™. Similarly, when material is put
to use, we encounter its producer or ‘supplier’ as one who ‘serves’ well or badly”
(SZ 117, MR 153). In what Heidegger calls the Zeugzusammenhang, environmen-
tal context of equipment, the others are present in the world set up by
readiness-to-hand. The world in which Dasein finds itself is always made up of
things for usage, of potential others (who are not “added™ to the relation of usage),
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and of myself. The point is that there is no “world” in the phenemenological sense,
from which the others are altogether absent.

The same thing holds true of things verkanden (present at hand or objectively
present). We can look at the pair of shoes in such a way that we compare them
with their ideal constitution, with what shoes are supposed to be. We look at them
angrily when the sole has been lost: shoes are not shoes if they have no sole or
heel. Thus, when a sole or heel breaks off on the sidewalk, our relation to the shoe
changes, it is no longer ready-to-hand (or to foot), but “objectively present”.
Things “objectively present” are what science deals with. Heidegger gives the
example of a hammer. As long as it works well, it is zuhanden. When it breaks, it
becomes conspicuous, “objectively present”; “If we look at things just ‘theoreti-
cally’, we can get along without understanding readiness-to-hand” (SZ 69, MR
98). When we look at the hammer according to its make-up—wood, iron, weight,
molecular pattern, etc.—an alteration occurs, a shift in the understanding of its
Being. The malfunctioning reveals the context of equipment. The malfunction
can also generate the theoretical attitude. Heidegger shows this shift by starting
from a statement such as “the hammer is heavy” (SZ 360, MR 412). This can
mean: it 1s too heavy for what 1 want to do with it; but it can also mean that the
hammer has the property of “heaviness”,

Why is it that what we are talking about—the heavy hammer—shows
itself differently when our way of talking is thus modified? Not because
we are keeping our distance from manipulation, nor because we are just
looking away from the equipmental character of this being, but rather
because we are looking at the ready-to-hand thing which we encounter,
and looking at it “in a new way” as something present-to-hand. The
understanding of Being [Seinsverstandnis] by which our concernful deal-
ings with beings-within-the-world have been guided has changed over.
(SZ 361, MR 412)

In this shift of attitude, this changing-over in the understanding of Being, lies the
condition for the possibility of something like theory and, more generally, of sci-
ence. It is, of course, true that other human beings can also appear in this context.
The others are “present to hand” for us, objectively present, when we undertake to
use them for sociological or medical research. Likewise, in our rapport with
things objectively present, the others are present in a context of objective pres-
ence. A scientist is never alone in his work: Bachelard speaks of the “cifé
scientifique”, Charles Peirce of the “community of interpreters” or competent
speakers. [n a theoretical gaze, the others are co-given. That is the point.

Yet, although in the domains of things zuhanden as well as those vorhanden,
the others are present, they appear as “others” only when | look at them the way |
look at myself. Being-with is discovered out of the self,

“By ‘others’ we do not mean everyone else but me—those over against whom
the ‘I’ stands out. They are rather those from whom, for the most part, one does
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not distinguish oneself—those among whom one is, too™ (SZ 118, MR 154). The
link with everydayness is evident. In everyday life the others are “also there”.
there “with us”. “This *with” is something of the character of Dasein; the *also’
means a sameness of Being as circumspectively concernful Being-in-the-world.
“With’ and ‘also” are to be understood existentially” (SZ 118, MR 154-3). In the
domain of Being-with, it is again the deficient mode that reveals the existential
structure: “Being for, against, or without one another, passing one another by, not
‘mattering” to one another—these are possible modes of solicitude. And it is pre-
cisely these last-named deficient and indifferent modes that characterize
everyday, average Being-with-one-another” (§Z 121, MR 158)."

Here, in the context of self and Being-with, it is loneliness and solitude (which
are not the same) that reveal the existential Being-with.” “The other can be miss-
ing only in and for a Being-with™ (S§Z 120, MR 157). Thus Being-with, as an
existentiale, puts an end to all speculations about the constitution of other con-
sciousnesses: “others are not proximally present-at-hand as free-floating subjects
along with other things...because Dasein’s Being is Being-with, its understanding
of Being already implies the understanding of others™ (SZ 123, MR 160f.). Only
on the ground of such a structural connectedness with others, called Being-with,
are phenomena such as hate, love, loneliness, as well as psychic distortions such
as paranoia, etc. phenomenologically understandable.

In the context of the self and Being-with, we get the first inkling of what
“authenticity” (Eigentlichkeir), which could also be translated as “ownness”, might
mean later on. “The self of everyday Dasein is the ‘they-self” [das Man-selbst],
which we distinguish from the authentic self—that is, from the Self that has been
properly seized upon [eigens ergriffen]. As they-self, the particular Dasein has
been dispersed into the ‘they’, and must first find itself” (SZ 129, MR 167).

Let us recall the Augustinian reference given by Heidegger concerning this
entire analytic of care: the understanding of “care” “*has grown upon the author in
connection with his attempts to interpret the Augustinian (i.e. Helleno-Christian)
anthropology with regard to the fundamental principles reached in the ontology of
Aristotle” (SZ 199, MR 492). In this opposition between dispersion among the
“they”, and the “properly seizing upon™ the self, we have the core of Augustinian
anthropology. For Augustine, man is literally “dissolute™, spread out among
things manifold, and thus homeless, “in the region of dissimilarity”. Then,
through the distinction intus-foris (noli foris ire), this anthropology points the way
toward “gathering oneself up” again: intus ire (inwardness} is what is opposed to
the dispersion of the self. In going inwards, one precisely “seizes” what one most
properly is. Augustine refers to this variously, e.g. apex mentis. By so returning
upon myself, 1 get hold of what is most proper (eigen) to me.

“Authenticity” is thus a poor rendering of “Eigentlichkeif”. What Heidegger
speaks of is the possibility of making the entire care-structure one’s own, of
explicitly accepting it as mine. “durhentic Being-one s-Self does not rest upon an
exceptional condition of the subject, as detached from the ‘they’; it is rather an
existentiell modification of the ‘they’—aof the ‘they'as an essential existentiale "
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(82 130, MR 168). In the context of Being and Time (but not in that of the later
Beitrdge) it might be appropriate to speak of “ownness™.

Becoming one'’s “own” self is even described as reminiscent of the
Augustinian “turning around”. Conversio is opposed to aversio {turning away
from oneself) just as becoming authentic is opposed to the “they”, and also as
“projection” is opposed to “thrownness”. “To Dasein'’s constitution of Being
belongs projection—disclosive Being towards its potentiality...[1t] can understand
itself in terms of the ‘world’ and of others, or in terms of its ownmost potentiality-
for-Being” (SZ 221, MR 264),

The self is thus not given in advance, but is rather a quest. And with quest, we
are not too far from “question”, the question, precisely, of Being—as the question
of “its” Being. Its Being has to be made its own. The self is not a possession, but
a task, not gegeben, but aufgegeben. It is always ahead of us as a possibility; it is
always forthcoming, always in advent—like time. Thus, a peculiar link appears at
the end of this analysis of care, a link between the interrogative character of the
self, the question of Being, and the futurity of time. All three point towards a not-
yet. | am what 1 ask about.” But what 1 ask about, what is always ahead of me, and
what—once again—generates a particular wholeness of our Being, is death.

Temporality

The first general title for the structural whole of Dasein was Being-in-the-world.
Because this was “too formal™ it was not replaced, but deepened by a second title,
care. Care “filled in” the inner complexities of the transcending structure, the
existing structure of Dasein. It diversified Being-in-the-world according to the
many existentialia, only a few of which | have developed (“understanding”, in
particular, will have to be taken up again in a later context). In particular, “care”
indicated something that Being-in-the-world did not; namely, that Dasein is
always ahead of itself (sich-vorweg). Correlatively, this means that Dasein is
never “complete” {(abgeschiossen). “As long as Dasein is as a being, it never
reaches its *wholeness’. But when it gains such wholeness, this gain becomes the
utter loss of Being-in-the-world. In such a case, it can never again be experienced
as a being™ (SZ 236, MR 280). Once again, a deficient mode is revelatory of an
existential structure. Temporality is revealed by the utter annihilation of Dasein as
a being, i.e. by death.

The heuristic function of death

If care is the general name for our Being-ahead of ourselves, a way of making this
concept more explicit would be to look meore closely at death.™ In the same way
as “care” was said to concretize “Being-in-the-world”, we can expect a concretiz-
ing of “care” from an existential analysis of death. Dasein concretely adopts a
comportment with regard to the not-yet: “The uttermost *not-yet’ has the charac-
ter of something rowards which Dasein comports itself” (8Z 250, MR 293).
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Death, perhaps more than anything clse, can be dealt with as if it were an object,
even a remote one. This is the reason why funeral “celebrations™ are so important.
They prove to us that we are very much alive, and that death is something that only
happens to others. The “‘existential” analysis, cannot be content with such a reifica-
tion of death. “Death is not something not yet objectively present, nor is it that
which is vitimately still outstanding”™ (SZ 250, MR 293). If we look at comport-
ments such as funeral “celebrations™, or the way we treat terminal patients (locking
them away in specialized sections of hospitals), or the way we treat our own death in
relation merely to dates {asking when it will come}—we see, of course, that there is
a very definite comportment with regard to death, and that we deal with it con-
stantly. Death may even have such a presence that without it we would not run
around keeping track of time, and talk about “losing time”, as we do. All this is
much developed, although in a different vein, in Simone de Beauvoir’s Al Men are
Mortal”® She describes a man who is exempt from dying. He is carnied around by
others, does not act, and is utterly amorphous, the moral of the story being that the
imminence of death is what stimulates action. In Heidegger’s more structural inter-
pretation death is something “impending” (ein Bevorstand). “For instance, a storm,
the remodeling of the house, or the arrival of a friend, may be impending; and these
are beings that are respectively present-at-hand, ready-to-hand, and there-with-us.
[However] the death which impends does not have this kind of Being” (SZ. 250, MR
294). Rather, death is Dasein’s “ownmost potentiality™. “Death is a possibility-for-
Being that Dasein itself has to take over in every case” {ibid.).

What is at stake here is the fore-structure of Dasein. Vorgriffl Vorsichr. Vorhabe
have revealed that Dasein is always ahead of itself. Thus, what is necessary is to
“set forth the formal structure of end in general and of totality in general” (SZ
241, MR 285). Death answers these two questions: how is Dasein ultimately
ahead of itself (towards its end) and how can Dasein ultimately be whole? It
should be clear that these two questions arise from the analyses of both Being-in-
the-world and care. It is in these two contexts that the not-yet and the potentiality
for Being-whole appeared as existential determinants.

What does it mean then, to understand death existentially—i.e. in the way that
other structures have been understood? Certainly not as merely something to
come. The not-yet indicates a reference to the present moment. It is now that [ am
“not yet” dead. But that not-yet is no insignificant matter. On the contrary, in this
impending character of death, it is present; present as my ownmost possibility.
Hence, death is not understood existentially if 1 understand it simply as the ending
of Dasein, some day, some place, due to some cause. “The ‘ending’ which we
have in view when we speak of death does not signify Dasein’s Being-at-an-end,
but a Being-towards-the-end” (SZ 245, MR 289). Thus death is a structural deter-
minant of Dasein wherever and however it exists. Further, “Death is a way to be,
which Dasein takes over as soon as it is” (S8Z 245, MR 289).™

The heuristic function of Being-towards-the-end is to reveal Dasein’s tempo-
rality. The way temporality is discovered in the Analytic is noteworthy. It is
neither through memory and its retrieval of the past nor through the observation
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of movements and their number according to a before and an afier. It is the immi-
nence of death that is operative in this discovery of time and not the schema of
Aristotle’s Physics, nor that of Augustine’s Confessions. 1t is significant that if
there is any recognition of birth as an existentiale in Being and Time. it is due to
Being-towards-death, and not the other way around (SZ 374, 390-1). Birth would
be the facticity of a tradition in which we stand, the heredity of family and country
into which we are born, a communal and historical heritage that roots us, whatever
we may do to eradicate them. Since the temporality of Being is the climax of the
fundamental ontology, the analysis of death is preparatory in a central way. [t pre-
pares the temporality of Dasein, which in turn was to make thinkable (although
this is not carried out in Being and Time) the temporality of Being itself.
Heidegger characterizes the main traits of Being-towards-the-end by saying:

With death, Dasein stands before itself in its ownmost potentiality-for-
Being. This is a possibility in which the issue is nothing less than Dasein’s
Being-in-the-world... When Dasein stands before itself as such a possibil-
ity. it has been firlly assigned to its ownmost potentiality for Being. When
it stands before itself in this way, all its relations to any other Dasein have
been undone. This ownmost, non-relational, possibility is at the same time
the uttermost one. As potentiality-for-Being, Dasein cannot outstrip the
possibility of death, Death is the possibility of the absolute impossibility
of Dasein. Thus, death reveals itself as that possibility which is one s own-
most, which is non-relational, and which is not to be outstripped.

{87 250-1, MR 294)"

Death is my ownmost possibility, that is to say, it is always mine. In death, at
least, | cannot do as everyone else, as “they” do. One cannot die as “they all”
die. Thus, death is also a non-relational possibility in Being-towards-the-end. In
death, [ am not related to others, I am always thrown back upon myself. Death is
the initial breach from the everyday realm of common sense. It is a transcend-
ing movement, but not towards the everyday world; rather it is, as my ownmost
possibility, a transcendence that pulls me towards my own self, it is a transcend-
ing movement of self-appropriation, of self-authentication. It “cannot be
outstripped™, i.e. there is nothing more encompassing than this Being-towards-
the-end. [t “owns up™ to the whole of existence from birth to death. These three
determinations of Being-towards-the-end, as ownmost, as non-relational, and as
uniiberhotbare possibility, show the importance of death for any understanding
of Being. “Higher than actuality stands possibility” (SZ 38, MR 63). But the
highest possibility is always ahead of us: the possibility of becoming total in the
form of total negation, death.

The heuristic, or revelatory function of Being-towards-the-end, demonstrates,
in a first approximation, that death reveals our temporality; and does so in such a
way that the main trait of time is what is not yet, what lies ahead, the future. The
future is not the coming of various events, but it is Dasein itself that is “to come™,
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that is imminent. “1f Being-towards-death...belongs to the Being of Dasein, then
this is possible only as ‘to come’™ (SZ 325). This futurity is the basic trait of pro-
jection. “Self-projection upon the *for sake of oneself” is grounded in the future,
and is an essential characteristic of existentiality. The primary meaning of exis-
tentiality is the future” (SZ 327, MR 375-6)."

But death is not only indicative of Dasein’s fore-structure, of futurity—it is
not only heuristic for the temporality of Dasein.™ In this sense, death is more
central to the analysis than dread. Death has also to do with Dasein’s possible

totality or wholeness.

The totalizing function of Being-towards-death

The three traits of the possibility of death just mentioned—ownmaost, non-rela-
tional, and never to be outstripped—indicate that Being-towards-death is not
merely one possibility among others. Likewise, death is not just one horizon of
projection among others. Death is that horizon of projection within which all pro-
jects are made possible. Any possibility that can positively be seized by Dasein
has Being-towards-death as its ground. That is what is meant by “never to be oui-
stripped”, uniiberhotbar, not surpassable. This possibility cannot be surpassed
because it itself surpasses all other possibilities. It permeates the totality of each
and every possibility of understanding Being,

Death is, in this sense, a possibility of understanding. In Being-towards-death
we have always already understood that our Being is at stake in whatever we
undertake. Also, we have always already understood that we can be whole, but
only in the form of total negation. Heidegger exposes this by a new utilization of
the structure of dread. “Dread in the face of death is dread in the face of that
potentiality-for-Being which is one's ownmost, non-relational, and not to be out-
stripped. That in the face of which one has dread is Being-in-the-world itself; this
dread...amounts to the disclosedness of the fact that Dasein exists as thrown
Being towards its end” (SZ 251, MR 295). That of which one has this dread is
simply Dasein’s potentiality for Being.

To say that “that of which one has this dread is Dasein’s potentiality for Being”
(ibid.} is to say that Dasein already “understands”, albeit implicitly, that Dasein
can also not be. The Being-ahead of oneself thus appears as Being-towards-death:
“This element in the structure of care has its most originary concretion in Being-
towards-death™ (ibid.).

To be no longer ahead of oneself would be to have become “whole™. Futurity is
that lacuna within Dasein that makes it incomplete. Since there is always some-
thing outstanding, it is never entirely itself. But there is a moment when there is
no longer anything outstanding, when futurity is abolished and the lacuna is
filled. This is the moment of death. This is a “moment” in the double sense of a
particular instant in duration, as well as of an “aspect”, a structural element.
Being-towards-death is that moment coming upon Dasein in which the annihila-
tion of futurity is possible, is lived as a potentiality.
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These remarks indicate that we must not take the Ganzheif of Dasein as the
sum total of the events of a lifetime. To say that Being-toward-death totalizes
Dasein is not to say that only in death is a life a whole. Thus Heidegger, in his
continuous attempt to reach a more originary level, asks: “Have we brought the
‘whole’ of Dasein into the fore-having of our analysis? ... It may be that as
regards ‘Being-towards-death’ the question may have found its answer” (SZ
372). It *may be”, but in fact is not the case if we understand death merely as
the “other end” of the life span, opposed 1o birth, The in-between birth and
death, the extension and completion in ending one’s life, is not the way death
totalizes Dasein.

