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PUBLISHER'S FOREWORD TO THE MIDLAND EDITION

The text here translated is that ot a course of leclures thar Heidegger
gave at the University of Marburg during the summer semester 1925.
The title of the course was “Geschichte des Zeitbegriffs.” The course
also bore the subtitle “Prolegomena zu einer Phinomenologie von
Geschichte und Natur.”

The German text was prepared for publication by Petra Jaeger on
the basis of Heidegger's handwritten manuscript and Simon Moser’s
transcription of the lectures, which was authorized and supplemented
by Heidegger himself; it was published in 1979 as volume 20 of
Heidegger's Gesamtausgabe under the. title Prolegomena xur Geschichte
des Zeitbegriffs. As with the entire Gesamlausgabe, the intention was to
present not a critical edition of the text but a text prepared from the
manuscript as Heidegger left it, supplemented editorially by the avail-
able transcriptions but without critical apparatus. For further infor-
mation regarding the preparation of the text, the reader may consult
the Editors Epilogue, which follows the translation of the text. The
reader may also want to consult the extended discussion of this text in
Theodore Kisiel's essay, “On the Way 1o Being and Time: Introduction
to the Translation of Heidegger's Prolegomena wur Geschichte des Zext-
begriffs,” Research in Phenomenology XV (1g83).

The lecture course, as Heidegger outlines it in §3, was to have con-
sisted of three parts. the first deriving the concept of time, the second
disclosing the history of the concept of time, the third elaborating the
horizon for the question of being in general and of the being of his-
tory and nature in particular. In the actual lectures Heidegger com-
pleted only an extended [ntroduction (entitled by the editor: Prelimi-
nary Part) and the first of the three projected parts (entitled by the
editor: Main Part). In the Preliminary Part Heidegger presents what
is perhaps his most extended discussion and critique of Husserl’s phe-
nomenology. The Main Part represents the penulumate draft of Divi-
s1on One (and a sketchy beginning of Division Two) of Being and Time,
which was published less than two years after the completion of the
lecture course. Although in the lectures some precise matters of ter-
minology such as the distinction between uncoveredness or discov-
eredness (Entdecktheit) and disclosedness {Erschiossenheit) are not yet
fixed in the form they will have in Being and Time, there are major
portions of this text that were taken over into Being and Time with only
moderate revision. The Main Part of the course is thus itself an elab-



xiv PUBLISHER'S FOREWORD TO THE MIDLAND EDITION

oration of the celebrated lecture that Heidegger gave to the theology
faculty at the University of Marburg in July 1924, less than a year
after he arnived. This leciure, “The Concept of Time,” is the one that
Gadamer has called the “original form™ (t/rform) of Being and Time. It
is now known that in the months after he presented it, Heidegger
used it as the basis for an essay with the same title but several times the
length of the lecture. It was presumably this essay, which remained
unpublished and until recently unknown, that formed the immediate
basis tor the Main Past of History of the Concept of Time.

The notes and note numbering of the German edition are re-
produced in the present translation, but errors have been corrected
and bibliographical information has been added as needed. Refer-
ences dre given to extant English translations of the texts cited in the
lecture course, although the quoted passages have been freshly trans-
lated here. The numbered footnotes reproduce those in the German
edition; additional remarks by the transiator are appended in square
brackets, which also set off translator’s insertions—e.g., the German
word, translations from the Latin, clarifying phrases and numerals—
in the body of the text, The numbers in the running heads refer to
the pagination of the German edition. The rare additional remark by
Heidegger or by the German editor incorporated into the body of the
text, typically in the citations, is indicated by braces: { }. Notes added
by the translator are indicated by asterisks. The articulation of the
text into divisions and chapters is taken {from Heidegger himself; the
division into numbered sections, the titles of these sections, and the
further subdivisions were added by Jaeger.




Introduction

The Theme and Method
of the Lecture Course

§1. Nature and history as domains of objects
for the sciences

The first thing we must do is to come to an understanding of the theme
of this lecture course and the way in which it is to be approached. We
shall do this by clarifying s subtitle, " Prolegomena to the Phenome-
nology of History and Nature.” Taken strictly, the expression refers to
that which must be stated and stipulaied in advance. In this case, itisa
matter of what must be put forward in the beginning in order to be
able to do a phenomenology of history and nature. We fearn what the
prolegomena are from what a phenomenology of history and nature
is supposed to be.

In naming history and nature together, we are reminded first of
al) of the domains of objects which are investigaied by 1he two main
groups of empirical sciences (natural science and human science, the
latter sometimes being called cultural science or historical science), We
tend (o understand histary and nature by way of the sciences which
investigate them. But then history and nature would be accessible only
insufar as they are objects thematized in these sciences. But it is not
certain whether a domauin of objects necessarily also gives us the actual
area of subject maner out of which the thematic of the sciences is first
carved. To sav than the science ot history deals with history does not
necessarily mean that history as this science understands it is as such
also the authentic reality of history, Above all, no claim is made as to
whether historiological knowledge of historical reality ever enables us
ta see histovy i its historicity, It might well be that something essential
necessarily remains closed to the potentially scientific way of disclos-
ing 2 particular ficld of subject matter; indeed, must remain closed if
the science wishes o perform its proper funciion, 1In the case before

*



2 Theme of the Lecture Course (2 -3)

us. the separation of the two domains may well indicate that an origi-
nal and undivided context of subject matter remains hidden and (hat
it cannot be restored by a subsequent effort to bring the two, nature
and spirir, together within the whole of human Dasein.

The separation comes first from the sciences, which reduce history
and nature to the fevel of dotmains of objects. But the phenomenology
of history and nature promises to disclose reality precisely as it shows
itself before scientific inquiry, as the reality which is already given to it.
Here it is not a matter of a phenomenology of the sciences ot history
and nature, or even of a phenomenology of history and nature as ob-
jects of these sciences, but of a phenomenological disclosure of the
original kind of being and constitution of both. In this way, the basis
for a philosophy of these sciences is first created, serving 1) to provide
the foundation for their genesis from pretheoretical experience, 2) to
exhibit the kind of access they have 1 the pregiven reality, and g) to
specify the kind of concept formation which accrues to such research.
Because rveality—nature as well as historv—can be reached only by
leaping over the sciences o some extent, this prescientific—actually
philosophical —disclosure of them becomes what 1 call a productive
logic, an anticipatory disclosure and conceptual penetration of poten-
tial domains of objects for the sciences. Unlike traditional philosophy
of science, which proceeds after the fact of an accidental, historically
given science in order to investigarte its structure. such a logic leaps
ahead into the primary field of subject matter ot 4 potential science
and first makes available the basic structure of the possible object of
the science by disclosing the constitution of the being of that field.
This 1s the procedure of the arigmal logic put forward by Plato and
Aristotle, of course only within very narrow limits. Since then, the
idea of logic lapsed into obscurity and was no longer understood.
Hence phenomenoilogy has the task ol making the domain of the sub-
ject matter comprehensible before its scientific tresment and, on this
basis, the latter as weill.

Our palh to the helds of subject matter js therefore not by way of
the theory of the factually available sciences. This is shown by the
sense of the present crisis af the sciences, il we truly understand what
this means. Nowadays, we speak of a crisis of the sciences in a twotold
sense. Firsi, there is the sense in which contemporary man, especially
among the young, leels that he has lost an ariginal velationship to the
sciences. Recall the discussion evoked by Max Weber's lecture on this
subject, which was so despairing vver the sciences and their meaning.
Taking Weber’s standpoint to be that nf despair and helplessness, one
wanterd 1o resture meaning 1o science and scientific work and sought
e do 50 by cultivating a world view ot science and constructing from it
a mythical conception of the sciences.
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But the real crisis is internal to the sciences themselves, wherein
their basic relationship o the subject master which each ol them inves-
ugates has become questionable. The basic relationship to the subjeat
matters is becoming insecure, which activates the tendency 1o carry
out a propaedeutic reftection on their basic structure. Such a retlec-
ton seeks 1o dispel the insecurity over the fundamental conceprs of
the science in question or o secure those concepts in o more original
understanding of s subject matter. Genuine progress in the sdences
occurs onty in this field ol veflection. Such crises do nat take place in
the historiological sciences only hecause they have not yet reached the
degree of maturily necessary for revolutions.

The present crisis in all the sciences theretore stems from rhe hur-
geoning tendency in them o reclam their particalar domain ol ob-
jects originally. to forge their way back to the field ot subject mauer
which is themnatizable in their research.

What task is incurred in this comprehensive crisis? What is to be ac-
complished” How is that possible®

The crisis can be directed in ways which are fruitful and secure for
the sciences enly if we are clear abow its sciemific and methodnlsgical
sense and see that the expasition of the primary field of subject maner
calls for a mode of experience and interpretation in principle dilfer-
ent from those which prevail in the concrete sciences thenmselves. In
crisis, scientific research assumes o philosaphical cast. Scieitces thus
say that they are in need of an original interpretation which they them-
selves are incapable of carrying out.

We can demonstrate this sucanctly and coneretely by way of the fol-
lowing series of particular sciences, chosen here 1o suit our purpose.
Characteristic is the crisis in contemporary mathemaiies, which is em-
phatically characierized as a crisis of foundations, In the dispure between
formalism and intwtionism, the question is whether the fundaments of
the mathematical sciences are based upon formal propositions that
are simply assumed and that constitute a sysiem of axioms from which
all the other propositions can be deduced. "This is Hilhert's position.
The opposing direction, essentially influenced by phenomenology,
asks whether or not in the end wha is primarily given is the specitic
structure of the objects dhiemselves (in geometry the continuirm which
precedes scientihc inquiry, for example, in integral and dilterential
analysis). This is the doctrine of Brouwer and Weyl. Thus, what is
prima facre the most firmly esiablished science manifests the rendency
toward a transposition of the entire science onto new and more origr-
nal foundations.

In physies the revolution came by way of relativity iheory. which has
no other sense than the tendeney w exhibu the origmal mitercon-
nectedness of nature insotar as this is independent of any anatysis and



§ Theme of the Lecture Course [5-61]

inquiry. Relativity theory is a theory of relativities, a theory of the con-
ditions of access and modes of conception, which are 0 be arranged
so that in this access to nature, in 2 specific mode of space-time mea-
surement, the invariance of the laws of motion is preserved. lis aim 15
not relativism but just the opposite. lts real aim is to find the in-itself
of nature by way of the detour through the problem of gravitadon,
concentrated as a problem of matter.

In biology. likewise, the effort is being made to reflect upon the basic
elements of life. It seeks to free itself from the presuppositions which
take the living being as a bodily thing and so define it mechanistically.
Even vitaltsm is caught up in these presuppositions in trying o define
the life-force with mechanistic concepts. For the firs: time, there are
now attempts to get a clear sense of “living being™ and “organism” in
the hope of finding a clue 10 guide concrete research.

The historivlogical sciences are currently troubled by the question of
historical reality itself. [n the hisiory of literature we now have a key
expression from Unger: history of literature as a history of problems,
Here the attempt is being made to go beyond a merely historiological,
literary. and artistic presentation to a history of the ate of affairs
thereby presented.

Theology wishes 1o go forward from a revival of belief, its basic rela-
tionship to the reality which it thematizes, so that it inay arrive at an
original explication of the being of man oward God, which involves
the disengagement of the fundamental question of man from the tra-
ditional systematic approach of dogmatics. For this systematic ap-
proach is based upon a philosuphical and conceptual system which
has created vonfusion in both the question of man and the questuon
of God and all the more in the question of the relationship of man
to God.

Everywhere we see advances being made toward an original rela-
tionship* to the matters themselves. The laws of progress by which a
scientific revolution occurs differ in the individual sciences because
the made of being of the experience and what is experienced is differ-
ent, because the states of aftairs stand in dehnite fundamental rela-
tionships to man himsell. and because sciences themselves are nothing
but concrete possibilities of human Dasein speaking out about the
world in which it exists and about itself. Therefore, if the sciences are
nat 1o be regarded as a spurious enterprise, founding their justifica-
tion merely by invoking the prevailing currents of the tradition, but
instead are w receive the possibility of their being from their meaning
in human Dusein, then the decisive question, and 1he place where an

*Reading Verhafmiy here instead ot Vertandrs,
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answer to the crisis is to be found, is in bringing the subject matters
under investigation 1o an original experience, before Lheir conceal-
ment by a particular scientific inquiry. Here we restrict ourselves to
the domains of history and nature, which are 1o be exhibited in their
original mode of being.

§2. Prolegomena to a phenomenology of history and
nature under the guidance of the history of the
concept of time

We have come to an initial understanding of this task simply by way
of the sciences of these two domains. But such an extrinsic under-
standing is not the true entry to the thematic object. We wish 10 exhibit
history and nature so that we may regard them befure scientific elab-
oration, so that we may see both realites in their reality. T'his means
that we wish to arrive a1 a horizon from which history and nature can
be originally contrasted. This horizon must itself be a field of constitu-
ents against which history and nature stand out in relief. Laying out
this field is the task of the “prolegomena to a phenomenoclogy of his-
tory and nature.” We shall approach this task of laying out 1he actua)
constituents which underlie histary and nature, and trom which they
acquire their being, by way of a history of the concept of time.

At first sight, this seems 1o be a strange sort of an approach, or in
any case a detour. Bue it loses its strangeness as soon as we recall, even
quite superficially, that both historical reality and natural reality are
continuities that run their course in time and are traditionally under-
stood as such. In natural science, especially in its basic science of phys-
ics, the measurement of time plays a fundamental role in defining its
objects. The investigation of historical reality is comipletely incompre-
hensible without a chronelogy, an ordination of time. Viewed simply
from the ouside, history and nature are temporal. To the totality of
temporal reality we tend to juxtapose the extratemporal constituents
which, for example, are the topic of research in mathematics. {n addi-
tion 10 these extratemporal constituents in mathemancs we are famil-
1ar with supratemporal constituents in metaphysics or theology, under-
stood as eternity. In a very schematic and crude way, time already
announces itself as one ‘index’ for the differentiation and delimitation
of dorains ut being as such. The concept of time discloses particulars
about type and reality for such a demarcation of the universal realm
of entities. It becomes, according 10 the particular stage of its develop-
memt as a cuncept, a guide for the question of the being of entities and
their potential regions. This occurs without an expressly fundamental
consciousness of such a role, which is thus fulfilled in a correspond-
ingly crude way, without bringing to the fore the possibilities which
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are implied in such an orentation. The concept of tune is theretore
not an arbitvarily posited concept but is linked to the basic question of
philosephy. d indeed this asks about the brg of ennities, the actuality of
the actual, the reality of the real.

But then the bistory of the concept of tine is the history of the discovery of
{one and the Justory of ity canreptuad indrrfuriation. In other words, it s
the history of the question of the being of entitirs, the history of the ar-
tempts ta uncover entities in their being, borne by the particular un-
derstanding of time, by the particular level of conceptual elaboration
of the phenvinenon of tme. Hence, in the end. the hisiory of the con-
cept of ume is more accurately the history of the decline and the history of
the distartion of the basic question of scientihic research imo the being of
entities. [tis the history of the incapacity to pose the question of being
i a radically new way and 1o work out its first fundaments anew—an
incapacity whicluis grounded in the being of Dasein. But over against
this wholly external characterization of the fundumental role of the
voncept of time we will in the course of our considerations be con-
tronted with the guestion: What after all makes time and the concept
ot time, the comprehending regard to time, appropriate for this pe-
culiar bunction, hitherto always assumed as self-evident, of chavac-
terizing and dividing the domains of reality—temporal, extratem-
poral, supratemporal reahity?

Commensurate with the fundamental significance of time and its
concept, the history |Geschichte] of the concept ol time is in turn no
arbitrary histariological [Austerische]* reflection. [This distinction in
turn suggests the manner of this fundamental reflection on the his-
tory aof the cancept of time. The historiology of the time concept
conid be carried onl as u gathering ot opinions about time and a sum-
mary of its conceptual tormulations. Through such a doxographical
survey of the concept ol time, one might expect to obtain an under-
standing of time iisell und thus te basis for characterizing the special
temporal realities history” and ‘nature.” But even the most meticulous
collections of opinions remain blind so long as one does not first have
a clear idea of just what is constantly being sought in gathering such
information. The understanding of tme itselt will never he obtained
trom the historiology of the time concepr. lustead. it is precisely the
understanding of the phenomenon of time, worked out in advance,
which first permits us to understand earlier concepts of time.

Bur in that case would not the plain and simple disrizaton of the comcept
nf time suthce for a determination of history and nature as temporal

* Grorhivhre is the histors vhat acialiy happens (gechirhly while Hadorie is the explich
thematization of that happemng and so, usualty, the wience of history or “historialogy
UL Bewy et Tome, 8805 anml 740,
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realities? Then why the history of the cuncept as well? This is plainly
an additional orientation in regard 1o what was thought in earlier
rimes, but has no bearing upon what is called the ‘systematic’ discus-
sion of time and temporal reality. This attitude makes sense as long as
the belief persists that a systematic philosophical discussion is possible
in a radical sense without being historiological tn its innermost grounds. But
if on the contrary that should be the case, if it should turn out that
precisely the basic question of philosophical research, the question of
the being of entities, compels us to enter into an original arena of re-
search which precedes the traditional partition of philosophical work
into historiological and systematic knowledge, then the prolegomena to
the investigation of entities in their being are to be won only by way of
history. This amounts to saying that the manner of research is neither
historiological nor systematic, but instead phenomenalogical.

One of the goals of this lecture course is to demonstrate the neces-
sity and the seuse of such a fundamental form of research. Indeed,
this is to be demonstrated from the thematic content of the subject
matters to be explored and not from an arbitrarily concocted idea of
philosophy or on the basis of what is called a philosophical standpoint.
This original mode of research which precedes the historiological mode
and the so-called systematic mode we shall come 10 understand as the
phenomenological mode. The kind of object and even more the kind of
being of that which is the theme of philosophy demands just this kind
of research.

But at first we shall proceed in the traditional manner [and utilize
the separaton which we now regard as a purely didactic device]. The
historiological clarification of the history ol the concept ot time is only
didactically separated from the [systematic] analysis of the phenome-
non of time. The latier in turn is the preparation for the possibility of
historiological understanding.*

*Whence the justifcation for the first iwo words added to the German utle for this
cdition, Prolegomena wur Geschirkte des Zeithegriffs, inasmuc h as the course stops short in
the middle of the sysematic analysis. {CF. Editors Epilogue below), The distinction be-
tween the systematic and the historiological is likewise the basis [or the two Parts of the
wriginal plan of Being and Time ($8). Both the systematic arxl the historiological are in
turn the “Prolegomiena 1 the Phenumenstugy of History and Nature.”

The surminer semestes course of 127, The Basic Problem of Phenomenology (§5), de-
velops a threefold distincion within the phensmenolagical approach. The move away
Iram beings and 1he entic (for example, the empirical sciences) to their being (to their
tegional ontclogies anet thien 1o lundamental onology) is called redurtion; the aciual
projection of beings nnta their ontological structures is ronstruction (= the sysiematic):
and the dismantling ot the historically transmitted concepts in which their being is cus-
tamarily described in arder 10 get back o the experiential sources from which they are
drawn. is destruction (= the historiologicaly. These three elements of the phenomenaolog-
iwal method are regarded as co-original or equiprimordial, that is, as belonging essen-
tally together in reciprocal equality,
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§32. Outline of the lecture course

To summarize: the basic question of the reality of history and na-
ture is the basic question of the reality of a particular domain of being.
For the question of being, the concept of ume is our guide. Accord-
ingly, the question of the being of entities, if it is to be regarded as
radical, is tted to a discussion of the phenomenon of time. This discus-
sion of the phenomenon of time is neither systematic in the tradi-
tional sense nor historiological, but phenomenological.* This resuits
in the following outline for the entire course, which is divided into
three parts.

First Part: Analysis of the phenomenon of time and derivation of
the concept of time.

Second Part: Disclosure of the history of the concept of time.

Third Part: On the basis of the first and second parts, the elabora-
tion of the horizon for the question of being in general and of the
being of history and nature in particular.

These three parts will be preceded by a short introductory orienta-
tion {Preliminary Part} regarding the general methodological charac-
ter of the investigations, that is, a specification of the sense of phe-
nomenological research and its tasks. [t is divided into three chapters:

Chapter One: Emergence and initial breakthrough of phenomeno-
logical research.

Chapter Tweo: The fundamental discovenies of phenomenology, its
principle, and the clarification of its name.

Chapter Three: The initial development of phenomenological re-
search and the necessity of a radical rellection in and from iselt.

The First Part, “The Analysis of the Phenomenon of Time and
the Determination of the Concept of Time,” is divided into three
divisions: .

First Duasion: The preparatory description of the field in which the
phenomenon of time becomes manifest.

Second Division: The exposition of time itself.

Third Dyvision: The conceptual interpretation.

The Second Part, “The History of the Concept of Time," begins in
the present and works backwards:

First: Bergson’s theory of time.

Second: The concept of time in Kant and Newton.

*This sentence added 1o complete the summary. This entire summary paragraph is
cited from the Moser wranscript by Walter Biemel, "Heideggers Stellung zur Phiino-
menologie in der Marburger Zeit,” E. W. Orth (ed.), PAdnomenoluguiche Forschungen, Vol-
ume 6/7 (Freiburg/Munich: Alber, 1978). p. 144.
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Thisd: The initial conceptual discovery of lime in Aristotle,

Why these three major stages of the history of the concept of time
are explored will become evideni from the investigation itselt, inas-
much as these three stages constitute the stations at which a relative
transformation of the concept of lime has occurred. [ say ‘relative” be-
cause basically the concept of time as Aristotle conceived it is retained
throughout. Bergson in fact makes an attempt to go beyond this con-
cept to a more original one. This justifies our treating him separately
within the question of Lthe historical concept of time. Basically, when we
consider the categorial fundaments which he presupposes, namely,
quality and succession, Bergson does not advance the matters at issue
and so remains traditional.

The Thisd Part deals with the exposition of the “Question of Being
in General znd the Being of History and Nature in Particular.” It at
the same time paves the way for a more lucid determination of the
sense and the task of phenomenclogical research, on the basis of the
elucidated matenal content of the theme reached by then.



PRELIMINARY PART

The Sense and Task of
Phenomenological Research



Chapter One

Emergence and Initial Breakthrough
of Phenomenological Research

§4. The situation of philosophy in the second half of
the 19th century. Philosophy and the sciences.

We must first get a clear sense of the history of phenomenoiogical re-
search as it emerged from the historical situation of philosophy in the
last decades of the 1gth century. This situation in turn is determined
by the transformation of the scientific consciousness in the 1g9th cen-
tury which took place after the collapse of the idealistic systems, a
transformation which affects not only philosophy but all sciences.
This transformation allows us to understand the way in which a fresh
attempt was made in the course of the second half of the 1gth century
to bring scientific philosophy into its own. This attempt came about in
the tendency to grant the particular sciences their independent right
and at the same time 1o secure for philosophy its own Reld in relation
to these sciences. This leads o a philosophy which has the essential
character of a theory of science, a logic of the sciences. This is the first dis-
tinctive feature of the philosophical renewal in the second half of the
1gth century.

The second is that the renewal takes place nol in an original return
to the matters at issue but by guing back to a historically established
philosophy, that of Kant. Philosophy is thus traditionalistic; it assumes
a well-defined complex of a well-defined line of questioning and thus
in turn comes to a well-defined position toward the concrete sciences,

The scientific sitvation around the middle of the 1gth century will
be characterized only in terms of the main features relating o the
manner and scope of the renewal of philosophical science, 1t is de-
fined in all the sciences by the wawchword empirical fucts, as opposed to
speculation and empty concepts, The prevalence of this watchword

13
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has many causes, firse of all the vollapse ot the idealistic systems. The
sciences brought their full weight o bear upon the empirical do-
mains, and in {act upon the two domains of the historical world and of
nature, even shen hecoming dissociated from one another. On the
whaole, the dominant force gperative i philomphk'a[ reflection as the
time took the form of an arid and crude materialism, what was then
called the world view of natural science.

The hisworiologieal sciences generally dispensed with any philo-
soph:cal reflection. In their overall intellectual orientation they lived
in the world of Goethe and Lessing. But what alone mattered, what
was decisive for them, was concrete work, and that meant the propen-
sity baward ‘facts.” Accordingly. the first task 10 be carried out in history
was to disclose and to secure the sources. This was accompanied by
the cultivaiion of philological criticism, the technique of interpreta-
tion. The interpretation of the subject matter, what was then called
the ‘reading’ of the material given in the sources, in its methodological
direction and its principles was left to the particular mental-set of the
historian; the reading varied according 1o the impulses operative in
him. These were diverse; since the seventies they were essentially
nourished by politics. This was paralleled by a trend 1oward cultural
history. This confluence erupted in the eighties into a discussion over
whether history s cultural hisiory or potiticat history. No headway was
made in the area of fundamentals since ali the means ta da so were
lacking. But it indicates that the basic relationship of the historian to
his ubjects was uncertain and was leh to general considerations which
were cultural and populay in nature. This condition sull prevails 1o-
day, even if the two are now brought together under the title of histury
of the spirt. Historical sciences thus concentrated strictly on their con-
crete work, where they have accomplished importan things.

The natural sciences of that ime were defined by the great iradi-
uon of Galileo and Newton. Most notably, the domain of the natural
stiences was expanding inmo the physiological and biological sphere.
Thus, on the heels of 1he physiological, psychic life entered into the
borizon of inquiry of the natural sciences. It enterved first through
those areas most closely associated with the physiological, through life
as it expresses nself in the sense organs. To the extent that psychic life
is explored by means of the methads of natural svience, such an ex-
ploration is a psvchology of the senses, sensation, 2nd perception, and
15 intimately associated with physiology. Psychology became physio-
{ogical psychology, us Wundi's major work shows. Here domains were
found in which even psychic life, mind, could be disclosed by the in-
vestigative means ol natural science. One shouald also keep in mind
that the task of psychology then, under the inlluence vl Britwh em-
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piricism (and going back to Descartes) was canceived as a science of con-
scrousness. 1a the middle ages and in Greek philosophy, the whole man
was still seen: inner psvehic life, what we now so readily call con-
sciousness, was apprehended in a nawural experience which was not
regarded as an inner perception and su set oft from an nuter one.
Since Descartes the concept of psychology, in general the science of
the psychic, is altered in a characteristic manner. The science of the
mental, of reason, is a sciener of conseiousness, 4 science which arrives at
its object in what is called inner experience. Even for physiological
psychology the approach 10 the theme of psychology is frum the siart
taken for granted. lts conception was given a purely exiernal for-
mulation by way of a contrast: nof a science of the soud as a substance but of
the psychic manifestations of that which gives itself in inner expenence. Char-
acteristically. the natural sciences, in their methodological import,
heve entered into a domain which was traditionally reserved for phi-
losophy. The tendency of a scietific psychology is o transpose itself
into the domain of philosophy itself. indeed even to become, in the
course of further development, the basic science of philosophy itself.

a) The position of positivism

All the scientific disciplines are dominated by positivism, the ten-
dency toward the pusitive, where “positive” is understood in terms of
facts, and facts are undersiond in terms of a particular interpretation
of reality. Facts are facts only if they can be enumerated, weighed,
measured, and experimentally determined. In history, facts are those
moverments and events which are in the first instance accessible in the
sOUrCes.

Positivism is to be understoud not only as a maxim of concrete
research but in general as a theory of knowledge and cultuice, As a
theory, positivism was developed concurrently in France and in En-
gland through the work of Augusie Comte and John Swart Mill,
Comie distinguishes three stages in the development of human exis-
tence: rehgion, metaphysics, and science. he stage of science is now
inits initial phases. Iws goal is a sociology developed by the methods of
natural science into a general theory of man and his human relations.

John Stuart Mull conceives positivism philosophically as a universal
theory ol scicace. The Sixth Book of his System of Deductive and Indur-
tive Logic deals with the Jogic of the moral sciences, which was the old
nume for what we call historical science or human science. This
English-French positivism soon found its way into Germany and in
the decade of the fifties initiated reflection in the philosophy of sci-
ence. Within this movement of pusitivism in the sciences themselves
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and positivism as 2 philosophical theory stands Hermana Lotze. to
some extent all by himselt. He kept the tradition of German idealisin
alive and at the same time tried 10 give the positivism of the sciences
its due. He played a noteworthy transition role not without signifi-
cance for subsequent philosophy,

b) Neo-Kantianism—the rediscovery of Kant
in the philosophy of science

In the sixties Mill's Logic was known Far and wide. The passibility of
an investigation of the structure of the particular sciences offered the
prospect of an autonomous task for philosophy while at the same time
preserving the inherent rights of the particular sciences. This task
recalled Kant’s Cntigue of Pure Reason, which itself was interpreted as
an exercise in the philosophy of science. The return 1w Kant, the re-
newal of Kantian philosophy, the founding of neo-Kantianism all take
place from a very particular line of questioning, that of philosophy of
science. This is a narrow conception of Kant which we only now are
again trying to overcome. This reflection in the philosophy of science
and the return to Kant also exposed a fundamental omission in prior
philosophy of science. 1n considering the second major group of
empirical sciences alongside the natural sciences, namely. the histor-
ical disciplines, philosophy of science found itself confronted with the
lask of supplementing the Kantian endeavor with a “critique of his-
torical reason.” This is how Dilthey formulated the problem already
in the seventies.

The rediscovery of Kant, with a very pronounced bias toward phi-
losaphy of science, was first concentrated upon i positivistic inter-
pretation of Kantian philosophy. This work was done by Hermann
Cohen, the founder of the so-called Marburg School, in his Kant's
Theary of Experience. One can se¢ from the title just how Kent is funda-
mentally regarded: theory of experience, experience underswaod as sci-
entific experience as it was concretely realized in mathematical phys-
ics, thus a theory of the positivism of the sciences oriented along
Kantian lines. To be more exact, this philasophy of science is carried
our as the investigation ol the structure of knowledge wholly within
the Kantian horizon, working out the constitutive mioments of knowl-
edge in the form of a science of ronsciousness. Thus, even here, in the
phitosophy of science, there is a relurn to eonsciousness, in line with
the trend in psychalogy, Even though consciousness becamme o theme
in scientific psychology and in epistemology in completely ditterent
ways, it nevertheless rematned and untit now has remained the racit
thematic fickd of consideration, Ivis the sphere which Descattes, in his
pursuit of very particolar objectives, mude imo the hasic sphere of
philosophical sefteciion.
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¢) Critique of positivism—Dilthey’s call for an
independent method for the human sciences

In the Sixth Book of his Legic. "On the Logic of the Moral Sci-
ences,” .S Mill sought 10 carry the method of the natural sciences
over into the human sciences. From his early years, Dilthey saw the
impossibility of such a transposition as well as the necessity of a
positive theory of the sciences drawn from the sciences themselves.
He saw that the task of understnding the historical disciplines philo-
sophically can succeed only if we reflect upon the object, the reality
which is the actual theme in these sciences, and manage to lay open
the basic structure of this reality, which he called fife. It was in this way,
from this positively novel and independently formulated task, that he
came to the necessity of a fychology, a science of consriousness, Bue this
was not to be a psychology fashioned after a natural science nor one
invested with an epistemological task. Iis task is rather to regard ‘life’
itself in its structures, as the basic reality of istory. The decisive ele-
ment in Dilthey’s inquiry is not the theory of the sciences of history
but the tendency to bring the reality of the historical into view and to
make clear from this the manner and possibility of its interpretation.
Tao be sure, he did not formulate the question 3o radically. He con-
tinued to operate in the interrogative ambience of his contempo-
raries. Accordingly, along with the question of the reulity of the histo-
riclogical sciences, he also discussed the question of the structure of
knowledge itself. This line of inquiry was for a time predominant, and
the text, fntroduction to the Human Sciences (1883), is essentiatlv ori-
ented toward a philosophy of science.

d) The trivializing of Dilthey’s inquiry
by Windelband and Rickert

The initiatives of the Marburg School and of Dilthey were then
taken up by Windelband and Rickert, who leveled and trivialized
them and iwisted their problems beyond recognition. e other words,
inquiry understood as the theoretica) clarification of science is Te-
duced hy this school w an vmpry methodology. The structure of
knowledge itself, the structure of research, of the access 1o the real-
iies in question, are no longer investigated, much less the structure of
these realities. The sole theme is the question of the lagical structure
of scientific representation, T'his is carried w stch an extreme that in
Rickert's philosophy of science the sciences under study are no longer
even recognizable, Mere schemes of sciences are luid down and raken
as basic. This distortnn and trivialization had the dubious conse-
quence af covering up the authentic meaning ot Dilthey’s inquiry and
rendering its positive eflect impotent to the present day.
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But the positive element ia Dilihey's endeavor is its tendency to-

ward the reality which the historiotogical sciences thematize. Recause
of this line of questioning, Dilthey hiolds an outstanding place within
plillosophy in the second half of the 1gth contary: likewise because. in
contrast to the Marburg School, he st;]vetl clear of a dugmatic Kantran-
tm and, with his proclivity for radicalism, sought 1o philosophize
stricily o of the maiters themsetves. To be sure, the weight ol the
tradition and the philosophy of his contemporaries proved to be too
powertul for him to remain true (o his special bent and o keep it on a
sure and steady path. He often wavered. I'here were times when he
viewed his own work purely in terms of the traditional philosophy of
his ume. which was moving in a completely diffevent divection. But
time and again the elementary instinct of his own way of questioning
broke through. This insecurity indicates that he never found his own
method or a wrue formulation of the question. At any rate, his sally
o the authentic domain in the face of traditional inquiry remains
decisive. This can onlv be appreciated if we free aurselves from the
traditional siandards prevalent nowadays in scientific philosophy, if
we see that what is decisive in philosophy i1s not what characterized
scientific philosophy ar the end of the 14th century, namely, the battle
of trends and schools and the avempts to bring one standpoint to pre-
vail over another, It is not decisive, in philosophy, w deul with the
things once again by means of traditional concepts on the basis of un
assumed traditional philosophical stamclpeint, bhut instead to disclose
new domains of the matters chemselves and 1o bring them under the
jurisdiction of science by means of a productive concept Tormation.
This is the criterion of a scienutfic philosophy. The criterion is not the
possibility of constructing a system, a construction which is based
purely on an arbitrary adapation of the conceptual maierial trans-
mitted by history. Nowadays, a tendency toward system is once again
stirring in philosophy, yet it is devoid of auy sense that would be dic-
lated by an in-depth treaument of the problems. The tendency is
purely traditionalistic, like the renewal of Kantian philosophy. Now,
one merely goes beyond Kant 1o Fichie and Hepgel.

e) Philosophy as ‘scientific philosophy’—
psychology as the basic science of philosopby
(the theory of consciousness)

To summarize: In the middle of the 1gth century a well-defined sci-
entific philosophy gained prevalence. The expression *scientific philose-
phy’ has a threefold sense. This philesophy characterizes uselt as
scientific:

1. Because it is a philosophy of the sciences, that is, because it is a
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theory of scientific knowledge, because it has as its actual object the
fact of saence.

2. Because by way of this inquiry imto the structure of already given
sciences it secures its own theme which it investigates in accordance
with its own method, while it itself no longer lapses into the domain of
rellection characteristic of the partcular sciences, 1t is ‘scientific’ be-
cause it acquires its own domain and its own method. At the same
time, the method mainwains its security by its constant oricntation (o
the factual conduct of the sciences themselves. Speculation aimed at
world views is thereby avoided.

4. Because it seeks 1o give a foundation to the various disciplines
which are directed toward consciousness through an original science
of consciousness itself, a psychology.

Neo-Kanuanism has, itis true, launched a very strong oppuosition to
psychology regarded as a nawural science. That has not prevented the
elevation of psychology to the basic science of philosophy both by the
natural sciences themselves (Helmholtz) as well as through philoso-
phy. 1f knowledge is an act of consciousness, then there is a theory of
knowing only if psychic life, consciousness, is first given and has been
investigated ‘scientifically,” which means by the methods of nawral
science.

1t should be noted thar psychology today, with its various directions.,
is on a completely ditterent level from this natural-scientitic psychol-
ogy. Under the essential influence of phenomenologival work the
manner of inquiry in psvcholugy has been altered.

At the end of the 19th century, scientific’ philosophy in all of its
directions was pervaded by the theme of consciousness. 1t has an ex-
plicit awareness ol its connection with Descartes, who was the first to
identify consciousness, res cagitans, as the basic theme of philosophy. It
is difficult to see through 1his philosophy of the turn of the century to
all of its particutars. This is uot the place o pursue the particular con-
nections; it is irrelevant for our nquiry. Let us note only that since
1840 an Aristotelian tradition has been an active force within this move-
ment. It was founded by Trendelenburg. [t arose from the opposition
to Hegel and begun as a way of assimilating the historical research by
Schleiermacher and Bockh into the field of Greek philosophy. Dilthey
and Brentano are students of ‘I'rendetenburg.

e) Franz Brentano

Franz Brentano was o student wy Berlin at the end of the sixties,
where be Arst studied Catholic theology, His hirst work was on Aris-
totle. He suughr wo interprer Aristorle against the horizon of medieval
philasophy, above all that of Thamas Aquinas. Such an interpretation
15 the distinguishiing mark of this work, which is not to say that this is
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really the way to understand Aristotle. Oun the contrary, through this
kind of interpretation Aristotle essentially undergoes a drastic rein-
terpretation. But that is not the crucial issue. What is important is that
Brentano himself, through his preoccupation with Greek philosophy,
arrived at some more vriginal horizons for his philosophical inquiry.
Personal dithculties with Catholic beliet, in pal'lit-‘lllar the mystery of
the Trinity and, in the seventies, the declaration of the infallibility of
the Pope, forced him 1o leave this inteltecival world. But he 1ook with
him some well-defined horizons and a reverence for Aristotle, and
now moved into the current of a free and unrestricted philosophical
science.

The way aut of the tradition was traced for him by Descartes. Bren-
tano’s work thus reveals a unique blend of Arnstotelian-Scholastic phi-
losophizing and modern Cartesian inquiry. He makes the philosophi-
cal goal of a science of consciousness his own, But the decisive move
is to be found in Brentano’s Psychology from the Empivical Standpoint
(1874). Here for the first time he detaches himselt from the tendency
to transpose the methods of natural science and physiology into the
exploration of psychic life. Characteristic for Lhe directivn of his
thought is the thesis of his inaugural dissertation (1866): Vera methodus
philosephiae non alia est nisi scientioe naturalis (“The true philosophical
method is none other than that of the nawaral sciences”}. It would be
wrong 1o interpret this thesis as a call to transpose the methods of
natural science into phtlosophy. The thesis rather means that philoso-
phy has ta proceed in its field exactly as the natural sciences do in
theirs, namely, it has to draw its concepts from ity own maters. This
thesis i not a proclamation in favor of a brute transfer of scientific
methodology into philosophy but the opposite: the exclusion of the
methodology of natural science and the call to proceed in philosophy
as the natural sciences dn in their field—with a fundamental regard
far the charucter of the subject matters in question.

For the sk of a psychology this means 1hat, prior to all theories
about the connection ol the psychic with the bodily or of sense life
with the sense organs, what really matters first is to accept the actual
elements of psychic life as they are immediately accessible. The firs:
and foremost task is a ‘classification of psychic phenormena.” a division
of psychic phenomena not on the basis of an arbitrary principle im-
posed from without, bul # division and order which follows the nature
of the psychic, an order—which would include the formation of basic
concepts—drawn {ram the essence of the macters being considered
here, from the essence of the psyehic iself.

Brentano thus tried 10 provide the founcdations for the science of
consciousness, nf lived experiences, of the psychic in the broadest
sense, by accepting the actual elements just as they are given in this
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field. He did not begin with theories about the psychic, about the soul
itself, about the connection of the psychic with the physiological and
hological. Instead, he first clarified what it is that is given when one
speaks of the psychic, of lived experiences. His major work, Psychology
Jrom the Empirical Standpoint (1874), is divided into two bonks. The first
hook discusses psvchology as a science and the second addresses psy-
chic phenomena in general. ‘Empirical’ here does not mean inductive
in the sense given to it by the natural sciences, but rather drawn from
the subject matter, without constructions. The first thing, therefore, is
to characterize the psychic phenomena themselves, to order their
multiplicity according 10 basic structures: hence the task of a ‘classi-
fication.’ *Classification’ means dividing and ordering actual elements
which are already given. Ordering is always done from a point of
view, as everyone says. Point of view is that toward which 1 look, with
regard to which I make certain distinctions in a domain of subject
matter. This regard or point of view can vary in kind. I can order a
given manifold of objects with regard to a devised scheme: I can
imagine that there are very general processes which run from within
to without and others which praceed from without to within, and ar-
der the psychic phenumena from this point of view. Second. the point
of view can be taken from the objective context which bears a connec-
tion with that which is itself 1o be ordered, in the manner that [ order
psychic processes with regard to physiological relationships. The at-
tetnpl was accordingly made 1o define even thinking and willing in
terms of phenomena of neural kinetics. Third, the point of view can
itself be drawn from the actual elements to be ordered. No principle is
superimposed upon them; it is rather drawn from the actual elements
themselves. This is the real maxim which Brentano follows in his clas-
sification: “The order of lived experiences must be natural.” An expe-
riepce must be assigned 1o a class 10 which it belongs in accordance
with its nature. ‘Nature’ here means that which is what it is, as seen
from itself. When it is genuine, a classification can be made anly
“trom a prior familiarity with the ohjects,” “from the study of the ob-
Jects.” ' 1 must have prior familiarity with the objects, their hasic struc-
tures, if I am to order them properly, in accord with the subject
matter or object. The yuestion therefore arises, what is the nature of
psvchic phenamena compared with the physical? This is the question
posed by Brentana in the first book on psychology. He says that psy-
chic phenomena ditfer trom all physical phenomena by nothing so

1. Franz Brentano, Pawychalogie vimm empirischen Stawdpunkt, 1874: cditor's note: Ciled
avcording 1o the edition of 1925, Vol 2, p. 28, [There is an unalicred later printing of
this 1925 edition edited by Oskar Kraus i the series Philosophacke Bibliothek, Vol. 193
THaanburg: Meiner, sysg). English transhation: Psyohology from an Fmpivical Standpoin,
vdited by Linda L. MrAliswr (New York. Humanites, 1g73), p. 104
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much as by the indwelling in them of something objective. Accord-
ingly, if there are to be distinctions within the field of psychic phe-
nomena, they must be distinctions with respect to the basic strucrure
of this indwelling, distinctions in the way in which something is oljec-
tive in these lived experiences. These diflerences in how something is
objective in the various lived experiences, the represented in repre-
senting, the judged in judging, the willed in willing. accordingly form
the principal distinctions of classes among the psychic phenomena, This
basic structure of the psychic, whereby something objective inheres in
each lived experience, is called intentional inexistence by Brentana.

Intentio is a Scholastic expression which means directing itself toward.
Brentano speaks of the intentional inexistence of the object. Each lived
experience directs itself toward something in a way which varies accord-
ing to the distinctive character of the experience. To represent some-
thing after the manner of representing is a different self-direcung
than to judge something after the manner of judging. Brentano ex-
pressly emphasizes thar Aristotle already made this point of view the
basis for his treatment of psychic phenomena. and thai the Scholastics
took over this phenomenon of intentionality.

Regarding this basic structure of psychic phenomena, Brentano di-
vides the various ways of seli-directeduess Loward their particular oh-
jects into three basic classes of psychic comporiment: representation,
judgment, and interest. “We speak of a representing wherever some-
thing appears,” " wherever something is simply given and the simply
given is perceived. Representing in the broadest sense is the simple
having of something. Brentano interprets judging as “an accepling as
true or a rejecting as false.”* In contrast to merely having something,
Jjudging 1s raking a dehinite position toward the vepresented as repre-
sented, Brentano designates the third class with dilferent titles: inter-
est, love, emotion. “This class for us shall include all psychic appear-
ances which are not contained in the first two classes.” ' He emphasizes
that a proper expressiou for these s of taking an iaterest in some-
thing is lacking. It was later also called "valuing,’ or better ver, ‘worth-
taking.'

Using this basic division of psychic experiences as a guide, Bien-
tano seeks to exhibit the basic structure of representing, judging, and
emotions. Regarding the relationship of these phenomena, Brentuno
laid down the following basic thesis: Ly psyehic phenamenon s itself er-
ther a representation or is based upon representations. *"{'his representing

ta. Brentano, Psychofogie vome empivivehen Stundpunkt (Leiprig: Dupcker and Humblon,
18740 o261 [1g2s ed., p. 2 Eng. 1. po1g8. Nowe espedially here tha the exact noe
numbering from the German edition is being preserved in this traaslation.|

2. thid.. p. 262 [1925 ed.. p. 34; Eng. tr., p. 18],

3. lbid. [1g25 ed., p. 85, Eng. tr, p. 194].
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forms the basis of judging just as it does of desiring and every other
psychic acl. Nothing can be judged, but also nothing can be desired,
nothing can be hoped or feared, if it is not represented.” Hence the
simple having of something assumes the function of a basic comport-
ment. Judging and taking an interest are possible only it something is
represented, which gets judged, in which an interest is taken. Bren-
tano operates not only in mere description but tries o set off this divi-
sion from the traditional one in a critical examination which we will
not pursue any further.

Thus a completely new movement was initiated in psychology and
philosophy, 2 movement which already had an effect upon the Ameri-
can psychology of that ime. upon Wilham James, who gained influ-
ence in Germany aud all of Europe, and from [ames back upon Henri
Bergson, whose theory of the immediate data of consciousness (Essai
ster les donndes immédiates de la conscience, 188g) accordingly goes back to
the ideas of Brenwano’s psychology. His idea of a descriptive psychology
had a profound impact upon Dilthey. In his Academy essay of 18g4.
“Ideas toward a Descriptive and Analytic Psychology,” Dilthey sought
to make such a psychology the basic science among the human sci-
ences. The truly decisive aspect of the development of Brentano's way
of questioning is to be seen in the fact thar Brentano hecame the
teacher of Husserl, the subsequemt founder of phenomenclogical
research.

B) Edmund Husserl

Husserl himself was originally a mathematician. He was a student
of Weierstrass and wrote a mathematical dissertation for his degree.
What he heard of philosophy did not go beyond what any student
picked up in the lecture courses. What Paulsen said was reliable and
clear, but nothing apt w0 inspire Husserl to regard philosophy as
a scientific discipline. 11 was only alter he graduated 1hat Husserl
auended the courses of the man who was then much discussed.
Brentano’s passion for questioning and reflection impressed Husserl
so strongly that he remained with Brentuno For two years, from 1884
to 1886. Brenwano provided the decisive turn o the scientibe direc-
tion which Husserl's work was to 1ake, His wavering between mathe-
matics and philosophy was resobved. Through the impression which
Brentano as teacher and researcher made upon him, Husserl espied,
within the unproductive philesophies of the time, the possibility of a
scientific philosophy. Characteristically, Husser?'s philosophical efforts
did not begin with some contrived and tar-tetched problem, Rather,

4. Ibid., p. vay [Eng. ., p. Sol



24 Initial Breakihyough of Phenomenology [29-30])

in accord with the course of his own scientific development, he began
1o philosophize upon the foundation which he already had. Accord-
ingly, his philosophical reflection, now guided by Brentano’s meth-
odology, turned toward mathematics.

At first, he was concerned with what was traditionally called the
logic of mathematics. For Husserl, this meant not only the theory of
mathematical thought and knowledge. 'T'he livst theme of his refec-
tions was the analysis of the structure of the objects of mathematics—
number. A work on the concept of number® written under Stumpf,
Brentano’s very first student, in Halle at the end of the eighties quali-
fiedd Husserl as an academic lecturer. This work, understoad 4s an ac-
tual investigation of the matters ar issue, became possible upon the
basis provided by Brentano's descriptive psychology. But soon Husserf's
questioning extended into matters of principle and his investigations
advanced to the fundamental concepts of thinking as such and of objects in
general. It grew into the problem of a scientific fogic in close conjunc-
tion with reflection upon the methodological ways and means for the
correct exploration of the objects of logic. This meant a more radical
conception of what was already advanced in Brentano's descriptive
psychology, as well as a basic criiique of the contemporary confusion
of psychological-genetic inquiry with logical inquiry. This work on the
fundamental objects of logic occupied Husserl for more than twelve
years. The initial results of this effort form the content of the work
which appeared in two volumes in 1goo—1gny under the title Logical
Investigations. This work marks the initial breakihrough of phenome-
nological research. 1t has become the basic book of phenomenology. The
personal history of its origin is a story of continual despair, and does
not helong here.

"The first 10 immediately recognize the central significance of these
investigations was Dilthey. He described them as the first great scien-
tific advance in philosophy since Kant's Critigue of Pure Reason. Dilthey
was seventy years old when he became acquainted with Husserl's Logi-
ral Investigations, an age al which others have long since become se-
cure and complacent in their systems. Dilthey immediately embarked
upon semester-long studies of the book within a circle of his closest
students. To be sure, an inner kinship with its basic direction made it
easier for Dihhey 10 see the significance of 1his book. In a lener 10
Husserl, he compared their work 1o boring intw a mountain from op-
posite sides until they break through and meet each other. Dilthey
here found an initial fulfillment of what he had sought for decades
and formulated as a critical program in the Academy essay of 18g4: a
tundamencal science of lile itself.

5. Edmund Husserl, Lber den Begriff der Zakl. Paychologuche Analysen {Halle: Heyne-
ann, 188y),
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The book also influenced Lipps and his students in Munich but
here Lugical Investigations was regarded simply as an improved de-
scriptive psychology.

The Marburg School wok a characterisuic position, In an extensive
review, Natorp praised only the first volume, which included a cri-
tique of the logic of the time and showed that logic cannot be grounded
in psychology. He observes that the Marburgers did not have all that
much to learn from this work; what it has to say they had already dis-
covered for themselves. The second volume, which contains the de-
cisive elements, was not examined. There is only the blankel assertion
thal the second volume is a relapse inwo psychology, whose rans-
ference into philosophy had been explicitly rejected by Husserl in the
first volume.

This misunderstanding is due to some extent to 1he self-interpre-
tation which Husserl himsel{ gives in the introduction o this volume:
“Phenomenology is descriptive psychology.” This self-interpretation
of his own work is quite incongruous with what is elaborated in . In
other words, when he wrote the introduction to these investigations,
Husserl was not in a position 1o survey properly what he had actually
presented in this volurmme. Two vears later, he himself corrected this
mistaken interpretation in the journal Archiv fiir systematische Phi-
losophie (1903).

These “Logical Investigations,” as fundamental as they are, do not
bring us any in-depth knowledge for the mastery of emotional needs
and the like. Rather. they deal with very special and arid problems:
with object, concept, truth, proposition, fact, law. The subtitle of the
positive second volume is “Investigations into the Phenomenology
and Theory of Knowledge.” It includes six extensive special investiga-
tions whose connection is not immediately clear: 1. "Expression and
Meaning™; 1L. "The 1deal Unity of Species and the More Recent The-
ories of Abstraction™; 11}, “On the Doctrine of Wholes and Pares™; IV,
“The Distinction between Independent and Dependent Meanings
and the Idea of Pure Grammar™; V. *On Intentional Experiences and
their ‘Contents’”; V1. "Elements of 1 Phenomenological Elucidation
of Knowledge.” These are unusual themes for a logic and theory of
knowledge. The choice of the subtitle, “Theorv of Rnowledge,” came
about solely in deterence to the tradition. The Intwoduction states
that, strictly speaking. theory of knowledge is not a theory at all bud a
“reflection which comes to an evident undersianding of what thinking
and knowing as such are in their generically pure essence.”" Calling
it a theory is still a4 covert form of pauralism, for which any theory

6. Edmund Husserl, Logische Ustercuckungen (Halle: Niemeyer, sy 1oty {1ntro-
duction) Vol 18, 7. p. 14 |English translation Iy |. N. Findlay, Lugival favesngatians
{New York: Humanities, 1g970), Vob. |, p. 263
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is a deductive system whaose goal is ta explain given facts. Husserl
expressly rejects this customary sense of a theory of kinowledge.

Even more unusual than the subject matier and totally contrary to
the customary way of philosophizing is the kind of penetradon and
appropriation which the work demands. It proceeds in a thorough-
going invesugative fashion. It calls for a step-by-step. expressly intui-
tive envisaging of the matters at issue and a verifying demonstration
of them. Accordingly, one canno, withom subverting the enure sense
of the investigations, simply pull out results and integrate them into a
system. Rather, the whole thrust of the work serves to implicate the
reader into pressing further and working through the matters under
investigation. If the impact of the work were compared to what it de-
mands of us, then it would have to be said that its impact has been
minimal and superficial, in spite of the major reveolutions initiated by
it in the last two decades.

It is of the essence of phenomenological investigations that they
cannot be reviewed summarily but must in each case be rehearsed and
repeated anew. Any further synopsis which merely summarizes the
contents of this work would thus be, phenomenaologically speaking, a
misunderstanding. We shall therefore 1ry an alternaie route by pro-
viding an initial orientation concerning what is actually accomplished
here. This will also serve as an initial preparation and elaboration of
the working attitude which we shall assume throughout this lecture
course,




Chapter Two

The Fundamental Discoveries of
Phenomenology, Its Principle, and the
Clarification of Its Name

We shall detail these discoveries and then supplement this account
with an elucidation of the principle of phenomenological research.
On this basis we shall try to interpret the name given to this research
and thus define ‘phenomenology.’

Of the decisive discoveries, we intend to discuss three: 1) intentional-
ity, 2) categorial intwdtion, and 3) the wriginal sense of the apriori. These
considerations are indispensable in their content as well as in the way
it is considered. Only in this way can ‘fime’ be brought into view phe-
nomenologically. Only in this way is the possibility given for an or-
derly procedure in the analysis of time as it shows itself.

5. Intentionality

We want 1o consider intentionality first, precisely because contem-
porary philosophy then and even now actually finds this phenomenon
offensive, because intentionality is precisely what prevents an immedi-
ate and unprejudiced reception of what phenomenology wants to do.
Intentionality was already alluded to in our account of how Brentano
sought to classify the wotality of psychic phenomena in strict accord
with it. Brentano discerned in intentionality the structure which con-
stitutes the true nature of a psychic phenomenon. Intentionality thus
became for him the criterion for the distinction of psychic from physi-
cal phenomena. Bur at the same time this structure is the criterion
and principle of a natural division among psvchic phenomena them-
selves, inasmuch as it is already Found in the essence which appears in
these phenomena. Brentano expressly emphasizes that he is only tak-

27
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ing up what Aristotle and the Scholastics were already acquainted with,
v was through Brentano that Husserl learned 10 see intentionaliny.

But by what right do we then stiill speak of the discovery of inten-
tinnality by phenomenology? Because there is a difference between
the rough and ready acquaintance with a structure and the under-
standing of its inherent sense and its implications, from which we de-
rive the possibilities and horizons of an investigation directed toward
itin a sure way. From a rough acquaintance and an application aimed
at classification to a fundamental understanding and themutic elabo-
ration is a very long road calling for novel considerations and radical
transpositions, On this point Husser] writes: “Nevertheless, from an
mitial apprehension of a distinction in conscipusnHEss 1o K8 corvecs,
phenomenclogically pure determination and concrete appreciation
there i1s a mighty step—and it is just this step. crucial for a consistent
and fruitful phenomenology, which was not waken.™’

In the popular philosophical literature, phenomenology tends to be
characterized in the following manner: Husserl ook over the concept
of intentionality from Brentano; as is well known, intentianality goes
back to Scholasticism; it is notoriously ohscure, metaphysical, and
dogmatic. Consequently, the concept of intentionality is scieatifically
useless and phenomenology, which employs it, is fraught with meta-
physical presuppositions and therefore nat at all hased upon immedi-
ate data. Thus, im “The Methed of Philosophy and the lmmedjare,”
H. Rickert writes:

Especially where the concept of ‘intentionality,” Scholastic in origin but
mediated by Brentano, plays a role, there the concept of the immediate
still seems 10 be lefi largely unclarified and the train of thought of most
phenomenalogists seems steeped in traditienal metaphysical dogmas,
which make it impossible for its adherents 10 see impartially what is be-
fore their very eyes”

This article contains a fundamental polemic against phenomenalogy.
Flsewhere also, and right in the Introduction o the new edition of
Brentano's Psychology by €. Kraus,” it is stated that Husserl had simply

1. Edmund usser], Mdeen zi emner retnen Phiinomenclagie und ghiinwmenologischen Phi-
losophie, in the Juhvhuch fitr Philosophte und phinomenologische Forwchung, Vol v, Pari
(Halle: Niemever, 1913}, p. 185, Editar's note: cited as fdeen £; of. Hussertiana Vol 111,
Fitst Book, ed. Waler Biemel (The Hague: Nijhoff, 1g50), pp. gzgf. |English 1ransla-
tion by Fred Kersten, ey Pertarung to a Pure Phenamenology and to a Phrnomenolugicat
Phvdosaphy. Fivst Book: General Intveduetion to o Fure Phenomenology (The Hague!/Boston/
Londan: Nijhotl, 1g82), §gu, p. v |

2. Heinrich Rickert, "[ie Mettuxde der Philosophie und das Unmittetbare. Eine
Prohlemstelung,” Lagm X1 Cugay/agl po 2g2 o, [CE note 210 §y below |

4. CL the Phidwophoche Biblothek ediion (Hamburg: Meiner, 1ges). (CL nate
above, chapter nne |
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taken over Brentano’s concept of intentionality. For the Marburg
School as well, intentionality remained the real stumbling block, ob-
structing its access to phenomenology.

We expressly reject such opinions, not in order to preserve Husserl's
originality against Brentano, but to guard against having the most ele-
mentary considerations and steps necessary for the understanding of
phenomenology thwarted in advance by such characterizations.

a) Intentionality as the structure of lived
experiences: exposition and initial elucidation

We will try to show that intentionality is a structure of lived experi-
ences as such and not a coordination relative to other realities, some-
thing added to the experiences taken as psychic states. It should first
be noted that this attempt to make intentionality clear, to see it and in
so doing 10 apprehend what it is, cannot hope to succeed in a single
move. We must free ourselves from the prejudice that, because phe-
nomenology calls upon us to apprehend the matters themselves, these
matters must be apprehended all at once, without any preparation.
Rather, the movement toward the matters themselves is a long and
involved process which, before anything else, has to remove the prej-
udices which ebscure them.

Intentio literally means directing-itself-toward. Every lived experience,
every psychic comportment, directs itself loward something. Repre-
senting is a representing of something, recalling is a recalling of some-
thing, judging is judging about something, presuming, expecting,
hoping, loving, hating—of something. But, one will object, this is
a triviatity hardly in need of explicit emphasis, certainly no speaal
achievement meriting the designation of discovery. Notwithstand-
ing, let us pursue this triviality a bit and bring out what it means
phenomenologically.

T'he following considerations call for no special talent. They do de-
mand that we set aside our prejudices, learn to see directly and simply
and to abide by what we see without asking, out of curiosity, what we
can do with it. In the face of the most cbvious of matters, the very fact
of the matter is the most difficult thing we may hope to attain, because
man’s element of existence is the artificial and mendacious, where he
is always already cajoled by others. 1t is erroneous to think that phe-
nomenclogists are models of excellence who stand out in their resolve
e wage an all-out war with this element, in their positive will-to-
disclose and nothing else.

Let us envisage an exemplary and readily availabte case of ‘psychic
comportment’: a concrete and natural perception. the perception of a
chair which I find upon entering a room and push aside, since it
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stands in my way. [ stress the lauer in order to indicate that we are
after the most common kind of everyday perception and not a per-
ception in the emphatic sense, in which we observe only for the sake
of observing. Natural perception as 1 live in it in moving about my
world is for the most part not a detached observation and scrutiny of
things, but is rather absorbed in dealing with the matters at hand con-
cretely and practically. It is not self-contained: I do not perceive in or-
der to perceive hut in order 1o orient myself. to pave the way in deal-
ing with something. This is a wholly natural way of looking in which 1
continually live.

A crude interpretation tends to depict the perception of the chair
in this way: a specific psychic event occurs within me; 1o this psychic
occurrence ‘inside,’ ‘in consciousness,” there corresponds a physically
real thing 'outside.’ A coordination thus arises between the reality of
consciousness (the subject) and a reality outside of consciousness {the
object). The psychic event enters into a relationship with something
else, outside of it. But in itself it is not necessary for this relationship
to occur, since this perception can be an illusion, a hallucinatien. 1tis a
psychological fact that psychic processes occur in which something is
perceived—presumahly—which does not even exist. It is possible for
my psychic process to be beset by a hallucination such that 1 now per-
ceive an autosmobile being driven through the room over your heads.
In this case, no real object corresponds 1o the psychic process in the
subject. Here we have a perceiving without the occurrence of a rela-
tionship to something outside of it. Or consider the case of a decep-
tive perception: 1 am walking in a dark forest and see a man coming
toward me; but upon closer inspection it turns out to be a tree. Here
also the object supposedly perceived in this deceptive perception is
absent. In view of these indisputable facts which show that the real
object can in fact be missing in perception, it can nof be said that every
perception is the perception of something. {n other words, inten-
tionality, directing uself toward something, is not a necessary mark
of every perception. And even if some physical object should corre-
spond to every psychic event which ! call a perception, it would sull be
a dogmatic assertion; for it is by no means established that I ever get
to a reality beyond my consciousness.

Since Descartes, everyone knows and every critical philosophy
maintains that [ actually only apprehend ‘contents of consciousness.’
Accordingly, the application of the concept of intentionality to the
comportment of perception, for exampte, atready implies a double
presupposition. First, there is the metaphysical presupposition that
the psychic comes out of uselt wward something physical. With
Descartes, as everyone knows, this became a forlndden presupposi-
tion. Second, there is in intentionality the presupposition that a real
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object always corresponds to a psychic process. The facts of deceptive
perception and hallucination speak against this. This is what Rickert
maintains and many others, when they say that the concept of inten-
tionality harhors latent metaphysical dogmas. And yet, with this inter-
pretation of perception as hallucination and deceptive perception, do
we really have intentionality in our sights? Are we 1alking about what
phenomenology means by this term? In no way! So little, in fact, that
use nf the interpretation just given as a hasis for a discussion of inten-
tonality would hopelessly block access to what the term really means
phenomenologically. Let us therefore clear the air by going through
the interpretation once again and regarding it more pointedly. For its
ostensible triviality is not at all comprehensible without further effort.
But first, the base triviality of spurious but common epistemological
questions must be laid to rest.

Let us recall the hallucinadon. it will be said that the automobile
here is in reality not present and on hand. Accordingly, there is no
coordination between psychic and physical. Only the psychic is given.
Nonetheless, is not the hallucination in its own right a hallucination, a
presumed perception of an automobile? {s it not also the case that this
presumed perception, which is without real velationship 1o a real ob-
ject, precisely as such is a directing-itself-toward something presum-
ably perceived? Is not the deception itself as such a directing-itseif-
toward, even if the real ubject is in fact not there?

[t is not the case that a perception first becomes intentional by hav-
ing something physical enter into relation with the psychic, and that it
would no longer be intentional if this reality did not exist, It is rather
the case that perception, correct or deceptive, is in itself intentional.
Intentionality is not a property which would accrue 1o perception and
belongs 1o it in certain instances. As perception, it is intrinsically mien-
tional, regardless of whether the perceived is in reality on hand or not.
Indeed, it is really unly because perception as such is a directing-uself-
toward something. because intentionality constitutes the very struc-
ture of comporunent itsetf, that there can be anything like deceptive
Pperception and hallucination.

When all epistemological assumptions are set aside, it becomes clear
that comportment itself —as yet quite apart from the question of its
COITECTNess Or incorrectness—is in its very struclure a directing-itself-
toward. It is not the case that av first only a psychic process occurs as a
nonintentional state {complex of sensations, memory relations, men-
ta) image and thought processes through which an image is evoked,
wlhere une then asks whether something corvesponds to i} and subse-
quently becomes mtentional 10 certain instances, Rather, the very
being ol comporting is a directing-itse)f-toward. Imentionality is not a
relationship to the pon-experientad added w experiences, oeeasion-
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ally present along with them. Rather, the lived experiences themselves
are as such intentional. This is our frst specification, perhaps still
quite empty, but already important enough to provide the footing for
holding metaphysical prejudices at bay.

b) Rickert’s misunderstanding of
phenomenology and intentionality

In the reception of intentionality as well as in the way in which
Brentano was interpreted and developed. everyone saw not so much
the exposition of this composition of the structure of lived experience
as what they suspected in Brentano: metaphysical dogmas. The de-
cisive thing about Husserl was that he did not look to the dogmas and
presuppositions, so far as these were there, but to the phenomenon
itselt, that percetving is a directing-itself~teward. But now this structure
cannot be disregarded in the other forms of comportment as well.
Rickert makes this the basis of his argument and disputes seeing such
a thing in these comportments, He reserves intenrionality for the
comporiment relating to judgment but drops it for representing. He
says representing is not knowing., He comes to this because he is
trapped in dogmas. in this case the dogma that my representing in-
volves no transcendence, that it does not get out to the object. Des-
cartes in fact said that representing (prreeptio) remains in the con-
sciousness. And Rickert thinks that the transcendence of judging,
whose object he specifies as a value, is less puzzling than the transcen-
dence which s in representing, understond as getuing out to a real
thing. He comes to this view because he thinks that in judgment some-
thing is acknowledged which has the character of value and so does
not exist in reality. He identifies it with the mental which conscious-
ness iself is, and thinks that value is something immanent. When 1
acknowledge a value, I do not go ouside of conscivusness,

The essential point for us is not to prave that Rickert is involved in
contradictions, that he now uses the phenomenological concept of
representing and now a mythical one from psychology. The point is
rather that he lays claim to intentionality in his own starting point to
the extent that it fits his theory but casts it aside when it contravenes
his theory that representing is not knowing. What is charucteristic is
that, in spite of all the sagacity, the most prumnitive of requirements is
nevertheless missing: admission of the matters ot fact as they are
given. The thinking thus becomes groundiess. The constraint of
the facts cannot in one case be heeded and in others not; heeded
when they fit into a preconceived theory and not heeded when they
explode it. A typical example of this kind of thinking is Rickert's the-
ory of knowledge and of judgiment as it wakes its starting point from
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Brentano. We shall review it in order to see how judgments depend
upon the apprehension of the matters themselves.

Rickert takes from Brentano the definition of judgment as acknowl-
edging. We can trace the exact place where he makes use of inten-
tionality as exhibited by Brentano and at the same time shuts his eyes
to it and falls into theory construction. Let us briefly recall the theory
which he bases upon Brentano’s account of judgment.

When we judge, Rickert says, we concur with the representations or
we reject them. Invested in the judgment as its essential element is a
‘practical’ comportment. “Since what is valid for judgment must also
be valid for knowing, it follows, from the kinship that judgment has
with willing and feeling, that also in pure theoretical knowing whai is in-
volved #s taking a position toward a valye. . .. Only in relation to values
does the alternative comporument of approval and disapproval make
any sense.”* Rickert thus arrives at his theory that the vbject of knowl-
edge is a value. When 1 perceive a chair and say, “The chair has four
legs,” the sense of this knowledge according to Rickert is the acknowl-
edging of a value. Even with the best of intentions one cannot find any-
thing like this in the structure of this perceptual assertion. For I am
not directed toward representations and less still toward value but in-
stead toward the chair which is in fact given.

Acknowledging is not imposed upon representations; representing
is itself directing-itself-toward. Representing as such gives the poten-
tial about-which of judging, and the affirmation in judging is founded
in representing. There is an intentional connection between repre-
senting and judging. If Rickert had seen the intentionality of repre-
senting, he would not have fallen into the mythology of the connec-
tion between judgment and representation, as though judgment comes
as an ‘aside.’ The relations between intentionalities are themsefves intentional.

Hence Rickert arrived at this theory not from a study of the matters
themselves but by an unfounded deduction fraught with dogmatic
judgments. The last vestige of the composition of this matter is solely
what Rickert took from Brentano. But even here it is questionable
whether it is brought to bear upon the full composition of judgment.
“When we characterize judgment as a comportment which is not like
representation, this does not mean that, with Brentano, we see in it
another kind of velation of consciousness to its objects than the kind
involved in representation. This claim is for us far too full of presup-
pusitions.”* Here Rickert rejects intentionality, in Brentano’s sense, as

4 Heinrich Rickert, Der Gegenstand der frkenntnis. Em Britrag zum Problem der ph-
tusuphischen Transzendent (Freiburg i Br.: Wagner, 1892}, p. 57. Editor's note: 2nd Edi-
lien, 1g0i4, p. 1of

5. Ihid., p. 56; 2nd ed., p. 104.
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a criterion distinguishing the comportments of representation and
judgment. What does he put in its placer How does he deline and
ground the distinction?

We are investigating

in what genus of psychic processes the complete judgment belongs
when we generally distinguish those staies in which we comport our-
selves impassively and contemplatively from those in which we tuke an
interest in the content of our consciousness, as a content of wafue o
us. . .. We thus simply wish to establish a fact which even a pure sen-
sualistic theory cannot dispute.”

One would have to be blind not to see that this is word for word the
position of Brentanoe, who wanted nothing other than to subdivide
the genus of psychic processes according to the mode of our comport-
ment, whether we contemplate them impassively or take an active in-
terest in them. Rickert first takes his theory from a basis which is ex-
posed by Brentano’s description but does not see that he lays claim 10
intentionality as the foundation of his theory of judgment and know!-
edge. The proof for this is that while he lays claim 10 this descriptive
distinction Rickert at the same time employs a concept of representa-
tion which runs counter to that which he uses as a basis for securing
the definition of judgment, here impassive directing-itsell-toward—
accordingly representing as the manner of representing—and there
representation as the represented, where the represented is in fact
the content of consciousness. Wherever Rickert refutes the idealism
of representation and wants to prove that knowing is not represent-
ing, he does not restrict himself to the direct and sitnple sense of rep-
resenting but bases himself upon a mythical concept. Rickert says that
as long as the represemtations are only represented, they come and
Eo.* Representing is now not direct representational comportment;
the representations now get represented. "A knowing that represents
needs a reality independent ol 1he knowing subject because with rep-
resentations we are capable ol apprehending something independent
of the knowing subject only by their heing images ur signs of a real-
ity."? In such a concept of representation it can of course be shown
that representing is not a knowing if the directing-itself-toward can
tend only toward signs.

But how does it stand with the concept of representation which
Rickert uses when he differentiates the judgment from representing
understood as a comportment that simply contemplates? Why does

ga. Ibid., ¢nd ed.. p. 105.
6. 1bid., p. 57; end ed,, p. 105,
7. 1bidk., p. 47: 2nd ed., p. 7K.
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Rickert not take the concept of representation in 2 descriptive sense
as he does the concept of judgment, which has accrued 1o description?
Why does he not go straight to the sense of its implication, namely, a
comportment which contemplates impassivelys

I is because Rickert is guided by the presumption, the thesis that
knewing cannot be vepresenting. For if it were, then his own theory that
knowing is acknowledging and the object of knowledge is a value
would be superfluous and perhaps wrong. Representing cannot be
knowledge. This prejudice is given further weight by an appeal to
Aristatle’s thesis that knowing is judging. Knowledge is always true or
false, and according to Aristotle only judgments are true or false. In
this appeal o Aristoile, Rickert supposes that Anstotle means the
same by judgment—whereas Aristotle means precisely that which
Rickert is ot willing to see in the simple composition of representing
as such—"letting somethang be seen.” Rickert does nou see that the simple
senst of representing actually includes knowing.