Death totalizes Dasein as its possibility. “Dasein does not exist as the sum of
momentary actualities of experiences which come along successively and disap-
pear...Factical Dasein exists as born; and, as born, it is already dying, in the sense
of Being-towards-death™ (SZ 374, MR 426). The possibility of totalization is an
existentiale, it is a structural determination. Although it is not the case that such
a possibility can be actualized,* it is still true that this Ganzseinkdnnen can be or
not be authentic, i.e. made mine as possibility, or not. Although factically 1 am
already “stretched out”, to make this possibility explicitly mine is to “stretch
oneself out”. Dasein is its possibility for totality when it is not merely stretched
along, but when it stretches itself along. Such being-stretched and stretching-
itself is what Heidegger calls Geschehen.® “The specific movement in which
Dasein is strerched along and stretches itself along, we call its *happening’” (SZ
375, MR 294). The possibility of Geschichie, history, is grounded in such
Geschehen.

Such extending-extendedness is called the “most originary concretion” of care
(5Z 251, MR 294). Indeed, Being and Time does not step further in the quest for
an originary structure of Dasein than the whole that Being-towards-death reveals,
the whole of our Being as temporality.

Temporality as the “sense” of care: the three “ecstasies”

Care was the structure of Dasein that appeared as more “articulate” than the struc-
ture called Being-in-the-world. Indeed, its inner articulation is so complex that it
is very difficult to map out the exact configuration of the various exisrentialia.
Heidegger said of this articulation: “The ontological question must be pursued
still further back until the unity of the totality of this structural manifeldness has
been laid bare. The originary unity of the structure of care lies in temporality” (SZ
327, MR 375). Or, as the title of Section 65 puts it: “Temporality as the
Ontological Meaning [Sinn} of Care™ (SZ 323).

The full regulatory constellation of determinations is then given with the
notion of temporality. Temporality is only the extreme form of Dasein’s extend-
edness, which has been the chief subject matier ever since the first page of the
Analytic where it is said that “the ‘essence’ of Dasein lies in its existence™ (SZ
42, MR 67).
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Temporality thus retrieves the previous analyses. The entire second division is
intended to show that care is temporal—"that all fundamental structures which
we have hitherto exhibited, are at bottom temporal™ (SZ 304). Of this retrieval, by
which Division Two repeats Division One, several elements are noteworthy.

PROJELCT

Projection is possible only on the grounds of futurity. To be ahead of oneself “is
possible only in that Dasein can come towards itself in its ownmost possibility,”
i.e. in Being-towards-death. “This letting-itself-come-towards-itself is the origi-
nary phenomenon of the firzure... By the term *futural” we do not here have in view
a ‘now’ which has not ver become ‘actual’ and which some time wifi be for the
first time; rather we have in view the coming [Kunft] in which Dasein, in its own-
most potentiality for Being, comes towards itself” (SZ 325, MR 372-3).%

Thus, futurity lies at the bottom of ek-sistence, care, Being-in-the-world, trans-
cending, pro-jection. Futurity is the condition of the possibility of projection.
From this, in the Analytic, it becomes apparent that the future is the guiding fig-
ure of iemporality. Projection had the meaning of finding myself—of being an
issue for myself. Now, “Self-projection upon the ‘for-the-sake-of-oneself” is
grounded in the future. It is an essential characteristic of existentiality. The pri-
mary sense of existentiality is the future” (SZ 327, MR 375f). The future is that
figure of time that is connected to possibilities. And, Dasein exists only as possi-
bility. “Higher than actuality stands possibility”, or potentiality (SZ 38, MR 63).
Here, in the context of temporality, “Self-understanding that projects itself in its
existentiell possibility can be such only on the ground of the future”™ (SZ 336).

THROWNNESS

Just as projection appears to be a structure made possible by an aspect of tempo-
rality, so too is thrownness. We are thrown into the world—i.e. always already
there, carrying our past with us. “Taking over thrownness is possible only in such a
way that Dasein can be as it already was, making this its own” (SZ 326).
Thrownness and facticity now appear as derived from a form of time, the determi-
nation by which Dasein a/ready was this or that. To take over thrownness is to say
“yes"” to such having-been; to make such having-been present. Put more strongly, it
is to make having-been the possibility towards which Dasein projects itself. *“Only
insofar as Dasein /s as an ‘[-am-as-having-been’ can Dasein come towards itself
futurally” (SZ 326, MR 376). Past and future are thus intertwined in a peculiar
manner. Past is possible only on the basis of futurity; it ts somehow derived from
the latter since what | was stands before me as yet to be taken over by me. This
stands against a ceriain tradition that was emerging at the time Heidegger wrote
Being and Time. The psychic {or social) past, is not seen by Heidegger as deter-
mining; rather, the past is a set of possibilities ahead of Dasein. That is to say: these
possibilities are to be made our own. Psychic or social determinations are not
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viewed as an inescapable fate as in the case where someone born into a class
remains bound to that class, or in the case where a psychic structure is formed at an
early age and remains with one, haunting one like a ghost.

"'As long as’ Dasein factically exists, it is ncver past [vergangen]. but it always
1s indeed as already having been [gewesen]” (SZ 328, MR 376)—which is to say
that what has been. stiil “essences™ (west), is still actively there as a possibility.
Thus, by “Vergangen” we understand that only things present-at-hand can pass
away, whereas by “Gewesen™ we understand a continuing process.*” “The primary
existential meaning of facticity lies in *having been’™ (SZ 328, MR 376). The past
is not a dead weight that I carry around, but rather is alive as my potential.

BLING-WITIL QR ALONGSIDE

The care structure revealed Dasein as present o instruments, tools, objects, and
other people. They are co-present. Being-with or alongside other such beings is
again possible only on the basis of a particular temporal structure, what we usu-
ally call the “present”. “Being-alongside what is ready to hand...is possible onty
by such a being present {in einem Gegenwirtigen]” (SZ 326, MR 374). The point
is that the present, too, contains a process, which is poorly translated as “making”
present.* This process once again reveals the primacy of the future, since the pre-
sent is such only on the ground of potentiality, of letting-things come towards me.
To be present to things around us, then, is to let ourselves be “encountered undis-
guisediy” (SZ 326, MR 374),

Future, past, and present thus appear as the three fundamental modes of
Erschlossenheit (disclosedness). When they are taken over explicitly—i.e. made
my own—they are the modes of Enrschiossenheit (resoluteness). Because of the
primacy of the future, we shall have to see that the most appropriate title for
authenticity is “anticipatory resoluteness”. This concept has sometimes been mis-
interpreted® as if resoluteness or resolve meant the decidedness of going ahead,
despite everything and everyone. If one misses the relation between disclosedness
and resoluteness, one will classify Heidegger as a *‘decisionist”. But resoluteness
is only a name for a certain modification of temporality—authentic temporality.
The concept of temporality now synthesizes the three figures of time just drawn
out: “Coming back to itself futurally, resoluteness brings itself into the situation
by making present. The character of *having-been’ arises from the future ... This
phenomenon has the unity of a future which makes present in the process of hav-
ing been; we designate it as ‘remporalin™ (SZ 326, MR 374),

The concept of temporality thus explicitly indicates the threefold standing-out
of oneself into future, past, and present, which are at the root of projection,
thrownness, and Being-with.

We now see more clearly the sense in which the preliminary idea of the Analytic
was appropriate when it was labeled “existentiality”. Indeed, Being-in-the-world is
to stand out of oneself, Literally, to stand out means ek-stare. Future, past and pre-
sent are ek-static structures of the self. By “future” is meant Being-towards-oneself,
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Fuble 2.5 The ck-static structures of the self

Funwe Profection Being-tonardy-oneself
Having-been Thrownness, facticity “Back-to"
Present Being-with “Letting oneself be encountered by™

By “having-been” is meant back-to. By “present” is meant letting-oneself-be-
encountered-by. Thus, we can represent the relations as shown in Table 2.5,

“The future, the character of having been, and the Present, show the phenomenal
characteristics of the *towards-oneself”, the *back-to’, and the ‘letting-oneself-be-
encountered-hy”. [These three phenomena] make temporality manifest as the
ekstatikon pure and simple” (8Z 328, MR 377). Heidegger summarizes:
“Temporality 1s the primordial *out-of-oneself” {in and for itself). We cal! the phe-
nomena of the future, of having-been, and of present, the ecstases of temporality™
(SZ 328, MR 377).

The thrust of this entire presentation modifies the transcendental approach. It
indicates how the content of the care-structure is possible. The “possibilizing™
ground is not discovered in the subject, but in man’s connectedness with the
world. it is due to the radical finitude that Heidegger opposes to the nineteenth-
century tradition, that this connectedness, this contextuality, should be formulated
in terms of time. If man is entirely temporal, he is entirely finite. It is a conse-
quence of Heidegger'’s transformation of the philosophy of subjectivity that the
most originary origin is located in forms of temporality. To say that temporality is
“the most originary concretion” of care, is to say that man is thoroughly finite.

The concept of ecstatic temporality is perhaps what is most innovative in Being
and Time. One has to measure it against the inherited notions of time. These are
mainly organized around two models: the physicalist mode! and the menta)
model. The physicalist model says that “time is the number of movements accord-
ing to before and after™ ™ The mental model says that time is distentio animi. As
Augustine writes, “It seemed to me that time is nothing else than extendedness;
but of what sort of thing it is an extendedness, | do not know; and it would be sur-
prising if it were not an extendedness of the mind itself ™. Augustine adds: “Time
is threefold, namely the present of things past, the present of things present, and
the present of things to come™ ¥’ Time is the extendedness of the mind because the
mind can have things past. present, and yet to come present before its inner eye.
But in both models, praesto habere, the present, is the guiding mode of time.

Heidegger breaks with the linear representation of time because he breaks with
the pre-eminence of the present. When time is primarily understood out of what is
given, presently there, future and past appear as mere extensions of that given-
ness. This is true until Husserl, who in that respect belongs very much to the
Augustinian tradition. Husserl’s treatment of time is more metapherical than con-
ceptual. Most of it follows directly from his notion of Erlebnisstrom.* The
“stream” and “flux” of time—linear time—are extensions of the original presence
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(Urprdsenz). The now-moment is the point of intersection between past moments
and future moments, between retentions and protentions. This is typical for the
entire metaphysical tradition. The pre-eminence of the present, a linear represen-
tation of flux, and the conception of past and future as exiensions of the present,
belong to one another and form a system. In Kant, at least—as opposed to the ide-
alist Husserl—there was an effort to reconcile the Aristotelian and the
Augustinian traditions (the physicist and the mentalist model) through the con-
cept of Beharrlichkeir (permanence).® Husserl, in focusing exclusively on inner
time consciousness, actually reverts 1o Augustine.

Heidegger transforms the linear representation of time into an ecstatic one,
emphasizing the pre-eminence of the future over that of the present; and instead
of seeing past and future as extensions of the present, they now appear as three
co-originary, “equi-primordial” moments (SZ 329, MR 378).

Ecstaric temporality as the condition for history

Temporality is not a “thing” that happens at some “time" to something objectively
present. “Temporality is not, prior to this [the threefold ecstasis), a being that first
steps out of itself; rather its essence is a process of temporalizing in the unity of
the ecstases™ (SZ 329, MR 377). Thus, the “existential™ directionality (the three
directions) is originative with regard to common time as a succession of
moments. This common time 1s called here “vulgar” time, just as the common
sense of “phenomenon”, at the beginning of the book, was called “vulgar”.
Common time “levels out™ this originative time. Ecstatic temporality is origina-
tive because it makes past, present, and future possible. When these are leveled
out, or considered in isolation, we have common time. Ecstatic temporality lets
time emerge (enispringen); ecstatic temporality is therefore originary time
(urspriingliche Zeit).

Time is not the sum total of the three ecstasies, rather “in every ecstasis, tem-
porality temporalizes itself as a whele™ (82 350, MR 401). That is to say, there is
no pure past, present, or future, All three are inextricably interwoven, Heidegger
can therefore claim that temporality, in any of its ecstases, lays the ground for the
care structure. Any ecstasis contains the whole of ecstatic temporality. “in the
existential unity with which temporality has filly temporalized itself, in each case.
is grounded the totality of the structural whole of existence, facticity, and

Salling—that is, the unity of the care-structure” (SZ 350, MR 401). The transcen-

dental condition of possibility of facticity is “having-been”, that of falling is
“present”, and that of existence is “futurity”. But just as each of these three deter-
minants of care is “held” by the two others, so is each temporal ecstasis “held” by
the two others (SZ 350, MR 401).

When time is taken as a “whole™ in the threefold ecstasis, originary time is
most effectively distinguished from our usual understanding of time as “pure
sequence, without beginning or end, of now moments™ (SZ 329). This shift
exhibits the “understanding of Being” in a new light. Insofar as 1 understand
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myself as having-to-be. i.e. as always ahead of myself, the future arises. I'3u‘t this
future is my understanding of Being,. since in such futurity | know that it is my
Being that is at stake or is at issue. In the determinateness of that Being which
is at issue—determinateness by heritage, birth, culture—arises the past, the
“having-been”. Thus, the future comes back to the past, to that whole that my
understanding of Being has already been. Finally, in turning towards individugl
things that are co-given with me, the present arises. But here again, this ecstasis
is but an aspect of the understanding of Being, where T am for myself an issue in
so far as | am “there™, together with things and others,

This shows that Seinsverstindnis has been unfolded as originary time. If, at
the beginning, the “guiding idea” of Dasein was “existence”, i.e. the Being of
Dasein, it is now clear why “existence” designates a radical openness, standing-
out of oneself. which has now been specified as the unity of the three temporal
ecstases, If Dasein is constituted at its core by such a threefold temporal reach-
ing-out, then we also understand the word “Dasein” better. “Ecstatic
temporality ‘clears’ [lichtet] the “there’ originarily™ (SZ 351, MR 402). Ecstatic
temporality assumes the function that transcendental apperception {or accord-
ing to Kant and the Problem of Metaphvsics, imagination) assumed for Kant.
We have interrogated, Heidegger says, “the whole constitution of Dasein, that
is, care, according to the unitary ground of its existential possibility...Ecstatic
temporality] is what primarily regulates the possible unity of all Dasein’s exis-
tential structures’ (SZ 351).* Just as transcendental apperception is the unity of
ali functions of the knowing subject in Kant, ecstatic temporality is the unity of
all functions—or structures—in Being and Time. But of course, ecstatic tempo-
rality has a completely contrary meaning to transcendental apperception, since
Kant's notion of apperception is both worldless and timeless. Kantian language,
however, abounds in this context in Being and Time. “This temporality is the a
priori [im vorhinein] condition of possibility of Being-in-the-world” (5Z 351,
MR 402).

Existence indicates the temporal sense—the temporal, threefold directed-
ness—of our understanding of cur Being. It is thus clear why “existence” is, from
the beginning of Being and Time, that idea that can lead to Dasein’s genuine
understanding of itself.

As ] have indicated—though we cannot pursue this at length—the ecstatic con-
stitution of Dasein is the basis for history. Beyond the play on words—existing or
ecstasis (Geschehen): history (Geschichre)—it is clear that transcendental apper-
ception in the Kantian sense can never “historicize™ itself. On the contrary, since
the core of Dasein has been revealed to be worldly and temporal, this core is ulti-
mately what makes history possible.

Furthermore, this core, which replaces transcendental apperception, is what
makes the understanding of Being as an evens possible. Rather than speaking of
Being as a noun, one will have to speak of it as a verb. Perhaps one should trans-
late the title Sein und Zeir as “To-be and Time”. At any rate, Seinsverstdndnis is an
event, a Geschehen.
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The understanding of Being, as tied to others with whom [ live—among whom
I am “thrown™—is an event of Being-with. Since | find myself always already
among fellow men, they further concretize my facticity. Heidegger calls this tem-
poral dimension of Being-with others “fate” (Schicksaf). “If fateful Dasein, as
Being-in-the-world, exists essentially in Being-with others, its historicizing
[Geschehen] is a co-historicizing [Mitgeschehen); and it is determined as destiny
[Geschick). This is how we designate the event of a community, of a people™ (SZ
384, MR 436). To exist historically is to exist as a community. This further reveals
the limiting sense of thrownness. I am thrown into a community, | am limited in
my autonomy, limited to the possibilities that *“destiny”—understood as such a
principle of limitation—prescribes to me.

The “ontological understanding of historicity” (SZ 375, MR 427) thus depends
entirely on the understanding of temporality as ecstatic. Projection is_historical in
so far as it “comes back™ to what has been, to what Heidegger calls our “heritage”
(Erbe). This concept stands for thrownness in historical analysis. “Theories of
history™, or “philosophies of history”, are but thematic developments of ecstatic
temporality. To live explicitly as historical—to have historical consciousness—is
to explicitly assume, or deal with, one’s heritage and to gather from it one’s possi-
bilities for projection. Such explicit historicizing is called “retrieval”
(“Wiederholung™) “'a return into the possibilities of a Dasein that has been” (SZ
385). This is not a view of history that is oriented backwards, since to “retrieve”
the past consists in actually “responding” (erwidern) to it. “The retrieval responds
to the possibility of that existence which has been there” (SZ 386). “In the
retrieval, fateful destiny can be disclosed explicitly as bound up with the heritage
that has come down to us. It is only by this retrievat that Dasein can make its own
history manifest. This happening is, as such, grounded existentially in the fact
that Dasein, as temporal, is open ecstatically” (SZ 386).

With this core of historicizing, ecstatic temporality, the transcendental analytic
of Dasein has reached its deepest level. On three levels—Being-in-the-world,
care, and temporality-—the understanding of Being has been uncovered with
increasing concreteness. The most concrete way in which Being is always an issue
for Dasein lies in its futurity.”’ The many formal elements—called existentiqliu—
by which Being and Time characterizes our Being have been tied back to one
simple knot: ecstatic temporality. It is from this core of Dasein that we also have
to understand the ontic modifications that have already appeared in the analysis,
namely authenticity and inauthenticity.

The ontic modifications of the understanding of Being

Let us begin the analysis of authenticity and inauthenticity with a remark that may
seem out of place. The three chief existenrialia that structure “Being-in” are
attunement, understanding, and speech (SZ 133), and later, attunement, under-
standing, and falling {SZ 346). The change seems to be due to the transition from
Division One to Division Two. Indeed, in Division Two, we have the equations:
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*Just as understanding is made possible primarily by the future, and attunement
by having-been, so...is falling made possible by the present™ (SZ 346). This is, in
fact, only one of the many difficulties that a “systematic” reading of Being and
Time encounters. It may well be that Being and Time should not be read that way.
Nonetheless, there seems to be a good reason for the shift in question. Indeed,
Heidegger addresses himself to this in the Section entitled “The Temporality of
Speech™ (Section 68d). Prior to this section he dealt with the temporality of under-
standing, attunement. and falling—those existentialia that, in the context of the
second division, are presented as primary. [n the section on the temporality of
speech, we read this astonishing sentence: “the temporality of speech, that is, of
Dasein in general” (SZ 349, MR 401). It appears, then, that speech now stands for
the temporal constitution of Dasein altogether.”” This is so because speech is not
only indicative of Dasein’s temporality, echoing, as it were, what we always live
ecstatically. Speech seems to be, at least here, another name for Dasein. Perhaps this
prefigures developments in Heidegger's later writings. The difficulty. at any rate, is
noteworthy. He writes; “We can define the ontological meaning of the *is’, which a
superficial theory of propositions and judgments has deformed to a mere “copula’.
Only in terms of the temporality of speech—that is, of Dasein in general—can we
clarify the genesis of *signification’; and only thus can we clarify ontologically the
possibility of concept-formation™ (SZ 349, MR 400-1).

We are not interested here—and in fact Heidegger does not pursue this in
Being and Time—in the temporality of speech as the temporality of Dasein. [
merely want to give a plausible interpretation of the shift from one triad (attune-
ment, understanding. speech) to another triad (attunement, understanding.
falling). This interpretation would maintain that speech designates the temporal
constitution as such, and that “falling” accordingly stands for the care-structure
that is rooted in the “present”, which is one of the three ecstases.

In this section on the temporality of speech, Heidegger suggests a chart that
incorporates the three basic traits of care—but transformed into understanding/
attunement/falling—the three ecstases in which they are rooted, and the ontic
modifications, authentic or inauthentic, corresponding to each. This chart is
reproduced here as Table 2.6.

One must ask how this distinction between two “medifications” of Dasein
arises at all.”” What makes it necessary? We know that the modifications are of
Seinsverstdndnis. This results from the way the book begins. Methodologically,
Heidegger examines everyday forms of life—of “Being there”™—and then

Table 2.6 Heidegger's three basic traits of care, ecstases and the ontic modifications

Structure of care Primary ecstasis  Inauthentic mode Authentic mode

®*  Understanding * Future *  Awaiting *  Anticipation

¢ Attunement ® Having-been * Forgetting * Retrieve

* Falling ® Present ¢ Instant * Making-present
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shows how these structures can be made explicit. The distinction between
implicit understanding (or pre-understanding) and explicit understanding (or
“knowledge”, as he says at the beginning of Being and Time) indicates that our
understanding of Being can be modified. Such was precisely the subject matter
of Section 4: “The Ontical Priority of the Question of Being™ (SZ 11, MR 32),
As Heidegger says there, “Only when the inquiry is itself seized upon in an
existentiell manner as a possibitity of Being of each existing Dasein, does it all
become possible to disclose the existentiality of existence™ (SZ 13, MR 34). But
to explicitly take up the question of Being—that is, to practice fundamental
ontology—can hardly be the sole modification of Seinsverstdndnis; rather, in
accordance with the general project of the Analytic, such explicit inquiry must,
in its possibility, be rooted in a general disposition of Dasein. This general dis-
position can be developed on the basis of two “modes” that we have already
encountered: Ganzseinkonnen and Entwurf. )

One must see that these two “modes of Being”, as they are also called, neces-
sarily arise once Dasein is equated with its possibility, or its potentiality; once
“possibility” is no longer opposed to “actuality”. As Heidegger says, “That being
for which its Being is always an issue, comports itself to its Being as towards its
ownmost possibility” (SZ 42}, i.e. “Dasein fs its possibility...And because Dasein
is in each case its own possibility, it can choose itself and win itself: it can also
lose itself and never win itself™ (SZ 42, MR 68). It is here that we come across the
first mention of authenticity and inauthenticity: “[O]aly in so far as it is essen-
tially something which can be authentic—that is, something of its own—can it
have lost itself " (SZ 43, MR 68).

The task now is to consider the formal fundamental structure in so far as it can
be “colored” in one way or the other: tracing back the Erfsprungene to the
Ursprung,

Totality and structure

[n the section that drafts the general outline of the Analytic of Dasein, there is a
first mention—although implicit—of Dasein’s possible inauthenticity: *Dasein
has the tendency to understand its own Being in terms of that other being out of
which it comports itself proximally...in terms of the ‘world”” (SZ 15). This means,
as Heidegger explains later, that Dasein does not understand itself as a whole,
“proximally and for the most part™, but understands itself through the particular
things it is involved with. Heidegger calls this phenomenon of being lost in the
world “absorption in the world”, 4ufgehe. This will have to be opposed to the self-
understanding Dasein achieves when it takes the world as a whole. This “whole”
world is not the world referred to in the above quotation—the latter is not to be
understood in the existential sense, since in being absorbed in this way Dasein
and the world do not comprise a “whole”.
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Inauthenfic totalization™

The absorption in things confronting us is precisely the inauthentic mode of Being-
in-the-world. Inauthentic Dasein understands itself in terms of “an objective context
of things” (SZ 201). Thus, the inauthentic or “improper” modification of Dasein is
such that Dasein understands itself as if it were something objectively present
among other things. But in such absorption, we still have one specific modification
of the “existentiale™ called “wholeness™. Heidegger describes inauthentic whole-
ness by saying, “Dasein loses itself in such a manner that it must, as it were, only
subsequently pull irself together ot of its dispersal” (SZ 390, MR 442). That s,
Dasein is a whole by summation, summarizing objectively-given experiences, One
sits back and wonders about the idiocies one believed in years ago, sums up past
events, and then concludes: this is all me. Heidegger writes: “one thinks up a unity
in which that ‘together’ (that whole)} can be embraced” (ibid.).**

In inauthentic totality, one does not see the forest for the trees. Later in his
career, Heidegger will call this inauthenticity—when “Dasein™ has become
“Thinking"—“calculative thinking”.* The totality of Dasein, in inauthentic exis-
tence, is the mere result of what Heidegger ironically calls “exact thinking”. Such
totalization of Dasein proceeds by anecdotal cumulation; but such calculus,
“adding” fact to fact, can never reveal Dasein as a whole. Only things vorhanden
can be so compiled. What is “exact” about this type of approach is its splitting of
the whole of Dasein into singular, “objectively given™ data,

How precisely does inauthentic existence overlook totality? Two points are
salient here, First, bits and pieces of a biography can appear as such only because
Dasein is always already anticipatory. It is an act of “whole” anticipation thai
Dasein, as “calculative”, has transformed all that there is into Forhandenes.
Inauthentic “whaoleness” thus misses the totalizing character of its own project, of
its own understanding of the world as a sum total of data. Second, inauthentic
existence misses the fact that one can only speak of the dispersion of that which
was once whole. The cumulative constitution of Dasein’s wholeness is possible
only because Dasein is structurally already a whole. Our everyday lives can
become atomized only insofar as we are originarily a whole. Only a being that is
originarily a whole can subsequently be put together “objectively” as though it
wete a puzzle,

Inauthentic totality appears most clearly from the point of view of temporality.
It has been said that the present is that determination of time that is primary in
things, “present at hand”, objectively given, Vorhanden. The atomization of the
self into verifiable fragments only results from an understanding of time as atom-
ized, as composed of datable moments. Heidegger understands the process of
“dating™ or “datability” (SZ 407, 1S 374), inauthentic existence, and the primary
gcstasis of the present, as parallel.

The composing elements of existence are not a “structure”, although the
whole of Dasein constituted 2 posteriori in a calculative manner is an empirical
whole. The originary contextuality of future, past, and present retreats when we
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investigate “what is the case”. “Dating relates to something present-at-hand™ (SZ
416-7). “The now-moments are somehow co-given [with Dasein]: i.e. beings are
encountered, and so are the now-moments™ (SZ 423). Biographical summation is
only the consequence of an understanding of time as linear, as constituted by a
sum of now-moments.

Inauthentic temporality thus appears as “a sequence of ‘nows’ which are con-
stantly *present-at-hand’, simultaneously passing away and coming along. Time is
understood as a succession, as a flowing stream of nows, as the *course of time*"
(SZ 422, MR 474), With such an understanding of Being—qua understanding of
time—Dlasein covers up the totalizing function of the present. it forgets that time
is a whole only in the threefold ecstasis. [nauthentic temporality is the representa-
tion of a time endlessly running, of time as “a free-floating-in-itself vf a course of
‘nows " which is present-at-hand” (SZ 424, MR 476). .

Authentic totalization®”’

In the authentic modification of the existential fabric, Dasein’s wholeness is not
reached through a compilation of data. The singular possibilities in which
Dasein engages stand in a structural relationship with one another. Authentic
existence and authentic temporality are nothing but the explicit meaning of that
structural whole. Dasein does not affix itself to one or another particular possi-
bility. Rather, all its concrete possibilities are unified out of
Being-towards-death, out of the future. “Can Dasein also exist quthentically as a
whole?” (SZ 234, MR 277},

The cendition for such unification is what Heidegger calls *“*anticipation” of
the possibility [of death]” (82 262, MR 306). Such anticipation locates, so to
speak, any particular undertaking within a totality that arises from the future.

When, by anticipation, one becomes free for one’s own death, one is lib-
erated from one’s lustness in those possibitities which may accidentally
thrust themselves upon one; and eone is liberated in such a way that for
the first time one can authentically understand and choose among the
factical possibilities lying ahead... Anticipation discloses to existence
that its uttermost possibility lies in giving itself up, and thus it shatters
all one’s tenacity to whatever existence one has reached...Since anticipa-
tion of the possibility which is not to be outstripped discloses also all the
possibilities which lie ahead,...this anticipation includes the possibility
of taking the whole of Dasein in advance in an existentiell manner; that
is to say, it includes the possibility of existing as a whole potentiality-for-
Being [ganzes Seinkdnnen).

(SZ 264, MR 308-9)

As opposed to “calculative” totalization, this is the model for the later concept of
“releasement” (Gelassenheit).
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The distinction Heidegger uses is that between Summe and Gefiige: two modes
of totalizing, one inauthentic, the other authentic. The concrete possibilitics are
seen in their reciprocal refation. The context within which Dasein lives is such
that it is able to tie together all the possibilities that stand open for it, That univer-
sal horizon is the possibility of death. The constitution of the totality of Dasein
occurs in the anticipation of death. All concrete possibilities stand in relation to
that ultimate possibility. Authentic existence is, in the same instance, Being-
towards any given concrete possibility and Being-towards death.

Just as dread revealed the formal totality of care and Being-towards death the
formal totality of temporality. Here too, one peculiar existential determination
reveals the possibility of authenticity: the call of conscience (Section 56).%
Conscience is an originary phenomenon of Dasein because it ties every possibil-
ity back to its temporal “origin”, which is the ecstases in their unity. “The calt of
conscience is an appeal to the ‘they-self’ [Man selbst] in the self; as such an
appeal, it summons the self to its potentiality-for-Being-its-self. and thus calls
Dasein forth to its possibilities” (SZ 274, MR 319). The call of conscience
emanates from the possibility of authentic existence in us,

But this indicates that authentic existence is possible only in so far as we “will
to have conscience” (SZ 288). Heidegger thus ties the old problem of the will to
that of conscience—disentangling both from “morality™ and treating them as
ontological determinants. The will can be modified just as the whole structure of
Dasein can. [nauthentic will does not want to hear the call coming from futurity;
authentic will gives itself over to that call. Inauthentic will sticks to a few possi-
bilities; authentic will is radical openness to any possibility, since it iIs openness to
the ultimate possibility, i.e. death,

This understanding of Being that runs ahead, does so “resolutely”. To will to
have conscience is to resolutely let oneself be determined by what lies ahead,
and ultimately by the possibility of death. Anticipation and conscience are actu-
ally closely tied to such resoluteness. Indeed, resoluteness is anticipation of
one’s totality.

This connection is spelled out in the form of a question.*™ “What if resolute-
ness...should reach authenticity only when it projects itself not upon any random
possibilities which just lie closest, but upon that uttermost possibility which lies
ahead of every factical potentiality-for-Being?” (SZ 302, MR 349). Death as the
uttermost possibility is then more than a horizon for factical possibilities. Death
“enters undisguisedly into every potentiality-for-Being of which Dasein factically
takes hold” (SZ 302, MR 349-50).

Resoluteness is a modification of disclosedness. Care is the general title for
the complex disclosedness of Dasein of which resoluteness is a modification. It is
also a temporal medification since resoluteness anticipates death. Thus, one can
understand that Heidegger calls it “the originary truth of Dasein”. But he then
says: “In resoluteness we have now arrived at that truth of Dasein which is most
originary because it is authentic” (SZ 297, MR 343). This is the core ambiguity of
the analysis of authenticity. Dasein’s most originary—ontological-—structure is
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anticipation; temporality out of futurity. But at the same time, such a structure can
be most originary only “because it is authentic”, i.e. ontic. One might understand
this the other way around: Dasein can be authentically anticipatory of death
because ontologically it always anticipates death. But Heidegger does not say it
this way. Anticipatory resoluteness is most originary because it is authentic. To
understand authentic totalization further, we have to take a brief look again at that
which is to be authentic, namely the self. Dasein’s inauthenticity is “a possible
mode of Being of its self” (SZ 178).

In the context of Being and Time the self cannot be thought of as substance or
subject, as that which persists under the many changes affecting Dasein, as a soul,
person, etc."™ For Heidegger, the question of the self is not rooted in the problem
of change and permanence, but in that of inauthenticity and authenticity.
Authentic totalization “constitutes™ the self, making the entire care structure one’s
own (eigen).

There are two lines of argument in Being and Time about the originary self. The
“they-self” (das Many) is one of the many existentialia, and it is called an “original
phenomenon™ (SZ 129). Authenticity here appears as an existentiell modification
of the they-self. Here it is the they-self that is primordial, originary. But in other
passages, Heidegger says otherwise. We are told, for example, that “inauthenticity
has possible authenticity as its ground™ (SZ 259, JS 239). Here it is authenticity
that is primordial, originary, the transcendental condition of inauthenticity.

One can even trace two blatantly contradictory formulations about the priority
of either authenticity or inauthenticity. “Authentically Being oneself does not con-
sist in an exceptional state of the subject, a state detached from the they-self, but
is rather an existentiell modification of the they-self which is an essential existen-
tiale” (SZ 130). Yet, Heidegger later writes: “{t}he they-self...is an existentieil
modification of the authentic self” (SZ 317, MR 365). The first position is pre-
dominant. Inauthenticity is what we find ourselves in for the most part, and
“authentically-being-a-self is shown to be an existentiell modification of the they-
self™ (S8Z 267, JS 247); or: “When Dasein brings itself back from the ‘they’, the
they-self is modified in an existentiell manner so that it becomes quthentic Being-
one’s-self™ (SZ 268, MR 313); or again: “Authentic existence is nothing which
hovers over falling everydayness, but is rather existentially only a modified com-
ing to grips with that everydayness™ (5Z 179, 1S 167).