He is prevented from seeing the primary cognitive character of
representation because he presupposes a mythical concept of repre-
senting from the philosophy of natural science and so comes to the
formulation that in representing the representations get represented.
But in the case of a representation on the level of simple perception a
representation is not represented; I simply see the chair. This is im-
plied in the very sense of representing. When 1 look, I am not intent
upon seeing a representation of something, but the chair. Take for
example mere envisaging or bringing to mind, which is also charac-
terized as a representation of something which is not on hand.* as
when I now envisage my writing table. Even in such a case of merely
thinking of something. what is represented is not a representation,
not a content of consciousness, but the matter itself. The same applies
1o the recollective represeniation of, for example, a saitboat trip. I do
not remember representations but the boat and the trip itself. The
must primitive matters of fact which are in the structures themselves
are overlooked simply for the suke of a theory, Knowing cannot be
representing, for only then is the theory justified that the object of
knowledge is and must be a value, because there must be a philosophy
of value.

What makes us blind 10 intentionaliry is the presumption that what
we have here is a theory of the relation between physical and psychic,
whereas what is really exhibited is simply a structure of the psychic
itselt. Whether that toward which representing directs itself is a real
malterial thing or merely something fancied. whether acknowledging

* Reading way nechd vorhanden of here in this sentence rather than \wo liaes earlier, in
the preceding sentence.
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acknowledges a value or whether judging directs itself toward some-
thing else which is not real, the first thing to see is this directing-itself-
toward as such. The structure of comportments, we might say, is to be
made secure without any epistemological dogma. It is only when we
have rightly seen this that we can, by means of it, come to a sharper
formulation and perhaps a critigue of intemtionality as it has been in-
terpreted up to now. We shall learn that in fact even in phenome-
nology there are still unclarified assumptions associated with inten-
tionality which admittedly make it truly difficult for a philosophy so
burdened with dogmas as Neo-Kantianism 1o see plainly what has
been exhibited here. As long as we think in dogmas and directions, we
first tend to assume something along the same lines. And we hold 1o
what we assume all the more 3o as the phenomena are not in fact ex-
haustively brought out into the open.

When it comes to comportments, we must keep a steady eye solely
upon the structure of directing-itself-toward in them. All theories
about the psychic, consciousness, person, and the like must be held in
abeyance,

c} The basic constitution of intentionality as such

What we have learned about intentionality so far is, to put it for-
mally, empty. But one thing is already clear: before anything else, its
structural coherence must be envisaged freely, without the back-
ground presence of any realistic or idealistic theories of conscious-
ness. We must learn to see the data as such and to see that relations
between comportments, between lived experiences, are themselves
not complexions of things but in turn are of an intentional character.
We must thus come to see that all the relations of life are intrinsically
defined by this structure. In the process we shall see that there are
persistent difficulties here which cannot be easily dispelled. But in or-
der 1o see this, we must first take a look at intentionality itself. From
this point on we can also fix our terminology in order to come o un-
derstand an expression which is often used in phenomenology and is
just as often misunderstood, namely, the concept of act. The comport-
, ments of life are also called acts: perception, judgment, love, hate. . . .
What does act mean here? Not activity, process, or some kind of
power. No, act simply means intentional relation. Acis refer to those
lived experiences which have the character of intentionality. We must
adhere to this concept of act and not confuse it with others.

As fundamental as intentionality is, it also seems empty at first
glance. We are simply saying that representing is the representing of
something, judging is judging about something, and the like. It is
hard to see just how a science is to be made possible from such struc-
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tures. This science is evidently at its end before it has really begun. In
Fact, it seeins as if this phenomenological statement of intentionality is
werely a tautology, 'T'hus Wunch early on observed that all phenome-
nological knowledge can be reduced o the proposition A = A, We will
try to see whether there is not very much to say and whether in the
end most of it has not yet even heen said. By holding to this first dis-
covery of phenomenology that intentionality is a structure of lived ex-
periences and not just a supplementary relation, we already have an
initial instruction en how we must proceed in order to see this struc-
ture and constitution.

a) The perceived of perceiving: the entity in itself
{environmental thing, nawral thing, thinghood)

In maintaining that intentionality is the structure found in com-
portments, we have in any case avoided the danger of lapsing into
comstruction and into a theory which goes beyond what is before us.
But at the same time the necessity of this structure. in order to be
equally impartial in our pursuit of it, is decided within it. We shall now
try to shed some light upon the basic structure of intentionality. The
preliminary designation of directing-itself-toward is only an initial
moment i this strocware, far removed trom its full constitution as
well as wholly formal and empty.

In order to clarify the basic constitution of intentionality, let us turn
once again to the exemplary case of naturally perceiving a thing. By
intendonality we do not mean an objective relation which occasionally
and subsequently takes place between a physical thing and a psychic
process, but the structure of 4 comporunent as comporting to, direct-
ing itself toward. With this, we are not just characterizing this one par-
ticular perception (of the chair) here and now, but the perceived as
surh. If we are afier the basic constitution of intentionality, the best
way to do it is to go after it itself—direcring-itself-toward, Let us now
focus not on the directing-itself but on the toward-which. We will not
look at the perceiving but at the perceived, and in fact at the perceived
of this perception. What is this?

If 1 answer without prejudice, I say the chair itself. 1 see no ‘rep-
resentations’ of the chair, register no image of the chair, sense no sen-
sations of the chair. I simply see it—it itself. This is the most immedi-
ate sense that perceiving offers. More precisely, I nmust ask: Whatdo 1
see in my matural’ perception, in which I now live and dwell and am
here in this room; what can [ say about the chair? I would say that it
stands in Room 24 next to the desk, and it is probably used by lec-
turers who preter to sit while they lecture. ftis not just any chair but a
very particular ene, the desk chair in Reom 24 at Marburg University,
perhaps somewhat worse for wear and poorly painted in the factory
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tram which it evidently came. Soruething like this could be said of the
chair when 1 describe it quite naturally, without eluborute consiruc-
tuons and advance preparations. What would { then be sayingz |
would simply be recounting the very particular as well as trivial story
ot the chair as it is here and now and day after day. Whatis perceived
in this ‘natural’ perception we shall designate as 4 thing of the en-
vironing world, or simply the environmental thing.

1 can dwell upon this perception and turther describe what 1ind in
it, the chair itself, and can suy; it is so heavy, so colored, so high, and so
wide; it can be pushed from vne place to another: i T lifu it and let
go. it falls: it can be chopped into pieces with a hatchet; it ignited, it
burns. Here again we have plain statements in which [speak ot the
perceived itself and not of representations or sensations of the chair.
But now it is a matter af other determinations of the chair than those
we began with. What we have just said of the pereeived can be said of
any piece of wood whatsoever, What we have clicited in the chair does
not define it as a chair. Something is indeed asserted about the chair,
not qua chair-thing, but rather as a thing of nature, as natural thing.
The fact that what is perceived is a chair is now of no account,

The perceived is an envivonmental thing, but it o also a4 naturaf thing. For
this disunction, we have in our language very {me distinctions in the
way in which language itself forms its meanings and expressions. We
say. “l am giving roses.” 1 can also say. "1 am giving flowers.” buy not 71
am giving planis.” Botany, on the other hand. does not analyze flowers
but rather plants. The distinction between plant and tiower, bals ot
which can be said of the same rose, is the distinction between natural
and environmental thing. The rose as flower is an environmental
thing, the rose as plant is a natural thing.

The perceived in itself 1s both. And sull the question arises whether
this description eliciting what is given in the perceived thing itself al-
ready gives us what phenomnenolugy strictly means by the perceived.
When we consider thar these two thing-structures—envirommental
thing and naturat thing—aupply 0 one and the same chair. one ob-
vious difficulty already arises: how are we 1o understand the rela-
tionship of these two structures of a thing? We shall arrive ara more
precise knowledge of this later in other contexis. At the moment, 1
only maintain that when [ say in ordinary language and not upon re-
Rection and theoretical study of the chair, “The chair is hard.” mv aun
is not to state the degree of resistance and density ol this thing as
material thing. [ simply wunt to say, “The chair s uncomfortable.”
Already here we can see thal specific structures belemging 1o a na-
tural thing and which as such can be regarded swparately —hardness,
weight—present themselves first ot all in well-dehned environmental
characterisucs. Hurdness, material vesistance, is itself present in the
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feature of discomtort and even only present in this way, and not just
inferred from it or derived through it. The perceived gives itself in
itself and not by virtue of points ot view, say, which are brought ta the
thing. It is the specific environmental thing, even when it remains
concealed from many.

1 can go sull further into what is found in perceiving, this natural
thing here. By applying an appropriate form of research w it, [ can
show that, as a natural thing, semething like materiality and extension
belong to it, that anything extended is as such colored, and turther,
that every color as color has its extension, and that a material and ex-
tended thing is displaceable, subject 10 change of place. Thus once
again 1 have elicited something found in this thing itself, bul now it is
no longer in the perceived (chair) as environmental thing or as natu-
ral thing. Now I am concerned with thingness as such. I speak of mate-
riality, extension, coloration, local mobility, and other determinations
of this kind which do not belong to the chair as this peculiar chair but
to any natural thing whatsvever. These are structures which consti-
tute the thingness of the thing, structural moments of the natural
thinyg itself, contents which can be read out from the given itself.

In all three cases we were concerned with the perceived entity in
itself, with what can be found in it through a cognizance of it. Perceiv-
ing is here taken in a broad but natural sense. The typical episte-
mology as well as psychology will say that these descriptions of the
natural thing and environmental thing are quite naive and as such es-
sentially unscientific. For in the first instance and in actuality, with my
eyes 1 merely see something colored, in the first instance 1 merely
have sensations of yellow, 1o which I then add other such elements.

In opposition to this scientific account, what we want is precisely
naivete, pure naiveté, which in the first instance and in actuality sees
the chair. When we say ‘we see,’ ‘seeing’ here is not understood in the
narrow sense of optical sensing. Here it means nothing other than
‘simple cognizance of what is found.’ When we hold 1o this expression,
then we also understand and have no difficulty in taking the imme-
diately given just as it shows itself. We thus say that one sees in the
chair itself that it came from a factory. We draw no conclusions, make
o investigations, but we simply see this in it, even though we have no
sensation of a factory or anything like it. The field of what is found in
simple cognizance is in principle much broader than what any par-
ticular epistemology or psychology could establish on the basis of a
theory of perception. In this broad sense of perceiving and seeing,
what is perceived even includes, as we shall see later, all of what [ have
said abour thingness, that this thing iself includes materiality, that o
materiality belongs extension as well as coloration, which in turn has
1ts own kind of extension. These are not matters that [ discover here

*+
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in this classroom; they are correlations beiween general features. But
they are not invented or constructed. I can also see these struciures
and their specific correlations in an adequately and sufliciently cult-
vated form of simple finding—seeing not in the sense of a mystical act
or inspiration but in the sense of a simple envisaging of structures
which can be read off in what is given.

B) The perceived of perceiving: the how of being-intended
(the perceivedness of the entity, the feature of bodily-there)

But we have still not arrived at what we have called the perceived in
the strict sense. The perceived in the strict sense for phenomenology
is not the perceived entity in itself but the perceived entity insofar as it is
perceived. as it shows itself in concrete perception. The perceived in
the strict sense is the perceived as such or, more precisely expressed,
the perceivedness, of this chair for example, the way and manner, the
structure in which the chair is perceived. The way and manmer of how
this chair is perceived is to be distinguished from the structure of how
it is represented. The expression the perceived as such now refers [not
to the perceived entity in itself but] to this entity in the way and manner of
its being-percerved. With this we have, as a siart, only suggested a com-
pletely new structure, a structure to which 1 cannot now attribute ail
those determinations which [ have thus far attributed to the chair.

The being-perceived of the chair is not soumething which belongs to
the chair as chair, for a stone or house or tree or the like can also be
perceived. Being-perceived and the structure of perceivedness conse-
quently belong to perceiving as such, i.e., to intentonality. Accord-
ingly, we can distinguish along the following lines: the entity itself:
the envirenmental thing. the natural thing, or the thingness; and the
entity in the manner of its being intended: its being-perceived, being-
represented, being-judged, being-loved, being-hated, being-thought
in the broadest sense. In the first three cases we have to do with the
entity in itself, in the latter with its being-intended, the perceivedness
of the entity.

What is perceivedness? 1s theve really anything like this? Can any-
thing be said about the perceivedness of the chair? Independent of
any theories, we must regard these structures in their distinction from
the structures that pertain to the thing and to the entity as an entty.
This provisional specification and differentiation from thingness al-
ready give us an initial indication as to where we shoukd look: mani-
festly not at the chair itself as it is intended in perceiving, but rather at
it in the how of its being-intended. What shows itself there? 'The per-
ceived as such has the feature of bodily presence [ Leibhaftighkeit]. In other
wards, the entity which presents itself as perceived has the feature of
being bodily-there. Not only is it given as itself, but as itself in its bodily
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presence. There is a distinction in mode of givenness (o be made be-
tween the bodily-given and the self-given. Let us clarify this distinction
for ourselves by setting it oft from the way in which somnething merely
represented is there. Representing is here understood in the sense of
simple envisaging, simply bringing something to mind.

I ran now envisage the Weidenhauser bridge: I place myself before
it, as it were. Thus the bridge is itseli given. I intend the bridge itself
and not an image of it, no fantasy, but it itself. And yet it is not bodily
given to me. It would be bodily given it I go down the hill and place
mysell before the bridge itself. This means that what is itself given
need not be bodily given, while conversely anything which is bodily
given is itsell given. Bodily presence is a superiative mode of the self-
grvenness of an entity. This self-givenness becomes clearer still by ser-
ting it off from another possible mode of representing, which in
phenomenology is understood as empty intending.

Empty intending is the mode of representing something in the
manner of thinking of something, of recalling it. which for example
can take place in a conversation about the bridge. 1 intend the bridge
itself without thereby seeing it simply in its outward appearance, but [
intend it in an empty intending [which in this conversation is left intu-
itively unfulfilled]. A large part of our ordinary talk goes on in this
way. We mean the matters themselves and not images or representa-
tions of them, yet we do not have them intuitively given. In empty
intending as well, the intended is itself directly and simply intended,
but merely emptily, which means without any inwitive fulfillment.
Intuitive fulhllment is found once again in simple envisaging; this
indeed gives the entity itself but does not give it bodily.

This distinction between empty intending and intuitive represent-
ing applies not only wo sense perception but 1o the modifications of all
acts. Take the sentence: 1 + 2z is ¢ + 1. One can repeat it thoughtlessly
but still understand it and know that one is not talking nonsense. But
it can also be carried out with insight, so that every step is performed
by envisaging what is intended. In the lirst instance it is uttered to
some extent blindly, but in the second it is seen. In the latter case, the
intended is envisaged in an originary envisaging, in that [ make
Present to myself 2 + 1 .. ., i.e, all determinations in their original
meanings. This mode of intuitive thinking demonstrates the deter-
minations in the matters themselves, But it is only on rare occasions
that we operate in this mode of intuitive thinking. For the most part
we operate in foreshortened and blind thinking.

Another type of representing in the broadest sense is the perception
uf a picture. 1f we analyze a perception of a picture, we see clearly how
what is perceived in the consciousness of a picture has a totally differ-
ent structure from what is perceived in simple perception or what is
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represented in simple envisaging. [ can look at 2 picture postcard of
the Weidenhauser bridge, Here we have a new 1ype of representing.
What is now bodily given is the postcard itself. This card itself is a
thing. an ohject, just as much as the bridge or a \ree or the like. But it
is not a simple thing like the bridge. As we have said, it is a picture-
thing. In perceiving it, 1 see through it what is pictured, the bridge. In
perceiving a picture, { do not thematically upprehend the picture-
thing. Racher. when | see a picture postcard, [ see—in the natural atti-
tude—what is pictured on it, the bridge, [which is now seen as) what is
pictured on Lthe card. In this case, the bridge is not emptily presumed
or merely envisaged or originarily perceived, bul apprehended in this
characteristic layered structure of the portrayal of something. The
bridge itsetf is now the represenied in the sense of being represented
by way of being depicted through something. This apprehension of 2
picture, the apprehension of something as something pictured through a
picture-thing, has a structure 1otally different from that of a direct
perception. This must be brought home quite forcefully because of
the efforts once made, and once again being made today, to take the
apprehension of a picture as the paradigm by means of which. 1t is
believed, any perception of any object can be illuminated. In the con-
sciousness of a picture, there is the picture-thing and the pictured.
The picture-thing can be a concrete thing—the blackboard on the
wall—but the picture-thing is not merely a thing like a natural thing
or another environmental thing. For it shows something, what is pic-
tured itself. In simple perception, by contrast, in the simple appre-
hension of an object, nothing like a consciousness of a picture can be
found. It goes against all the plain and simpie findings about the
simple apprehension of an object to interpret them as it [ first per-
ceive a picture in my conscioustiess when I see that house there, as if a
picture-thing were Brst given and thereupon apprehended as pictur-
ing that house out there. There would thus be a subjective piciure
within and that which is pictured outside, transcendent. Nothing of
the sort is 10 be found. Rather, in the simple sense of perception I see
the house itself. Even aside from the faci that this transposition of the
consciousness of a picture, which is constituted in a totally different
way. onto the simple apprehension of an object explains nothing and
leads 10 untenable theories, we must keep in mind the real reason for
rejecting this transposition: it does not correspond to the simple phe-
nomenological findings. There is also the following difhculty, which
we shall only mention without exploring. 1f knowledge in general is
an apprehension of an object-picture as an immanent picture of a
transcendent thing outside, how then is the transcendent object itself
to be apprehendedr If every apprehension of an object is a con-
sciousness of a picture, then for the immanent picture 1 onte again
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need 2 picture-thing which depices the immanent picture for me etc,
etc. This is a secondary {actor which argues against this theory. But
the main thing is this: not only is there nothing of the pictorial and
picturing in the course of simple apprehension; there is in panicular
nothing like a consciousness of a piciure in the very act of apprehend-
ing an abject, It is not because we full into an infinite regress, and so
explain nothing, that the infrastructure of the consciousness of a pic-
ture for the apprehension of an object is 10 be rejected. It is not
because we arrive at no genuine and tenable theory with this infra-
structure. It is rather because this is already contrary 0 every phe-
nomenological finding. 1oty a theory without phenomenology. Hence
perceiving must be considered totally distinet from the consciousness
of a picture. Consciousness of a picture is possible at all first only as
perceiving, but only in such a way that the picture-thing is actually ap-
prehended beginning with what is pictured on i

When we start from simple perception, let us reafhrm that the au-
thentic moment in the perceivedness ol the perceived is that in perrep-
tion the perceived entity Is bodily there, In addition to this feature, another
moment of every concrete perception of a thing in regard to its per-
ceivedness is that the perceived 1hing is always presumed in its thing-
totality. When [ see a sensibly perceprible object, this familiar chair
here, 1 always see—understood as a particular way of seeing—only
one particular side and one aspect. I see, for example, the upper parn
of the seat but not the lnwer surface. And vet. when I see the chair in
this way or sve only the legs, | do not think that the chair has its legs
sawed off. When | go into a room and see a cuphaard, 1 do not see the
door of the cupboard or a mere surtace. Rather. the very sense of per-
ception implies that [ see the cupboard. When 1 walk around it, I al-
ways have new aspecis. But in each moment I am intent. in the sense
of nawral intending, upon sceing the cupbnard nsell and nix just an
aspect of it. These aspects can change continually with the multipicity
of aspects being offered to me. But the bodily seltsameness of the per-
ceived persists throughout my circling of the thing. The thing adum-
brates, shades off in ity aspects. But it is not an adumfration which is
intended, but the perceived thing usell. wn each rase inan aduombra-
tion. In the muliplicity of changing perceptions the selfsamencss of
the perceived persists. 1 have no other peveeption in the sense of
something else perceived. The content of perception is different, but
the perceived is presumed as the same,

In view of the appreheusion ot the whole and its adumbrations,
there is one further structure ot the perceived in the narrow sense 1o
be considered in the perception of a picture. What is bodily perceiverd
1s the picture-thing itself, but this 1o is perceived in each instance in
an aspect. To some extent, however, the perception ot a picture-thing
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does not come to completion in the normal and natural perception
ol a picture. Contyanwise, for vxample, the posiman can 1ake the
picture-thing (the picture posicard) simply as an environmental thing,
as a posicard. Not only does such a perception nat come to comple-
tion, but it is also not the case that 1 first merely see a thing and then
conclude "it is a picture of. . . " Instead, I see in a flash something
pictured and not really the picture-thing, the strokes and patches of
the drawing, in the first instance and in thematic isolation, ‘To see
these as pure moments of the thing already calls lor a modification of
our natural regard, a kind ol depicturization. The natural tendency of
perception in this sense proceeds in the direction of apprehending
the piciure.

¥} Initial indication of the basic mode ot intentivnality
as the belonging-together of intentio and intentum

Within this maniiold of modes of representation we have at the
same time a specilic interrelation. Empty intending, envisaging, ap-
prehending a picture and simple perceiving are not merely juxta-
pused, but inherently have a specilic structural interrelation. Empty
imending. for example. can be inwitvely fulfilled in intuitive envisag-
ing. In thoughtless thaought. in empty intending, the intended s intu-
itively unfulfilled, it lacks the fullness of inwaition. Envisaging has the
possibility of intuitive fulfillment up to a certain level, since envisaging
is never capable of giving the matter itself in its bodily givenness.

Instead of talking about it in this way, I can talk about what is en-
visaged from the simple and persistent envisaging ot something, or |
van even, if for example a dispute arises over the number of arches
and pillars in the bridge, fill the envisaged in a new way through
bodily givenness itseil. Perception, with its kind of givenness, is a su-
perlative case of intentional lultillmeni. Every intention has within it a
wendency toward futfillment and its specifically proper way af possible
futhllaent: peveeption in general only through percepuon: remem-
Lrance never through expeciation but through an envisaging that re-
members or through perception. There are very specific laws which
govern the connections among the possibilities of fullilling an already
given empry intention. This is also true in the realm of perceiving pic-
tures. It is possible to arrange these connecuons in more complicated
ways. | can place, next to the original picture, a copy of it. 1f 1 have a
copy. that is, a copied picture of something, ] have a specific structural
continuity running from copy to picture (original) ta modet [what s
pictured), so that what is actually pictured shows through the depict-
ing function of the copy (picture to model). Bu if the copy is to fur-
nish evidence of s genuineness as a copy, then | cannot compare it 1o
the niodel. Insiead, the intuitive demonstration of the copy is given by

sk
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the copied picture (original} whick, as the picture of the model, is ia
itselt a model, These characteristic siructures of demonstration and
their possibility run through all acs of apprehending, even if we now
totally disregard this specific act of perceptual apprehension. Thus
the perceived shows itself in its perceivedness (this is the most impor-
tanitl, what we are conscious of as a picture shows isell n its pic-
toriality, the simply envisaged shows itselt in the way of envisaging,
the emptily intended shows itsell in the wauy of empty intending. All
of these distunctions are differenl ways in which their objects are
intended.

These structural continuities and levels of tulfllmens, demonstra-
tion, and verification are relatively easy 1o see in the held ot intuitive
representation. But they are to be found without exception in all acts,
for example, 111 the domain of pure theoretical comportment, deter-
mination, and speech. Without the possibility here of following the
structures of every pertinent imention to its intended as such, the sci-
entific elaboration of & genuine phenomenology (drawn from the
phenomena themselves) ot concept formation—the genesis of the
concept from raw meaning—cannot even be considered. But without
this foundation every logic remains a matter for dilewantes or a
construction.

We thus have an inherent aflinity between the way something is
intended, the ntentio, and the stentim, whereby imtentwn, the in-
tended, is to be understood in the sense just developed, not the per-
ceived as an entity, but the entity in the how ol its being-perceived. the
imlentum in the how of b being-intended, Only with the how of 1he
being-intended belonging to every infentio as such does the basic con-
stitution of intentivnality come into view ar all. even though only
provisionally.

fnientio in phenomenolougy is also understood as the act of presum-
ing | Vermeinen]. There is 4 connection between presuming and pre-
sumed, or neests and norma. Nogiv means to perceive [vernvlimen| or
come 1o awareness, to apprehend simply, the perceiving itself and the
perceived 1n the wav it is perceived. | refer to these terms hecause
they invoive not only a terminalogy but alse » particular interpre-
tation of direciing-nself-toward. Every directing-itself-roward (fear,
hope, love) has the feature of directing-itselt-toward which Husserl
calls roesis. Inasmuch as voeiv is taken from the sphere of theoretical
knowing, any exposition of the practical sphere here is drawn from
the theoretical. For our purposes this terminotogy is not dangerous,
since we are using i to make it clear that intentionality is fully deter-
mined only when itis secn us this betonging together of intentio and
ntentum. By way of summary let us therefore say: just as intentionality
is nut a subsequent coordination of at first unintentional lived experi-
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ences and objects but is rather a structure, so inherent in the basic
constitution of the structure in each of its manilestations must always
be found its own intentional toward-which, the mtentum. "Uhis provi-
siomal exposition of the basic constitution of inirntionality as a reciprocal
belonging-together of mientio and intentum 1s not the last word, but only
an initial indication and exhibition af 4 themic field for cansideration.

How is this analysis of intentionality ditferent from Brentano’s? In
intentonality Brentano saw the intentio. noesis, and the diversity of its
maodes, but not the neema, the intentum, He remained uncertain in his
analysis ot what he called “intentional object.” The Four imeanings of
the object of perception—1ihe perceived—already indicate that the
sense of ‘something’ in the representation of something is not trans-
pavently obvious. Brentano wavess in two directions. On the one
hand, he takes the “intentional object” 1o be the entity iself in its
being. Then again it is taken as the how of its heing-apprehended un-
separated tfrom the entity. Brentano never clearly brings out and
highlights the how of being-intended. In short, he never brings into
relief intentionadity as such. as a stiruciural totality. But this further
implies that intentionality, defined as a character of a certain entity, is
at one with the entity; intentionality is idestilied with the psychic.
Brentano also left undiscussed just what intentionality is (0 be the
structure of, since his theory of the psychic assumed its traditional
senst of the immanenly perceptible, the immanently conscious along
the lines of Descartes’s theory. The character of the psychic itself was
left undetermined, so that that of which intentionality is the structure
was not brought out in the original manner demanded by inten-
tonatity. This is 2 phase which phenomenology has nut yet overcome.
Even today intentionality is taken simply as a structure of conscious-
ness or of acts, of the person, in which these two realities of which
intentionality is supposed w be the structure are aguin assumed in a
traditional way. Phenomenology— Husserl along with Scheler—tries
to get beyond the psychic restriction and psychic characier of inten-
tionality in two very different directions. Husser] conceives inten-
tionality as the universal stracturve of reason iwhere reason is not
understood as the psychic but as differentiated from the psychic).
Scheler conceives intentonality as the structure of the spint or the
person, again dilerennated from the psychic. But we shall see that
what is meant by reason. spirit, amma does not overcome the ap-
proach operative in these theories. | point this out because we shall
se¢ how phenomenology, with this analysis ot intentionality, calls for
a4 more rucdical internal development. To refute phenomenological
intentionality, one cannot simply criticize Brentano! One thus loses
touch with the issue fram the very beginning.

It is not intentionality as such that is metaphysically dogmatic but
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what is built undenr its structure, or is left at this level because of a ra-
ditional 1endency ot 1o question that of which it is presumably the
strugiure, and what this sense of siructure isell means. Yet the ineth-
odolugical rule for the ininal apprehension of intentionality is really
not @ be concerned with interpretations but only to keep strictly to
that which shows itselt, regardless of how meager it may be. Only in
this way will it be possible to see, in intentionality itself and through it
directly into the heant of the mater, that of which it is the structure
and how it is that struciure. Intentionality is not an ulimate explana-
tion of the psychic but an inital approach toward overcoming the un-
critival application of traditonally defined realities such as the psy-
chic, consciousness, continuity of lived experience, reason. But if' such
a task is implicit in this basic concept of phenomenology, then “inten-
tionality” ts the very last word to be used as a2 phenomenolugical sio-
guan. Quite the contrary, it identihies that whose disclosure would allow
phenomenology to find itsel! in its possibilities. [t must therefore be
flauly stated that what the belonging of the intentum to the sutentio im-
plies is obscure. How the being-intended of an entity is relared o that
entity remains puzzling. It is even questionable whelher one may
question in this way at all. But we cannot inquire into these puzzles as
long as we cover up their puzzling character with theories for and
against intentionality, Our understanding of intentionality is there-
fore not advanced by our speculations abow n. We shall advance only
by following intentionality in its concretion. An occasion fory this is to
be found in our effort ta clarify the second discovery of phenomenol-
oy, the discovery of cafegonal intuition.

§6. Categorial intuition

Whart calls for clarilication under this heading could be discovered
only after the exposition of intensonality as a siructure. The term ‘in-
wition' corresponds in its meaning to what above was already defined
as ‘seeing’ in the broad sense of that word. Intuitien means: simple ap-
prehension of what is self bodity found just as it shows itself. First,
this concept carries no prejudice as to whether sense perception is the
sole and most original form of imuiting or whether there are further
possibilities of intuition regarding other fields and constituents. Sec-
ond, nothing should be read into its meaning other than what the
phenomenalogical use of the term specities: samply apprehending the
bodily given as # shows itself. 1ntuition ik the phenomenological sense
implies no speciul capacity, no exceptional way of traaspostng oneself
into otherwise closed domains and depths of the world, not even the
kind of imuition employed by Bergson. 1t is therefore a cheap charac-
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tevization of phenomeaology to suggest that it is somehow connected
with modern intuitionism. [t simply has nothing to do with it.

The discovery of categorial intuition is the demonstration, frst,
that there is a simple apprehension of the categurial* such constitu-
ents in entities which in traditional tashion are designated as catego-
ries* and were seen in crude form quite early [in Greek philosophy,
especially by Plato and Aristotlej. Second, it is above ull the demon-
stration that this apprehension is wwvested in the most everyday of
perceptions and in every experience. This only clarifies the meaning
of the term. What matters is to exhibit this kind of intuition itself, 10
bring it 10 givenness as intentionality. and to make clear whal is intu-
ited in it and kow.

It was already suggested that categortal intuition is found in every
congcrete perception {perception of a thing), @s it were, as an inchision,
In order to show this we shall return 10 our exemplary case of the per-
ception of this chair. But in order to see the categorial intuition in it,
we must be adequately prepared. This calls for two more general con-
siderations. We shall deal with 1) intentional presuming and its inten-
tional fulbllment and 2) intentional comporuments as expressed —in-
tuttion and exprression.

We shall see that our comportments, lived experiences Laken in the
broadest sense, are through and through expressed experiences; even
if they are not uttered in words, they are nonetheless expressed in a
definite aniculation by an understanding that | have of them as 1 sim-
Ply live in them without regarding them thematically,

a) Intentional presuming and
intentional fulfillment

a) Identification as demonstrative fulfillntent

Our account of the interrelation of the modes of representation
mantlested a distinet sequence of levels ranging tfrom mere empty in-
tencling (signitive acts) to originarily giving perception (intuitive act in
the narrowest sense). Empty intending is untulfilled in irs sense; what
is presumed in it is there in the how of non-fulfillment. Empty intend-

*I hoave underscored these two terms because student maes indicate thar Heidegger
highlighted their distinction in his surnmary review of this leciure hour. The basic point
is that categaries are already 'scen’ in perception, for example, though nol as categories
but such that the simple perception of an abject s it wan alrarbed and engrossed in
categorial apprehension, Categorial imtion heae s istuition of that which is then con-
ceprually grasped as a category. Phere is therefore a distinction between the categorial,
that which can eventually he grasped as a category, and the eategory as a concepl. The
distinction is anpartant in understanding in what sy the discovery of categorial intui-
tivm provides the basis Tor research ino the categories amd apriori sbocinres of experi-
euee (Ul pp. 7 Ul below),




§6. Categorial Intuition [6—Fi7] 49

lng or what is presumed in it can in a certain sense be fulfilled in into-
itive envisaging. 1'he presumed (envisaged) is thus given in greater oy
lesser completeness (bridge: columns—railings—type of arches—ar-
rangements of the building stones). But however great the perfection
of the fullness may be, it always manifests a difference from the full-

ness of perception, which gives the entity bodily. But even here, if we
restrict ourselves to the sense perception of material things, the full-
ness is nol wtal, Sense percepnon indeed gives the entity nriginarily,
but always only from one stde. However adequate a perception may
be, the perceived entity always shows itselt only in a particular adum-
bration. There are thus distinciions with regard to the definitiveness
and completeness of the fullness which a4 [ulfilling intuition is capabie
of giving. We accordingly speak of a definitive and thorenghgeing fuifill-
ment when on the side of presuming all the partial intentions are fulfilled
and, on the side of the ntuition which bestows fulfillment, that incui-
tion presents the whole matter in its lotality.

The interrelation of these modes of representavions is a functional
inerrelation which is always prefigured in their intentionality. Empuy
intending, envisaging. sense perception are not simply coordinated as
species in a genus, as when 1 say that apples, pears, peaches, and plums
are fruits. Rather, these modes stand to one another in funciionat rela-
von, and the fulfillment wself is of an intentional character. Fulfillment
means having the entity present in its intuitive content so that what is
at hirst only emptily presumed in it demonstrates iiself as grounded in
the matters. Perception. or what it gives, points out, de-manstrates. The
empty intention is demonstrated in the state of affairs given in intui-
tion; the originary perception gives the demonstration.

The peculiar thing is that there is 2 correlation in such demonstra-
tion or fulfillment. Let us look at this more concretely. 1 can in an
empty way now think of my desk at home simply in order to talk
about it | can fulfill this empty intention in a way by envisaging it to
myself, and finally by going home and seeing it itself in an authentic
and final experience. In such a demonstrative fulfiliment the emptily
intended and the originarily intuited come into coincidence. This
bringing-into-coincidence—the intended being experienced in the in-
tuited as itself and selfsame—is an act of identification. The intended
identifies itself in the inwited; selfsameness is experienced (erfuliven].
Here it is well 1o note that in this act of identification the identity is not
apprehended thematically us selfsameness. Idenufcation is for s
part not already an apprehension of identity but solely of the identi-
cal. Inasmuch as intuition is bodily originary, it gives the entity itself,
the matter itself. The emptily presumed is compared to the mateer it-
self, so that in fulfillment 1 obtain insight into the mauter itself. More
precisely, 1 obrain insight into the groundedness in the matter of what
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was before anly presumied. This fulfillwent as an act of identification
includes obtaining insight into the grounding of what is presumied in
the mater. This act of oblaining insight. as identitying fulfillment. is
called evidenee.

B} Evidence as identifying fulfillment

Idemifying fultillment is what we call evidence. Fvidence is a spe-
cific mtentional act, that of identilying the presnmed and the intu-
ited; the presumed is itself illuminated in the nraner. This claboration
of evidence was for the first time brought to a successtul resolution by
Husser), who thus made an essential advance beyond all the ob-
scurities prevalent in the tradition of logic and epistemology. But it
has not had much of an effect. Even today we still adhere to the tradi-
tivnal mythologicul account of evidence in regarding 1 as a peculiar
indicator of certain lived experiences, especially experiences of judg-
ment. It is something like a sign which wells up at times in the soul
and announces that the psychic process with which it is associated is
true. To some extent, it is as if a psychic datum announces that there is
something real outside which corresponds to the judging. As every-
one knows, this transcendent reality cannot itselt become smmanents.
So there must be a way in which it can be announced on the ‘inside.
This is the so-—called “feeling of evidence” of Rickert.

But if we see that the acts of identifving apprehension are defined
by intentionality, then we do not resort to the myvthological account of
evidence as psychic feeling or psychic datum. as though a pressure
were first exerted and then it dawns on one that the truth is indeed
there.

it is further customary to regard evidence as an addition to a spe-
cific class of lived experiences, that of judgments. This restriction
along with the concept of evidence as a possible addition 10 [psychic]
processes do not correspond to the findings. 1 is readily seen that evi-
dence in general is comprehensible only if we regard the intention-
ality in it [now understood as identifving apprehension]. Buu this at
the same time yields a fundamental insight of great significance. Since
the act of evidence connates an wlentilying vision that selects a state ol
alTaivs from the originarily intuited maver, evidence is in its sense al-
ways of a sort and rigor which varies according tu the ontological
character { Seinscharakier| of the field of subject matter, the intentional
siructure of the kind of apprehensive access, and the possibility of
tulfillment grounded therein. We therefore speak of the regivnality of
evidence. All evidence is in its sense geared to a corresponding region
of subject matter. It is absurd o wanu 10 wranspose one possibility
of cvidence, for example, the matliematical, into other kinds of ap-
prehension. The same holds for the idea of rigor of theoretical dem-
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onstraton, which in its sense is built upon the concept of evidence pe-
culiar 1o each 1ype: philosophical, thevlogical, physical. With all this
regionality, on the ather hand, the unnversafity of emdence must again
be stressed. Evidence is a universal function, first, of all acts which groe their
objects, and then, of all gets (evidence of willing and wishing, of loving
and hoping). [t is not restricted 1o asserdons, predications, judg-
ments. In this universality it ac the same time varies according 1o the
region of subject mater and 1the kind of access to it

We have thus arrived ac 1) thie idea ol pure and absolute evidence,
‘apodicticity’ as insight into essential states of affairs; 2) the idea of in-
sight into ‘individual’ states of atlairs, ‘subject matters,” assertoric evi-
dence; g) the idea of the connection of these two, the insight into the
necessity of an individual state of atbairs "heing so” [Sesein] based
upon the essential grounds of the ‘posited individual.’

) Truth as demonstrative identification

From what has now been brought vut about the supreme and total
fulfilhnent come twa phenomenological concepis, thase of truth and
heing. Definitive and thuroughgoing fulfillinent means commensura-
von (adaequatio) of what is presumed (intellertiusy with Lhe intuited sub-
ject matter itself {res). We thus obtaitt 2 phenumenological interpreta-
tion of the old scholastic definition ot 1ruth: veritas est adaequatio rei et
intellectus. In the context of presuming, this means that there is no
partial intention in what is objectively given which would not be ful-
filled intuitively, i.e., from the ariginarily intuited matter. Phenomeno-
logically undersioud, edaequatio veters 1o this commensuration in the
sense of bringing-intu-coincdence. Now what does the term “1ruth”
mean in the full structural conmext of knowledge?

The demonstration of the presumed in the intuited is identilica-
tion, an @t which is phenomenologically speafied in werms of inten-
uonality, directing-itself-toward. This means that every act has its
intentional correlate, perceprion the perceived, and identilication the
identified, here the bemng-idenucal of presumed and intuited as the
intentional correlate of the act of identificatuon. Truth can be desig-
nated in a threefold way. The first concept of truth is this being-
dentical of presumed and wuited. Being-true is then equivalent 1o this
beingridentical, the subsistence® of this wentity. We obtain this first con-

!

“Hestand, “subsistence’ in the double sense ol being and persistence, ve. continued
existence: it may also evvinologically suggrest o backgroued presence thac 'staads under”
what is overtly present. Bevand is a stock’ wonl in the vocabulary of Hedegger both
carly aiul Lates in general, n senves as his bocus nnthe sassical pooblem ol pernmanence
and change, sl the ecaditiomal cat eprion of bemg as conslant presence. Bacrhe im.
mediate context redevam here is Hlusserl's wnu-paya hulogisic distinoion between e
persistent sameness ol ideal being tsense) and the temporal vanability of the real acts
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cept of truth by referring to the correlate of the act of identitication:
suhsistence of the identity of presumed and intuited. Here i should
be noted thar in the living act o concreve percenving and in the dem-
onstravon of what is presumed, this perceiving lives in the apprehen-
sion of the matter as such, in the performunce of the act. In the com-
ing into coincidence of the presumed with the intuited, T am solely
and primarily directed toward the subject matter itself, and yet—this
is the peculiarity of this structural corvelation—evidence is experi-
enced in this apprebension of the imuited matter uself. ‘The correfa-
tion is peculiar in that svmething is experieviced but not apprehended. So it
is really only in apprehending the object as such, which amounts 10
not apprehending the identity, that this identity is experienced. This
act of bringing into coindidence is in touch with the subject matter; it
is predisely through this particular intentionality of being-in-touch-
with-the-subject-matter [(Ber-der-Sache-sein] that (his intentionality, it-
sclf unthematic in its performance, is immediately and ransparently
experienced as true. This is the phenomenvlogical sense ol saying
that in evident perception 1 do not thematically study the truth of this
perception itself, but rather live in the truth.* Being-true is expen-
enced as a distinctive relation, 4 compertmental velation [Verhall] be-
tween presumed and inwited specifically in the sense of identity. We

which imend such sense, as is evident from the following semester’s course on Logik: Die
Frage nuch der Wakrked, Gesamiausgabe Volume 2v, Marburger Vorlesung Winter-
semester 1gz5-2t, edited by Walter Biemel (Frankturer: Klostermann, 1g8) pp. 50-56,
vi1- g Here as well ax in Beang and Time (H. 216) Hewdegger raises the question of the
ontological status of a relation which subsisis purporiedly between 1he real and the
itleal. Likewise. the reader should bear in mind thay w niost contexts Bestand has been
translated as ‘compusition” or, in the plural, constitucats.” Lo same of these contexts,
st as the imital deseription ot ‘the caegorial’ as vonshduents in entitivy’ (44 abave),
Bestund scems alse o carry the connptation ol “subsistence,” e, the 1ype of being
proper w the tidea) being’ of categonies.

*T'his Formulation serves to ink this commentary by Heidegger on the four senses of
truth in the Logical fmvevymnens (VL fgy)—ihe fourth is taken into account acitly in
the [ollowing subsection—with his awn sense of wruth in Bemy and Time. To “live in the
trinh” here imeans to live in the state of identity and conunuity between the signihed
andl the tatuited, & state which we s ontinually experience hut du not grasp. This is in-
dicative of whit it means "tor e in the eruth™ (Being and Time, H. 22 1) without knowing
il thermatically, whereby we understand (e structnres sf aur wasrld as self-evident, asa
nuities of course” in a straghiforward living of them shoun considering vhem themal-
ically. (CL my “Heidegger Oiyog-27): Fhe Transforpunion of the Caregorial,” in Hugh
] Silverman, John Sablis, and Thomas M. Seebohm, edls.. Contivertad Mlalosaphy on Amer-
sen | Pinsburghe Dhsquesne University Press, 1983, pp- 155- 188, esp. p.v78.) The lor-
mula recurs inthe very next semesier’s course on Logek: ihe Frage nach der Wahshet (op.
i, pevgg) bat now with regard w the prepredicative strwctares of handy things n
whose disclosure "we already Live "Uhe habitoal realm ob “static unions” of whiche Husserd
speaks on the lasis of acs of omning and predicatinn < thas shifteld 1o e pre-
predivative acts comporiments? of “haviag to do with” shings which fuffeft dieir expec-
Latv s i thear Jundtans and se establish o pracical network of stable vgnifyimg rela-
tions mvolving "lor,’ 'in order 10, and 'fur the sake ol
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call this distinctive relation the truth-relation; being-true consists pre-
cisely in this relation. Truth in this sense is seen with respect to the
correlate of the acl of identibcation, that is, by way of intentionality
with reference to the futenfum.

Correlatively, we can obtain a second concept of truth commensu-
rate o the infenttio, not to the content of the act but to the act itself.
What is now thematic is not the being-identical of what is intended in
presuming and inwuiting but the act-structure of evidence itself us thas coin-
cident wdenitfication. Formutated ditferently, under consideration now
is the idea of the struciural retationship of the acts of presuming and
intuiting, the structure of the intentionality of evidence itsell, adae-
quatio understoodl as adaequare, TTuth is now taken as a character of
knowledge, 25 an act, which means as intentionality.

The concept of truth as adaequatio can be taken in a double sense, as
it always has been in history: on rhe one hand as the corvelate of iden-
tification, of the bringing inin coincidence, and on the other as a
specification of this very act of bringing into coincidence. The contro-
versy aver the concept of truth goes back and forth between the the-
sis, Truth is a relationship of the state of affairs to the subject matter, and the
thesis, Truth is a specific correlation of acls, for 1 can really ounly assert
truth about knowing. Both conceptions try 1o direct the concept of
truth 10 one side and so are incomplete. Neither the one orienled 10-
ward the state of affairs nor the one oriented toward the act captures
the original sense of truth.

We obtain a third concept of truth by turning once again to the intu-
ited entity itself. ‘The 1rue can also be undersiood in 1erms of the very
object which is. As the originarily tntuited it provides the demonstra-
tion, it gives the identification its ground and legitimacy. Here, the true
amounts to that which makes knowledge true [ie., the true-making
matter, the entity iiself as an intuited matrer]. Truth here comes down
to being. being-real. This is a concept of truth which also emerged very
early in Greek philosophy and was constantly being confused with the
first two concepts.

8) Truth and being
‘['he first concept of truth understood as the subsistence of the iden-
tity of the intended and intuited—truth as being-true—at the same
Ztime also provides us with a specific sense of heing, being in the sense of
being-true. Let us make this clear in connection with an assertion about
a 1thing made in 1he simple perception of our chair: “T’he chair is
yellow.” What is asserted as such, the asserted eontent ot this asser-
tion, is the heing-vellow of the chair, a content which is also called the
judged stte of affairs. Itis subject 10 a waolold distinotion. 1 can stress
the being in the bring-yellow and so mean that the chair is really and
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truly yellow. You may have noted how we can use ‘really’ and “truly'
interchangeably. Underscoting being means that the truth-rekaion
Just discussed subsists, an identity bhetween presumed and intuited
subsists. Being here means something like the subsistence ot truth, of
the truth-relation, subsistence of identity.

I can now emphasize this formulation of the state of affairs “being-
yellow” in its opposite pole—this is of course only a schematic consid-
eration—1 now underscore being-yeffow. If I reduce the judgment 1o
the formula § = P. this emphasis reters lormally to the being-P of §.
This time 1 do not want to say that the judyed state of affairs truly is,
but to express the being-P of S, the pertinence of the predicate 10 the
subject. In other words, in the emphasis of being-yellow "being’ reters
1o the being of the copula—The chair is yellow. This second concept of
being does not refer to the subsistence of the truth-relation, as the
first does, but 10 a structural moment of the state ot affairs itselt. The
state of affairs as a relation of the subject matter {Sachverhalt als Verhalt] has
the formal structure § = P, In the expression "The chair is yellow™
hoth meanings of being are meam-—beiig as relational factor of the state
of affarrs as such and being us truth-relation. vr more accurately, the swbsis.
tence and the stasis [ Bestand und Stehen) of the state of affairs in the truth-
relation. Since these two meanings have never been worked ow
phenomenologically, constant confusion reigns in the theory of judg.
ment, in that such theories have been constructed without having sep-
arated these two senses of being. Only by way of such a separation can
one see liow these two senses condition each other in their structure
and what paossibilities of expression exist in the propasition as propo-
sition. These are questions which belong to a phenomenological logic,
inclhuding the distinction of these twa concepts of being: being in the
sense of truth interpreted as the subsistence of idenitity, and being in
the sense of the copula imerpreted as a structural moment of the state
of affairs itself. The phenomenal connection in the structure is this: a
true state of affairs which has this ‘is” in its structure, this ‘heing’ within
itself, is itself the carrelate [af the act ol identification, its intentum],
the single corvelate in the state ol affairs. Put another way, the state of
affairs as mevelv presumed i true as demonstrated in thay very stae
of affairs. The truth-relation thus subsists, the truth-relation s true.

These two concepts of truth and the corvesponding (wao councepts af
being were established in the initial elaboration of phenomenology
and have persisted in further developments. This is important 10
keep in mind since we shall later vaise the fundamental guestion of the
sense of betng and thus come to tace thie question of whether the cons
vept of being can really be nriginally drawn in this contexi ot being-
true and the corresponding being-real, and whether wtruth is primarily
4 phenomenon which is 1o e originally conceived in 1the context of
assertions or, in the broader sense, ol objectilying acs.
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The term “truth” s originally amd properly attributed to imen-
tionality, inwe this is done on the basis of its being composed of both the
mtentio and the tentum. Traditionally, it is annbuted in particular
1o acts of assertion, that is, relational acis of predication. But we
need only 10 recall our explication of evidence to see that even non-
relational acts, that is, single-rayed monothetic acts of simple ap-
prehension, likewise can be subject 10 demonstration, tha is, can be
true or {alse, Phenomenology 1hus breaks with the restriction of the
cancept of truth to relational acts, w judgments. The truth of rela-
tional acts is only one particular kind of truth for the objectifying acts
of knowing in general. Without being explicitly conscious of it, phe-
nomenology returns to the broad concept of truth whereby the Greeks
(Aristotle) could call true even perception as such and the simple per-
ception of something, Since it does not become conscious of 1his re-
turn, it cannot even get in touch with the original sense of the Greek
concept of truth. Bu hecause of this coanection it succeeds for the
first time in bringing an understandable sense to the Scholastic defini-
tion of truth, which by way of a detour goes barck to the Greeks, and
in rescuing it from the confusing misreading which institwmed the
fateful introduction of Lhe concept of image into the interpretation of
knowledge.

While truh is traditionaliy linked 1o 1he relational acts of judgment,
the term ‘being’ is readily attributed 1o the correlate of non-relational,
single-rayed acts, as a specification of the object, of the subject matter
itself. But just as truth must undergo a "widening.’ so too must ‘being,’
a widening not unly from che subject mauer but from the state of af-
fairs—being and being-such-and-such. This may suffice for the char-
acterization of the phenomennlogical interpretation of being and truth.
What we have attained with it 1s first of all a preparation for the un-
derstanding of categorial intution, but it is also of fundamental sig-
nificance for our broader topical discussions.

b) Intuition and expression
LY

11 has already been noted that the fundamenial sense of intuition is
niot pecessarily limited 1o the originary apprehension of the sensory,
[n addition, the concept does not imply even the shightest assumption
as to whether the intuition is realized in a Hash and yields isolated
pointlike objects. At the same time we have, with the closer examina-
tion of the intentional connection of intention and fulfillimeat and the
elaboration of evidence as an identifving act, tacilly introduced phe-
nomena without clarifying them. The determination of wruth as a
truth-relation, say, of a stare of affairs, was accomplished by going
back to propositions and assertions in which it was suggested that we
consummate these assertions in perveeiving the chair as a thing.
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Assertions are acls of meaning, and assertions in the sense of a formu-
latedl proposition are only specific forms of expressness, where ex-
pressness has the sense of expressing lived experiences or comport-
ments through meaning. [t is essentially owing 1 phenomenological
investigations that this authentic sense of the expressing and ex-
pressedness of all comportments was muacle fundamental and placed
in the foreground of the question of the siructure of the logical. This
is not surprising when we consider that owr comportments are in ac-
tual fact pervaded through and through by assertions, that they are
always performed in some form of expressness. 1i is also a matter of
fact that our simplest perceptions and constitutive states are already
expressed, even more, are interprefed in a certain way, What is primary
and original heve? It is not so much that we see the objects and things
but rather that we first talk abour them. To put it more precisely: we
do not say what we see, but rather the reverse, we see what one says
about the matter. This inherently determinate character of the world
and its potential upprehension and comprehension through express-
ness, through alveady having been spoken and talked over, is basically
what must now be brought out in the question of the structure of cate-
gorial intuition.

a) Expression of perceptions

The question now is how we can call an assertion true when we make
it within a concrete perception. Can the assertion which 1 make in a
concrete and uctual perception be lulhlled in the same way that an
empty intention corresponding to the conerete perception is fulfilled?

Let us formulate this sort of case in ordinary language: 1 give ex-
pression 1o my perception with the assertion “This chair is yellow and
upholstered.” What are we to understand here by expression? There
are two possibilities. First, to give expression to a perception can mean
10 give natice or to announce, announcement of the ace of perceiving,
announcing thar 1 am now pertormmng it. | conmmunicate that 1 am
now having this perception. This possibility of announcing acts exists
not only for percetving but for any act. There are announcements
which confivm the performance of perceiving, representing, judging,
wishing, expeciing, and 1he like. When I say 10 you °[ hope you'll take
vare of that” this implies that [ expect vou to take care of it. Among
other things here it is 2 matter of communicating o the other that [
expect something from him. Or when I say "1 wish thar .., " ) give
expression 1o the wish, 1 announce that 1 am animated by this wish,
Giving expressian in this livst sense i theretore annouacing the pres-
ence ol an et iy being animated by i To give expression o a per-
ception then means somerhing like the tollowing: [ now communicate
that I hear the sound of a car below.
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But giving expression to a perception may not signify giving nolice
of the act but the communication of whal is perceived in the act, In this
second kind of expressing 1 make no assertion about the act and us
presence and 1 do not conbrm the occurrence within me of a percep-
tion of a chair. Now the assertion expounds on what is itsell’ ap-
prehended, on the basis of what is perceived in these acts: it expounds
un the entity itself. This sense ol expression now carries over into all
acts which sunply give the object. Thus, in emptily intending, merely
thinking of something, 1 can make assertions about it. [ then do not
make an assertion about a mere representalion, about something sub-
jective, but about what is itsell presumed, but of course in a way such
that I do not intuitively demonstrate in it the individual steps of that
about which 1 say something. Giving expression in 1he sense of com-
municating what is perceived in perception becomes a questiou for us
when we speak of perceptual assertions. A percepiual assertion is a
communication about the entity perceived in perception and not
about the act of perception as such.

Let us stay with our exemplary case of the perception of a particu-
lar thing and the assertion made in it. Such an assertion makes certain
relatons stand out from the matcer, which is at first apprehended di-
rectly and simply in its unarticulated totality. It draws these relations
out of the originanly given intuitive conteni. bt is here that the asser-
tion has its demonstration as coincidence: i is true. There is a ten-
dency toward truth, of being true to iself, in the very sense of the
assertion. Only in this way s it really what it is. What was said about
truth, adequation, tulfillment in the simple acs of apprehension ob-
viously applies all the more to the acts of assertion. We shall therefie
try to see how the perceptual assertion is fulfilled in what is perceived.

Let us therefore return to our exemplary case: we have what the
simple perception gives, the complete content of the real mh;eu-
matler found before us {chair) as well as the assertion about it: *“This
chair is yellow and upholstered.” This 8 is ©* artd . Our question iy
whether this asserdon finds its complete fulbliment in what is per-
ceived. [s every intention within the tull intending and asserting
perceptuaily demonstrable in the subject matters In short, is the pet-
ceptual assertion which gives expression to perception demonstrable
perceptually? Put another way, can the idea ol tnah, gained in con-
nection with evideuce, be realized in assertions thewmselves, which
constitute such a broad field among the concrete acts of our comport-
ment? To direct our question more precisely into the particulars of
this assertion: Are the ‘this,” the ‘is., the ‘and’ perceptually demon-
strable in the subject matter? 1 can see the chair, its being-upholstered
and its being-yellonr but 1 shall never in all eternity see the ‘this,” "is.
‘and’ as 1 see the chair. There is in the full peycepiual assertion a sur-



5R The Fundamental Discoveries |77 - 70l

pls of mitentions whose demonstration cannot be borne by the simple
prreepion of the subject mateer,

But perhaps such a demonstration is still possible in the less compli-
vated expression of a simiple naming, a so-called nominal posiung of
the kind “the yellow upholstered chair.” But npon cluser inspection
we find a surplus even here. | can see the color yellow but not the
being-yellow, being-coloved; and the expressive ¢lement “vellow,” that
15, the antribute, in s Full expression i {act means “the chair being
yellow.” And this *being’ in this expression and in the one above in the
form 'is’ cannot be perceived.

‘Being’ s not @ real moment in the chair like the wood, the weight,
hardness, or color; nor is it something on the chair like the upholstery
and screws. “Being." Kant already said, whereby he meaut heing-real. is
not a real predicate vf the vbject. 'This also holds tur being in the sense of
the copula. There is ohviously no adequation between what is ex-
pressed and what is perceived. In conent, what is perceived falls
short of what the assertuon asserts of it. The assertion expresses some-
thing which is sumply not found perceptually. Accordingly, it seems
that we must give up the idea of an adequate fulfillment of assertions
and the idea ol rruth associated with ir.

But before we draw vonddusions, which is always suspect in philoso-
phy. we tirst wish to examine the matter a bit more closely. We wish
to ask what exactly is bere ar brse left untulblled: the ‘thas,' the is,”
the ‘and.’

We said that colar can be seen, but being-colored cannot. Color is
something sensory and real. Being, however, i nothing of the sort,
for it is not sensory or real. While the real is regarded as the objective,
as a structure and moment of the vbject, the non-sensary is equated
with the mental in the subject, the immanent. The real is given from
the side vl the Ghject, the rest is thought mto it by the subject. But the
subject is given in taner perceprion. Will T tind “being,” ‘unity,” *plu-
rality,’ ‘and.’ ‘or’ in iner perception? The origin ol these non-sensory
moments hies in ommanent pesception, in the reflection upon conscious-
ness. Fhis is the argument of British empriniecism sinee Lacke. This argu-
mentation has its roots in Descartes, and it is in principle still present
in Kant and German idralivin, though with essential moditication. To-
day we are in a position to move against idealisi precisely on this
tront only because phenmmenology has demonsirated that the non-
sensory and ideal cannot without further wdo be idennibied with the
imnnaneat consciats, subjective. Uhis is natonlby negatively stated but
‘pmm\ ely shown: and this constitutes the irue sense of the discovery of
categorial intuition. which we now want to bring out more precisely.

Because the ‘is,” heing,” unity,” thisiess” and e like refer o the
non-sensory, and the non-sensoary is not real, uol objective. hence is
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something subjective, we must look to the subject, to consciousness.
But when we consider the consciousness, then, as long as its inlen-
uonality is not taken into account—and this was the typical way of
considering it before—, what we lind are acts of consciousness under-
stoud as psychic processes. If 1 study the consciousness, [ always find
only judging, wishing, representing, perceiving, remembering, in
shert, immanent psychic events or, ta put it in Kant’s terms, that which
becomes present to me through the inner seuse. Phenomenological
consistency dictates that even those concepts which are demonstrated
through the inner sense are basically sensary concepts accessible
through the inner sense. When 1 examine the immanence of con-
sciousness, I always find only the sensory and objective, which § must
take as an “immaneatly real” (reelles] component of the psychic pro-
cess, but I never find anything like ‘being,’ ‘this, ‘and.’ Husserl there-
fore says:

It is nut in the veflection upon judgments nor even wpon fulfillments of judy-
ments but vather in these fulftflments themselves that we find the true souree of
the conceplts ‘stte of affarrs’ and heing’ (in the copulative sense). [tis uat in
these aets as objects but in the objects of these acts thal we hind the abstrac-
tive basis for the realizabion of the concepts in question.!

The category "being. "and,” ‘or, ‘this,” "one, 'several,’ ‘then’ are nothing
like ronsciousness, but are correlates of certain acts.

It 1 wam to forta the cancept of aggregate, | find this phenomenon
of aggregate not by reflecting upon the psychic process of bringing
together a + h + ¢ +d ... but by relerring 1o whar is presumed in
this act of assembling, not in the direction of the act but of what the
act gives. Likewise, 1 find the categorial of identity not in the reflec-
lion upon consciousness and 1he subject as a process of idealing com-
porunent, but in reference to what is intended in this comporiment
as such.

From this fundamental and crucial rectitication of an old prejudice,
which interprets and identifies ‘non-sensory” or ‘unreal’ with imma-
nent and subjective, we at the same time see that the overcoming of
this prejudice is at once linked to the discovery of intentionality. We do
not know what we are doing when we opt tor the correct conception
of the categorial und at the same time think we can dismiss intention-
ality as a mythical concept. The two are one and the same.

‘Allness,” ‘and, 'but”. . . are nothing like cousciousness, nothing psy-
chic, but a sperial kind of objeciivity, Here it is a maner of aas which
aimy o give something in dwselt, something which does not have the

1. Husserl, Lugusehe Untersurhungen, Vol 112, pogtr | Eng. i, Invesogation Vi, 44,
Pp- 783-784.0
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character of a real sensovy thinglike vhject or a part or moment of
such an object. These momenis ire nof demonstrable through sense per-
ceplion. But they are demaonstrable by way of an essentially similar type
of fulfillment, namely, an nriginary self-groing in corresponding dator
acts. Since ‘allness,’ ‘number, ‘subject.’ ‘predicate,’ ‘state of aftairs,’
‘something’ are objects, we will correspondingly have to understand
as intuitions the acts which originarily demonstrate them. if only we
adhere to our initial sense af intuition. The moments in che full as-
sertion which did not find fulfillment in sense perception receive it
through non-sensory perception—ihrough categonial intution. The cate-
gorial are the moments of the full assernon whose mode ol fulhillment
bas not yet been clarified.

B} Simple and muli-level acts

We must now 1) sharpen the distinction between the two kinds of
intuition and 2) define more precisely categorial acts as such.

We showed that the simple perception, that is, the sense perception
of a thing, does not bring about the fulhllment of all the inentions of
the assertion. While perception in its intentionality has already been
roughly chavacterized, the feature of the siiiple’ has been left un-
defined. But supplying the missing definition of this feature must at
the same time permit its difference from the other kind of acts, so-
called categorial acts, o emerge.

What constitutes the teature of simpliciy in perception? Clarifica-
von of this element of simplicty will also Jead 10 1the clarification
of the sense of the founding and being founded of categorial acts.
With the clarification of the founded uct, we are concurrently pluced
in the position of understanding the ohjectivity both of simple per-
ception and of founded acts as a unilied objectivity. It permits us
1o see huw even simple perception, which is usually called sense
perception, is already intrinsically pervaded by categorial intuition.
The intentivnslty of perceptual apprehension s 10 faa simple and
straightforward, but this in iiself does not rule out 4 high degree of
complexity in its act-structure.

We have already established a number of things about simple per-
ception, For one thing, it implies that its object is bodily given and per-
sists in this state as the same object. 1n the course of various adumbra-
tions which show themselves in a sequence of perceptions, | see the
obiect as identically the same. § can go through such a sequence of
perceptions of one and the same thing, [or example, by going around
the object. How can the continuity of this sequence be specified® The
sequence is no mere demonstration of temporally contiguous acts
which are subsequently drawn together und so made into a percep-
ton. Rather, it can be phenomenologically estublished that every
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single phase of perception in the whole of the continuous sequence is
in itself a full perception of the thing. In every moment the whale
thing is badily uself and s this itself as the same. This means rhat the
continuum of the perceptual sequence is not instituted supplemen-
tally by a supervening synthesis, but that what is perceived in this se-
yuence is there av one level of act. 1n short, the perceptual conlinuity is
a single perception, merely extended, one might say, It “presents its

object in a straightforward und immediate way.”* We call this feature,

whereby the perceptual phases are carried out at one level of act and
every phase of the perceptual sequence is a full perception, the sim-
plicity ot single-level character of perception. Simplicity means the absence
of mudti-level acts, which mstitute their unity only subsequently. This feature
of the “simple” therefore refers to a way of apprehending and that
means a feature of intentionality. As a way of apprehending, such a fea-
ture does not rule out the highest degree of complexity in the struc-
ture of this perception {as we have already sad). Simplicity of per-
veption also does not mean simplicity of the act-structure as such.
Conversely, the multi-level character of categorial acts does not ex-
clude the simplicity of these acts.

This characteristic manner of apprehension in sense perception
and its single-levet character alsa permit a4 definition of the real objeqi.
T'his definition, which certainly has us limits, is first derived stricdy
within this analysis of perception and its object. For Husserl, this sense
of the ‘real’ signifies the most original sense of reality: a real object is
by definition a possible object of a simple perception.? This also deter-
mines the concept of the real part or, in the broadest sense, of the real
portion, the real moment, the real form. “Every part {e.g., form} of a
real object is a real part.”* We must adhere to this definition when we
come ta the question of how the structural moments ot the categorial
structures themselves are related 10 the real object. | expressly em-
phasize that this concept of 'real,’ reality correlative o simple sense
perceplion, is a very particular concepr of 'real.’ precisely the one that
determines the analysis of 1he reality of the world as Husser! carries
it out.

In simple apprehension the totality of the object is explicitly given
tirough the badily sameness of the thing. The parts, moments, por-
tions of what is at first simply perceived, by conurast, are there im-
plicitly, unsilhouetted—but sull given so that they can be made ex-

w. lbid., p. 148 |[Eng. tr, §47. p. 78y. More accuratels. percoption makes the abject
present (gegenuwdriigt), a Husserlian word which becames all-importane for Heidegger in
this Jecture course on time .|

9. thid_. p.agt tEng. te, poari

4. Ibid, {The insertion within the que is Heidegger's.|
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plicit. This simple perception, or what it gives—the entity itself in the
present—can ol course on its part now become the basis for acts
which are buill upon it in its specific intentionality as correlate of its
objectivity, and so claim it as the foundation for the consiruction of
new objectivities,

In the foregaing. these new kinds of vhjects were merely indicated,
presumed in the act of presuming the full assertion. This initial in-
dication included a preliminary suggestion of a mode of intuition giv-
ing such objects. Now it is a marter of seeing the connection of this
new objectivity with that of the rea) objects, the objeciivity of the basic
level, in other words, of seeing the structural and construciional rela-
tionships of the intentions themselves. From what has been said about
the basic constitution of intentionality, the two abjectivities cannot be
separated. When we now speak of connections between acts, like
those at the ground level and those built upon it (simple and founded
acts), we are not thereby directing our attention to psychic events and
their coupling in the manner of 1Iemporal succession. Rather, connec-
tions between acts are constructional relationships and modifcations
of iatentionality, that is. structures of the particular directedness to-
ward the objects appropriate to each type. As acts, they always have
their possible entity which they themselves intend. and they have it in
a specific how of givenness. What gives itself as objective in the multi-
level acts can never become accessible in the simple acts at the ground
level. This means that categorial acts make the objectivity upon which
they build—the simply given—accessible in a new kind of object. This
new way of making the simply given object accessible is also called the
act of expression.

Quite generally, the following can be said of the relationships of the
founded acts to the simple founding acts: The founded acts, the cate-
gorial acts, are indeed directed roward the objectivities co-pasited in
them from the simple acts, the founding acts, but i a manner which
does not coinaide with the intentionality ol the simply giving act, as if
the founded categorial act were only a formalized repetition of the
simply giving act. This implies that the founded acts disclose the simply
given objecis anew, such that these objects come 1o exphicit apprehen-
sion precisely in what they are.

Two groups of such categorial, founded acts shall be considered in
order to bring out the essential elements of categorial intuition: 1) adts
of synthesis, 2) acts of universal intuition, or better, acts of intuition of
the universal, or in more rigorous terminology, arts of ideation. This
consideration of acis of ideation al the same time gives us the transi-
ton 16 the third discovery of phenomenotogy we shall discuss, the
charaeterization of the uprivri. We shall consider categorial acts from
three points of view: 1) in regard to their founded character: 2) in
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regard to their character as giving acts; in short, they are inwitions,
they give objectivity: 4) in regard to the way and manner in which the
objectivity of simple acts are given with them.

c) Acts of synthesis

In the simple perception of an emity, the perceived entity itself is
tirst there simply lin “onelold,” as #t were) withowt complication. This
simplicity means that the real parts and moments included in it do not
stand out in relief. But inasmuch as they are present in the unity
of the whole shject which is apprehended simply, they can also be
hrought ouwt explicitly. Thas bringing into relief 1akes place in new and
special acts of explication. Consider, for example, the simple accen-
tuation of the q. of the 'vellow” in the perceived chair, in the S, that is,
in the whole of the subjeci matter perceived as a unity. Simply draw-
ing out the color as a specilic property in the chair first makes the g,
the “vellow," present as a moment, {that is, in a form] which was not
present before in the simple perception of the thing. Accentuating q
as something which is in 8 however also involves accentuating S as a
whole containing the g within iself. Acventuating q as part of the
whole and accentuating the whole which contains g as a part are one
and the same act of accentuating S as a whole. Moreover, this accen-
tuation of g as something situated in § basically accentuates this rela-
tion of g and S. 1n other words, the being-vellow of the chair, the pre-
viously unarticulared subject maner, now becomes visible through the
articulation, through the arrangement which we call the state of af-
tuirs. However, even though this accentuauon of the state of affairs
is grounded in the perceived subject matter, it cannot be said that
the state of aftairs itself, the compaosition brought out in the subject
uiatter, is a real part or portion of this matter. The being-yellow of the
hair, this state of aftatrs as such, s noy a real moment in the chair like
the arms or the upholstery. This state of affairs is rather ol an ideal
nature. The chair does not contain its being-vellow as a real property.
What is real is the vellow, and in the state of atfuirs only the quality is
accenuated as something real, objective. Drawing out the state of af-
fairs thus transforms nothing in the given mauer: nothing happens 10
the chgir and its simply given reality. Yet through this new objectivity
of the accentuated swate of affairs, the chair becomes expressly visible
precisely in what it is. Its presence. itsbeing present, becomes more
authentic through this assertion. through the accentuation of g as sit-
uated 10 8, the accentuation thevefore of the relation of the stale of
aftairs. In this accentuation, we have a form of more authentic objec-
tification of the given matter, We should bear in mind here that the
sequence of accentuating steps which proceeds lrom g 10 8 and then
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to the relation does not ultimately and authentically depict how such
an accentuation of a state of affairs is carried out. We shall see later
that what is primary is not first drawing q out, then 8 as the whole,
and finally taking them together, as if the retationship of the state of
affairs were assembled from elements already given. Instead, the re-
verse is the case: what is primary is the relating itself, through which
the members of the relation as such first become explicit.

Another observation: the direction in the accentuation of the state
of affairs as just described is not the only one possible. We just went
from q to S, or from part to whole. But we can also go in the opposite
direction, from the simple apprehension of the whole to the part. In
other words, we can say not only that q is situated in S but also that §
contains ¢. We are thus discussing a relation which can be taken in two
ways. This double direction belongs to the very sense of the structure
of a state of affairs.

The acts of accentuating and giving the relationship are not next to
and after one another but are unified in the unity of intending the
very relation of the state of affairs. They constitute an original unity
of acts which, as an overarching unity, brings the new objectivity, more
precisely, the entity in this new objectivity, to givenness—primarily
presumed and as such present. The new objectivity, the state of af-
fairs, is characterized as a specific relation whose members give what
is articulated in them in the form of subject andl predicate.