Joan Stambaugh, who has come across these contradictions in her transiation
of Being and Time, has tied the priority of inauthenticity to the project of phe-
nomenology, and the priority of authenticity to the method of fundamental
ontology. Phenomenclogy, indeed, is simply meant to “show” what happens in
everydayness, and thus the “they™ comes first. Fundamental ontology, on the
other hand, deals with another kind of priority, with what is the “ground” of man’s
Being. Thus, one could say that inauthenticity is first in the order of discovery,
and authenticity is first in the order of foundation. In the latter order, the real self
is prior to the they-self. Das Man is the surface, not the core, of Dasein. But the
surface is what one “sees™ first. The core is what “is” first.

115




HEIDEGGER'S BEING AND TIME

This brings us back to the ideal of wholeness. Only the authentic self is really
a whole. Calculative totalization, as occurs with the they-self, is what is most
apparent: but existential totalization is what alone unifies the self. From such
originary unification or totalization, fundamental ontology can proceed and dis-
cover the “meaning of Being™ as temporal directionality or ecstases.

It has already been said that calculative totalization prefigures “calculative
thinking”,'" and existential totalization prefigures “letting-be, releasement, and
eventually Ereignis”. Only the authentic self allows beings to be what they are.
Thus, properly speaking, only the authentic self is entirely “existing”, “ecstatic™,
“transcendens”, while inauthentic Being is merely a flight from such “standing-
out” of oneself.

Stated otherwise, only in anticipatory resoluteness is Dasein truly ecstatic,
does it truly transcend itself. Such authentic transcendence, however, does not
abolish the “they” and everydayness.

Even resoluteness remains dependent upon the “they™ and its world... In
resoluteness, the issue for Dasein is its own potentiality-for-Being,
which as something thrown, can project itself only upon definite factical
possibilities. Resoluteness does not withdraw itself from “reality™, but
discovers first what is factically possible; and it does so by seizing upon
it in whatever way is possible for it as its ownmost potentiality-for-Being

in the “they™.
(SZ 299, MR 346)

Authentic existence is truly “outstanding” because it stands explicitly towards
death. It incorporates everyday concrete possibilities into the universal horizon of
the pessibility of death. Such is authentic totalization. It introduces death into every
action. Dasein’s dispersion among the “they” is its opportunity for existential total-
ization: it keeps itself open and free for each and every possibility that may occur.

Projection and thrownness

The second approach to the distinction between authentic and inauthentic Being
follows the modalities of projection and thrownness. At a first glance, this is not
something particularly novel. Inauthentic Dasein projects itself towards things
around it, whereas authentic Dasein projects itself towards death. This is not new,
but to develop and understand this distinction between the two modes of transcen-
dence will lead us to clarify further the opposition between authenticity and
inauthenticity. It will also indicate how inauthenticity permeates what already in
Being and Time he calls the mathematical project, and in later writings, technology.

Inauthentic projection and the “mathematical project ™™

For inauthentic existence it is characteristic to remain absorbed in the individual
things at its immediate reach. There were two chief modalities constituting such
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absorption, both dependent on care: *“concern™ (Besorgen) for things (SZ 56-7,
MR 83) and “solicitude™ (Fiirsorge) for another Dasein (SZ 121, MR 157). These
two determinations are formal and transcendental, that is, they accompany any
mode of Being-with and Being-alongside.

To describe inauthentic solicitude, the inauthentic mode of care for others,
Heidegger says: “This kind of solicitude takes over for the other that with which
he is to concern himself. The other is thus thrown out of his own position...In such
solicitude the other can become one who is dominated and dependent” (SZ 122,
MR 158). In inauthentic solicitude, one Dasein is disclosed to another through its
involvement in everyday matters, In inauthentic solicitude, the other is not wholly
disclosed in his Dasein, but only in this involvement with everyday matters—to
formulate it baldly, the other appears as an affair to be dealt with as one deals with
things “objectively present™. In inauthentic solicitude the other is not “totalized",
but reduced, so to speak, to something present-at-hand or ready-to-hand.
Solicitude, as inauthentic, turns into concern,

The step from inauthentic solicitude towards inauthentic concern is therefore
easy. Solicitude, as inauthentic, ceases altogether to be solicitude. In inauthentic
solicitude, Dasein “takes over for the other that with which he is to concern him-
self” (ibid.). Thus, it does not even encounter the other as other; it only
encountets business to be taken care of, deadlines to be met, transactions to be
completed—but never the other as a “whole™. This kind of solicitude is opposed
to authentic solicitude, by which the other is encountered “not to take away his
‘care’, but rather to give it back to him authentically [eigentlich]” (SZ 122, MR
159)."* Authentic solicitude encounters the other in his existence, that is, as a
whole. “This kind of solicitude pertains essentially to authentic care; it meets the
existence of the other, not a ‘whar” with which he is concerned; it helps the other
to become transparent to himself in his care and to become five for it” (ibid.).

But not only is inauthentic solicitude reduced to concern, it is reduced to inau-
thentic concern. It has already been shown that inauthentic existence remains
absorbed in things at its immediate reach—but in such a way that these are more
or less interchangeable. One is absorbed in family matters, but it would not really
make a difference if they were office matters: they are treated the same way. One
is absorbed in watching a Western, but it would not really make a difference if it
were a soap opera. Here, there seems to be an underlying distinction between a
life of job-holders and a life of what Heidegger elsewhere describes as a “call-
ing”. For inauthentic concern, and thus also for inauthentic solicitude, everything
is the same; everything appears as a matter to be expedited. Thus Heidegger can
say—though it is an apparent paradox—that inauthentic care is absorbed in what
is closest, but at the same time it “[does not tarry] alongside what is closest...In
not tarrying, [i1] is concerned with the constant possibility of distraction” (SZ
172, MR 216). On this page, authentic care is then described as “observing beings
and marveling at them—thaumazein™ (SZ 172, MR 216), Thaumazein, was the
tnitial attitude from which the project of Being and Time arose insofar as it is that
attitude that is required for the retrieval of the question of Being.
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Inauthentic care, while it is absorbed in what is closest, does not scek the closest,
but on the contrary, what is farthest: “There is no longer anything ready-to-hanq
which we must concern ourselves with bringing close...It }ends away from what 1s
most closely ready-to-hand, and into a far and alien world’ (EZ 172, MR“216}. The
opposition close/alien, or near/far, and the' very concept of de-sev;nng (‘em-‘,fe-:-
nen) occurs here in a context of inauthenticity, whereas elsewhe{re it d(?SCI‘.IbeS the
nature of care, and of the understanding of Being itself. “That being which in every
case we ourselves are, is ontologically that which is farthest” (SZ 3L, MR 35‘5_')‘ ‘

Inauthentic solicitude forced us to look into inauthentic concern. This in
turn—because of the paradox of absorption and distraction, or nearness and dis-
tance—forces us to look into knowledge as inauthentic. There is Fhu.s a doub!e
reduction operative in inauthentic projection. Projectin:ng the others in |naut}?§nt1c
totalization is to project them as things; projecting thmgg as “all.the“saTe is to
project them as numbers—as occurs in the “rqathemaucal project”. What is
decisive in the mathematical project is not primarily the mathematical as such, but
that it includes an a priori” (SZ 362, 15 331).

In concern, a type of knowledge is always operative. We have already’seen .the
genesis of theoretical knowledge from circumspection {Ur?r.s-ichr) and del?beraqon
(Uberlegung). In any dealing with instruments and equipment, there is a first
understanding of the purposeful pattern, of the totality of mvo]vemen‘(s
(Bewandmisgunzheit). Of course, this totality of involvements' must remain
implicit for knowledge to operate in an undisturbed manner. Proxlmcilll)f and for
the most part, when knowledge is not an explicit pursuit, we move within such a
pattern without any question. ' . o

But from what has been said about absorption and distraction, it 15 cleay thgt
inauthentic concern is not engaged in a world that is so familiar. Thc routine in
handling matters of business, of politics, of love, of scholarship, as 1f}hey were all
“to be handled” alike, is a break with involvement. The world that is d]St.aI'll and
alien, which inauthentic concern looks for (for the sake of distractic_m), is not a
world for circumspection and deliberation since the basic familiarity has col-
lapsed. It is a world for calculation, for inauthentic kn_owing. ‘ ‘

Thus, Heidegger steps back from inauthentic solicitude to inauthentic concern
to the mathematical project as inauthentic knowledge. In all three caseshwhat is
predominant is an indifferent gaze, a kind of look that does not see gnythmg palt(:1
ticular—a staring. For such a gaze (which is not lhe‘ theoretical gaze) '
everything looks alike and is apparently already known in advanc_e—_there is
nothing new under the sun. Everything seems familiar because nothing is really
familiar, and everything is known because this gaze never cares to really knoyv.
What inauthenticity never experiences is the change-over (Umschlag) from fa.amll-
jar involvements or circumspection to theoretical knowledge. It holds itself
between these two and thus never stands in either of them. But such a change-over
was the genesis of science: “circumspective concern with the ready-to-hand
changes over into an exploration of what we come across as present-at-hand
within-the-world” (8Z 357, MR 409).
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in inauthentic projection, the world is totalized by an unending accumulation
of the same, in dispersion and distraction: and this happens in such a fashion that
the distinctions between equipment ready-to-hand, objects present-at-hand, and
any other Dasein, gets blurred. In later writings, this project that unifies all beings
according to sheer manipulation and accumulation will be called “technology™,
whose essence is enframing (Gestell).

The sections of Being and Time that weat Descartes'™ trace the rise of inau-
thentic projection phenomenologically, and not historically as one might think.
Here inauthentic projection appears as forgetfulness of the world, Entweltlichung
(decontextualization) (SZ 112). and as the “vulgar understanding of time” (SZ
24). Inauthentic projection is forgetful of the world “because” it understands
times as linear. What is worldless and timeless in this manner are mathematical
entities. This is developed at the beginning of Section 21, The mathematical pro-
ject prescribes a definite understanding of Being: “Mathematical knowledge is...
the one matter of apprehending beings which can always give assurance that their
Being has been securely grasped. Whatever measures up [to the mathematical
project] is in the authentic sense” (SZ 95, MR 128).

Such supposedly authentic Being is defined according to the concepts of world
and time operative in it. “Descartes’...[ijnterpretation and the foundations on
which it is based have led him to pass over [iiberspringen] the phenomenon of the
world™; and “the Being that is accessible in mathematical knowledge...is such that
"it always is what it is"; accordingly, that which can be shown to have the charac-
ter of something that ‘constantly remains’, makes up authentic Being” (SZ 95).
Notice the ironic usage of the qualification eigentfich here—since Heidegger is
precisely describing the mathematical project as disregarding both world and
time, and as therefore inauthentic.

The treatment of things as “facts”, and even more of another Dasein as a
“fact”, is possible only because the mathematical project flattens the world out
into a world of facts: “In this projection, something constantly present-at-hand
(matter) is uncovered beforehand...Only ‘in the light’ of a Nature which has been
projected in this fashion can anything like a *fact’ be found” (SZ 362, MR 414).
Heideggers polemic against science does not go so far as to say that science,
technology, and for that matter philosophy since Descartes are all together inau-
thentic. They do spring, however. from a project that is forgetful of world and
time, forgetful of death, and thus unable to totalize “facts™ into “phenomena™.
Science, technology, metaphysics, and logic would thus become integrated into an
authentic project if we took a new attitude towards the world and time, shar is,
towards death,'*

It would be redundant to say that the domain of inauthenticity falls apart into
discrete entities—into “detached products” [abgeliste Produkte] (SZ 177, MR
221)."" Equipment, or logical “assertions”, technological products, human affairs
etc. are heteromorphous entities not unified by an existential project. But such
self-identity, or “exact definability”, is the very project of mathematics.
Mathematics as a world-project is the condition for totalization by aggregation.
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What is definable, individualized, “exactly” known, is also that which can bc tab-
ulated. calculatively totalized. The mathematical project isolates fa:fts in thf:
world. and subsumes them under general laws. Subsumption under universals is
the kind of “knowledge™ that is at the bottom of inauthenticity. By such subs!.lmp-
tion. a fact is made objective. When such subsumption is not possible, a fact is not
knowable. Facts are knowable by their specific difference. Bu.t Fha( was the slar't-
ing point of Being and Time. Definition by genus and ‘spemfn‘; d1fferenc.e‘\§r1]|
never allow for an understanding of Being that retrieves it as an 1ssue. Dt?fln!tlon
by subsumption under laws only applies to beings “*present at hand” or ol?Jectlvel.y
present. The extension of that domain of things into all other domains is what is
properly inauthentic.

Authentic projection’™

Inauthentic Dasein understands itsclf out of Forhandenheir. It remains cntirel'y
“thrown” into dispersion. Authentic Dasein, on the other hand, transcends what is
given or factal. Therefore. Being, which for us is always an iss‘ue, can be called
the “transcendens pure and simple™. Now, in the temporal analysis, such self-?ran-
scendence has been called “anticipatory resoluteness” (vnr!aegfw?de
Enischlossenheit). Thus, authentic Dasein understands itself not as something
objectively given, but as an event (Geschehnis). It can understand itself that way
because ontologically it is always already that way. .

Authenticity diminishes dispersion. Authentic projection establishes relations
which integrate beings around us into a “world™, This world has a dual chaf‘a‘cter
due to the distinction between thrownness and projection. Dasein is “thrown into
the world while at the same time “projecting” a world. Authentic projection
makes this retrieval of the world explicit. In this context, then, Heidegger speaks
of “beings in their totality”™ (Seiendes im Ganzen), as chosen. '

In a world so retrieved, beings lose their dispersed particularity. Here, projec-
tion is “gathering™. In Section 7B, “The Concept of Logos”, the logos is defined as
“merely letting something be seen [schlichtes Sehenlassen]” {32 34. MR 57). In
this section, Heidegger reduces “reason™, “speech”, “judgment”, "concept™, etc. to
a more originary notion of logos. However, “logos” in Being and Time ‘is not yet
entirely separated from human affairs. In the later Heraclitus interpretation, logos
comes to mean a gathering of things into presence. Heidegger then translates feg-
ein as “the Laying that gathers [lesende Lege]™.'" In Being an‘d Time, the
“gathering” remains something that man does, by existing authentncgl]y‘ In t!1e
later writings, the laying that gathers things into an order of presence is seen his-
torically, as epochal—and no longer in relation to man. This is one of the many
instances where the transition from Being and Time 1o later texts is a move away
from man. Another such instance is the replacement of the concept of Dasein with
that of “Thinking”—a thinking that espouses the epochal orders of presence. _

Authentic projection gathers things into a Weltgeftige. In Section 6.‘ “‘fhli.‘%h
announces the necessity of a *Destruction of the History of Ontology™, it is, in
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fact, inauthentic projection that is said to require such a destruction: “Dasein has
grown up both into and in a fraditional way of interpreting itself... Dasein falls prey
to the tradition of that which it has more or less explicitly taken hold. This tradition
keeps it from providing its own guidance, whether in inquiring or in choosing™ (SZ
20-1, MR 41-2). To “destroy™ the tradition out of which Dasein always comes to
understand itself is thus to free Dasein’s inquiry and choice; the destruction allows
Dasein to provide its own guidance. In this connection between destruction of
ontology and authentic projection, the rhree paths that Heidegger takes in Being
and Time to recover the “meaning of Being” appear closely conjoined:

! fundamental ontology as phenomenological hermeneutics, which was origi-
nally intended to lead to an understanding of Being as Time (NI 28);

2 the transcendenial analytic of Dasein, which leads to Dasein’s Being as tem-
porality;

3 the historical destruction of ontologies, which leads to a retrieval of the ques-
tion of Being through time, i.e. through history or “tradition”.

Authentic projection ties these three together—at least, that seems to have been
Heidegger’s intention. Being appears as Time when Dasein explicitly projects
itself towards death and thereby destroys the inherited understanding of itself as
something objectively given,

The unity of these three elements or strategies is suggested at the beginning of
Introduction to Metaphysics: “Taking what was said in Sein und Zeit as a starting
point, we inquire into the ‘disclosure of Being’ [Erschlossenheit von Seins).
‘Disclosure of Being’ means the unlocking of what forgetfulness of Being closes
and hides™ (EM 15/19). The “disclosure™ of the Analytic is now only the starting
point for the explicit retrieval, not merely of Dasein’s proper self-understanding
but of Being itself. Inasmuch as the “unlocking” (Aufgeschiossenheir) is an act of
authentic projection, the three elements in question appear more closely tied
together in fntroduction 1o Metaphysics than in Being and Time:

*  Being as Time means that “from the very first sentence [this lecture] strives
to depart from the domain™ (EM 15/19) in which Being has been understood
as that which is constantly present;

*  the Analytic of Dasein is the “disclosure of Being” as Dasein’s disclosure (SZ
21-2, 37-8y,

¢ the destruction is the “unlocking of what forgetfulness of Being closes and
hides”.