The act of relating, in which the subject matter becomes present in
the how of the state of affaivs now so founded, can be understood ac-
cording to the double analysis of regarding whole or part, both as syn-
thests and as dilusivesis [taking together and laying apart|. This Aristotle
already saw. The sense of these acts must now he properly under-
stood. Synthesis is not so much a matter of connecting two parts which
are at first separated, as we glue two things together and fuse them,
Instead, ovvdeois and Swxipeors are to be understood intentionally;
in other words, their sense is one which gives an object. Synthesis is
not a connecting of objects, bul cvwdeois and dtaipeais give objects.
The crucial feature in this synthesis ts that g shows itself as belonging
ta 8, the simple wholeness of § shows itself explicitly. 1t thus becomes
clear that the accentuation and presentation of the state of affairs as a
whole is possible only on the basis of the already given subject matter,
and in fact takes place s¢ that this mauwer and this alone shows iself
explicitly in the state of affairs. The founded act of relating gives
something which is inconceivable tirough simple perception as such,

A further observation: the accentuated state of affairs is itself not a
real part of the subject mauer bu a categorial form. The non-real,
categorial character ol the specific relation 'state of aflairs’ is brought
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home most vividly by envisaging an explicating assertion in which a
real relation is thematically asserted. This will also give us an appor-
tunity to describe a new kind of categorial objectification.

Suppose we are asked simply to look at two platelets of different
hues.” We find that we can plainly see that a is ‘brighter than' b. This
particular real relation is given with the intuitive presentation of the
two. We must take the sense of the real here in its most natural and
familiar meaning and not «lk of, say, physical or physiological objec-
tivity. This given matter of fact can now be made expressly present in
the assertion “a is brighter than b." This means that a is specified by its
being-brighter than b. In a formal abridgment: a has o in itself, where
o does not merely signify “brighter” but “brighter than b." [n other
words, within the presently accentuated state of affairs as a relational
whole, there is a relation which is itself included in one of the rela-
tional members, the predicate-member. The one relatum of the siate
of affairs, which is a categorial relation, is itself a relalion, in fact a real
one. Brightec-than is already there at the ground level of perception
as a content of the real subject matter [the two platelets]. Being-
brighter-than, however, is accessible anly in a new act, namely, in the
first founded act of predicative retating. The real relation brighter-
than is presented in the new objectivity of the predicate-member, and
that means in the whole of a non-real relation. This presentation of
the real relaton in the whole of the ideal relation of the state of affairs
now however does not imply that the real relation itself is thematically
apprehended here. This is indeed the case in 2 somewhat differently
constructed assertion of the form: This relationship of brightness be-
tween a and b is easier to notice than that between ¢ and d. Now, on
the one hand, the brighter-than is apprehended thematically specifi-
cally by way of a naming, 1 nominalizaton; at the samie time, as named,
thus simply considered (and no longer merely simply perceived), it
stands in the objectivity of the subject-member of an assertion. Any
state of affairs posited explicitly in the full assertion “a is brighter than
b" can be nominalized. Nominalization is the form in which we the-
matically grasp a state of affairs itself, here, the being-brighter of a
with respect to b, But this nominalization is to be distinguished from
the sirnple accentuation of brighter-than. The possibility thus exists
that a real relation, that of brighter-than, can be accentuated in the
matters themselves into an ideal relation, that of a siate of affairs "a is
brighter than h,” in which the real relation forms a relation of the
ideal one, The two do not coincide. For the real relation of brighter-

5. Editor's note: Cf. the example given by Husserl in the Logische Untersuchungen,
Vol. 1122, §5u, p. 159, [Eng. tr., pp. 707-788.]
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than is merely the content of one relatum in the whole of the state of
aflaivs. Heve i is clear that the state of affaics isell must be undet-
stoocl as a relation of a very special kind,

When we say that the relation of state of affairs is ideal and nol real,
this certainly does not mean—and this is the decisive point—rthat it is
not objective or even the least bit [ess objective than what is given as
real. Rather, by way of understanding what is present in categotial in-
tuition, we can come to see that the objectivity of an entity is really not
exhausted by this narrow definition of reality, that objectivity in its
broadest sense is much richer than the veality of a thing, and what is
more, that the reality of a thing is comprrhensible in its siructure only
on the basis of the lull objectivity of the simply experienced entity.

Some other kinds of syntheuc acts within the group of categorial
intuition are the acts of conjoining and disjpining, whose objective corre-
lates are the conjunction and disjunction. the ‘and’ and the ‘or." A sim-
ply given multiplicity of objects can become expressly objective in the
act of conjoining by my assertion of “a + h + ¢ ... . In this act of
comprising, the plus always appears ohjectively too. lu such acts the
‘and” appears and with it the objective basis {or the formation of
the concept of eggregate. The "and’ institules 4 new objectivity which is
founded in the initial one but which makes this frst objectivity more
explicit. The ‘and’ always includes, with structural necessity. the coin-
tention of that of which it is this particular reladon “and.” Accentualion
is most clearly seen in the distinction of the simple perception of a
matter in its figural moments as against the express presentation of
the multiplicity as an enumerated plurality. L ean in a siagle act ot per-
ceplion sitnply see a Aock of birds or a row of trees. Such given wholes
are self-contamed. The unity of a row, o swarm, a Rock of wild ducks
is not based upon a prior act of counting, 1t is an intuitive unity which
gives the whole simply. It is figural. Husserl saw the figural quile early
in his mathematical investigations. It has now also entered psychology
under the name of Gestalt. This discovery forms the basis for 4 new
psychology, Gestalt psychology. It has already become 2 world view.

d) Acts of ideation

We have been discussing the tounded acrs ot synthesis, which neces-
sarily cointend heir founding objectivity. These differ from the act of
tdeation, which is also based upon u founding objectivity but does nuof
actually intend this founding objectivity. 'These acts of ideation, of the
tntuition of the universal, are categorial acts which give their object.
They give what is called an idea. (8ga., species. The Latin termn spectes is
the translation ol 180, the antward apprarance of something. The acts of
universal intuition give what is seen in the matters first and simply.
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When [ perceive simply, moving about in my environmental world,
when 1 see houses, tor example, 1 do not hirst see houses primarily
and expressly in their individuation, in their distinctiveness. Rather, |
first see universally: this is a house. This "as-what,” the universal fea-
ture of house, is itsell not expressly apprehended in what it is, but is
already coapprehended in simple intuition as that which 1o sorme ex-
teni here illnminates whai is given. Jdeation is that acl of dator intui-
ton which actually gives the species, that is, the universal of indi-
viduations. In ideating ubstraction, the species house is brought into
relief within the muliplicity of individual houses. From a multitude
of individuattons of red I see the red. This “seeing from” of the idea is
a founded act, sinre it is based upon an already given apprehension of
individuation, Bui the objective here, which ideation allows us to see
anew, the idea uself, the identical unity red: this objecuve is not the
tndividuation, this pardcular red. The individual is indeed founding,
but in such a way that it is precisely not cointended, as it is in the ‘and’
of conjunction, which cointends both this and that, raises this‘a and b’
up into the new objectivity. Here, however, the founding objectivity is
not taken up into the content of what is intended in ideation. The
founding act of individual representation intends the this-here or a
multiplicity of them in a particular regard: these red balls insofar as
they are alike. This being-alike can be seen at a glance or can be estab-
lished in a comparative survey of the balls. But in all these cases the
likeness as such is not thematically objective. In other wards, it is not
that in-itself with regard to which the halls are compared. The to-which
of the regard is the ideal unity of likeness as such and not the like-
nesses of the balls as real objects. Each concrete apprehending thus
also already includes the ideal unity of the species. although not ex-
plicidy as that toward which the regard of comparative consideration
looks. That toward which [ fook in mmparing. the regard of the com-
parable, can in its own right be isolated in its pure state of affairs.
I thus acquire the idea. The state of affairs of red as such is thereby
wtally indifferent 10 any pdl"ll(.lllal' individuation. As far as the con-
tent of the idea is concerned, it makes absolutely no difference in
which concrete nbjects, in which nuances the red is realized in the par-
ticular individuation. But the Fact that a fundament is there at all be-
longs in turn o0 the act of ideation, which like all categorial acts is a
Jounded acL.

We have thus made four points about the sense of the object of cate-
gorial intuition in the form of ideation: 1. The new ubjectivity, the
species. in general requires a fundament in some kind of individua-
ton. the exemplary {oundation which gives something but is not itself
intended. 2. The exwent of the concrete individuations is arbitrary.
3. Even the relation of the material content of the idea to the possible
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extent of its individuations is secondary. 4. The ideal unity of the spe-
cies, of the universal, as it is also called, is a unity of immutable or in-
variant identity. The unity of the species is one and the same in every
concrete red.

We have accordingly set forth two groups of categorial acts. In the
latier group, we have seen that there are calegorial acis which in their
sense naturally need founding objects, and yet do not themselves in-
tend them.

The distinction between simple acts of intuiting and founded acts
of intuting should now be clear, at least in a provisional form. The
former are called sense intuition and the latter categorial intuition.
The full compasition of the intentions of the assertion “This § is p
and q" certainly does not get fulfilled in the domain of sense intuition,
but even the categorial acts of ‘is' 2and "and’ as such cannot in isolation
provide the possible fulfillment of this assertion. The full composition
of the intentions of this assertion instead takes place intuitively only in
a founded act, in a sense perception pervaded by categorial acts. This
means that concrete intuition expressly giving its object is never an
isolated, single-layered sense perception. but is alwavs a multi-lavered
intuition, that is, a categorially specified intuition. It is just this lull,
multi-layered, categorially specified intuition which is the possible
fulfillment of the assertion giving expression to it. If we look for the
composition wholly in acts which give their objects and da not reduce
categorial acts 1o subjective additions and functions of a mythical un-
derstanding, just because their correlate as ideal being is not found in
the real, in the sensory, then the field of assertions also contains the
idex and the possibility of adequate fulfillment. To put it more accu-
rately, the discussion of the idea of truth as a unity of coincidence
of the presumed and intuited was for us but the occasion for clanfy-
ing the compositive existence [Bestand] of calegorial acts as such in the
act of asserting iself.

a) Averting misunderstandings

Before we summarize the significance of this discovery of categorial
intuition and secure its positive scope for ourselves, we should st
correct certain misunderstandings which easily creep into the phe-
nomenological concept of categorial inwuition. This happens all the
more readily because this discovery is itself obtained in a traditional
horizon of inquiry and interpreled with traditional concepts. This is
also an indication that the discovery has perhaps not yet really been
exploited in its true possibilities. In order to proceed in this direction,
however, the discovery first had to be made. In other words, we must
first gain control of it It is very easy and pleasant to make great
projections after the barricades of prejudice have been breached.
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after the horizon has been laid open, but then one forgets that the
vrucial work in the Geld ol philosophical research is always this first
step, namely, the work of laying open and disclosing as such. Such re-
search, which, one might sav, works invisibly below the surface and is
iself buried when the prejudices collapse, yields meager results. And
practical results in logical and omological work are unusual enough,
even in Aristotle. Bur this is precisely our guide and direction: in or-
dev to arrive at the ground and horizon, the way must be followed in
that direction; the radical and perhaps not yet explicit line of ques-
tioning must be undertaken.

Categorial intuition itself and its manner of elaboration have exer-
aised a positive intluence especially on the works of Scheler, particu-
larly in his investgations on the maferial ethics of value. Lask’s inves-
tigations into the logic of philosophy and the theory of judgment are
also determined by these investigations into categorial intuition.

Categorial acts are founded ucts: in other words, everything cate-
gorial ultimarely rests upon sense intuition. This thests must be cor-
rectly understood. [t does not say that the categories ultimately can be
interpreted as sensory. Rather, "resting” here means that they are
founded. We can lormulate the immport of the sentence in this way:
Everything categorial ullimately rests upon sense intuition, no objec-
tive explication floats freely but is always an explication of something
already gwven. The thesis that everything categerial ulimately rests
upon sense intuition is but a restatement of the Aristotelian proposi-
tion: ovdémore roel dvev pavraauares 7 Juxn™ “The soul can pre-
sume nothing, apprehend nothing objective in its objectivity, if noth-
ing at all has been shown to it beforehand.” A thought without a
founding sensuousness is absurd, The idea of a ‘pure intellect’ could
only be conceived “hefore an elementary analysis of knawledge in the
irrevocable evidence of its composition.”” While the idea of a pure in-
tellect is also absurd. the concept of a pure categorial act stil) has a
valid sense.

Acts of ideation indeed rest upon individual intuition but do not
directly intend what is intuited inivas such. ldeation constitutes a new
objectivity: generality. Now, intuidons which exclude not only every-
thing individual but also everything sensory [rom their vbjective con-
tent are pure categonal intuitions, m contrast 10 those which siill include
sensory components, categovially mixed intuihiony, In contrast 1o these
lwo groups—pure and mixed categorial intuiions—there is sense in-

fi. Editar's taite: De amma. gyiavtf. (Oxteord 19365, |7, . . the saul never thinks with-
i an image.” English teaoslation by [ A, Sminh in Richard McKean (ed.), The Baur
Works of Artiporls (New York: Random Flonse, 1gq0), g 5.

7. dwguche Untersuchungen, Vol [, p. ity [Erg 11, Investigation V1, §66. p. K18.]
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tuition, sense abstraction, the abstractive seeing of a pure sensory wdea. Idea-
tion in the field of the sensory yields objects such as color in general,
house in general; in the tield ol inner sense, it yields judgment in gen-
eral, wish in general and the like. Mixed categorial ideations yield
ideas like coloration in the sense ol being-colored, where *heing’ con-
stitutes the specifically non-sensory categorial moment. The axiom
of paraliels, every geometric proposition, is certainly categorial but is
still defined by sensuousness, by spatiality in general. Examples of
pure categorial concepts are unity, plurality, relation. Pure logic, as
pure mathesis universalis (Leibniz), does not contain a single sensory
concept. Pure categorial, mixed, and sensory abstraction make it clear
that the concept of sensuousness is a very broad one. One must there-
fore be very careful about proceeding in the usual way, to impute a
sensualism to phenomenology and 1o think thereby that it is solely a
matter of sense data.

Sensuousness is a formal phenomenological concept and refers to all ma-
terial content as it is already given by the subject matters themselves.,
This is to be contrasted with the proper concept of the categorial, that
15, of the formal and objectively empty. Sensuausness is thersfore the title
for the total constellation of entities which are given beforehand in their mate-
rial content. Materiality in general, spatiality in general are semsory con-
cepis, even though there is nothing of the daia of sensation in the idea
of spatiality. This broad concept of sensuousness is really at the bot-
tom of the distinction of sense and categorial intuition. Of course, this
had not yet clearly surfaced in the initial eluboration of these connec-
tions in the Lugical fnvestigations, as it did ten years later.

One sees in the antithesis of the two kinds of intuition 2 recurrence
of the old contrast of sense und understanding. Il one adds to this the
conceptual pair of form and matter, the issue may be laid out in the fol-
lowing fashion: Sensuousness is characterized as receptivity and un-
derstanding as spontaneity (Kant), the sensory as mauer and the
categorial as form. Accordingly, the spontaneity of understunding be-
comes the formative principle of a receptive matter, and in one stroke
we have the old mythology of an intellect which glues and rigs to-
gether the world’s matier with its own torms. Whether it is meta-
physical or epistemological as in Rickert, the mythology is the same.
Categorial intuition is subject 10 this misunderstanding only as long as
the basic structure of intuiting and of all comporuments—intention-
ality—is not seen or is suppressed. 'T'he categorial ‘forms’ are not con-
structs of acts but objects which manitest themselves in these acts.
They are not something macde by the subject and even less something
added to the real objects, such that the real entity is itself madified by
this torming. Rather, they actually present the entity more iruly in s
‘being-in-itself.
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Categorial acts constitute a new objectivity. ‘Uhis is always to be ua-
dersicod intentivnally and does not mean that they ler the things
spring up just anywheve. 'Constituting’ does not mean producing in
the sense of making and fabricating: it means letting the entity be seen in
is objectivity. This objectivity, which presenis itself in the categorial acts
or in perceptions pervaded by categorial acts, is not a result of the ac-
tivity of intellectual understanding upon the exiernal world. It is nota
resuit of an activity upon an already given mix of sensations or throng
of aftections, which zre ordered to form a picture of the world. Em-
ployment of these old terms—matter and form, especially in their tra-
ditional exhaustion and impoverished meaning—obviously fosters
this misinterpretation. But our remark on the distnction of sensory
and categorial concepts already indicates that ‘matter’ and ‘material’
do not acquire their sense in relation to the potential transformability
of a material by functions and forms of the mind. Instead, materi-
ality refers to the conlent of a subject matter as against a2 formally
empty something and its structures, which bring out that content. But
the prevalence of concepis like matter and form, which one might say
helong to the ancestral household effects of philosophy, and the preva-
tence of the problems embedded in them are too poweriul to be over-
come neatly in a single stroke here as well, where with their assistance
something completely new is emerging.

B) The significance of this discovery

The decisive character of the discovery of calegorial intuition [can
be summarized in a threefold way]:

{t.] There are acts in which ideal constituents show themselves in
themselves, which are not constructs of these acts, functions of think-
ing or of the subject. ’

[2.] The possibility of this kind of intuition and of what presents it-
self in it provides the basis for bringing out the siructures of these
ideal objects, for working out the categories. 1n other words, the dis-
covery of categorial intuition for the first time concretely paves the
way for 2 genuine form of research capable of demonstrating the
categories.

In 2 narrower context. this discovery has ponned the way to a real
understanding of ahstraction (ideation), of the apprehension of the
idea. A provisional answer is thus provided 1o an old dispute, the prob-
lem of the universals, of the being of universal concepts, The middle ages
from the ume of Boethius posed the question of whether a universal
I8 a res or a mere flatws voch,* what in the 1gih century was called a

*Literatly “breath of the voice.” that is. a mere name or sound, which characterizes
the position of namtinalism in the medieval controversy over the existence of universals.
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mere viewpoint, a universal consciousness to which nothing objective
corresponds. But the justified denial of the reality of universals in the
same sense as the reality of a chair also led to the denial of the objec-
tivity of the universal and so ahstructed the path o the understanding
of universal objects and of the being of the ideal. This spell was bro-
ken by the discovery of categorial intuition, in particular ideation. As
a result of this discovery, philosophical research is now in a position to
coniceive the apriort more rigorously and 1o prepare for the character-
ization of the sense of its being.

[3.] This objectivity which gives itself in such acts of categorial intui-
tion is itself the objective manner in which reality itself can become
more truly objective. The exhibition of categorial structure serves to
broaden the idea of objectivity such that this objectivity can itselt be
exhibited in its content in the investigation ot the corresponding intu-
ition. In other words, the phenomenological research which breaks
through to objectivity arrives at the form of research sought by ancient
ontology. There is no ontology alungside a phenomenology. Rather,
scientific ontology Is nothing but phenmrenology.

Categorial intuition as intentional comportment was deliberately
given only second place in the series of discoveries. With regard to
our understanding ot the first discovery, categorial intuition is just a
cancretion of the basic constitution of intentionality announced there.
As categorial intuition is possible only on the basis of the phenome-
non of intentionality having been seen betore it, so the third discovery
to be discussed now is intelligible only on the basis of the serond and
accordingly on the basis of the first. It is first in this way that the se-
quence of discoveries accounts for itself, and the first manifests its
fundamental significance step by step.

§7. The original sense of the apriori

The elaboration of the sense of the apriori is the third discovery
which we owe to the beginnings of phenomenology. This discovery
may be characterized more briefly 1) because despite some essential
insights into phenomenology the apriori itself is still nor made very
clear, 2} because it is still by and large intertwined with traditional
lines of inquiry, and 4) above all because the clarification ot its sense
really presupposes the understanding of what we are seeking: time.

Accordingly, general ideas have nu existence except as a word, (Heidegger is here plac-
ing the discovery of vinegorial intuition in the context ol traditional philsaphy sinee
Plato. It is seldom noted that Heidegger has inaugurated a new chapter in the staid old
“problem of the universals™ in his search for an intology ol accasional expressions, tor
the universal structures of ‘temnparal particularity,” Gf “On the Way 1o Being and Timie.")
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The lauer is atready evident from the clarification of the term:
apriori— prius—porepov—earlier; apriori—what from betore. from
earlier on already is. The apriori to something is that which already
always is the earlier. This is a wholly formal definition of the apncm
It has not vet been stated what that somethmg is in regard to which
sometbing earlier is lound. ‘The apriori is a term which implies a time
sequence [the idea of a before and after], although this is left quite
vague. undefined, and empry.

The scientific motives for the discovery and development of the
apriori, which already begin with Plato,—How was it first conceived?
What were the limits within which it could be conceived*—cannot be
depicted or darified now. Our only questions will be: What was un-
derstood by this term? How does phenomenology now understand it?

Since Kant, but in its substance since Descartes, the term apriori has
been attributed first and foremost 1o knowing, to that which deter-
mines cognilive comportment. Knowledge is apriori when it is not
hased upon empirical inductive experience, when it is not dependent
upon knowledge of the real as its founding authority. Apriori knowl-
edge accordingly has no need of experience. From the interpretation
of knowing given by Descartes, apriori knowledge is accessible frst
and only in the subject as such, insofar as it is self-enclosed and re-
mains within its own sphere. Apriori knowledge is in this way always
already included in all knowledge of the real, in all transcendent
knowledge.

The opposite to apriori knowing is now called knowing aposteriort,
the later, that is, that which comes after the earlier and pure subjective
knowing. It is the knowledge of the object, Underlying this classifica-
tion of the sense of the apriori and aposteriori of knowledge is the
thesis of the priority of the knowledge of subjectivity, a thesis which
Descartes based on the cogite sum, res cogitans. Thus even today, the
apriori is still identified as a feature belonging specifically to the sub-
Jective sphere, and apriori knowledge is also called inner knowledge, in-
#er vision. This concept of the apriori can be broadened to include any
subjective comportment as such—whether it be knowing or any other
comporunent—before it oversteps the bounds of its immanence.

In conjunction with this Kantian concept of the apriori, the attempt
t5 now also being made 10 interpret the apriori in Plato in the same
way. For Plato speaks of how the true being of entities is known when
the soul speaks to itself in the Adyos Yivxi)s Tpos avriy (Sophist 263¢).
The identification of Yyt in the Greek sense with consciousness and
the subject now supports the view that already in Plato, the discoverer
of the apriori, apriori knowledge means immanent knowledge. This
interpretation of Plato is absurd. It has no basis in the matters at issue,
as we shall now show more precisely.

The apriori in Kant's sense is a feature of the subjective sphere.
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This coupling of the apriori with the subjectivity became especially
pertinacious through Kant, who juined the question of the apnori
with his specilic epistemological inquiry and asked, in reference to a
particular apriori comportmen, that of synthedc aprion judgments,
whether and how they have transcendent validity. Against this, phe-
nemenology hus shown that the aprioni is not fnited 10 the subjec-
tivity, indeed that in the first instance it has primarily nothing avall 1o
do with subjectivity. The characterization of ideation as a categorial
intuition has made it clear that something like 1he highlighting of
ideas occurs both in the field of the ideal, hence of the categories, and
in the field of the real. There are sensory ideas, ideas whose structure
comes Itom the subject matter's content (color, imateriality, spatiality),
a structure which is already there in every real individuation and so is
apriori in relation to the here and now of a particular coloration of a
thing. All of geometry as such is proof of the existence of a material
apriori. In the ideal as in the real, once we accept this separation,
there is in reference 10 its objectivity something iteal which can be
brought out, something in the being of the ideal and in the being of
the real which is apriori, structurally earlier. This already suggests
that the apriori phenomenologically understood is not a title for com-
portment but a e for being. The apriori is not only nothing im-
manent, belonging primarily to the sphere of the subject, it is 2lso
nothing transcendent, specifically bound vp winh reality.*

Thus the first thing demonstrates! by phenomenology is the univer-
sal scope of the aprimz. The second is the spectfie indifference of the apriori
to subjectrvity. ‘The third is included in the [irst iwo: the way of access 1o
the apriori. Inasmuch us the apriori is grounded in its particular do-
mains of subject maner and of being, it i1s w1 itselt demonstrable in a
simple intuition. i is not inferred indirectly, surimised from some
symptoms in the real, hypothetically reckoned, as ovne infers, from the
presence of certain disturbances in the movement of a body, the pres-
ence of other bodies which are not seen at all. 1tis absurd 10 transpose
this approach, which makes sense in the realm of the physical, to phi-
losophy too and to assume a stratitication of bodies and the like. The
apriori can in itself be apprehended much more directly.

This leads 10 a fourth specification of the apriori. The ‘earlier’ is not
a feature in the ordeced sequence of knowing, hur it is also not a tea-
ture in the sequential order of entities, more precisely in the sequen-
tial order of the emergence of an entity from an entity. Instead. the
apriort is a feature of the structural yequence in the beong of entities, in the
ondologicel structure of being. Taken formally, the apriori prejudges
nothing at all in regard to whether this earlier refers to a knowing or a

*Erga. it is indifferen 1o the distinction ol immanen and eanscendent.
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being-known or some other kind of comportment to something, or
whether it refers 1o an entity or to being, not even whether it means
being in the traditional form of the Greek concepl of being transmit-
ted to us. This cannot be drawn from the sense of the apriori. Toward
the end of the course, it will become clear that the discovery of the
apriori is really connected or actually identical with the discovery of
the concept of being in Parmenides or in Plaio. In view of the preva.
lence of this particular concept of being, the apriori even within phe-
nomenology still stands in this traditional horizon, so that there is
some warrant for speaking of Platonism within phenomenology itself,

The threefold* exposition ot the apriori—1) its universal scope and
its indifference to subjectivity, 2) the way of access to it (simple ap~
prehension, originary intuition), and 3) preparation for the specifica-
tion of the structure of the apriori as a feature of the being of entities
and nat a feature of entities themseives—revealed the original sense
of the apriori to us. 1t is of essential significance that this exposition
depends in part on the clearer formulation of ideation, that is, on the
discovery of the genuine sense of intentionality.

When we take these three discoveries—intentionality, categorial in-
tuition, and the apriori—together as they are connected among them-
selves and ultimately grounded in the first, in the discovery of inten-
tionality, we arrive at the goal which has been guiding us and gain an
understanding ot phenomenology as a research endeavor. In the first
chapier, we described the breakthrough of phenomenoclogy and its
prehistory. In this second chapter, we have now delineated its decisive
discoveries. We musi now complete this account by inguiring into the
sense of the phenomenological principle and then using this as a basis
to make clear to ourselves what the self-characterization of this re-
search under the rubric of *phenomenoclogy’ means. Accordingly, on the
basis of our account of the three discoveries, we shall now discuss the
principle of phenomenology.

§8. The principle of phenomenology

a) The meaning of the maxim
“to the matters themselves”

The principle of a research endeavor is the principle of its inves-
tigative conduct, and so the principle by which the idea of that re-
search investigation is appropriated and carried out. From what we

* Here, the first twa in the above list of four are combined into the first point of the
following list of thiee.
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have just said* about research work, this means that the principle of
research s | 1] the principle for securing iy field of subject matter. 2] the
principle for drawing out the regard by which the subject matter is investi-
gated, and (3] the principle for developung the way of dealing with it, the
method. Accordingly, the principle of a research endeavor is that by
which it constantly orients itself in its execution and that which serves
as a constant guideline in directing the acwal steps of its execution.
The principle of research contains ne result, no thesis, no dogma
from the material content oof the knowledge of this research. What it
does contain {or research is the guiding direction of its quest.

Insofar as it determines the execution of a possibility of the very
existence of Dasein, a principle is also called a maxim. And science it-
self, researching-for, in its very being is nothing but a particular pos-
sibiity of human existence. The phenomennlogical maxim "ty the
matters themselves” is addressed against construction and free-floating
questioning in traditional concepts which have become maore and
more groundless. That this maxim is self-evident, that it nevertheless
has become necessary to make it into an explicit baule cry against
free-floming 1thought, characierizes the very sitvation of philosophy.
We now want to make this maxim more specific. In its expressed for-
mal generality, it is the principle of all scientific knowledge. But our
guestion is really: what are these matters 1o which philosophy must re-
turn it it ever is 1o be scientific research? Back to which mauers them-
selves? In the phenomenological maxim we hear a double demand:
1) to de research that is autochthoncusly demonstrative, 1o provide
demonstrations rooted in native ground (the demand to do demon-
strative work), then 2) to arrive at and to secure this ground once
wwore, which is the way Husserl undevstood his philosophical effort
(the demand to lay open the ground). The second is the demand 1o
lay the foundation, and so includes the first.

What instructions does phenomenology give on the demand o lay
open the lield? 11 is easily seen that the determination and demarca-
tion of the field of subject matter of phenomenalogical research is in-
volved in the idea ol philosophy. But we shall now not pursue the path
of determining this field fram the idea of philosophy. We shall instead
examine how the breakihvough of phenomenology and uts discoveries
have laid open a field of research within contemporary philosophy. 5o
we now ask, while the substance of the three discoveries is fresh in our
minds, which matters are 1aken vp here, or, which matters does this

* Namrely, thai a research endeavor regarded as o whole includes its beid ot subject
matier, the way in which this maner is to be regarded interrogatively, and the way ics e
be treated in the course of being interrgatel. We have encanntered this threefold divi-
sinnin the npening section {(p. ¢ alove] and we shall meet o again in s mace berae-
peutic lormulation as prepossession, preview, and prevanception (§31d below),
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research tend to take up? This will enable us 1o specify the first sense
of the phenomenological maxim (the demand to do demonstrative
work), tha is. 1o ascertain the mode ol treaument appropriate to these
matters by reading it fram the concretion of its principle. We are mak-
ing no deduction from the idea of phenomenology but are reading the
principle from ils concretion in the research work. The concretion is charac-
terized by the discoveries, and now it is only a question of the extent to
which they supply content to the formal sense of the research prin-
ciple: What field of subject matter, what regard toward it and what mode of
dealing with it are intended? The clarification of the phenomenological
principle according to field and mode of treatment then permits the
legitimacy of the designation ‘phenomenology’ to emerge of its own
accord and to set wself off from misinierpretations.

{Let us proceed to the first question: Toward what matters does
phenomenoclogy tend?] The initial phenomenological investigations
were investigations in logic and the theory of knowledge. They were
inspired by the goal ol a scientific logic and epistemology. The question
here is: Do the three discoveries—the elaboration of mtentionality,
of the categorial and the way of access Lo it, and of the aprion—give
us the ground on which the matiers of logic can be located and
demonstrated?

Logic is the science of thinking and of the laws of thought, but not
of thinking as a psychic occurrence and the laws regulating its course,
but instead of thinking as the lawfulness of the object, of that which is
thought as such. All thinking is at the same time expression, under-
stoad as the meaningful fixation of what is thought. In the area of the
objects of logic, this refers to matters like meaning, concept, assertion,
and proposition. Traditionally, knowing was counceived in terms of
self-contained and finished cognitions formulated in assertions, prop-
ositions, judgments, where judgments are composed of concepts and
complexes of judgmenis are syllogisms. All of these and what they in-
tend imply lawful structures. Judging is carried out in representa-
tional or generally in intuitive apprehension; it thus involves truth
and objectivity. The concepts of these objects are to be genuinely se-
cured, which means that they are to be drawn from themselves and
demonstrated in reference to themselves. The objects of logic are
meaning, concept, assertion, propasition, judgment, state of affairs,
objectivity, fact, law, being, and the like. Where and as what can and
must such objects become accessible? Is there a held of objects which
in and of themselves are coherent in content? Does the unity of a field
of subject matter lead to the unity of a discipline which treats these
objecis? Or are these objects in the end abandoned to any passing
shrewdness, which invenis something for them in coarse and loose
speculation? Or is a demonstration possible at all for these marters
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which are so fundamental 1o all the sciences and 10 all knowledge as
such? Can a unified horizon ol a field ol subject matter be found in
the material content of the three discoveries taken as a whole? Or do
these reter to disparate objects? This is the veal direction of the line of
questioning in search of a soemilic logic.

Intentionality now is nothing other than the basic field in which these
objects are found. |As infentiv and intentum, it is] the totality of com-
portments and the wtality ot entities in their being, Now the question
is: In the two direcnons of intentro and intentum. where the given is
either the comporiment or the entity in regard to its being, what is it
that is suructural, what is already there in the given as a structural
composition, what is to be found in it as that which constitutes its
being? The field of matters for phenomenological reseavch is accord-
ingly inlentionality in its aprivri, understood in the two directions of -
tentiv and intentum. But this implies that the so-called logical comport-
ments of thinking or objective theoretical knowing represent only a
parucular and narrow sphere within the domain ot intentionalily, and
that the range of functions assigned to logic in no way exhausts the
tull sweep of intentionality.

We have thus specified the field of subject matter and the regard taken
toward iv—intentionabty and apriori. The second question s, what
mode of treatment corrvesponds to this field”

The characterizaiion of the apriori as well as the specification of
calegorial intuition have already shown that this mode of treatment is
a simple originary apprehension and not a kind of experimenial sub-
structing in which 1 construct hypotheses in the held of the categorial.
Instead, the full content of the apriori of intentionality can be ap-
prehended in simple commensuration with the matter itself. Such a
directly secing apprehension and accentumion is traditionally called
description. Phenomenology's mode of treatment is descriptive. To be more
exact, description is an accentuating articulelion of what is in itself in-
turled. Accentuating articulation is analysiv, The description is analvtical.
This serves 1o specify the mode of treatment of phenomenological re-
search, although once again only in a formal way.

It is easy to see, or beuter, we constantly overlook and so fail to see
that the general term ‘description’ still says nothing at all ahout the
speafic siructure of phenomenological research. The character of de-
scription is first specified by the content of the matter 10 be described,
so that description can be fundamemally different in different cases.
One shauld keep in mind that this characterization of the way of
treating objects in phenomenology as description first of a)l refers
only to direet self-upprehension ot the thematic and not to indirect hy-
pothesizing and experimenting. The term “description’ at first implies
nothing niore. The clarification of the content of the phienomenologi-
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cal maxim on the basis of its initial factual concretion in the break-
through to phenomenolugy consequently leads o the following deb-
nition of such research: Phenomenology is the analytic description of
intentionalily in ity apriori.
b) Phenomenology’s understanding of itself as
analytic description of intentionality in its apriori

If the sense of this research is explained by defining it in retrospect
from the past situation of philosophy, that is, if we hear in the term
intentionality what this new research combines, namely, intentionality
and the psychic, then phenomenology is description of the psychic,
‘descriptive psychology.” 1f in addition we assume the traditional problem-
herizons and 1heir division into fixed disciplines (logic, ethics. aesthet-
ics . . ), then this descriptive psychology deals with all comporiments,
the logically cognitive. ethical, artistically creative, appreciative, social,
religious comportments, in short, the comporuments which are de-
fined in terms of their laws and norms in the corresponding disci-
plines of logic, ethics, aesthetics, sociology, philosophy of religion.
From this standpoint we come to regard the descriptive discipline of
phenomenoclogy as a propaedeutic science tor the traditional philosophi-
cal disciplines, where the problems come up for discussion. Phe-
nomenology does not yet discuss problems, it only has to take up the
matters of fact, and is excluded from the actual judicial hearing of
the problems. 11 also has no desire to be admitted to this trial.

But now let us consider whether this interpretation does not put
this research endeavor and the originality of its principle right back
into the position which it has abandoned and which phenomenology
is designed to overcome. This conception of phenomenoclogy and its
inlerpretation is like wanting to interpret modern physics from astrol-
ogy or chemistry from alchemy instead of the other way around,
where astrology is taken as a stage preceding physics and overcome by
it. In other words, the definition of phenomenology which we have
obtained by clarifying its principle is 10 be understaod from its task,
from the positive possibility which it implies. from what guides its
efforts and not from what is said about it.

This understanding and even the realization of this phenomeno-
logical task does not bring us to a happy ending but instead to a mea-
ger though liberating beginning. [f the formal indication defining
this research as analytic description of intentionality in its apriori is
secured expressly, phenomenologically, that is, in the direction of the
material content of whal it poses for scientific ireatment, then this
provides a hint of a more radical form of this research; it comes
strictly from the research itself, in the direction of its ownmost maxim



da The Fundamentat Discaveries [1oy—110]

“to the malters themselves,” and that in turn only puts us on the path
of further effon.

We have explained the principle of phenomenclogical research first
by highlighting the major achievements contained in its actual efforts
and by trving 1 view these in a unihed way. We have thus determined
that intentionality gives us the proper field of subjea matter, the
apriori gives us the regard under which the structures of intentional-
ity are considered, and categorial intvition as the originary way of ap-
prehending these structures represents the mode of treatment, the
method of this research. This serves to bring the task of philosophy
since Plalo once again 1o its true ground, inasmuch as it now gives us
the possibility to do research into the categories. As long as phe-
nomenclogy understands nself, 1 will adhere to this course of inves-
tigation against any sort of prophetism within philosophy and against
any inclination to provide guidelines for life. Philosophical research is
and remains atheism, which is why philosophy can allow itself “the ar-
rogance ol thinking.! Not only will it allow itself as much: this ar-
rogance is the inner necessity of philosophy and its true strenyth. Pre-
cisely in this atheism, philosophy becomes what a great man once
called the “joylul science.”

§9. Clarification of the name ‘phenomenclogy’

We shall now try to make clear to ourselves what the name “phe-
nomenoclogy’ actually means in relation to the subject matter just iden-
tified. We shall develop this clarification in three steps: a) The clari-
fication of the original sense of the component parts of the name;
b) The definition of the unificd meaning thus abtained for the com-
posite word and comparison ol this aciual meaning of the name with
whal it names, with the rescarch so characterized; ¢) We will briefly
discuss several misunderstandings of phenomenology which are con-
nected with the external and aberrant interpretation of the name.

a) Clarification of the original sense of the
component parts of the name

The name ‘phenomenclogy’ has two components, ‘phennmencon’
and *-logy." The latter phrase is familiar from such usages as theology,
biology. physiology, socialogy, and is commonly translated as “science
of™: theology, science of God; bivlogy. science of life, of organic nature:
sociology. science of the community. Accordingly, phenomenalogy is
the science of phenomena. "Logy. science of, varies in its characer ac-
cording to the thematic matter. which is logicaily and formally un-
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defined. In our case. # is defined by whay phenomenon stands for. So,
10 begin with, the first part of the name must be clarified [in order to
see what this particular -logy stands for].

a) The original sense of pawopevor

Roth parts refer back to Greek expressions, phenpomenon 1o patvo-
pevov, -logy to Aéyos. Pawwoueror is the participle of paiveadar. the
middle voice which means to show itselfs pauvépevor is accordingly that
which shows itseft. The middle voice padverda is 4 torm of paiva: to
bring something to light, to make it visible in itself. 1o put it in a bright
light. Paive has the stem ga—es, light, brightness, that wherein
something can be manifest, visible in itself. We shall adhere to this
meaning of phenomenon: gawduevor, that whick shows itself. The
vawoueva form the towality of that which shows itself, what the
Greeks also simply identified with ra érra, entities.

Now an enuty can show itself in itself from iself in various ways,
depending in each case on the kind of access we have o it. There is
the noteworthy possibility that an entity may show itself as something
which it nevertheless is nol. We do not call such an entity a phenome-
non, something which shows itself in the authentc sense, but a sem-
blance [Schein}. The expression gatvopevor thus receives a modifica-
don i meaning: instead of the ayaddv we speak ot a pawdpevor
ayadov, a good which only looks good bur actually is not, it only ‘ap-
pears’ good. Everything now depends upon seeing the ronnection be-
tween the basic meaning of gonrduervor, the manifest. and the second
meaning, semblance. ®awdépervor can mean semblance only because
semblance is a modification of gawéusver in the irst sense. Formu-
lated more pointedly, only because paivesdar means “showing itself”
can it also mean “merely showing itself as,” “only looking like.” Only
insofar as something in its sense makes a pretense ot showing itself
can it pass itself off as . . . ; only what makes a pretense to be manifest
can be a semblance. In fact. that is the <ense of semblance: pretension to be
manifrst but not reatly being 1. Gawvopervor as semblance thus serves to
show that the sense of phenomenon is the entity itself manifest in itself.
Semblance, on the ather hand. is a pretended self-showing. Phenome-
non is therefore a mode of encounter of entities in themselves such that they
show themselves.

We must adhere 10 this genuine sense of gawodpevor employed by
the Greeks. But we must also see that at hirst it has absolutely nothing
to do with aur term ‘appearance’ ov still less ‘meve appearance.” Probably
no word has caused us much havoe and confusion ia philusophy as
this nne. We cannol trace the history of these errors here. We shall
only ury ta give the main differences ab the authentic and original
meaning of phenomenon as sembluance in contrast 1o appearvance.



Be The Fundamental Discoveries | 112-1173]

We use the termi "appearances, tor exampte. in the German expres-
sion Krankheitserscheinungen, “symptoms™ |literally, “appearances of
a disease”]. In a thing. processes and properties show themselves
through which the thing represcnts itselt as this and that. Appear-
ances are themselves ocenrrences which refer back to other occur-
rences {rom which we can infer something else which does not make
an appearance. Appearances are appearances of something which is
not given as an appeavance, something which refers 1o another entity.
Appearance has the distinguishing feature of reference. Whar distin-
guishes reference is precisely this: that to which the appearance refers
does not show itself in itself but merely represents, ntimates by way
of mediation, indivectly indicates. The term appearance therefore
means a kind of reference ot something 1o something which does not
show itself in iself. More predisely, not only does it not show itself
in itself, but according 16 its very sense it does nut even pretend o
show itself but instead pretends to represent itself. 'l'he characreristic
feature of the referential function in appearance, in appearing, is the
function of indicating. of the indication oy announcement of something. In-
dicating something by means of another, however, means precisely
not to show it in itself but to represent it indirectly, mediaely, sym-
boiically. We have here then, with what we mean by appearance, a
very different connectivn. In the case of the phenpmenon, we do not
really have a reterential connection; the structure peruliar to it is in-
stead that of self-showing. It is now imporant for us w elucidate the
inner connection between phenomenon in this genuine sense aud ap-
pearance, but in the process we must also ditferentiale apprarance
from semblance.

Sembtance is a modification of the manifest, of something manifest
which il pretends 1o be but is not. Semblance is ret phenomenon in
this privative sense; it has the characteristic ot showing itself, but that
which shows itself does nat show itself as what it is, while appearance
is precisely the represensation of something which is essenially not
really manifest, Semblance thus always goes back o sumething mani-
fest and includes the idea of the manifest. But now it is also becoming
clear that an appearance, a symptom. can only be what it is, numely,
reference to something else which does not show isell, through the
self-showing of that which appears. In short, that which gives itself as
a symptom is a phenomenon. The passibility of appearance as refer-
ence of something to something resis on having that something which
does the reterring show itself in itself. To put it another way, the pussi-
hility of appeuarance as reference is founded in the authentic phenome-
non, inaelf-showing. The structure of appeavance as reference already
intrinsically presupposes the mare priginal siructure of self-showing,
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the authentic sense of phenomenon. Something can be referentdal
only as a seli-showing something.

The concept of appearance now alse gets the name of phenome-
non. (v phenomenon is defined as the appearance ol something
which does not appear; it is defined in terms of a stute of affairs which
already presupposes the sense of phenomenon but which on its pan
cannot define it. But in addition, appeaiance implies something which
appears and, at Lthe opposite pole, something which does not appear.
So there are two entities and it is then maintained that appearances
are something and behind them is something else, that of which
they are appearances. By and large, we do not learn from philosaphy
what this standing behind the scenes really means. But in any event
this is included in the concept of appearance, so that now appearance
and the referential connection included in it are aken onucally, in
terms of entities, and the connection between appearance and thing
in itselt is then a relation of being: one stands behind the other, Add
ta this the move whereby that which stays in the background and does
not show itself but only announces itselt in the appearance is now la-
belled ontically as the real and true entity; this narurally leads to the
move of designating that which does appear, the appearance itself, as
mere appearance. Thus, within the ontic referential context a distinc-
tion in grades of being is made between that which shows itself and
that which only appears in the sense of announcing itselt in the for-
mer. We thus come across a dauble possibility: appearance purely as a
referential connection without first conceiving it ontically in any par-
ticular way. and then appearance as the name for an ontic connection
of reference between patropevor and rotueror, between essence and
appedrance i the ontce sense. [f we now ake this degraded entity,
the appearance versus the essence in this sense of mere appearance,
then this mere appearance is called semblance. Contusion is then car-
ried to extremes. But waditional epistemology and mecphysics live
oft this confusion. )

By way of summary, the tollowing must be made clear: There are
1wy basic meanings of "phenomenon’; hirst the manifest, thar which
shows itselt, and second that which preseats itself as something mani-
test but which only gives itself [out] in this way—semblance. For the
most part, we are nol at all familiar with the original meaning of phe-
namenon and dispense with the task of making clear to gurselves
what it does mean. We simply call something a ‘phenomenon’ which
here has been identified as ‘appearance” and analvzed as such, When
phenomenclogy is oritivized, 1the crite siaply takes the concept of “ap.
pearance,’ which is canvenient tor his purposes [but has nothing 1o do
with phenomenologyl, and uses this word to criticize s research en-
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deavor oriented o the matters themselves. This should suffice for the
clarification of the first component part of the term ‘phenomenology.’

B) The original sense of Adyos
(Aoyos amopavtikos and Adyos onuoartikos)

The term Advyos goes back 1o Aéyew. In the word combinations al-
ready mentioned (theology, biology, etc.), -logy means “science of.”
Science is understood as an interconnection of propositions and as-
sertions about the unity of a domain of subject matter. But Adyos does
not actually mean science; in relation to Aéyewy it means discourse, dis-
course about something. The sense of Aéyos should not be debined in
arbitrary terms that happen 1o come to mind. We must rather abide
by what the Greeks understood by Aéyew.

How did the Greeks define Agyew, “1o discourse,” “discoursing™?
Agyew does not merely mean to form and to recite words. The sense
of Aéyew is rather dnhobwr, making manifest, where what is made mani-
fest includes what the discourse is about and how it should be talked
about. Aristotle defines its sense more precisely as dmopaiveadot, let-
ting something be seen in itself and indred—admé—from iself. In discourse,
o the extent that it is genuine, what is said should be drawn from—
dami—what is talked about, so that discursive communication in its
content, in what it says, makes manifest what it is alking abou and
makes it accessible to the other party. This is the strict functional sense
of Adyos elaborated by Aristoule.

In its concrete performance, discourse assumes the form of speak-
ing, vocal utterance in words. In this regard Adyos is pwen, voice, This
feature however does not constitute the essence of Aéyes. On the con-
trary, the feature of gevy is defined from the authentic sense of Adyos
as amopaiveadar, from what discourse truly is and does—pointing
out and letting something be seen. As Aristotle emphasizes, Adyos is
pwrn pera pavracias, so that a making visible and perceptible ac-
companies the vocal utterance; it includes something padveoda. pav-
Tacia, which can be seen. The essential element in the utterance is the
warracie, the drogaiverdal, what is said in the discourse and, as
spoken, is meant and signified. 'The Adyos is therefore quite generally
4 pwrm onpartien, something vocal which shows something in the
sense of a signifying. which yields sotnething understandable. "Eori 52
AOYOS @Tas HEV TUAVTLROS, . . . GToQarTIKGS 06 0 Tas.!

Aristotle now makes the distincrion between Adyos taken quite gen-
erally insofar as it is onuavrwos, insofar as discoursing in general sig-

1. Aristode, De mierpretatiane, {Ch. 4, 17:00E). ["Every sentence has meaning. . . .
Yet every sentence is not a/thenretical/proposition.” English translation by E. M. Edghill
in Mo Kean ted.), The Basie Works of Arstotle, op. cit., . g2.]
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nifics, and Adyos insofar as it is aropovrikos. The aropaiveaidad, let-
ung the spoken be seen in nself, is a particular meaning of discourse.
Not every proposition is a theoretical proposilion, an assertion about
something. None of the fallowing is a Aoyos dmopavTikés. in which
something is communicated: an exclamation, 4 request, a wish, a
prayer. But each is 2 anuarrixis, each signifies something. [n these
instances, however, signifying does not mean the theoretical appre-
hension of something. But Adyos in all of the combinations like theol-
ogy, biology, etc., has 1o he taken in the sense of the special Adyos
onuarrikes, namely. that of Aoyos amopavrikos, Adyos as dewpety,
discoursing in the sense of communicating the apprehension of a sub-
ject matter and only such a communication. This sense of Adyog ano-
waprikos is accordingly the sense Adyes also has i the combination
‘phenomenoc-logy.’

b) Definition of the unified meaning thus obtained
and the research corresponding to it

Let us now put together these (wo separately clarified parts of the
name “phenomenology.” What unified meaning results from this, and
10 what extent is this unity of meaning, as the name for the kind of
research we have described ubove, a fitting expression of this re-
search? T'he surprise is that Adyos understood as amropaiveodat has
an intrinsic and material velation to gowéperor. Phenomenology is
AEvELY Ta poavbpeva = dmopalveadal Ta patvopeva—letting the mani-
fest in dtself be seen from itself. In the same vein, the maxim of phenome-
nological research—back to the matters themselves—is basically noth-
ing other than a rendition of the name of phenomenology. But this
means that phenomenology is essentially disunct from the other
names for sciences—theology, biology, vic.—in that it says nrothing
about the material content of the thematic ohject of this science, but
speaks really only—and this emphatically—of the how, the way in
which something is and has 1o be thematic in this research! Phenoime-
nology is accordingly a “methedological’ term, inasmuch as it is only
used to designate the mode of experience, apprehension, and deter-
mination of that which is thematized in philosophy.

The abjects of philosophical research have the character of the phe-
nomenon. In brief, such research deals with phenomena and only
with phenomena. Phenomenology in its oniginal and initial meaning,
which iy captured in the expression "phennmenology’, signifies a way
of encountering something. Itis in fact the outstanding way: showing
wself in siself. 'The expression phenomenology names the wiay some-
thing has to be there through and tor Adyew, fur conceptual exposi-
tion and interpretation. As our preceding discussion has shown, phe-
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nomenology deals with intentionality in its apriori. The structures of
intentionality in its apriori are the phenomena. In other words, the
structures of intentionality in its apriori circumscribe the objects
which are to he made present in themselves in this research and expli-
cated in this presence. The term ‘phenomenon’ however says nothing
about the being of the objects under study, but refers only 1o the way
they are encountered, The phenomenal is accordingly evervithing which
becomes visible in this kind of encounter and belongs in this struc-
tural context of intentionality. We therefore speak of ‘phenomenal
structures’ as of what is seen, specified and examined in this kind of
research. Phenomenological signifies evervthing that belongs to such a
way of exhibiting phenomena and phenomenal structures, everything
that becomes thematic in this kind of research. The unphenomenolog-
iral would be everything that does not satisfy this kind of research, its
conceptuality and its methods of demonstration.

Phenomenology as the science of the apriort phenomena of inten-
tionality thus never has anything to do with appearances and even less
with mere appearances. It is phenomenologically absurd to speak of
the phenomenon as if it were something behind which there woulkd be
sornething else of which it would be a phenomenon in the sense of the
appearance which represents and expresses [this something else]. A
phenomenon is nothing behind which there would be something else.
More accurately stated, one cannot ask for something behind the phe-
nomenon ar all, since what the phenomenon gives is precisely that
something in itself., Admittedly, what can in itself be exhibited and is
to be exhibited can nonetheless be covered up. What is in itself visible
and in its very sense is accessible only as a phenomenon does not nec-
essarily need to be so already in fact. What a phenomenon is as a pos-
sibility is not directly given as a phenomenon but must first be given. As
research work, phenomenclogy is precisely the work vf laving open and letting
be seen, understood as the methodologically directed dismantling of
concealments.

Being-covered-up is the countercancept ta phenomenon, and such con-
cealments are really the immediate theme of phenomenological re-
flection. What can be a phenomenon is first and foremost covered up,
or known in a tentative form. The concealment can assume various
guises, First. a phenomenon cin be covered up in the sense that it is
stifl quite undiscovered, so that there is no knowledge or clue to its exis-
tence. Second. & phenmuaenon can be buned. This means that it was
discovered before but ance again got covered up. This is not a total
concealment. What was discovered hetore is still visible, though only
as a semblance. But so much semblance—so much being; this conceal-
ment understood as disguise is the most frequent and most dangerous
kind, for here the possibilities of deceiving and misleading are espe-
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cially great. The originally seen phenomena are uproned, torn from
their ground, and are no lunger understood in their origins, in their
“extraction” from their roots in a particular subject matter.

Concealment itself, whether it is taken in the seuse of the undiscov-
ered pure and simple or of burving or disguise, has in wurn a twotold
sense, There are acctdental concealments and therve are necessary ones,
given in the very being of their manner of discovery and its possibili-
ties. Every phenomenological praposition, though drawn from origi-
nal sources, is subject to the possibility of concealment when it is com-
municated as an assertion. Transmitted in an empry and predisposed
way of understanding ir, it luses its roos in its native soil and becomes
z free-floating naming. "his possibility of petrification of what it has
drawn oul and demonstrated in an original way is implied oy the con-
crete labor of phenomenalogy itself. Concealment may at times also
proceed trom it because phenomenology carries this radical principle
within itsell. The possibility of radical discovery at the same time
brings with it the correspending danger that phenomenology may be-
come hardened in its own results.

The reason why genuinely phenomenological work is dithcult is
that it must be especially critical of itselt in a positive way. The sort of
encounter involved in the mode of phenomenon must first of all be
wrested from the objecs of phenomenalogical research, This means
that the characteristic made of apprehending phenomena—originar-
ily apprehendmg interpreting—implies not ane ina ot an immediate
dpprehensmn in the sense in which it can be said that phenomenology
is a straightforward seeing which requires absolutely no methodologi-
cal preparation. Precisely the opposite is the case, which is also why
the expressness of the maxim is so essential. Because the phenome-
non must first be won, scrutinizing the point of departure for access
to the phenomenon and clearing the passage 1hrough the conceal-
ments already demand a high degree of merthodological preparanon
so that we may be guided and determined by what the phenomenat
givenness of intentonality in each instance implies. The demand for
an ultimate direct givenness of the phenomena carries no implication
of the comfort of an immediate beholding. There can be no disclo-
sure or deduction of essence from essence, apriort from apriori, one
from the other. Rather, each and every one of these must come to de-
monstrative vision, Accordingly, the way (o go in cach instance begins
with the individual phenomenal correlations and varies according to
the degree to which the apriori has been uncovered and the tradition
has buried 0, as well as the kind of obfuscation involverdl. Since every
structure must ultumately be exhibited in itself, phenomenalogy’s way
of research at first assumes the character o+ the aspect of what is
called a picture-book phenomenotogy. I gives greater prominence wo the
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exhibition of individual structures which are perhaps very useful for a
systematic philosophy. even though the exhibition can only be provi-
sional. As a result, there is a tendency to give philosophical sanction
to the prominent displays of particular phenomenological considera-
tions by finding a place for them in some sort of dialectic or the like.
Against this tendency, it must be stated that at first nothing at all is to
be made of the interconnections of the structures of intentionality.
Rather, the interconnection of the apriori is always determined only
from the subject matter which is to be explored in its phenomenal
structure. Furthermore, at first we need not concern ourselves with
these considerations, since they will always remain fruitless as long as
the concrete aspect of phenomena is not clear.

¢) Correcting a few typical misunderstandings
of phenomenology which stem from its name

I now want to deal only very briefly with a few typical misunder-
standings of phenomenology. since they are stll generally prevalent
in philosophy. and since there are only a few who make the effort to
elucidate the authentic sense of phenomenology from its concrete
work. A typical example, and indeed the best example of what one
can get away with today in this regard, is an article by Rickert in the
journal Loges.?

Rickert here wants to show that phenomenology is not and cannot
be a philosophy of the inmediate and, by way of contrast, makes some
suggestions on how a philosophy of the immediate would look. The
characteristic attitude is alveady evident here: there must be a phi-
losophy of the immediate and everything must be organized in accord
with it. 10 begin with, at least a mediation is needed in order to de-
fine the concepts of appearance and phenomenology in such a way
that they will be useful tor a philosophy of the immediate.™ In op-
position o this, it must first be stated generally that phenomenology
does not wish 1o be either a philosophy of intuition or a philosophy of
the immediate. It dnes not wint to be a philosophy at all in this sense,
bur wants the subject matters themselves,

Rickert's critique is based on his understanding of the word “ap-
pearance.” He states that the word “appearance” has, in its sense as
appearance of something, the orientation toward something which is
not appearance, which is therefore not immediately given. And since
appearance is always appearance of something which is behind it, the

a. leinrich Rickert, “Die Mohode der Philosophie und das Unmisielbace. Eine
Problemsiellung.” Logos X1 (rgegieg) pp- 235-280 [C1 note 2 i §5 above ]
4. Ibid., pozgz n.




§y. The name phenomenology [122] 39

immediate cannot be apprebended, so that we are always dealing with
something already mediated. Phenomenology is accordingly unsuited
to be the basic science of philosophy. It is apparent first that the con-
cept of appearance, phenomenon, is merely laken up without any at-
tempt to see what phenomenon originally means and in phenomenol-
ogy truly means. Instead, the traditional concept of appearance, an
empty verbal concept, is taken as a basis for criticizing the concrete
labor of a research effort. It is unnecessary 1o go any further into this
article, since nothing of relevance to our topic would be dredged up
by such a critique and since it is in fact no great feat to criticize such an
objection. It has 1o be mentioned, however, since Rickert in this essay
gives voice to what is otherwise typical in philosophy and in its anitude
toward phenomenclogy. 1 stress this not o save phenomenology but
to make clear how such an interpretation not only deforms the sense
of the phenomenoclogical endeavor but above all loses the instinct for
sticking to the wopic in philosophizing.



Chapter Three

The Early Development of
Phenomenological Research
and the Necessity of a Radical Reflection
in and from lwself

We now come to the third chapter of our introductory considerations
of the sense and the task of phenomenniogical research. The accoumt
of the 1erm phenomenvlogy based vpon the clarification of its prin-
ciple and its three main discoveries has accomplished the task, set in
the second chapter, of claritying the sense of phenomenological re-
search. In the first chapter, our topic was the origin and breakthrough
of phenomenological research, and in the second it was the funda-
mental discoveries of phenomenology, its principle and the clarifica-
tion of its name. In this third chapter, we shall now briefly trace the
early development of phenomenological research and examine the
necessity of reflecting anew upon its hield of objects, out of itself ac-
cording to its own prindiple.

This reflection will be directed toward the original, that is, phenom-
enologically basic, determination of the thematic held, namely, the
fundamental determination of inenivnality and of what is already
given with it In the light of this new task of securing the thematic
field orviginally, as it is prefigured in the phenomenon of intentional-
ity, the account of the cultivation and development of phenomenologi-
cal research will also shitt its gronnd. We shall examine the growmg
elaboration of the themaric field. its determination, and the outlining
of the working harizons as they emerye from this determination of
the field. lu point of fact, we shall pursue this theme in the douhle
ovientation of 1he work of the 1wo leading researchers in phenome-
nology today, Husser) and Scheler.

We shall ithen show From this very research that a fundamental
problem is lefit unposed and musi remain unposed in noand why it

S
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must, what conditions must be fulfilled in order to pose it, and how
this leads to a more radical definition of the task of phenomenological
research. This problem is the busic phenomennlogrcal question of the
sense of being, a question which an ontology can never pose but already
constantly presupposes and thus uses in some sort of answer, grounded
or otherwise. The immanent eritique of the natural trend of phenome-
nological research ttself altows the question of heing 1o arise. A partial
answer to this question is in Fact the reul theme of this course. This
third chapter of the Preliminary Part is thus the exposition of the mate-
rial content of the considerations which will now concern us in the
following,

§10. Elaboration of the thematic field:
The fundamental determination of intentionality

a) Explication of the demarcation
of the thematic field of phenomenology
and fixation of the working horizons
in Husserl and Scheler

In s inital breakthrough, the phenomenological endeavor con-
centrated on determining the basic phenomena by which the objects
of logic and epistemology are given. In short, it concentrated on the
intentional comportments which are essentially theoretical in charac-
ter, in particular on cognitive comportments which are specifically sci-
entific. Of course, Lthese considerations already included aspects ol
the description of other comportments which are specifically emo-
tional, especially in connection with the gquestion of how acts as such
can be expressed in concepts. The thematic goal of the livst investiga-
tions was to lay open a particular portion of the field. The primary
aim of the initial attempt was not to mark off and bring out the whole
field itself in a basic wav, even though consideradons of this sort are
not lacking.! Moreover, intentionality, the character of objectifying
acts, was nawrally expounded in the wwo main directions of infentio
and itentum, but these two essential structural moments of the basic
constitution of intentionality were as such not yet brought 1o full
clarity.

All of this— the concrete expansion of the field, the fundumental reflection
upon its regional charaeter and ity demarcation from other regions, the elabo-
ration of the basic diveetions in which ttentionality condd be explored-—100k
place in the decade following the appearance of Logical Investigations.

1. CL esp, the Fiih Investigation of Husserl's Logische Untensuchungen, Vol 11.
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between 1go1 and 1g11. Along with the increasingly richer and clearer
disclosure of the phenomenal field came the development of the
method and its phenomenotogical theory, This development and the
literary output assoctated with it can only be outlined very briefly. in
order to give a brief answer to the questions which 1 am constantly
asked about what is calied the phenomenclogical literature, which
does not actually exist.

After the appearance of Logical Investigations, Husserl's work was at
first concentrated upon the extension of the phenomenology of per-
ception in the broadest sense, not only sense perception but percep-
tion in the sense of originary apprehension in the different domains
of objects. These investigations were concluded just a year ago, after
alimost 25 years, but have not been published. 1n addition, in con-
nection with his new teaching duties at Gortingen, Husserl's work was
orienfed toward the systematic extension of logic, toward a phenome-
nology of objectifving knowledge. with special emphasis on the phe-
nomenology of judgment. Despite a series of ever new approaches,
this logic is also incomplete. At the same time, work was concentrated
on the phenomenology of practical comporiment, in a confrontation
with Kant's practical philosophy. This period (1g13—~1914) also in-
cluded the first attempts toward what is called an apriori axiomatic of
values, which Scheler later wook up and carried further,

Also in this period, Bergson gradually became known in Germany.
This was basically due 1o Scheler, who recognized Bergson and his sig-
nificance quite early, and then was influenced by him in return. Sche-
ler was instrumental in having Bergson wanslated into German. ‘This
recognition of Bergson also brought, within Husserl's work, the muves-
tigations of internal time conscivusness, which are in part published in his
later works.®

Then the influence of Dilthey made itself felt, manitesting his mner
kinship with the tendencies of phenomenalogy. This led 1o a trans-
position of Husserl’s orientation in the philosophy of science, taken in
the broadest sense, from one-sidecd work on problems relating to the
natural sciences to a broader reflection on the specific objectivity of
the human sciences. A final essential direction channeling these ef-
forts came from the confrontation with the Marburg School, above all
with Natorp's Introduction tu Pyyeliology.® 'I'he controntation with this
psychology was naturatly nothing other than the dispute over the di-
rection of the question of the structure of consciousness, of the region

2. Editor's Note: Edmund Husserl, Vorlesungen zur Phinomenologie des inneren Zeit-
brutontsrins, edited by Martin Hewdegger, offprint from fahrbuch fir Phriowphie und
phiinomenotngische Forschung, Vol 1X (Halle a.d 5. Niemeyer, 1quK).

5. Paul Naturp, Eindeiting 1 dye Paychalogar nach hritischer Methade (Freiburg: Mohr,
1888); second edition in vgee uniler Lthe title Atlgemeine Pyyehologie.




§10. Elaboration of the thematic lield [127-128] 98

in which the touality of comporiments, and so all the states of inten-
rionality, are ordered. This peried in the development of phenomenol-
ogy thus saw its work being drawn into the horizon of contemporary
philosophy, a tendency which has not remained without influence
upon the subsequent inquiries of phenomenology.

No phenomenological publication appeared in the decade between
1goo and 1g10. As a result, the eftect ol the work within the narrow
circle of researchers in Gottingen was all the more intensive. Two lec-
tures by Husserl at the Gauingen Mathematical Society in 1goz were
especially important. At this time, the so-called collapse of the Lipps
Schonl also occurred. so that a number of Lipps's former students
then came 1o Goéttingen, discussed fundamental questions in the circle
of phenomenologists, and prepared themselves for subsequent pub-
lications, Husser! at that time gave away large portions of his ongoing
work in the discussion. and much of what was later published under
other names is really his. In the phenomenological endeavor, how-
ever, this plays no role; who discovered what ultimately makes no
difference.

The first published statement by Husserl was an essay in Loges,
“Philosophy as Strict Science.” ' The essay has a programmatic charac-
ter, but it is not a program that precedes the work. It emerged from
the work, against the background of a labor of ten years. This treatise
evoked almost universal oppaosition among philosophers, while within
phenomenology it served to unite the slowly rising generation of
younger researchers in a common and secure endeavor. This closing
of ranks within phenomenological research led in 1914 to the found-
ing of its own organ, the Yearbook for Philosophy and Phenomenological
Research. 'The first volume appeared in 1g13 and six more volumes
have appeared since, the last in 1yzg. The first two volumes contain
treatises by the editors; Husserl, Scheler, Reinach, Pfinder, and Gei-
ger. The later volumes present in part further works by Pfinder and
Geiger, as well as student works of varying quality.

In its first volume, the Yearbook published the treatise by Husserl
entitled Ideas toward a Pure Phenomenvlogy and Phenomenological Philosn-
phy. First Book. The second book was written immediately after the
first and brought to a conclusion, but so far has not appeared.*

[n the second volume. already in part in the first, the second work

4. Edmund Husserl, Philmsopher abs sirenge Wisenschaft, in Loges | Gigrofigun); edi-
o1’y note: Now available as an offprint in Queilen der Phifusophie, No. 1, ed. Rudolph
Herlinger (Frankfurt: Klostermann, gtz

5. Ulusserl, fdeen . [CE. note 1in §5 abive.]

6. Eclmund Husseel, fdeen zu riner revnen Phiinomenologie und phiinomenologischen Phi-
losophte, Second Book. Editor's note: uow in Husserliana, Vol. 1V, edited by Marly
Biemel (The Huague: Nijhotl, 1g952).
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of fundamental importance appeared, namely Max Scheler's Furmal-
&m in Ethics and the Material Ethics of Value.” It contains large sections of
fundamental phenomenological considerations which go beyond the
special domain of ethics. Also to be noted are the collected essays of
Max Scheler, in particutar the treatise On the fdais of Seff-Knowledge® as
well as Toward the Phenomenology and Theory of Sympathy.” These col-
lected essays appeared a few years ago in a second edition, though ba-
sically in a poorer version.

These problems of Husserl and Scheler just enumerated serve to
define the actual development of phenomenology and the more de-
tailed explication of the probiem of demarcating and founding the
thematic field of phenomenology. Accardingly, the analysis of the
later basic studies will have 1o keep to these two spheres of probiems.
Within this concrete development of the phenomenological endeavor,
the working horizons were at frst also fixed by the purely traditional
disciplines of logic, ethics, aesthetics, sociology, and philasophy of [aw.
The herizons of inquiry remained the same as in traditional philoso-
phy. In addition, on the basis of the orientation 1o the phenomenon of
intentionality, which is phenomenologically distinguished into inten-
tie, intentum, and the correlation between the two, there arose three
directions of work which always reciprocally require one another:
phenomenology of the act, phenomenology of the subject matter, and
the correlation between the two. The same separation is found in
Husserl i the terms norsis, the specific structure of direcling-itself-
toward, and neema, the subject matter insofay as it is intended in the
intention. For Husserl there is no special carrelation, since it is given
with noema and noesis and incduded in them.

b) Fundamental reflection upon the
regional structure of the field in its originality:
elaboration of pure consciousness
as an independent region of being

Our question is: How is the fundamental and explicit elaboration of
the thematic field of phenomenoiogy carried out by Husserl?
Phenomenology was characterized as the analytic description of in-

7- Max Schelber, Der Formadiamas in der Ethek und die materiale Wertethth imy besonderer
Brriickschttguny drer Etlik Inmanwel Kants), First Pase, 1guy, in fabrbuch fur Plilowaphic
und phanoemenofognehe Fonelung: published along with the Second Part under separate
cover, ibid. (Halle: Niemeser, 1916).

8. Max Scheler, "Lilule des Setbsterkennmis,” in Abhandlungen und Aufsétze {Leipzig:
Verlag der Weissen Biuher, 1g15).

9. Max Scheler, Zur Phinvmenologie und Thrane der Sympathiegefichle  (Halle:
Niemever, ayis); Second Edition ander the e Ween wad Formen der Sympathie (Bonn:
Friedrich Coben, 1geyg); Phined Edition, 1gut.
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tentionality in its apriori. Can intentionality in tts apriori be singled
out as an independent region, as the possible field of a science?

Intentionality was defined as the siructure of lived experiences, this
in accord with the basic moments ol its constitution, intentic— inten-
tum. The elaboration of its apriori calls tor the exposition of the struc-
wres which in advance constitute the individual comportments and
their possible contexts, that which already lies in every perceiving or
perceived regardless of how perception as perception is concretely in-
dividuated in these particular men, or in this particular provenance
and torm. This discerning of the apriori is called ideation. tdeation is
an ac1 of categorial intuition, that is, an act founded in a prior envisag-
ing of a voncrete individuation. Idealion must always take place on
the basis of an intuition of an example. A fundamental accentuation
of the apriori field of imentionality will therefore have to give an ac-
count 1} of the exemplary ground, the lield of concrete individoations
of lived experiences from which its structure of intentionality is to be
brought into reliet ideatively; 2) of the way the apriori structures are
brought inte relief from this background: g) of the character and type
of being of this region thus brought out and highlighted.

1t is easy ta see that the crucial consideration is the first, that of se-
curing and specifving the field from which we start. For itis from this
freld that the held we seek is 1o be derived and demarcated. The ditter-
ence of such a fundamental reflection from the procedure followed in
the breakthrough phase is plain. In the initial phase of phenomenol-
ogy, the discussion and description of intentionality still operated
wholly within the framework outlined by the disciplines of psychology
and logic and their particular questions. Now, however, the discussion
na longer deals with these old questions and traditional tasks but is
voncerned with the reflection, secured in the matters themselves,
upuu the connection between the phenomenological field w he de-
rived and the field from which we start. In other words, it is con-
cerped with the concrete individwation of intentionality, of comport-
menisand ot lived expeniences, 10is now a2 matter of defining the held
1 which the comportments first become accessible.

I'he guestion therefore is: How do comportments in which the
structure of intentionality is to be read become accessible? How s )
something like intentionality, the structure of lived experience, lived
experience itsell, first given? “First given™ here means given for a so- \
called naturat aititude, In what way, as what are lived experiences, com-
portments, the various modes of the consciousness of something,
tound in the natural atttude What is to be seen and traced is how the
‘few scicntitic doniin’ of phicaomenalogy arises from what is given in
the patural attitnde. Hence the aitm is 1o discover a new scientific do-

v Husserl, ddeen £, p. a6 (Biemel's 1gno ed., p. 67} [Eng, (., §32, p. bo.]
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main. This new region is called the region of pure frved experiences, of
pure conscionsness with its pure correlates, the region of the pure egu. This
region is a new domain of objects and—as Husserl puls it—a region
of being whick is in principle special, the specifically phenomenologi-
cal region. Husser! himself characterizes the manner of proceeding in
this way:

We first proceed by way ol direct exhibition, and since the being to be
exhibited is nothing ather than what we, for essential reasons, shal! call
‘pure lived experiences,” ‘pure constiousness’ with its pure ‘correlates
ol consciousness’ ard on the ather side with its "pure ego,” we hrst pro-
ceed front the ego, from the consciousness. the lived experiences which
are given to us in the natural attitude. . . "'

How am | given in the natural attitude in Husser!'s description? 1
\ am “a real object like others in the natural world,” ** that is, like houses,
tables, trees, mountains. Human beings thus oceur realiter in the world,
‘amang them [ myself, I perfurm acts {cogitationes). These acts belong
to the “human subject,” hence are “occurrences of the same natural
reality.”'* The rotality of such a continuity of lived experiences in the
human or animal subject can be called an individual stveam of lived expe-
riences. The experiences are themselves ‘real occurrences in the world’
‘in animal beings.’

We shall persist in this naural attiude in which we lind such objects
and direct aur gaze upon the experiental continuity, and in fact upon
our own as it takes its course realiter. This self-directedness toward
our own experiential continuity is a new act which i called reflrction.
In such acts ul reflection we find somethiing objective which itself has
the character of acts, of lived experiences, of modes of consciousness
of something. In this reflection in which we follow acts, we can de-
scribe them as we did earlier in the analysis of representation, of the
consciousness of a piciure and of empty intending. When we live in
acts of reflection, we ourselves are divected toward acts. The peculiar
feature of reflection is already evident tiere, namely, that the object of
the reflection, acts, betongs 10 the same sphere of being as the con-
templation of the object. Reflection and reflected ohject both. belong
to one and the same sphere of being. The object, 1he contemplated,
and the contemplation ave really [reell| included in one another. The
object and the way of apprehending it belong o the same stream of
experience. This real inclusion of the apprehended object in the ap-
piehension itself, in the unity of the same reality, is called immayence.

11, Ibid., p. s# (700 [Eng. tr., i3, p. 64.]
1. dhid.
v5. Ibid.
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Immanence here has the sense of the real togetherness of the re-
fected and the refecuon. It characterizes a particular multiplicity of
an entity, namely, that of the being of lived experiences and acts.
"“Consciousness and its object {reflection and act as object of re-
fiection} form an individual unity produced purely through lived
experiences.” "

The state of affairs in so-called transcendent perceptions, the per-
ceptions of things, is obviously totally different. The perception of the
chair as thing does nat as lived experience really contain the chair
within itself, in such a way that as a thing it would, so to speak, swim in
and with the stream of experience. As Husser] also puts it, the percep-
tion exists “apart from any and all {properly} essential unity with the
thing.”" A lived experience can “only be joined with lived experiences
into a whole whase total essence comprises the particulav essences of
these experiences and is founded in them.”" The wholeness of con-
sciousness, the wholeness of the stream of experience is such that it
can only be founded in lived experiences as such. The unity of this
wholeness, the continuity of experience, is determined purely by the
particular essences of the lived experiences. The unity of a whole is
after all only one by way of the particular essence of its parts. This
wholeness of the siream of experience as a self-contained rotality ex-
cludes every thing, that is, every real object, beginning with the entire
material world. Over against the region of lived experiences, the ma:
terial world is alien, other. This is apparent in any analysis of a simple
perception.

At the same time, however, it already became evident at the begin-
ning of this consideration that the stream of experience undersiood
as a real occurrence is conjoined with the real world, with the bodies,
Far example, it is attached to a concrete unity in the unity of psycho-
physical amamal things. Consciousness, as a name for the experiential
totality, is therefore involved in the real siructure in a2 double manner.
First, consciousness is always a consciousness in 2 man or animal. It
makes up the psychophysical unity of an animel which occurs as a
given real object. “The psychic is not a world for itself, it is given as an
€gn Or ega-experience . . ., and this turns out to be empirically tied to
certain physical things called organisms."

14. Ibid., p. BB (Bg). [Eng. 1., §38, p. 76: Hadegger's insertion.)

15. kbid., p. 6y {86). [Eng. 1r., §3B. p. $u: Heidegger's insertion is here also reported
1 be in Husserl's 'Copy A’ of this text.]

18, Thid,

17. Edmund Husserl, "Philasophic als streage Wusenschaft,” Lagar 1. p. 298, (En-
glish iranstation by Quentin Lauer, "Philosophy as Rigorous Science.” in Edmund Hus-
serl, Phenomenvlogy and the Cruts of Philosophy (New York: Harper Torchbook, 1965,
Pp. 71-147, esp. p- 85/
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“Every psychulugical determination is ro ipne psychophysical, which is
ta say in the broadest sense . . . that it has a never-absent physical con-
notation. Even where psychology—the empirical science—concerns it-
self with the determination of bare nccurrences of consciousness and
tot with dependences that are psychopbysical in 1be usual narrower
seuse, thouse occurrences are still thought of as belonging 10 naure,
that is, as belonging to human and animal conscinusness which in turn
have an nbvious and coapprehended connection with buman and ani-
mal urganisms.”'"

This consciousness as a component part of the animal unity is at the
same time consciousness of this real nature, in reality one with the na-
ture in the concretion of every factual living being (man); but at the
same time consciousness is also separated from it by an absolute gulf,
as every perception of a thing shows in the disunclion of immanence

nd transcendence. Now this separation into two spheres of being is
emarkable precisely because the sphere of immanence, the sphere of
lived experience, establishes the possibility within which the wanscen-
dent world, separated from it by a gulf. can become objective at all. hh
is now a question of envnagmg this double involvement, firsc in the
real unity ot concretion of the arimal and then in the involvement
stemming from the relation of immunence and transcendence despite
the real gulf. How can it siill be said that consciousness has its “own
essence, an essence particular to itz That it is a self-contained conti-
nuity? How is the drawing out and highlighting of consciousness as an
independent region of lived experiences. as an independent region of
being, sull at all possible>

Already in our very first considerations we have seen that the re-
gion of lived experience is specihed by the character of intentionality.
Because of their intentianality, the transcendent world is in a verLain
sense there in the lived experiences. But it should be noted that just
because the transcendent world, beginning with the things. is objec-
tive, this is no reason to assume that this 1s necessarily apprehended.
As Husserl expressly emphasizes, apprehending the given things is
only one particular mode of act. For exaniple, in the act of love | live
'in’ the beloved, in such a way 1hat the beloved in this act is not an
abject int the sense of an apprehended object. For this, 2 new modih-
cation of attitude is required sa that the beloved may be presented
objectively in the sense of mere apprehension. [n order to avoid nar-
rowing down the concept of inentionality, it musi be seen that ap-
prehension is not identical with directing-itself-toward. Apprehen-

vR Lhicl, pp. egiE [Eng. 1., p. 86.)
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sion is only a very particular and not necessarily even a predominani
mode of intending eutities. Thus, when in reflection I am directed 10-
ward a particular experieoce. toward a particular act such us that of
perceiving a thing, 1 am thematically focused upon the perception
and not upon the perceived. 1 can of course make the perception it-
self the theme such that the perceived, whai the perception perceives,
its object, is itself co-apprehended, but in such a way that 1 do not live
drvectly in the percepnion, say, of the chair, but rather live thematically in
the apprehension of the perceptual act and of what is perceived in it
This way of considering the act and its ohject 15 not a transcendent
apprehension of the thing itself. In considering reflection in this way,
[ to some extent do "not go along with” the concrete perception, to
put it in the vernacular. I do not really live in the perception of the
chair but in the attitude of the immanent refleciive apprebension of
perceiving the chair, not in the thesis of the material world but in the
thematic positing of the act apprehending the perception and of its
ohject as it is there in the act. This "not going along with” the thesis of
ihe material world and of every ranscendent world is called Emoxs,
refraining. —

Every phenomenological analysis of acts considers the act in such a
way that the analysis does not really go along with the act, does no
tollow its thematic sense. but rather makes the act itself the theme, so
that the vbject of the act is also thematized in terms of how it is pre-
sutned in the corresponding intention. This implies that the per-
ceived is not directly presumed as such, but in the how of its being.
This medification, in which the cutity is now regarded to the extent
thist it s an object of intentionaliny, is called hracketing,

This brucketing of the entity takes nothing away from the entity it-
self, nor does it purport to assume that the entity is not. This reversal
of perspective has rather the sense of making the being of the entity
presemt. This phenomenological suspension of the transcendent the-
$1s has but the sole Tunction of making the entity present in regard to
"!I;l.;lge_ir;g. The term "suspension” is thus always misundersiood when
it s thought that in suspending the thesis of existence and by doing
sa, phenomenological reflection simply has nothing more to do with
the entity. Quite the contrary: in an extreme and unigue wity, what
really is at issue now is the deterimination of the being of the very
entity.

Such an émoxi can now be performed in principle upon all possible
tomportauents of consciousness, so that I now envisage consciousness
i such 4 way that, in the individual acts of perceiving. deliberating,
eic., Ido not go along with what their object is but perform the émoxy
tniformly throughout the whole sphere of acts. [ thus envisage the
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acts and their objects in terms of how they are presumed . in the acts.
This securing of the sphere of acts and its objects in the uniformity of
a specific sphere is called reduction.

‘This reduction in the sense of not going along with any transcen-
dent thesis is the first stage within the process of phenomenolugical re-
ductions. When I reduce the concrete experiential continuity of my life
in this way, afier the reduction ] still have the same concrete experien-
tial continuity. 1t is still my continuity. But now 1 do naot have itin such
a way that | am engrossed in the world, following the natural direc-
tion of the acts themselves. Now | have the acts themselves present in
their full structure. Even afier this so-called transcendental reduction,
the reduced field is the field of a unique singularity, that of my stream
of consciousness.

This singular field of my awn stream of experience is then sub-
jected 10 a second reduction, the eidetic reduction, The acts and their

. . e e T .
. objects now are not studied as concrete individuations of my concrete

-

being, as this stream of experience. Rather, this unity of the stream of
experience is now regarded ideatively. Every moment which specifies
this individual siream as individual is how suspended. Whalt is now
discerned in the concretely lived experieaces is simply the structure
belonging to a perception, representation, or judgment as such, re-
gardless of’ whether this judging or perceiving is mine, regardless of
whether it takes place in this moment either in this conerete constella-
tion or tn anather. This double reduction {the transcendental and the
eidetic) draws from the initially given concrete individuation of a
stream of experience what is called the pure field of consciousness, that
is. a field which is no longer concrete and individual but pure.

1n demarcating the reality of the thing from the reality of the siream
of experiences, it was already shown that the transcendent world-
reality does not belong to the immanently real whole of the stream of
experience. The chair is not a lived experience or an experiential
thing. Its kind of being is towally different from thai of lived experi-
ence. By contrast, everything objective in what is calied immanent
perception is defined by the same kind of being as immanent percep-
tion itself. ‘This implies that the object of immanent perception is abse-
futely given. 'The stream of lived experience is therefore a region of
being which constitutes 4 sphere of absolute posiliu;l. as Husser! says. 1t
is true that every transcendent perception apprehends what is per-
ceived by ir, the thing, in its bodily charactey, but there is always the
possibility that what is perceived cannot be and is not. In immanent
apprehension, however, lived experience is given in its absolute selt.
[mmanent perception, the reflection upon the acts, gives entities
whose existence cannot in principle be denied, Or as Husserl once put
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: *Any bodily given thinglike entity can also not be, but a bodily
gwen lived experience cannot also nat be,” "™ 11 thus becomes apparent
that the sphere of immanence is d:almgumhed by its mode of bl\'t‘n-
ness, which is called absolute, Comblmng this with our earbier consid-
erations, we_now see that the sphere of pure comnnu_sr_:g_ss obtained

by way of transcendental and e idetic reduction is dlsungulshe(l by the
character of heing absolutely given Pure consciousness is thus for Hus-

serl the sphere of absolute being.
Nothing 18 altered in ‘thé absolute being of lived expenences by the

contingency of the world of things. Indeed, these experniences are al-
wiys presupposed for all of that. Phenomenological reflection here
has come to a climax. “The essential contexts disclosed to us already
include the most imporiant premises for the conclusions we wish to
draw about the fundamental detachability of” the entire natural world
from the domain of consciousness, the sphere in which lived experi-
ences have their being:"*-—detachability of its how with the help of
the reductions.

Already here, we can detect a kinship with Descartes. What is here
elaborated at a higher level of phenomenological analysis as pure con-
sciousness is the field which Descanies glimpsed under the heading of
res cogitans, the enure Deld of cogitationes. The transcendent world,
whose exemplary index tor Husserl as well is to be lfound in the basic
stratum of the material world of things, is what Descartes charac-
terizes as res extensa. This kinship is not merely factual. Husserl him-
self, at the point where he observes that the reflection has come 10 a
climax, refers explicitly to Descartes. He says that what comes 10 a
head is simply what Descartes really sought in the Meditations, to be
sure with another method and another philosophical goal. This con-
nection with Descartes and the explicit formulation of this connection
is important for the critical understanding of the ontological charac-
ter of this region oblamed by these su-ralled reductive considerations.

We will have to pose u more precise question: How is it a1 all pos-
sible that this sphere of absolute position, pure consciousness, which is
supposed to be separvated from every transcendence by an absolute
Kulf, is at the same time united with reality in the unity of a real hu-
man being, who himself occurs as a real object in the world? How is it
possible that lived experiences constitute an absolute and pure region
of being and at the same lime occur in the transcendence of the world?
Lhis is the line of questioning motivating the elaboration of the phe-
nomenatagical field of pure consciousness in Husserl.

1. Fdren £, B6G Crowy). [Ensg, v, §46, p.osoe |
go. Ibid., p. 87 (10gl.). |Eng. i, §46. pp. 1031.]




§11. Immanent critique of phenomenological research:
critical discussion of the four determinations of
pure consciousness

OQur question will be: Does this elaboration of the thematic lield of
phenomenology, the field of intentionality, raise the question of the
being of this region, ntﬁmMngmcimunesﬁ What does being really
nledﬂm@gut is said that the sphere of consciousness is a s;jhEre

,./-an_d reg!_ug_pljbmiu;; bemg’ tht does absolutr being mean heve?
What does being mean when we speak of the being of the transcen-
dent world, of the reality of things? Is there somewhere in the dimen-
sion of this fundamental deliberation, in which the elaborasion of the
field of phenomenology is decided, in turn a clarification of the re-
gard from which the separation of the 1wo spheres of being is consid-
ered, namely, the sense of being, to which there is constant reference?
Does phenomenology anywhere really arrive at the methodological
ground enabling us to raise this guestion of the sense of being, which must
precede any phenomenological deliberation and is mlpllt.lt in it?

We are still leaving undiscussed whether this question is or is not a
SJundamental question, whether z radical securing of the field of inten-
tionality is possible and makes sense without raising this question
explicitly and answering it. But if the question is necessary. then
the reflection upon being as such is phenomenologically even more
necessary, and ultimately also the concrete pussibility of exploring this
question. But then the prior position seems phenomenologically
inadequate.

We shall establish the basis for the critical considerarion of the field
of objects proper to phenomenology by investigating whether the
being of the intentional as such is explored within the tollowing three
horizons of consideration: [1.] What is the basis upon which this field
of objects is secured? {2.] What is the way of securing this thematic
field? [3.] What are the determinations of this newly found field of
objects, of what is called pure consciousness? We shall surt with the
latter horizon, the determination of the being of the region ‘con-
sciousness.” As the basic (teld of intenttonality, is the region ot pure
consciousness determined in its being, and how?

The determination obvicusly aims a1 4 determination of being.
Consciousness is plainly identified as a region of absolute being. It is
moreover that region from which all other entities (reality, the tran-
scendent) are set ofl. In addition, this particular disunction is speci-
fied as the most radical distinction in being which can and must be made
within the system of categories.

In view of these determinations regarding pure conscinusness, does
our particular critical distinction, wherehy we ask whether and to
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what extent the inquiry is directed toward being, sdll have any sense
and basis? We shall discuss in detail the determinations of being which
Husser} gives to pure consciousness. There are four of them and they
are peculiarly tied together, so that the same designation is often used
for two different determinations.

Consciousness is 1)} immanent being: 2) the immanent is the absolutely
gven being. This absolute givenness is also called absolute being pure
and simple. g) This being, understood as absolute givenness, is also
absolute in the sense that nulla re indiget ad existendum (thus the old
definition of substance is adopted): “it needs no res in order ta be.”
Res is here understood in the narrower sense of reality, transcendent
being, that is, any entity which is not consciousness. 4) Absolute being
in these two significations—absolutely given and needing no reality—
is pure being, in the sense of being the essence, the ideal being of lived
experiences.

We shall ask the following about these four determinations of be-
ing: Are they determinations which arise from a regard for the sub-
ject matter itself? Are they determinations of being which are drawn
from the consciousness and from the very entity intended by this
term?

a) Consciousness is immanent being

Formally, immanence implies, first of all, 16 be in another. This prop-
erty of iminanence is said of the region of consciousness, of lived ex-
perience, more precisely, in reference to the apprehending acts, to the
acts of reflection which in their turn are directed toward acts, toward
lived experiences. Immanence is asserted of a relation which is pos-
sible between lived experiences themselves, between the reflecting act
and the reflected. Between the reflecting experience and the reflected,
the objective element in the reflection, there is a relation of real inclu-
sion in one another. Immanence, being in one another, is here as-
serted of lived experiences insofar as they are a possible object of an
apprehension through reflection. Immanence is not a determination
of the entity in itself with regard to its being, but a relation of two
entities within the region of lived experience or consciousness. This
relation is characterized as a real in-one-another, but nothing is actually
said about the being of this being-in-one-another, about the “imma-
tent realiny” [Reellidt], about the entity for the whole of this region. A
relationship of being between entities, and not the being as such, is
determined here. Thus the first determination of being which Hus-
serl gives for the region of pure consciousness, either as an originary
or & non-originary determination, is not carried out.




b) Consciousness is absolute being
in the sense of absolute givenness

How is it with the second character: Consciousness is absalute being

in the sense of absolute givenness: The reflected experience which is

| the object in a reflection is originarily given in itself. In contrast to the

transcendent, lived experiences are there in the absolule sense. That

is, they do not display themselves indirectly, symbolically, but are ap-

' prehended in themselves. They are called absolute because of this ab-
| solute giveniness.

If the lived experiences are called absolute in this sense, this charac-
teristic of being—absolute—once again implies a determination of
the region of lived experiences with reference to its being appre-
hended. This determination is still based upon the first determina-
tion. This determmnation—absoluiely given—does not refer to the
mutual regional pertinence of the apprehended and the apprehend-
ing but now to the relation of a lived experience as an abject for an-
other lived experience.

The first characteristic, immanence, identified a relatiouship of
being between acts of the same region. Now what is characterized is
the specific mode of being-an-object by which an enuty of the region
of lived experience is an object tor another such entity. Once again,
the entity in itself does not become a theme. What dees become the-
matic is the entity insofar as it is a possible object of reflection.

c) Consciousness is absolutely given in the
sense of ‘nulla re indiget ad existendum’

The third determination likewise characterizes consciousness as ab-
solute being, but “absolute” is now taken in a new sense. We can make
this new sense clear to ourselves by referring buack 10 the first deter-
mination of the region of lived experience, consciousniess as imma-
nent being. While all lived experiences are immanenily given, every
other sort of being is such that it manifests itself in consciousness. In
principle, therefore, the possibility exists that the continuity of the
flow of lived experiences, of the stream of consciousness, possesses “a
self-contained continuity of being,"' a certain univocity, without hay-
ing anything in reality correspond 10 what is presumed in this experi-
ential continuity. In other words, in principle the possibility exists that

consciousness itself is “not affected in its own existence” by an “anui-

1. Fdeen, p.yg (L19) JEng. tr., 849, p.1re ]
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hilation of the world of things"*—a consideration which, as is well-
known, Descartes had already employed.

Real being can be otherwise or even not be at all, while conscious-
ness is capable of displaying in itself a closed continuity of being. This
consideration means that consciousness is absolute in the sense thar it
is the presupposition of being on the basis of which reality can mani-
fest itself at all. Transcendent being is always given in representation;
indeed, it is represented precisely as the object of intentionality.

Counsciousness, immanent and absolutely given being, is that in
which every olher possible entity is constituted, in which it truly s’
what it is. Constituting being is absolute. All other being, as reality, is
only in relation to consciousness, that is, relative to it. “The common
way of talking about being is thus reversed. The being which for us is
the first is in itself the second, that is, it is what it is only in ‘relation’ to
the first.”* This first, which must be presupposed, which must already
be there so that something real can manifest itself, this first being has
the advantage of not needing reality. On the contrary, it is rather real-
ity which has need of the first being. All consciousness is therefore ab-
solute compared to any and every reality.

This determination—absolute—is now abtained with regard to the
particular role which consciousness has as constituting conscicusness.
This means that the character of absolute being is now attributed o
consciousness insofar as it is regarded in the horizon of a theory of
reason, in terms of the question of the possible demonstration of real-
ity in ralional consciousness. The character ‘absolute’ is now attrib-
uted to consciousness to the extent that it is regarded in its potential
tunction as an object-constituting consciousness. And in this sense
consciousness is that sovt of being which fory its part is not constitmed
once again in another consciousness but which, in constituting itself,
itself constitutes every possible reality. Absolute being accordingly

means not being dependent upon another specifically in regard to

tonsttution; it is the first, that which must already be there in order
that what is presumed can be at all. There is something presumed, in
the widest sense, only insofar as a presurning, that is, a consciousness,
is. Consciousness is the earlier, the apriori in Descartes’s and Kant's
sense, '

Consciousness in this sense of the absolute means the priority of
subjectivity over every objectivity. This third determination—absolute
being-—ance again does not determine the entity itself i its being but
vather sets the region of consciousness within the order of constitu-

2. 1bid., p. g1 {115). [Eng. tr., §49, p. 110.|
3. lbid., p. g5 {118} [Eng. tr., §g0, p. 112.]




tion urtd assigns 1o it in this arder a formal role ol being earlier than
nything ahjective. This determination and conception of consctous-
ess s ikewise the place where idealism and idealfistic inquiry, more
yrecvisely idealism in the form of neo-Kantianism, enter into phenom-
enology. Thus this determination of being is also not an orlgmal one.

Lo B

d) Consciousness is pure being

The fourth determination of being, which regards consciousness as
frure being, is even less than the ather thwee a characteriziion of the
being of the intentional, that is, of the entity which is defined by the
structure of mtennunah[_\, Consciousness is calted pure consciousness

#to the extent that it, as this region, is no longer regarded in its con-
crete individuation and is e Lo a living being. It is not conscigusness
to the extent that it is kic ef nune real and mine. but instead purely in
its essential content. At issue is not the particular individuation of a
concrete intentional reladon but the intentional structure as such, not
the concretion of lived experiences but their essenual strutture, not
the real being of lived experience but the ideal essential being of con-
sciousness itself, the apriori of lived experiences in the sense of the
generic universal which in each case defines a class of lived experience
or its structural contexture. [n other words, consciousness is called
pure to the extent that every reality and realization in it is disre-
gara—d— This being is pure because it is defined as ideal, that is. not real
bémng

This character of being, consciousness as pure, shows espectally
clearly that what matters here is not the ontological characters of the
intentional but the determination of the bemg of uuenuonailty not
the determination of the being of the entity which has the structure
intentivnality, but the determination ot the being of the structure it-
self as intrinsically detached.

All {our determinations of the being of the phenomenological re-
gion: immanent being, absolute being in the sense of absolute given-
ness, absolute being in the sense of the aprior in constitution, and
pure being, ave in no way drawn from the entity itself. Rather, to the
extent that Lhey are Brougbl out as determinations of the being of
CONSCIOUSNEss, they immediately (]lellf\’ as obstacles in the path of
asking abaut the being of this entity and so also about the clearer elab-
oration of this entity itselt. The determinations of being are aot de-
rived by considering the intentional in its very being, but to the extent
that it is placed under scruuny as epprehended, given, constituting and
ideating taken as an essence, 1t is from such perspectives, which in the

# first instunce are alien to consciousness, that these determinations of




being are derived, 1t would however be premature. trom the absence
of The determination of the being of consciousness, from the neglect
of the question of being in characterizing consciousness as a region, to
jump to the conclusion that the question of being 1s as such being ne-
glected Perhaps here, we merely need to determine CONSclOUsness as
a region, the way in which it is a field tor a particular consideration,
but not the being of the entity itself, which can [alse] be set apart as a
possible field for consideration.

in point of fact, all of these determinations of being are derived
with a view 10 working out the context of lived experience as a region for
absolute scientific consideration. Perhaps precisely here the question of
the being of the entity should not be raised. In any case, we must first
look into whether the sense of this entity is determined in the process
of bringing this region into relief, even if only in the sense that it is
suspended as irrelevant for its being a region.

Husserl's primary question is simply not concerned with the charac-
ter of the being of consciousness. Rather, he is guided by the follow-
ing concern: How can conscivusness become the possible object of an absolute
sctence? The primary concern which guides him is the idea of an abso-
lute sctence. This idea, that consciousness is to be the region of an absolute
science, is not simply i:wemed' it is the idea which has occupied mod-
sciousness as the thematic held of phenoment‘).k)_g;f“ls not derived phe—
nomenologically by going back to the matters themselves but by going back 10
a traditional idea of philosophy. Thus none of the characters which
emerge as determinations of the being of lived experiences is an origi-
nal character. We cannot go into more detail here into the motivation
for this entire line of inquiry and into its way of posing problems. To
begin with, it is enough for us to see that the four characters of being
which are given for consciousness are not derived from consciousness
. o e e
itself.

With that, we have gone through only the first stage of our critical
reflection. The second is to ask whether, on the way taken o elaborate
pure consciousness, we shall not perhaps still come to a genuine de-
termination of the being of lived experience. But if not here, then
surely we find it in the starting point of the entire reflection, that is, in
securing and preparing the exemplary field, where it is said that phe-

nomenological reflection must start from the natural auitude, from !

the entity as it first gives itself. With this, we also get a preview of the |

determination of the being of the entity in which consciousness and
reason are concrete, in the determination of the being of the concrete
entity called man.

e
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§12. Exposition of the neglect of the question of the
being of the intentional as the basic
field of phenomenological research

The critical question which emerged in the first detailed and sys-
lematic treatment by Husserl is the question nf the being ot that which
is put forth as the theme ol phenomenology. Why we place the ques-
tion of being in the fareground as the critical question, by what war-
rant we even approach tie position of phenomenology with this ques-
ton, will become clear later, At lirst, we are presupposing that there
must be an inquiry into this being. We are asking whether this ques-
tion is asked in phenomenology itself.

If we recall the determinations which Husserl himself gives to pure
consciousness as the phenomenological region, it becomes apparent
that these four determinations—being as immanent being. being as
absolute being in the sense of absolute givenness, being as absolute
being in the sense of constituting being over against everything tran-
scendent, and being as pure being over against every individuation—

.are not drawn from the entity itseli bur are atrvibuted o it insofar as
_this consciousness as pure consciousness is placed in certain perspec-
I tives, If consciousness is regarded as apprehended, then it can be said
to be immanent. If it is regarded with respect 10 the manner of its
givenness, it can be said o be absolutely given. With regard to its role
as constituting being, as that in which every reality manifests itself, it
is absolute being in the sense of nulla re indiget ad existendum. Regarded
in its essence, its what. it is ideal being, which means that it posits no
real individuation in the content of its structure. If these determina-
tions are not originary determinations of being, then on the positive
side it must be said that they only determine the region as region but
not the heing of consciousness itself, of intentional comportments as
such; they are concerned solely with the being of the region con-
sciousness. the being of the field within which consciousness can be
considered. This consideration is in fact possible. To make this clear
with an example, the mathematician can circumscribe the mathemati-
cal field. the entire realm of that which is the object of mathematical
consicderation and inguiry. He can provide a certain definition of the
object of mathematics without ever necessarily posing the question of
the mode of being of mathematical objects. Precisely in the same way,
it can at first be granted with some justification that here the region of
phenomenology can simply be circumscribed by these four aspects
without thereby necessarily inquiring into the being of that which be-
longs in this region. Perhaps the being of consciousness should not
be inquired iuto a1 all. In any case, the final critical position cannaot be
based upon this initial critical consideration. Moreover, what must be
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asked and studied more closely in the whole of this ¢laboration of con-
sciousness is whether being is explored within it, whether perhaps en
route to the reduction, to the securing and bringing into relief of this
region called consciousness, the question of being is after all raised,
whether perhaps right on the way which leads from whac is given in
the natural attitude to what the reduction offers, the question of be-
ing is after all under consideration.

Let us recall the sense and methodological task of the phenomenologi-
cal reduction. 1t seeks to arrive at the pure consciousness starting from
the factual real consciousness given in the natural attitude. This is
done by disr egardmg what is really posited, by withdrawing from
every real poszung In the reduction we disregard precisely the reality
of the consciousness gn en in the natural attitude in the factual humaun
being. The real experience is suspended as real in order to arrive at
the pure : absolute experience (Emox7)-. The sense of the reduction is_

precisely to make na use of the reality of the intentional;_ cis not

posued and experlenced as real. We start from the real consciousness

in the factually existing human, but this takes place only in order fi-
nally to disregard it and to dismiss the reality of consciousness as such.
In its methodological sense as a disregarding, then, the reduction is in
principle inappropriate for determining the being of consciousness
positively. The sense of the reduction involves precisely giving up the
ground upon which alone the question of the being of the intentional
could be based (admittedly with the aim of then determining the
sense of this reality from the region now secured). But the sole ques-
tion here is whether reduction as such brings out something for the
determination of the being of the intentional. Of course, one must be
careful here, inasmuch as Husser] here would reply: The sense of the
reduction is at first precisely to disregard reality in order then to he
able to consider it precisely as reality as this manifests itselt in pure
consciousness, which 1 secure through the veduciion. in reply we
would again ask whether this can be suthicient for the question of the
being of the intentional.

Whaut more does the reduction accomplish? It disregards not onl
reality but also any particular individuation of li;ra_ap—rmﬁ?:_es_ft
disregards the fact that the acts are mine or those of any other indi-
vidual human being and regards them only in their w}mf It regards
the what, the structure of the acts, but as a result does not thematize
their way to be, their being an act as such. It is solely concerned with
the whal-contents of the swructures, the siructure of the intentional
as the hasic structure of the psychic, the what-contents of the constitu-
tion of this strucwure, the essence of the what of comporiments, the
variations of their self-directedness and the what-coment of their con-
structional relationships, bul not, the essence of their being,

. g ———
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In ideation (eidetic reduction), when we discern the essential con-
tent of the actsjﬂly the structure of that content is regarded. The
essence of the being of lived experiences is not also taken up idea-
tively into the essential contexture of pure consciousness. An example
may serve to make this clear, although the objects here are completely
different. When I seck 10 distinguish the essence of color from that of
sound, this distinction can be mace without my asking about the man-
ner of being of these two objects. When [ determine the essentia, the
essence of color and sound, | disregard their existentia, their particu-

— "_Jar individuation, whether the color is the color of a thing, in this or
that illumination. I louk only at what pertains to every color as color,
regardless of whether it exists or not. 1 disvegard its existence, and so
all the more the essence of its existence.

Likewise, in the consideration and elaboration of pure conscious-

- ness, merely the what-content is brought to the fore, without any in-
' quiry into the being of the acts in the sense of their existence. Not only
" is this question not raised in the reductions, the transcendental as well

as the eidetic; it gets lost precusely through them. From the what I never
experience anything about the sense and the manner of the that—at
any rate, only that an entity of this what-content (extensio, for ex-
ample) can have a certain manner of being. What this manner of
being is, is not thereby made clear. Merely looking at the what-content
means seeing the what as apprehended, given, constituted. The criti-
cal discussion of the reductions in terms of what they do to pose the
question of being turns out te be negative, so much so that it shows
that the determinations of being discussed in §11 cannot be genuine.
But above all, this conception of ideation as disregard of real indi-
viduation lives in the helief that the what of any entity is to be defined
by disregarding its existence. But if there were an entity whose what is
precisely to be and nothing but to be, then this ideative regard of such an
entity would be the most fundamental of misunderstandings. It will
become apparent that this misunderstanding is prevalent in phenom-
enology, and dominates it in turn because of the dominance of the
tradition.

If the intentional is to be interrogated regarding its manner of
being, then the entity which is intentional must be originally given,
that is, it must be originally experienced in its manner of being. The
original refationship of being to the entity which is intentional must
be attained. But does this original relationship of being to the inten-
tional not lie in the starting position of the reductions? Does this start
not take the psychic, the consciousness-of, just as it is given in the natu-
val antitude, i the theoretically still unmodified experiencer In the
end, this is at least where the sense of the intentional, even if it is not
explicitly brought 1o 1hie Tore, must nevertheless be experienced.
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Let us puse the first eritical question: Te what extent is the being of
the intentional experienced and determined in the starting position—
i the determination of the exemplary ground of the reductions? 1f
the being, the ‘reality’ of the inwentional, is experienced in the natural
atutude iself, then we need only to supplement the considerations of
the intentional and of the reduction as we have understood it up to
now: we now need to pose the question not only of the what-content,
the structure of the acts, but also of the essence of their being. The
manner of being would then be grasped in the natural attitude and
also determined ideatively in its essence. Presurmnably the maode of
being (the reality) of the intentional understood as the psychic is also
experienced here. In the natural attitude, the intentional at first cught
o he given precisely as that which is then disregarded in ideation.
Even if only 1o be immediately ser aside. the intentional is here none:
theless experienced in its reality, although not thematically appre
hended. What being is attributed o it?—that of real occcurrences i

the world, living beings which are objectively on hand, which in ac{

cord with their being are inserted into the ‘fundamental layer' of al
reality, into material thingness. The being of the intentional, the bein
of acts, the being of the psychic is thus fixed as a real worldly occur
rence just like any natural process. And that is not all.

Since the formation of the region of pure consciousness is under-
taken for the purposes of theoretical reason, the elaboration of the
various ways in which the various realms of entities are constituted in
consciousness seeks to determine each particular reality and objec-
tivity. Anything real manifests itself in consciousness as a possible ob-
Ject of a directing-itsetf-toward-it. Reality is to be specified in each case

in view of this self-manifesting aspect as such. Also subject 1o specifi-

cation is thus the particular reality at issue for us: the animalia, the

psvchic in its factual actuality, In other words, the reduction and the -

development of the regions, these ways of being, have no other sense
than to provide the scientific basis for specifying the reality of some-
thing real. The actuality of the intentional is likewise constituted as a
reality in consciousness.

‘Psychological consciousness,” that is. the consciousness of some-
thing, the intentional as it is an object of psychology undersioond as a
science of the veal, must itself still be undersiood as a corvelate of pure
conscioniess, Standing over against © . ., empirical {psychic} lived
expericnce, as a presupposition of its sense, is absolute lived experi-
ence™! Persons—"psychic personalities™ are "empirical unities™*; just
“like realities of any kind and level. they are mere unities of inten-

1o ddeen 1, poaob (143). [Eng. i, S8, poovei]
2. Ibicl., p. 100 (1545 [Eng, 11, §54, p. 128,
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tional ‘constitution—. . . ."* Thus they can be experienced as truly
being and so are “scientifically determinable.™’ "Al empirical unilies
{person, animal ego} . . . are indicators of absolule expertentiul contexts

with a distinctive essential formation, in addition to which still other
\ formations are conceivable: all empirical unities are transcendent in
ithe same sense, merely relative, contingent,”* “To take them as being
in the absolute sense is therefore absurd.”™ Only pure consciousness is
the “sphere of being of absolute origins.”” “To ascribe reality as well”®
to this pure conscivusness is absurd.
By way of summary then:

. . . the whole spatio-temporal world, which includes the human being
and the human ego as subordinate individual realities, {is} &t accord with
its own sense mere intentional being {being manifesting itself in acts], thus a
being which has the mere secondary and relative sense of a being for a
consciousness. . . . [tis a being which consciousness posits in its experi-
ences, a being which in principle can be intuited and defined merely as
the identical element of harmoniously motivated experiential mani-
tolds—over and above this, however, it is nothing.”

But it has thus become quite clear that the being of the psychic, 1he
intentional, is first suspended in order to allow the pure region of
consciousness 1o be reached. On the basis of this pure region h now
first becarnes possible to define the suspended being, reality. The ques-
tion of being is thus rawsed, it is even answeved. We have to do solely with
the genuinely scientific way of answering it, which attempts to define the
sense of the reality of something reai insotar as it manifests itself in
CONSCIOUSNESS. _

What then was the point of our critical question? Was it merely pre-
cipitous on our part that we discussed the question of being and even
established a neglect, in view of the determinations of being which are
attributed 10 pure consciousness? Siill, this envre consideration stands
under a ‘hut.’ In tact, this difficulty does not concern the determina-
tion of the region as such, the characterization of pure consciousness.
As we have already suggested, the basic dithoulty with this delermina-
tion of the reality of acts lies already in the starting position. What
hecomes fixed here as the datum of a natural attitude, namely, that
man is given as a living being, as a zoological object, is this very atti-

Lbyid.

Ihid,

[bid.. p. 105 (1g3). [Eng. tr., §54. p. 128]
Ibied, p. 106 (134). |Eng. 1v., §5.4. p. 128}
Ihicl. p.1o% (5. (Eng. te, 855, p. 12q.]
Ibicl., p. 1a8 (136). [Eag. tr.. §55. p- 130.]
o Ihid., pogy Covpd [Eng. ir, 849, p.or1z2.]
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tude which is called natural. For man's way of experience vis-a-vis the
other and himself, is it his natural mode of reflection to experience
himself as {@owr, as a living being, in this broadest sense as an object of
nature which occurs in the world? In the natural way of experience,
does man experience himself, 1o put it curtly, zoologically? Is this atti-
[ude a natural a!titu,de or is it nat?

Iawfully regulated How of occurrences in the spd[m Lempuml exteri-
ority of the world. Is this natural attitude perhaps only the semblance
of one? This kind of comportment and experience is of course righdy
called an attitude [Einstellung), inasmuch as it must first be derived
from natural comportment, from the natural way of experience; one
must o to speak “place oneself into” [ hineinstellen] this way of consid-
ering things [and so assume an atdtude toward them] in order to be
able to experience in this manner. Man’s natural manner of experi-
ence, by contrast, cannot be called an aititude. Another issue is whether
the character of the reality of man and of the acts which appear in this
way of experience is the primary and authentic character; whether 1
experience the specific being of acts there or whether the specific be-
ing of comportments as such is actually obliterated, and the being of
acts is defined merely in terms of their having occurred. The situation
thus remains the same: although here the reality of acts is in a certain
sense examined, the specific act-being of the comporiments as such is
nevertheless not examined. On the contrary, the specific being of acts
is just distorted by this so-called natural auitude. That this attitude
passes itself off as natural just serves w support the prejudice that in
this sort of attitude the being of acts is given originally and authen-
tically, and that every question about the being of acts must refer back
to it.

Even if the ‘thing of nature called man’ is experienced as the {Gov
vccurring in the world and his mode of being and his reality are de-
lermined, this does not mean that his comporiments, the intentional
in its being, are examined and defined. What is thus examined and
defined is mevely his being on hand as a thing. tv which comportments
are perhaps added as ‘appendages’ but are not really relevant for de-
lermining the character of the being of this entity and do not tonsti-
tute its way of being. But to the extent that rhis entity is character-
ized by comportments, its way of being must also be knowable in its
toimportments.

This then is the result of vur deliberations: in eluhorating inten-
tonality as the thematic fieid of phenomenology, the question of the
being of the intentional is left undiscussed. 1 is not raised in the lield thus
secured, pure consciousness; indeed, it is Hatly rejecied as nonsensi-
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cal. [n the course of securing this field, in the reduction, itis expressly
deferred. And where the determinations of being are brought into
play, as in the starting position of the reduction, itis likewise not origi-
nally raised. Instead, the heing of acts is in advance theoretically and
dogmatically defined by the sense of being which is taken from the
reality of nature. The question of bring itself is left undiscussed.

$13. Exposition of the neglect of the question of the
sense of being itself and of the being of man
in phenomenology

But what is the point ol this questioning of beingz What is it for? Is
it not enough 10 specify the what and the variations of the whatr To
begin with, the ‘what for' is not a primary criterion in knowledge!

. Quite generally, inquiring into the being of the intentional is nonethe-
' less a possibility! And in the end a necessity?

‘The first thing to be said is that this exposition of the thematic field
of phenomenology, of pure consciousness, itself aims precisely at
drawing a distinction amonyg entities, fixing the fundamental distinc-
tion among entities, and this basically involves an answer to the ques-
tion of being. Husserl says:

The system of categories most emphatically must start from this most
radical of all distinctions of being—being as ronsciousness and being as
‘transcendent’ being ‘manifesting” itsel{ in consciousness, It is clear that
this distinction can be drawn in all of its purity and appreciated only
through the method of phenomenological reduction.!

It is not merely that the basic distinction in entities is to be found with
the securing of pure consciousness, but that the reduction itself has
no other task than to fix and 10 demonstrate this fundamental distinc-
tion of being. But now we note something remarkable: here it is being
claimed that the most radical distinction of being is drawn without
actually inquiring into the being of the entities that enter into the dis-
tinction. This, moreover, involves a discussion of being, a distinguish-
ing of extanl regions: in other words, it is maintained that a distine-
tion is made in regard to being. If we press further and ask what
being means here, in regard to which absolute being is distinguished
from reality,* we search in vain for an answer and still more for an
explicit articulation of the very question. In drawing this fundamental

1. Fdeen !, pp.1g1f1749). [Eng. e, §76. p. 271
z. In the fundamental separatiun between ey as conscivusness ane being as real-
ity "yawns a veritable abyss of meaning.” Hid., p. gy (0070 {Eng. r, §44. p. 113
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distinction of being. not once is a question raised regarding the kind
of heing which rhe distinguished members have, or the kind of being
which consciousness has, and more basically, regarding what 1 is which
directs the entire process of making this distinction of being, in short,
what the sense of being is. From this 1t becomes clear that the question
of being 15 not an optional and merely passthle question, but the most urgent
guestion inherent in the very sense ol phenomenology itself—urgent
in a still more radical sense in relation to the intentional than we have
so tar discussed.

So we see in fact that phenomennlogiml research, in its formative
period and even more so already in its breakthrough, operates in a
,!um!ummml neglect, and it does so in relation 1o the pht‘numcnolug:cal
investigation and determination of that which must be its theme: in-
tentional comportment and all thau is given with it.

Two fundamental neglects pertaining to the question of heing can be iden-
tified. On the one hand. the question of the being of this specific entity, of the
acts, is neglected; on the other, we have the neglect of the question of the sense of
being itself.

But how is it possible that a form of research whose principle is ‘to
the matters themselves' leaves the tundamental consideration of its
must proper matter unsettled? Is phenomenological research in fact
50 unphenomenological that it excludes its maost proper domain from
the phenomenological quesbon? Before we conclude the critique and
proceed to the positive reflection, we are obliged to bring cut all the
approaches we can find here which nevertheless do point in the direc-
lion of determining the being of the intentional out of itself, Does not
phenomenology still expressly raise the question of the being of the
intentional as such after all, and does it noudo so over and above the
‘naturakistic attitude’ first discussed® Does not this question come up
of necessity as soon as phenomenology sets itself off from psychology?

a) The necessary demarcation of phenomenology
from naturalistic psychology, and its overcoming

We have seen the course of such a demarcation, which did not un-
derstand the question that we designated as essentially epistemologi-
¢zl or drawn from the theary of reason, even though this road led
direatly to fundamental determinations of being. Such a demarcation
of phenomenology (rom psychology was already necessary in its ini-
tial reakthrough, inasmuch as phenomenology was elaborated from
a parucular psychology, the Brentancan, it we can call it thar. This de-
marcatian must olwviously deal with the being of acts. This demarca-
ton, o the extent that it is dearly tocused apan acts as sucli. will not
A4rift in the direction of what we have called the natwralistic annude,

é‘_
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it which the acts are not defined as such, but instead are wreated as
appendages of a material thing. That phenomenology nonetheless
overcomes uuturalism in a certain sense becomes manifest when we
take a closer look at its initial breakthrough.

In its initial stage, in its breakthrough, phenomenology understood
itself immediately as a struggle againsi naturafism, but against natu-
ralism in the particular form of psychologism, specifically psychologism
in the particular field of logic.

There was a wendency in logic 10 take the laws of thoughi as laws of
the psychic processes of thought, of the psychic occurrence of thought.
In uppaosition to this misunderstanding, Husserl, like Brentano, showed
that the laws ot thought are nor the laws of the psychic course of
thinking but luws of what is thought: that one must distinguish be-
tween the psychic pracess of judgment, the act in the broadest sense,
and what is judged in these acts. Distinction is made between 1he real
intake of the acis, the judging as such, and the ideal, the conteni of
the judgment. This distinction betweent real prvformance and wdeal content
provides 1he basis for 1he fundamental rejrction of psychologusm. To the
extent that phenomenoclogy works th this direction in logic against
psychologism or naturalism, it was from the beginning safeguarded
from the naturalistic misunderstanding. However, it must be noted
that in this demarcation in the phenomenon of judgment—judged
content as ideal being or valid being on the one hand and real being
or the act ot judgment on the other—he distinction between the real
and the ideal being of judgment is indeed confronted, but thar pre-
cisely the veality of thes real aspect of acts is left wndvtermined. 'Vhe being of
the judgment, its being an act, that is. e heing of the intentional, is
left unquestioned, so that there is always the possibility of conceiving
this reality in terms of psychic processes of nature. The discovery, or
better the rediscovery of the ideal excrted a fascination, cast a spell, as
it were, while on the other side, the acts and processes were relegated
to psychology. The elaboration of the pure field here simply led once
again to norms, as we saw, withoul raising the central question.

b) Dilthey’s endeavor of a
‘personalistic psychology’—
his idea of man as a person

But this phenomenological critique of naluralism was open to the
direction taken by Dilthey and in fact took over his inidatives, That is,
Husserl went to work in carrving out, in a phenomenolugical way, the
task which Dilthes set for himself. which was to launch a persmialistic
psychology against 1he reigning watureintn psychology. The psvehical
wits now 1 be understond ot as an event vf nature but as spirf and
prrson,
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[t has already been pointed out® that Dilthey brought with him an
ariginal understanding of phenomenology, and that he himself influ-
enced it in the direction of the question which concerns us. Dilthey's
scientihc work sought to secure that wav of regarding man which,
contrary to scientific psvchology, does not take him for its object as a
thing of nature, explaining and construing him by means of other
vmversal laws of ‘events,” but instead understands him as a living person
actively involved in history and describes and analyzes him in this under-
standing. Here we tind a recognizable trend toward a hew psye hology.
a personalistic one. 1 have already pointed out that, afier the appear-
ance of Logical Investigations (1goo—1go1), as Husserl sought 1o de-
velop his position turther, Dilthey exerted a special influence upon
him precisety in the direction of arriving at a new psychology. But in
the horizon of our question there is also the attempt 10 determine the
being of acts themselves siricily out of themselves, and to get away
from the purely naturalistic objectifying regard of the acts and of the
psychic. In view of the actual theme of phenomenalogy, this means
that we need a reflection an the definition of the starting position in
the further development of phenomenology, namely, the definition of
the heing of consciousness with regard to the way it is given in the
natural attitude. This primary kind of experience, which provides the
basis for every further characterization of consciousness, turns out 1o
be a theoretical kind of experience and not 2 genuinely natural one,
in which what is experienced could give itsell in its original sense. In-
stead, the manner in which what is experienced gives self here is de-
Iined by the feature of an objectivity for a theoreucal consideration of
nature, and nothing else. 1t thus follows that the starting poim for the
eluboration of pure conmsciousness is a theoretical one. Au first, natu-
rally, this in itself’ would not be an objection or a misfortune, but
surely it is atterwards, when, on the basis of the pure consciousness
derived from this theoretical hasis, it is claimed that the entire lield of
tomportments may also be delermined, espedially the practical. In the
further course of development of phenomenology, of course, the in-
Huence of the new tendency we have mentioned comes into play. seck-
ing 1o go beyond the specifically naturalistic attitude and to bring a
personalistic attitude into its own,

It rust be asked how human Dasein is gwen in specifically personal
vxperience, and how this maorivates the atterpt to determine dnd
tuund the being of acts and the being of man. (v the extent that this
aempt should swceeed and provide the path upon which the being ot
the intenuonal, ol acts, and of 1the concrete Dasecin ol man can be de-
tevinined, the ground for our critique would be taken away. It re-

g. LI 84c above.
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mains to be seen to what extent this new attiwde alends 1 1he ques-
tion of the being of the Dasein of man, the heing of acts and of the
performer of the acts. and to what extent this being is determined. To
see this, we once again turn brieflv to Dilthey.

Dilthey was the first to understand the aims of phenomenology. Al-
ready in the eighteen-sixtics, his work was directed toward an elabora-
tion of a new psychology. Pul very generally. this was to be a science of
man which apprehends man primarily as be exists as a person, as a
person acting in history. With this idea of man in mind, he sought to
determine this same entity scientifically. In this «im he came into con-
flict with the reigning psychology, which was naturalistic in the ex-
tremne, patterned after nawural science. In a nparrower sense. it was
even a psychology of the senses. Against this explunutory psychuvlogy,
which explains by means of hypotheses, Dilthey wanted to establish a
descriptive psychvlogy. Against this constyuctive psychology he wanted
an analytical one. The efforts toward such a psychology, which still
exists in name only, come o an imtial denouement in two treatises,
"ldeas on a Descriptive and Analytic Psychology™* and “Contribu-
tions to the Study of Individuality.”" After the appearance of Logical
Investigations (1goo— 1901} Dilthey took up this problem of a genuine
personal psychology anew, The first resulis aller his acquaintance
with phenomenology are recorded in a remarkable fragment, “Stud-
ies Toward the Founding of the Human Sciences,”* and once again in
a work of grand design in his cld age, “The Construction of the His-
torical World in the Human Sciences.”” Of importance is what Dilthey
set forth in his “[deas” in Chapter 7, “On the Swructure of Psychic
Life,” basic theses which are rtaken up by Husserl and Scheler and ana-
lyzed more pointedly in a phenomenological Fashion: that the person
in his parucular selfness hnds himself over against a world upon
which he acts and which reacts upon him; that in every aspect of being
the person, the total perso, reacts, not simply in willing, feeling. and
reflecting, but all together always at the same time; that the lite-

4. Withelm Dilthey, “[deen tber eine besclireibende und zerglicdernde Psveholo-
gie." Sunungsberichte der Berfowy Akmdrmie, 1804, esp. Ch. 7. | Now more readily i ailable
i Dilihey's Gesammelty Schnjien, Vol ¥V (Swangarl: Teoubner, 1924, 174", pp. 130~
2|

5. Wilhelm Dilthey, "Beirige zam Stadium der tndividualicac” [Sitzengbenchite der
Berliner Akadrmic, 1896, CL. Dilthey, Gesommelte Schrifien, Vol V, pp. 241 -316, where
this essay also bears the title “Uber vergleichende Psychologie” and includes previously
unpablished chapters. |

fi. Wilbelm Dilthey, “$wudien zur Grundleguny der Geisteswissenschaften.” Ab-
hondlungen der Berliner Akademr, 1905, [C1 Diltheys Goemmelte Sebriftes, Vol VEL
{Stungart: Teubner, 1973, pp. 9-75.1

7. Wilhelm Dilthey, "Der Anfhan der geschichilichen Welt in den Liesteswissen-
schafeen,” Abhandlungrn der Rerliner Akadewsr, 1qua, [Gosimmelte Sehfion, Vol VI,
PR 7y-188.|
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cantext ot the person is in every situation ane of development. [n the
analysis and detailed elaboration, these theses are expounded with
the crude and primitive means of the old traditional psychology. But
the essential point here is not sp much the conceptual penetration
as the sheer disclosure of new herizons for the question of the being
of acts and, in the broadest sense, the being of man.

c) Husserl’s adoption of the personalistic
tendency in the “Logos-Essay”

This preliminary work toward a pevsonalistic psychology wus taken
up by Husser! and worked into the further development of phenome-
nology, The initial results ot these rellections appear in his published
work in the already mentioned "Logos-Essay” of 1910, entitled “Phi-
losophy as Rigorous Science.”

This essay is important in several respects: first as a transition stage
from the Logical Investigations 10 the Ideas; then in regard to the con-
cept of reduction: the relation between the eidetic and the transcen-
dental reduction is still left unclaribied: further, on account of the con-
cept of phenomenon and the psychic, and the lack of clarity on the
‘noematic’ and *noetic’; above all, however, in its second part it typifies
Husserl's position toward the problem of history, 2 position which
must be described as impuossible, rightly evoking Dilthey's dismay. Bui
this problem does not interest us now. Our sole problem is the extent
to which this treatise exhibits tendencies toward a personalistic psy-
chology, and whether it gets beyond its initial naturalistic approach.

The best way to make this clear is to ask: How is the sense of the
phenomenological theme, of pure consciousness, defined here? In
contrast to the transcendent, the physical in nature, the psychic is the
immanently given. i is, as Husserl says here, “the counterthrust of
nature.” ™ In view of this immanent psychic character we must now
ask, what in it do we investigate as irs being? This question, what da
we imvesligate in conscicusness as its being, is also formulated by Hus-
sevl in this way: what in it can we grasp and define, and fix as objective
unines? Being for Husser] means nothing other than true being, abjer-
tnaty, true for u thevretical scientific knowing, The question of the speafic
being of consciousness, of lived experieuces, is nof raised here, What
is raised is the question of a distinctive way of being an object for an objec-
e seience of conscimisness. How must | take the experiential context so
that universally valid assertions can be made about it, in order 1o de-
fine the being ot consciousness in them? The answer is: it the phe-
nomena e psychic, and so uot of natare, then they have an essence

7a. Edior's note: Luga, Yol. t, Nu. 3. p.arg |[Eogow, peoiad
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which can be grasped, and adequately grasped. in immediate behold-
ing. By going from the indivicual description of the psychic to a con-
templation of its essence. 1 arrive at a being of consciousness which is
objectively definable. What is primary in the characterization of con-
sciousness in its being is the sense of a possible scientific objectivity
and not its specifically inherent being. which precedes any possible
scientific treatment and has its own sense. It is in this horizon that we
should understand what Husserl now says which poinits in the direc-
tien of 2 personal determination of consciousness:

Nest without misgivings. it is true, does one consider psychology, the sci-
cnee of the “psychical,” merely as a srience ol ‘psychical phenomena’
and of their connections with the body. Bun in fact psychology is every-
where governed by those inborn and inevitable objectivations whose
correlates are the empirical unities man and animal, and, on the other
hand, soul, personality, or character, i.e., disposition of personality,
Still, for our purposes it is not necessary 1o pursue the analysis of 1the
essence of these unity formations nor the problem of how they by
themselves determine the Lask ol psvchology. After all, it immediately
becomes sufficiently clear that these unities are of a kind that is in prin-
ciple different from the things of nature, realities which according 1o
their essence are such as to be given through adumbrating appear-
ances. whereas this in no way applies 10 the unities in question, Only
the founding substrate ‘human body,’ and not man himsell, is a unity
ol real thinglike appearance: and above all. personality, character, etc.
are nol such wnites. With all such unities we are evidently referred
back o the immanent vital unity of the respective ‘consciousness How'
and to morphological peculianies that distinguish the various imma-
nent unities of this sort. Consequtently, all psvehelogical knowledge,
too, even where it is related pritarily to human individualities, charac-
tevs. and dispositions. finds itsell reterred back to those unities of con-
sciousness, und rhereby w the study of the phenomena themselves and of
their interconnections.”

Here it is clear that the "unity formations™ understood as those for-
mations of experiential interrelutions which we take to be a person or
a personality are in principle different in kind from the thinglike real-
ities of nature, that in fact man is now to be approached for considera-
tion as not-nature. Of course, it we ask what the positive sense of this
personal being is, we are again referved back to the immanent struc-
ture of consciousness with which we are already familiar under the
name ol pure conscionsness. At bottom, we are being led back to the
same basis, to the immanent reflection of acts and lived experiences,
without these acts on their part being actually defined.

8. lbid., pp. gl (kog. u. pp.o gt
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In the ensuing years {(1914—10915) Husserl embarked upon the
path toward personalistic psychology even more energetically and at
the same time worked along the lines sew by the first part of the just
published fdeas toward a Pure Phenomenology. This initial elaboration of
portions of a personalistic psychology has, to be sure, never been pub-
lished, but has enjoved a far-reaching literary life in the writings of
Husserl's students. Since this initial elaboration of 1914 Husserl has,
on more than one occasion, set to work on a new version of a person-
alistic psychology. In fact, since his tenure at Freiburg, since 1916, this
100k the form of a lecture course entided “Nawre and Spirit,” which
he repeated on several occasions, His leclure course for this semester
demonstrates how important this appreach 1o this problem has now
hecome for him; voncentrated solely upon a phenomenology of mind
and spirit, it is entitled *Phenomenological Psychology.”” It is charac-
teristic of Husser| that his questioning is still fully in fux, so that we
must in the final analysis be cautious in our critique. 1 am not suffi-
viently conversant with the contents of the present stance of his inves-
tigations. But let me say that Husserl is aware of my objections {rom
my lecture courses in Freiburg as well as here in Marburg and from
personal conversations, and is essentially making allowances for them,
so that my critique today no longer applies in its full trenchancy. Butit
is not really a matter of critivism for the sake of criticizing but criti-
cism for the sake of Jaying open the issues and bringing understand-
ing. It almost goes without saying that even 1oday I still regard myself
as a learner in relation 1o Husserl,

In transmitting the manuscripts of the second part of the Ideas,"
Husserl in the winter wrote 1o me: “Ever since I began in Freiburg,
however, I have made such essential advances precisely in the ques-
tons of nature and spirit that I had to elaborate a completely new ex-
position with a content which was in part completety altered” (letter of
Fehruary 7, 1925). Accordingly, the account which was first presented
here is in some ways already antiquated. One characteristic of the ap-
proach to this personalistic psychology is the context in which it is
placed. The first part of the fdeas makes the question of pure con-
sciousness the basis for the constitution of every reality, The second
part now brings us the constitutional studies themselves: 1. The Consti-
tution of Material Natwre. 2. The Constitwtion of Antmal Nature. 4. The
Contitution of the Hionan Spiritued Warld, with the tide The Personalistic
Attitude in Contrast to the Natnwralistic,

u. Ednor's nute: Edmund Husserl, Phinomenodogische Povchotugie, Husserliana Vol
[X. ed. Walter Biemel (The Hague: Nijhofl. 1g6z).

ta. Editor’s note: Edmund Husserl, Kdeen 2u eoner vainen Phéiinomenologie und phiines
Meneduguschen Phitesophie, Zuwestes Buch Husserliunas Viol, IV, edited by Marly Biemel (The
Hague: Nijhoff, 1g52). [Heteabier cited by the German editor as fdeen 1.
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The main paint naw is not ta view the context of lived experience as
an appendage 10 physical things bul to see that experiential conlext as
such and the ego as a psychic ego-subject.

In order to depict the naturalistic attitude, Husser] analyzes it in an
example, in terms of how a cat is first given as a thing found in the
world, as a material thing characierized by a corporeality with physi-
cal and, above all, aesthesiological properties. This means that this
physical thing entails certain structures and moments which we call
irritability, sensitivity, and the like. The surplus of reality in a living
thing beyond the merely physical is not separable of itself, standing
alongside this physical dimension, as it were, but is real in and with
the physical itself. Because ot this peculiar intevconnection we can say
that the psychic, the soul in its broadest sense, even though it is with-
out extension, without spatiality, is nonetheless located in space. 1 can
say that the cat ran over there, and [ thus localize something psychic,
This has a legitimate basis, made possible on the basis of the intimate
connection of the aesthesivlogical with the physical. In this way man
also tan be regarded purely objeciively. On the other hand. we now
have a new auitude in view which in a certain sense #s quite natural but
not naturalistic. What we experience in it is not nature but, so (o speak,
the psychical counterpart of nature, the counterthrust. We slip constantly
and quite effortlessly from one atdiude to another, from the natu-
ralistic to the personalistic. In living with one another, in being related
to one another in attitude and in action, we experience ourselves as
persons. This natural experience is not an artificial one which must first
be acquired by special means. [n fact, the attitudes are not even on the
same plane. for the nawralistic is subordinated 1o the personalistic.

The priority and the understanding of the persanalistic attitude is
in theory clearly articulated here. But when we look more closely at
how the definition of the person given in personal experience is car-
ried out, we ave referred once again to what is already familiar to us.
The personalistic attitude and experience is characterized as inspectio
sui, as an inner inspection of itself as the ego of intentionality, that is,
the ego taken as subject of cogitationes. The very expression here al-
ready reminds us quite clearly of Descartes. Every such ¢go a1 once
has its nature side as the underground of subjectivity. Mind is not an
abstract ego bu the full personality. Ego, man, subject as persons can-
not dissolve into nature, for then what gives sense to nature would be
missing.'" “For if we eliminate all minds from the world, there is no
longer a nature. But if we eliminate nature, the ‘true’ objectuvely inter-
subjective existence, there is always still something left: mind as indi-
vidual mind. [« has merely lost the possibility of sociality, the possibil-

L. Ideen IT, p. 2y7.
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ity of a comprehension which presupposes a certain intersubjectivity
of the body.” ¥ “In the mind's stream of consciousness. however, what
manifests itself in each case is its unity, its individuality.”"* Unlike
things, the mind has its individuality in itself.™ “Minds are not really
unities of appearances but unities of absolute contextures of conscious-
ness,” *—the immanently given. “Nature is the X apd in principle
nothing but an X defined by universal determinations. Mind, how-
ever, is not an X, but that which is itself given in the experience of
mind.” "

This is the same reflection that relates to pure consciousness as the
residue of the annihilation of the world. Hussert here merely returns
again to his primal separadion of being under anather name. Every-
thing remains ontologically the same. The considerations of the con-
cluding sections of this third part are typical: (§61] The Spiritual Ego
and its ‘Substratum’; [§62] Interplay of the Personalistic and the Natu-
ralistic Attitude (the relatianship of mind, soul, body, physical nu-
ture); [§63] Psychophysical Parallelism and Interaction; [864] Rela-
tivity of Nature— Absoluteness of Spirit. This affords a clear ghimpse
mto how this analysis has recourse again 1o the person and how it is
ultimately oriented toward Descartes. The determinations of the per-
son and its constitution end in typical considerations, in the question
of the interplay of the personalistic and the naturalistic attitude, then
in the question of the relationship of soul and body, spiritual and
physical nature. Also raised here is the old problem of psychophysical
parallelism, much discussed in the 1gth century. The section con-
cludes with the determination of the relativity of nature and the abso-
luteness of spirit.

d) Fundamental critique of personalistic
psychology on a phenomenological basis

The answer to the question of how fur this consideration of the per-
son in the personalistic attitude has led to an intrinsic determination
of the being of acts and of life itself must again prove 1o be relative.
The fact that Husserl makes allowances for the personalistic atiitude
does not force us 1o recant and revise our critique. Un the contrary,
we shall see that the personalistic attitude itself serves to abstruct the
question of the actual being of the acts, of the being of the intentional

12, Ibid.

13. Ibid., pp. 297f.

14. lbid., pp. 2¢RfF.

15. lbid., p. go1.

16. Lhid., p. 3oz. [In the following listing of the Litles of the las sections of fdeen 1,
the section numbers of the manuseript in Heidegger's possession are translated into
thase of the 1952 ethion .
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—a thesis which applies 1o Dilthey's position as well. Accordingly,
once again we are funduamentally on the same basis as we were with
the critique of the determinations of the being of pure conscivusness.

The trend wward a personalistic psvchology upon a phenomeno-
logical foundation of course is 10 be regarded positively, but under-
stood in terms of our guiding retlections it still remains fundamen-
tally mired in the old form of inquiry. This is shown by the first
version of such an attempt, planned as the second part of the Ideas
and carried out night after the first part. We must critically elucidate
this position of personalistic psychology in three respects. We must
gake into account 1) that this reflection stays in the wake of the ques-
fion of the constitution of reality and objectivity; 2) that the mode of
access to the person is nothing other than the already defined imma-
nent reflection (inspectio sui) upun lived experiences, from which all
the theses of absolule givenness and the like are derived; 3) that the
predetermination of the unity of the experiential context as a spirit
and person adheres 10 1he traditional definition of man—home animal
rationale—as its guide. This knowledge is in this context the most
important.

[1.] The contexi and order in which the question of the person sur-
faces is indicative of how this reflection remains 1 the constitutive
mode. The context is prescribed by the thematic of fdeas 7. Here it is
stated how an entty as real mamitests itself in its reality and how the
unity of the stream of lived experience is to be defined as a unity of a
comprehended objective manifold. 'This question is ordered accord-
ing to the sequence in which the matters of the real themselves stand.
The fundamental stratum is still the naturally real, upon which the psy-
chic is built, and upon the psychic the spiritual. Now comes the ques-
tion of the constiwtion of the spiritual world. It is true that the genu-
ine naturality of the personalistic attitude is thematicaily emphasized,
but the actual accoum still gives precedence 10 the investigation of
nature. The berng of the person i uot as such experienced in a primery way.

[2.) The matter insteacd remains in the reflection on acts, in the in-
spectiv sur. Only now the theme is not the pure consciousness and pure
ego but instead the isolared individual consciousness and ego. Butthe
isolation is always conditioned by the body. Of course, it is explicitly
stated that the experiential context has its intrinsic individuation, it is
always the context of a particular ego-subject, but the kind of being of
acts is left undetermined. Acts are performed; the ego is the pole of
the acts, the self-persisting subject. This is certainly not the last step
taken by Husserl in the elucidation of the unity of the stream of lived
experience, We shall discuss this move appropriately first in the analy-
sis of tme under the caprion “Stream of Lived Experience and Abso-
lute Time-Consciousness.”
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[3.] But even if the being of acts and the unity of the experiential
stream were determined in their being, the question of the being of the
[m’f concrete man would still remain. Can this being be, so to speak, as-
wmbled from the being of the material substrate, of the bodv. and from
the soul and the spiritz Is the being of the person the product of the
kinds of being of these lavers of being* Or is it just here where it be-
comes evident that this way of 4 prior division and a subsequent com-
position does not get at the phenomena? Is it not just so, with any ap-
proach to the personal, that the person is taken as a multilayered thing
of the world whose being is never reached by way of a determination of
the reality of its self-directedness, no maiter how extensively it is pur-
sued? What is retained then is always only the being of an already
given objective datum, of a real object. This means that it always only
comes down to being as objectivity, in the sense of being an object of a
reflection,

Now, this division of man and the ordination of acts, of the inten-
tional, into such a context: the physical, body, soul. spirit—that is, the
personalistic attitude—merely introduces anew the kind of considera-
tion by which the elaboration of pure consciousness was also guided:
the wraditional dehinition of man as enimal rationale, in which ratio is
understood in terms of the rational person. The position already char-
acterized is maintained despite or even because of the personalistic at-
tirude. It certainly does not take man as a reality of nature, but he is
still a reality of the world which constitutes itself as transcendence in absolute
CONSCIOUSNESS, '

As superior as his analyses in the particular certainly are, Husser]
does not advance beyond Diithey. However, at least as 1 see it, my
guess is that even though Dilthey did not raise the question of being
and did not even have the means to do so, the tendency o do so was
alive in him. Since Dilthey’s formulations are very indefinite precisely
in the dimension of the fundamental phenomena, it is impossible to
document the presence of this tendency objectively.

T'he consideration of the possibility of the personalistic attitude bhas
led us 1o a correct insight: in the background of all yuestions aboit
the intentional, the psychic, about consciousness, lived experience,
life, man, reason, spirit, person, ego, subject, there stands the old defi-
tition of man as animal rationale. But is this definition drawn trom ex-
Periences which aim at a primary experience of the being of man? Or
does it not come from the experience of man as an extant thing of the
world—animal—which has reason—rationale—as an intrinsic prop-
eriy? This experience dues not necessarily have 1o be naturalistic in an
Cxtreme sense: as we shall see, it has a certain justification not merely
fur a zootogical and physiological consideration of man. The latent or
Patent prevalence ol this definition provides the clue tor the question



126 Early Development of Phenomenology [174-175]

of reality insofar as it is directed toward acts, whether the question is
posed naturalistically or personalistically.

e) Scheler’s unsuccessful attempt in
determining the mode of the being of acts
and of the performer of acts

Even the route taken by Scheler to define the intentional and its
acts, the person and the human being, basically does not take us any
further, since he also takes his orientation from the traditional defini-
ton of man as awmal rationale. But because he is strongly infu-
enced by Bergson and Dilthey within the traditional way of question-
ing, he comes closer 1o the question which concerns us, which is why
we expressly consider him here. For he expressly emphasizes the spe-
cial character of being a person. Also, in his determination of lived
experiences, acts, and the ego, he wants nothing to do with the specifi-
cally rationalistic orientation of Husserl. But Scheler also tends to re-
gard the acts as non-psychic and to demarcate them from the psychic,
He also adheres to the definition: the person is the performer of acts. It
is true that he at the same time emphasizes that the unity of the per-
son is not the product of lived experiences, a unity which results in a
unity of form in itself, but rather that the being of the person on its
part actually first determines the being of the acts. Moreover, Scheler
emphasizes, as a law of essence, that the being of the persen is not a
universal egoity but is in each case an indnndual person.

Only a few characteristic determinations might still be presented. 1
do not want to go much further into Scheler’s theory of the person,
since this would bring in nothing new for our critical question.

A person should “never be regarded as a thing or a substance . . .
endowed with whatever capacities or powers,” for example, “reason.”
“Person is rather the immediately co-experienced unity of living-
through [Er-lebens] our lived experiences” and not a thing merely
thought behind and outside what is immediately lived-through."” A
person is not a “thinglike or substantial being. . . ."'"* Every person as
such (every finite person) is as person an individual, and initially not
because of the particular contents of living-through experience or a
body which fills space:' “. . . the being of the person can never be re-

17. Max Scheler, Der Formalionus in dev Ethth und die mateniale Westethk (mit besonderer
Benicksuchtigung der Ethtk Immanuel Kantsh, Part 11, Ch. 6, "Formalism and Person,” jahr-
buch fir Philosophie und phanomenologische Forschung, Vol 2 (1916) pp. 242464, esp.
p- 243. [English translation by Manfred $. Frings and Roger L. Funk, Formaltsm in Echics
and Non-Formal Ethics of Values (Evansion: Northwestern University Press, 1973), p. 371

18. Ibid., p. 244. [Eng. 17, p. 372.]

1. Ihid., pp. 243l [Eng. tr., p. 972.|
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duved o being a subject of rational acts governed by certain laws.” ™ A
person is thus not a thing, substance, or ohject. This states what Hus-
setl in the "Logos-Essay” already suggests, that the umity of the per-
son, personality, displays a consutution essentially different from any
thingness understood as nature's thingness.