The distinction between the modalities of Dasein—i.e. of Being-in-the-world, of
care, and of temporality—is crucial for the entire project of in Being and Time
because it allows one to thematize the retrieval of the question of Being as a
philosophical explicitation of what implicitly always already happens when
Dasein becomes authentic. Thus, there seems to be a two-step movement.
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Authentic projection renders the structure of projection explicit, and the project
of fundamental ontology renders authentic projection explicit. Fundamental
ontology is the discourse, so to speak, of existence having become authentic.

When Heidegger introduces his famous interpretation of aletheia in Section
44b, we have to keep in mind these three strategies. “Beings get snatched out of
their hiddenness [das Seiende wird der Verborgenheit entrissen]. The uncovering
is always, as it were, a kind of robbery [Raub]” (SZ 222, MR 265). This is more
than a description of what happens in any mental effort, more than the effort of
breaking through appearances, of overcoming the natural attitude, or of reaching
out toward the essences of things. Indeed, the text continues: “Is it accidental that
when the Greeks express themselves as to the essence of truth, they use a priva-
rive expression—a-letheia?” (SZ 222, MR 265). This kind of phrase, he adds,
indicates Dasein’s “originary understanding of its own Being™ (SZ 222, MR 265).
This can only mean, as before, that Dasein does not conquer its own self by cast-
ing aside the they-self, that anticipatory resoluteness does not leave everydayness.
It means that Dasein does not become authentic by outgrowing the very possibil-
ity of inauthenticity, it does not project itself’ by dismissing thrownness and
facticity, etc. In other words: “Being-in-untruth makes up an essential characteris-
tic of Being-in-the-world” (SZ 222, MR 265). In context, this simultaneity of
truth and untruth shows “the state of Dasein’s Being which we have designated as
‘thrown projection” (ibid.). But it is clear that all three dimenstons mentioned
earlier are “aletheiological™:

*  Being as Time is equivalent to “aletheia” as coming-to-be out of nothing; as
coming-to-presence out of absence (phuein).

*  The Analytic of Dasein is where Dasein must “rob”, uncover, its own struc-
ture and thus make it its own, eigen, eigentlich, authentic,

s  Destruction means that the history of ontologies is aletheiological in
“untruth™ since it equates Being with constant presence; but in “truth”
because Being as coming to presence has been operative in all ontologies,
immer schon. It has been remembered, but at the same time covered up.

Authentic projection as thematizing aletheia in such a manner is, Heidegger says
in fntroduction to Metaphysics, a battle. “Solely in the enduring struggle between
Being and appearance did [the Greeks] wrest Being from beings” (EM 80/103).
In appearance the Being of beings is hidden, lethe.

When, in later writings, the transition from the Analytic to the question of
Time gs Being is worked out, anticipatory resoluteness as authentic temporality
comes to mean a “leap into nothingness”. The historical forgetfulness of the ques-
tion of Being and the thrownness of Dasein have their equivalent in Being as
Nothingness: it is no-thing, not comparable to any being. In a narrower context, it
was already said in Being and Time: “‘That nothing ensues’ signifies something
positive for Dasein” (8Z 279, MR 324). (This phrase occurs, in fact, in the analy-
sis of conscience.)
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The pairs “authentic projection and thrownness”, “‘seinsdenken and metaphysi-
cal ontologies™, and “Being and Nothingness™, are three instantiations of a-fetheia.

Knowledge and practice

From what has been said about the genesis of the theoretical attitude as well as
about the mathematical project as an a priori, it is clear that there is a priority of
practice over knowledge in Being and Time, By way of conclusion, it is this prior-
ity that 1 should like to explicate a little further.

The starting point of the analytic of Dasein is our daily business with things
that we use. As a form of care, this usage is called “concern” (Besorgen). Now, it
may happen that we cease to be involved with things and, rather, stop to look at
them, This is the origin of theoretical knowledge.

If knowing is to be possible as a way of determining the nature of things
objectively present, by observing them, then there must first be a defi-
ciency in our concernful involvement with the world. When concern
holds back from any kind of producing, manipulating, and the like, it
puts itself into what is now the sole remaining mode of Being-in, the
mode of just tarrying alongside.

(SZ 61, MR 88)

In other words, concern encompasses both equipment and objects (Forhanden).
When concern loses its relation to equipment, only objects remain. Concern with
equipment is circumspective; concern with objects is theoretical. The genesis of
the theoretical gaze was described as a change-over from one type of concern to
the other. But—and this is important—theoretical knowledge is secondary,
derived from another type of knowledge, circumspection, which is knowledge
only implicitly. Hence, Being and Time would contain an argument for the prior-
ity of practice over knowledge.

1t was shown how Being and Time can be seen as the fulfillment of the modern
philosophy of subjectivity—fulfillment as epitome, completion, and end. The
commentators who read Being and Time in this way insist on the reversal of the
transcendental status of practice that occurs in the shift of orientation from tran-
scendental subjectivity to Dasein. This is certainly an appropriate way of
describing the respective locus of theory and practice in Being and Time, but it may
not be the entire story. Regarding this reversal, Ernst Tugendhat, who reads Being
and Time as such a culmination of the tradition of transcendental idealism, says
that in Being and Time the sequence between theoretical representation and prac-
tice “is reversed when compared to Husserl; for an inquiry that begins with
objects, an object must first be represented for a (practical) interest in it to arise;
Heidegger, on the contrary, asks how disclosedness is at all possible and thus
comes to the primacy of the practical”.!"’
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In other words, Heidegger fulfills the tradition of transcendental subjectivity
by bringing the primacy of representation, of cogpition, to an end. For transcen-
dental subjectivity, practice must be preceded by cognition. An object must first
be constituted by a noetic act of the subject. This atlows a practical interest in this
object to arise. [n Heidegger, things are the other way around. Dasein must first
be involved according to some practical interest (protecting itself from cold with
a sweater; using a hammer and nails to fix a bookshelf, etc.) in order for a present-
at-hand “object” to be possible at all. Thus, for these commentators, Heidegger
brings the tradition of transcendental subjectivity to an end—that is, if the “tran-
scendental” subject is understood as being reflective.

The following quote elucidates how theory derives from practice in Being and
Time:

The primary kind of dealing...is not bare perceptual cognition, but rather
that kind of concern which manipulates things and puts them to
use...Such beings are not thereby objects for knowing the “world” theo-

retically, they are simply what gets used, what gets produced, and so forth.
(SZ 67, MR 95)11!

However, in a deeper way, one would have to say that in Being and Time the very
distinction between theory and practice is no longer adequate and gets dissolved.
This point can easily be shown from the later writings, where it is said that “think-
ing changes the world™.""? But already in Being and Time there is a strong polemic
against the distinction between theory and practice. Otto Pdggeler writes:
“Heidegger uses the term ‘care’ because he wants to avoid terms such as behavior
or practice and prefers to choose a designation that lies beyond the traditicnal dis-
tinction of theory and practice...He speaks to disselve this traditional opposition
between theory and practice™.'">

What cannot be questioned is that cognition receives a derivative status in
Being and Time. But because Heidegger's relation to inherited concepts is still
quite ambiguous here, his vocabulary does not match the novelty of his thinking.
Therefore, it is impossible 1o argue definitively either for a prierity of practice
over theory or for a pure and simple dissolution of their difference. Indeed, on this
point as well, Heidegger obviously contradicts himself in Being and Time. In the
key section on this matter, Section 69, we read:

In characterizing the change-over from the manipulation and using and
so forth which are circumspective in a “practical” way, to “theoretical”
exploration, it would be easy to suggest that merely looking at beings is
something which emerges when concern Aolds back |sich enthdlt] from
any kind of manipulation...So if one posits “practical” concern as the
primary kind of Being [in the world], then the ontological possibility of
“theory” will be due to the absence of practice—that is, to a privation.
(87 357, MR 409)
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This was exactly the way the genesis of knowing was described in Section 13,
which is entitled “A Founded Mode in which Being-in is Exemplified. Knowing
the World™. In this section, knowing is said to become possible when “concern
holds back from any kind of producing, manipulating and the like™ (SZ 61, MR
88). Heidegger actually speaks of a ““deficiency™ in concerned involvement in the
world. Later, he denies precisely this kind of genesis by defictency, or by “priva-

oo

tion™ as he then calls it.""* With “disappearance of praxis™, “absence of praxis”,
“privation”, “discontinuance” of usage of tools, we do nof reach theory. "[This is
by no means the way in which the ‘theoretical’ attitude of science is reached” (SZ
358, MR 409).

At any rate, cognition. or theory as scientific, is derivative. But derivative of
what? There are two ways of answering this in Being and Time. One is derivative
of practice (Section 13), the other is derivative of an amalgamate of a certain
practice and a certain theory (Section 69). It is clear that Heidegger struggles here
10 get out of a traditional either-or, that he does not yet possess the terminology to
move forward. This weakness is particularly striking in Section 69. The reason
why cessation of usage does not by itself lead o theory is that practice is never
without theory, and theory never without practice. “Just as practice has its own
specific kind of sight [theory], theoretical research is not without a praxis of its
own” (SZ 358). What is this praxis that is operative in theoretical, scientific
research? “*Reading off the measurements which result from an experiment often
requires a complicated ‘technical’ set-up; observation with a microscope is
dependent upon the production of ‘preparations™ (SZ 358).

Thus, in the only section of Being and Time where Heidegger addresses him-
self to technology (Section 69}, he does so in the context of scientific research
and the—comparatively harmless—techniques”™ of preparing measuring scales
or samples for a microscope.!'® The encompassing project of world-transforma-
tion that is later called “technology™, has iis antecedent rather in the mathematical
project as an existenttal a priori in Being and Time.

Systematically one can therefore speak of a shift in the disjunction between
theory and practice from Section 13 to Section 69 (Table 2.7).

One has to add another criticism: at the time of Being and Time Heidegyer sim-
ply did not yet see the essential link between modern science and mastery over the
world. The practical elements of science therefore appear as inoffensive, anodyne—
like spreading a blood sample on a piece of glass and sliding it under a microscope.

This underestimation of technology in Heidegger's early writings appears in a
totally different context in a lecture course given in 1935, He there speaks of

Tuble 2.7 The disjunction between theory in practice from Section 13 to Section 69

Section {3: Zuhandenipractice Vorhundenitheory

Section 69. In what is zwhanden: In what is vorhanden:
practice = manipulation practice = scientific comportment
Theory = “a specific sight™ Theory = “research”
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“global technology™ and calls it “Americanism”, “the nsc of mc?diocrily and
sameness in America and Russia™. He says that “Russia and Amenga are meta-
physically the same. namely in regard to their world character anq their relat‘|0n to
the spirit”, and *in America and Russia {the practice of routine) grew into a
boundless etcetera of indifference and always-the-sameness-fso much_so that
quantity took on a quality of its own™ (EM 35/46). One eaS{Iy recognizes the
“mathematical project” as the a priori of inauthentic projection. In 1935,
Heidegger still believed that such inauthentic projection gould bt? fought; that
“global technology”™, the American and Russian mathematical prqject. could t?e
balanced—and now comes the most embarrassing statement in Heidegger's wn}-
ings—by National Socialism. “The inner truth and greatness of this
movement...[consists] in the encounter between global technology and modgrn
man” (EM 152/199). The reason why | quote this line here is that it most strik-
ingly indicates Heidegger’s early understanding of global techno]ogy as
escapable; as just one force among others in the twentieth century; as an inau-
thentic project that can be remedied by an authentic one. That this .authemtc
project then comies to be identified with a particular political movement is another
story, the hardest to swallow. o

To summarize, in Being and Time and other carly writings, the distinction
between inauthentic projection and authentic projection is spelled out in tcrms‘of
sameness and otherness. Sameness appears in the quantifying approach to equip-
ment, scientific objects, and human beings, and otherness appears in letting eachlof
these occupy their own region (zuhanden, vorhande, Mitdasein), The first descrip-
tion of modem technology arises from this possible modification of the existential
structure—but precisely not in terms of the disjunction between theory and prac-
tice. This disjunction is worked out in an entirely different context, namely Fhe
cessation of daily usage of tools and the emergence of the scientific gaze. The link
between these two lines of investigation—the problematic of technology and the
ptoblematic of theory and practice—is apparently overlocked in Being and Time.

It seems to me that these considerations about the respective status of theory
and practice in Being and Time are not all that can be said. A different relation
holds between the two. This relation is not only such that, phenomenologically,
concern precedes theory, but that, within the entire project of Being and Time, a
certain type of existence is required in order to “think” fundamental ontology.

Let us recall three important points. Fiest, the most originary phenomenon to
which the transcendental analytic of Dasein leads is that of temporality. Second,
the primary aspect of temporality is the ecstasis called “futurity”. Finally, authen-
tic temporality is, for that reason, called “anticipatory resoluteness”. ﬁut
Heidegger, from the beginning of the book onward, makes a certain state of exis-
tence the condition for thinking. This state of existence, in the quote from Plato’s
Sophist, was thaumazein, wonderment. In the context of temporality, to exist fully
in the now-moment of anticipatory resoluteness is the condition for the under-
standing of temporality. “Dasein becomes ‘essential’ in authentic existence,
which constitutes itself as anticipatory resoluteness” (SZ 323, MR 370). 1t is true
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that Heidegger never explicitly says that to understand anticipatory resoluteness
as the essence of authentic existence one has first to exist in anticipatory resolute-
ness oneself. Such a reversal of transcendental priorities is worked out only in
later texts, and in another vocabulary. But returning to the beginning—thau-
mazein as the condition for the retrieval of the question of Being—we can
conclude that authentic existence as an alternative way of understanding our death
ts the condition for the understanding of Being as time,
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cral are likewise conditions of the possibility of the objects of experience” (B 197),
which is Kant’s “highest principle of all synthetic judgments”, The difference is that in
Being and Time this identity of determination is taken out of the context of judgment,
of cognition, altogether.
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93 {Compare this to Aristotle who, at the end of Book 1 of the Nichomachean Ethics
asserts that one can evaluate a life only at its end.}

96 For this transition, see Heidegger, M. (1998) “Postscript to ‘What Is Metaphysics?™, in
FPathniarks. ed. William McNerll, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 231-2,

97 See Fiirstenau, P. Heidegger. op. cit., pp. 56-60.

98 {in this instance, the heuristic of negativity consists in the “call of conscience”, which
states '] should not™ do as they all do. This leads to an understanding of “possibility”
as “"what lies ahead”.}

99 Phrasing something as a question is often Heidegger's favorite way of stating what he
really wants to say.

100 See Stambaugh, J. (1974) “Time and Dialectic in Hegel and Heidegges”. Reasearch in
Phenomenology. vol. 4, pp. 87-97,

101 See Heidegger, M. (1966) Disconrse on Thinking, trans. John M. Anderson and E. Hans
Freund, New York: Harper Torchbooks, passim.

102 Sce Fiirstenau, P. Heidegger; op. cit., pp. 39-43. .

103 Not only “authentically”, bui “as his own™.

104 See SZ 357-8.

105 Sect. 6, 19-21, 43.

106 See, on logic: 3Z 129 and 165,

107 See Fiirsienau, P. Heidegger. op. cit., p. 52.

108 See Fiirstenau, P. Heidegger. op. cit., pp. 60-1.

109 See “Logos (Heraclitus, Fragment B 50)” in Early Greek Thinking, op. cit., pp. 59-78.

I 10 Tugendhat, E. (1970) Der Hahrheitsbegriff bei Husserl und Heidegger, Berlin: Walter
de Gruyter, p. 288. [Schiirmann’s translation.—Ed.]

111 See Prauss, G. (1999) Knowing and Doing in Heidegger s Being and Time, Amherst:
Humanity Books. See esp. pp. 7-13.

I'12 Heidegger, M. (1954} Vortrdge und Aufsdrz, Pfullingen: Giinter Neske, p. 229,
English, Early Greek Thinking, op. cit., p. 78.

113 Poggeler, O. (ed.) (1970) Heidegger: Perspektiven zur Deuting seines Werks Cologne:
Kiepenheuer & Witsch, Einleitung, p. 34, [Schiirmann’s translation—Ed.].

114 {The word deficiency is used because in manipulation there is already Umsicht. We
know “implicitly” that a hammer is not used to make potato salad, but to drive a nail
into a board; that it is useless 1o try to force your foot into a hat, etc. j

L15 See Prauss, G. Knowing and Doing, op. cit., p. 20.
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ORIGINARY INAUTHENTICITY —
ON HEIDEGGER’S SEIN
UND ZEIT!

Simon Critchley

The past beats within me, like a second heart.
John Banville, The Sea

Although its author still invites controversy and po!ernic3 and its theges invite
much misunderstanding, there is no doubting the originality and massive influ-
ence of Heidegger's Sein und Zeit, first published in 19:7.7, Some wf)u]d argue that
it is the most important work of philosophy published in thp twentieth ‘ccntury‘ 11.1
this lecture, | will attempt to give a reinterpretation of Heidegger’s Sein und Zeit
through an internal commentary on the text in its own terms‘rather than through
some sort of external, strategic and potentially reductive reading. o

[ wilt do this by focusing on two phrases that provide a clue to what. is going on
in Sein und Zeit: Dasein ist geworfener Entwur{ and Daser:n existiert faktisch
(Dasein is thrown projection and Dasein exists factically). | begln b): trying to shpw
how an interpretation of these phrases can help to clarify l-leldegg'er‘ S phllogophlcal
claim about what it means to be human, | then try to explain why it is that, in a cou-
ple of important passages in Sein und Zeit, Heidegger describes thrown projection
as an enigma. 1 trace the use of enigma in Sein und Zeit, and try and show how gnd
why the relations between Heidegger’s central conceptual palrlngs.—sFa(e-of-ml.nd
{Befindlichkeity and understanding (Yerstehen), thrownnes; and projection, facticity
and existentiality—are described by Heidegger as enigmatic.

My thesis is that at the heart of Sein und Zeit, that is, at the heart of the (.:ent'ral
claim of the Dasein-analytic as to the temporal character of th]‘OWI‘I-pTOjeClWQ
being-in-the-world, there lies an enigmatic a priori. That is to say, there is somc:-
thing resiliently opaque at the basis of the constltuflqn of Dast.em‘s
being-in-the-world which both resists phenomenological description a‘n‘d which is
that in relation to which the phenomenologist describes. In the more cnnc_al part of
the lecture, I try to show with more precision how this notion of‘lhe enlgmanc‘a
priori changes the basic experience of understanding Sein und Zeit. 1 explo.re? t.hIS
in relation to three examples that are absolutely central to the argument of Division
II: death, conscience, and temporality. 1 seek to read Heidegger’s analyses of each
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of these concepts against the grain in order to bring into view much more resilient
notions of facticity and thrownness that place in doubt the move to existentiality,
projection, and authenticity. This is the perspective that | will describe as originary
inauthenticity. As will become clear in the course, this line of interpretation has
significant consequences for how we might consider the political consequences of
Heidegger’s work. in particular—and infamously—the question of his potitical
comnuitment to National Socialism in 1933.

A clue to understanding the basic experience of Sein und Zeit

There are two phrases that provide a clue to what is going on in Sein und Zeit-
Dasein ist geworfener Entwurf and Dasein existiert faktisch. That is, Dasein—
Heidegger’s word for the person or human being—has a double,.or articulated
structure: it is at once thrown and the projection or throwing-off of thrownness.
Yet it is a throwing of"— which is how 1 hear the privative Ent- in Ent- Wurf—that
remains in the throw. As Heidegger puts it, “Dasein im Wurf bleibt (SZ. 179).
Dasein is always sucked into the turbulence of its own projection. Dasein is the
naie of a recoiling movement that unfolds only to fold back on itself, lts existen-
tiality, its projective being-ahead-of-itself, is determined through and through by
facticity, it is always already thrown in a world, and in a world, moreover, ontically
determined in terms of fallenness: the tranquillized bustle of das Man (“the onc”
or “the they™),

This movement of thrown throwing off or factical existence is the structure of
Sorge, the care that defines the being of Dasein in Sein und Zeit. Hetdegger sum-
marizes the structure of care with enigmatic formulae, such as “Dasein ivt
befindliches Verstehen” (“Dasein is state-of-minded, or disposed understanding”,
SZ 260); or again, “Jedes Verstehen hat seine Stimmung. Jede Befindlichkeit ist
verstehend " (“Every understanding has its mood. Every state-of-mind or disposi-
tion understands™, SZ 335),

The principal thesis of the published portion of Sein und Zeit is that the
meaning of care, where meaning is defined as that upon which (das Woraufhin,
SZ 324} the thrown throwing off of Dasein takes place, is temporality
(Zeitlichkeit). Simply stated, the meaning of the being of Dasein is time. With
the term temporality, Heidegger seeks to capture the passage from authentic to
inauthentic time and back again. That is, the masterfulness of what Heidegger
calls “ecstatic™ temporality, consummated in the notion of the Augenblick
(moment of vision, or blink of the eye). always falls back into the passive await-
ing (Gewdrtigen, SZ 337) of inauthentic time, Thrown projection or factical
existing is ultimately the activity of Dasein’s temperalizing, its Zeitigung, an
articulated, recoiling movement, between sinking away in the dullness of the

everyday and momentarily gaining mastery over the everyday by not choosing
das Man as one’s hero,

Once this structure begins to become clear, then it can also be seen that thrown
projection or factical existing defines the concept of truth. For Heidegger, truth is
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also a double or articulated movement of concealment and unconcealme!l‘t thal'hc
finds lodged in the Greek term aletheia. In Paragraph. 44, the famoqs f‘i]wl‘lss’lﬁn
of truth in Sein und Zeit, with an impor?anl empha!s.ls that goes missing in the
Macquarrie and Robinson translation, Heidegger writes:

Die existenzial-ontologische Bedingunyg dafiir, daff das ln-dfe-r- Wg!t-sem
durch “Wahrheit” und “Unwahrheit” bestimmt ist, liegt in der
Seinsverfassung des Daseins, die wir als geworfenen Entwurf kennze-

ichneten. 52223)

The existential-ontological condition for being-in-lhe-world being deter-
mined through “truth” and “untruth” lies in rh_e _[the llghcs, fznd l?eqce tl?e
linguistic and conceptual force of the definite _artmle is missing in
Macquarrie and Robinson] constitution of the Being of Dasein that we
have designated as thrown projection.

That is, the condition of possibility for the play of truth and untruth in a!efhem is
the claim for Dasein as thrown projection. In his Iatgr work, however, Hildeggcr
always wants to read Sein und Zeit from the perspective of wha( he calls }he h:sI;
tory of being” (Seinsgeschichte) by claiming that the “lethic” element in trut !
already implies an insight into Seinsvergessenhe{’f. ‘the forgetfulness or obllv.lon od
being. Therefore, although Heidegger will adn}ll in his IaFer.wor!( that Se:fr un
Zeit expresses itself metaphysically, it already implies an insight into Iht? h‘l‘st(‘er‘y
of being and thereby into what he calls “thet overcoming of melaphys,‘lcs {dlie
Uberwindung der Metaphysik). This is how—in a manner thfil 1 always flnd‘ques-
tionable because of the complete assurance with which Heldf.gger feels I'Elmself
able to shape and control the interpretation of his work—l—_leldegger continually
seeks to preserve the unity of what he calls his Defrif‘feg. his path of thought. To
use Heidegger’s own idiom from a manuscript on I'!Il‘l]llSITl from t‘he fate 19.4(_)5, hwe
might say that the basic experience (die Grunderfahrung) of Sein und .Zert. ist 1:;
belonging together of facticity and existence, of thrownness ar_1d projection, ¢
fallenness and surmounting, It remains a hypothesis to be chf irmed or dlSCO[l‘-
firmed by future research as 1o whether this is the basic experience of Heidegger's
work as a whole.? .

So, what is the being of being human for Heidegger? Or, |nsofa.r as the human
being is understood as Dasein whose essence lies in Existenz, what is the nafure of
existence? It is care as a temporally articulated movement of thrown thro“_rmg off
or factical existing. My concern here consists in working out v.vhy. I—]eldeggt.er
describes this structure as an enigma and what might be the lmpllcaFlons of this
claim for an interpretation of Sein und Zeit. Once the claim for Dasem. as thrown
projection is introduced in Paragraph 31 on Verstehen (SZ 148.), which }s also
where the word enigma makes its most significant entry into Sf:m und Zeir, ‘then
the rest of the book is simply the deepening or nuancing of this structure, like a
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teitmotif in Wagner, moving through a series of variations. Let’s call them
“enigma variations”, 1o use an English rather than a German example, Elgar
rather than Wagner.

What fascinates me in Sein und Zeit is what | would call the spinning or oscil-
lating movement of these variations, where Heidegger tries to capture this enigma
in a series of oxymoronic formulations: “Dasein existiert fakiisch”, “Dasein ist
Geworfener Entwurf”, “Dasein ist befindliche Verstehen, Jedes Verstehen hat
setne Stimmung, Jede Befindlichket ist verstehend”, * 'Dasein ist in der Wahrheit’
sagt gleichurspriinglich...'Dasein ist in der Unwahrheit ™, ete. (**Dasein is in the
truth’ simultaneously says...’Dasein is in the untruth™, SZ 222). As [ shall try to
make clear presently, the thought that is spinning out or being spun out in Sein
und Zeit is that of Dasein as the enigma of a temporal stretch, an almost rhythmi-
cal movement or kinesis of factical existing that is so obvious, so absolutely and
completely obvious, that it is quite obscure. As we noted in Chapter 1 with
Wittgenstein, “The aspects of things that are most important for us are hidden
because of their simplicity and everydayness (4litdglichkeir)”?

The enigmatic a priori

The word Rdrsel, enigma or riddle, kept catching my eye when reading certain
key passages from Sein und Zeit, so I decided to try and follow its usage system-
atically. I have found at least 11 places where the words enigma (Rdtsel),
enigmatic (Rdtselhaftig) and en igmaticity (Rdtselhaftigheit) are used in Sein und
Zeit (SZ 4, 136,137,148 [x 2], 371, 381, 387. 389, 392, 425), and I will examine
these below. The word enigma also appears in Heidegger’s later work, particularly
in his 1942 lecture course on “Der Isrer™ *

Returning to Sein und Zeit, in the opening paragraph Heidegger writes: “in
Jedem Verhalten und Sein zu Seiendem als Seiendem a priori ein Ritsel liegt”
(SZ 4). That is, in every comporting oneself to beings, or intentional relation to
things, there lies an a priori enigma. This claim already begins to strike a rather
dissonant note with the formulation of the phenomenclogical notion of the a pri-
ori in the first draft of Sein und Zeit in the 1925 Prolegomena zur Geschichte des
Zeithegriffs that | discuss in detail elsewhere, where the a priori is that which
shows itself in what Husser! calls “categorial intuition™. It would seem that the
tntentional comportment of the phenomenclogist directs itself towards, and itself
arises out of, something that eludes phenomenological manifestation, This
“something” is what | call the enigmatic a priori.

However, the form that this enigmatic a priori takes in Sein und Zeit becomes
much more striking in Paragraphs 29 and 31, on Stimmung, Befindlichkeit and
Verstehen. Heidegger writes that Stimmung, mood, brings Dasein to “the That of
its There” (“das Daf seines Da"} in a way that stares back at it with an inexorable
enigmaticity (“in unerbittiicher Rérselfhaftigkeit entgegenstarrt”, SZ 136). Let
me clarify this point. Heidegger's initial claim in Sein und Zeit is that Dasein is
the being for whom being is an issue. In Division I, Chapter 5, the claim is that the
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being that is an issue for Dasein is the being of its “there’, the disclosure of its Dy
(SZ 133). Thus, Dasein is fundamentally characterized by the capacity for disclo-
sure { Erschiossenheiry. Or, better, Dasein itself is the clearing that discloses “...es
selbst die Lichtung ist...das Dasein ist seine Erschlossenheit™ (SZ 133).

As Tom Sheehan points out, this is what Jean Beaufret had in mind in translat-
ing Dascin as { ‘ouverrure, which we might render as “the openedness™ to convey
the idea that Dasein is always already the space of its disclosure.” Indeed, rather
than thinking of Dasein as being-there as opposed to here, we might think of
being-in-the-world as an openedness that is neither here nor there, but both at
once.

Heidegger’s claim in Paragraph 29 is that the way in which Dasein is its
“there™ is caught with the notion of Befindlichkeir, namely that Dasein is dis-
closed as already having found oneself somewhere. The means of disclosure for
this Befindlichkeit is Stimmung; namely, that I always find myself in some sort of
mood: 1 am attentive, distracted, indifferent, anxious. bored or whatever.
Thertefore, Dasein’s primary form of disclosure is affective, and this atfective dis-
closure reveals Dasein as thromn or delivered over to its existence, its “there”.
Therefore, what stares inexorably in the face of Dasein is the enigma of its
thrownness, the fact that [ ani, and that [ am disclosed somewhere in a particular
mood. This fact is like a riddle that | can see but cannot solve.

Perhaps the most thought-proveking usage of enigma in Sein und Zeit occurs
just a little further on in the text, at the end of Paragraph 31, where Heidegger
summarizes the discussion of Befindlichkeit and Verstehen by introducing the
idea of Dasein as thrown projection in a series of sentences that enact the very
enigma that is being described,

Befindlichkeit und Verstehen charakterisieren als Existenzialen die
urspriingliche Erschlossenheit des In-der-Welt-seins. In der Weise der
Gestimmtheit “sieht” das Dusein Méglichkeiten aus denen her es ist. Im
entwerfenden Erschlieflen solcher Méglichkeiten ist ex fe schon ges-
timmt. Der Entwurf der eigensten Seinkdnnens ist dem Faktum der
Geworfenheit in das Da liherantwortet, Wird mit der Explikation der
existenzialen Verfussung des Seins des Da im Sinne des geworfenen
Entwurfs das Sein des Daseins nicht rdtselfhafier? In der Tat. Wir
niissen erst die volle Ratselhaftigkeit dieses Seiny heraustreten lassen,
wenn auch nur. um an seiner “Losung " in echter Weise scheitern zu kin-
nen und die Frage nach dem Sein des geworfenen-entwerfenden

In-der-Welt-scins erneut zu stellen.
(82 148)

Let me closely paraphrase rather than translate this passage, as the precision of
Heidegger’s conceptual expression is difficuit to render literally. The first sen-
tence simply summarizes the conclusions of the opening Paragraphs of Chapter 5,
namely that the disclosedness of being-in-the-world is constituted through the

136

g W A e . .

SIMON CRITCHLLEY

existentials of Befindlichkeir and Verstehen. Let’s call them (B) and (V). But th
following three sentences enact this conclusion in the form of a series of concep
tually palindromic statements;

I Inits being-attuned in 2 mood (B). Dasein “sees” possibilities (V).

2 In the projective disclosure of such possibilities (V), Dasein is already
attuned in a mood (B).

3 Th?refore. the projection of Dasein’s ownmost potentiality-for-being (V) i
delivered over to the Faktum of thrownness into a there (B),

Enigmatic indeed! But, Heidegger insists, the full enigmaticity (Rarselfhaftigkeit,
of this enigma must be allowed to emerge, even if this all comes to naught
founders. is wrecked, or shatters into smithereens, which are various connotations
of the phrase “scheitern zu kénnen”. So, although Heidegger adds that out of such
a wreckage might come a new formulation (“erneut zu stellen’™) of the question of
thrown-projective being-in-the-world, the disruptive force of the enigma is such
as to lead to a breakdown over any phenomenological “solution” (“Lésung™) to
the riddle of Dasein,

Turning now to Division Il of Sein und Zeit, the word enigma appears on the
final page of Chapter 4, “Temporality and Everydayness”, four times in Chapter
5, “Temporality and Historicality”, and once in Chapter 6 on time-reckoning and
the genesis of our ordinary understanding of time (SZ 389, 392, 425). | would like
to look in detail at one further appearance of enigma, which occurs just after the
temporal Wiederholung or recapitulation of the analytic of inauthenticity.
Heidegger says that Dasein can for a moment—*“fiir den Augenblick”—master the
everyday. but never extinguish it {“den Alitag meistern. obzwar nie ausloschen™).
He continues:

Was in der faktischen Ausgelegtheit des Daseins ontisch so bekannt ist,
dafi wir dessen nicht einmal achten, hirgt existenzial-ontologisch Ritsel
tiber Rditsel in sich. Der “natiirliche ™ Horizont fiir den ersten Ansatz der
existentialen Analytik dex Daseins ist nur scheinbar selbstverstindiich.
(SZ 371

What is ontically so familiar in the factical interpretedness of Dasein
that we never pay any heed to it, conceals enigma after enigma in itself
existential-ontologically. The “natural” horizon for the first starting
point of the existential analytic is only scemingly self-eviden.

That is to say, the existential analytic renders enigmatic the everyday ontic funda-
ment of life, what Husserl calls the natural attitude, what Plato calls the realm of
doxa. But, and this is crucial, Heidegger does not say that the existential analytic
overcomes or permanently brackets out the natural attitude of ontic life, it does not
achieve some permanent breakout from the Platonic cave.® Rather, as Heidegger
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points out a few lines prior to the above-cited passage. " Die Alltdglichkeit bes{{mmf
das Dasein auch dann, wenn es sich nicht das Man als ‘Helden ' gewdhit har” (SZ
371). That is, even when | have not chosen das Man as rpy hv:ero. whep I choose to
become authentically who | am, the everyday is not extlngp}sheq, it1s r'ather ren-
dered enigmatic or uncanny. That which is ontical ')’ so familiar hides enigma aﬁer
enigma ontologically. Or, in the words of lhq opening parggraph of the -:.“xlstennal
analytic, “The ontically nearest and familiar is the ontologically furthesl. (SZ 43).
The existential analytic of Dasein seems to return ceaselessly to the eni gma from
which it begins, an enigma which, in Heidegger’s words, shattcrg the seeming self-
evidence of any natural attitude from which phenomenology m]ghl bf:gln in order
to force the philosopher to formulate anew the question of being-in-the-world.
That is, Heidegger transforms the beginning point of phenomenology from the
self-evidence of the natural attitude to the enigma of a Faktum, the fact rhat one is;
philosophy begins with the riddle of the completely obvi?us.