What Scheler says of the person, he says even more expressly of the
acts themselves. “Never, however, is an act aiso an object; for it be-
longs 10 the essence ol the being of acts {here the question of the
being of acts is explicitly raised} to be experienced only in their very
performance and given in reflection™*'—not in perception. Acts are
themselves something non-psychic. betonging to the essence of the
person, and the person exists only in the performance of intentional
acts. so that it essentially cannot be an object.” The being of the first
act consists yather in its performance. Precisely in this it is absolutely—
not relatively—distinct from the concept of object. This performance
can oceur in a straightforward way and with “reflection.” This reflec-
tiun is not an objectification, not a “perception.” Reflection is nothing
but the accompaniment of a totally non-qualified consciousness of “re-
flections™ which 'floats’ with the acts being performed.™ Reflection does
not bear upon the “inner,” upon objects, but upon the being of the
person; it seeks to comprehend the whaleness of the being of man.

“"Any psychological objectification.” hence any conception of acts as
sumething psychic, “is identical with depersonalization.”** The person is
i1 every case given as a performer of intentional acts which are bound
together by the unity of a sense. Psychic being thus has nothing 1o do
with being a2 person.” “The sole and exclusive mode of its givenness
{of the persnn} is rather its very performance of its acts (in¢luding the
pertormance of its reflection upon its acts)—in living its performance
it simultangously vitally experiences itself.”* All that is act transcends
psvchology understood as apprehending inner events.*” Acts are non-
psychic. functions are psychic. Acts are performed, facts are effected.
"Acts spring from the person into tine,” ™ they are psychophysically
mdifferent.

Wo have thus noted that the mode ot being of acts is not identical
with psychic reality: the specific unity of acts in their being, the person
I its turn, is not.a thing or a substance, But when we pusitively ask,

2 [hid., p. 244. |Eng. tr., p. 372.]

zi. lbid, p. 246, |Eng. 1r.. p. 474. The parenthetical remark is by Heidegger. |
2z, |hid., pp. atiof. [Eng. 11, pp. 3871.|

23 Wid., p 2 fi [Eng. 1r. p. 374.)

@ Ihid.. - 453, (Eng. 11, p. 78

25 Whid. [Carrecang the German edition, which gives the wrong page number.|
2h. Jhul, pooato (g e, pogHy Deidegee s inserio. |

x7. Jhid.

28, Thul, p. aby |Eng. tr.. p. 488.}



1ol Farly Development of Phenomenaiagy (177178}

how then does the being of acts get defined and what is the being of
the person, the being of lived experience and the unity of such expe-
riences, the only thing left 10 be said is: Acts get performed and the
person is the performer. On the modr of being of the ucl- perfnrmmrrr el
the made of being of the performer of the act, silence reigms. But itis nonethe-
less important for this determination of the person to try by all means
to go further into the determination of acts and of their being. But
when we ask fundamentally abow the siructure intended for being
and about the concepruality in terms of which this being is questioned,
we find that the inquiry comes 10 a hah in these two vague delermina-
tians, “performance” and “performer.” The more precise determina-
tion of acts, the connecton of the act-totality understood as person
with the psychic. the connection of the psychic with corporeality and
of corporeality with the physical—all this is once again defined within
generally traditional horizons, even though Scheler here once again
makes some essential progress on the question of the relanionship
of the animate and psychic to corpareality. Surely in this question,
Scheler, under the influence of Bergson, has made the furthest ad-
vances to date. We find these ideas discussed, admiuedly in a very
scattered way, in the Ethics of the second volume of the fahrbuch fiir
Phtipsophie und phéinomenologische Forschung and in his text “Idols of
Self-Knowledge."

f) Result of the critical reflection: the
neglect of the question of being as such and of
the being of the intentional is grounded in the

fallenness of Dasein itself

The critical reflection shows that even phenomenolugical research stands
under the contraints of an old traditon, especially when it comes to the maost
primordial determination of the theme most proper tu it, intentionality. Con-
trary to its most proper principle, therefore. phenomenology defines
its most proper thematic matter not out of the maners themselves but
instead out of a uaditional prejudgment of it, atheit one which has
become quite self-evident. The very sense of this prejudgment serves
to deny the original leap to the entity which is thematically intended.
In the basic task of determining its ownmost held, theretore, phe-
nomenology is unphenomenological'—thav is (o say, purportediy phenome-
nological! But it is all this in a sense which is even more fundamemial,
Not only is the being of the intentronad, lience the being of a pardcular

’ I entity, left undetermmed, but categonally primal sefaratons in the ity
(consciousness and reality) are presenied without clarifying or even ques-

uny, {Cited in §10 alwive, note 8,)
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iening the guiding regard, that according to which they are distin-
wished, which is precisely being in s sense.

But this still more fundamenial neglect [which leaves the sense of being
as such undiscussed] is hardly a matier of mere negligence, merely
overlooking a question that should have been raised, any more than
the orientation to the traditional definition of man is a chance mis-
take. What shows itself in the neglect of the primary question of being
as such is rather the force and weight of the tradition to a degree
which cannot be easily overestimated. Whenever the being of entities
is ireated withoul Lhe explicit question of it—this is the case not merely
in the explicit ontologies, in particular those labelied as such [by the
tradition]—then those determinations of being and categories whose
basic traits were discovered by Plato and Aristotle come into play. But
the results of these (traditional] reflections are in command to some
extent withouw! maintaining the ground from which they were drawn
in the expressly inlerrogative experience or without first of all bring-
ing them to such an experience. These results prevail without the ini-
tial vitality of the articulating question, that is, without the full force
of the interrogative experience and its explication from which these
categories originated.

The question pased by Plato in the Sophist,—ri more Sovderde oq-
paivew amoray Ov edéyynade; "What then do you mean when you
use (the word) ‘being’#"” In short, what does 'being” mean?—this ques-
tion is so vigorously posed, so full of life. But ever since Aristotle it has
gErown mute, so mute in fact that we are no longer aware that it is
muted, because from then on we have continually deah with being in
the determinations and perspectives handed down by the Greeks. So
muted is this question that we think we are raising it without actually
conung within its reach ac all, withaur seeing that the mere application
of old conceplis, whether these be the expressly conscious and most
traditional concepts or the even more abundant unconscious and self-
evident concepts, does not yet and does not really include the ques-
tion of being. So we are not really conducting our inquiry in this area.

The two neglects, 1) the weglect of the question of being as such and 2) the
neglect of the question of the being of the intentional are not accidental over-
sights of philosophers. Rather. these omissions serve to manifest the
Mistury of eur very Dasein—history understood not as the totality of
Public events but as the mode of happening of this Dasein. That this ne-
kleet is possible and reigns in this manner for thousands of years
Manitests a particular mode ol the being of Dasein, a specific ten-
dency toward decadence [Verfall]* This means that Dasein in this

_ *This sentence isonterpolated tram the Moser transeript as an indispensuble transi-
bun in this context vt meaning.

|
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mode of being Mf{:ug [ Verfalien), from which it does not escape, first
really comes to its being when it rebels against this tendency. The
dominance of ihie “ontological and anthropological and thus also of the
logical tradition will maintain itself in philosophy all the more readily
and self-evidently, the more philosophy itself, in the projection of its
1asks and questions, in the wavs and means of 115 response 10 them,
again inserts itsell’ imto the tractition. 1t does not insert itsel oo just
any tradition but into one which is prefigured by the urgency of the
matters themselves and by their treatment. [n Husser] it is the as-
sumption of the tradition of Descartes and of the problematic of reason
stermming from him. More precisely regarded, it is the antipsycholo-
gistic impulse which in opposition t naturalism exhibits essential
being, the priority of the theory of reason and especially of the epis-
temulogical—the idea of a pure constitmtion of reality in the non-
real-—and ity sdea of absoluwte and rigovaus scientificity.

In Scheler we can, at least at times, note the assumption of Augus-
tinian-Neoplatonic and Pascalian motives of thought. In both cases
the tradition of classical Greek philosophy* is operative latently. In-
sofar as it is a matter of the specific question of spirit, reason, ego,
life, 1he tradition is governed by the definition of man already men-
tioned— animal rativnale. Husserl is oriented more toward the secular
definition. while Scheler expressly takes the specifically Christian defi-
nition of man into his formuladion of the idea of person, and so makes
his pasition several degrees more dogmatic. Ad this point 1 cannat go
into the detailed history of this definition and its essential impaort for
inquiry within philosophy, especially in theology during the Christian
period. 1 shall characterize anly very briefly the connection of the def-
inition of person given by Scheler with the specifically Christian defi-
nition of man.

Inasmuch as Scheler sees the person in the uniy of acts, which
means io their intentionality, he says: the essence of man is the inten-
tion wward something ar, as he puts i1, the very gesture of transcen-
dence. Man is an eternal out-towards, in the way that Pascal calls man
a god-seeker. 'The only meaningful idea of man (Scheler) is a theo-
morphism through and through. the idea of an X which is a finite and
living image of God, his likeness, one of his infinite shadows on the
wall of being. This is of course more a litervary formulation than a sci-
entitic exptanation, but it stilt shows Scheler's definition of the being
of man,

‘T'his conception of man can be found quite early, for example, in

*Reading Phadvsaphe here instead of Tredifton.
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{utdan’s Adyes wpas "EAAnras: ™ “Here | do not mean man as {gov
and in his conduct as a living being but as he is, in a certain sense,
underway towards God.” This is the definition that Calvin later for-
mulated along the same lines when he says: "Man's first condition was
excellent because of these vutstanding endowments: that reason, in-
telligence, prudence, judgment should suffice not only for the gov-
ernment of this earthly life, but that by them he might ascend beyond,
even unta God and 10 eternal felicity.” ' Here, clearly, the determina-
ticu of the being of man is hased on his transcendence, on this being-
dinecied-our 1oward something. Similarly, Zwingh sayvs: “Man thus
also . looks up to God and his Word, he wodicates clearly that in his
very nature he is born sumewhat closer o Gud, is something mare after
his stamp, that he has something that dreus him to God—all this comes
hevond a doubt from his having been created in God's image."* The
emphasis here is not only on the characteristic determination of man
as underway towards Gad hut also on the constant orientation oward
the statement in Genevis, "Let us make man in our own image and like-
ness,” ™ which even in the middle ages directed all anthropology and
anthropological inquiry. Later Kant, in defining the rational person of
man in his own fashion, adoped the old Christian definitton of man,
detheologized only o some extent.

This very rough account is presented only in order to come 10 un-
derstund the neglects uncovered by our critique, not as ‘mistakes’
which can be easily corrected, but as the power ot the historical Dasein
which we ourselves are condemned or called w be. To this last alter-
native we can surely respond onlv out of personal comaction. No sa-
entitic judgment is possible here. Perhaps even the alternative is no
longes a genuine one.

3o, Tatian, Rede an die Grechen, translated and provided with intreductions by De.
V. Grane (Kempten, 1872), Ch. 5. p. 49

31 Cadvin, Tnstitutio 1, 1y, §8.

e Zwingli, "Von klarhen umlb gewdsse des worts Contes” {Dautsche Schnften 1, 5,
{Puge carrection follows Sen und Zeit, p. 4. note 2.

3. Genesic r:zi,
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Analysis of the Phenomenon of Time and
Derivation of the Concept of Time



FIRST DIVISION

Preparatory Description of the Field in Which
the Phenomenon of Time Becomes Manifest

Chapter One

The Phenomenology That Is Grounded in
the Question of Being

§14. Exposition of the question of being
Jrom the radically understood sense of the
phenomenological principle

Our critical reflection on phenomenology has clarified in what hori-
ton of being intentionality, its theme, has been placed. It has shown
that this determination of the thematic field does not draw that field
from a prior and original explication of the being of the intentional;
and that the task of drawing the fundamental distinctions of being
does not take up the basic task which precedes it, that of raising the
question of the sense of being as such. Together with these insights, it
became evident that these two questions, that of being as such and
that of the character of the being of the intentional, must be raised in
the light of the principle most proper to phenomenoclogy. Al the very
least, it became evident that the development of the phenomenologi-
¢l theme can proceed in a counter-phenomenological direction. This
sight does not serve to drive phenomenology outside of itself but
really first brings phenomenology right back to itself. to its ownmeost
and purest possibility.

The greatness of the discovery of phenomenology lies not in fac-
tually obtained results, which can be evaluated and criticized and in
Ilhcst' days have certainly evoked a veritable transformation in ques-
Uoning and working, but rather in this: it is 1he discovery of the very
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possibiltty of doing research tn philwophy. Bul u possibility is rightly un.
derstood in its most proper sense only when it continues 1o be taken as
a possibility and preserved as a possibility, Preserving it as a possibility
does not mean, however, wo fix 4 chance state of research and inquiry
as ultimately real and to allow Ut o harden; it rather means to keep
open the tendency toward the matters themselves and to liberate thiy
tendency from the persistently pressing, laiently operutive and spurious
bonds [of the tradiion]. This is just what is meant by the motio “Back
to the matters themselves™: to let them revert to themselves.

Phenomenological questioning in its innermost tendency itself leads
to the question of the being of the intentional and before anything
else to the question of the sense of being as such. Phenomenology
radicalized in its ownmosi possibility is nothing but the questioning of
Plato and Aristolle brought back 1o life: the repetition, the retaking of
beginning of our scientific philosophy.

But does this not once again relinquish all the critical caution neces,
sary when one is dealing with the traditionr s the question of being,,
just because of its venerable antiquity going all the way back o Par-
menides, in the end not also a prejudice of the tradition? Why do we’
make an exception herer Should we ask about being unly because the
Greeks asked? s the question of being to be put so that phenomenol--
ogy may be more radically defined. thus only so that there may be a
phenomenology? Neither of these reasons can be the basis for our in-
quiry. Are there still presuppositions, specifically presuppositions
which allow us to recover the ground lor the question ol being simply
from the question itselt? The sole ground of possibility for the ques-
tion of being as such is Dasein itself insofar as it is possible, in its discovered-
ness i possibilities.

Four presuppositions can be named: 1} the principle itself; 2) the
quesuon of being is somehow already emphatically there in under-
standing; 4) entities are experienced; 4) the distortion of the quesuon
of being and its deflection {rom its course can be found in the history
of Dasein and grouuded in Daseint only if something like the propen-
sity toward the question of being belongs to us being and its histor-
icity. There is a neglect only because Dasein is defined as care.

All of this would in fact be dogmatic and contrary to the phenome-
nological principle of working and questioning out of the matters
themselves, if phenomenology itself included one or more theses
which already conained a statement ahout particular domains of sub-
Jject matter or about the priority of certain concepts. But we have
noted that phenomenalogy is hrst of all a pure methudological conceph
which only specifies the how of the research. The aspiration ta carry it
through 10 completion is nothing other than setting out v do the
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most radical research in philosophy. But inasmuch as phenomenology
is also defined by its theme (intentionality), it still includes a prior de-
cis0n o0 just what, among the manifold ol entities, its theme really is.
why this should be precisely intentionality is not definitively demon-
strated. We have only an account of the fact that the basic theme in the
breakthrough and development ol phenomenoclogy is intentivnality,
Qur critical investigation has specifically led us beyond this theme.

The neglect of the question of the being of the intentional revealed
in itself a more original question, that of being as such. To be sure,
this question is also already a specific question, but we shall have 10
consider whether it, when taken as a scientific question, might not be
a prejudgment, something dogmatic and prejudiced.

A question js a prejudgment when it al the same time already con-
tains a definite answer to the issue under question, or when it is a
blind question aimed a1 something which cannot be so questioned.
Bul now, entities are familiar to us and being is in a certain sense un-
derstood. The question of being as such, however. when it is put in a
sufficiently formal manner, is the most universal and emptiest, but per-
haps also the most conerete question, which a scientific inquiry can ever
raise. This question can be altutned tn any entity; It need not be inten-
tionality, It does not even have to be an entity taken as a theme of 2
science. But we come to the question of being as such only if our in-
quiry is guided by the drive 1o question to the very end or v inguire into
the beginning, that is, if it is determined by the sense of the phenorme-
nological principle radically undersiood—which means by the matter
nself—to alfow entities lo be seen as entities tn their being.

Tu put shis question phennmenologically means, if we follow s
sense. o put it as an exploratory question which questions from the
mutters themselves. But this at the satme time implies what was already
said about “setting out 10 do the most radical research in philosophy.”
It is “in philosophy™ and not in an already given theory laden with
tlefinite problem-horicons, disciplines and conceptual schemata thal
philasophy, under the guidance of the phenomenological principle, is
165 be restored to itself.

If the phenomenologically attained fundamenial question of being is
Presented as the question which came to life with the classical scien-
tilic philosophy of the Greeks, this historical fact should not be taken
45 un authority which establishes the correctness of the question.
Rather, it cun only be taken as an indication that 1his question is itself
‘Pparently in line with our research inquiry. Why should philosophy
Taise precisely this most universal question of being” What is philosa-
Phy, when it must raise rhis question? Whence is the being of philoso-
Phy itself 1o be understood? More later on what all this implies.
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a) Assumption of the tradition as a geauine
repetition

The assumption of the tradition is net necessarily traditionalism
and the adoption of prejudices. The genuine repetition of a traditional
question lets its external character as a wradition fade away and pulls
back from the prejudices.

This process of having recourse and seeking a connection to tradi-
rional philosophies has also been the way the conception of phenome-
nology is defined for the broader scientific public. The twe main di-
rections of phenomenology, established by Husserl and by Scheler,
were regarded directly in terms of the degree to which they estab-
lished a connection with already extant philosophies, while the truly
positive tendencies and the positive work isell were far less appreci-
ated and understood. The matters discovered were not understood
phenomenologically but were taken for granted. The new horizons
for researching such matters were explained instead from what was
traditionally known and so assimilated by modification. But this pro-
cess of having recourse and seeking a connection to the tradition in-
cludes the assumption of particular intecrogative contexts and particu-
lar concepts which certainly in turn are then clarified relatively along
phenomenological lines and conceived more or Jess rigorously. How-
ever, we not only want to understand that such a comact with the tra-
dition brings prejudices with it. We also want to establish a genuine
contact with the tradition. For the opposite way would be just as fan-
tastic, represented in the opinion that a philosophy can be built in
mid-air, just as there have often been philosophers who believed that
one can begin with nothing. Thus, the contact with the tradition, the
reiurn to history, can have a double sense. On the one hand, it can be
purely a matter of traditionalism, in which what is assumed is itselt
not subjected to criticistn. On the other hand, however, the return can
also be performed so that it goes back prior 10 the questions which
were posed in history, and the questions raised by the past are once
again originally appropriated. This possibility of assuming history can
then also show that the assumption of the question of the sense of
heing is not merely an external repetition of Lthe question which the
Greeks already raised. 1t this formulation of the questuon of being is a
genuine one. then the repetition must rather bring us to understand
that the Greek formulation of the question was conditioned and pro-
visional and, what is more, had 1o be so.

. -




§14. Exposinion of the gquestion of being 1188~ 1 Bg) 1%G

b) Modification of the thematic field,
the scientific way of treating it
and the previous self-understanding of
phenomenology by critical reflection on the
fundamental question of being as such

The critical reflection reveuled the phenomenologically fundamen-
tal question of being as such without also bringing out the ground of
this question. But this ground, and with it the presuppasition ot the
question, can be made dear only afier the question is hrst raised. Pro-
nouncing and uttering the interroganive sentence does not yer raise
the question itself. After the manner ol the statements of idle chatter,
there are also questions which are mevely asserted. T'he critical reflec-
don at this point showed us that phenomenological questioning can
begin in the most vbvious of matters. But this "matter of course”
means that the phenomena are not really exposed 10 the light of day.
that the ways to the mauers are not without further ado ready-made,
and that there is the constant danger of being misled and forced off
the trail. This in general is preasely what constitutes the sense of phe-
nomenology as expository rescarch.

We already noted that inherent in the phenomenon is the possibility
of pretending-to-be: semblance. Put positively, this at the same time
means: so much seeming., so much being. This means that wherever
something passes itself off as this or that, what passes iself off vetains
the possibility uf becoming manifest in iself and thus receiving defini-
tion. Accordingly, wherever semblance is identified, wherever sem-
blance is apprehended and uaderstood, there one already finds the
allusion 1o something positive of which the seeming is the semblance.
This ‘of which' is not something ‘behind’ the expertence but shines
forth in the semblance itself. This precisely is the essence af seeming.

Just as the phenomena cannot be given withoun effori—it is rather
incumbent upon research to arrive at the phenomena—so likewise is
the concept of phenomenology not something which can be defini-
tively determined in a single stroke. Qur critical reflection has led us
to question whether the thematic field of phenomenology is ade-
quately determined. But rhis at the same time suggests that the scien-
tific way of handling the theme is modified in its sense in accordance
with the more radical conception of the thematic field. The critical re-
Hection likewise gives us reason to doubt the previously given detini-
tion of phenumenulugy as "analytic description of intentionality in its
aprion,” Per hdps the phenomenolugically original definition of imen-
lionality and in particular the fundamental conception of its being
entail a modification ol the method of ‘analytic description in the
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apriori.” In the end, there is also a modification of the customary divi-
sion in phenomenology of the different groups of investigations into
the phenumenologies of act, subject matter, and relation. Intentional-
ity is indeed the doublet of intentic and sutentum. In these two direc-
tions, one distinguished (he elaboration of the intentio, the act, of the.
intentum, that o which the act is directed, and finally the elaboration
of the relation between these two. A more refined conception of the
entity having the character of the intentional will permit us to see and
so supersede the threefold basis of this distinction. The closer deter-
mination of being will further lead to a more refined conception of
the sense of the apriori. Heretofore, the apriori was specified as that
which is always already there, that is, it was characterized on the basis
of a particular concept of being, the Greek concepl.

T'be more radical conception of being as such will bring a modifica-
tion of the concept of the apriori, but this will be accompanied by a
modilication of our way of apprehending the apriori as well, of idea-
tion. As before in phenomenology corresponding to its apriori, which
was not truly understood but conceived in conjunction with the Greek
concept of being, so likewise is ideation, in its corresponding logic,
conceived as a logic of the experience of this sort of heing, a logic
which is then apprehension of the general, generalization. The more
precise determination of the thematic field will later pave the way for
a more suitable conception ot the mode of apprehension, which up to
now was seen only as description, a descriptive account of the simply
apprehended subject matter itself. This tells us nothing about the
sense of 1ts apprehension. Something can be made of thar sense only
when the matter itselt is clearly specibied in the sense of its being. 1t
will thus become apparent that description has the character of inter-
pretation, since 1that which is the theme of the description becomes ac-
cessible in a specific kind of interpretation, exfrsifory interpretation.

But for the time being, we are faced with the sole task of elaborat-
ing the fundamental question Wha! is meant by being? according to the
phenomenological principle, in a phenomenologically radical man-
ner. Results of the phenomenological research and the definition of
this science may for the moment be left undecided.

c) Unfolding the question of being with time as
our guiding clue

The introductory considerations operating as immanent criticism
have led to the fundamental question: What is meant by being? What
is the being of the intentional? Our preliminary remarks clarifying
the theme of the lecture course have already suggested that time has a
distincative function to play in distinguishing the kinds of being, and
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that the traditional realms of being are distinguished according to
temporal, supratemporal, and extratemporal being. It was even stated
there that the history of the concept of time. that s, the hustory of the discovery
of time, is the history of the question of the bemng of entities. It was also sug-
gested there that the history of the attempts w0 determine entities in
their being is perhaps the history of the decline and the distortion of this
hasic question of scientific research.

When we now take up the question of bheing, we shall in the course
of these considerations come across the phenomenon ‘time’” and in ac-
vord with our question be led w an explication of time. ‘The first por-
tion of our actual considerations is accordingly the expasition of the ques-
tion of being. Let us recall the outline given earlier:

The First Part {that is, the Main Part} has as its theme The Analysis of
the Phenomenvn of Time:

1) The preparatory description of the field in which the phenome-
non of time becomes manifest. This is nothing other than what the
critical deliberations have now revealed as necessary—the exposition of
the question. of being.

2) The exposition of time itself.

3) The conceptual interpretation.?

If we proceed in this way, it might seem that what we have thus far
considered and gone through is unrelated 10 what follows, so that we
vould have spared ourselves this passage through phenomenology in
the form of an immanent critique, especially since it was expressly em-
phasized that the question of the heing of entities can in principle be
put to any entity. We do not need the specilic entity of intentionality in
order 1o awaken the question of 1he being of entities. Why this cir-
cumstantial and complicated consideration, and possibly a considera-
tion of that which in a way is antiquated* What was the point of the
consideration if we are assuming no propositions from phenomenol-
ogy but, in the spirit of phenoimenology, once again have o demon-
Strate any proposition which may possibly be taken up?

But the connections of the following considerations with the pre-
SUppositions are tot so simple. Also, 1o begin with, we do not wish to
speak any further aboul this. We only emphasize that we certainly do
hol presuppose any phenomenological results in the sense that we
Mmide deductions from them; we inquire always and only in a phe-
Nomenological way without going along with particular theses and re-
sulis. Theve is an intrinsic material ronnection hetween what we treated in
the Introduction [1.e., Preliminary Part] and what we now take as our

1. CL §2 above, p. G,
2. Editer’s now: C. §3 above, p: 8 These titles match our division headings. The
thirel was not earried out. )



iq2 Question of Being and Phenomenology [192]

theme. And we shall soon see that the very next steps that we take will
lead us back to what we have already discussed from a particular
perspective,

We now proceed 1o the First Division of the Main Part: Preparatory
Description of the Field in Which the Plienomenan of Time Becomes Muanifest,
We shall confront this task more accurately under the heading which
points to its matertal connection to the previous considerations: The
Elaboration of the Question of Being in Terms of an Initial Explication of
Dasein,



Chapter Two

Elaboration of the Question of Being
in Terms of an Initial Explication of Dasein

§15. Emergence of the question of being
Jrom an indeterminate preunderstanding of Dasein—
question of being and understanding of being

The question of being must be articulated. In other words, this ques-
rian, What is being?, must not be raised blindly and arbitrarily. And
the answer to this question must not be guessed at aimlessly and ar-
bhitrarily. The question must he artiruinted, that is, it must be raised as a
question for research, It is asked with the intention of doing investigative
work. To articulate the question of being means to elaborate it as a
question in such a way that this elaboration will arrive at the secure
horizon of inquiry into the being of entities (the horizon of the ques-
tton) along with the outline of the way and the steps of the investiga-
tion which seeks to find the answer. This outline is the prefiguration
of that from which the answer is drawn and in which it is confirmed.

The question asks about being, What does being mean? Formally,
the answer is: Being means this and that. The question seeks an an-
swer which determines something which is somehow already given in
the very questioning. The question is what is called a question of defini-
fion. It does not ask whether there is anything like being at all, but
rather what is meant by it, what is understood under it, under ‘being.'
When we thus ask about the sense of being, then being, which is to be
determined, is in a certain way already understood. In a certain way:
here this means according to a wholly indeterminate preunderstanding, an
tcleterminacy whose character can however be phenomenologically
grasped. We ("Anyone’) do not know what *being’ meuns, and vet the
expression is in some sense understandable to each of us. Whatever
the sources of the influx of such understanding into the individual,
whether they are transmitted theories and opinions, whether they are
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obtained in explicit appropriation or are merely taken over, whether
theve is a knowledge of this influx and its resources, all chis ac first
makes no difference. There is an understanding ot the expression
‘being,’ even if it borders on a mere undevstanding of the word,

The question is asked on the basis of this indeterminate preunder-
standing of the expression ‘heing.” What is meunt by ‘being’? Even this
unoriented and vague preundersianding is il an understanding. It
bears as it were the possibility ot the question within itsetf. 11 is the
souvce of the questioning in the sense of seeking for the grounded
detnoustration of what is not yel undersiood. Mure precisely. the ex-
plicit questioning 1s in its sense immediately understood fram this un-
derstanding. The questioning is itself as it were still indefinite. We
constantly make use of this indefinite meaning and concept ‘being,’ so
extensively, in fact, that we are noteven aware that we are using ‘being’
in an indefinite meaning. This is so even as we elaborate the question:
What ‘s’ being? What 'is’ pertinent to i1s "being’'s We always already live
in an understanding of the 'is” without being able o say more precisely
what it acinally means. This indicates that the undersianding of ‘being’
and a certain concept of ‘being’ is always already there. Why this is so,
and how this tact is to be understoad mure precisely. shall be dis-
cussed later.

§16. 1 nterrogative structure of the question of being

The question asks about what being means. Thr sense of being is what
is asked for [dus Erfragte] in the guestion, what is (o be arrived acin the
question. This means that what the question as such has o attain,
what is to be brought out in the answer, is the sense of being. Exam-
ined more carefully, what is asked about in what is thus asked for?
When being is thus asked for, it involves inquiring into the basic char-
acter of the entity, what defines an ennity as entity. What defines the
entity as entity is s being. The sense of being implies whal s wsked about
[das Gefragie|— the being of the entity. In mber words, what is asked tor
implies what is asked about. IT the entity is to be defined in its being. it
must be interrogated on its being. What is asked aboul—the being of
the entity—and so the demonstrative definition of the sense ot being
is demonstrable only if the entity itself as entity is mierroguted on its
being. This means that the entity must in itsell be accessible in its
heing. What is mtervagated [das Befragte] is the entity iselfl. What is
asked about implies what is interrogated, 1he sense of being ol an en-
vty implies the entty nself. Thus, to begin with, we have elicited a
threefold distinetion in the struciure of the yuestion and 1he inquiry.
Very tormally, these are; 1. What s wked for: the sense of being.
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2. What is asked about: the being of entities. 3. What is interrogated: the
entity itself.

'The question is properly articulated when the inquiry is worked out
in the right way in these three essential parts. The question must
therefore be expounded more clearly in terms of these three parts.

Let us begin with the third part. In order to seek the being of the
entity through questioning, the eatity itself must be interrogated on
its being. For this, what is interrogated must necessarily be experienced
in itself. We call many a thing an entity or what is, and many ol them
in a different sense. What-is 1s in a certain sense everything of which
we speak, which we intend, toward which we act, and, even if only as
to something inaccessible, everything to which we are related und all
ot that which we aurselves are and how we are. Now which entity is 1o
be experienced in itself? Which entity is it then in which the pulential
sense of being cah be obtained and read oft? And in the event h can
be determined, what is the mode of experience and of access 10 this
entity, so that it can become manifest in itself? In regard to the deter-
niinations of what is interrogated, the unfoldiag of the question of
bring contains a double determination: first, that of the entity which is
10 give the sense of being originally and authentically; and the other is
the determination of the right sort of access to the entity in order to
bring out the sense of being.

Second, the quiestion contains what it asks about. This implies that
what is interrogated, the entity, s intervogated on samething. 1n the in-
quiry the entity is not accepted purely and simply initself; it is under-
1aken ‘as” and taken up as this and that: it is taken in regard to 115 being.
In the question the interrogated is addressed: one as it weve inquires of
et about jts being. What is interrogated is an entity insofar as some-
thing is sought in it. The inquiry includes this interrogation on some-
thing. This interrogation needs the indication of a direction which it
has to wake in order to bring out in the entity its being. Nut only must
the right kind of experience of the entity itsell be fixed, but also the
regard in which 1 have 1o take the interrogaied entity must be deter-
mined, so that 1 may catch a glimpse of the likes of ‘heing’ in it at all.
We shall provisionaily determine the regard from these two points of
view: first from the direction of the inquisitive looking upon, and sec-
ond from the on-which in the entity, in regard to which what is inter-
rogated is to be yuizzed.

Finally, there is in what is asked about, thirdly, what is itself asked for,
the being whose sense is sought. In other words, the inquiry is in
search of what being means, how it is 1o be conceived. What is asked
Fnr includes the search for its cancept. The artculation of the question,
i1 is to be a lucid research question in which distinctions can be
drawn, must contain a determination of the possibility and kind of
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conceptuality pertinent to what is asked for, the sort of sense it has,
whether it 1s a category or the like. More accuraely, this means that
we shall now have o supulate, quite apart from the characterization
of its content. just what ‘being’ actwlly is with & view to its deter-
minability, whether it is something like a category or in that vein. The
inguiry thus nududes this threefold aspect: 1) the originary prior experi-
ence of what primarily is to be interrogated and the specification of
the kind of experience; 2) the preparatory outlook in the interrogat-
ing regard itself upon what is sought in i\, being; 3) the characteriza-
tion of the sense of what is asked about as such, its conceptuality.

‘The formal tramework of the question of being is thus relatively
easy 1o characterize. By contrasy, the necessity of a concrete elabora-
tion of the articulativa of the question brings us before special tasks.
This elaboration is concerned especially with the development of
clues. What must the elaboration ot the articulation do?

Starting from what is intervogated, we have 1o determine the origi-
nal mode of experience and of access regarding what is asked whout,
the way of looking at it and the contem of the regard. In relation 1o
what is sought by asking. what needs clarilving is the specific manner
of conceiving and of understanding the concepts in which the answer
to the question of being is to be given, the specilic concepiualiny. Buy
what is it which must be determined here: the access ta, the experi-
ence of. the looking upon, the considering as, the conceiving and un-
derstanding as? Arve nut such modes of access and of experience them-
selves already entities? In order o properly articulate the question of
the being of entiles, do we not in advance and 10 this end itself have
to define and delimit an entity? The question of being and its articula-""w
tion will become all the more lucid, the more truly we have made this
entity manitest. namely, the being of the guestioning of the gues-
tioner himsell. In vrder to answer the guestion of the being of en-
tities, therefore, what is demanded is the prier vlaboration of an entity on
its beeng, that entity which we call questioning,

Is this not an vbvicus circle? We shall let this objection stand in or-
der to settle it later. Let us only siress this for the time being: The ot-
jection that there is a circle here only has sense where it is a matter of
deducing and proving propositions {from other propositions. 'Fhus
there is a circle when propusitions C and D, which are to be deduced
from propositions A and B, are themselves brought into play 1o prove
A and B 1o prove that by which they themselves are to be proved. In
our case. however. it is nol a maner of deduding propositions and
propositional sequences from ane another, but ol working ot ihe ac-
cess 1o the matters brom which propositions are to be drawn to begin
with, Butabove all, it should be noted that farmal objectons, like this
alleged circle, a lirst and right in the beginning of such fundamemal
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considerations are always sterile. They decide nothing at all for the
understanding of the matier but only retard these investigations, And
e beginning of 1hese investigations 1s iiselt unmistakable: either we
articulate the question of the being of the entity, or we leave it un-
articulated and leu the answer remain in the dark. But when one
dispenses with the articulation ot this question, then one deprives
ouneself of the right ever to say anything at all conceptually and scien-
nfically abour being and about an entity as entity. But if the questivn is
ter be articulaled, then we have here at the very least agreed that n
musl itself be worked out as a lucid quesiion. In that case, the entity
whose character is access, experience, elc.. must itself be illuminated
jin 1s being, (o the point where the danger of 4 civcle exists. But this
would be a circle of searching, of going and of being. a ‘circle of
being.' a circularity of an entity which it is pertinent to understand. 1t
i» trom this circulatity that the popular and wraditional objection of a
virele in the proof first arises. [n any case, there is no tircle of proof
involved here.

§17. Correlation of the question of being and
the questioning entity (Dasein}

The more authentically and purely this entity of questioning, expe-
riencing, and conceiving is worked out in 1ts being. the more radically
will the answer to the question of being be given. This entity will he
more purely elaborated, the more vriginally it is experienced, the
mure adequately it is conceptually determined, the more authentically
the relationship of being toat is secured and conceived. Such a rela-
tonship will be secured move genuinely, when prejudices and opin-
inns about it play a less decisive role, be these ever so obvious and gen-
erally recognized: and the more ir can show itsell from out of itself,
the more it becomes definable as a phenomenon.

When it comes to the task of working out this very questioning of
being, then it must be remembered that this questioning in its turn is
alvcady an entity. The questioning i iwself an entity which is given
wih the question of the being of an entity in the act of carrying out
1he questioning, whether it is expressly noted or not. For now this en-
iy must be secured more precisely. The more authentically this oc-
curs, the more assurance we have thal the question of being will be
articulated with lucidity. We thus have a very distinctive questioning
inastiruch as in the content of the question, in what is asked far, what
=~ asked for is itself what the que hlmumg ttsell 15, What iy asked forin

1o the sense of being. s theveby given in all indeterminacy, as indeter-
lninulc: as only whal is sought can be.
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If the questioning is genuine, then it has to be adequate to whad it
asks for. to the degree that this is possible. The questioning muse
theretore rightly understand what it asks when it asks about being,
What it asks for here as such refers back to the very questioning, in-
asmuch as this questioning is an entity. Ln asking about being, how-
ever, we do not raise the question of the being of the entity which the
questioning itself is; but we do satisty the sense of the question of
being when we first uncover the questioning as an entity simply in
what it is. We cannot yet explicitly ask about the sense of this uestion-
ing. since it is itself seeking o specify more precisely this questioning
and this raising of the question as an entity in teyms of its 'whal,” as an
already given whit, As what is tiis entity, of which we say that it ques-
tions, looks upon, considers as, relates, etc.—already given? I is the
entity which we ourselves are; this entity, which 1 myself am in each
particular instance, we call the Dasein.

To work out the articulation of the question of the sense of being
titus means o exhibit the guestioning, that is, the Dasein itsell, as an
entity; for only in this way does what is sought become something
sought in its most proper sense. The questioning is here itself co-
affected by what it asks tor, because the questioning is after being and
questioning is itself an entity. This aftectedness of the questioning en-
tity by what is asked for belongs to the ownmost sense of the question
of being itselt. In accordance with this, the phenomenological prin-
ciple [*Back to the matters themselves!”] must be waken into account if
the question is to be lucidly articulated. The questioning is the entity
which is expressly given with the question, but at the same time it is
also given in such a way that at first and before all it is overlooked in
the course of the questioning. Here the atternpt will be made precisel
not to overlook this entity from the very start, not w overlook it pre-
cisely in view of the questioning of being itself. .

The actual elaboration of the articulation of the question is accord- .

ingly a phenomenology of Dasein; but it already linds the answer and
finds it purely as a research answer, because the claboration of this
articulation concerns the entity which has within itself a distinctive rela-
tionship of being. Dasein is here not only entically decisive but alse on-
tedogicaily su for us as phenomenologists.

1f we turn back 10 history, back 1o the tme when the question of
being appeared for the first time, in Parmenides, here we ulreudy see
this peculiar bond. The union is here taken to be so close that in 2
sense what is asked about and is determined in its being is identified
with the interrogative and experiential compuoriment: 76 yap avTo
voeiy goriv e kai elvar, “Being is the same as the apprehending of
the entity in its heing.” Here the question about what being is already
expressly includes the act of experiencing what is interrogated, even



§17. Question of being and Dasein [z01—202] 149

though the question itself is still not even explicitly present in its struc-
ture. Later, when the question of being is worked aut at a higher level,
n Plato and Aristotle. the question of oboie indudes a corresponding
consideration of the act of interrogative tetermination, ot the Aéyos,
the question of being includes the Siarhéysodar. the dialectic: the ap-
prehension of eidos includes the ié8siv. But the characteristic feature
is that the Adyos and the iSeiv, the addressing anc the viewing, are
ireated as accessory, as concurrent, because a concurrent treatment of
Aoyos and deiv is necessary in order 1o be able w treat the question at
all meaningfully. That Plato came to the question of logos in the sense
of dialectic lies simply in the sense of the very question which he
posed and as he pased it in the sense of the question of being, which
itself calls for the dererimination of questioning as an entity.

The very matter which is asked for, which here is being, demands
the exhibition of the entity Dasem. Only the phenomenological ten-
dency—to clarity and 1o understand being as such—bears within it-
self the task of ap explication of the entity which is the gquestioning
itself —the Dasein which we, the very questioners, are. The explication
ot Dasein does not stem from some sort of special interest in the psy-
chology of man, nor trom a question of world view asking about the
sense and purpaose of our life. Nor is it an outstanding problem which
is still left over. like the elaboration of a philosephical anthrapology
within the framework of the remaining philosophical disciplines,
which leads to this primal task of an analysis ot Dasein, but solely the
tully understood and phenomenologicaily secured sense of the ques-
tion—what is asked for, what is asked about, wha is interrogated, and
the questioning.

Working out the articulation of the question is the preliminary ex-
perience and explication of the questioning entity itself, of the Dassin
which we nurselves are. 1tis a matter of an entity to which we have this
distinciive, at any vie noteworthy, relationship of heing: we are it it-
selt—an ently which is only insofar as T am it 10is a maner of an
entity which 1o us is the nearest. But is it also what is hrst given to us,
that is, the immediately given? In this respect it is perhaps the far-
thest. Thus it happens that when we ask about it as such, when this
entity is defined, it tends not to be defined at all from an originary
apprehension of itsell. This entity which we vurselves are and which
i1 Eespect 1o its givenness is the farthest from us is to be defined phe-
ll(llTl(‘ntl]uglLd"\ brought ta the level of phenomenan, that is, experi-
enced i such a wav that it shows iself in itself, so that we draw out of
this phenomenal giveuness of Dasein certain basic structures which
are sufhcient womake the concrete question of being o & trans-
parent question. That we with good reason or almost of necessity first
ask about this entity, the Dasein, in such @ way that we exhibit it provi-
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sionally, that we necessarily begin with it, will be established from our
growing knowledge of the structure of the being of this very entity. It
will be shown that the necessity in the question of being to start [rom
the clarification of questioning as an entity is demanded by this entity
itselt, by the questioning. This entity, the questioner, itself makes use
of a particular sense of being, just the sense which. as we already
noted, maintains itself in a certain lack of understanding, a lack which
musi be defined. Our next task is now the explication of Dasein as the
entity whose wayv of being is guestioning uiself.




Chapter Three

The Most Immediate Explication of Dasein
Starting from its Everydayness.
The Basic Constitution of Dasein as
Being-in-the-World.

in this explication of Dasein we shall come upon a series of formula-
tions which at first will seem strange and above all will perhaps seem
quite involved. But this clumsiness in formulation and definition lies
in the theme and in the very nature of the investigation. For to give a
narrative account of an entity is one thing, and to comprehend that
entity in its being is another. For the lauer task, often not only the
words are lacking but the very grammar as well. For our language, for
reasons which we shall have 10 consider, in following s natural bent,
first addresses and expresses the entity as a worlkd and not the entity
which is speech itself, so that our stock of words and expressions is
first oriented in its sense to entities which we in our case here really do
not have as our theme. But even when we try to explicate the being of
the entity whose expression is first intended in language, namely the
entity of the world as it is there for us, even here there are enough
difficulties in finding a suitable formulation for the structures of being
in the entity: for here too the propensity is first toward the entity and
not toward being. If we are forced here to introduce ponderous and
berhaps inelegant expressions, it is not a matter of personal whim or a
Special fancy for my own terminology. but the compulsion of the phe-
tomena themselves. Those who have explored these matters and can
tlaim 1o be far greater than we have not escaped the difficulty of ade-
Guate expression in this feld. One might compare the passages which
analyze being in Plato's Parmenides or Avistotle’s Metaphysics 7 4 with a
narrative chapter in Thucydides. Then one would see the difference
i linguistic style and, if one has some feel tor the language, note the
Outrageous formulations which made presumpiuous demands upon
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entity which is even more difficult than whart Plato took for his theme,

152 Mnst Immediate Explication of Dasein [204—205]
the Greeks of their time. But for us what is at issue is the analysis of an

while on the other hand our powers are much more modest for this
task of securing this entity in 1 first approximadon. 1f such formula-
tions come up often, no offence should be taken. 'There is no such
thing as the beautiful in the sciences. least of all perhaps in philosophy.

§18. Acguisition of the fundamental structures
of the basic constitution.of Dasein

It must basically be stressed that the tollowing considerations will
not try to present the thematic analysis of Dasein as such; but several
essential basic structures are first located in what we have in advance
in order to permm us to ask even more basic questions from them. Da-
sein is 1o be laid out in its basic constitutton, in its average understand-
ing, so tha1 we may aruiculate the yuestion of being lucidly. In the ini-
tial explication ounly a few phenumena are 10 be made manifest, But
these are the very phenomena which we are to understand as funda-
mentad struciures of Dasein. The first aity of this analysis is therefore
not so much a fully realized apprehension of all specific structures. Its
first aim is rather to lay out the basic constitution of this entity as a
whole. This does not require the unbroken fullness of the structures
included in this otality along with the adequate and full research
horizon which accompanies these sirnctures in their entirety. This is
why itis so important first of all 10 gain the security of the line of sight
and to have the theme of the investigation clearly befare us. This
thene is not a strange and unfamiliar matter but on the contrary the
nearest, which s perhaps precisely why it leads us astray into mis-
takes. What constantly conceals the phenomenal context to be laid
open in this entity is the mistaking and misinterpreting indigenous to
our intimate Eamiliarity with the entity. But just to the extent that this
enuty is in one respect especially close 10 the investigator, it is that
much easier to pass over. The obvious is not even a possible theme at
the ouser. Since the securing of the divecuon of vision and the setting
aside of misleading lines of questioning remains the immediate ve-
quirement. it is urgear at the outset ta bring an immediately phenom-
enal and basically coherent set of strictares into view.

a) The Dasein is in the ‘to be it at its Gme’
We have already alluded o the fundiimemal determination ol the

entity under consicdleration: Dasein is the entity which I piyself am 19
eack tnstance, it whose being 1 as an entity *have an interest’ or share,

!
|
i



§18. Fundamental structures of Dasein [205—206] 15%

an entity which is in each instance v be* it in my own way. This deter-
mination indicates the distinctive relationship of being which we "have’
to this entity: fo be of itself, not in the manner of an entity of nature,
solely to apprehend it, 10 have it available in some way. This is the
phenomenal motive for calling this entity which we ourselves are
Dasein [literally "10 be there”]. This peculiar fundamental character
which we can now render manifest only in a very formal way is to be
regarded more closely as uur considerations continue.

This designation 'Dasein’ for the distinctive entity so named does
not signify a what. This entity is not disinguished by its what, like a
chair in contrast 1o @ house. Rather, this designation in its own way
expresses the way to be. 11 is a very specific expression of being which is
here chosen for an entity, whereas at first we [normally] always name
an entity in terms of its what-content and leave its specific being un-
determined, because we hold it to be self-evident.

This reladonship of being to the entity which | myseif am charac-
terizes this ‘to-be’ as the " each instance mine.' The mode of being—to
be it—is essentially to be it in each instance mine. whether 1 expressly
know aboul it or not, whether 1 have lost myself in my being (cf. the
Anyone} or not. The fundamental character of the being of Dasein is
therefore first adequately grasped in the determination, an entity which
is tn the to-be-it-at-its-time. ‘This 'in each pardecular instance’ [Jje), "at the
(its) time’ [jeweilig], or the structure of the ‘particular while' [ feweilig-
keit] is constitutive for every character of being of this enzity. Thar is,
there is sitnply no Dasein which would be as Dasein that would not in
its very sense be ‘at ity time,” temporatly particular | jeweiliges].** This char-
acter belongs ineradicably to Dasein insofar as it is. But this implies
that Dasein, if it as ‘being-heve' is a bring-possible, can madify itsell
in accordance with this being-pussible back and forth with regard w
the Anyone. The mode of being of this modification as Aistericity and
temparality is itself no restless exchange! This insight becomes impor-

*This 1 the first reference o Dasein's bisic character of Zueseen ancl one of the rare

Plices where Neidegger wses it i the grammaticad vonstruction in which the zo suggesis
the mvalals o) shligation and possibiline. his charaerer rends o be replaced by Exnrens
i Heamg and Time (0f, “On thie Was 1o Bring and Tane”) Lhe exisientials are heve called
Wearn zn win, “witys 10 be,” but snmietimes Wsese characters of Dasein are alse called
Srimyvwrnen, ‘ways of heing.’
_ **The basic components of 1his Family of words referting 1 temporal individuation
Is perhaps captured most simply in a German phrase like jede Weile, "each while”; per-
haps s miost common wsage wauld be something like der jrwrlige Prisident, “the presis
dent at chie time™; jr brings in the ote of distzibuive universality: je zwed wnd v, “two
ata time,” by twos,” Qur typical translations: ge, "in cach iparticular) instance”; jewerds.
Caramy given (particulac) vme™ pewedir tadverly), Car the (thiac, 0s) timne™; jewetliges (ad-
lectn e, Mitempnrally) particular”; fruehghen, "the partculsr while” or “temporal par-
Deulariny.” CE “Onothe Way 1 Browg and Fone” on the importmce ol rhis mosi cemral ol
the characiers of Dasein,
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tant in regard to the *Anyone' and (0 Lthe concept of authenticity and
inauthenticity.

The particular while as such belongs to the structure of the being of
Lthis Dasein. With this fundamental characier of Dasein, that § am it in
the ‘to be it in each particular instance,” the initial determination for
Dasein is secured. But it is likewise the final determination, that deter-
mination to which every analysis of being again returns. This means
that every character of the being of Dasein is governed by this funda-
mental determination. Thus, when a multiplicity of such structures of
being is exhibited in what follows, they are all to be regarded from the
outset in the light of this fundamental character.

But the provisivnal indication of this character at the same time
contains specific directions for us relating to the subsequent analysis.
The specification ‘to be' the being directs us 1o understand all phe-
nomena of Dasein primarily as ways of its ‘to-be.’ This prohibits us
from experiencing and interrogating this entity, Dasein, on its ‘out-
ward appearance,’ on what it is composed of, on parts and layers
which a particular kind of consideration can find in it. Outward ap-
pearance, be it ever so broadly defined, in principle never gives the
answer to Lthe question of the way 'to be.” Body, soul, spirit may in a
certain respect designate what this entity is composed of, but with this
compuosite and its composition the way of being of this entity is from
the beginning left undetermined; the least of all the possibitities is to
extract it afterwards from this composite, since this determination of
the entity which characterizes it as body, soul, and spirit has placed me
in a completely difterent dimension of being really extraneous to Da-
sein. Whether this entity 'is composed of” the physical, psychic, and
spiritual and how these realities are to be determined is here left com-
pletely unquestioned. We place ourselves in principle outside of this
experiential and interrogauve horizon outlined by the definition of
the most customary name for this entity, man: homo animal rationals.
What is to be determined is not an vutward appearance of this entity
but from the outset and throughout solely its way to be. not the what of
that of which it is composed bul the how of its being and the characters of
this how,

b) The Dasein in the ‘to-be’ of everydayness for
its particular while

Mareover, the Dasein is to be understood in its way to be, 10 begin
with, not in a kind of being which is somehow emphatic and excep-
tional. The Dasein is not to be taken by setting some sort of aim and
purpose for it, neither as “home’ nor even in the light of some idea of
*humanity.” Instead, its way to be must be brought out in its nearest

v
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everydayness, the factic Dasein in the how of its factic ‘to-be-it.’ But this
does not mean that we now give a kind of biographical account of a
particular Dasein as this individual Dasein in its everyday life. We are
reporting no particular everyday life but we are secking the every-
dayness of everyday life, the fact in its facticity, not the everyday of the
temporally particular Dasein but to be the everydayness for its particular
while us Dasein is what matters o us.

This task of conceiving Dasein in its everydayness does not mean
describing the Dasein at a primitive stage of its being. Everydayness is in
no way identical with primitiveness, Everydayness is rather a distinctive
how of the being of Dasein, even when and precisely when this Dasein
has an inherendy highly developed and differentiated culture at its
disposal. On the other hand, even primitive Dasein in its way has pos-
sibilities of exceptional, non-everyday, and unusual being. which means
that it also has in its turn a specific way of everydayness. But often the
consideration of primitive forms of Dasein can more readily provide
directions in seeing and verifying certain phenomena of Dasein, in-
asmuch as here the danger of concealment through theory, which
Dasein itself characierisiically supplies rather than something else
outside of Dasein, is not yet so powerful. But it is just here that an
especially critical attitude is needed, for what we know from primitive
stages of Dasein is at first purely historically. geographically, and in
world view furthest from us and alien to our culture. What is thus im-
parted to us about ‘primitive life’ is already pervaded by a particular
interpretation. Indeed, it is an interpretation which cannot be based
on an actual fundamental analysis of Dasein itself but which works
with categories of man and human relationships taken from some sort
ol psychology. The fundamental analysis of Dasein is just the right
presuppaosition for an understanding of the primitive, and not the re-
verse: there is no reason to believe thal the sense of this entity can in
some way be assembled by putting together bits of information about
primitive Dasein. ‘This point is being made because of the fact that we
shall on occasion, but only sparingly, resort to primitive Dasein to ex-
emplify certain phenomena. The exemplification must of course re-
main subject 1o this critical consideration, it is no more than an ex-
cmplification. The contents and the structures being evoked here are
drawn from the matters and from envisaging the entity itself which
we are.

The fundamental character of this entity, that it is in my "to be it in
each particular instance,” must be maintained. In what follows, an ab-
breviated form of expression will be used for it. The theme is the Da-
sein in its way ‘¢ be—the being of Dasein—the constitution of the
being of Dasein. By way ol abbreviation, we shall speak of the constitu-
tion. of Dasein and always mean by it “in its way to be."
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Dasein in its everydayness, a highly complicated phenomenon, re-
gards and defines it more authentically when a life is more differen-
tiated. When we analyze Dasein in its everydayness and its being in
everydayness, this should not be construed as saying also that we want
to derive the remaining possibilities of the being of Dasein from
everydayness. that we want to carry out a genetic consideration on the
assumption that every other passibility of the being of Dasein could be
derived from everydayness. kverydayness persisis everywhere and al-
ways every day; each is a witness as to how Dasein has to be and how it
is in everydayness, even though in a differem way. t is easy to foresee
that everydayness is a specific concept of time,

In these preliminary considerations it is becoming clear 1o vs that
even if we are not falsely educated by philosophical prejudices and
theories about the subject and consciousness. even if we approach
these phenomena 1o some extent without encumbrances, there are
still difficulties in actually seeing what must be seen. The natural ap-
proach, even though it is not philosophically reflected and concep-
tually defined, does not really move in the direction of seeing the Da-
sein as such, Instead, inasmuch as it is 2 mode of being of this very
Dasein, it teuds to live away from itself. Even the way in which it knows
itself is determined by this peculiarity of Dasein 1o live away from it-
self. In order to have a preliminary orientation at all on the sense in
which all the characters of this being are 1o be taken, we offer the
pointer that this entity is 1the very entity which we curselves are,

If we orient ourselves historiclogically, we can say (although even
here the comparison is already quite dangerous) that the cogite sum of
Descartes, to the extent that it is explicated. is divected precisely to-agg
ward the determination of the cogito und the rogitare and leaves out
the sum. In our consideration, however, we at first are leaving the
cogitare and its determination alone and are bent on obtaining the sum
and its determination. To be sure, the comparison is dangerous be-
cause it could be taken to imply that we could here intend the Dasein
in the way in which Descartes approaches the ego and the subject,
in isolation. But we shall see that this approach by Descartes is an
absurdity.

§19. The basic constitution of Dasein as
being-in-the-world. The in-being of Das¢in
and the being-in of things on hand

Maintaining a constant orientation to the indicated fundamental
character of Dasein, we shall now try 1o lay open a basic conslitutive
state of being: Dasein is 10 show itself as being-in-the-world. 'This pri-
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mary datum must be brought to light. The main structures of this
constitutive state of the being of Dasein must be exhibited. Such an
exhibition will lead us to understand that all the structures are gov-
erned by the indicated fundamental characier [that of the 'to be it in
each inslance’]. The basic constitutive state of being-inhe-world is a
necessary structure of Dasein, But the being of Dasein is far from
being sufhiciently determined by it.

The determination of Dasein as heing-in-the-world is a unified and
artgtnal one. Three elements can be brought out in this basic con-
stitutive state and traced more closely back 10 its phenomenal com-
position: 1) being-in-the-world in the particular sense of the world,
‘world” as the how of the being—ontolugically, the worldhovd of the
wortd: 2) 1he entity as it is determined from the ‘whe' of this being-in-
the-world and from the how of this being, how the entity iiself is in its
being; g} in-being as such.

Though this basic constitution becomes the theme of the analysis
accordiag to three aspects, it is still always wholly there s itself in each
particular consideration. What the aspetts bring out in each case are
not pieces. detachable moments out of which the whole may first be
assembled. Bringing out the individual structural moments is a purely
thematc accentuation and as such always only an actual apprehension of
the whole structure in itself. In order 1o indicate at the outser that this
highlighting is a thematic accentuation, that in regarding the first, the
in-the-world, we also always already co-intend the second and the
third, we shall anticipate the comnprehensive analysis of the first phe-
nomenon, in-the-world, by an account orienting us to the last phe-
nomenal constitueni to be mentioned, in-being as such.

We begin by asking what in-being means. What is seen and intended
by it in the being of Dasein itself? At first, we complete in-being [{n-
Sein] by adding ‘in-the-world’ and are inclined to understand this in-
being as ‘being-in . . . (Sein-m|. In this latter formulation, it desig-
nates the kind ot being of an entity which is 'in' another, the vela-
tionship of being of something “in’ something. When we then try
give intuitive demonstration to this 'in,’ more accurately to the ‘some-
thing-in-something,” we give examples like the water ‘in’ the glass, the
tlothes 'in' the dusel, the desks 'in’ the classroom. By this we mean
that one is spatially contained in another and refer 1o the relationship
ot being with regard to place and space of two entities which are
themselves extended in space. Thus both the first (water) and the sec-
ond (glass), wherein the first is, are ‘in’ space: hath have their place.
Both are only ‘in” space and have no in-being.

Both entities which are here subject to an ‘in-reladonship’ have the
same kind of bemg, that of being on hand, 1 we broaden this rela-
lionship ol being tu suit the purpose, we can simply go un and say: the
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desk in the classroom, the classroom in the university building, the
building in the city of Marburg, Marburg in Hessen, in Germany, in
Europe, on Earth, in a solar system, in world-space, in the world—a
uniform relation of being which is in principle no different in all of
these connections. This 'in” defines the place of the one entity in rela.
tion to the vther such that in fact both of thern are defined as places
themselves in space. This being-'in’ pertains to their outward appear-
ance. The entities whose being-in-one-another is at issue here in each
case have the same kind of being, rhat of being on hand, as things
which happen 1o be found and occur in the world, which as such can
he discovered. .

But “in-being” as a structure of the being of Dasein, of the entity
which | am in each instance, does not refer to this being-in-one-an-
other, ‘being-in’ as a spatial containment of entities which takes place
in the form of an occurrence. It does not refer to a corporeal thing
called "human body’ being on hand in a spatial container {room, build-
ing) called ‘world.” This cannot be the intention from the start, if we
keep to what the fundamental character of Dasein itself implies. Da-
sein is not o be taken as an entity with a view 10 its outward appear-
ance, as it looks to others in one or znother state. Instead, it is to be
taken only in its way to be. ‘En-being’ does not refer 10 such a spatial
in-one-another any more than ‘in’ originally means just that kind of
spatial relation.

‘In’ comes from innan, which means to dwell, katitare; ‘ann’ means:
I am accustomed, I am familiar with, | take care of something—the
Latin cofo in the sense of habito and difige. Dwelling is also taken here
as taking care of something in intimate familiarity, being-involved-
with [Sejn-bei].'*

This sume entity which we characterize as in-being we also define,
as I have already said, as the entity that I um [bin]; and “bin' is con-
nected with ‘ber.” 'l am’ thus amounts o saying, [ dwell, I abide in the
world as with something familiar. Being as in-being and 'l am' means
dwelling with . . ., and "in’ prirnanily does not signify anything spatial
at all hut means primarily being famifiar with. Why and how it, along
with this primary sense, also has a genuine sense of place, which how-
ever is still essentially distinet from the spatial being-in-one-another
of the things mentioned earlier, shall be examined later. But it should
already be stated that the Jocul sense of place, which this correctly un-
derstood in-being can also have, that [ as an entity in the world am

*This context in panticular explains why we have usually translated 'bei’ with phrases
such as ‘involved with' or ‘intimately involved in' wo distinguish it from vur rransknion
of the prepositions mat and e The German 41 here has the same connotations of inti-
macy and habitual Familiarity which ike Frendh ches possesses,

3. CF Jakol: Grimmm, Klrnere Schrifirn, ¥Yol. V11, p. 247
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Always somewhere, has nothing to do with the spatial in-one-another
we Tirst named: even my Iocal experience of standing here in this
place, insotar as it characterizes being as being-in-the-world, is essen-
tially distinct from the being on hand of the chair in this space. This
in-heiny, which we now should never understand in o primarily local
and spatial sense, is rather, as being-involved-with, defined by tem-
poral particalarity, it is in each instance mine and each instance this.

Such possible modes of in-being helonging to everydayness include:
working on something with something, producing something. culti-
vating and caring lor something. putiing something to use, employ-
ing something for something, holding something in trust, giving up.
Jetting something get lost, imerrogating, discussing. accomplishing,
exploring, considering, delermining something. 1n a way still to be
<larified, these modes of in-being have the character of concern, in the
sense of 1aking something into one's care, having it in one’s care. Even
the pertinent modifications ol not being concerned, neglecting, relax-
mg, retraining belong in principle o the same kind of being. Even
when 1 do nothing and merely doze and so tarry in the world, I have
Ihis specihc being of concerned being-in-the-world—it includes every
lingering with and letting oneself he aifected.

The declaration of the genuine meaning of in-being does not also
alveady guarantee seeing the phenamenon which it expresses. But ag
the sarne Lime it iy also more than a mere verbal definmion; it fixes our
line of sight above all prohibitively, it indicates where we do not have
ta look. But from our account of the tundamental character we al-
ready know thar, 1o demonstrate all the determinations of being un-
der discussion, we should look to the entity which in each instance we
are, 1o the extent that and as we are it. Dasein, insofar as it is ac all, is
m the way of being of in-being, 'This means that in-being in the sense
already dehned is not a “property’ of the ennty called Dasein, not a
properey which it has or does not have, which develves upon it or
which it might add to iselt. wuhant which it could be just as well as with
it, 50 thut at first one could conceive the being of Dasein otherwise, to
some extent without in-being. In-heing is rather the constitution of
the being of Daseiti, in which everv way of being of this entity is
grounded. ln-bemng is min merely something thrown into the bargain
fur an entity which even without this constitutive state would be Da-
sein, as if the world. in which every Dasein as Dasein always already is,
were at vimes fies added 1w this entity (07 conversely this entity to n)
0 that this entity then could at its leisure emer into 4 ‘relation” with
the workl. Such entering into relations with the world is altogether
Dossible anly insofar as Disein already is being-inthe-world on the
hasis ol its being-involved-with . . . .

‘This characteristic phenomenaon of in-being and its characteristic of
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defining Dasein in its very being must he made perfectly clear from
the outset and kept in view as an apriori of every particular rela-
tionship to the world. 1 shall therefore try 1o make this clear in a
roundabout way, inasmuch as this structure of in-being was in a cer-
tain way always already seen wherever Dasein was examined. It would
even be incomprehensible if such a basic phenomenon of Dasein had
been totally overlooked. It is another question whether it is experi-
enced and apprehended so that its authentic structure shows itself
and thereby presents the possibality of determining the heing of the
entity so structured in a phenomenally suitable way.

§20. Knowing as a derivative mode of the
in-being of Dasein

From early on the relation of Dasein to the world was defined pri-
marily in terms of the mode of being of Anowing. Or as it is said,
in a formula which n fact does not roincide with the one above, the
‘relation of the subject to the object’ was first conceived primarily as a
‘cognitive relation,’ and a so-called ‘practical relation’ was incorpo-
rated later. Even if it were a matter of waking this kind of being as the
primary one in the sense of cognitive being in the world, which is not
the case, everything depends on first seeing it in a phenomenally
genuine way.

When this relationship of being between subject and object is re-
flected upan, for ordinary observation there is an entity calfed nawre
already given in the widest senise, which becomes known; this entty is.
also always found first, cultivaied and cared for by Dasein precisely
because it is being-in-the-world. In this entity, the knowing which
knows it is not to be found. This knowing must iierefore be some-
where else, if it is at all. Likewise, however, in the entitative thing
which knows, in the human thing, knowing is not on hand and so not
perceivable, ascertainable like the color and extension of this human
thing. But the knowing must still be in this thing, if not ‘outside’ then
‘inside’; this knowing is ‘inside.” ‘in’ this subject-thing, in mente,

The more unequivocally we now maintaiu that knowing is actually
and from the siart ‘inside,’ the more we believe we are proceeding
without presuppositions in the question of the essence of knowledge
and of the determination of the relationship of being in which the
subject stands to the object. For now the question arises. how does
knowing, which according ta its being is inside, i the subject, come
out of its ‘inner sphere’ into an *other, outer sphere,” into the world?

In such an approach v the question of knowing, o relation beitween
two entities which are on hand s assumed beforehand, explicitly or
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otherwise. This relationship of two things on hand is now applied
more specifically to the determination of a relation between inner and
outer when one asks: How is this refation of being between the two
entities, subject and object, possible? This is asked, presumably in
compliance with the facts of the case of knowing, without having even
in the least determined the sense of being of this knowing, the sense
of being of this relationship between subject and object, without hav-
ing clarified the sense of being of the subject and delimited it from
thal of the object. To be sure, we are assured tha the inside and this
‘inner sphere’ of the subject is not actually spatial; it is certainly not 2
‘box’' or anything like 2 receptacle. But we do not learn what its posi-
tive meaning is, what this immanence after all is in which knowing
finds itself enclosed, and how the being of the subject is to be under-
stood if, as primarily immanent, it is only with itself. No mauer how
such an ‘inside’ and the sense of this inner sphere may be defined, as
soon as the question is raised as to how knowing gets ‘outof it to . . .,
then the way of dealing with the phenomenon of knowing has turned
out 10 be one founded upon a semblance. But in the whole approach
to this question, even when it is embedded in an epistemological prob-
lematic, one is blind to whai is thus asserted about Dasein when know-
ing taken as a mode of being is attributed to it. This says nothing mare
and nothing less than: Anowing the world is a mode of being of Dasein such
that this mode is ontically founded in its basic constitution, in being-in-the-
waorld.

When we reproduce the phenomenal findings in this form: Know-
ing is a mode of being of in-being, someone oriented to the waditional
horizon of epistemnological questions is inclined to reply that such an
interpretation of knowing actually nullifies the problem ol kuowl-
edge. But what authority decides whethsr and in what sense there is sup-
posed to be a problem of knowledge, outside of the subject matter it-
sell{? When we ask about the mode of being of knowing itself, then it
must be kept in mind from the outset that every act of knowing always
already takes place on the basis of the mode of being of Dasein which
we call in-being, that is, being-always-already-involved-with-a-world.
Knowing is now not a comportment that would be added 10 an entity
which does not vet ‘have’ a world, which is iree from any relation to its
world. Rather, knowing is always a mode of being of Dasein on the
hasis of its already being involved with the world,

The basic defect of epistemology is just that it fails to regard what it
means hy knowing in its original phenomenal datum as a way of being
of Dasein, as a way of its in-being, and 10 take from this basic consid-
eration alt the questions which now begin to arise on this ground.

The contention thai there is no longer a problem of knowledge. if it
is maintained from the outset that Dasein is involved with its world, is

e ———
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really not a contenton but only the restoration of a datum which any
unbiased seeing sees as ohvious. Moreover, it is nowhere prescribed
that there must be a problem of knowledge. Perhaps it is precisely the
lask of a philospphical investigalion ulumately 10 deprive many prob-
lems of their sham existence, to reduce the number of problems and
to promote investigation which opens the way o the matters them-
selves. Not only does a correct interpretation of knowing as a mode of
in-being not deny a problematic ol knowledge: it actually first makes
such a problematic possible, especially when knowing, as its sense of
being retuites, is undersiood as a made of in-being, of being-in-the-
warld, but unt as a basic kind of being-n-the-world. Uhen comes the ques-
ton which actually can be explored: How does the Dasein, which at
any given bme is in a partcular but primarily non-vognitive and not
merely cognitive mode of heing, disclose its world in which it already
is? Correlatively, which modes of concealment are essentially co-given
as temporally particular ways for Dasein o be in its worldr What is the
tempuorally particular scope of discoverabifity corresponding o a particular
made of heing of Dasein in its warld? What are the apriori couditions
of being for this Dasein {in-being) usell and accordingly for the on-
ginal, all-surpassing, transcendental-ontological, that is, enioflogical-
rxistential imdvrstanding of being us such and the onrological possibilities
of being toward the world? What is meant by truth in each case for the
knowing of catities of the most diverse types? What is the sense and
the justification and the kind of binding force, a lorce which a kind of
truth and level of truth has at any given time* What is the demon-
strability and conceptuality helonging to such truth: The basic prob-
fem is precnely 1o see this fundamental structure and to define @t in its
genuine apriori in an ontologically suitable manner. The problem of
knowledge is not disposed of by an arbitrary act hut hrst becomes a
problem when it is placed upon its possible ground. 'The problem and
the [)wudn-prob!ems must be brought o lighl

All of these genuine phenomena can be investigated and correctly
understood from the outset only if it is made clear that knowing, ac-
cording to its sense, is already a mode of the in-being of Dusein: that
knowing is nol something bv which Dasein, not vet in the world at
first, upon knowing would produce a relation to the world. How
should this initially worldless being ot the subject even be understood?
There can never be a problem, for example, on how the opposition of
the two entilies, subjeci and object, is possible. Knowing understood
as apprehending has sense only wn the basis of an already-being-
involved-rith. This already-being-involved-with, in which knowing as
such can first live,” is not brst “produced’ directly by a cognitive per-
tormance; Dasein, whether it ever knows it or tu, is as Dausein already
involved with a world. The priority which has always been granted 1o
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cogutitive comportment from ancient times is at the same time associ-
ated with the peculiar tendency 10 define 1the being of the world in
which Dasein is primarily in terms of how it shows itself for a cognitive
comportment. In other words, the munner of being of the world was
characterized hy referring to its specific abjecuvity for world cagni-
tion. Regarded in this way, there is accordingly an inner connection
between the manner of being defining the world and the basic charac-
terization of Dasein itsell with respect to its primary relatiou to the
world as knowing.

More accurately, knowing now shows—1 van indicate this only very
briefly here—a phased structure, a specific interconnection in which it is
tempralized as a mode of being of Dasein. The first phase in the tem-
poralization of knowing is the directing-ibself-toward something, the
specific comportment of taking up a direction toward something; but
this already on the basis of in-being in the workl. The second phase is
dhwelling-with that toward which Dasein is now directing itself. This
dwelling with an entity toward which it is direcung usell is itself
grounded in this directing-itself-toward. That is to say, the directing-
itseif-toward an object holds out to the end, and dwelling with an entity
wakes place within it. The direcung-nself-toward is not put o of play
at the phase of dwelling with an enity but persists throughout, antici-
pating all other modes of comporunent and determining them. Here,
directing-itself-toward means taking a view. conceiving as, the “from
which” of viewing.

On the basis of the second phase, that of dwelling with an already
given entity, now comes [third] the actual epprehending, laying apart,
laving aut ot nterpreting in a specitic sense, Such a perceiving as a hawv-
ing apprehended is itself cultivated, fourth, to the level of preservation of
what is apprehended. In its entirety, the process of knowledge would
then look like this: the kuewing divecting -itself-toward ay dwelling-with and
apprehending wends toward the upprehended so as to preserve it, so that
knowing in having apprehended, that is, in acquired knowledge. has
the known even when it dues not actually stand in relation 1o it it pre-
serves knowledge us a possession. This is understandable only by refer-
ring 10 the primary character ol Dasein as “to-be,” but not when the
subject is something psychic which has representations which are
stored up and of which it must be statecd how they “correspond.”

Fifth, the preserving retenton of what is known s nself norhing buat
a new mode of in-being. that is, of the relavonship of being w the
entity which is known: the in-being characterized under the first peint
1s now modified by knowledge.

The entire sequence ol the phases of knowing, from the primary
directing-iself-toward to the reuaning, simply exhibits the cultivation
of o new stance of the being of Dasein toward that which is known, [t ex-
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hibits a possibility of being which was already also atinounced as sci-
ence and research. Finally, this is a matter of modes of temporalization,
such thart the first mode anticipates all the others, sustaining itself in
the others; and it is itself anticipatory onlv as in-being,

In directing-itself-toward und apprehending, Dasein does not firse
get out of itself, out of its inner sphere in which it is encapsulated.
Rather, its very sense is to be always already ‘outside’ in the world, in the
rightly understood sense of ‘oulside’ as in-being and dwelling with the
world, which in each instance is already uncovered in some way. Dwell-
ing with the matiter to be known does not involve abandonment of the
inner sphere, as if Dasein leaps out of its sphere and is no longer in it
but still is found only at the object. Dasein in this "being outside” with
the vhject is also “inside,” rightly understood; for it is as being-in-the-
world that Dasein itself knows the entity. [And in turn,) the appre-
hending of what is known is not like returning from an expedition of
plunder with its acquired booty back inwo the “housing” of conscions-
ness, of immanence; for in the very apprehending as well and in hav-
ing, preserving, and retaining what is apprehended, the knowing Da-
sein remains ‘outside.’ In knowing about a context of being of the
world, even in merely thinking of it, in merely representing it without
originally experiencing it, I am no less with the entities outside in the
world, and 1 am not in the least with myself on the inside. If { merely
represent the Freiburg Cathedral to myself, this does not mean that it
is only immanently present in the representing: rather, this mere rep-
resenting is in the genuine and best sense precisely with the entities
themselves. Even the forgeting of something, in which the relation-
ship of being to what is known is apparently nblierated, 15 nothing but
a particular modification of being-invalved-with. Only on this basis is for-
getting possible. All delusion and all error, in which in a way no rela-
tionship of being to the enuty is secured but is instead falsified, are
once again enly modes of being-involved-with.,

In the entre edihce of knowing based on in-being, it is not the case
that with apprehension the subject would somehow first introduce,
first produce, its relation of being to the world. Rather, apprehension &s
grounded in a prior letting-something-be-seen. Such a letting-something-
be-seen is possible on the basis of a letting-something-be-encoun-
tered. and this is possible only on the basis of always already being-
involved-with. Only an entity which in its being has 1he aptitude to let
anather entity (world) be encountered stands in the possibility of ap-
prehending something, of knowledge. Knowing is nothing but a mode
of being-in-the-world: specifically, it is not even a primary but a founded
way of being-in-the-world, a way which is always possible only on the
basis uf 4 non-vognilive comportment.

What we have se1 forth here as the in-being of Dasein and charac-
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terized in greater detail is the emological fundament for what Au-
gustine and above all Pascal already noted. They called that which ac-
nally knows not knowing but fewe and hate. All knowing is only an
appropnation and a form of realization of sorething which is already
discovered by other primary comporiments. Knowing is rather more
likely to cover up something which was originally uncovered in non-
cognitive comportment.

What Avgustine identifies as love and hate and oaly in certain con-
Lexts specifies as Dasein's truly cogninive mode of being we shall later
have to rake as an original phenomenon ot Dasein, though not in this
one-sided restriction to jost this comportment. Rather, we shall first
learn to understand, from the more refined apprehension of the
modes of being of Dasein within which knowledge is possible at all,
that knowledge as such cannot even be grasped if we do not from the
outsel see the specific context of being in which knowing as such is
possible. When this is truly understood, it will always appear gro-
wesque to explain knowledge in 1erms af itself’ by way of an epistemol-
ogy. And it remains absurd to approach this entity, which as Dasein is
constituted in its being as being-in-the-world, without regard to its
world. This involves approaching it in such a way that its basic consti-
tution is after a fashion taken away from ir; this denatured Dasein is
then approached as a subject, which amounts to a complete inversion
vt its being. 1t now becomes the source of a problem of explaining
how a relation of being between this fantastically conceived entity and
another entity called world might be possible. 'l'o explain knowing on
this basis which is no longer a basis, that ts, to make sense of manitest
nonsense, naturally calls for a theory and metaphysical hypotheses.

The in-being of Dasein remains a puzezle for every attempt 1o ex-
plain it as an entity which it a priori is not. For every explanation con-
ducts what is to be explained back to its contextures of being. This
inust always he guided by the prior question ol whether the entity to
bt explained is experienced betorehand in its being and whether it is
adequately specified in its being. The in-being of Dasein is not to be
evxplained but before all else has to be seen us an inhevent kind of
being and accepred as such; in short, it has 10 be deciphered ontologi-
tally, Hardly an avhitrary act, but just the apposite! Of course, this is
tasier said than done, especially in a 1ruly expository analysis.

Before proceeding to this analysis, the phenomenon may be clari-
lted by an analogy which itself is not too far removed from the matter
atissue. inastuch as this analogy is cancerned with an entity to which
we must hikewise attrbute, in @ formal way, the kind of being which
helongs 10 Dasein—'lite.

We may compare 1he subject and its inner sphere 10 a smail in its
shell. Let it be expressly noted that we do not presume that the theo-
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ries which speak of the immunence of consviousness and ol the sub-
ject conceive of consciousness precisely in this sense ol a snail-shell,
But as long as the sense of the “within® and immanence s left un-
defined, s that we never learn what sense s 'in” has and what rela.
tion of being this ‘in’ of the subject has wo the world, it is atany rare in
a negalive way eguivalent 1o nur analogy.

We can say that the snail at thmes cvawls out ol its shell and at the
same time keeps it on handd: it stretches el onn e something, o food,
to some things which it finds on the ground. Dues the snail thereby
first enter into a relationship of being with the world? Not ar all! g
act of crawling out is but a local modificaion of s alveady-being-in-
the-world. Even when it is in its shell. s being is @ being-outside,
rightly understood. It is not in its shell like water in the glass, fur it hag.
the inside of its shell as a world which it pushes against and touches, in
which it warms itself, and the hke. None of this applies 10 the rela-
tionship of being of the water in the glass ar. if it did. we would have
to say even of water thad it has the mode ol being of Dasein. it is such
thay it has a world. The snail is ot at the outser only in its shell and
not yet in Lthe world, a world described as standing over against i, an
opposition which it broaches by first crawling out. It crawls o only
insofar as its being is already 10 be in a world. Tt does nou hrst add a
warld w itself by touching. Rather, it louches because its being meani
nothing other than to be in a world.

This applies similarly (o a subject to which knowing is ascribed. If it
is posited as an entity which is supposed 10 have this possibility of
being. it is thereby understood as an entity which is in the mode of
being in a world. But this posiung is performed blindly, without an
understanding of what in principle is already implied in knowing.

We have oriented the question of in-beteg fn particaler towird the
relation of knewing because this mode ot being al Dasein wradition-
ally has priority in the philosophical determination of the relation of
the ego (the subject) 10 the world; and vet this mode of being is still
not originally conceived but instead remaius the source of all sorts of
confusion as & result ot this indeterminacy in regard to its being. The
so-called epistemological positions of idealion andd realism and their va-
rieties ana mixures are all pussible only on thie basis of a lack of (lar-
ity of the phenomenon of in-being, about which they formulate theo-
ries without having exposed it in advance. 1dealism and realism both
let the relationship of bring between subject and object fivst rinerge.
Indeed, in idealism this leads 1o the assention (in quite distinet ways.
depending on whether it is logical or psyehological idealism) tha it is
the subject which tirst of all erenies the relation of being o the abject.
Realism. which goes alonyg with the saume absurdits, t conirary fash-
ion says that itis the ubject which through causal velations {ist effects
the relations of being to the subject. In apposition 1o these basically
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equivalent positions, there is a third position which presuppaoses the
relatioaship of being hetween subject and object from the start, for
example, that of Avenarius: between subject and object there is what
is called a ‘principal coordination.” and subject and object must from
the start be regarded as standing in 2 relationship of being.' But this
refationship is in its mode of being lelt undefined, as is the mode of
being implied in subject and object. A position which wants to stand
on this side of idealism and realism because it does not lec the relatian-
ship first emerge, but which at the same time stands on the far side of
idealism and realism because it tries to preserve and yet sublate both
positions in their own rights, which they really do nat have, is a posi-
lion whose sense is always oriented to this theory. What has been said
i1 our present consideration about knowing as a mode of being of in-
being and suggested as a task of a phenomenology of knowing stands
neither on this side nor on the far side of idealism and realism. nor 1s
it either one of the 1wo positions. Instead it stands wholly outside of an
vrientation fo them and their ways of formulating questions.

Our lurther considerations will not only explicate the genuine sense
of knowing more clearly. Above all, their aim is to show that knowing
in its being is grounded upon more original structures of Dasein, that,
for example, knowing can be true--can have truth as a distinctive
predicate—only because truih is not so much a property of knowing
but is rather a character of the being of Dasein itself. This may sufltice as a
provisional account uf the phenomenon of in-being.

$21. Worldhood of the worid

We now proceed to the task of disengaging the first structure, which
we have identified and designated as "‘world.” We ask whai is meam by
‘world’ (worldhood and 1he expectant preseni—siate of making present
and of expectancy)*? What phenomenal constituents are expressed
hy i?

a) Worldhood as the wherein for
Dasein’s leeway of encounter

From what has been said about the being of Dasein as in-being,
hamely, that this in-heing does not refer to anything like a spatial in-

1. Richard Avenarius, Der menschiche Welthegrff (Leipaig: Reiskund. t8y1), third edi-
Imn ingie.

*This parenthetital remark is a later insertion. Grwdrtghedt {cxpectaney, awaiting)
plavs s role whatsnever an this lecwure course. In Being and Time (H. 547) i is identified
with the “inauthentic future.”
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one-another, we can at least formally gathey that world is the wherein uf
Dasein’s being. Accordingly, the "wherein’ does not refer to a spatial
container. At any rate, such a spatial comainer cannot constitute the
primary character of world, if world is indeed 1aken as the wherein of
the in-being indicated above. Buy spatiality or more accurately locality
plays an especiallv distinctive constitutive role for the being ol the
warld. [n uts ontic sense, ‘world’ is the entity which 1s obviously not the
Dasein that is in i, but rather the entity with which [wobet| the Dasein
has its being, the entity foward which the Dasein is. This being-tnward,
this being toward the world, has—as we have already suggesied—ithe
character of conrern. We define this concern for the world, this being
in it in various modes and possibilities, mare precisely as presceupa-
tion* with it. In uts preoccupation with the world the temporally par-
ticular being-in-the-world which the Dasein is temporakizes iself.

When we designate the world as the wherein correlative to in-being,
it is so regarded now with a view to the mode of being of in-being
understood as preoccupation, in the with-which of concerned preoc-
cupation. In thus being preoccupied with the world, Dasein always al-
ready finds its world. and this finding is not theoretical apprehension,
The ‘alveady-being-involved-with’ is care tn being concerned. As concerned
preoccupation with the world Dasein lets itself encounter its world,
Concern as the basic mode of Dasein permits encounter. In thus let-
ung the world be encountered, Dasein diseloses the world, All know-
ing, which as a mode of being of concern is built upon concern, merely
fays out, interprets the disclosed wordd and happens an the basis of con-
cern. Indeed, a particular correlation appears here. The more the ini-
tially experienced world is deprived of its worldhood ("unworlded,” as we
shall fater put it), that is, the more the initally experienced world be-
comes mere nature; the more we discover in if ils mere naturality, for
example. in terms of the objectivity of physics; the more cognitive
comportment discovers in this way, then all the more does knowing
itself become as such the proper way to disclose and o discover. It is
in mathematics that knowing as such celebrates the triumph ot the
discoveries of entities. It is here that we in fact find knowing as such,
which discovers, although vven here not in a radical and dehnitive
sense, rightly regarded.

Concerned being-in-the-world is what as such lets the world be en-
countered. We are of course sull far too much encumbered by theo-
ries and opinions as well as by a certain natural conception. which has
its justibeation, to see that it is precisely non-theoretical comporument

*U'mgang. This translation is imended W suggest both involved absarprion in the
world - = Umgehien is 2l once an Aufgeben- -and acovely dealing winh it Accordiagly, Om-
gang is sometimes translated simply as ‘oot upation”
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which uncevers not only the world but also Dasein itself. Care as the
constitution of the being of Dasein uncovers the world.

When we ask aboul the phenomenal structure of the world, we are
asking about the how of the being in which the entity we call the world
shaws ttself of vself as the encountered, we ate asking about the being of
the entity which is encountered in the leeway for encounter granted
hy concern. The structure of encounter of this entity world is not a
conglomerate of modes of conception with which a subject clothes an
vhject, of torms with which i world-swuit is adorned. The structures
of encounter ol that entity are ruther those of the being of the world
itself, insofar as the world can show itself in everyday Dasein. upon
whith basis it is und can be discovered. This character of 1he being of
the entity which we call werld and which we shall now draw out shall
be terminalogically conceived as worldhood , in order to circumvent the
obscurity of knowing ‘worldhood’ understood nor as a character of
the being of the entity but rather as the character of the being of Dasein,
and only through it and along with it that of the entiry!

To determine the worldhood of world is to lay open in its structure
the Aow of the encounter, drawn from that encounter, of the entity in
which Dasein s as in-being in accord with its basic constitudon, in
short to lay open the structure of the being of this entity. Phenomenu-
logical interpretation of the worldhood of the world does not mean a
narrative description reporting on the outward appearance of things
in the world, that there really are mountains, streams, houses, siairs,
tables, and the like, and how all of this stands. We shall zlso never
come to grasp the sense ol the world it we could run through the sum-
towal of ail the things in the world. In suck an inventory and in every
characterization of the outward appearance of a world-thing and of
the particular refations among several of them we always think of the
world-thing in advance alreadv as a world-thing. But the issue is not
really all that can be found in the world but rather the how of the
betnig of such an entity and of every eutity of this sort; the wherein as
the possibitity of being of the leeway of encounter of in-bemng. It is a matler of a
tramscendental exposition of worldhovd from the being of Dasein qua m-being,
ot a narrative repon of world-nccurrences hut an inlerpretation ol
warldhuod. which characterizes evervthing that does oceur as worldly.

I anintentionally emphastzing the ol sease of the inguiry so
torcefully because the queston of the structure ot the being of the
world, of the worldhawt of the world. is vot at all so obvious. To put it
more precisely, 1l is not at all obvious that the endeavor to grasp the
being of the world originally now alse automadically gives us the right
approach to it. Furthermore, we shall see that the prevailing philo-
sophical consideration of the being of the world already allowed itself
to be guided completely by very definite presuppusitions abuut the

|
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possibility of an original kind of apprehension of the warld as well as
about the sense of being which the world must have. We shall try 1o
disregard all the wrong-headed presuppositions and to explicate the
worldhood of the world as it shows itself in the everyday preoccupa-
tion of Dasein with its world. On this basis we shall then try to under-
stand how this unmediately given world, by virtue ot particular motives
which it in part entails, can in some of its directions be uncovered as
nature. Such a discovery or interpretation is realized especially by the
nalural sciences.

b) Worldhood of the environing world:
aroundness, the primary character of the space
of the *around” as constitutive of worldhood

In what follows, we shall be concerned with the world as environing
world | Umwelt] with respect to its worldhood, that is, with regard 10 the
structure which characterizes every thing as a thing of the environing
worfd. The worldhood of the world, that is, the specific being of this
entily 'world,’ is a specific concept of being. In opposition to the trads-
tioral question of the reality of the external world, we shall ask about
the worldhood of the world as itis there in immediate everyday concern,
We are asking about the world as it is encountered in the daily round
of preoccupation: we are asking about the world around us, the en-
vironing world, more precisely, we are asking about the worldhood of
the envirening world, By asking in particular for an account of world-
hood and specifying the aroundness in it, we thereby establish in its
own right the genuine sense of place and space within the structural !
framework of the worldhood of the world. This gives us the division
of the analysis of the worldhood of the environing world. 1. The
worldhood of the environing world as such; 2. The aroundness of the world as
a constitutive feature of worldhood,

Even environing worldhood, the being of the entity with which the
caring, concerned preoccupation of Dasein first dwells, should not be
understood in a primarily spatial sense. The "eround’ and the ‘round
about’ are not wo be taken pritmarily spatially, and not spatially at all if
spatiality is defined in terms of the dimensionality of metric space, the
space of geometry. On the other hand, however, the continual vesis-
tance to spatiality which we are forced o adopt in the determination
of in-being, in the characerization of world and sull more in the
account of the environing world, the constant necessity here o sus-
pend a specific sense of spatiality, suggest that in al! of these phenom-
€na 4 certain sense of something like spatiality is still in play. This is in
fary vhe case, For just this reason it is inportant from the start #ot 10
mss the quesiion of the strucwure of this spatiality, that is. not to start
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from the spatiality which is specifically geometrical, a spatiality which
is discovered in and extracted From the primary and original space of
the world. Since it is 1 question of understanding the primary sense of
world, a particular idea of space understood in terms of metric space
must first be put out of play. On the contrary, we shall leara 10 com-
prehend the sense ol meiric space and the particulyr modification
which motivates metrics in spadality by reference to a more original
spatiality. But first and foremost, we must come to understand the
sense of worldhood. 'The outline of our reflection on the structure of
the worldhood of the world is therefore marked off in the following
wwo points: 1. The worldhood of the environing world as such, the
cencountered ‘in order to' [ Umzu), the depleyment.* 2. The arouadness,
the primary spatial character of the ‘around’ [I/m] as a constitutive
feature of worldhood.

This division already gives us an indication of the primary direction
in which this analysis will look: even when we analyze space and spa-
tiality, we must have already understood the sense of worldhood from
the stare. Consequently, the outdiue at the same time already contains
a fundamental critique 0f the traditional way of explicating the reality of
the world, that is, its worldhood, insofar as such an explication has
ever been done ar all and carried out as an explicit task.

§22. How the tradition passed cver the question
of the worldhood of the world. Descartes
as an example.

We now wish to proceed just as we did earlier by first trying to limit
the phenomenal horizon prohibitively, defensively, which means to
suspend the direction of vision which does not lead us to the authentic
phenomenon. [t is especially important in this analysis of the world in
s worldhood, since the question of the siructure of the being of the
world was always formulated as the guestion of the structure of the
being of nature, not only today and since modern science but in a cer-
tain sense already with the Greeks. Thus the entire constellation of
concepts which we have at our disposal in characterizing the being of
the world in a primary way comes from this way of considering the
world as nature, ln an original analysis of the world, which does not ve-

* Bewandtnis, which we are translating generically as ‘standing’ (1. P- 250 belaw and
“On the Way (0 Being and Time"), when applicd specifieally s the world ‘around us'
could be translated as the “circum-standing” or (less aptly and perbaps more mislead-
ingly) circumstances, Bui wo hiting aut the connotations of the emplovineat and disposi-
ton af 4 wol, we are translating it here as deploviment
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gard nature as primary, we are therefore at a (otal loss tor concepts
and even maore for expression.

The most extreme counterinstance of the determination of the
being of the entity as a world, both in method and in result, is repre-
sented by Descartes. In his analysis and determination of the being of
the world he stands at a characteristic place in the development of this
question. On the one hand, he assumes the determinations of the
being of the world as they were drawn by the middle uges and so by
Greek philosophy. And vet, un the other hand, because of the ex-
trenie way in which he raises the question of the being of the world,
he prefigures all the problems which then emerge in Kant's Critigue of
Pure Reason and elsewhere,

Whenever Descartes asks about the being of an entity, he is asking,
in the spirit of the tradition, about substunce. When he speaks of sub-
stance, he is speaking mostly in the strict sense of substantiality. And
substantiality is a paruicular mode of being, more accurately, the most
distinctive and primary kind of being which can pertain to an entity at
all. Now entities, entitative things in the broadest sense, which have
the mode of being of substantiality, are substances. Descartes here fol-
lows, not ouly in expression and concept but also in subject matter. the
Scholastic and so basically the Greek formulation of the question of
entities. The word ‘substantia’ has a double meaning: first, the entity
itsell' which is in the mode of being of substance, and at the same time
substantiality. This corresponds 1o our distinction between world as
the things which are in the world and worldhood as the mode of being
of the world, where we must however emphasize that the sense of
worldhood and the structure of substantiality are radically distinct.
Per substantiom nilil alivd tntelligere possumus, guam rem quae ita existit, ut
nulla afia re indigeat @l existendum.' “By substance we can understand
nothing other than something which *is" in such a way that it needs no
other entily in order to be.” Substantiality means extantness, being on
hand, which as such is in need of no other endty. The reality of a res,
the substantiality of a substance, the being of an entity, taken in a strict
sense means extantness in the sense of non-indigence, nol needing
any producer or any entity which retains or bears this quality of hav-
ing been produced. . . . Substantia guae nulle plune ve indigeat, unica tan-
twn potest intelfigi, nempe Dews® [ . . . only one substance which is in

1. René¢ Descanes, Principia Philoaphiae 1, Principle 51, pp. 24, [Page uumbers re-
fer 10 the edition of Charles Adam and Paul 'Tannery, Oruares de Descartes, Vol VI
(Paris; Leopold Cerf, 1905).|

2. Ihid, [English translations are provided in brackets in the body of the texi when
Heklegger's German translation is a variant or free rendering of the original. There is
an English translation of partions of *'The Principles of Phitesophy™ in The Pldfosaphical
Works of Descartes, translated by E 5. Hiddane and G, R Rass {(New York: Dover,
1y55). Vol 1, pp. 2o3-g02_|
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need of nothing whatsoever can he understood, and this indeed is
God]. God is the only entily which satisfies this sense ol substantiality.
In other words, ‘God” is the name for that entity in which the idea
of being as such is realized in its genuine sense. Here ‘God’ is but a
purely ontological concept and is therefore also called the enx perfec-
tisstmom [most perfect entity]. This determination of the being of God
implies nothing whatsoever of a religious nature. God is simply the
name for the entity in which we actually encounter an entity in accord
with the concept of being as extantness. God is accordingly the only
substance, the only entity which & in the supposedly “authentic’ sense
of being. {n the background of this talk ot "ens pertectissimum’ there
is of course a very specific concept of *ens’ and "being’ of which Des-
cartes was no more clearly conscious than weve Lthe Greeks, who dis-
covered it.

Alias vero omnes, non nisi ope concursus Dei existere posse percipimus.?
"We clearly perceive from the very sense of substantiality that every
other entity is only with heip {rom, which means in need of, the co-
presence [concurrence] of God.” By its very sense, every entity other
than God needs to be produced and sustained. while the presence of
Something qua God is characterized by the ahsence of such need,
non-indigence. An entity in need of production and sustenance in its
existence and presence is therefore ‘ers creatum’ when we regard its
presence from the standpoint of authentic being.

In a certain sense, the term “substance’ taken strictly can be attrib-
uted only to God. But inasmuch as we also speak of the created entity
as being, in characterizing the being of the uncreated and the being of
the created, we use the single concept of being. This means that in a
certain manner we can also designate created being as substance. Ar-
qur wdeo nomen substantiae non conventt Deo et s univoce. Ut dici solet in
Schotis, hoe est, wulla ejuy nominis significatio potest distincte indellig, quae
Deo et ereaturis st communis* | The word ‘substance’ does not apply uni-
vocally o God and 10 other things, as they say in the Schools; that s,
no signification of this name which would be commaon w God and
creatures can be distinctly underswod]. This sense of being in the
sense of substantiality, being in the manner of being on hand with no
need of another, does not apply to God and to creatures in the same
sense, as it was said in the Schools, that is, the middle ages. A concept
is univocal (dparvpowr) if its meaning content, that is, what it intends,
what is addressed by it, is intended in the sume sense. When [ say, for
example, ‘God is” and “the world is.’ | certainly assert being in both
cases but [ intend something ditierent thereby and cannot intend the

3. Ibid.
4- Ibid.
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term ‘is’ i the same sense, univocatly: tor if that were the case, then 1
would thereby either imend the creature iselt as uncreated or reduce
the uncreated being Gord 1o a creanure, Since according 1o Descartes
there is an mfinite diflerence between the kind of heing of these two
entities, the term "being,” which s still used tor both, cannot be used in
the same meaning, not univocally but (which Desairies here does not
particularty say, but as the Scholastics put it} analogowsty. 1 can only
speak of both God and the world as entities analogously. In other
words, the concept ot being, msobar as it is generally applied 10 the
entire manitold ot all possible entities, as such has the character of an
analogous concept. This analogy in the sense of being was first discov-
ered by Ariswotle, and this discovery is likewise his real advance in the
face of the Platonic version of the concept of being.

This question, whether the concept of being is analogous or uni-
vocal in regard to the being of God and of the world, and in what
sense it is univocal, played a great role in the middle ages, especially in
the later middle ages. And this whole problem of the determination
of the being of God and ot the world along these lines also had a nega-
tive influence on the entire theological development of Luther. ‘Be-
ing’ in the two assertions ‘God is' and ‘the world is is not meant in the
way Descartes meam it when he savs thidt . mdlus epus nominis sig-
niftcativ poiest distincte intelligr, quae Dev ef creaturis sit communis™ [ . . no
signitication of this name which would he common to God and crea-
tures can be distinclly understoad)]. When these two assertions of
being are made, we cannot see distinetly that something common is
thereby intended by both. Indeed Descartes in this formulation is es-
sentially lefi behind by the insights of the middle ages, which were
much more astute in this direction.

Now, the two sorts of entities of which it can still in a certain sense
be said that they are substances are in any case substuntiae crealae, cre-
ated substances, entities which in a cereain sense are in no need of the
being of God, provided that we disregard the principal indigence of
being produced and being sustained in their existence and presence
as such. If I disregard this indigence of the creaed heing as created,
there are still some things in the realm of the created which in a cer-
tain way can be designated as having no need of another, substantia
corporea and substantia cogitans creatu sive mems, on the one hind the
corporeal world, in short the world, and an the other hand mens,
mind, spirit, ‘consciousness.” These two entities are such guae solv Der
concursu egent ad existendum® [that they need only the concurrence of
God in order o exist]. 1t they are aall in need of being, in one re-

5. 1hid.
6. Ebid., P'r. 2, p. 5.
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spect they need only the copresence of God, atherwise they are in no
need of any other entity, which means that they are subsiances in a
certain way, thal is, they are linite substances, while God is the substan-
tia infinita.

I am intentionally presenting this somewhat deductive organization
of Descartes’s docirine of being because here it becomes apparent thae
he organizes his entire consideration of the being of the world against
the hovizon of a pregiven doctrine of betng. The question is, through
what and how is an entity apprehended? Descartes says it is through
the attribute, through that which in itsell in its own content refers to
an actual entity. In this context there tollows an important remark
whase sense cannaot be easily exhausted and one which we also cannot
pursue further at the outset.

Descartes says: Verumtamen non fotest substantia primum avimaduverti ex
hoe sulo, quod sit res existens, quie hoc solum per se nos non afficit .. 7 (Yet
substance cannot be hrst discovered merely from the fact that it is a
thing that exists. for this alone does not by itself affect us]. But an en-
tity which is authemically, the substance, God. cannot be apprehended
first of all from this alone, that it is. We thus cannot directly appre-
hend an entity primarily by relating to its way to be. It is precisely the
being of an entity which is not accessible to us in this way. Quia hoc
sotum, for the being of an entity taken purely for itself, per se nos non
affrcit, by itself does not "affect’ us. Consequently, savs Descartes, we
have no primary and original access to the being of the entity as such.
What Descartes expresses here in this way, thai the being of an entity
taken purely for itself does not affect us, is later formulated by Kant
in the simple sentence, “being is not a real predicate™; that is. being is
not a datum which can be apprehended by way of any kind of recep-
tivity and affection. Precisely because we are not capable of appre-
hending the being of entities primarily and in isolation, but always
fivst apprehend what an entity is. in Greek the eidos, its outward
appearance, we must therefore, even in the apprehension of the
being of the authentic entity, start with the attributes, through which
the nature of the entity and its being are then presented. This pecu-
liar principle, that being tor itself cannot be experienced by us in the
entity because it does not affect us, is perhaps, without Descartes
knowing it and also perhaps without Kant ultimately understanding it
it his thesis, the most dear-cut tormulation of the being of the entity
which we call world. In a wholly formal sense, it establishes that we are
not atfected by the being of the world as such. This concept of affec-
tion would of cottrse require an clucidation of its subject matter, and
this elucidation in turn would have to lean on a prior adequate analy-

7. Ibid.
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sis of the being of the entity which we ourselves are. There is indeed
an entity which can be grasped cirectly and onfy primarily from its
being and, if it is 1o be understood philosophically, must so be grasped.

According to Descartes’s ortentation within Greek ontology, put
briefly, in order 1o grasp the being of the entity we need a prior orien-
tation 1o an attribute, to a determination of that which the entity in
each case is. in conformity with the context in which we take up this
question, we shall restrict ourselves now to one of the two creaited en-
tities, res corporea. For we in fact first want to understand how Des-
cartes defines the bring of the world.

We can grasp the being of res corporea through its primary attri-
butes, the primary proprietates which always belong o the entity as this
entity and persist through all change. Et quidem ex quolibet attributo sub-
stantia cognoscitur; sed una tamen et cujusque substandiae praecipua pro-
prietus, quae ipsius naluram essenticmque constitual, et ad quam alae omnes
referuntur® [And substance is indeed known through any one atiri-
bute; yet for each substance there is one principal property which
constitutes its nature and essence and w which all the rest are re-
ferred]. For each substance there is an oustanding auribute, a what-
determination of an outstanding kind, that is, a determination of the
what of the entity which constitutes the 'nature,” the being of the en-
tity with regard to that being and o which all vther what-determina-
tions of the entity must be referred—a determination which is al-
ready necessarily implied in every other determination. For every
substance there is an owstanding what-determination. a property.
Nempe extensio in longum, latum et profundum, substantiae corporeae natu-
ram ronstitiat.” “For extension in length, breadth, and depth constitutes
the authentic being of the substance which we are calling ‘world™ (na-
tura substantiae, which is subsiantiality—ihe extant presence of this en-
tity, what constitutes its being-forever).

The substantiality of the world, the authentic being of the world is
constituted by extensiv. Nam vmne aliud quod corport tribul potest, . ..\
“everything else which we can attribute to such an entity which is a
worldly thing” extensionem praesupponit, “presupposes extension” and
is therefore estque tantum modus quidam rei extensae, “only a mode, a
manner of exitendedness,” for example divisio, figura, motus. For ex-
ample, figura, the shape of a worldly thing nennist in re extensa potest
intelligi, “cannot be 'understood’ other than in the horizon of extend-
edness”; nee motus, “also movement” nisi in spatio extensy, “cannot be
understood other than in extended space.” Sed ¢ conttrae, “by contrast,”

#. Ibid., Pr. 5%, p. 25.
q. bhid, '
va. Ihid.
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however, potest intellign extensio sine figiwra vel motu, “exiension can be
conceived without ligure or movemnent.” In other words, extensin 15
that determination of being in sthe entity of the world which must al-
ready be there prior 10 all other determinations so that the others can
be. In short, space is the apriori.

Here you see a very clear prefiguration of the Kantian problematic.
The same determination which Descartes here in the first part of the
Principia carries out for substantia creata as substantin corporea, he also
sloes for the olher substance, res cogitans.,

Extension was identified s that which truly determines the being,
that is, the substanuality of this entity. How does Descartes now, on
the one hand, proceed to determine and justify the being of the world
as res extensg; on the nther hand, what is the basis (tom which Des-
cartes arrives at this determination of the being of the world, and
what is the primary kind ol experience which is supposed 1o make the
worldhood of the workl accessible? Our replies will show how the
question of the reality of the world, the worldhood of the world, was
forced by Descartes himself in a very dear-cut direction. This direc-
tion enabled him o assume once again from the wradition, with some
conceptual modifications, all the categories for the specificaton of the
being of the warld which the Greeks had already created. This pro-
cess of resumption continued right into Hegel's Logie,

Putting it in u very extreme form, we can sav that Descartes derives
his basic determinations of the being ol the world. here of nature,
Irom God. This continues in the philosophers who follow, including
even Kant. God here is to be understood as an ontological concept in
its specific categorial funcdon: His being represents the sense of being
which is then applied in a derivative way throughout o the different
regions of being. This nexus of relations is especially clear in Des-
cartes in the orientation of the two substances, res cogitans and res ex-
lensa, in regard to authenlic subsiance, substentiu infinita, Deus. Des-
cartes in fact says thal the amhentic basic determination of Gaod 15
precisely perfectio, specifically the perfectiv entis, which is the most au-
thentic being as such. On the other hand, however, he also empha-
sizes that we are nol really capable of experiencing this being in iwself
primarily. that therefore infinite substance, just like finite substance, is
accessible to us through the attributes. Quin e facilivs intelligimus sub-
stantion extensam, vel substantiam rr}g‘itam‘f’m, Gram substantiam solam,

.M Indeed we even recognize extended substnce or thinking sub-
stance. the substance laden with vonsciousness, more easily than sub-
stance alone, . . .7 omisse v guod cogtiel vel sit extensa. “withowt regard 1o
whether it thinks or is extended.” Here he emphasizes anew that we

11. Ibid., Pr. 64, p. 31.
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recognize the substantiality of substance only with difficulty, since sub-
stantiality differs from substance satione tantum. “only in the way it is
regarded” [“by reason alone"], and that substantiality cannot in real-
ity be separated from substance, The two substances are thus given
through the auribute or proprietas. The paramount property of the
world as corpuy is extensin: in it are grounded all the other determina-
tions of the world, figura, motus, shape and movement. By conceiving
these attributes as modes |of extension|, we can account for the fact
that one and the same body can vary its dimensional proportions
while its total quantity, its total extension, remains the sume. Alque
unum et idem corpus, retinendo swam eandem quantitatem, pluribus diversis
modis potest extendi: nune scilicel magis secundum longitudinem, mmnusque
secundum lntitudinem vel frrofunditatem, ac paulo post ¢ contra magis secun-
dum latitudinem, ef minus secundwm longitudinem ' “And a body. while
retaining one and the same quaatity, can he extended in various ways:
it can now be greater in length and less in breadth and depth, and
later greater in breadth and less in length.” In these modifications of
dimensions and dimensional quantities, the total quantity still remains
the same. i is clear what Descartes means here: Even in modifications
of the shape of the body, its sameness is maintained. And because, ac-
cording to the ancient concept of being, that truly is which always is,
and because extensio always remains in every 1otal change. extension is
therefore the true and authentic being in the body.

. itemque diversos modos extensionis stve ad extensionem pertinenes,
ut figuras umnes, el situs partium, et ipsarum mofns, uptime percipiemus, si
tantum ut modus rerum quibus tnsunt spectemus; . . . {And we shall simi-
larly best apprehend the diverse modes of extension or whatever per-
tains to extension, such as all figures, the situation of parts, and their
mavements, if we regard them simply as modes of the things in which
they are; . . .]. We thus apprehend body maost authentically when we
apprehend and determine everything in it in relation 1o extension.
This includes movement, and movement certainly only then, ef quan-
tum ad motum, st de nullo wist locali cogitemus . . ."* “when we regard
movement solely as change of place.” ac de vi a qua excitatur . . . non
inguiramus," “but do not ask further about the force by which it is set
in motion.”

Descartes is aware that his definition of body really excludes force
or, in today's terms, energy. And this is the phenomenon which later
provided Leibniz with the opening, in the context of introducing vis
into his system, to subject Descartes’ determination of the being of
nature 10 a fundamental critique.

12, [hid., Pr. 64, p. %1,
13. lbid., Pr. fi5, p. 32.
rq. [hid
15. Ibid.
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Satis erit, st advertamn sensium perceptiones non referri, nisi ad istam
corporis hmani eum mente conjunctionem, et nobis quidem ordinarie ex-
hibere, quid ad illam externa corprora prodesse possint aut nocere; .. " [Itis
sufhcient for us to observe that the perceptions of the senses are re-
lated simply ta the union of the human body wirth the mind, and that
they indeed ordinarily show us what in external bodies can profit or
hurt this union . . . |. it is. says Descartes, suflicient for the apprehen-
sion of nature in its authentic being if we observe that the perceptiones
of the senses, that is, the kind of experience which the senses vouch-
safe for us, are related to man only insofar as he is a conjunctio corporis
cum mente, insofar as he is a conjunction of consciousness with cor-
poreality; and if we ubserve that the senses ordinarie, according to
their most proper sense, "according (o the usual order,” tell us nothing
about what the world is bin solely what use or harm 1he externa cor-
pora, the world, the corporeal things out there, have tor us, prodesse
possint gut nocere. He says that the senses basically do not even have the
function of knowledge or the communication of information, but that
they are oriented specifically toward the preservation of corporeality
ar of the whole man as an organic being. We cannat really say “or-
ganic” here since, as everyone knows, Descartes regards the human
body as a machine, and carries his cxtreme concept of nature over
inta the arganic, to biological being. . . . non autem . . . nas docere,
grualin in seipsis esastant:’” “the senses do not teach us how the bodies are
in themselves.” lta envm sexsuum praejudicia facile deponemus, et solo intel-
lectu, ad ideas sibt @ nature indias diligenter attendente, hie wtemur "™ [ There-
fore, we shall readily se1 aside the prejudices of the senses and rely
here solely upon the intellect, artending carefully to the ideas im-
planted therein by nature]. Once we have recognized that the senses
basically have no cognitive function at all, we can easily dismiss them
and their prejudices and relv solely on the intellectio, on pure intellec-
tual knowledge. Here it is clearly articulated chat the only possible
kind uf access w the true being of the world lies in the mieilectio (in the
AGyog).

Intellectio has an essennal priority over wnsatre, Quod agentes, per-
Cfens waturam materiae, Se corporis in wiiversun spectali, non constslere
m eo quod sit ves dura, vel ponderasa, vel colorata, vel aliv alique modo sensus
afficiens: sed tantum in eo quod sit res extensa in longum, latum et profun-
dwom. " “When we observe this, then we see that the authentic nature,
the authentic being of matter, of the body, does not consist in the body
being something hard, hieavy, colored. or the like but that its being, its
natuee, consists solehy i beng exeended in leopth, breaddhs, and depth.”

v, thidl, 11, Pr. g, p. 41.
17. Ibid,
t8. Thid.
1g9. Ihid. 1, Pr. 4. p. 42
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Descartes mainiains this not only in view of his atlempt 10 carry out a
critique of sensation with regard to its suitability for an objective ap-
prehension of the world, At the same tiime, he shows that determina-
tions such as durities (hardness), pondus (weight), and color (color) can
to some extent be thought of as absent from bodily being without
thereby modilying this being in any sense whatsoever.

tam, quanium ad duritiem, nihil alivd de illa sensus nobis indiciat,
quam partes durorum corporum resistere molii manuuwm gostrarum,
cum in illas incurrunt. $i enim, quotiescunque manus nastrae versus
aliquam partem moventur, corpora omnia ibi existemia recederent
earddem celeritale qua illae accedunt, nullam unquam duritiem sen-
tiremus. Nec ullo modo potest intethgl. corpora quae sic recederent,
ideirco naturam corporis esse aniissura: nec proinde ipsa in duritie
vansistit. Eademque racione oslendi potest, et pondus, et colorem, et
alias omnes ejusmodi qualitales, quae in materia corporea sentiuntur,
ex ¢a tolli posse, ipsa integra remanente: unde sequitur, a nulla ex illis
ejus naturam dependere™

[For as Tar as hardness is concerned, sense shows us nothing about il
other than that pares of hard bodies resist the matian ot our hands
when they touch these paris. But if, whenever our hands are moved
toward some part, all the bodies there should recede with the same ve-
locity as our approaching hands. we would never feel any hardness.
Ner is it in any way intelligible that bodies which so recede would
therefore lose their corporeal nature; hence this nalure does not con-
sist trr hardness. And hy the sime reasoniag # can be shown that weight
and color and all the otlier qualities of this sort which are sensed in
corporeal matter can be 1taken away from it while it_remains entire: it
thus follows that this nature depends on none of these. ]

Weight, mass, color, hardness can be waken From the body while it re-
mains intact in its sutheniic nature. But this means ithat the nature of
body is not dependent an mass, color, weight, and hardness.
Descartes makes this clear by means of an example concerning
hardness. Hardness is given to vs, he says, in the resistance of a body
to the wuch, for example, of the hand. We can now assume, he says,
that natural things, as extended, have a velocity which is equal w0 that
with which | extend my hand toward the bodies to be 1ouched. Since
the velacities of the body (o be ouched and of the moving hand are
equal, | never make contiet, So it is not coniradiclory, says Descartes,
for me o assume that the velocity of the world takes such a course.
And if this assumption is not absurd, it serves to show that touch or
resistunce and thus harvdness do not belong 1o the being of body, Here
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it is clearly seen how a mode of access to the workl like touch, which
represents a very primary form of access, is from the start reinter-
preted by Descartes into a natural process. In other words, he does
not adhere to the phenomenal composition of touch as an experience
of something; from the start, he interprets touch mechanically as na-
ture in the sense of some sort of movement of a thing called a hand
toward some other thing which recedes from it. He does not retain
the phenomenal composition trom the start, or rather he suppresses
it. He sees it, of course, since he must atter all reinterpret it into this
mechanical relation of movement between wuching and touched.

Leibniz tried in another way (which will not be explored any fur-
ther liere) 1o show that it will not do to define the being of body in
terms of extensiv and it alone. At the end of the second part of the
Principles, where he in essence develops these structures of extensio,
spatium, locus, vacunm, and the like, Descartes summarizes his inter-
pretation by saying: Nam plane profiteor me nullam aliam rerum corpo-
rearwm materiam agnoscere, quam illam omnimode divisibilem, figurabilem et
mobilem, quam Geometrae quantitatem vocand, et pro abjecto snarum demon-
strationum assumunt; . . * "1 openly admit that I acknowledge no ob-
Jectivity of corporeal things other than that which is in all ways di-
visible, shapeable, and mobile with respect to place, 1 mean that
determination which the geometers and mathematicians call quantity
and which the mathematicians take as the sole object, *pro objecto,’ of
their proofs.” . . . ac nilul plane in ipsa considerare, practer istas divisiones,
fiuras et motus; nikilque de ipsis wd verwm wdmitiere, quod non ex commu-
nibus illis notionibus, de quarum veritate non possumus dubitare, tam evi-
denter deducatur, wl pro Mathematica demonstratione sit habendum.® “We
are to consider and to regard as true nothing aboul the world other
than what can be proven mathematically on the basis of these univer-
sal concepts of extensio, figura, motus [whose truth we cannot doubt).”
Et quia sic omnia Naturae Phaenomena possunt explicari, ut in sequentibus
apparebit, nulla alia Physicae principa puto vae admittenda, nec alia etiam
optanda® “And because all appearances of nature can be adequately
explained by way of such measurement and determination of reta-
tions of extension, | believe that no principles are to be admitted in
physics other than mathematical ones.”

In what way is the being of the world defined here?—from a very
precise kinel of knowledge of objects, the mathematical. The being of
the world is nothing other than the objectivity of the apprehension of
nature through ralcdative meavurement. Contrary to all ancient and me-

21 Ihid. 11, Pr, G4, pp. 78t
22. lbid,
29. lhid.
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dieval knowledge of nature, physics is now mathematical physies. Only
what can he mathematicaliyv delwred inn the world can be truly known
in it, and only what is thus mathemartically kuown is true being. Siwe
for Descartes cerum ens 15 equal o certun ens, this known true being is
the authentic being of the workd, The authentic being uf the world is
defined a priori by way of a particular and in fact possible kind of
knowledge of the world as nature.

‘The being ol the world is 1hat which in it can be apprehended by
means of a particular kind of apprehension, the mathematical, which
Descartes takes as the very highest kind of knowledge. Underlying itis
a very specific correlation of being and bring-true and accordingly
knowing. The world is not interrogated in rvegard to its worldhood as
it first shows irsell and thence determines spatiality, but rather the re-
verse: a panicilar idea of space, or a particular idea of extensio as the
being-like condition for a panicular knowability, is taken as the basis
for an aprior evaluation of what can belong 1o the being ol nature
and what cannot. A particular tdeal of knowledge with the criterion of
certainty decides on what in the world is taken as authentic being.

But even if one does not adhere to this extreme standpoint of Des-
canes, exireme because the being of body is regarded solely in its ex-
tensio, even il one defines the corporeal more concretely, as Leibniz
brought tn energy as the basic determinaion of body, even then the
world is still defined primarily as nature.

Even Kant conceived nature in Lhis sense and so world in this sense,
We can now say that in the end it is casy to see that this kind of appre-
hension of the being of the world in terms of mathematical-physical
knowledge is vne-sided. But because we see this, this kind of appre-
hension is just as easy to reverse, and Descartes in lact gives the best
instructions for chis in his famous wax example in the Second Meditution,

We need only to regard this particular piece of wax sulely in regard to
what is birst given in it and not, in the terms of mathematical-physical
knowledge, pay attention 1w what stays the same in every change of
the initially sensed qualities. When we take the piece of wax as it is
given with respect to sepor. mlor, enlor . . ., this particular eolored. fla-
vored, sonorous, hard, cold thing of wax, we have the immediately
given entity, the worldly thing, and the mode of access 1o it is sense
perception. However, even seuse perception is a theoretical appre-
hension of the thing, even here the entitative thing of wax is deter-
mined just as it is encountered in a percepiual regurd. But ultimately, we
can go one step turther back and in the end also concede than this
kind ol apprebension still only shows the thing of wax as a thing of
nature, even i iy now chavacterized by properties which are given in
the most immediate kindd af experience, even if it is nuw characterized
not by quantives afone but by sense qualities. What ic suill lacks in or-
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der to characterize it as a worldly thing in the full sense are certain
predicates of value: good, bad, plain, beautiful, suitable, unsuitable,
and the like, which tend 1o adhere 1o the material thing of nawre.
These are predicates which all utensils, all objects of use, also intrin-
sicatly have. If we go so far as 1o grant some of the value-predicates of
the sensory thing also to the sense qualities, then the practica! thing,
that is, the thing as it is first found in the world, would be completely
defined by us. ftis a thing of nature with the fundamental stratum of
materiality, but at the same tme laden with predicates of value.

it is in this way that one first tries even today in phenomenology to
define the environmental thing in its being. Yet this definition is in its
approach not essentially different from that of Descartes. Here oo, a
thing is approached as an object of observation and perception, and
perception is then, as it is typically put, complemented by value judg-
ment. As we shall see, the authentic environmental being of the thing
is passed over here just as it is in Descartes’s extreme formulation of
res corpurea as res extensa. This characterization of the worldly thing as
a value-laden thing of nature is all the more fateful as it gives the im-
pression that it is in fact a genuine and original characterization, where
there is in fact in the background the full structure and the constitu-
tion of a thing of nature, a thing with properties. qualities, some of
which are qualities of value, predicates of value. The thing remains
naturalized; we do not come across the entity as an environing world,
nor is the worldhood of this world brought into focus or for that
matter explicated. Such concrete questions are nm even asked be-
cause Lhis determination arises from a characteristic exemplary ap-
proach to the world which prompts us 1o assume in the first instance
that a thing is as it is present in an isolated perception of it. But when
we make some fundamental inquiries into this kind of determination
of the world, we see clearly, especially from Descartes, that the being
of the world is always characterized relative to particular kinds of ex-
perience and capacities of apprehension—sensation, imagination, in-
tellect—which have themselves arisen in the context of a particular
characterization of man, namely. in the context of the familiar anthro-
pological definition hemo animal rationale. A particular biological and
anthropological interpretation favors certain potential kinds of ap-
prehension of the world and these decide on what is accessible in the
wild in its being and thus on how the being of the world is itself
determined,

This division of the particular capacities of man is stll dominant in
philosophy and decides in advance an the passibility of determining
the being of the world. Conversely, sparit anel frievson are now charac-
terized in reaction 10 the world thus determined. swhich means as it is.
correlated 10 these particularly conceived anthropological capacities.
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Inasmuch as i is said that spirit and person, that is. the entity con-
stituting the heing of these capacities, are nat nature, this means con-
versely (sa thut we are continually nioving in a circle) that the being of
SpiriL is now derived from the Leing of pature defined in this way. The
antinowies in Kant, for example, arise from this nexus of relations.

The antinamy of freedom develops not so much from an analysis of
the problem of freedom and an analysis of the specific existence of
man. but from the fact that Kant sees the being of man also integrated
inte the being of nature, He conceives the being of nature in the man-
ner of Descatrtes as the nature of the naturat sciences and regards it as
heing detined by cawsality in the broadest sense. “I'wo particular en-
tities, hoth of which ave characterized basically by way of their natural
being. are juxtaposed in such a way that certain impossibilities, called
antinomies, result from this opposition. The possibility of the antinomy
is based merely on an inadequive analysis of the being ot that which is
posed in the antinomy itsell.

In is thus in Descartes 1hat we see most clearly and simply that a
whole chain of presuppositions deviates from the true phenomenon
of the workl. We saw how Descartes tries to reduce all the determina-
tons of conporeal being, what British empiricism, precisely in con-
junction with him. later called the secondary guulities of sensation as
opposed o 1he primary qualities, to the basic determination of res ex-
tensa, to extensio, in order 1o enable a knowledge of the world which
in its degree of certainty is nuo ditferent from the knowledge ol res
cogitans, But » is also already evident thar the being of the world,
which an the busis of certain judgments is first conceived as nature,
cannat even be obrained by & theoretical reconstruction which goes
from the res extensa back 1o the sensory thing and then to the value-
laden thiug, but that by doing so the specific theoretical objectification
is retained and the analysis is led astray even further, The world would
remain deprived of its worldhood. since the primary exhibition ot the au-
thentic reality of the world should be referved 10 the vriginal task of
an analysis ol reality isell, which would first have 10 disregard every
specifically thearetical abjectification. The course of the scentilic in-
quiry into reality shows, however, that the original mode of encounter
of the convironing world is always already given up in favor of the es-
tablishedl view of the world as the reality of nature, so that we may
interpret the specific phenomena of the workl in terms of its theo-
retical knowledge ot the objectivity of nature.

I we consider this work of Descartes in relatiom o 1he constitution
of the matheniaticat sciences of notore and 1o 1 elaboration of mathe-
nutical physies i pavticular, these considerations then paturally as-
stume . fundamenuatly positive signibicanee. But it they are regarded
in the context of a general theory of the reality of the world, it then
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becomes apparent that from this point on the fateful constriction of
the inquiry into reality sets in, which to the present day has not yet
heen avercome, This constriction dominates the enttre past tradition
of philosophy. [t was in a way prepared by Greek philosophy, not in
the extreme sense of mathemanization but in accord with a natural
tendency of knowing. The world was experienced as mpayuara, as
the "with which of having to do with it”; and yet it was not undersiond
ontologically in this sense, but instead in the broadest sense as a thing
of nature. That the quesuon of the reality of the world continues 10 he
oriented primarily to the world as nature also serves to show, however,
that the original way of encountering the environing world evidently
cannot even be directly grasped. that this phenomenon is instead 1ypi-
cally passed over. This is no accident, inasmuch as Dasein as being-in-
the-world in the sense of concern is ahsarbed in its world in which it is
preoccupied, ts so to speak exhausted by that world, so that precisely
in the most natural and the most immediate being-in-the-waorld the
world in its worldhood is not experienced thematically a1 all. The
world is experienced expressly only when it is apprehended in some
sort of theoretical intention. The world thus encountered in theo-
retical intention becomes thematic when we inquire into its being
theoretically.

This peculiar fact, that the primary phenomenon of the world is
passed over, along with the stubbornness and the constant pressure
and intrusion of the kind of apprehension involved in the theoretical
apprehension and determination of a thing, can itself be explained
only by reference 1o Dasein’s essential kind of being. When this hap-
pens, when the kind of being invaolved in this specific theoretical ap-
prehension and its precedence is iiself understood, only then is this
persisteit prejudice rendered harmless tor the primary analvsis ol
the world.

§23. Positive exposition of the basic structure
of the worldhood of the world

But how shali the worldhood of the warld now be positively deter-
minedr How can something be said about the structure of worldhood
so that we first of all disregard all theory and particularly this extreme
objectification? We shall organize nur considerations by following the
plan already announced and exploring 1) the characters of the world-
hood of the world as such and 2) the structure of aroundness as a dis-
tinctive constitutive feature of worldhood. The first task, the analysis
of the worldhood of the environing world, in accord with the subject
matter divides into three steps: a) the exposition of the characters of
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encounter of the world, b) the interpretation of the structure of en-
counter, that is. the exposition of the phenomenal correlation found-
ing these characters of encounter, and ¢) the determination of the basic
structure of worldhood as deployment totality *

These steps serve to clarify four questions about the tradition: 1) why
the authentic structure of the being of the world, [what we have called]
primary worldhood. was from the start and has ever since been passed
over in philosophy; 2z) why this structure of being, even when a re-
placement phenomenon equipped with value predicates is brought in
for it, is still held to be in need of explanation and derivation: g) why
it is explained by being clarified and founded in a fundamenial stra-
twm of reality; 4) why this founding reality is conceived as the being of
nature and that in terms ol the vbjectivity of mathematical physics.

In 1aking these three sieps, we shall try o get close to the peculiar
presence [ Présenz) of the world around us. We must keep to it from the
beginning, since the understanding of the analysis is possible only by
placing ourselves in the specific natural kind of preoccupation with
the world in which we constantly move. We do not actually have to
make this displacement but need only to make explicit the kind of
comportment in which we constantly move everyday, and which, for
the reasons stated, is at first the least visible of all. .

a) Analysis of the characters
of encounter of the world
(reference, referential totality, familiarity, ‘one’)

The question is how the world shows itself in everyday concern.
This entity, world, presents itself { préisentiert sich] in the character of
‘serving to,” ‘conducive o’ or ‘detrimental to,’ relevant to,” and the
like. The worldly is encountered as itsell always in and us a refevence to
anuther, ‘Reference’ henceforth is used as a technical term.

The other elemem which as it were gets forced into co-presence in
such reference (serviceability, conduciveness, and the like) is that to
which— for which 1he conducive is what it is. 'I'hese referential relations
are such that in them a manifold of environmental things shows itself,
for example, a public square with its surroundings, a room with its
furnishings. "Che manifold of things encountered here is not an arbi-
trary manitold of incidental things; it is first and only present {gegen-
wdriyg] in a particular correlation of references. This referemial con-

*Broandinispanzhien, which replaces Bedeubsamken, a chanyge postdating the leciure
(nurse, as s itulicated by the origisal tide of this subsection §29¢ as it stands on page
zou below. CL “On the Way wo Beng and Time” v Lhe late introduction of Beuandts
e thes leclure conrse,
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texture 1s itself a closed totality. lt is precisely out of this totality that, for
example, the individual piece of furniture in a room appears. My en-
counter with the room is not such that I first take in one thing after
another and put wogether a manifold of things in order then to see a
room. Rather. ] primarily see a referential totalny as closed, from
which the individual piece of turniture and what is in the room stand
out. Such an environment of the nature of a tlosed referential wowality
is at the same time distinguished by a specific familiarity. The closed
character of the referential whale is grounded precisely in familiarity,
and this familiarity implies that the referential relations are well-knoum
[bekannt]. Everyday concern as making use of, working with, con-
stanily attends to these relations; everyone dwells in them.

It thus becomes clear thal the references are precisely the involve-
ments [Wabei] in which the concerntul occupation dwells; it does not
dwell among isolated things of the environing world and certainly not
among themaiically or theoretically perceived objects. Rather things
constantly step back into the referential totality or, more properly
stated, 111 the immediacy of everyday occupation they never even first
step out of it. That they do not step out of the referenuial totality,
which itself is encountered primarily in the form of familiarity: this
phenovinenon characierizes the olnionsness and unobtrusiveness of the
reality of the environing world. Things recede into relations, they do
not ohtrude themselves, in order thus to be there for concern. These
primary phenomena of encounter: refevence, referentiul totafity, the closed
character of the veferential context, familiarity of the referentinl whole, things
nol steppmy out of referential relations, are of course seen only if the
original phenomenological direction of vision is assumed and above
all seen 10 its conclusion, which means letting the world be encoun-
terecl in concern. This phenamenon is really passed over when the
world is from the start approached as given for observation or, as is by
and layge the case even in phenomenology, when the world is ap-
proached just as it shows itselt in an isolated, so-called sense pevcep-
tion of a thing, and this isolated free-Aoating perception of a thing is
now interrogated on the specific kind of givenness belongiug to its ob-

fect, There is here a basic deception for phenomenology which is pe-

culiarly frequent and persistent. It consists in having the theme deter-
Mined by the way it is phenomenologically investigated. For inasmuch
as phenomenological investigation is iiself theoretical, the investigator
18 eusily motivated 10 make a specifically theoretical comportment to
the warld his theme. Thus a specifically theoaretical apprehension of
the thing is put forward as an exemplary mode of being-in-the-world,
nstead of phenomenologically placing oneselt divectly in the current
and the cantinuity of access of the everyday prreoccupation with things,
which is inconspicuous ensugh, and phenomenally recording what is
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encountered iin it. [t is precisely this inconspicuousness of compon-
ment and of its corresponding way ol having the world which must be
secured in order to see in it Lhe specific presence of the world.

We speuk of a priority of the presence [ Prisenz) of the referential
tonality and of the references orer the things which show themselves in
these references. Uhis peculiar priovity of the referential wtality over
the things themselves becomes immediately apparent when we point
ouwt how things within the environing world become present [gegen-
wdrlig) in an emphatic sense. This occurs when an entity of the char-
acier of ‘serving o’ breaks down in s serviceability, becomes unusable,
is damaged.

When 4 thing in the world around us becomes unusable, it becumes
conspicyous. The natural course of concern is brought w a hale by this
unusability. The continuity of reference and thus the veferential rotal-
ity undergoes a distinctive disturbance which forces us to panse. When
a tool is damaged and useless, its defect actually causes it to be pres-
etit, conspicuous, so that it now forces self into cthe toveground of the
envirouing world in an emphatic sense. This dwelling on such a con-
spicuous thing of the environing world is however not that of a star-
ing and scrutinizing but has and retains the mode of being of concern.
Being held up in the mode of concern has the sense of restomng or-
der, repairing, and the like. The disturbance is not present as a pure
alteration of a thing but as a éreak v the familiar totally of references.
Every alteration in the world, up to reversal and the simple turnover
from something to something, is first experienced through this kind
of encounter.

In order to give a more accurate portrayal of the phenomenal struc-
ture of the world as it shows itself in everyvday preoccupation, it must
be noted that what mauers in this presccupation with the world is not
so much anyone’s own particular world, but that right in our nawral
preoccupation with the world we are moving in a0 common totality of
surrowndings. ‘'One’ moves in a world with which ‘one’ is familiar
withoul thereby being conversant with the particular environing world
of the individual and being able to maove in his world.

Even the workshop of a craftsmun whose cvaft is towally untamiliar
to us is in no way first encountered as a mere conglomerate of things
scattered in disarray. Manifest in the immediate byientation of preoc-
cupation are hand 1ools. material, manufactured tinished pieces. un-
finished items in process. What we primarily experience is the world
in which the man lives, Even though itis sitange. itis still experienced
as i world, as a closed otality of references.

When something within the workll is encountered in the character
ot being "obstructive, 'in the wuy. that is, lving in the way of concern,
this "2t doesn'’t belong here' is possible only on the basis of the specific
presenice ot the world as a fixed. tamiliar totality of references. There
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can be something like a not-belonging-here only against the back-
ground of a primary familiarity, which itself is not conscious and in-
rencled but is rather present in this unprominent wav. The broken
familiarity as broken famliarify constilutes the very contrasting and
hringing inte reliel of the pale und inconsprcuous presence | Anwesenheit|
of the world. Because something like the ‘obstructive” and “disturbing’
occurs in the familiar world, the obviousness of the world and its pe-
culiar kind of reality undergo a hardening.

This 1s manifest even more clearly in the phenomenon in which
some surroundings. espedially the mosi familiar ones, become a com-
pelling presence when something is missing in them. Because the spe-
cific presence of Lthe environing world lies precisely in the familtar to-
tality of references, missing something can allow us to encounter the
inconspicuous extant thing. And to be missing always implies an absence
of a something belonging-herve within the closed context of references. The ab-
sence of something within the world of concern, absence as a breach of
reference, as a disturbance of Tamiliarity, thus has a distinctive func-
tion in encountering the environing world. We could put this in a very
extreme form by asserting that the specific handiness of the enviraning
world of equipment as the world of concern s constituted in the absence of
handiners, in not being handy. But we do not wish to stop at such a per-
haps somewhat paradoxical formuiation. We want to undersiand its
positive sense, namely, that this specific absence points to what under-
lies it as its possibility. that is, the always-already-there of a familiar con-
tinuity of references which is disturbed because something is missing,
and which stands out through this sperific absence.

We hrst see only very roughly that these characters of reference,
referential totality, and familiarity wgether make up the specific pres-
ence of the world as enviraning world, but this does not give us a truly
phenomenoiogical undersianding of this struclure of worldhond. We
can gain such an understanding only by an interpretation ol the found-
Ing correlation among these phenomenal characters, that is, by laying
open the way in which these phenomena (referential totality, refer-
ences, tamiliarity) now constiate the specific manner of encounter of
the environing wurld. We theretore proceed 10 the second point of
our preliminary outline.

b) Interpretation of the structure
of encounter of the environing world:
the phenomenal correlation founding
the characters of encounter themselves

.I'wc) things stand out from whad has alveady been shown. First, the
things of the environing world are encountered in and from refer-
tnces. The praper phenomenal way of envisaging worldhood allows
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us to encounter the world first rather than an isolated thing. This
points to a priority of the reference over the thing which shows itself
in the reference. The mode of access is concerned preoccupation and
not a free-floating and isolaled perception of the thing. The view that
reality can be found in bodily presence and this in turn in the isolated
thing of nature will even more strikingly prove 1o be a phenomenal
and so a phenomenological deception.

On the other hand, however, it turned out that, second, it is really
an absence in a distinctive sense which is constitutive for encountering
an otherwise inconspicuous world, specifically absence understood
here not in an arbitrary formal sense but the specihc absence within
the world of concern. But this means thau absence has this function of
encounter on the basis of the world always already being present. The breach
in reference (when something is missing) is what it is only as a breach
of a totality of references. This however implies that encountering the
things of the environing world in their references comes about from a
totality of references. This already indicates a certain structural cor-
velation among the characters mentioned, namely, that it is the ref-
erences which let things be present and that the references in turn
become present or appresented through the referential totzlity. The ap-
prehensibility and the objectivity of a thing is grounded in the en-
counter of the world, but abjectivity is not a presupposition for the
encounter. The very nearest thing which is on hand is there in its
‘there’ only from an ‘already there’ which accompanies and precedes
it. This does not mean that in fact there are always some things on
hand and we can proceed from the nearest one w another one. It
mieans rather that it is a world which appresents a thing of the world. 11 is
not world-things taken as real things whicl put together reality.

It is now a maiter of discerning this peculiar structural correlation
in which the world in its worldhood appresents the specific thing of
the world, references are encountered in a totality of references and
individual things are encountered in the references. It is 10 be shown
that the environing world of concern has a distinctive function in the
constitution of worldhood in general, and that it lets us encounter
the world precisely in a double direction, first relating to the presence of
the nearest avarlable things and then relating to the presence of extant things
aluays alrendy on hand. The analysis of the siructure of encounter of
worldhood is accordingly divided into three parts: ) a more detailed
phenomenological interpretation of the environing warld of concern,
which up to now has been drawn out only in very rough outline. We
shall cail this specific environing world of concern the work-world.
B) the characierization of the specific function of encounter of this
work-world for encountering the nearest things in the world around
us, thus the sense of this specific character of reality, the character re-
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{erred to when we say that something is Aandy; ) the specific func-
ion of encounter of the work-wortd for lewing us encounter that
which is always abready there, which means the peculiar connection
whereby, out of the environing world of concern and in it, the worid
as o whole, the public world and the world understood as nature are
appt esented.

From this culine we already see the central position which the
wark-world of the specific environing world of concern occupies over-
At in surpouring the veality of the real.

a)The work-world:
more detailed phenomenological interpretation
of the environing world of concern

The worldly aspect of the environing world is encountered in refer-
ences and, like these, lirst in concerned preoccupation. By way of ex-
ample, we shall begin with an enviromng world and uccupation of the
simplest sort, a handicratt and craftsman.

‘The tool has the character of being of ‘in-urder-to.’ The range of
usability of a tool 1s narrower or wider. A hammer has a wider range
ot usability than a warchmaker's instrument, which is tailored pre-
cisely 1o his particular kind of concern. The narrower the sphere of
use. the maore uneguivocal the reference. Within its sphere a 100l can
be applied now o partcular parts and pieces of that which is to be
produced and then o particular stages in the course ot production.
Encountered in concern as it is, the ol is not regarded in its ourward
appearance. The genuine relation to it is to be occupied with it in
using it; the 100! thus becomes absorbed in the reference. But this im-
plies something essential: concern in 4 certain sense looks away from
the 160l as thing; it is primarily not even there as such a thing, but
rather as a wol, as "equipment for, which is used. And insofar as it is
envountered in use, this means that, in relaton 1o sight, its genuine
veahity appeirs in dooking away from it as a mere thing on hand. Iis
specihie kind of being is encouniered in use, and it is characteristic of
Practical usige that ne serutinizing abjectification accurs, not even the ob-
[ectitication of vefevence, that is, of the usability in which concern
twells, Dwelling in it that is. having the tool in use, means precisely
ot luwing the reference itself ohjectivelv. But the anention of con-
eern, that is, its attending w the references as its specific type ot per-
fhl"m.nm-'. has placed in is care the wark o be produced, that ta
‘flln'll the ool in its specilic usability refers. Occupation with the wol
ity very unelis pertormed as ahsorption in the reference on the hasis
S already having presem that 1o which the reference is direcied,
Bamely, the work 1o be produced. This work to be produced is what
toncerns us as such. It supports the referential totality of the crafi re-
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garded as concern, This work 1o be taken care of is thus itself, more
accurately seen. a work-werld. In order o grasp the specific constitu-
tive funcien of work-worldhood for the ‘reality’ of the environing
warld, it is necessary tor us o make the relatians of this work-world o0
the environing world stand out more sharply.

The work-world is defined in the work. Bun the work, i accord
with the Kind of being it has, is iself in the character of ‘conducive to.!
The shoe is for wearing, the table for use, the dock for telling time,
Once again, the what-for of its usability is discovered along with the
work itself. Indeed. it is what it is onlv on the basis of 1his it usability,
and chis specific usability is what then in turn prescribes and modifies
the manner of production. such that we distinguish alarm clock, siop-
watch, and the like.

In simple craft conditions, every single work even has within it a
reference 1o the particulay prospective wearer and user. The work is
as it were tatlored to his body. Some goods are still custom-made and
not mass-produced for the average “cross-sectien.” Mass-produced
articles themselves do nor Jack reference, but it is quite generic; they
have an indeterminacy, an arbutrariness, but they nevertheless have
a reference w indeterminate others. Whal is of primary importance
here is not the variety of modifications in content whichy arise, but the
alreadv given context of being from which they arise and which char-
acterizes the presence of the work 10 be produced in concern,

Along with the usability of the work, the work-world at the same
time appresents the world in which users and consumers live, and in
this way it appresents them too. In this relation. my oum environing
world is appresented as at the same wme entering imo a public world.
More accurately, this public world is always already there with the
work ta be pravided: because of it we encounter the work-world in a
salient way. The boundary between my own environing world and a
public one can be defined by modes of a varied disposability and by
locality. The room n which T attend to my concern as a room in 2
house can belong to another; my environing world can be such that
another disposes of it t some extent. To begin with, however, we
ought not 1o bring these distinctions into our anakysis. But what does
madtter now is to see the peculiatly unaccentiated manner of these re-
lations between my own environing world and vhe public environ-
ment anel first of all only this vne relation, that my own and nearest
work-world appresents a wider and public world not only occasion-
ally. when 1 think of it, but essentially. The public world is included in
the very sense of the work and irs usability. even though it is not itself
known.

But the work-world essentially shows still other relations which
belong to s worldhood. A craftsiman’s work, the shoe, is i Hs sense

l
'
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psable for something. Concerned preoccupation with the work in its
very production is however a matter of using something for the shoe
1o be praduced. Not only is the work as finished itself usable for .. |
but as produced it already bears in iself the reference of usability: in
che work as produced, materials are also used. The work uself has a
way of being-dependent-on, the shoe on leather, thread, nails, leather
frnrm hides taken from animals which are raised by others and so be-
come available. Here we should make note of something peculiar,
namely, that these world-things, animals, actually produce themselves
in reproduction and growih. Here we finally have the reference to
something worldly, which of itself is always already there for the con-
cerned preoccupation of production. The worldly as already extant is
put to use not only in the work itself but also in tools like hammers,
tongs. nails: steel, iron, ore, minerails, wood. Here too. the reference is
1o entities which in a certain sense ultimately do not need to be pro-
duced for cancern, and for that very reason are in an emphatic sense
usable, are always already present. Thus, along with the relerence to
the public environment, the work refers to the world of nature, but
nature here understood as the world of the disposable, nature taken
as the particular world of products of nature.

But even the public envivonment, as it is appresenied by the work
itself apart from what it consists of, in turn lets us encounter nature in
a certain sense. Narure here is not taken as an object of natural obser-
vation, at any rate not so that observation itsetf would thereby be the
specific form of preoccupation. These referential relations and the
peculiar copresence of nature in our everyday environment are for
the most part concealed from us. When we in our everyday concern
orient ourselves 1o lime by looking at the clock, we are not aware that
by doing so what we are putting to use is the indicated time. Every day
is oriented 10 the position of the sun according 1o the official astro-
nomical ordering of time. Every time we look at a clock, we are simply
making use of the copresence of the world-system.

B) Characterization of the specific function
of encounter of this work-world for encountering

the nearest things in the environing world —

the specific characier of reality of the handy
The world of concern always has Rrst-order presence within the en-
vitoaing world. That i which concern is absorbed, the work-world,
has a primary function in the encounter of the entire environment.
But the world inta which concern hus faflen at any given time is not
ematically perceived, not thought, not known, and it is just this
which grouuds the possibility of an original reality. The presence of
the specific world ol concern meuns precisely non-sbjectivity as some-
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thing apprehended. For the time being. the tollowing question is left
upen: To what extent is there acinally a world presem in concern and
why does reality mean non-objectivity?