So, my thesis is that at the heart of Sein und Zeit. that is, at the heart oftt!e cen-
tral ¢claim of the Dasein-analytic as to the temporal character of thrown-projective
being-in-the-world, there lies an enigmatic a priori, a fundamental ppacity thal
both seems to resist phenomenological description and is that in relation to which
the phenomenclogist describes. As such, in Kantian terms, we might say thf]( the
enigmatic a priori is not only transcendentally constitutive, it is also regulatwg It
is not only descriptive, or rather a limit to the activity QF phenomer_lologlcgl
description, but also normative, functioning like an imperative in the philosophi-
cal analysis of being-in-the-world. Philosophy must attempt to be equal to the
enigma of our being-in-the-world, while knowing all the time that it cannot. lﬂy
question will now be: what does this fact entail for our reading of Sein und Zeit?

How the enigmatic a priori changes the basic experience of
Sein und Zeit

Heidegger defines “phenomenon” as was sich zeigt, what showg itself, and the
phenomena that show themselves in Sein und Zeit are not cmp1ri§a] f‘a‘cts, but
rather the a priori structures of Dasein’s being-in-the-world—the ex1stenua‘ls‘ {SZ
31). However, if a phenomenon is what shows itself, then an enigma by defmn!on
is what does not show itself. It is like a mirror in which all we see is our reflection
scratching its chin in perplexity. An enigma is something we see, but do not see
through. We might therefore, at the very least, wonder why the vast and some-
times cumbersome machinery of Heidegger’s phenomenological apparatus
should bring us face to face with an a priori enigma, with a riddle that we cannot
solve. We might be even further perplexed that the riddle here is nothing particu-
larty complex, like the final insoluble clue in a tricky crossword puzzle. On the
contrary, the riddle here is that of absolute obviousness, the sheer facticity ofwhz.n
is under our noses, the everyday in all its palpable plainness and banality. Yet, it is
this riddling quality of the obvious as the very matter or Sache of phenomenology
that interests me here.
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[ began by saying that there are (wo formulae that provide a clue to under-
standing what takes place in Sein und Zeit: Dasein existiert faktisch and Dysein
ist gewarfener Entwurf. Ultimately, | would like to modify the way we hear the
formulations “thrown projection™ or “factical existing” by placing the emphasis
on the thrown and the fuctical rather than on projection and existence.” That is, on
my interpretation, Dasein is fundamentally a tArown throwing off, a factical exist-
ing. It should be noted that what is continually appealed to in Heidegger, in Sein
und Zeit and even more s0 in the later work, is a change in our capacity for hear-
ing, that is, whether we hinhéren auf or listen away to das Man, or whether we
horen auf or hear the appeal that Dasein makes to itself (SZ 271 —inter alia Sein
und Zeit can be understood in musical terms, as an immense treatise on sound,
hearing and rhythm). It is my hope that a change in the way we hear these key for-
mulae will produce aspect change in the way we understand the project of
fundamental ontology.

I will begin to spell out this aspect change presentiy, but it should first be
asked: why is it necessary? It is necessary, in my view, in order to move our
understanding of Sein und Zeit away from the heroic political pathos of authentic-
ity, consummated in the discussions of fate and destiny in the infamous Paragraph
74 on “The Basic Constitution of Historicity™. As Karl Lowith was the first to
learn when he met with Heidegger in Rome and Frascati in 1936, although he has
subsequently been followed by other scholars, the concept of historicity
{Geschichtlichkeit) is the link between fundamental ontology and Heidegger’s
political commitment to National Socialism in 1933.% Let me try to briefly restate
the argument as, prima facie, the connection between historicity and polirics will
be far from obvious for many readers.

Dasein’s authentic anticipation of its death is called “fate” (Schicksal} by
Heidegger, and this is designated as the originary historicizing or happening
{Geschehen) of Dasein (SZ 384). Heidegger’s claim in Division II, Chapter 5, is
that the condition of possibility for any authentic understanding of history lies in
Dasein’s historicity. which means the self-understanding of the temperal charac-
ter of being human, i.e. finitude. So, to repeat: the meaning of the Being of
Dasein is temporality, and the meaning of temporality is finitude (SZ 331).
Dasein’s authentic self-understanding of finitude is “fate”, and this originary his-
toricizing is the condition of possibility for any authentic relation to history, by
which Heidegger means “world historical historicizing” (SZ 19), or, indeed, for
any science of history. It is clear that potitical events, such as revolutions, the
founding of a state, or general social transformations, would qualify as world his-
torical events for Heidegger.

Now, it was established in Division 1, Chapter 4, that Dasein is always already
Mitsein. That is, the a priori condition of being-in-the-worid is being together
with others in that world. As is well known, the everyday, social actuality of this a
priori condition of Mitsein is called das Man by Heidegger, and this is determined
as inauthentic because in such everyday experience Dasein is not truly itself, but
is, as it were, lived through by the customs and conventions of the existing social
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world. Now, returning more closely to the argument of Paragrgph 74, if tateful,
authentic Dasein is always already Mitsein, then such historicizing ha!s tp b}e }vhal
Heidegger calls co-historicizing {Mitgeschehen, SZ 384). An aut}?enylc m{jmdual
life, Heidegger would seem to be suggesting. cannot be I?ad in 1solat10n'and
opposition 1o the shared life of the community. The question th_erefore arises:
what is the quthentic mode of being together with others? What is an al!thentu:
Mitdasein that escapes or masters the inauthenticity of das Man? Heidegger
writes, fatefully in my view: “Wenn aber dus schicksalhafte Dasein als !n-def‘-
Welt-sein wesenhafi im Mitsein mit Anderen existiert, ist sein Geschehgn ein
Mitgeschehen und bestimmt als Geschick”, (“But if fateful Das_eln as I:‘remg.—m—
the-world essentially exists in being-with with others, its historicizing is a
co-historicizing and is determined as destiny.”) So, destiny is the authentic his-
toricizing that | share with others insofar as my individual fate is always already
bound up with the collective destiny of the community to which [ belong. .

Heidegger goes on: “Im Miteinandersein in derselben Welt und in d‘f"'
Entschlossenheit fiir bestimmte Mdaglichkeiten sind die Schicksale im vornhinein
schon geleitet. In der Mirteilung und im Kampf wird die Macht de:Js Ge.?chfcke.f
erst frei”. (“The fates are aiready guided from the front in the belng-wftl?iope-
another in the same world and in the resoluteness for determinate possibilities.
The power of destiny first becomes free in communication and slruggle"."SZ
384.) So, the fates of authentic, individval Daseins are “guided from the front” by
the destiny of the collective, a destiny that first becomes free for itself or self-con-
scious in the activity of communication and struggle. N

Obviously, the word Kampf has acquired some rather unfortunate political
connotations between the period that saw the publication of Sein und Zeit and the
present. But that is not the worst of it. Heidegger completes this run of thought
with the following words: “Damit bezeichnen wir dus Geschehen der
Gemeinschaft, des Volkes”. (“In this way, we designate the historicizing of the
community, of the people”. SZ 384.) So, the authentic communal mode of
Mirsein that masters the inauthenticity of das Man is das Voik, the people. [n my
view, it is the possible political realization of a resolute and authentic Volk i‘n
opposition to the inauthentic nihilism of social modernity that Heidegger identl-
fied as “the inner truth and greatness” (“der inneren Wahrheit und Grifie”) of
National Socialism just a few years later in Einfiihrung in die Metaphysik in 1935.
Despite the horrors of Nazi Germany, Heidegger—to the understandable conster-
nation of the young Habermas writing on Heidegger in his first published
essay—stubbornly refused to revise his judgment on “the inner truth and great-
ness” when the 1935 lectures were published in 1953.°

There is, 1 believe, a systematic philosophical basis to Heidegger's political com-
mitment, which is due to the specific way in which Heidegger develops the concept
of authenticity in Division 1l of Sein und Zeit and which culminates in the concept
of das Volk. That is, the only way in which Heidegger can conceive of an authentic
mode of human being-together or community is in terms of the unity of a specific
people, a particular nation, and it is the political expression of this possibility that
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Heidegger saw in National Socialism in 1933. In other words, as Hannah Arendt
obliquely implied throughout her work, Heidegger is incapable of thinking the pfu-
rality of human being-together as a positive political possibility. Plurality is always
determined negatively as dus Man, as the averageness and leveling down that con-
stitutes what Heidegger calls, between scarce quotes, “publicness” (“die
Offentlichkeir”, SZ 127). In my view, the urgent task of Heidegger interpretation—
provided, of course, that one is not a Nazi, and provided one is still in the business
of thinking, as | do. that Heidegger is a great philosopher—is to try to defuse the
systematic link between Heidegger’s philosophy and his politics. As should have
become clear, the key concept for establishing the link between philosophy and pol-
itics is authenticity, and this is what | want to question by developing the notion of

what I call originary inauthenticity, a possibility of interpretation that is available, if
somewhat latent, in Sein und Zeir."

Against the heroics of authenticity: evasion, facticity, thatness

Let me try and explain myself by going back to the key concept of Befindlichkeit:
state-of-mind, attunement, or what William Richardson nicely translates as
“already-having-found-oneself-there-ness”. Heidegger’s claim is that [ always
already find myself attuned in a Stimmung, a mood or affective disposition. Such
amood discloses me as geworfén, as thrown into the “there™ (Da) of my being-in-
the-world. For Heidegger, these three terms—Befindlichkeit, Stimmung, and
Geworfenheit—are interconnected in bringing out the nature of facticity. As is
well known, Heidegger's early work is a hermeneutics of facticity, a description of
the everyday ways in which the human being exists. In being disposed in a mood,
Heidegger writes that Dasein is satiated or weary (éiberdriissig) with itself, and as
such its being becomes manifest as a burden or load (eine Last) to be taken up.
The burdensome character of one’s being, the sheer weight of the that-it-is (Das
es ist) of existence, is something that | seek to evade.

Heidegger writes: “/m dusweichen selbst ist das Da erschlossenes”, or *In eva-
sion itself is the there disclosed” (SZ 135). This is fascinating, because Heidegger
i1s claiming that the being of Dasein’s Da, the there of its being-in-the-world, is
disclosed in the movement that seeks to evade it. Evasion discloses that which it
evades. It is precisely in the human being’s turning away (4bkehr) from itself that
the nature of existence first becomes manifest. [ find myself as [ flee myselfand |
flee myself because I find myself. Heidegger seems to rather enjoy the paradox,
“gefunden in einem Finden. das nicht so sehr einem direkten Suchen, sondern
einem Fliehen entspricht” (“found in a finding that corresponds not so much to a
direct seeking, but to a fleeing”, SZ 135). What is elicited in this turning away of
Dasein from itself is the facticity of Dasein’s being delivered over to itself

{(Faktizitir der Uberantwortung), and it is this that Heidegger intends by the term
thrownness, Geworfenheit.

The concept of Befindlichkeit reveals the thrown nature of Dasein in its falling
movement of turning away from itself. But two paragraphs later in Sein und Zeir,
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Heidegger will contrast this movement of evasion with the concept of Vel'rsfel?cn.
understood as ability-to-be, which is linked to the concepts‘of Entwurf gprOJec-
tion) and Moglichkeit (possibility). That is, Dasein is not just Fhrqwn into th.e
world, it can throw off that thrownness in a movement of projection where it
seizes hold of its possibilities-to-be, what Heidegger calls from the opemng‘wo.rds
of the existential analytic, Seinsweisen, ways to be. This movement of PrOJecllon
is the very experience of freedom for Heidegger. Dasein is a l‘hr‘olwn project—but
where Heidegger will place the emphasis on projection, possibility, and fre_edom
as the essential elements in the movement towards authenligi(y. I wpu]d like Eo
propose another possible trajectory of the existential analytic of Sein und Zeit,
namely originary inauthenticity. o .

The thought behind the notion of originary inauthenticity is that human exis-
tence is fundamentally shaped in relation to a brute facticity or thrownness thal
cannot be mastered through any existential projection. Authenticity ?]WE}YS slips
back into a prior inauthenticity from which it cannot escape but which it woulfj
like to evade. As we saw above, it is in this movement of evasion, or the‘self s
turning away from itself, that Dasein’s embeddedness in factical existence is d|§-
closed. From the perspective of originary inauthenticity, humaI? existence is
something that is first and foremost experienced as a burden, a weight, as some-
thing to which [ am riveted without being able to know why or know further.
Inauthentic existence has the character of an irreducible and intractable thatness.
what Heidegger called above “das Daff seines Da™. [ feel myse}f l?ound to “the
that of my there”, the sheer Faktum of my facticity, in a way that invites some sort
of response. ‘

Now, and this is where my proposed aspect change begins to kick in, the na(m:e
of this response will not, as it is in Division Il of Sein und Zeit, be the authentic
and heroic decision of existence that comes into the simplicity of its Schickt\'ai by
“shattering itself’ against death”, as Heidegger rather dramatica.lly puts it (SZ
385), The response will not be the heroic mastery of the everyday in ‘tl?e authen.tlc
present of what Heidegger calls the Augenblick (the moment of vision), which
produces an experience of what he calls ecstasy (Ekstase) and rapt_ur_e
(Entriickung) (SZ 338). On the contrary, the response to the Fak{um of my fini-
tude is a more passive and less heroic decision, a decision made in the fa_lce of a
facticity whose demand can never be mastered and which faces me like a riddle or
enigma that [ cannot solve. As 1 try to show elsewhere, such a fact calls for comic
acknowledgment rather than tragic affirmation."!

Dasein is, as Heidegger writes in his extraordinary pages on guilt, a thrown
basis (ein geworfene Grund). As this basis, Dasein continually lags behind 1(§clf:
“Being a basis [Grund-seiend)], that is 1o say existing as thrown [als geworfenes
existierend—another of Heidegger's enigmatic formulae], Dasein constantly lags
behind its possibilities” (SZ 284). The experience of guilt reveals the being of
being human as a lack, as something wanting. In the light of these rem?rks, we
might say that the self is not the ecstasy of a heroic leap towards authenticity ener-
gized by the experience of anxiety and being-towards-death. Such would be the
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reading of the existential analytic—and | do not doubt that this may well have
been Heidegger's intention—that sees its goal in a form of gwrarky: self-suffi-
ciency, self-mastery or what Heidegger calls in Paragraph 64, “self-constancy™
{(“Die Standigkeit des Selbsi”, SZ 323). Rather, in my view. the self’s fundamentai
self-relation is to an unmasterable thrownness, the burden of a facticity that
weighs me down without my ever being able to fully pick it up. Expressed tempo-
rally, one’s self-relation is not the authentic living present of the moment of
vision, but rather a delay with respect to oneself that is perhaps best expressed in
the experience of fatigue or weariness. | project or throw off a thrownness that
catches me in its throw and inverts the movement of possibility. As such, the pre-
sent continually lags behind itself. | am always too late to meet my fate. [ would
like to think that Heidegger might have had this in mind at the end of Sein und
Zeit when he writes of bringing us face to face with “the ontological enigma of
the movement of historicizing in general” (SZ 389).

It is my hope that if one follows my proposed aspect change from a heroics of
authenticity to an originary tnauthenticity then a good deal changes in how one
views the project of Sein und Zeit and its political consequences. My main point
is that both aspects are available to an attentive reading, and this is why the young
Habermas was right in suggesting that it is necessary to think both with
Heidegger and against Heidegger. However, the completion of such a reading is a
considerable task whose fuifillment will have to be postponed to the future. In the
remainder of this lecture, I would just like to sketch how we might begin this task
by briefly examining three central concepts from Division 11: death, conscience,
and temporality.

Death—the relational character of finitude

First, I think that the notion of originary inauthenticity places in question what
Heidegger sees as the non-relational character of the experience of finitude in the
death-analysis in Division I, Chapter 1 of Sein und Zeit. You wilt recall that there
are four criteria in Heidegger’s full existential-ontological conception of death. It
is unbeziiglich, gewi, unbestimmr and wniiherholbar: non-relational, certain,
indefinite and not to be outstripped. It is only the first of these criteria that |
would take issue with, as the other three are true. if banal: it is certain we are
going to die; the instant of our death is indefinite. i.c. we don’t know when it is
going to happen: and it is pretty damned important. However, if the first of the
criteria falls, then the whole picture changes,

Heidegger insists on the non-relational character of death because for him,
crucially, “der Tod ontologisch durch Jemeinigkeit und Existenz konstituiert wird”
(“death is ontologicaily constituted through mineness and existence”, SZ 240).
Therefore, dying for another (sterben fiir) would simply be to sacrifice oneself
{sich opfern} for another, or to substitute (ersetzten, SZ 239} myself for another,
Thaus, the fundamental experience of finitude is non-relational, and all relational-
ity is rendered secondary because of the primacy of Jemeinigkeit.
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Now. | think this is just wrong. It is wrong empirically and normatively, | would‘
want to oppose it with the thought of the ﬁmdamen!a{{v re!a{:onaf chgmcler of
finitude, namely that death is first and foremost‘expenem‘:ed ina re!auon to the
‘death or dying of the other and others. in being-‘wuh ‘the'dylng in a caring way, and
in grieving after they are dead. Yet, such relatlo'nall't)_a is not a relation of u_nder-
standing: the other’s dying is not like placing an mtunllon under a concept. It is not
a relation of subsumption, in Kantian terms a reflective ralhelf than a determinate
judgment. In other words, the experience of finitude opens up in re!atlon lf’ a brute
Faktum that escapes my understanding or the reach of my criteria. Deliberately
twisting Heidegger's example from Paragraph 47, | would say that 1!16 fundamen’-,
tal experience of finitude is rather like being a “student of patholog}cal anatomy
where the dead other “'ist ein lebloses materietles Ding™ (“a lifeless material
thing”, SZ 238). With all the terrible lucidity ofgrief‘ one watchgs the_ person one
loves—parent, partner or child—die and become a lifeless m?tv:erial thlng. That is,
there is a thing—a corpse—at the heart of the experience Qf flmtude.‘Thls is why 1
mourn. Antigone understood this well, it seems to me. staring at the Ilfffless mater-
ial thing of her dead brother and demanding justice. Authentic Da§e|n does not
mourn. One might even say that authenticity is constituted by maklng the act of
mourning secondary to Dasein's Jemeinighkeir. Heidegger writes, shockingly in my
view, “We do not experience the death of others in a genuine sense; at most we are
just ‘there alongside’ (nur ‘dubei’}” (SZ 239). o ‘
If death and finitude are fundamentally relational, that is, if they are consti-
tuted in a relation te a lifeless material thing whom | love and this thing casts a
long mournful shadow across the self that undoes that self’s authenticity, 'then lhi‘s
would also lead me to question a distinction that is fundamental to Heidegger's
death-analysis. Heidegger makes the following threefold distinction:

1 dying, Sterben, which is proper to Dasein; which is the very mark of Dasein’s
ownness and its possibility of authenticity;

2 perishing, Verenden, which is confined to plants and animals; and

3 demise, Ableben, which Heidegger calls a Zwischenphdnomen between these
two extremes, and which characterizes the inauthentic death of Dasein (SZ
24,

Now, although one cannot be certain whether animals simply perish—"if a lion
could talk, we could not understand him”—I have my doubts, particularly when
one thinks of domestic pets and higher mammals. Thus, | think one should at the
very least leave open the possibility that certain animals die, that they undergo
Sterben and not just Verenden. | also doubt whether human beings are incapable of
perishing, of dying like a dog, as Kafka’s fiction and the facts of fami‘ne, war and
global poverty insistently remind us. And what of those persons who die at the end
of a mentally debilitating disease, or who die while being in what is termed *a per-
manently vegetative state™? Do they cease 1o be human on Heidegger’s accoynt? H
see no other option. But, more importantly, if finitude is fundamentally relational,
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that is, if it is by definition a relation to the Fukfum of another who exceeds my
powers of projection, then the only authentic death is inauthentic. That is, on my
account, an authentic relation to death is not constituted through mineness, but
rather through otherness. Death enters the world not th rough my own timor mortis,
but rather through my relation to the other’s dying, perhaps even through my rela-
tion to the other’s fear, which I try to assuage as best 1 can.

Itis this notion of an essentially inauthentic relation to death that both Maurice
Blanchot and Emmanuel Levinas have in mind when reversing Heidegger’s dic-
tum that “death is the possibility of impossibility” into “death is the impossibility
of possibility” (SZ 262). | have power neither over the other’s death nor my own.
Death is not a possibility of Dasein, but rather describes an empirical and norma-
tive limit to ali possibility and to my fateful powers of projection, My relation to
finitude limits my potentiality and my ability to be (Seinkonnen). In my view, the
experience of finitude impotentiaiizes the self and disables the healthy virility of
authentic Dasein.

Conscience—undoing the self

Once this relational picture of finitude is in place, the picture of conscience would
also have to change significantly. [ have come to think—against some long-held
prejudices about Division lI—that the discussion of conscience is one of the most
explosive and interesting parts of Sein und Zeit, and we have already had occasion
to discuss certain passages above. Of course, the analysis of conscience follows on
logically from the death analysis, being the concrete ontic-existentiell testimony or
attestation ¢Zeugnis, SZ 267) for the formal ontologico-existential ¢laim about
death. Death is ontological, conscience is ontic. Indeed, the word testimony might
detain us more than it has done in reading Sein und Zeit. Testimony evokes both a
notion of witnessing as testifying to something or someone, and also expresses a
link to evidence and verification, where Heidegger is seeking in conscience the
concrete ontic evidence for the formal ontological claim about death, a question
that resolves itself relativistically in the key concept of “Situation™ (SZ 299-300),
My point here is simple: if death is non-relational for Heidegger, then also, a for-
tiori, conscience is non-relational, Heidegger writes, in italics: “/n conscience
Dasein calls itself” (“Das Dasein rufl im Gewissen sich selbst”, SZ 275). That is,
although in conscience it is as though the call of conscience were an alien voice
(eine fremde Stimme, SZ, 277) that comes siber mich, such a call, although it is not
planned, really comes aus mir: Its source is the self. As Heidegger insists in differ-
entiating his concept of conscience from the “vulgar” one, what is attested to in
conscience is Dasein’s ownmost or most proper ability to be (eigensten Seinkénnen,
SZ 293). Authentic Dasein calls 1o itself in conscience, and it does this not in the
mode of chattering to itself, but rather in discretion (Verschwiegenheir) and silence
{Schweigen). This behavior is what Heidegger calls resoluteness (Enischiossenheit),
which is then defined as the “authentic Selfhood” of Dasein (SZ 298). Heidegger
completes this train of thought in a slightly troubling fashion by claiming that when
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Dasein has authentically individuated itself in conscience, “...it can become the
“conscience’ of others [zum ‘Gewissen’ der Anderen werden). Qnly by authentically
being-their-selves in resoluteness can people authentically be with one another..”
(SZ 298). Once again, the condition of possibility for collective authenticity or
community is the mineness of individual conscience.

This brings me to my question; is conscience non-relational? It would seem to
me that a consideration of Freud might throw some helpful light on Heidegger's
concept of conscience.'? The Freudian thought | would like to retain is that of con-
science as the psychical imprint, interior mark, or agency, for a series of
transferential relations to the other: ego ideal, paternal super-ego, maternal
imago, or whatever. Conscience is the Uber-ich that stands tiber mich, it is the
super-ego that stands over against me. The point is that a Freudian concept of con-
science is essentially relational. Furthermore, in analytic experience it is the place
of the hostile super-ego that the analyst has to occupy in order to break down the
symptom that is the occasion of the patient’s suffering. Conceived in this way. the
appeal made by conscience would not be Dasein calling to itself, or even the voice
of the friend that every Dasein carries within it {SZ 163). If that were so, then
Dasein would have 1o be its own best friend, which is a rather solipsistic, indeed
slightly sad, state of affairs. Even worse, 1 would want to avoid Heidegger's sug-
gestion that the authentic self can become the conscience of others in some sort of
presumptuous and potentially dominating way.

On my picture, conscience is the ontic testimony of a certain splitting or undo-
ing of the self in relation to a Faktum that it cannot assimilate, the lifeless material
thing of the experience of mourning and grief that the self carries within itself and
which denies it from achieving self-mastery. It is this failure of autarky that
makes the self relational. The call of conscience is a voice within me whose
source is not myself, but is another’s voice that calls me to respond. Pushing this
slightly further, the relational experience of conscience calls me to a responsibil-
ity for the other that one might consider ethical. In other words, a relational and
arguably ethical experience of conscience only becomes possible by being inau-
thentic, that is, in recognizing that | am not the conscience of others, but rather
that it is those others who call me to have a conscience.

[t would here be a question of reading Freud's concept of narcissism, as a split-
ting of the self into conflictual agencies (the division of ego, super-ego, and id in
what is usually called the second topography), back into Sein und Zeit. If authen-
tic Dasein cannot mourn, because its fundamental relation to finitude is a
self-relation, then | think this is because, to put it in psychoanalytic terms, it has
not entered into the relational experience of transference. Transference is a rela-
tion to another whom I face, but whom | cannot completely know, whom my
criteria cannot reach. Such a face-to-face relation is described by Levinas with the
adjective “ethical”. Of course, Mitsein is being-with-another, but it is standing
shoulder-to-shoulder with those others in what Heidegger calls in one passage
“eigentliche Verbundenheit* (“authentic alliance or being-bound-together”, SZ

122). Such alliance might well be said to be the camaraderie that induces the
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political virtue of solidarity, but it is not a face-to-face relation, and as such, in my
view, is ethically impoverished. | sometimes think that authentic Mitsein is a little
like being in church, it is a congregational “being-together-with-others” where we
vibrate together as one body in song and prayer. Pleasant as it doubtless must be,
such is not the only way of being with others.

Temporality—the primacy of the past

If we begin to hear thrown projection as rhrown projection, and factical existence
as factical existence, then 1 think Heidegger’s claims about temporality—the very
meaning of being—would also have to be revised, away from the primacy of the
future and towards the primacy of the past. To recall, Heidegger’s claim in his dis-
cussion of temporality is that there are three “ecstases” of time: the future
{Zukunf?) that is revealed in the anticipation of death, the past or “having-been-
ness” (Gewesenheit} that is opened in the notion of conscience, guilt and
resoluteness, and the present or “waiting-towards” Gegen-wart) that is grasped in
the moment of vision (Augenblick), or taking action in the Situation. The claim is
that Dasein is the movement of this temporalization, and that this movement is
finitude: “die urspriingliche Zeit ist endlich” (“primordial time is finite”, SZ 331).

Now, although Heidegger insists that the structure of ecstatic temporality pos-
sesses a unity, the primary meaning of temporality is the future (SZ 327). As
Heidepger writes: “Zeitlichkeit zeitigt sich urspriinglich aus der Zukunft” (“tem-
porality temporalizes itself primordially out of the future”, SZ 331). That is, it is
the anticipatory experience of being-towards-death that makes possible the
Gewesenheir of the past and the dugenblick of the present. For Heidegger, the
Augenblick is the authentic present that is consummated in a vision of resolute
f‘apture (Entriickung, SZ 338), where Dasein is literally carried away (ent-riicks)
in an experience of ecstasy.

Rapture, which we encountered above in the discussion of authentic Mirsein, is
a word that worries me, not least because of the way in which rapsus seems like a
p]undering of the past, some sort of rape of memory. If we approach Sein und Zeit
in terms of the aspect change that | am proposing, and we emphasize the thrown-
ness in thrown projection and the facticity in factical existence, then this would
f:ntail the primacy of the past over the future. This past is one’s rather messy,
indeed often opaque, personal and cultural history. In my view, it is this personal
and cuitural thrownness that pulls me back from any rapture of the present into a
lag that I can never make up and which I can only assemble into a fare on the basis
of a delusional and pernicious notion of historicity, and into a destiny on the basis
of a congregational interpretation of that delusion.

On the contrary, from the perspective developed in this lecture, the unfolding
fl{ture always folds back into the experience of an irredeemable past, a past that con-
sittutes the present as always having a delay with respect to itself. Now is not the
now when [ say “now”. My relation to the present is one where | am always trying—
and failing—to catch up with myself. As such, then, | do not rise up rapturously or

147




ORIGINARY INAUTHENTICITY

affirmatively into time, becoming as Nietzsche exclaimed on the verge of madness.
“all the names in history”. No, | wait, | await. Time passes. For Heidegger. this is the
passive awaiting (Gewdrtigen) of inauthentic time. Of course. such a passive await-
ing might make the self fatigued, sleepy even. As such, in the experience of fatigue,
the river of time begins to flow backwards, away from the future and the resolute
rapture of the present, and towards a past that | can never make present, but which |
dramatize involuntarily in the life of dreams. True, | can always interpret my dreams
or, better, get another to interpret them for me. But what Freud calls the navel of the
dream, its source, its facticity, always escapes me, like an enigma.

Conclusion

in closing, let me try to identify three consequences that can be drawn from the
reading of Sein und Zeit which [ have tried to offer in this lecture.

1  The critique of authenticity, particularly with regard to social and polifical
life, permits a revalorization of inauthentic social existence as something 1o
be judged positively and not seen in terms of categories such as falling.
Although Heidegger insists again and again—indeed, the man doth protest
too much, methinks—that his concepts of falling, thrownness and inauthen-
ticity do not and should not imply any moral critique of the modern world,
there is no way around the feeling of Heidegger’s lip curling as he describes
the leveled down life of the “great mass”, or—in some twisted echo of Lenin
or Kautsky—the “real dictatorship of the ‘they’™. Such a dictatorship is evi-
denced in the life of leveled down “publicness™, in reading “newspapers™ and
using “‘public transport™, where *...every Other is like the next™ (82 126-27).
However, if we view Heidegger's descriptions from the perspective of origi-
naty inauthenticity, then a good deal changes. For example, when Heidegger
writes that in the world of *the they” *., everyone is an other and no one is
himself”, or indeed when he says that the “who” of everyday Dasein is
Niemand, nobody, then such phrases might be otherwise interpreted (SZ
128). If we are, indeed, cthets to curselves in social existence, if we are even
nobody in particular, then this could well provide the basis for a thinking of
sociality that would not be organized in terms of the goals of authenticity,
autarky, or communitarian solidarity. Reading Sein und Zeit from the per-
spective of inauthenticity might allow us to see social life as constituted in
relations of radical dependence on others. | am nobody in particular and
nor are you, and insofar as we are both using “public transport” 1o get to
work, then our interactions are based on a shared dependence and even
civility. I might pick up and read the “newspaper” that you leave on the seat
and we might even exchange a few courteous words about the dreadful ter-
rorist explosion that happened the previous day (I first wrote that sentence
on 8 July 2005, on the morning after the terrorist attacks in central London).
The point is that das Man need not be seen as an inauthentic or leveled down
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“publicness™ that requires the authenticity of das Yolk. We might simply
abandon the latter and affirm the former. This leads to my second point.

2 Onmy interpretation of Sein und Zeit, the core of the existential analytic is not
the heroic, non-relational and constant self who achieves authentic wholeness
through anticipatory resoluteness. On the contrary, sociality begins with an
inauthentic self who is formed through a relational experience of finitude and
conscience. This is not an autarkic and unified self that can rise up to meet its
fate, but a self defined through its relations of dependence on others, a self
that only /s through its relations to others and which always arrives too late to
meet its fate: it is a comic rather than a tragic self. Indeed, such an essentially
inauthentic self might not enjoy the robust health of authentic Dasein; it might
be uneasy with itself, even unwell (the possibility of a sick Dasein never
seems to have occurred to Heidegger). Such a self might be less an individual
than a “dividual”, divided against itself in the experience of conscience. In a
key passage from the analysis of Mimein, Heidegger writes; *. because
Dasein’s being is being-with, in its understanding of being already lies the
understanding of the Other [das Verstindnis AndererT” (SZ 123). For
Heidegger. the relation to the other is based on understanding, whose condi-
tion of possibtlity is the understanding of being. However, if we privilege the
inauthentic and relational self, then this is not a self that can claim to under-
stand the other, but is rather a self who is directed towards the other in a way
that is neither based in understanding nor culminates in understanding.
Perhaps the other person is simply that being that | have to acknowledge as
refractory to the categories of my understanding, as exceeding my powers of
projection or the reach of my criteria, but together with whom | am thrown
into a social world where we can engage with each other based on relations of
respect and trust. Perhaps it is such an inauthentic self that is truly ethical,

3 The temporality of such a relational self would not be primarily oriented
towards the future, a future that culminates in the rapturous “moment of
vision™ through what | see as a redemption of the past, understood as one's
“having-been-ness™. On the contrary, such an inauthentic, relational self
would be organized in relation to a past for which it is responsible, but which
it cannot redeem, a past that constitutes the self without the self constituting
or reconslituting it. It is in this way, perhaps, that we might be able to push
the existential analytic towards the issue of responsibility for the past, even a
guilty responsibility for a past that cannot be fully made present and which,
for that very reason, will not let go and cannot be passed over in silence.

What | hope to have done in this lecture is to begin to think about how we might
approach Heidegger’s existential analytic in a way that frees it from what | see as
its tragic—heroic pathos of individual and collective authenticity, but in a way that
is hopefully not based on a strategic or reductive external interpretation, but a
possible internal reading that derives from the central theses and basic experience
of Sein und Zeit.
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10 Let me add that I find it curious, to say the least, that certain interpretations or bor-
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stain of National Socialism often deploy the concept of authenticity in an unquestioned
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work ol Charles Guignon (see On Being Authentic, 2004, London and New York:
Routtedge) and Charles Taylor (see The Ethics of Autheniicity, 1992, Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press).

See the final chapter of my On Humour (2002, London and New York: Routledge), pp.
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217-38.
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