Before scttling these important questions we must make the phe-
nomenal ground even more secure, in order ta possess the structure
of encoumer of the world transparently; we have to see how the spe-
vitic world of concern, the work-workl, now appresents the nearest
emvironment and the wider world, the public world as well as the
workl of nature. The question is: Where does the pecualiar priority of
the work-world manitest itself within the environmental whole?

We maimain that the specibc world of concern is the one by which
the world as # whole 15 encountered. Covvelatively, we maintain that
the world in its worldhuod is built neither from immediately given
things. not 1o speak of sense data, nor for that nuntter from extant
things always already on hand belonging to—as everyone puts it—a
nature exising in itself. The worldhood of the world is grounded
rather in the specific work-world. ‘This proposition must now be dem-
onstrated in the phenomena of the environing world.

When we follow this fuanction of encounter of the wark-world,
namely, that it appresents the nearest and the wider environment, we
find in it twa aspects of reality which are characteristic for die entire
siructure of the environing world: being-handy, or bewer, handiness—
the handy as the immediately availuble—and the extunt and on hand,
the alwayvs-already-there.

It should e emphasiced from the stare that what we are here disun-
guishing in the vavironing world as a whole—my vwn rnvironment, pub-
Ie envivowment and world av natirr—are not regions juxtaposed in
themselves. Rather, they are themiselves environmentally present on
the basis of 4 peculiar exchange of presence. as we have yet 10 see,

What is of concern | Besorgtheit|—1hat for the sake of which concern
is concerned —that which is primarily placed under cave. lets us en-
counter everything arvund i toward which it s oriented. vhe refer-
ential connections of serviceability, usability, conduciveness, and these
references in turn then let us encounter what stands in them, Whar all
this means: “to place under caow,’ “to sund in a veference.” and to be ea-
counterved from it, can only be clarified later, specifically only by the
phenomenon of time.

I we refrain trom the opposite direction of interpretation, if we do
nol explain our encounter of the world from our spprehension of it
but instead understand the latier as hased on the {ormer, then it be-
comes clear thin it is the presence of what is of concern which hirst and
foremast brings 1o light whar we in the context of theovetical ap-
prehension designate as the immediately given., The genuine immedi-
ate datlun is thus onee again not the perceived bat what is present in
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concerned preoceupation, the hendy within reach and grasp. Such a
presenice of the environmental, which we call handiness, is a founded
presenve. [ is not something original but grounded in the presence of
that whiel is placed under care. If this handily nearest, the handy in
comeerty, is already a founded preseunce, then this applics even more
s to the cliaracter of reality which we learned about earlier and which
Husserl claims to be the authentic presence of the world, what he calls
budify presence [Lebhaftigheir).

In our analysis of perception, envisaging, perception of a picture,
aud empty intention, we explicated the kind of presence belunging to
a chair as thing and already there pointed to a distinction hetween the
environtmental thing and the natural thing. This distunction was then
only applied quite roughly, We can now clarify it and thus see that bod-
ily preseuce is In no way a primary character but rather is grounded in
handiness and what is immediately available within concern. Bodily
presente is u character of encounter of world-things, insofar as the
world s still encountered solely in a pure apprehension, a pure per-
ceplion. Itis a character of encounter of reality to the degree that pre-
vecupation denies the world its tull possibility of encounter; it is a spe-
cific environmental character which shows itselt only when concern,
concerneed being-in-the-world, is a particularly conditioned mere look-
ing ar the world, only when the primarily given and experienced
world is in o cenaim way excluded.

But handiness is the presence of an immediately available environ-
mental thing such that preoccupation dwells precisely in the refer-
ences of serviceability and the like as a concerned reaching for some-
thing, getting it ready for use. We can now expressly keep an eve on
what is thus encountered, for example, in making an instrument pres-
ent by looking after it and looking around to see whether in the end it
should not he arranged differently in view of that tor which it is an
instrument, When we look at the 106l in this wav, the now handy envi-
renmental thing is thematic in its handiness. But this thematization
still vemaing wholly and simply in the kind of sight which guides the
genuinely concerned use of the thing. in arcumpeciion. But at the
same dme this thematization ol handiness is the transitional step to 4
Potentially independent mode ol concerned preoceupation—in the
care of merely looking at . . . :1the handy entity placed under care is now
Mevely viswed, For this to be possible. the environmemal thing of util-
My must be concealed precisely in its specitic referential relations as a
ttensil so that it may be encountered solely as a thing occurring in
nature. “Uhis covering up or masking is performed by concern insofar
a5 h(‘ing-ill-{|w—\\'m'|(| is nuw modified w a state of solely fooking, a
mere lookiong which interprets. Uhis modification of in-being means, so
L speak, the attempt on the part of Dasein not 10 be it ils most imme-
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diate environment any longer. It is only when we absent ourselves
from the environing world by stepping aut of it, as it were, that we
gain access to the presumably authentic reality of the primary thing of
nature. The mode of encounter of the natural thing in the character
of bodily presence, a characteristic obtrusiveness which things of the
world show insofar as they are merely perceived, this character of
bodily presence has its hasis in a specific “unworlding” of the environing
world, a deprivation of its worldhood. Nalure as object of natural science
is in general discovered only in such an “unworlding.” Bul the reality of
the environing world is not a diminished bodily presence, a degraded
nature.

Against this analysis of the founded sense of bodily presence, which
is founded in handiness, which in tura is founded in the non-emer-
gence of referential relations, and in turp again in the intimate pres-
ence of what is of concern, it can be objected that one can nonetheless
let a pure thing be encountered at any time and directly in its naked
bedily presence. One does not first need the performance of an inj-
tially unrefeciive concern. In other words, the founding conneciion
is not at all necessary. This objection. that boclily presence is not a
founded phenomenon since one does not have to run through the in-
dividual steps of founding it is no objeciion at all. but perhaps only
the unbiased confirmartion of the phenomenal state of affairs which
grounded our assertion that bodily presence is founded. ln order 10
see this, it should be noted that the explicitness and the awareness of
the modes of being and their ontological loundation in the course of
being clo not decide on what belongs to the phenomenal composition
of a structure of being. 'T'he fact that I know nothing about a particu-
lar founding connection in the enactment of a way of being cannor be
taken as justification lor the conclusion that this founding connection
is not constitutive for that way of being. Explicitness and awareness
do not decide on these matters. Rather, the very lack of explicitness in
traversing this course, the very lack of an awareness of going along
with the founding steps is characteristic of 4ll concerned being-in-the-
world, inasmuch as we define it as absorption in the world, being drawn
in by it. For why can 1 let a pure thing of the world be encountered at
all in bodily presence? Only because the world is already there in thus
letting it be encountered, because letting-it-be-encountered is but a
particular mode of my being-in-the-world and because world means
nothing other than what is always already present for the enuty in it [
can see a natural thing in its bodily presence only on the basis of this
being-in-the-world. [ ran means that | have this pmsibifity at my dis-
posal, and this possihility is of course nothing «ther than the hasic
constitution of my Dasein, of my 1 of which [ am capable, to wit, thac |
am in the world. [t is utterly unthinkable how something, a natural
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thing. could be encountered in its pure bodily presence, it not on the
lm;g of the prior presence of workd. Otherwise, in encountering this
thing. pot only would it have to show itself in its presence but all in all
something like presence as such brst of all would have had to arise.
But why presence arises not for the Iasein but is itsell with the Dasein
which is in its world, thiy we understand ouly by reference to time, 0
this namely, that Dasein itself—as we shall later see—is time.

I can at any time perceive natural things in their bodily presence
directly, that is, without running through the [ounding steps betore.
hand, because it belongs to the sease of being-in-the-world to be in
these founding steps constantly and primarilv. 1 have no need to go
through them because the Dasein, which founds perceiving, is noth-
ing but the way of being of these very founding steps, as concerned
ahsarption in the world. Because bodily presence itself is founded in
the immediate environmental data, this means that the world {or
more accurately the worldhood of the world) is grounded in the pri-
mary presence of what is placed under care, in the specific handiness
of the work-world. That environmentad things do not come {orward
for perception into this particularly emphatic bodily presence is closely
refated to their particular kind of presence. handiness, which is founded
in the references, which in turn are founded in the primary presence
of what is of concern. This founding character permits us 1o understand
a basic phenomenal trait of the worldhood ol the environing world;
presence in the manner of inconspreuousness, its presence precisely on the
basis of not yet being apprehended and nevertheless having discov-
ered primarily, permitting encounter,

It is on this basis that we understand the sense of a favorite expres-
sion, that of the “in-itself" of the being of the world. 1t is customary to
Ponrt out that the world is first there not on account of a subject, the
world is rathey ‘i itself.’ The frequent use of this expression ‘in-itself”
Ot course never tells us anything about its sense. The opinion seems 1o
be that the seli-evidence in which this character of the environing
world 1s experienced is lantamount to a categorial self-evidence. But
“hgl is cleurly experienced as ontically seif-evident need not he onto-
fogically clear an all. The vpposite holds true here and in all similar
cases. Nothing ar all has been said ontologically when the expression
N-Lselt” is used withour further clavification. {tis because the specitic
Presence of whin is of concern is always cemered in the specihic work-
world that every worldly enthty, and precisely the very nearest real en-
Wy of this primary presence. and inobis primacy a non-objective pres-
SRCe, iy taken Cin itsell” Puoself thus means, with respert to encounter,
the forusmd mg of the handiness of a refeventind context in the presence of what is
9 roncern. The wue phenomenal sense ol the ‘in-itself” s however
fully visible in its structure only when we have clarified this very pres-
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eace of wha is of contern and understond it in its primacy. This will
also show the extent to which non-ubjectiviny is and can be constiunive -
of reality. The non-vhjectivity of the immediately given world is no
nothing: it is a positive phenomenal character belonging 1o 1he pres-
ence of the environing world.

) The specific function of encounter of the work-waorld
for letting us encounter that which is always alveady theve—
the extant on hand

Herewofore, however, the enviroming world was lefi undaritied pre-
cisely in regard w non-objectivity, inasmuch as its specitic constitutive
character manifests wself precisely in the second direction in which
the work-world appresents. It is only with the exposition ol this sec-
ond function of appresentation of the work-world thar we arrive at
the full structural composition of the environing world.

What we have called the public envivonment and the worfd of nature
in the broadest sense is in a pavucular sense nen-oljectror within the
environing world. We have already seen that the work-world bears
within uself references 1o the public environment and the wiorld of
nature, insofar as the work in itsell, in its compaosition, employs cer-
tain correlations of being. It the public envivonment, nature is con-
stanuly present 10 us, but this is nanare i the sense of the workd which
concerns us. {1 the roads, bridges, ruils, road signs, and similar in-
stallarions, the world as nature and earth is constanily being made
a concern. A covered railway platform takes the weather, stormy
weather, into account. Public lighting, a simple stecet-lamp, takes
darkness, the specific change over 10 the absence of daylight and the
sun, imo account. As I have already indicated, public clocks consiamtly
take into accoun a parvcular constellation in the world-sysiem, the
‘position of the sun'in relation to the earth. In all of this something is
present, something is 1aken into acconnt specifically with regard to its
detrimental character, insofar as it is direatening, obsuractive, unser-
viceable, resistant. But we not only take ‘nature’ into account in rerms
of self-protection bat also in 1evms of utility, as that which is put o
use, as ways and means of business aud comnterce (water ind wind
transport), as earth which provides support and position, serves as
ground and foundannn for a house. The ground can serve as larm-
land or field, the forest as 4 preserve for animals, which we keep as
hunting, draught, riding. and house animals, This is not tiken i
terms of some sense of objectivity of nature by always as something
encountered in enviconmental concern. Espeaally in the pablic eon-
vironment references are accordingly constitutive, referring to some-
thing afiays atrendy extant und v heand, bringing i forward and un-
covering it as extant. They refer to what is constantly availahle but s
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not expressly in the grip of concern, and what in its peculiar presence
is not tatlored to an tndividual. o 4 pacticular Dasem. but what each
uses in the same way as the other (what “everyone’ has at his disposal
in the same sense), what is already there for ‘everyore.” This already-
pn-.wm-.\'mm'!hmg is the entity within the environing world which we
call the extant and on hand, in contrast w the handy.

It will perhaps be said that just this extant on hand, rnvironmental
natrre, 15 the most real, the adthentic reality of the world, without
whoch earth, ground. everything earthy, earthen, and earthly cannot
be, perhaps not even Dasein itself. The work-world bears within itself
relerences 10 an entity which in the end makes it clear that it—the
work-world. what is of concern—is not the primary entity alier all.
Precisely when we are led from an analysis of the work-world, in fol-
lowing its references to the world of nature, finally to recognize and to
deline the world of nature as the fundamental stratum of the real, we
see that it is not the authentic being in every concern that is placed
under care which is the primary worldly presence, bur rather the real-
ity of nature. This conclusion, it seems, cannot be avoided. But what
does it mean to say that the world of nature is the most real? Literally,
it still only refers to that entity in the world which satishes the sense of
reality, that is, worldhoot in a superlative sense. But this does no
mean thart this sense of worldhood, which the world of nature as the
alwavs already on hand satishes, is to be drawn from the world of
nature understood as objectivity. Just because nature is of concern
amung the environmental things themselves in the environing world
and is encountered in this concern, the sense of worldhood can nat be
read off from mere nature. The environmental references, in which
Nature Is present primarily in a worldly way, tell us rather the reverse:
Hature as reality can only be understvod on the basts of worldhood. [ he en-
titative relutionships of dependence of worklly entities among them-
selves do not coincide with the founding relationships in being.

Here again, we have the same confusion as above in the characteri-
zation of the “in-itselt” and of the founding relationships in teir ex-
Pliciiness, What stand among themselves in an entitative refatien and
(!K‘St‘ relations themselves are not identical with the founding refa-
Lons in being. For the time being, it can only be said that even the
Extantmess of nature as environing world, thai is, as it is experienced
Yuite implicitly and naturally, that just this presence is lirst discovered
M sense and s there upon and in the world of concern. The work-
World appresents both what is always atready on hand and what is im-
Mediately handy for the particular concern. 1¢is thus becoming clear
thiat (he analysis of the worldhood of the world is centered more and
Nare on this distinctive presence of what i of concern. Consequently, to
the extent that we succeed in clarifving this presence, it will become
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possible to arrive al a phenomenological understanding of the struc-
ture of worlklhood as a whole.

¢} Determination of the basic structure
of worldhood as meaningfulness

The founding of the proximally present handy entity in the always
already present extant-on-hand, primarily the founding of these char-
acters of being of handiness and extantess in the presence of what js
of concern, has provided us with an initial phenomenological insight
into the structure of encounter in worldhnod. The function of en-
counter belonging to this presence of what is of concern has thus
shown itself to us in a remarkable priority. If fundamental characters
are exhibited in this way, further phenomenological inlerpretation of
this presence must bring about a mare transparent categorial under-
standing of worldhood. It is thus that the constitntive Tunction of fa-
miliarity, which was expressly specified as a factor of worldhood, will
then become clear. We shall later specify this moment in greater detail
in conjunction with a closer determination of the preseace of what is
of concern, in particular, of the work-world. Bur now, this analysis of
the structure of encounter belonging to the emviruning world is sull in
need of a fundamental clarification in the direction of the phenomne-
nen which we simply intreduced without further specification ar the
beginning of our analysis. There we said that environmental things
are encountered in references in the character of ‘serving to.' ‘usetul
for.” ‘conducive to,' and the like; worldhood is constituted in refer-
ences, and these references themselves stand in referential correla-
tions, referential wotalities, which ultimately vefer back to the presence
of the work-world. Lt is net things but references which have the primary
funiction in the structure of encounter belonging to the world, not sub-
stances but functions, 10 express this state of affairs by a formula of the
‘Marburg School.

) Misinterpretation of the phenomenon of reference
as substance and funciton

In fact, the analysis we have given of the structure of the environing
world could he explained in terms of this particular epistemology of
the Marburg School, bui this would also spoil our understanding of
the phenamenon. To be sure, the conrust between the roncepls of sub-
stance and function, 1o which the epistemology ol the Marburg School
attaches pardcular importance, has without question permitted us to
see samething significans, but in the first place only in the investiga-
tion of the objectivity of nature as object of the mathematical sciences
of nature. This contrast was found right in this contexi, precisely
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(he orientation in which the specific determination of the objectivity
ot the world as nature proceeds by specification of spatio-temporal re-
lations expressed in mathematical functional relationships. Accord-
ingly, the authentic reality of nature is constituted in these functional
relations expressed, for example, by a set of differential equations of
mathematical physics. This is where the objectivity of nature and so
the heing of nature is given as valid knowledge. Therefore, the con-
cept of function, the mathematical in the broadest sense. has a pri-
mary prevogative in the constitution ol the world when compared to
the concept of substance. In this context, this distinction is obtained
solely by orientation ta the scientific knowiedge of nature.

Second. however, along with this restriction 10 a derivative level of
reality, the contrast of substance and function is itself not made clear.
Substance is not understood in its structure and genesis not is func-
tion in its phenomenal genesis itself derived from a more original
phenomenon. Function is simply posited as given with thinking itself
and 1he thought process.

B) Sense of the structure of encounter belonging to world as
meaningfulness

It we now wish to gel a clearer sense of the structure of the world-
hood of the envirening world in the direction of referential correla-
tions, to the extent that this is possible at the present stage of our
considerations, then obviously the phenomenon of reference must be
characterized in more detail. The term ‘reference’ velers to a formal
concept; detormalized, there are different senses of reterence. The
reference which we have in mind as a part of the struciure of encoun-
ter belonging o world, we shall now more accurately designate as ‘to
mean” {hedeuten]. The structure of encounter thus specified in refer-
ences as meaning we shall call ‘meaningtulness’ [ Bedeutsamkeit).

Inasmuch as we are introducing meaningfufness formally through
?‘:efermre, a misunderstanding is therebhy uverted to which this expres-
SO is again and again readily prone, namely, that the term *meaning-
Julness’ says something along these lines: The environmental things,
Wl_mse being is said to reside in meaningtulness, are not only natural
things but also have a meaning, they have a cenain rank and value. In
ordinary language, ‘to mean’ and ‘meaningfulness’ are in faci so un-
‘I(j"ﬁl'md. and perhaps something of this sense also recurs in the ter-
Minological sense of the expression, The only question js, does this
Mterpretation of a nmural thing liden with predicates of value fit the
Iflll‘n.umen(m we have ideutified, or does it just distort it? ‘The ques-
lun 18 whether what is ealled value ts an original phenomenon at all:
O s it perhaps uot something which again developed under the pre-
SUpposition of that ontology which we identified as a specific ontology
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of nature, under the assumption that the things are first of all things
of nature and then have something like 4 value, where value is taken
vntologically in a speciic reference back to the thingness of natre.
Perhaps it is unavoidable to regard values as values, when being is in
fact from the outset approached as nature.

Meaningfulness, as we use the term, understood negatively t begin
with savs nothing about meaning in the sense of value and rank. In
another sense, meaning also signifies the meaning of 8 word, meaning
as something which word-combinations can have. Even this sensé of
meaning is in 2 certain way connected with what we call meaningful-
ness, in fact much more properly than the first sense ot meaning and
meaningfulness in terms of value. That such delimitations, which we
are making here quite formally in regard to the bare words, aiready
become necessary itself points to a certain embarrassment in the choice
of the right expression for the complex phenomenon which we want
1o call meaningfulness. And I frankly admit thar this expression is not
the best, but for years | have found nothing better, in particular noth-
ing which gives voice to an essential connection of the phenomenon
with what we designate as meaning in the sense of the meaning of
words, inasmuch as the phenamenon possesses just such an intrinsic
connection with verbal meaning, discourse. This connection between
discourse and world will now perhaps still be totally obscure.

The term retevence points tormally to a structure which finds its
expression in various phenomena. A sign is a kind of reference, and
so0 is a symbol, symplom, trace, document, estimony, expression,
relic. These phenomena of reference cannot be pursued in detail
here, not only because they require comprehensive analyses but be-
cause we stil} do not have the basis for such an analysis, if it is to main-
tain a unified orientation, We want o arrive at this basis precisely with
the interpretanion of world and Dasein’s in-being.

tf we want to understand the reality of the real and not just recount
something abourt the real, we must always look to the structure of
being and nol. say, to the founding relationships of entities among
themseives. 11" the question is so oriented, then there is justification
for saying that Dasein itself, ulumately the entitative things which we
tall men, are possible in their being only because there is a world. Of
course, even here there is sull, rightly understood, a difficult correia-
tion, which we can deal with only at the conclusion of our considera-
tions, namely, that in fact here Dasein exhibits itself as an entity which
i i its world but at the same fime 15 by virtue of the world i which it is. Here
we find a peculiar union of the being of the world with the being of Dasein
which itself can be made comprehensible only insofar as that which
here stands in this upniou, Dasein iself with its world, has been made
clear in its basic structures.
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When we say that the basic struciure of worldhood, the being of the
entity which we call world, lies in meaningfulness, this amounts to say-
ing that the structure as we have characterized it thus Far. the refer-
pnces and the referential contexts, are basically corvelations of meaning,
meaningful contexts. In what follows, we shall treat only what is most
necessary for the characterization of these phenomena, specifically o
the extent that it contributes to the elucidation of meaningfulness.
Phenomenology in particular has time and again sensed the urgency
of bringing that complex of phenomena which is usually surnmarized
under the heading of ‘signs’ once and for all definitively out into the
open. But these have remained only approaches. Husserl does some
things in the second velume of the Logical Investigations, where the
first investigation deals with signs in connection with demarcation of
the phenomenon of verbal meaning from the universal phenomenon
{as he says} of signs. Moreover, the universal scope of phenomena
such as signs and symbols readily gives rise to using them as a clue for
interpreting the totality of entities, the world as a whole. No less a fig-
ure than Leibniz sought in his characteristica universalis systematization
of the 1ality of entities by way of an orientation to the phenomenon
of the sign. Recently, Spengler, following Lamprecht’s procedure, has
applied the idea of symbol to the history of philosophy and metaphys-
ics in general, without providing a properly scientific clarification of
the group of phenomena named by it. Most recently, in his work Phi-
losophy of Symbelic Forms,' Cassirer has tried to explain the various do-
mains of life (language, knowledge, religion, myth) by viewing them
basically as phenomena of the expression of spirit. He has likewise
sought to broaden the critigue of recson presenied by Kant into a orv-
tigue of culture. Here too the phenomenon of expression, of symbol in
the broadest sense, is taken as a ctue for explaining all the phenomena
of spirit and of entities in general. The universal applicability of for-
mal clues such as ‘Gestal,’ ‘sign,’ ‘symbol’ thus easily obscures the
originality or non-originality of the interpretation thus achieved. What
tan be a suitable approach for aesthetic phenomena can have exactly
the oppusite effect in elucidating and imerpreting other phenomena.

hat comes to light here is in fact a peculiar context which generally
determines the human [i.e., spiritual] sciences in their development.
[n relation to such atternpts, which are basically always violent, the
bject, the spiritual, which is at issue here, offers less resistance than
! the field of natural science. where nature immediately takes its
Tevenge on a wrongheaded approach. Because of our specific non-
relationship to the spiritual, such objects and phenomena are more
readily subject to misinterpretation, since the misinterpretation real-

1. Ernst Cassirer, Philusophie der symbulisclien Formen (Berlin: Bruno Cassirer, 1yz3).



204 Most Immediate Explication of Dasein [278~279]

izes itself as a spiritual product. [tis understandable and applicable as
a spiritual product and so can uself (ake the place of the subject
miatter to be understood, so that for a long time certain sciences of the
spiritual could stand in a presumed relationship to it. This peculiar
non-relationship s connected with the fact that this world of objects
then seems 10 be easily understood and defined by anyone and by ar-
hitrary means, and that in the field of these objects there is a peculiar
Lick of need for a suitable conceptuality, without which the natural sci-
cuces, for example, simply could nor advance. Obviously, just such at-
tempts at interpretation under the guidance of such universal phe-
nomena from which all and sundry can be made—for ultimately each
and every thing can be interpreted as a sign—pose a great danger for
the development of the human sciences.

v) Interconnection of the phenomena
of meaningfulness, sign, reference, and relaton

If we now try to provide an initial clarification of the basic structure
of worldhood by an interpretation of the phenomenon of meaning-
fulness, we must remember that a full understanding of this phenom-
¢non can be obtained only from an adequate interpretation of the
basic phenomenon from which it is now drawn for thematic investiga-
tion, from beirg-in-the-world as the basic constitution of Dasein. Only
the progressive explication of this structure of being-in-the-world can
insure an understanding of meaningfulness. At the present stage of
the analysis, therefore, we must try to grasp this phenomenon of
meaningfulness less by tracing its own structures than by distinguish-
ing it from kindred structures. These kindred phenomena, reference,
sign, relation. point back to meaninglulness as the root of their phe-
nomenal genesis,

The interconnection of the phenomena of meaningfulness, sign,
reference, relation may first be formally indicated in the following
propositions, which say something only if they have themselves arisen
from the clarilication of the phenomena themselves, and are under-
stood in this way rather than as mere formulas. Thereupon it can be
said: every reference is a relation but notevery refation is a reference.
Every sign, or beuter, ‘indication,’ is an ontic reference, but not every
reference is a sign. This a1 the same time implies that every sign is a
relation, but not every relation is a sign. Moreover, every sign means,
which here signifies that it has the mode of being of meaningfulness.
Meaning, however, is never a sign. Relution is the most universal formal
charueter of these phenomena. Sign, reference, meaning are all rela-
tions. But just because the phenomenon of relation is the most uni-
versal, it is nof the origin of these phenomena, thar vut of which the
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yelationships which organize their particular structures can in turn be
undersiood.

1n order to clarily the sense of meaningfulness we shall proceed by
way of a brief characterization of sign and indication. For this purpose
we have chosen an example which we shall meet again with some
moditications in the discussion of another phenomenon, that of place
and direction.

Signs are encountered environmmentally: signs are environmental
things. ‘The latest automobiles have a rolating red arrow. At an inter-
section, the particular position of the arrow indicares the direction
which the car will take. Its concern is ta direct the other party 10 get
out of the way in time. The arrow is a sign indicating the direction by
its position. The puosition of the arrow is controlted by the driver and
is thus a constantly handy environmemal thing used in driving. Ear-
lier, the driver’s hand had the same function, whenever he stretched it
out of the car in one or the other direction,

The arruw is now encountered in the character of reference like
any environmental thing: it is present in this specific environmental
‘in grder to, in a particular serviceabilirv—for indicating. This refer-
ential structure ‘for indicating.” this particular serviceability in the
mode ol handiness as a structure of the presence ol the sign as utensil,
that is, as 'indicator,” this structure of ‘in order to indicate’ is not the
indicating iself. 'This reference of 'in vrder 10" as mode of handiness,
presence, cannot be identitied with the indicating: rather, this entic in-
dicating is grounded in the structure of veference. The specific reference of
serviceability ‘in urder 1o indicate’ is constitutive for the potential en-
vironmental handiness of the arrow. T'he reference is not the indicat-
ing itsell, the laner is rather that to which the reference refers, in
which reference the arrow is encountered as sign and indicating. Just
as a hammer is for hatmmering, so a sign is for indicating. Bul this ref-
erence of serviceability in the structure of the environmentat thing
hammer does not make the hammer into a sign. In the use of a ham-
mer, concern is abhsorbed in this “in order w," ‘for hammering,’ just as
S1gn usage is absorbed in its corresponding serviceability. in indicating
with ir.

But what is of concern in using a sign is now just the indicating,
Maore accurately put, being a signal, that the direction be indicated,
-]_hﬁ‘ Sign gives the direction. Strictly conceived, the perception of the
“fﬁn, taking stunething encountered for a sign is not an identification
i omr case ot this arrow, it is not an adenufication of the direction);
Father, in perceiving this sign, insofar as [ encounter it environmen-
ally, 1 draw from its indication my particulr comportment u the
ume. [ draw from the sign the manner in which 1 go and indeed have
1 go My own wav. Primarily, the sign conveys no information bt
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gives an instrurtion. The environmenal sign-thing, the arrow, stands
in an environmental correlation of relerences, and it appresents, makes -
present, the rmnroning waorld, in this case the local constellaton ol (he
next moment. Tlis sign at the same tiene pom formard taward some-
thing which will be environmentally on hand. the way and the places
which the wiry will traverse, a parucular constellavion which deter-
mines and madilies mv own and every ather being in the world iuso-
far as it is oriented locallh. The arrow thus appresents the envir.uning
world for concerned commerce, going about one’s rounds, here for
going in a narrow sensc.

With the use of the sign, the employment of the arrow, and the cor-
responding uiking of the sign from the vantage of the one who under-
stands it, a partiendar appresentation of the pweironing world is accordingly
explicithy pluced wnder care. This explicit concern in encountering the
environing world is not focused on information but on the being-in-
the-world which at lirst does not know thematically. 1t is this con-
cerned being-in-the-world and not, say, the propensity of an isolated
knowing, which iustitutes signs, simply because world is inexplicitly en-
countered in references. It is because world is present, uncovered as
the wherein of Dasein, and worldhood has this relerential struciure as
a comprehensible structure, it is on this basis that the environmental
sign-things are on hand and handy. As envivonmentally handy things,
signs are dlways ontituted. But we must pav heed to the correct sense
of the institution ol signs; that is, a twofold distinction must be noted:
1) mervely taking something as a sign and 2) producing a sign-thing.

Thus the south wind can be a sign of vain. It is more accurately an
omen, and first and strictly an omen which is addressed o everyday
concern, where it is encounterved and as such discovered by evervday
concern in the course of directing itsell” toward the weather {culiiva-
tion, harvest, or a military venture). Neither the south wind nor the
rain, nor their conjunction and being on hand in the workd as naural
procvesses, none of these entities is inscituted in the sense of being pro-
duced; i each lnstance, 1t is a matter of something always already on
hand of iself. The south wind's being sign is instituted by taking it
as a sign. This sign-taking institution comes about by taking the
weather into account, which in wrn is grounded in a4 particular con-
cernedness, in everyday affairs, the everyday work of the farmer him-
self; more accurately, this is the primary discovery as an entity before
any explicit elaboration. The sign-taking is grounded in this con-
cernedness. Vhe sense of this sign-taking would be misuken if one
were to say that the south wind 'tn itsell, "objectively,’ is not a sign. itis
su constried merely subjectively.” It s thus overlooked that this sign-
taking, taking the south wind as a sign., 1s not i subjective construal,
any more than this apparent mere construal has the sole sense of di-
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vulging the ohjective, which means the environing world, equipment
in #s charicter af handiness and inits nature, of letting us encounter
1his world and making it accessible, The inerpretation ot the sign as a
subjeciive construction parts with the authentic sense of sign-laking,
whit h consists precisely in appresenting the world move authentically
in 2 certain direction, in bringing it out more emphatically and not in
subjectively construing it in some way. This favored interpretation of
the sign STEmMSs once again directly from the latent naturalization of ab-
jectivity. Once again, we have the tenacious prejudice that nature first
of all is always objective. whatever gnes beyond that is brought in by
the subject, and so the mauner rests.

1he second kind of insutuion of signs is the explicit production of
sign-things. Now, not only is something already on hand taken as a
sign. hut that which is to be a sign and pui 10 use as a sign is itsell
produced. Examples of such signs are arrows, {lags, the storm ball in
the marine weather-bureau, signal arms, road signs, and the like. In
the firsr kind of institution of signs, the sign is to some extent found
in advince: more accurately, the mmdicating sygn is grounided in a particu-
fav civoumstance i which the sign and what it indicates ave already handy
together. Both from the vutser stand in a correlation of being. For the
most part, however, this is not the case for the sign-things which are
produced. Taken in itself, the storm ball, this thing of a ball, has noth-
ing at all 1w do with the storm. Since signs are environmental things
and their indication is instituted and this instutution is concerned with
indicatitig something explicitly, it belongs ta its condition of possibility
that a sign be serviceable, which means that it actually indicates. Heve
we have a specific kind of being with which we are already Familiar,
namely, being handy, The sign itself must in any case have a superior
handiness, fumiliarity, and accessibility.

On these is based the conspiruous status of signs. That signs must be
tonspicuous betravs their kind of serviceability. Consider the familiar
‘knot tied ina handkerchief. Its conspicuousness is based precisely on
the inconspicuousuess of what is handy and used everyday. This in-
st uousness of a thing constantly encoumered in use, the hand-
kerchiet, makes the knot snited to serve as a sigh. This sign is thus a
Pare mark, and not an omen like the south wind. The indication of this
mark is defined anew with every new institution, which here is a pro-
duction ina certain sense. 1o the breadih of what this mark can indicate
torresponds the narrowness of comprehensibility of this sign. Not only
A for the most part comprehensible unly tor the one who institutes it,
bucoften even for him what it is supposed to urdicate and its inclication
brecarnes iwaceessible: i does not theveby lose its sign-charoacter; on the
LORmnyLitis encountered in a disquieting sense precisely as a sign, but
W54 agn for something which is no longer comprehended.
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The sign-relation is not, say, the specific reference which consti-
ruted the serviceability of a sign; rather, the serviceability is itselt de-
termined by the indicating. Sign and indication have a particular
meaning in virtue of the formal character of relation as such in the
thearericil reflection on entities, but also typically in the primitive gnd
elementary interpretation of life, even though caudon must he exer-
cised in the mterpretation of this primitive thinking on signs.

The characteristic feature in the primitive relationship to the sign,
in ull letishism, magic, and 1he like, is this: For primitive man. the sign
coincides with what is indicated. The sign can itsell stand for what is
indicated, not otilly in the sense of replacing it but such tha the sign-
tool itself always is what is indicated. This remarkable coincidence of
the being of the sign and of what is indicated does not imply, as it has
been interpreted, thit the sign-thing has already undergone a certain
‘objectification.’ so that the sign is taken as a thing and is thus dis-
placed into the same region of being as the thing signified. But this
‘comncidence’ is bastcally not a coinciding of two previnusly isolated
things. It is just that the sign-thing has not yet become free from what
it signifies; and this is because such a presccupation and such an ele-
mentary lite with signs and in signs is still towally absorbed in what ts
indicated, so thar the sign-toul itself 1o some extent cannot be taken
separately. The coincidence s not ded w an initial stage of objectifica-
tion of sign-thing and what is indicated, but rather 10 the fuct that it is
not yet objectified, that the concern still lives totally in the indicating
tool and draws what is indicated into the sign, because it is the nearest,
the present. But this phenomenally means chat the sign-tool is not dis-
covered at all, that the handy environmental thing does not yet even
have the characier of a tool a1 all.

5o that the sign can now {ulhil jts function as purely as possible, that
is, 5o that it may acquire the character of the handy and the element
of conspicuousness, the sign is produced fram what is always already
on hand. This “matevialization’ of the sign, il we may put it that way,
has however nothing to do with any sort of materialism or materi-
alistic point of view, as if the indicating and the sense ol the sign were
ted o ‘marnter.” Instead, ‘matter’ here really dues not have a material
tuncuon but a specifically ‘spiritual’ one, which is to guarantee the
universally constant accessibility. From an extended use of signs in
primitive thinking, it still cannot be concluded that this thinking has
N a way not yet actually apprehended the ‘spiritual,” the ‘meaningful’
on the cantrary, the presence ol the sign and what is indicated is itself
the most elementary proof. Tu some extent in philosophical inter-
prewation, however, one should not hold ta the things as things, fol-
lowing the old (radition that nawre or wood or stone really comes
firsi. It is not the case that woou and stone are there first and then are
furnished with a sign-characier,
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‘Thus all taking, using, and instituting of signs are only & particular
Jevelopment of the specific concern in the environing world. insofar
s it is to be made available. At this point, I cannot enter into 2 more
detailed classification of the phenomena of signs like omen, vestige,
symprom, mark, and distinguishing mark. | can at least say that they
retain the two-fold distinciion in the kind of institution, while at the
same time providing insight into the characier of a superior presence
which is constitutive for being a sign.

8) Being-in-the-world. as concerned and understanding,
discloses the world as meamngtulness

It was said 1thar because world is present. that is, because it is dis-
closed and in some sense encountered for the Dasein which is in it,
there is in general something like sign-things, they are handy. It he-
lungs to the being of Dasein, inasmuch as it is being-in-the-world. to
let its world be encountered. The kind of being helonging ta leting
the world be encountered in the primary mode of concern s isell one
ol understanding. The correlate of this understanding which guides all
concern is that with which care dwells and which always shows itself in
understanding. even though in an ever so indefinite tamiliarity. This
primary state of knowing une's way about belongs essentially o in-
being: it helongs to its sense of being and is pot just something that is
thrown inta the bargain. But this implies that understanding primar-
ily does not mean a mode of knowing au all, unless knowing itsell has
been seen as a constitutive state of being for being-in-the-world. But
even then it must be said that the sense of understanding is nout merged
with having knowledge of something. but involves a being toward some-
thing, that is, the being ol Dasein. In-being as self-understanding in
understanding its world discluses the understanding of its world, For-
mulated in another way, it is only because understancing is the pri-
mary being-retationship of Dasein to the world and o isel€ that there
can be something like an independent understanding and an inde-
pendem cultivation and appropriation of understanding as in histor-
il knowledge and exegesis. We shall now have 10 interpret the previ-
Pus account of the structure ol the world in correlation with the basic
constitution of Dasein as the understanding concernful being-in-the-
warld.

Worldhoad is the specific presence and encounter for an under-
Manding concern. Understanding absorption in the world discovers
lhc.wor[d. the referential connections in what they uniqu‘cly are, in
thejr medning, An understanding concern thus encounters what is un-
der:‘ilf)()(j—— meaning.

The references and reterential connections are primarily meaning,

he Meanings are. accovding 1o our earhier considerations, the struc-
ture of being of the world. The referential whole of the world is a
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whole of meaningful connections, meaningfulness, Il we deline mean-
ingfuluess as the specific structure of the whole of understandability,
this should not be coupled with the assertion that here again the
world and worldhood are still conceived only as objectivity: hege we
do not have the very being of the world but the world as objective, 1o
be sure now not vbhjective for observation and research buw lor con-
cerned undersianding: here again as well meaningfulness only refers
o the way of being apprehended. We shall return later to this poten-
tizl objection.

Meaningfulness is first of all a mode of presence in virtue of which every
entity of the world is discovered. Concern as consiantly oriented, de-
fined by insight and understanding, already lives in primary contexts
of meaning disclosed by its concern in interpretive circumspection.
Since Dasein is moreover essentially determined by the fact that it
speaks, expresses iself. disconrses. and as speaher diseloses, discovers. und lets
things be seen, it is thereby understandable that theve are such things
as words which have meanings. [t is not as it there were first verbal
sounds which in time were furnished with meanings. On the contrary,
what is primary is being in the world, that is. concerned understand-
ing and being in the context of meanings. Onty then do sounds. pro-
nunciauon, and phonetic communication accrue o such meanings
from Dasein itself. Sounds do not acquire meaning: rather. it is the
other way around: meanings are expressed in sounds.

Typically, two extreme theories are specially distinguished amaong
the various theories on the ‘origin of language.' First, there is the
opinion 1hat language originated from simple emotive sounds and
that those of fear, anxiety, and surprise are the primary forms of ut-
terance tor the origin of language. The other extreme theory is that
the origin of language lies in the imitauve sounds, in the phonetic
copying of what is found in the world, in speaking. First of all, itis in
itself absurd to make the origin of language understandable by start-
ing frum sounds. This applies also 1o the anempt 10 regard one of
these phonetic groups as the original one. Inasmuch as all talking and
speaking is a matter of expressing nueself about something, there is in the
unity of all talking both emuotive and imitative sound. In other words.
both become comprehensible only in such a way that in them the spe-
cilic Dasein, which is also determined In corporeality, makes itself un-
derstood through sounds. Here it is only a mater of seeing the con-
neclion between the levels of verbal sound and meaning; meanings
are 10 he undersiood on e basis of meaningfulness, and this in wern
means only on the basis ul being-in-the-world.

If we have truly seen this, then we have gained an insight which is
methodologically of great signilicance tor the theory of meaning as
such. [L means that we are in a position w pul an end 1w the usual
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wrongheaded approaches to the analysis of meanings, which are in
part atill conunon even in phenomenalogy. We would thus no longer

se the question, in starting from a verbal sound: How can a word
have meaning, and how can a word mean something? This question
is contrived, towlly uprooted from the phenomenal composition of
speaking and language. Ou the other hand, iv is clear that linguistic
meanings and generally mraning-conlextures, structures, conceplu-
ality, the entire context of prablems with which logir in the strict sense
would have to deal, can be understood only in reference to an actual
fundatuental analysis of Dasein itself, which has meanings in the pri-
man SeNsC.

In order to make meaningfulness as such understandable in a pro-
visional way, we must return Lo a more original phenomenon of being-
in-the-world. which we call undersianding and uaderstanding con-
cern. I is only because being-in-the-world as understanding and
concerned absorption appresents the world that this being-in-the-
world can also be concerned with this appresentation of the world ex-
plicitly, and does in fact avend to it by means of environmental things
produced expressly for that purpose, namely. by means of signs. Sign-
things have their origin and sense in Dasein itself: there is nothing
accidental about them. Being a sign is rooted in environmentality.
This is why an environmental thing which at first s not a sign at all but
simply an eavironmental thing, as an environmental thing can at any
time become a sign (for example, a hammer or a stone-ax). They can
became signs in the sensc that a stone-ax, for example, in its extant-
ness can point o an environtnent as faving been. [ is that type of sign
whith we call a vestige.

‘The Fact that there are such signs, which is founded in environmen-
tality, provides the basis tor the environmental thing 10 be able o
tunction as a source for histariological discovery and determination.
Such odd things as historical sources are not self-evident and siniple
to se¢ in their specific structure of being. [n this case, the stone-ax is
discovered as something still on hand, whereas before irs discovery it
Was to a farmer perhaps ouly a chance stone which lies in the way of
his wagon and foot, on which his plow gets nicked. The stone is inac-
cessible to him, not because the thing is not bodily there, not because
he doey not have the histarival source so o speak as an extant thing,

U precisely because he still only appresents this thing in its extant-
eS8, ax it s disclosed for him through his specihe concern. By virtue
';i I""-" being-in-the-world as o tavmer doing his plowing, he is not ca-
:1;:::|::! dm:-m'x-rmg the Stone s i m‘luallyl was aned still is. Far hllll.ll is

“rely a thing, not a uug in the thearetical sense. hut once Again a
Ehlng encountered in his covironing warld as obsiructive, unservice-
able. 1t i not only inaceessible to him but access is expressly put off by
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him, perhaps even finally blocked. in that he posilively takes it for
what it is to him, an obstacle, and shatters it against the nearese rock.
In the same way, a roll of parchment covered with writing, for ex-
ample. can still be merely on hand as a 1hing which someone is pre-
serving somewhere. But its character as a sign and source forms a
iuch more complicated situation. Here in this context, 1 can only
brieflv sllude to these problems, which belong in a hermeneutics of
the historiological disciplines. To begin with, the roll itself, like the ax,
is a4 relic from an earlier time, from the time in which it was written,
But at the sume time, it can through what is written on it refer back w
a still earlier time. Now this reference 1s altugether peculiar: it com-
municates. [nasmuch as the communication here is founded in a dis-
course set down in wriling, in what is written. i nself has its own kind
of comprehensibility: access to it presupposces its own kind of under-
standing. in tirn, the written discourse can now be a narration and
report taken from a communication on what s being narrated. Or
what is communicated can be taken from the original witnesses. The
character ol the westimony of the communication itself varies accord-
ing to the varniety of wavs of being witness; being-witness-to varies ac-
cording 1o that to which the source claimis to have been witness, that we
which it claims o testify. Accessibility or inaccessibility to such 1 source
is decided in principle in the same dimension as accessibility to the
stone-ax as an environmental thing ol a past world: it is decided on
the basis of the extent 10 which understanding is understanding, that
is, the extent 1o which it is the relationship of being to what is encoun-
tered as a source and witnessed in the source. The possibality of being
a source is grounded primarily not in the fac that there is a parch-
ment and thin one can write but in the Fact that there was something
like what is conmunicated and witnessed. What is dedsive for the fact
that this thing is taken as a source at all is the undersianding rela-
tonship of being 1 the withessed past. Everything that transpires
with the souree afterwards in some sortof interpretation or other sci-
entific pursuit is governed by this primary understancling. This pri-
mary undersunding decides how and whether the manifold of, for
example, what 1s witnessed in the source may be evaluated quantita-
tively and formally; and whether it mitkes any sense to sav. in view of
what is witnessed in the source, that it contains much that is insignifi-
cant and only very linde of significance; or whether, commensurate
with the very scuse of the subject matter being witnessed in the source,
there is bt litke of significance, but this small amoum determines all
that is iusignificant primarily and uniquely even in its insignificance.
so 1hat such a source cannot be partitioned in the way a botanist sorts
out the appropriate and the fess uppropriate plants on his table.
These relations invested in g source can be disetngaged in their
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structure with conceptual rigor only against the background of the
entity which understands and discovers in understanding. | cannot
pursiw these structures any further here; they only aim to demon-
strate that being a sigu. the being of a source. of testimany. aud the
like is grounded in this, that there is something like a world, a world
whose mode of encounter and of being is meaningfulness; anc that
the aceess to what is indicated and going along with s indication is an
cnvironmertdl understanding, and this always also means an under-
standing of the in-being in this world, which is grounded in the un-
derstanding of Dasein iself.

With regard 1o the phenomenon of relation and its relationship of
heing to reference, sign and meaningfulness, it must be said that, as
the formal structural element, relation is accessible at all times in cef-
erences and signs. 1t is accessible specifically by way of a disregard, not
anly of the concretion and material content of these phenomena, but
atso that it is itself an indicating and referring of the relational kind,
in order 10 let us see only the empty in-order-to. The apprehension of
pure relations as such is 4 supreme way, but at the same time also the
emptiest way of objectitying entities. [t is a making present which
does not go along with references and sign-taking in a primary way;
rather, it only looks at and thus takes in the whole as a whole of
relations.

Some 1hings should be said about meaningfulness by way of sum-
mary. Being-in-the-world as concerned undersianding lets us encoun-
ter something self-signifving in setf-meaning. This selt.signifying
meaning [sich deutendes Bedeuten] constitutes meaningfuiness and is
the presence of the world, insofar as it is discovered in understanding
cancern. Presence of the world is the worldhaod of the world as meaningfui-
nexs. 'Fhe correlations of meaning which we now take as references are
not 2 subjective view of the world, which in addition and to begin with
wattld still be something else, for nstance, an initially immediate
world, which then would refer 10 something else for the prenccupa-
tiot with it. Rather, concern itself is the being of the entity, which is
onlvin this way and has no othey being,

I the worldhoud of the world is defined as a 1otality of references,
Thf-\i should not be misunderstood as saying that the environmentu
Whings, the ‘substances. are now dissobved into lawlike torrelations of
functions. tnstead, the speciticanion of releretice as meaning points 10
the appresentational sense of references. This sense is what it is only
0y Brownuliog a e presence of what i of concern, of the work-
world. As T have already crnphasized, all further understanding will
29 ik 10 the phenomenon of the presence ol what is of coneern in
the authentic sense, 10 the aabvsis ol being-in-yhe-world o its particu-
bar sense as concern, whicly has the mode of being of pure lrtting-
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became-present—a remarkable kind of being which is understood only
when it is scen that this makmg present and appresenting 5 nothing other
than time itself,

§24. Internal structuring of the question of the
reality of the external world

Qur task now is to see the siructure of meaningfulness, which we
are trying o bring out as the awthentic constiuntion of worldhood, in
the context of the question of an interpretation of Dasein with regard
1o the question of being as such. In order o reach this goal, it is neces-
sary, by means of 4 summary consideration, o extricate the guestion
of the world understood as meaningtulness trom a perverse horizon
oriented to some theory or other of the reality of the external world
or even (0 an ontelogy of actuality. The provisional clarification of
meaningtulness and the prior stage of the interpretation of the reality
of the world anlecedes such an epistemology or emtology of the world
with the expuosition of the question of heing as such, that is, with the
interpretation of Dasein. The complex of questions involving epis-
temology (subject-object) or ontology (of nature) thus does not wouch
the interpretation of Dascin in its being at all. Ln order to antain chis
end and to bring this provisional analysis of meaningfulness 1o a con-
clusion, we shall consider hve points: a) ‘The reality of the external
world i1s exempt from any proof of it or belief in it. b) The reality of
the real (the worldhood of the world) cannot be defined on the basis
of its being an object and being apprehended. ¢y Realiy is not iner-
preted by way of the character of "in itself’; rather, this character is
iself in need of interpretation. d} Reality is not to be undersiood pri-
marily in terms ot the hodily presence of the perceived. e) Reality is
not adequately clarified hy the phenomenon of resistance as the object
of drive and effort.

I Jist 1he discussion of the phenomennn of resistance last because
this intecpretation of reality comes closest 1o the one Ladvocate and of
late has been advanced by Scheler. This rapprochement in our imer-
pretation probably stems from ) commuon source, from presentiments
(more they cannot be called) which Dilthey had in this directian,

a) The reality of the external world is exempt
from any proof of it or belief in it

The mitial question ot the worldhood of the world. which was set
torth as meaningtulness. is not ac all the guestion ol whether there is
something hke an external workd, whether the external world is after
all real. 'This line of questioning implies 1he view that the reality ot the
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wartld must and can he proved or that atleast, as Dilthey thought,' our
claim in believing in the reality of 1he external world should be justi-
fied. Both views are absurd. To wish to prove that the world exists is a
misunderstanding of the very questioning. Far such a questioning
mukes sense only on the basis of a bring whose constilution is being-
in-the-world. It is absurd to wish to subject 1o a proof of existenice that
which founds in their very being all questioning ol a world and all at-
tempts 10 prove and demonstrate that the world exists. World in ils
mast proper sense is just that which is already on hand for any ques-
rioning. The question persists only on the basis of 4 constant misun-
derstanding of the mode of being ol the one who raises this guestion,
For this mode of heing and this being. thae is, for this questioning, it is
constitutive that something like the world is always already discov-
cred. can be encountered as an entity, can show itself as an entity,

‘I he question of the reality of the ¢xternal world is in part defined
on the basts of an extrinsic understanding of Kantian philosophy, or
hetter put, uader the influence of considerations which Descartes ini-
tiated. Luis a question which has continuausly occupied the epistemnaol-
ogy of the modern era move or less explicitly. But this was always un-
der the assurance that naturially na ane doubted the reality of the
external world. 1t is nonetheless always presupposed here that this
reality, worldhood of the world, basically is still semething which per-
haps could be proved. ar more accurately, if we were in an ideal state,
we would in the end have proved it That the world is reitl is however
not only nut in need of proof, it is alse not something which for lack of rigor-
ous proofs must then be merely believed. in view of which one has to dis-
pense with knowledge and be content with faith, This wlk of feith in
the reality of the “world" presupposes that it can actually be proved.
The view goes back to the Arst one. which aspires 1o some sore of
Proof. But here it should be noted that the recourse 1 a belief i real-
1ty does not correspond to any phenomenal finding, Dilthey's treatise
alsq took this line of inquiry. This treatise is not impartant because it
5 tormulates* the problem. which just shows that Dilihey did not un-
derstand the actual problem. It is important in relaion o another
Phenomenan, that of resistance, which he touched on here and which
we have o discuss bater in greater detand.

Butif we for once refrain from all discussion of this theory. it be-
comies clear that nothing exists in o relationship 1o the world which
If""\fldcs a husis for the phenomenon of beliet in the world. § have nos
Yet heen able o bind 1his phenomenon of beliet. Rather, the peculiar
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thing is just that the world is ‘there’ before all belief. The world is never,
experienced as something which is believed any more than it is guar-
anteed by knowledge. Inherent in the being of the world is that s
existetice nevds no guevanter in regard ta o subpect, What 1s needed, if this
question comes up at all,is that the Dasein should experience iself in
its most elementary constitution of beinyg, as bring-in-the-world uself,
This experience of itseli —unspoiled by any sort of epistemology—
eliminates the ground for any question of the reality of the world,
That it is rea) stands in opposition 16 any move to prove it. And even
any puvported beliet i it is 4 theoretically inotivated misundevstand-
ing. This is not a convenient ¢vasion ol a problem. The question rather
is whether this so-called problem which is ostensibly being evaded is
reaily a problem ar all. | ‘*know’ that the workd is real only insofur as {
am. 1t is not cogite sum which formulates a primary finding but rather
sum cogite. And this sion is not 1aken in the ontlogical indifference in
which Descartes and lis successors took it, as the exiantness of av
thinking thing. Sum here is the assertion of the basic constitution of
my being: [-am-in-a-world and therefore Lanm capable of thinking it.
But this Cartesian propaosition hus been taken in the opposite way, and |
rightly 50, since Descartes himself wanted it thus understood, such
that the sum was not questioned at all. Instead consciousness as the
mner was thought to be given absolutely as an absolute starting point,
from which all the puzeles of ‘inner’ and ‘outer’ then anse.

The reality of the world is not a problem in the sense of whether
actually exists or not, but the question of the reality of the world per-
sists in the question of how worldhood is 1o be understood. But even if
it is siid that the nilial question of the existenice of the world is naw-
rally and ohviously contrary to sense, which is often heard, this will
naot do phenomenologicatly. This conntersense must be allowed o as-
sault the phenomenon, so to speak, by way of the positive vision of the -
phevomenon o in-being and the world. In ather words, the basic con-
stitution of Dasein as being-in-the-world must be seen in order w be
able 10 make 1he starement that it contravenes sense. it infringes the
basic constitution of that of which we speak. The 'self-evidence of the |
existence of the world must become transparent in a Dasein by way of
the posiive vision of the phenomenen of in-being. Ontic-exivtentiell
self-evidence is given with the being of Dascon, but ontologically i is puzzling.

b) The reality of the real (worldhood of the world)
cannot be defined on the basis of its being an ohject
and being apprehended

The vecond queston of (e veality of the real. the question of the
being of the worldhood of the world, cannor mean an investigation
iute how the workl now actually manages 1o be. To begin with, such a
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gestion, il it is 1o be scientihcally uselul, presupposes that we under-
stand what is meant by ‘being’ if we wish to explain how the entity
brings it about, tha! it is. But this understanding of ‘being.” to be ac-
guired in advae, then no longey even lets us getv 1o the puint of ask-
ing in this way. For this question involves taking being as its own entety, it
fries to explain being in terms of an entity. When it becomes clear how ah-
surd it is 1o expect, 50 10 speak. # trick from being which 1 uses in
order 1o be, and when a question of being thus understood is then
referred back to the entity, this in no way means that nothing can he
made ol heing-tn-itself” but always only of the entity insofur as 1 is
something apprelended, something objective in a consciousness. This
would bring us to the familiar proposition that an entity always is only
for a consciousness. This proposition is known as the “principle of tmma-
aenee, which keeps all epistemologies busy over its pros and cons. It
has ted directly to the problem ol knowledge, without benefit of ask-
ing what might be meant by ‘immanence,” what findings from the phe-
nomena themselves are taken up m i i 1t says anything au ail, and
what is basically meant by the propositon “An entity always is only for
a consciousness.”

What the proposition basically means, what is seen in it, is not that
an entity is dependent on consctousness in its being nor that some-
thing transcendent is actually at the same time something immanent.
The phenomenal finding in this proposition is cather that a world &
enrountered. 'Vhe phenomenon itself thus directs us to interpret the
structure of encounter, the activity of encountering. And the more we
g0 about this without prejudice, the maore authentically is the entity
encounwred ascertainable in s being.

The being of entitics does not lie in the activity of encountering, but
the encouuter of entities is the phenomenal basis, and the sole basis,
upan which the being of emiies can be grasped. Only the interpretation
of the encounter with entities can secure the being of entities, if al all. Ju must
be stated that the chtity as an entity ts in ieself” and independent of
anvappreliension of dy accovdingly, the being of the catiy is found
only in encounter and can be explained, made understandable, only
!n.nn the phienomenal exhibition and interpretation of the structure
" encounter. In this case explanation is inadequate. inasmuch as it is i
.‘]"n"'fi\'t'. mierior mode of expository interpretation and uncover-
Mg o the entity, Every explanation, when we speak of an explanation
of nature, i distinguished by its involvement in the incomfrrehouwsible. 1t
“um be v sated thae explanation s the expostory inderpretalion of the
Uieomprehensible, not so that this exposition would ler ns comprehend
”_"' meomprehensible, for it remains incomprehensible in principle.
'\ftlrm'c- < what is o principle explainuble and to be explained Hecause itis in
PHnciple incomprehensible. W is the tncomprehensible pure awd somple,
And it s the incomprehensible because it is the “unwarlded” world, in-
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sofar us we tuke nature in this extreme sense of the entiry as it is dis.
covered in physics. This is connected with the fact that in this kind of
explanation and discovery of the world as nature, nature is still inves.
tigated and interrogated only with regard to the presence of the en.
tity in it; and this entity is admitted only insofar as it is determined by
laws of motion which remain invariant, unaltered, always the same for
every possible approach and regard under which the consideration of
nature is placed. It should be observed here that all propaositions and
proofs given in physics or mathematics are certainly comprehensible
as propositions, as discourse about something, but that about which
they speak is itsell the incomprehensible. As the incomprehensible, u
is likewise the entity which simply does not have the character of Da.
sein at all, while Dasein is the endity which is comprehensible in prin.
ciple. Since understanding belongs to its being as being-in-the-world,
world is comprehensible 10 Dasein insofar as it is encountered in the
characier of meaningfulness.

¢) Reality is not interpreted by way of the in-itself;
rather, this character is itself in need
of interpretation

When we consider the deternmiination of the 'in-itself” as a character
of warldhood, we can here very briefly recall what we said earlier, that
the ‘in-itself” is not an original character: it still has a phenomenal
genesis, it is still in need of expository interpretation, even though itis
generally tzken to be in no need of interpretadon. Why is the reality
of the world so readily characterized by the ‘in-iself's Why do we find
comfort in the mere stipulation ot this character without any clarifica-
tion of it? It has to do with the fact that this ‘in-itselt” of the world is
introduced recctively, so 1o speak, againsd an interpretation of the
being ol the world as apprehended. against the determination of the
actuality of the actual as objectivity tor a scientifically objective knowl-
edge. It is reactive in the counterclaim that the entity is ‘in itself.” Ap-
peal is made to the fact that all 'natural’ and scientific knowing aims at
the determination of an entity which is in itself in its being. But then
the matter is aliowed to rest with this appeal, without asking what
now really means,

tf the being ol the world were definable only in 1erms of being ap-
prehended, then the one chance of nevertheless still clarifying the ‘in-
itsetf” would he by an ever grearer disregard of the subject. But how
wotild that be possible without the basic constivutive state of in-beitng?
But since the being of the world becomes comprehensible in the en-
counter, the understanding of the entity in itself is as such revealed
only i g radwal interpretation of Dasem. Uhe more originally and the
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more authentically this entity is explicated in ii1s being, the more radi-
cally can knowing and entities as potentially knowable then be explica-
ted. Because objects are independent of the subject, their being can bhe
explicated only in subjectivity properly understood, but it cannot con-
sist in being a subject.

d) Reality is not to be understoed primarily
in terms of the bodily presence of the perceived

But reality is just as little to be understaod primarily in terms of
hodily presence. It must of vourse be admitted that hodily presence is a
enutine phenomenal character Lo the extent that I keep to Lthe particu-
Jar kind of access to entities which perceives, merely looks at them.
But precisely in this kind of access to worldhood. especially if I take
perception (o be the simple perception of a thing. the world is no
longer accessible in its full worldhood, in its full meaningfulness as it
encounters concern. In the pure perception of a thing, the world shows
itself instead in a deficient meaningfulness. 1 am using the word ‘defi-
cient,’ defictens, in accordance with the old traditional term. Meaning-
fulness as it is encountered in perception is deficient, it lacks some-
thing which it actually has and would have to have as a world. It
detracts from the originality of the world when we merely Jook at it as
a manifold of things.

The traditonal categories of thingness, which for definite reasons
are also identified as the categories of being—thingness, substance, ac-
cident, property. causality—have their phenomenal genesis in this de-
ficient meaningfulness. These categories are already drawn from a
kind of access (a prepossession of presence and its fundamental deter-
minations) which occurs in the process of a characteristic " unworld-
mg.” Now why are these categories really the first 1o be discovered?
This is equivalent to the question which we already asked earlier and
have non vet answered: Why does natural Dasein, in the elucidation of
the world in which it is. sim ply pass over the environing world> Why, in
the categorial characterization of the being ol the world, does it al-
ways already apply developed categories like thingness as the basic
determinations?

. l.hc Aristotelixn categories: aigia, wowOy. MOTOY, TOU, WOTE, TPOS
Tt tUrokeierov—auuBefnkora—that which must always be together
wnh‘cxlamness-——lhe aprioni possibilities of something as something),
raditionally substance, quality. quantity, plore, time, relation: these
are all alveady obrained in this specttl dimension of merely apprehend-.
g a thing and y particutar kind of discourse about it, that of the theo-
"heal avsertion. But already for Aristotle, these categories hecame the
‘Alegaries of being pure and simple. They were aw the same bine the
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basis for the determination of the calegories of objects in general, de-
terminations which belong to every something, to the extent that it is
something at all, whether itis in the world or is something thought. So
bodily presence is also not a primary character of the environing
world.

€) Reality is not adequately clarified
by the phenomenon of resistance
as the object of drive and effort

But reality is not adequately clarified even by the phenomenon of
resistance, The Greeks obviously had this phenomenon already in
mind when they proposed the capara, the corporeal things, as the
authentic obariae with respect to pressure and impact.’ In more recent
times, Dilthey in particular, in the comext of the inquiry mentioned
above, has pointed 1o the phenomenon of resistance, specifically resis-
tance ax a corvelate of tmpulse. For every impulse which comes from the
subject and is operative in the subject there is a correlative resistance,
To be sure, Dilthey did not come to a more rigerous formulation of -
the phenomenon, but, and this is whai is most important, he already
saw quite early that reality is experienced not only in knowledge and
awareness but in the whole “living subject,” as he puts i, in this “thinks
ing. willing, feeling being.” He wants to get to the totality of the sub-
ject which experiences the world and not 1o a bloodless thinking thing
which merely intends and theoretically thinks the world. But he seeks
the whole within the framework of a traditional anthropological psy-
chology, as you can see {rom the very formulation, this “thinking, will-
ing, feeling being.” He just does not see that the adoption of this old
psychology necessarily forces him away from the authentic phenome-
non. This old psychology is not overcome by his new analytical psy-
chology but only reatlirmed, thereby preveating a genuine apprehen-
sion of what is antcipated.

Most recently, Scheler has advocated a similar theory of the being of
the real, but on the basis of an essentially clearer theory of the struc-
ture of the psychic, which is that of the phenomenological analysis of
acts. He himself designates his theory of the "existence’ (‘Dasein’ in the
sense of being-on-hand, extanimess) of the world as “a volumative the-
ory of existence,” which asserts that the exianmness of the world is pri-
marily correlative to will, thus to impulse, striving.

Scheler observes

. that knowing itsell. however, is a relationship of being: that the
being-so of an entity can at the same time be m menty and exira mentem,

2. L Plate, Sephist a4t and Aristotle, Metaphyues. Book Lambda (X11), Ch, -6,
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but existence [Dusein) is always extra mentent; that moreover the having
of exisience as something thal is there is not hased at all upon intellec-
pual Funoiuns (whether it be intwition or thinking) but alone upon the
sesodanee of 1he entity ariginally experienced solely in the act of striving
aned the dynamic Factors of attention: this [ have proposed in lectures
jur seven years as the first fundament ol my epistemology.®

‘I'he being ol objects is given immediately only in their relation 1o the
instincts and will, and not in some form of knowing.*

Scheler here has a special need to note the time when he first pre-
sented this theory. In this regard [ want to stress that [ also have pro-
posed this theory already for seven vears. As [ have already said.
however, this agreement obviously comes from the common root of
Dilthey's inittative and the phenomenological way of putting ques-
tions. I want Lo emphasize expressly that Scheler’s theory, especially
insofar as it takes into account the specific function of corporeaiity in
the structure of the reality of the world, will lead us to discover some
essential phenomena. This is because Scheler has worked out these
phenomena of the biological in an essential way and has probably
gone the farthest of all today in the exploration of these phenomena
and their structure. We can therefore expect his anthropology to be
an esseutial advance in the exploration of these phenomena.

All the same, it must be said that 1he phenomenon of resistance is
not the uriginal phenomenon. Rather. resistance in its turn again can
only be understood in terms of meaningfulness. The authentic cor-
refation of world and Dasein (if we can speak here of correlation at
all, which is not my opinion) is not that of impulse and resistance or, as
in Scheler, will und resistance, but rather care and meaningfuiness. This
correlation is the basic structure of lite, a structure which 1 also call
factraity. For something can be encountered in its resistivity as a resis-
ance only as something which 1 do nat succeed in getting through
when [ live in a wanting-to-get-through. which means in being out to-
ward sumething, which means that something is already primarily
Present for caring and concern, which presence is the basis upon
which there can Birst be a presentice of the resistant at all. No resistance,
however greal, is capable of giving someihing objective, [f resistance
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were the authentic being of entines. then 1he relationship of being of
two emtities with the greates) resistance between them, and so the in.
tense pressure ol one entity against another, would involve hringing
something like a world into presence. But this is not directly given be.
tween two entities in a relationship of resistance. The pressure and
counterpressure, thrust and countertlirust, of material things never
allow something like a world in the sense of worldhood 10 come intg
heing. Insiead, resistance is a phenomenal character which already presup- ‘
poses a world.

In addition, this phenomenon of resistance is inadequate because it
is basically oriented only to the correlaiion of acts, just as it was in Dj)-
thev. Scheler is thus also forced. as a basis for this old proposal of a
subject which has acts, to draw again upon the distinction of in mente
and extra mentem. Notwithstanding, here. quite independently from
another quarter within phenomenology comes the insistence that re-
ality can never be understood in terms of the mere knowledge of
something. that above all an epistemology cannot be oriented toward
judgments or the like. All this is worih noting, and Scheler empha-
sized particularly the latter quite forcefully when he said tha today
still three-lourths of all epistemologies are of the wrongheaded opin-
ion that the primary aspect from which the object of knowledge, the
entity in Hself, can be apprehended is the judgment.

Resistance as well as bodily presence ind their ground in this, that
worldhood alrcady is. They are particular phenomena of an isolated
encounter, isolated to a particular kind of access involved in sheer
striving. "Tlhie conception of the entities of the world as resistance is
then associated in Scheler with his biological orientation, with th
question of how a world in general is given for primitive life forms. In
my view, this method of clarifying by analogy from primitive life forms
down o single-celled znimals is wrong in principle. It is only when
have apprehended the objectivity of the world which is accessible 1@
s, that is ta say, our refationship of being toward the world, that we
can perhaps also determine the worldhosd of the animal by certain
maodified wavs of considering it. The reverse procedure does not
work, inasmuch as we are always compelled 10 speak on the hasis of
the analogy in analyzing the environing world of the animals. This en-
vironing world therefore cannot be the simplest one for us.

When we have seen that the eluciciion of the reality of the real is
based upon seeing Dasein itself in its basic constitution, then we also
have the basic requirement for all attempts to decide between rralis®
andd wdeatiom. 1o clucidating these positiens it is not so much o matier
of clearing them up or of finding ane ar the other to be the solution,
but of secing that hoth can exist anly on the basis of a neglect: they
presuppose a cuneept of subject’ and “object’ without clarifying these




§25. Spatiality of the world [go5—g07] 28

tasic concepts with respect w the basic composition of Dasein itself.
jput every serious idealisn is in the right 10 the exient that it sees 1hat
heing. reality, actuality can be clarihed only when being, the real, is
gresent and encountered. Whereas every realism is right 1o the extent
Juat it attempts 1o retain Dasein’s natural consciousness of the ex-
cmtness of the world. Bur it immediately falls short in attempting
w explain this reality v means of the real uselt, w believing that it
cin clarily reality by means of a causal process. Regarded strictly in
ertms of scientific method, theretore, realism is always at a lower level
than every idealism, even when thar idealism goes to the extreme of
lipsisa.

with this I want s bring to a provisional conclusion our analysis of
she world with respect to its structure of meaning{ulness. | stress that
we shall come upon this consideration again at an essentially higher
siage. after we have clarified the being ol being-in-the-world, the kind
ol being involved in lewting something be encountered, and the mode
of heing of understanding itself. On this basis we can then fivst make
Jdear why the eucounter of the world must be conceived as presence
| Anwessestheit) ancl the present [ Gegenwnrt),

§25. Spatiality of the world

‘L he theme under consideratiun is Dasein in its basic consutution,
bring-in-the-world. This unitary phenomenon was first brought into
view by regarding one of three divections, that of the structural mo-
ment of the world, understod as the world of everyday Dasein. We
fisstworked out this worldhood in its general siructure as meaningfuloess.

We dins did uai begin with extensio, with the definition of reality
which can be abtained in an extreme epistemological orientation.
[his powibibity nevertheless remains of such a correct definition of
l}_v- world prineily on the basis of extension and spatiality and with a
YW 1o g certain objectivity of natural knowledge. And this indicates
that in same sense spehiafity still helongs to the world, that spatialits ic a
Cershitive element of the world. But this certainhy does now mean that
e heing of the world could be defined primarily and solely in terms
::I_‘:':“"i;‘lu‘l-."i r?v‘i .h.l‘ht'ill‘lt‘.'i songhy 1o do. tha all othey pu..:ss.ible charac-
hee o ._I|t_ lt'.l.hl:\- n_I the wm'ltl. ure hmn.rle(l npon spatiality. Instead,
“ht-|liu-';-h "]_"._‘ITN’?_ whether it is not just the other way around,
it ‘*.lhf.lll«.llll\‘ IS 10 be .t-xpl'm.-nerl from worldiwoodd, whether the
v of ,‘ptm.r iy T[ll the envitoning world as well as the type anfi struc-
st p.l(l{ wselland ts discovery, the manner at s possible en-

Cpure merrie space oy example, G be made understandable

only S
Vupon the worldhood of the workl, And this is inn tact the case.
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Space and spatiality as a basic constitution of the world are 10 be'
explicated only upon the world iself in compliance with 1he task of
phenomenological analysis. This means that spatiality is to be exhib.
ited phenomenally in the world of everyday Dasein and made man;j-
fest in the world as environing world. That world is envireming world j5
due to the specific worldhood of space. 1t is incumbent on us o see thiy
worldhood of space, to see primary spatiality, and to understand the
space of the environing world and its structural correlation with Da.
sein. Ouly then are we in the position to avaid a course which s alwayg
and above all adopied, even by Kant, for the detinition of spirit and
spiritual being. This course always involves defining spiril negatively
agaimst the spaual, debming res cogitany pegatively against res extensq,
conceiving spirit always ds non-space. By contrast, the original analy.
sis of worldhood aned hs spatial character leads us to see rather that
Dasen ntself is spaual. T'here 1s absolutely no reason to vppose this
and to think, on the basis of whatever metaphysical presuppositio
that spirit. person, the authentic being of tan. is some sortof an a
which is not in space and can have nothing to do with space, beca
we assaciate space primarily with corporeality and so move in constang
fear of materializing the spirit.

We shall designate the phenomenal structure of the worldhood of
space as the aroundness of the world as environment {Umwell, the
world eround us]. We have accordingly already ovdered our analysis of
warldhood so that we first deall with worldhood and in the secon
place put the aroundness of worldhood as the constitutive aspect
our closest world.'

Fhe explication of aroundness can be divided into three steps: [a
the highlighting of 1he phenomenatl structure of aroundness as suc
[bl. aroundness, the environmental as a primary character of world
and of spatiality, that is, as a primary character of the encounter of
world and so of Dasein itself as in-being: |¢] the spevific spatializing of
the warld, that is, the discovery and claboration of pure space a8 ¢
unworlding of the world.

In order to make headway in what follows, 1 will deal only ver
sketchily with the last two poimts. Of primary importance [or me
the elaboration of the structure of aroundness. The structure of the'
aroundness of the world. this specific environmentality, is defined by
hiree interconmected phenomena: remotion, region. orientation (dire®
Honality, directedness).

1. Lt §21a) and b) above.
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a) Highlighting of the phenomenal structure
of aroundness as such is constituted by:
remotion, region, orientation (directionality)

The first two phenomena, remotion and region, refer back to ori-
entation. 1f spatiality belongs primarily to worldhood, then it is not
curprising if we now show phenomenally that in the analysis of the
worldhood ol aroundness we have already made use of its characters.
albeit implicitly. Among the characters of the world relative o its
worldhood we have cited that of being handy, which we defined as the
presence of what is immediatelyv available in concern. This determina-
ion of the 'immediately’ includes the phenomenon of nearness.

Furthermore, the analysis of the sign and of indicating made it
clear that concern in an independent mode, as a special task, can un-
dertake the discovery and release, the advance presentation of what
can be pursued in the local constellation of the environing world at
a definite moment, The arrow on the car indicates where Lhe car is
going. the way to this and that direction. Thus, the phenomenon of
aroundness includes the distinctive characters of nearness and direction
(waylo. ..}

Nearness implies distance [ Ferne] or, as we shall later put it more pre-
cisely, nearness is only a mode of remotion [ Enifernung). Nearness and dis-
tance, which characterize the rthings of the world under concern as
they are encountered in concern, already give us the phenomenon of
remotion. [.et us note at once that ‘remotion’ does not reter to the
spacing belween two points, even when we do not take them as pure
points but as worldly things (say, the distance of the chair from the
window). It refers rather to the temporally particular nearness or re-
motion of the chair or window 1o me. Only on the basis of this primary
remotion, that the chair, insofar as it is there in a worldly way, as such
15 remaved from me, as such lhas a possible nearness and distance to
me, only on this account is it possible for the chair wo be remote from
the window, and that we can designate this referential connection of
the two as remotion, although this usage of remotion is already sec-
ndary. The relation of the two points here can now no longer be des-
*Briated as remotion. For these two points as geometric points are not
:‘::“i“]’:‘(’ I'"l_t ifen't' a spacing [Abstund]. Spacing and remation do not co-
only b.- llfff:d(l._:-pacln1g 15 (.)n!nluglcally ium?drd in remotion and can

U be discovered and defined when there is remotion.
eniilll:;[tl'llmreu.tcr of the indicated constetlation intq whic.h a particular

‘minental thing can maove, for example, a car in taking the way to
m{;r;tmllfflcs the original form of "n'f‘lﬂ? fn,‘ that IS, ‘o’ a locaton,
precisely put, w a place, and this implies a particular region. Re-
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gion is nothing but the ‘where of a wheretn.” Region is essentially oriented
1o 1he "to’ vl a whereto, W direclion. These phenomena-—nearness, dis-
Lance, direction—give the tirst basic structure of the aroundness. [f
we take these phenomena in their unity and uniformity, we can say
that the uroundness i the world o the regional nearness and distance of the
intimate with-which of coneern. That with which 1 dwell in everyday con-
cern is delined by the near and far, specifically by regional. oriented,
directed nearness and distance. But both structural moments-—re-
giom, near and far—imply being orviented to the concerned Dasein it-
self. Near and far as well as region have this characteristic reference
back to concerned preoccupation. Only with this back reference seen
from the vantage of environmemal things, widh rhis onentution of the
near and far and of what is defined in the character of the region, is
the {ull structure of the “aseund' of aroundness secored.

Already in natural language we understand “around’ as the ‘round-
about-us.' The ‘'round-aboul-us’ as environing world is not a manifold;
which has been arbitrarily thrown together; rather, ovdered by nearsy
ness and distance, the actual is ariiculated as that which always “play®
its pari” [hat ein Bewenden] in something. More accurately, the envi®
ronmental things ave all placed. Something is near and far insofar as i¥]
hus a regionat place, a place oriented to Dasein, in particular its placey
on hand with it or its handy place allocated it concern. Everything
worldly, with which concern is preoccupicd, always has its place in 3
double sense. Fist, it has its place already on hand with it according
the manner ot its worldly being as being-on-hand. In the natural ex-
perience and seeing of the sky the sun has its particular places. Sec-
ond. however, immediately handy environmental things always have
their allucated place. Conceru has the possibitity of allocating its par- ‘
ticular place 1o a thing, which is not at all obvious.

What is actually meam by ‘place’ now? ‘Place’ is the wherve of the brlong-
ing of what is handy ur on hand in concern. “{t belongs there”—such
a belonging is a region and the determination of this belonging as plac-
ing is prescribed by concern and by what is primarily preseut in a con-
cern, The placing of environmental things right down to the arrange-
ment of a room is governed by what 1 already have in my everyda$)
concern and how my Dasein is itself determined as being in the worldy
The placing of cavivonmental things, the determination of whe F
they belong in a region, is inwrn founded in the primary presence 03
concern. It is the source of the determination ol the ‘thither' aﬂ._d
*hither' of what must be immediately hancy, usable in concern, what i
immediately unusable and siands in the way, and must be ‘cleared’ out
of the way, This chavacesistic ‘dearing’ is a particular concevi far the
aroundness of the world, Belonging 1o 4 where, to an oriented wheres
is given with 1he meaningfulness of the world, It is concern which:
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sarung each time from this presence of what we are 10 be voncerned
with. primarily discovers the places of the worldly 1aken as the imme-
diately handly. For only these places of the handy can be assigned. ina
way analogons w the signs which inust be instituted, while the places
of the extant on hand are sitnply found—found as places by refer-
ence to Lthe atientedness of the nearest world and toward this world.

nearness can now be negatively defined as the "not far removed,”
sp{)kc‘n with regard to the hori:mn of everyday conceru: 'not far' means
the ymmediae’ in the sense of what is instantly available in every now.
which can be appresented in every now instantly and constantly (with-
out luss of lime)—the worldly, the near which in veterentially being
handy is abways a1 the same time co-handy with others.

what is near today for the owner of a radio is 2 concert in London.
in the vadio Dasein woday realizes an appresentation of s ‘round-
about’ which is not yet tully c()mprehensiblc in its meaning tor Dasein,
a peculiar extension of the process of bringing the world nearer. More
accurately regarded, nearness is nothing but a distinctive remotion
which is available in that particular emporality. All the increases in
velacity, which we go along with today more or less freely and com-
pulsively, involve the uvercoming of distances. This peculiar over-
coming of distances is in its structure of being (I ask you w under-
s1and this without any vaiue judgment!) a frenzy for nearness, which
inits being is based in Dasein itself. This frenzy for nearness is nothing
but veduction in the loss of time. But reduction in the loss of time is
the Night ol time from hself, 4 kind of being which can have some-
thing like time only in this way. Flight from itself dues not lee some-
where else. but is one of its own possibilities, which is the present. In
the flight from itself, time remains time.

b) The primary spatiality of Dasein itself:
remotion, region, orientation are determinations
of the being of Dasein as being-in-the-world

Phe nearness and distunce of environmental things among them-
:;I:E: ":‘I't‘ ili“;ilys gl’l)lfnded in pl‘imar): re.nmtiun. whicl'\ 15 a char‘al ter
there i:“’.f]d llS_tl'lf‘ Ft is herause world in its very sense is ‘remote that

'eis something like nearness as a mode of distance. [n other words,
p:;::::[:liull its h‘eing-in.-lhe—\s'u!'kl. as @ being which I]'l'dkt's present, a
Warlg] g i\l-n-ft'l']e[’“g intimately u_wohluecl wn_h st:tl)_t’tlltllg whlcf'. is the
at ”“"q‘-“ t.\-.x 10 its veTy sense of heing a 'I)t‘l.l'lg wh:'(h .I'Emnu:s a.nd I
teny i|; (a m_,mt“k? fears, | thus use the “'le'd remotion” to a certain ex-
"“‘rnf,\-i ll.lﬂISII.l\'E. ﬁcuve sense: re-moting [Ent-fernen, e_.lynu'llugm:_ally
ing t.“r“':P, (]Islilﬂt:t' ]., rm.tkmg istaner .rh‘v-Jpﬂr'r{r (nearing as bring-

arel or bringing uself away, bringing forward such that the



228 Mosl Immediate Explication of Dasein [g313-914]

bringing-ilsell‘-away becomes available on an average at any time ang
with ease. Here we do viokence to natural linguistic usage, but it is de.
manded by the phenomenon itself.

Dusewn iself is re-motive: the constant gvercoming of distance in mak.
ing what is on hand present. The re-moting itsell is given with Dasein
as being-in-the-world. World itself is discovered as removed or near,
Re-motion as well as resistance, tor example, are hermeneutic concepls;
they express something which in its sense is understandable as 4 struce.
ture of Dasein, a structure of being in which 1 myself dwell as an en.
tity who is there, an entity of the character of Dasein. Re-motion
therefore expresses a mode of being which 1 myself can be and con.
stantly am.

All environmental things have a remotion anly insofar as they as
worldly things are generally remote, If their specific environmenta)
character is dimmed and the things are "unworlded” down to two
geometric points, they finally lose the character of remotion. They are
left ouly with spacing. The spacing itself is a quantum, a how-much.
Spacing is what remotion in its sense first of all is not, a definite so-
much which is solely defined by the manifold of that which stands in
the spacing [AMtand, etvmologically a “standing apart’]. in other
words, the spacing between these two units, this definite so-much, is
defined by the manifold of points which are themselves spaced here,
Spacing is a defictent remotion. This peculiar transformation of environ-
mental remotion-—re-moting as an existential of Dasein and remoteness as
a category—results precisely from the process of “unworlding” which
has already been mentioned frequently. We cannot follow the struc-
ture of this process more closely at this stage, because for that we need
the phenomenon of time.

Nearness and distance as characters of the worldly likewise had the
determination of the regional, of that which lies in a region. The
region is the where of the whither of a belonging to, going to, bring-
ing away, looking at, and the like. This ‘out-to’ is the directedness that
betongs to all concern as being-in-the-world. This means that, since
in-being is always re-motive, every re-motion as a basic determina-
tion of being-in-the-world is a directedness-towards. The orienta»
tion can thereby be fixed and determined successively and variously-
The very fixation of orientedness can in turn be possible by vartous
means, purely environmentally through signs or purely mathemati-
cally through a graphical calculation. But the condition of possibilify
of this fixation is the determination of the region on the basis O
meaningfulness.

The celestial regions are discovered primarily by way of the rising
and seuing of the sun. Here the sun is not understood as an astro-
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pical thing but as something environmentally on hand constantly
nl_-“d in everyday concern, namely as that which gives light and warmth
_'"‘:m, cvcle of dav and night. This its kind of being, its usability, itself
:_‘,‘w"geg wilh‘ is pusil_ion; nornings .il‘ is s1ill col(_! a_nd ‘dim. 'I‘_h_e vari-v
ous places of the sun in the sky, speclh(:ally the dl?tlllcll\'e positions af
unrise. nudday, and sunset, are particular regions which are con-
'stamly on hand. As emqmnmeum.l, they enable an orientation such
yhat every environmental region is in turn defined by east, south,
west, notth in refation (o the sky. Every movement in the environing
world, every location of a field or the like is oriented to the world re-
on. Tt shottld be noted drat in the primary discovery of the world
regions these have for ages not been geographical concepis. This is
shown clearly in the fact that earlier and even today churches and
graves are oriented in very definite directions. These regions under
queslion here, for example, east, west, have no relation at ali 10 geo-
graphical contexts but to sunrise and sunset, life and death, hence to
Nasein itself. [f we recall Caesar's De betlo gatlice (On the Gallic Cam-
fraign]. the military camp there was always laid out in a very definite
orientation. (On the basis of these orientalions, which at first are not
geographically measured at all and are not any other kind of theo-
retically fixed determinations and regions, every single region in the
environmental world is articutated. The where of environmental be-
longing, this whole of aroundness in which | move, is at any particular
ume brought into relief in this or that way, according to what pre-
dominantly stands under care. The spatialities which are thus articu-
|ated, the spatiality of 4 house or the spatial whole, the environmental
whole of 4 city, are not anything like a three-dimensional manifold
which would be filled up with things. A region of the world can be
discovered as such ouly because disclosive being-in-the-world is itself
urtentedl. This s a fundamental proposiiion which in its converse for-
m'-lla‘tion gives an essential insight ino the primary character of
Das"—'!ll: Since a region can be discovered only by way of an oriented
l)asf‘lll. this Dasein itself is already originally being-in-the-wotld.

lhl.-h;:“. \IM see l}ml HEAIn anc.i again l].u' articulaiion _ut region and
ingfuh:;- l_xmfg of near and far is detef“t‘nuwd on the basis o[ the mean-
. s.s. t; _encountered things. The nearest world, the [hln‘gs
ma“w“::l t-( ]lfl ‘n ire not placed a!qu lhc_lmes of a geometric-
"""‘th‘.-,{.,t_'m system of points but w:lhln. environmental contexts of
a0 2 an the wble, by the door, behind the table, on the street,
ind the corner, by the bridge. These are very definite orientations

whii, bear the character of h' i ' i ent:
wh character of meaningfulness purely environmeatally,
h means the wheve of the whereabonts of everyday concern. In

l'sslrm‘lure(f‘ . Ticl 3 ’ - ; yoa ‘DL_ X
it aroundness, which is conceatrated on concern by
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means of nearness, distance, region, and orientation, and in al] g

these tounded by meaningfulness, there is stll absolutely uothing of

any sort of structure of a kemogeneows spare.

What is homogeneous is the pure space of metrics, of geometry. Fyg
these have destrayed the peculiar seructure of arounduess only in gp
der to arrive at the possibility of the discoverability of homogenegyg
space and with this to be able to calculate nawre in i1 procesy
of mation as pure local maotion. mere cliantges of location in i
This means that all calculating is usell only a particular kind
appresentation,

I have imtentionally only pointed 1o that which we shall consided
more closely in due 1ime. namely, 10 the basic funclion which g
moting or nearing have in Dasein: there i in Dasein itself @ characterish
inclination to nearness—10 nearness. which in its sense stands in 2 coyl
relation of being with the present. But the presentis one possibility
time itself.

The region and its concretion in place are alwavs environmental§
determined by already exiant regions, which in their turn are agai
determined by a presence of what is to be of concern. The determina-
tion of remotion follows along the lines of everyday interpretation. h
is not a measurement of spaced intervaly bul an estimate of remuted
distances. And this estimate in turn is not relative 10 a fixed measure (
but to remotions which are familiar on the evervday leve) and alwavs
belong o Dasein’s understanding of being. Gauged by the measure,
seen for example on the meter stick, these estimates are very inaceu-
rate. But as everyday interpretations they have their sumn definitenrss
and original justification, j

We thus say that it is but a short walk or a stone's throw 1o there, to a¥®:
particular place. Such measurements are not reduced 1o quantitative
determinations. A short walk is different for different persons, hut
still is familiar enough in (he community of being with one anothe?
Even when we use a measure tor determining distances by numbcts
that measure time, for example. whett we say it is a halt-hour or an J
hour to there, this measurement is again estimated in very different
ways. A road which is travelled daily, and {or which an objective med
sure of tme is perhaps Familiar, can he unequally long each day. Th
merely reflects that I myselt ain the one who covers the distance e h
time as my way of removing the distance, 1iravel the roadl upon whn It
I remove mysell from something or Iying something nearer, which
myself have placed in my concern and whicl is not an arbitrary pmnl
in space, but where 1 already am ro sume exten from the strt in m
Dasein. These re-motions [which I cover daily in v rounds] belen
to my temporally particular “being-intimately-tmvatved-wath ”* Such rel
tionships are not stretches that 1 pace off, like an applied measu
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which is. sO 10 speak, pushed along the s_tretch to be measprecl. Rat_her
[ myself am the one who at any given time overcomes his re-motion.

The duration of such a remotion is determined here according to
how 1 have lime-—more accurately, how I am time at uny given time. An
‘ubiectiwl}" [ﬂngﬂ'_“"d!r' can be shorter ll‘lan one which is ‘objectively’

uile short but which, as we say, seems inhinitely long. The diversity
of this duration is grounded in concern itself and in what has been

laced under care tor the time being. The time which 1 myself am each
time yields a different duration according tv how I am that time.

The vbhjectively spaced intervals of the world do not coincide with
the experienced as well as interpreted remotions. In a primary orien-
(adon t ‘objective world nature’ and the spacing of its distances.
which seem absolutely determinable, we are inclined w call the above
interpretations and estimates of distance ‘subjective.’ But it should
be noted that this ‘subjectivity,” in which we determine all remotions
from ourselves, constitutes the authentic vitality of being-in-the-world.
Viewed on the basis of Dasein itself, it is perhaps the ‘'most objective’
that there is, because it belongs to the mode of being of Dasein itself
and has absolutely nothing to do with "subjective’ caprice.

Strictly regarded, there is also no coincidence, and this is imporiant,
between the environmental distances fixed at any given 1fime and the
spaced intervals, The ‘nearest’ is really not that from which I amn sepa-
rated by the slightest interval, it is rather that which is removed from
me in a certain average range of reach and vision. Berause Dasein as
being-in-the-world is re-motive, it moves in an ‘environment’ which is
always removed from it by a certain “elbow-raoom.” with a measure of
[ree play and leeway. | always look and listen beyond what is nearest
of all, from the perspective of intervals. Seeing and hearing are dis-
lance senses because Dasein as ve-mutive dwells especially in them.
For the person wha wears glasses, which in the objective terms of in-
tervals are nearest to him, these glasses are nonetheless always further
Temoved from him than the 1able at which he is seated. 1he *nearest’
' interval is not at all what is encountered immediately in everyday-
hess. On the other hand, the sense of touch and its extensive function
:.u"""" be cited as a counterinstance precisely because the explicit
I.:;“;'::*n of grasping and touching is predominantly not that of bring-
o "H“.itr. Fhis is ﬁlearest in a very elementary action of presccupation.

ng-nbout,” that of walking.
m‘(l,':‘m‘:';llfvilt;g U.n the street we touch und comie ip contact with the
el oy :h\ exfnr}-‘ step, bin we_do not really live in what 1s |o|.fched
At all th-}? 1’1'1-8«." .m such.l_uuchmg. .[ he ground that l_ walk on is ngt
Ao, v nearest.” What is nearest is rather an #equaintance who is
() in-bg:'ng me pr:_rha_ps some 1wenty steps ren1¢)\'eq. h is thus clea.r
ing as brlngmg something near and making it remote is
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always defined by the presence of concern, of the primary being-
intimately-involved-with-something. And insofar as this involvemery
stands it the closest connection with time and in a certain sense is time
itself, the interpretation of remotion is determined on this basis. Such
an interpretation is at first always distincl {rom the computation of
inrervals. Computation of intervals is always a modilication of the in.
terpretation of remotion, of in-being. That making remote and being
remote belong ta Dasein as o Hy basic consiiution of in-being is
moreover manifest in this, that 1 can »ever cross such a remotion i
which I constantly live. 1 can surely cross the interval between the
door and the chair but never the remotion in which § am at this place
toward the door. This remotion, which [ myself am as a ‘being.
toward,’ can never be crossed by me. I Uiry to do se, sumething pecy-
liar comes to light: | take the remodon with me; § take it unth me because
I am it. ‘This is also related to a broader and certainly complicated cons
stitutional consequence, that | can never jump nver my own shadow,:
because with the jump the shadow jumps ahead of me. I can never.
wander about in this primary spatiality of the envirening world im.
which I constantly am. For it is the spatiality which belongs 1o my very
being-in-the-world, which | constantly take with me and, as it were,
cut out from ‘objeclive world-space’ everywherve that I am, at ey
place.

The possibility of indicating is grounded in the constitution of on-
entation. Indicating lets a ‘there’ be seen and experienced. This ‘there’
brings with it the discovery of the corresponding “here’ of indicating
and of the indicator. The fact that environmental signs are encoun-
tered, undersiood, and used means that being-in-the-world, con-
cerned preoccupation in the world. is as such oriented. 1t is because
Dasein in its being is oriented in-being that there is right and /left. More
accurately put, because oriented Dasein is corporeal Dasein, corpy:
reality is necessarily oriented. The oriemation of apprehension and
looking articulates the 'straight ahead’ and the "to the right and left
Dasein is oriented as corporeal, as corporeal it is it each instance
right and left, and that is why the parts of the body are also right and
left parts. Accordingly, it belungs 1o the being of bodily things than
they are co-constituted by orientation. There is ne such thing as
hand in general. Every hand. or every glove, is a right or a left ont.
since the glove in use is in its sense designed o go along with bodily
movements, Every bodily movement is alwitys an 'J move’ and not 1
moves itself, if we disregard certain well-detined organic movement>
Thus things like gloves are intrinsically ariemed s the right and lef!
but not, say, a thing like the hammer, which | hold in myv hand but (
which does not go along with my self-movement in the strict serisey
rather, it is moved by me such that it moves itself. Accordingly, there
are alsu no right and lett harmmmers.
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Orientedness is a structural moment of being-in-the-world itself
and not the property of a subject which has a feeling for right and
jeft. [t is only from the basic constitution of Dasein as heing-in-the-
world that we can under;land why concern can constantly orient it-
celf, Tt is, van in each ms{ar.\ct' compart itselfl in its orlentation in
quch and such a way, determining itselt on the basis of that with which
it intil‘nau‘l." dwells and concerns itself. An solated subject with the
qeeting {or vight and left’ could npever lind its way in its world. This

henoteHon can he clarthed only when the subject is taken lor what
it actually is. as always already in its world. The appropriation and de-
rermination of a ‘there’ is indeed impossibl» without a right and left,
bant iU is just as impossible without a world, without the always prior

resence of an environmentzl thing upon which Dasein orients itself,
[n shore. it would be impossible if Dasein were not in-being, already
innmately involved with something at the time; for only thea does it
orient itselt in certain directions according to a region.

fant is therefore in error when he says that | orient myself by the
mere teeling of a distinction between my two sides.? The subjective
basis for the diflerentiarion, if right and left can be called that, lalls
short of apprehending the full phenomenon of orientation. Since ori-
entation is a structure of being-in-the-world, there is always a 'world’
alreadv from the outset inherent in the appropriation of an orienta-
tion, that is. in operating within an ever particular being-in-the-world.
A subject with the 'mere feeling” for right and lefi is a construction
which dues not get at the being of the Dasein which [ myself am. This
becomes evident also from the example that Kant cites and the way in
which he accounts for the phenomenon of orientation.

Suppose 1 step into a Familiar but darkened room which in my ab-
sence has been rearranged so that everything which was on my right is
Now on my left (everything switched from right to left and left to
gh). The feeling for right and left is now of no help to me at all for
“rientation. as long as [ do not latch on 10 a defnite abject “whase
_F_’”Sllm_n [ have in mind,” as Kant incidentally remarks. But what does
di':l\:: N mind” mean t.)the_r than my nrienrting myself necessarily l‘rf)m
"whu:l. m.\-..;t!rt'ud‘v ht‘ll‘fg in m)".m’o?'lr'!. When 1 lalc_h on to annoh‘[ec[
- w":\- I);anum 1 Iluw‘e in :('ﬂInFi, this is no less constitutive for Anding

’ﬁsc};.' :}1:11 the lcc!mg for ngh_t and left. :'fn madcqua.le concept of
p"“prig;| ! at of the 1§<>laled Stht‘L'l: !cads .ham‘ astray into an inap-
- Cinterpretation of the condidon of possibilisy of the right-left
VENtaon. Conversely, we see from Kant's analysis that he must
WUV mike wse of the pt hich belon ientati
Namel, ) se ¢ the p renomenon which belongs to orientation,
*+ the ohject | latch on to, “whose position I have in mind." But

. Imm;mucl

Rant, “Was heiss: Sichoim Denien wricnticren:” (1788) Werke (Akad.
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this is only a psychological interpretation of the ontological state of
affuirs whereby Dasein in each instance is always already as such in itg
world in order to be able to orient itself ac all. Only for a Dasein ori-
ented in this way i3 there right and left a1 all along with the possibility
of appropriating and interpreting the orientation.

Kant sees neither the authentic founding context of orientation nor
the vight phenomenal composition. His intention from the beginning
was of course not so much to clarify the phenomenon of orienta.
tion as to show that all orientation contains a ‘subjective principle,’ by
which he meant the feeling for right and left. Since we are here sus.
pending the concept of subject in the Kantian sense, which goes back
to Descartes, and are taking the phenomena from Dasein itsell in its
full constitution ot being, it would be premature and inappropriate ta
call right and left ‘subjective principles.” If we wanted to call right and
lefu ‘subjective principles’ in this context, then the basic constitutives
state, whereby a world is always already present for Dasein, would
also have to be called a ‘subjective principle.” But surely it is not 2
missible 10 characterize the presence of a world as a “subjective p
ciple.” To do so shows just how little the traditional concept of the s
Jject really does justice to what constitutes the authentic structure of
Dasein, which is the structure of what the concept of the subject natn
raily always means de facto. But the way in which we appropriate org
entation, the condition that makes it possible for us 1o orient o
selves, already shows that orientation belongs to Dasein itself.

These specifications of remotion, region. and orientation may sud
fice in relation to what we need for time and the analysis of time,

¢} Spatializing the environing world and its space—
space and extension in mathematical determination
using Leibniz as an example

At this poin, we shall only oudine a brief guide 10 the process o
spatializing the environing world by way of the tundamental concept¥
to which such a spatialization of this world and its space is oriented
We shall accordingly approach this by way of the concepts of spact
and extension, which are then taken as a basis for mathematical dete
mination. Here we shall not go by Descartes’s definition but by the €3
sentially more advanced definiuon of Leibniz.

He says: Spatium est ovdo coexistendi seu ordo existendi inter ea quae SUN
simul.” “Space is the order of being present together, the order of

——

8. Gottfried Wilhelm Leibria, Mathematisehe Schriften. Initia mathematica. Mathest

unrversalis, Vol. VI Dir mothematischm Abkandlungen, edited by C. 1. Gerhardi (Halles
1863). Phatographic Heprint of the edition, p, 13,
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g on hand fnlr thosrle lh.ings which are sin'rullaneous." This defini-
Gion. 10 ¢:aexistem{; ar_ad m_mrer ea quae sunl sfmul, alreac!y slrows how'
ime (s here constitutive of space. He thﬂ‘l defines extensio; Extensia est
patii mugmiinde.! “Extension is the magnitude of space. the quantity of
space.” Leibniz then adds, l‘ypically: Ma!r‘Ex!emiomm vilgo 1psi extenso
confundunt, ¢t instar substaniiae mmubm-{zf.‘ “Those who confound Ex-
(ension with the extended and regard nas a substance are making a
“u rhcial and false move.” Here he is naturally referring to Des-
cartes. Si spatii magnitudo aequabiliter mﬂl!inue minualur, abit tn punctum
cujtes magmitudo nella est® “If the magnitude of space. extensio. is re-
duced in a uniform and constant fashion, it disappears in the point,
whose quantity is nil” and which therefore has no extension. Quantitas
sen Magnitudo (the determination of quantity, which we then need
Jater in the measurement of ume) est, quod m rebus sola compraesentia
(seu perceptione symullanea) cognoser potest.” “Quantity or Magnitude is
that which can be known in things solely through a compresence of
something, through a perceptio simulianea” of two abjects, namely, of
the handy span of distance and the ruler, the standard of measure.
The compresence of the measuring standard is thus constitutive for
the apprehension of quantity and for every measurement, whereas
for the apprehension of quality nec opus st compraesentia, "no such
compresence is needed.” Rather, anything qualitative singulatim obser-
vatur,” “is in itself regarded individually for itself.”

I have presented these determinations of the basic structures of ho-
mogeneous world-space, which is regarded as the basts for nature, be-
cause they are simpler than those which would have to be given rela-
tive to contemporary physics and mathematics. But it should be noted
that the simplicity of these determinations does not mean thai they
are already categorially transparent. For those who are somewhat
mare thoroughly conversant with mathematical things. 1 refer to an
Investigation carried out within the purview of phenomenology by
Oskar Becker.* Here, to be sure, the essential question of the genesis
of Lthe specifically mathematical space of nature from environmental
*Pace is not developed, although it stands in the background for the
suthor, He begins immediately with the problem of space as it is ap-
Proached in mathematics, specifically in modern geometry, but still
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unghi E:s.k“ B"_"k(‘}'- “Beitrage zur phinomenologischen Begrindung der Geometrie
Forchagy physikalischen Anwendungen,” Johriuch fiir Philusophie und phinemenologische
tag, Vol v (1g23), pp. s8sft.
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provides detuiled perspectives for the individual stages within geome.
try itsell. Lo begin with, there is the pure morphological descripiion
of gemnetric shapes, which involves no meassurement whatsoever. [uig
the kind of description which is also employed in batany when it de.
scribes the different shapes of leaves. This sort of wark fixes well.
defined morphological concepts which have their own exactness and
cannot be mathematized. The second stage is that of analysis situg
[topology]. the analysis (geometry) of position, and the third stage ig
the truly meirical stage, the only one to which the term geometry
the strict sense applies.

This concludes our analysis of the world with regard 10 its wor)
hood. The structure of this analysis of the worldhood of the world §
important for the understanding of 1he subject maiter. since it s
to show that spatiality can be interpreted unly on the basis of worly
hood. This applies in particular whea it is a matter of rendeving in
ligible the structure of homogeneous space, which is regarded as
basis in natural science.

§26. The ‘who’ of being-in-the-world

We shall now try to grasp the basic phenomenon of [Dasein as bein
in-the-world in # second direction. We are saying thau this entd
which has the mode of being of being-in-the-world must now be mo
accurately defined. But with this formulation we in a certain sen
move away from a rigorous consideration of the phenomenon of Da-
sein. This becomes evident when we recall that 1his entity which we
call Dasein has its what-determination in its *fo-be.’ It is not any specific
"what” which in addition would have its mode ol being; rather, what
the Dasein is is precisely its being. This indicates that we cannot un-
dercut this expression ‘the entity which has the mode ol being of|
Dasein® with something that reverses the eative line of questioning.
When we say, actually wrongly, ‘the cutity which has the mode of’
being of Dasein,” we cannot mean that this entity is something like 2
thing on haad in the world, which is first specitiable of itself purely in
its “what” and which on the basis of this what-content now also has 3
specific mode of being just like a thing, chair. table, or the like, Bes
cause the expression ‘the entity of the character of Dasein’ always sug-
sts something in the order of the subsiantiality of a thing, it is basi-
By inappropriste.

Let us further recall that this entity which we call Dasein, thus des
ignating it move appropriately by a pure expression of being, is the
entity which T mvself am in any giveu time. Belonging to this beungy
called Dasein, is the temporal particularsty of an I which is this being:
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When we ask about this enticy, the Dasein, we must at least ask, 1Who is
(his entily?. and not, What s this entivv? 1 is theretore 4 matier of
dt”‘"ﬁ"g the who of ll_lis heing‘.With this formulation, we have [il‘h:l of
o)t at least ternfinuloglcally'a_vmded the tliinger af understanding it as
2 thing which is on hand. [h'.:- word 'L in the meuaning in which we
farst jimediately understand it in an average way, is thereby lett un-
defined. The more upen we leave this word. not relating it directly 10
4 ‘subject” and the like, the less burdened the term vemains and the
more opporiunity we then have to hx it more rigorously by way of the
phenomeind themselves. The answer to the question of 1he who of this
entity, which we ourselves in each instance are, is Dusein,

a) Dasein as being-with—the being of others
as co-Dasein {critique of the thematic of empathy)

jn the preceding analysis of the basic constitution of Dasein as
being-in-the-world, we have thematized 1he world as the wherein of
Dasein in its specific sense of in-being. But also in this analysis of
the world we have not brought into reliet all the phenomena which
showed themselves there, In explicating the environing world of the
cratisman, the phenomenon of the public world appeared. In the work
under concern as well as in the material being employed and the hand
ol being used, there are others, for whom 1he work is, by whom the
wol i its turn is produced, there with [the craftsmant. [n the world of
concern, others are encountered: and the encountering is a bring-
there-with, nol a being-on-hand. We did not consider these others any
further with respect to their mode of beiug. And so far, we have not
considered the manner of their encounter at all.

In addition, we luve spoken of the public environment in contrast
1 one’s own, and of the lnd bounditry between the prblic and one’s
UWn being-in-the-world, The environing world, we said, is not only
e, but also that of vthers. Once again, the phenomenon of the oth.
€IS vomes to light, without our having brought it into relief more
sharply—the others, of whom we say that they encounter us. When it
:;::‘::'Wlfl_ this phenomenon of 'the others' who are lher_e Iwith me in
“ﬂmmr:; oming t\'fnrld, we have actually nut :‘n‘crlc)f:kcd i in the phe-
ﬂﬂal\qj; ”tlm;llt-xts wlready nreated, l)u'l have |nlrnl|9null_v ficnsed the
This i ] \"l| ¢ \\’l\)l'l(i (),1]\.' on the environmental things cncn!.mu:red.
ever “ |.1|- lul.rnl constriction uf' the .allitll\':ﬁls ol l.hc w‘nrld. which how-
eny l;q;(-, dnclued by the theme nself, a point which will become appar-

“'t' h

bug o ave indeed not considered the others and their heing before,
111

ther have we, let it be noted, asswned a starting point lor our

ﬂlluh [ . )
PMESUch that we said: hrst T an alone in the world, or Hivst only
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the 1 is given without the world. With the rejection of this approac)f
and the uncovering of being-in-the-world, there can be no question o

an isolation of the [, and therefure no talk of '1 am alone i a worlg s
Already the last formulation ol the primary phenomenal finding j
Dasein, *T am in a world,” would be essentially more appropriate th
thiis: “first a bare subject exists without i world.” But even this tormulg,)
tion of the starting point, ‘first an 1 is given with my being-in-t
world,’ is false. Theretore, when we dealt with being-in-the-world,
always spoke of concern as a proximally evervday concerned absorp
ton in the world, in which the other is there with me, But there wag
no talk of a ‘subject’ and 'I' which stands over against an ‘object’
‘not-1." This indeterminacy in which we left the 'who' that the Dase}]
is, along with the lack of prominence given ta the others wha are a
encountered in the world, was methadologically deliberate, becauny

Dasein.

What is now meant by this indetermingey ol the "who’ and the
prominent status of the others in the environing world for the beid
of Dasein? Nothing bul this: As being-t-the-world, Dasein is al the sa
thne bemmg with one another—more rigovoushy, "being-with. The phenond
enological statement, ‘Dasein as being-m-the-world is a being-wid
with others,” has an existential-ontological sense and does not intend
to establish that I in fact do not turn ont w be alone and that still other
eotities of miy kind are on haud. I this weve the tention ol the stipur
lation, then [ would be speuking of my Dasein as il it were an envivon.
mental thing on hand. Aund being would not be a determination which
wauld belong 10 Dasein of itsell’ by way of its kind of being, Being-
with would rather be something which Dasein would have at the tume
just because others happen o be on hand. Dasein would be beinge
with only because others de in fact turn up.

Being-with signihes a character of being of Dasein as such which 18
co-original with being-in-the-world. And it is the tormal condition o
possibility of the co-disclosure of the Dasein of others for the Dasein
which is in each instance one's own. This characier of being-with de
fines the Dasein even when another Dasein is i fact not being adt
dressed and cannot be perceived as on band. Even Dasein's beiti§
alone is a being-with in the world. Being-alone is only a dehiciency of
being-with—the other is absent—which points directly to 1he posith
character of being-with. The uther is absent: this means chat the colit
stitution of the beitg of Dascin as being-with does not come ta its fac
tual fulh]iment. The other can be absent only insofar as my Dascin B
itself bemng-with. The absence of the other is a modification of the
heing ot my very Dasein and as such is a positive mode of my beinge
only as being-with can Dascin be alone. On the other hand. Daseind
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peing-alone is not g-limin‘me(l by having a second specimen of the spe-
cies mun stand next g h,m. or perhaps tf-n others. Even when ten or
ore e an hand. Dasein can be a{on.e. masmuch as beitg-with-one-
another is not based upon having similar specimens of subject-things
on handt together. Just as Dasein is tar from being firsi only a world-
Joss subject and an “iuerior” to which the world is added, so is it fay
from becoming being-with because an other turns up in fact.

‘This co-Pasein of others Tight in evervdayness is characteristic of in-
heitig s absorption in the world under concern. "T'he others are there
with me in the world under concern. in which everyone dwells, even
when theyv are not bodily perceived as on hand. 1t others were en-
countercd merely as things, perhiaps they would nat really be there.
All she same, their being-there-with in the envitoning world is wholly
immediate, nconspicuous, obvious, similar to the character of the
presence of world-things.

The tool 1 am using is bought by someone, the book is a gift from
..., the umbrella is forgotten by someone. The dining-table ar home
is nul 2 round top on a stand but a piece of furniture in a particular
place. which itself has its particular places at which particular others
are seated everyday. The empty place directly appresents co-Dasein to
me in terms of the absence of others.

Furthermore, what is procured in everyday concern can be present
in care such that it appears as something which is intended to be of
use 1 others, excite them, get the better ot them. which slinds in
some sort of refaiion w the others, mostly without explicit awareness
of it. The others are there with us evervwhere in what we are pre-
occupied with and direcdy in the world-things themselves. specifically
thuse others whom one is with evervday. Even in absorption in the
world, Dasein does not disavow iself as being-with, as which my
being-with with others and the co-Dasein of others with me can be
Rrsped. Thiy being-with-onc-aniher is not an additive result of the
“Ccurrence of several such others, not an epiphenomenon of a mulii-
Plicity of Daseins, something supplementary which might come about
only on the strength of a certain number. On the contrary, it is be-
Suse Dasein as being-in-the-world is of itself being-with that there is
samething like a heing-with-one-another. This being of others, who
are encountered along with environmental things, is For all that not a
g landy and on band, which belongs 16 the environmental things,
[’l::' i;grfh:«-na. This demonsirates that even in a world‘]_v encounter,
o .:-:t'l‘n' t'tlt_‘l‘lllll.lcl't'(l toes 1o hecome a :_hmg burt retains its Das.cm»
@ w"‘nlt‘\lnd.h(.l '1; xl'llF gnulnuflcr('d by way q( the world. In comparison
.\ wm.l([] vis \.-ur it !wl-, TI tllsr()T(’illll oL is hcard‘hqc. We have here
et \ ‘cnu.mntm ol something \.\'huse mode ()i_l?t'l.ng‘ tan be taken

as being handy nor as being on hand. This indicates that
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the structure of worldhood is more than what the previous analysis
vielded. This structure involves not only the appresentation of en-
vironmental things. A world can also appresent Dasein, that of others
as well as my own.

The others can be encountered environmentally, ‘The poorly culd.
vated field along which | am walking appresents its owner or tenant,
‘The sailboat at anchor appresents sumeone in particular, the one who
1akes his trips in it. But this encounter has a different structure of ap-
presentation here. These others do not stand in the referential con-
text of the environing world but are encountereel in that wirth which
they have to do, in the "with which’ of their preoccupation (held, boar)
as the ones who are preoccupied with it. They are encountered ag
they are in their being-in-the-world, not as chance occurrences hut ag
the ones who till the field or sail the boat. They are there in their
being-in-the-world. and insofar as they are there for me in this way,
they are there with me, I myself who have this being of being-in-the-.
world. They are there with me in the one world.

The referential contexts which we brought out earlier always ap-
present something environmental. But the enviraning world can now
in turn, as a particular world, at the same time appresent a being inti-
mately involved with it—Dasein. For such an appresentation it is not
necessary for others o be ‘personally’ near, so 10 speak. But even
when the others ave encountered persanally or, as we can most appro-
priately put it here, “in the flesh,” in their bodily presence, this being
of the others is not that of the 'subject’ or the ‘person’ in the sense in
which this is taken conceptually in philosophy. Rather, I meel the
other in the field, ar work, on the street while on the way to work or
strolling along with vothing to do—always in a4 concera or non-
cancern according to his in-being. He is appresented in his co-Dasein
by his world or by our common environment. The distinction be-
tween a personal meeting and the other’s being gone takes etfect on
the basis of this environmental encounter of one another, this en-
vironmentally appresented being-with-one-another. This with-ones
another is an environmental and worldly concern with one another,
having to do with one another in the one world, being dependent on one
unother. The most everyday of activities, passing by and avoiding one
another on the street, already involves this environmental encounter.
based on this streel common to us. Avoiding makes sense only for an -
enity who is with one another, for an oriented and concerned being-
in-the-world. Avoiding is merely a phenomenan of heing preoccupied
with une another, an everyday phenomenon pushed to the extreme.
which is for the most part a caring for and with one anather in having
nothing (o do with one another.

The strangest man whorn we encounter is with me in my world and
ts experienced as such i avoicing s passing each other by, A stone
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or a brick which falls from the roof strictly speaking does not move

st a window. The Iatt‘er way of h_cingtwith-rme-ann[hcr. an everyday
way which s f'ar-reachmg, that of han_ng nolh?ng to do with one an-
other, is not nothllng. but rather a specific modification, a privation of
being—“'i‘h ds bt:.-lllg:(leperndenl—llpon-one-another. It is only insofar
s Dasein as being-in-the-world has the basic constitution of being-
with that there is a being-for and -agatnst and -withowt-onr-another vight
10 the indifferent walking-alongside-one-another.

It is important for this basic phenomenal composition of being-
with-one-another to be made perfectly clear. In spite of all the former
prejudices of philosophy and all the usual attempts to explain and de-
duce such phenomena. this phenomenon must be brought to an un-
adulterated givenness, And this is possible, since from the start the
hasic constitution of Dasein as being-in-the-world already stands be-
fore us. [n order 10 understand not only this chavacter of being-with
but also the tollowing characters, it must be kept in mind from the
start that all these phenomena, which we naturally can discuss here
only in a sequential treatment, are not derived from one another in
accordance, say. with their structure of being, but are co-ariginal with
each other. It is true that all other characters can be made under-
standable only in terms of the basic constituuen of in-being, but they
do not first turn up in the course of being Dasein or in any other de-
velopment of Dasein.

Being-with-one-another, which combines the siruciure of being of
my own temporally partcular Dasein as being-with and the mode of
being ot others as co-Dasein. must be understood in terms of this basic
constitution of being-in-the-world. Here it should be noted that the
closest kind of encounter with another lies in the direction of the very
world in which concern is absorbed. Our procedure is therefore not
10 lay down some concept of man and then maintain, since man pre-
Sumably has to be  ‘sucial being. that the stvucture of being-with he-
fongs (0 Dasein. Instead. from the phenomenal state of the everycay-
ess of Dasein itself it becomes evident that not only the others but
remarkably ‘one oneself” is there in what one attends 1o everyday.
Ier{; |::; _l)_t"ilIj.g-wi[l.l-une-ul‘l()[ht'?r i§ now d.e[erm?ned .by a!l‘the f;hal'ac-
e m“l:( . \:c pointed to Eal‘!lt‘l' in relation tu m-helng.' I'hae is. even
et .ll 11.1'( 1tlTercnl ben’ug-wllh-cmc-;muth.er ah:r_ng [htt lmes‘of dirvect-
this ]5 |:}“1IH-(- one another ([‘.u_r e%amplfa.— in spatial orientation), ey‘en
H'rfi:-(;,,,,_m c;stat_ulahlc Uﬂl)i ‘lf‘I)(jlllg-\&'l[h-f:n&-an()tht‘l.‘ means be.mg-
with g, ‘ff‘i'mf ey inoa xfrm-.-'d. ]hl.‘i‘ is ‘th_e basis upon wlu("h this I)t-u!g-
'“\'i(hrJ --.i'nmlluzllr, which can '{)c mthﬂc.r?r.)l_and unconstivus 1o the n-
o 'ﬁuci‘m‘ .l'mn( e\f-lnp the various possibilities of community as well as
t_J“nded}-..’]\latumll}r these h.lgher structures and the wavs they are

_ cannot be pursued in greater derail here,
v must therefore keep in mind that the worldhoud of the warld
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appresents not only world-things—the environing warld in the nar.
rower sense—but also, although not as worldly being, the co-Dasepy
of others and my own self. Bul this means that a worldly encounter of’
something does not yet decide for itself ubour the kind of being of,
what is encountered. This can be appresented us being handv and
being on hand, co-Dasein or self-Dasein. Not 1o be denied phenom.,
enally is the finding that co-Dasein—the Dasein of vthers—and my.
awn Dusein are encountered by way of the world. On the strength of
this worldly encountering of others, they can be distingunished {rom
the world-things in their being on hand and being handy in the e
vironing world and demarcated as a ‘with-world,” while my own Dasej
insolar as itis encountered environmentally, can be waken as the 's
world.’ This is the way I saw chings in my earlier courses and coiny
the terms accordingly. But the matter is basically false. The terminol
ogy shows that the phenomena are not adequately grasped in this wayg
that the others, though they are encountered in the world, really
not have and never have the world’s kind of being. The others 1h
fore cannol be designated as a ‘with-world.” The possibility of
worldly encounter of Dasein and co-Dasein s indeed constitutive
the being-in-the-world of Dasein and so of every other, but it ne
becomes something worldly as a result. Whenever the qualification
‘with' is added to the phenomenon ‘world’ and we speak of a "with.
world.’ things are 1urned the wrong way. This is why | now have used
the term ‘bemg-wirh’ from the swart. By comrast. the world iself is
never there with us, it is never Dasein-with, co-Dasein; it is that in
which Dasein is at any given time as concern. OF course, that still does
not adequately clarify this remarkable possibility of the world, namely,
that it lets us encounter Dasein, the alien Dasein as well as my own, We
shall be able to make this clarificauon only in laler contexts.

Bring-with as a basic constitution of Dasein first has to be undes-
stoud wholly within its moede of being of evervdayness. We have thuy
characterized the world as defined by the structure of meaningtul-
ness. This means that the world can always be understood by the
Dasein which is in it in very different degrees of expressness and defi-
niteness. For since heing-in-the-world is itself wnderstanding, and un-
derstanding is not a kind of knowledge but a primary kind of being of
being-in-the-world itself, and being-with-one-anather is conceived as
an uriginal constitution of Dasein, it follows that the latter is o spso an.
understanding of one another. Such an understanding operates in a mi-
lieu of changing familiarity and understandability. Even a savag#
transplanted among us exercises his understanding in this world,
even though it can be utterly strange to him in s detail.

‘The apparently presuppositionless approach which says, “First there
is only a subject. and then a workl i1s brought to it is far [rom being
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(ritical and pllf'nor.ner}ally adequate. 5o is the assumption which holds
(it first a subject is glvven-nnvly for itsel zm'd the question is, how does
it come 10 another §ubjeclr Sm‘ce'unly lhc lived experiences of my own
jnterior are first given. how is it possible for me to apprehend the
lived experiences of f:ther.s as well. how can 1 “fef'f my way inte” them,
ophize w,:h them? It s asaumed that s‘\u‘hjecl is encapsulated
within innelf and now his the wsk of empathizing winh another sub-
iect. This wav of formulating the guestion is absurd, since there never
s such a subject in the sense it is assumed here. 1f the constitution of
what is Dasein is instead regarded without presuppositions as in-being
and being-with in the presupposinionless immediacy of everydayness,
it then becomes clear that the problem of emputhy is just as absurd as
the question of the reality of the external world.

[t also becomes clear. already from the way in which everyone en-
counters himself by wav of the world, that the experience of alien
'psychic life” as well as my own doex not first need a reflection on lived
experience. taken in the traditional sense, in order to apprehend my
own Dasein. Likewise, 1 do not uaderstand the other in this anificial
way, such that I would have to feel my way into another subject. [ un-
derstard him from the world in which he is with me, a world which is
discovered and undersiandable through the regard in being-with-
one-another. It is because understanding is drawn from the world
that there is the possibility of understanding an alien world or a world
mediated by sources, maonumems, and ruins. For then 1 no longer
have the persons with whom 1 am supposed 1o empathize. but only
the remnants of their world, It is in this comprehensibility of a world
that incomprehensibitity and distance is first of all possible.
~ The rejection of this pseudo-problem of empathy —how does an
witially isvlated subject reach another?—by no means implies that
heing-with-one-another and its comprehensibility does not stand in
heed of phenomenal claribication. It only claims that the question of
ffl-l):isf:iu must be understond as 3 question of Dasein itsell. This “on-
“‘_""'“_.\' existeniell” originality is not ontolugically obvious. I does not
clintinate yhe ontological problem of empathsy.

b) The Anyone as the who of the being
of with-one.another in everydayness

sml|,h: I::-l.'lll'lllll."e of Dasein must now.be displayed in terms of how
ftion umllng-‘h Il[!-llll('.-illlﬂlh‘t‘r ('Ietcl'nunvd. by rht: world flll(‘l Fhe com-
tion, . “.;rht.‘l.n‘(lmg givenl msh itare cntstitured in Dif..\(‘lll, ‘l’he ques-
'n’ill;{;-‘\.‘»i hn 15t really \:'Im fll'?l of all undersiands I.nmfst'll n suclil a
'e"lll‘elg-(li "Ji‘le-flll()l}]t;'l'f How is such an und{-rstamhng uself 1o he in-

a% a kind af bemng-with-one-another in terms of the consu-
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tution of the being of Dasein? Upon this basis we can then ask a fy
ther question. But this question is not how understanding in gene
comes about but how the mutual undersianding, which is always
ready included with Dasein by virtue of its possibilities of being,
be ubstructed and misled; how is it that Dasein does not come o
genuine understanding precisely because there is always already
understanding of one another? Instead, this latter understanding g,
always held down to a distinctive average mode of being of Daseiy
itself.

Thus the expuosition of this new character of in-being—being-with—
specifically in its mode of being drawn from the world, also presses
towar¢d the question from which we started: Whe s this Dasein in it
everydayness? We must not succumb to the deception that when we gay,
“Dasein is in each instance mine”—the being which I myself am—
the answer to the question of the who of Dasein in its everydayness s
also already given. Precisely because the Who asks about the who of is
being. it codetermines itself with regard to the being of the Dasein
which in its manner of being is in each instance what it is. This phe-
nomenological explication takes the Dasein in its mode of being ol
everydayness, in concerned absorption with one another in the world,
Dasein as being-with is this being-with-one-another. The who of the
being of being-with-one-another theretore receives its answer from
this bemg-with-one-another. The who of everydayness is the ‘Anyone’
[das 'Man'].

It was already suggested that in the “first of all and most of all” of
everyday concern, the temporally particular Dasein is always what it
pursues. Ore is what ene does. The everyday interpretation of Daseint
takes its horizon of interpretation and naming from what is of con-
cern in each p;trliculur instance. Onr is a shoemaker, tailor, teacher,
banker. Here Dasein is something which others also can be and are.
The others are environmentally there with us, their co-Dasein is taken
into account, not only because what is of concern has the character of
being usetul and helpful for others, bur also because others provide
the same things of concern. In hoth respects to the others, the being-
with with them stands in a relationship 1o them: with regard to the
others and to what the others pursue, one's own concern is more 07
less eftective or useful: in relation to thuse who provide the exad
same things, one’s own concern is regarded as mare or less outstanc”
ing, backward, appreciated. or the like. The others are not only sit”?
ply on hand in the concern for what one provides with, for, an¢
against them; rather, concern as concern constantly lives in the "
cern Surge] vver being different from them, even if only to equalize that
difference: it may be that one’s own Dasein is falling behind the other®
and wants 1o catch up, as it were, or thal it has an advantage ovey
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(hem and is intent on keeping them down. This peculiar structure of
peing. which governs our being with others in the everyday manner
of concern, shall be called the phenomenon of apariness—Dasein'’s
concern over being apart—regardless of how conscious we are of it
On 1he contrary, i is just when everyday concern is not aware ol it that
this kind of heing with the others is perhaps much more scubbornly
and primordially there. There are human beings, for example, who
do what they do purely oul of ambition, without any bearing on what
they are pursuing. All of these particulars here of course involve no
moral judgments or the like. They only characterize movements in
the raw sense, 0 to speak. which Dasein makes in its everydavuess.

(ne's own cancern—Dasein as being-with—has placed the others
in its care in this way [in its convern over being apart]. To put it more
adequately, Dasein as being-with is lived by the co-Dasein of others
and the world which concerns it in this or that way. Right in its own-
most everyday pursuits, Dasein as being with the others is not itself.
Instead, it is the others who live one’s own Dasein. These others more-
aver do not have to be delinite others. Any other can represent them.
it really does not matter who 1t is a1 the ume. What matters is only the
others 10 whom one's own Dasein itsell belongs. These vthers, to
whom one oneself belongs and who one is in being-with-one-another,
constitute the ‘subject,’ so to speak, which in its constant presence pur-
sues and manages every everyday concern.

Now insofar as Dasein in its concern for its world is being-with and
as such is absorbed with the others in the world, this common world is
at the same time the world which each one of ns has placed in his care
as a public environment which oure puts to use and takes into arcount
and moves about in. Here we move with others in modes of being
\fhich every ather is just as I am, where every distinction in occupa-
tlon and profession collapses. The being-with-one-another dissolves
one’s own Dasein totally inte the mode of being ot the others. The
Dasein allows iselt 10 be carried along by others in such a way 1hat the
others in their distinctiveness vanish even more. In the sphere of its
Possibilities ol being, each is 10tally the ather, [t is here that the pecu-
ar ‘subject’ of everydayness—the Anyone—iirst has its total domina-
ton. The public being-with-one-another is lived totally from this Any-
e, We tike pledsure and enjoy ourselves as one takes pleasure and
We read and jndge about lierature as one Judges, we hear music as one

'{él_t'ti’ music, we speak abour something as onr speaks.
X SL}I:IIS :‘";’nl_\r'.unfi-. whu is 10 one il} particular and "all are, |.—h_0ugh not as
itse I';.( _“félt'slthc mode ol ht‘l'ng ot everyday Dasein. The Anyone
theu \‘fj!\].l‘ own ways 1o he. We have alrea‘u_l!.- l‘.‘h;il’at‘lfl‘lzt'(l. ane of
with, “’\‘I 1 the phem‘r.mc_uur‘l ot apartness. | he tendency of llem‘g-
w on the hasis of being different Irom others has in turn its
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ground, inasmuch as this being-with-one-another and concern have
the character of averageness. This averageness is an existential detey.
mination of the Anyone ivis that around which everything wurns for
the Anyone, what is essentially at issue for it. That is why the Anvone
holds itself factically in the averageness of what belnongs o it and whie
it takes as valid, This polished averageness of the evervday interpreta.
tion of Dasein, of the assessment of the world and the similar aver.
ageness of customs and manners watches over every exception which
thrusts iself to the lore. Every exception is short-lived and quietly sup-
pressed. Anything original is smoothed out overnight into something -
which is available 1o Evervinan and no longer barred to unyone. This.
essential averageness of the Anyone is in turn grounded in an original:
mode of being of the Anvone. This mode is given in its absorption
in the world, in what can be called the levelling of being-with-one.
another, the levelling of all differences.

There is an existential interrelation among the phenomena of
apartness, averageness, and lrvelling. The Anyone as that which lvrms
everyday being-with-one-another in these ways ol its being consiiintes
what we call the public in the strict sense of the word. It implies that the
world is always already primarily given as the commaon world. It is not
the case that on the one hand there are lirst individual subjects which
at any given time have their own world; and that the task would then
arise of putting together, by virtue of some sort of an arrangement,
the vanous particular worlds of the individuals and of agreeing how
one would have a common world. This is how philusophers imagine
these things when they ask about the consitution of the intersubjec-
tive world. We say instead (hat the first thing that is given is the com-
mon world—the Anyone—, the world in which Dasein is absorbed
such that it has not yet come 1o itself, just as it can constantly be this
way without having to come to itself.

We noted that Dasein first of all does not live in its own and nearest.
First of alland everyday, one'’s own world and nwn Dasein are precisely
the farthest. What is first is precisely the world in which one is with
one another. It is out of this world that ane can first maore or less
genuinely grow into his own world. This commun world. which
there primarily and into which every maturing Dasein hirst grows, as
the public world governs every interpretation ot the world and of Da-
sein. This public world advances its claims and demands, it is right in
evervihing, not by virtue of an original relationship 10 the world and
10 Dasein itself, not because it might have a special and genuine
knowledge of the world and of Dasein, bt precisely by talking over
everything while not going inta the matters’ and by vittue ol an in-
sensitivity 1o all distinctions in level and genuineness. The public is
involved in everything hut in such a way that it has already always




§26. The ‘wha' of being-in-the world [340-941] 247

qbsolved itsell (.)f it all. Bu.t bet.';_iuse i} is‘inmlved in everything and
;lett‘l""i"es the interpretation of l?ﬂ.‘it‘.ln. it has alrefady (Ij?;_-ided for all
chaosing andl deciding. The p.lll')llt_' _depl"wes Dasein 0{_ its choice, its
formation u['judgmgms. a‘nc! s estimation of values:' it relieves Da-
cein of 1he sk insofar as it h\:es in 1ho.Anyune. tn be itself hy way of
aself. The Anyone takes Dnsem's ‘to-be’ away and alln.ws all responsi-
bility 1o be foisted onto irselt, all the more as the public and the Any-
one have o answer for nothing, because no one is there who has to
answer. For the Anyone is precisely the who which all and none are, the
peing of which it can always be said, "It was really no one.” And yet
most things in our Dasein happen through the being of that of which
we must say, "It was no one.”

Thus. this further constitutive state of the being of the Anyone
shows itself in the public. numely, that it always unburdens a person’s
own Dasein. Insofar as there is in Dasein the tendency 10 take and do
things lightly. this unburdening of being which Dasein cultivates as
being-with obligingly accommodates it. In thus accommodating Da-
sein with this unburdening of its heing, the public maintains a swub-
born dominion. Evervone is the other and no one is himsetf. The
Anvone, which answers the question of the whe of evervday Dasein, is
the Nobody, 10 whom every Dasein has of itsell already surrendered
itself in the public being-with-one-another.

But now it must be noted phenomenologically that this ‘nobady,’
which I have just exhibited in bold oudines from varinus sides. is in
facl not nothing. The Anyone is an undentable, demonstrable phe-
nomenon ol Dasein itselt as being-with in the world. 1t cannot be said
that, because there are no categories for it and because one is of the
apinion that only something like a chair teally is, this Anyone is actu-
ally nothing. [nstead, the concept of being must itself be directed to-
ward this undeniable phenomenon, The Anyone is not nothing, but it
13 also not 4 worldly thing which [ can see, grasp, and weigh. The
more public this Anyone is. the less comprehensible it is and the less it
s hothing, sa litde thar it really constitutes the who of one's own Da-
U In eacliinstance in everydayness.

l :t}::: A_n}.'r.:m:‘musl I?e comprehended as in a way the ‘realest subject’
. mni:’l‘t’ I 'illl_D'dSt‘l.ll. hs phenn'mennl structure shows ‘lhal the au-
W i i:-nll:'[y llf.l?ile]l]. the who, is not a thing and nothing worldly,
mw”“m-‘:? | |(|".1h.d way 1o be. IT we fallow [‘he component t'lemet_lts
st I“llld . x we tln [OL cumtie uport an entity but upen ”w. Dasein,
o) 1he Llcn.t_l'l .h .l;:' this specihe way. This again _]usnhr:_s Duy des‘|gnalnnn
seiy, 'I'hi: _\‘]\a ich we ourselves are y I!]tj expression of l)cmg._l)a-
eeking ¢ t“l"tl(.‘lll (.'lf the Anvone pl’f)hll’)‘lls us phenomenally .{mn"f
0 an 2- dan ('uufy which fitlllld I?e Dasem‘. Lv.en the retuljn to an ‘egn,

go-pale” freed of all thingness, is still a coucession 10 a dog-
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matic and (i 1lie bad sense) naive interpretation of Dasein, which agd
tributes a subject-thing 1o the Dasein and then must still keep it as
‘ego-thing” and *person-thing.” On the other hand, however, the ‘eg
and the sel{” are also not epiphenomena, not, sav, the fallaut resuiy
from a specilic constellation of the being of Dasein. The ‘ega,’
‘self, is nothing other than the who of this being. the very being whi
as the Anyone has the possibility of being of the ‘ego’ itself. That thed
Dasetn can be so, that it first and foremost is not iself but is absorbeg]
in the Anyone, is a2 phenomenal tinding which at the same time indjl
cates that the being of Dasein is to be sought in its possible ways 1o b
itself.

Even when we ask about the who, the drift of ordinary Janguags
already brings with it the ready unplication that we are asking aboy
an entity an hand as a setting, so to speak, in which Dasein takes placd
This makes it all the more urgent to vevert to phenomenological
search: Betove words, before expressions, always the phenomer
first, and then the concepts! On the basis of the phenomenologi
fincding of the Anyone, we must now maintain our orientation towa
the authenticity of Dasein, toward the swff which Dasein can be. such tha
it does not really extricate itself from this being-with-one-another bugg
while this remains constitutive in it as being-with, it is suill itself.

This pecubiar mode of being, which characterizes everydayness 3

sein. Since Dasein encounters itself primarily in the world, and
pubhbc itselt defines the goals and views of Dasein in terms of the wo
of common concern, all the fundamental conceplts and expressions
which Dasein first forms for itself will also probably be obtained wit
an eye to the world in which it is absorbed. This state of affairs, which
can be very clearly shown in the history of language, noneiheless doé
nol mean, as has been thongha, thar languages are first oniented o
roward matevial things and that the so-called ‘primitive’ languageld
hardly get hevond the view of material thinghood. This is a total cond
tusion of the interpretation of speaking and selt-interpretation. As
have yet ta see, language and speech themselves belong to Dasein 38
heing-in-the-world and being-with-one-another. And we shall see ho
on this basis cerctin self-interpretinions of Dasein, vertain concep

which Dascin forms of itsell, are necessarily prefigured. without being
able to say thal these cuncepts are prinubve. When these phennmel’lilI
structures of heing-with-one-another i the Anvone and of absorp?
tion in the world ave kepo o miod, then there is no longer anything
puzeling i the face than Dasein. insotar as it explicitly refers o ivself;
and arvculates iself, emplovs cucacteristic meanings and inwerpre
TIve Senses.
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wilhelm von Humboldt was the first 1o point out that certain lan-
<. when they warnt to say ‘L’ formulate this ‘1" which is to be ex-

guﬂgt' L . . .
,resst‘d'—'he Dasein itself —by the word ‘here,’ so that 'P' means as
much as ‘here’ The ‘thow'—the other—is the “there,” and the 'he' —

(he ome who hirst of .all is not directly and expressly present—is the
yonder. In grammatical terms, the personal pronouns—I, thow, he—
are E.xprcssed by locative adverbs. But perhaps this formulation is al-
ready inverted. There is a long-standing dispute over what the origi-
nal meaning of these expressions ‘here, 'there,” ‘yonder' really is,
whether it is adverbial or pronominal. But in the end, the dispute is
without foundation, once ivis seen that these locative adverbs in their
ense relate 10 the °1' qua Dasein itself. They have within themselves
what we earlier designated as the orentation w Dasein itself. "Here,'
‘there,' ‘vonder’ are not real determinations of place as characters of
world-things, but are rather determinations of Dasem. In other words,
these determinations of Dasein ‘here!” ‘there. ‘yonder' as "1, ‘thou,
‘he’ are not Jocative adverbs at all, ‘They are also not expressions for
1, “Thou,” ‘He’ in a pointed sense such that they would refer to cer-
rain special things that are. They are rather aduverbs of Dasein and as
such pronoum ac the same time. This shows that grammar simply fails
in the face of such phenomena. Grammatical categories are not tai-
lared to such phenomens and are not at all derived by regarding the
phenomena themselves but rather with regard w a particutar lorm of
assertion, the Lheoretical proposition. All graimmatical categuries are
derived from a particular theory ot fanguage, from the theory of lngos
as prapaosition, that is, from ‘logic.’ There are thus difficulties from
the start if one tries to clarify such linguistic phenomena as we have
discussed by means of these grammatical categories. The proper ap-
Proach is t ger behind the grammatical caregories and torms and to
'Y W determine the sense from the phenomena themselves. The
Source of this phenomenon, which Humboldr exhibited without un-
derstamling it in its ultimate onological consequences, lies in this,
Fhat Dasein, o which we have attributed an original spatiality, when it
Peaks b el speaks in terms of that in which it finds iself. In
:;:f";:d}i\ fill;-;n_-limlulinn. Dasein considers insell in terms ol spatial-
lion of in[([i t n m the sense described earlier of lh(:" rcmo.tfve nrienta-
Yonder: . .Jt. l'ng. %t' must be nu}cd lh&ll‘(hﬁ' sense of hl‘:rt‘,‘.‘ Ehere.' and
he s(ll't]ill-hl-.-ib pr'nblem.ag(‘ and cithicalr as that of 1, ‘thau,” and
asern _u-“l'.ltl i:u‘c:;-cd ;I‘l c;hl:m_mg the ‘m'tual phenomenon only when
s beaya.in. ‘ ‘. - .tl 5.}[}18 |I!llt l' w “d". W m. ‘.( t‘-.
ot g-in-the-world, expresses itsell in this manner in terms of
Patiality. 1y would be basivally wrong ta think that such modes of ex-

hl’essi“n 4re sigr f b k - (1: 8 . H ,. .
sigus ot a backward language, still oriented o space and
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ject. T'his is the very reason why, strictly speaking, Dasein cannot he
taken as a ‘between,' since the talk of a ‘hetween’ subject and worlg
always already presupposes that two entities ure given between which
there is supposed to be a relation. In-being is not a ‘between’ of reg|
entities but the being of Dasein itself. to which a world belongs at any
given time and which for the ume being is mine, and first and fore.
most is the Anyone. That is why it is always wrong, at least i we wang
to speak in a conceptually rigoerous way., Lo designale human Dasein ag
& microcosm over against the world as a macrocosin, since the mode
of being of Dasein is essentially different from any kind of cosimos.

The analysis of the world and of the Anyone time and again en.
croaches upon this phenomenon of in-being. We must now follow thiy
direction; we must try to find out how far the specific phenomenon of
in-being itself can be uncovered and specihed. On this path of an even
more original explication of in-being, we shall try to advance to the
structure of the being of Dasein, from which we shall then draw and
formulate the comprehensive terminology for the determinations of
the constitution of Dasein. We call this structure of being care.

With this explication of in-being as such, we come to the third stage '
of the analysis of the basic phenomenon of being-in-the-world as a
whole. Through the analysis of in-being, we must now also be in a
position to clarify the phenomena which already necessarily had to be
drawn into the earlier analyses: cencern, of which we constanily spoke
in its function of primary appresenting. and which we also defined as
understanding; then knowing. which we characterized as a specific way
of cultivating understanding. The investigation of this basic character
of Dasein [in-being) is therefore divided into four parts. bt will high-
light 1) the phenomenon of discovervidness, 2) falling as a basic move-
nment of Dasein, g) the structure of uncanniness (away from home—
familiarity), and 4) care.

The course of the explication thus leads through the phenomenal
structures to the phenomenon which allows us 10 come upon the
being of Dasein, even though not explicidy and in sufficient scope.
These phenomena are connected among themselves; and the order in
which they are advanced here at the same time serves to manifest @
certain founding correlation among them.

. §28. The phenomenon of discoveredness

a) Structure of the discoveredness of Dasein
in its world: disposition

The analysis of Dasein as being-with relating 10 its mode of heing
the Anyone served to show that Dasein itself, more accurately o
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oneself. is co-disrovered in the \«fm‘ld (?i‘ concern precisely in l_he pul?lic
world. The world is at any given time not only disclosed, in letting
something he encountered in concern, in its meaningfulness as the
oriented wherein of the being ol Dasein, but Dasein is itself there rela-
tve to its in-being, iself there for itself. Dasein in its being-there-with,
:numately involved in what is of concern, is itself discovered in a cer-
(aifs SENnse.

These 1wo phenomena, the disclosedness of the world itself along
with the fact that being-in-the-world is in turn en-discovered, define
the unified phenomenon which we call discoveredness.’ This expression
secks to note above all that here it is still not and for the most part
never a matter of a special thematic knowledge of the world or even a
definite knowledge of itself; what alone is at stake here is the structure
of the being of Dasein itself which first and foremost founds such a
knowledge and so makes it possible, so that the world as disclosed can
be encountered in a ‘there. 'There' is the very being which we call Da-
sein [there-being]. In thus being co-discovered, this Dasein is not ex-
pressly thematically had or known, This structure of discoveredness is
to he taken rather as a structure of being, as a way 1o be, The adverbs
of Dasein with their pronominal sense of 'I" and ‘thou’ make my own
in-being as Dasein and the other as co-Dasein evident only as a *here’
and a ‘vonder. 'Here' and ‘yonder’ are possible only insofar as there is
something like a “there’ at all. 'This ‘there’ is our being 1oward bemng-
with-one-another insofar as the possibility of a stanced totality [Be-
wandtnisganzheit] for orlentation subsists at all, A material thing occur-
ring in the world is itself never a ‘there’ but is instead encountered in
such a ‘there.” We accordingly designate the entity which we also call
man s the entity which iy siself its ‘there.’ With this, we first come to the
strict formulation of the meaning of the werm *Dasein.’

I vur terminological usage in accord with the phenomena, ‘Dasein’
means not so much occurring like a ‘there’ and ‘yonder’ but being the
Umt‘r" tself, The "there’ character resides in the mode of being of an
enuty which has the structure of the discoveredness of world and with
thlls the discoveredness of being-in-the-world itself. The being of Da-
S8IN as being-in-the-waorld, as a remoling being which brings forward,
15 the there isell. An entity such as Dasein brings its there with it from the
very beginning, so that a world can first be discovered. Dasein brings its
there with it from the very heginning not in the sense of 4 dead prop-
:::::s:‘lllt 4s that to be \sl'llich“muncl‘\'. lu‘l)e its there, 1s just l‘he authentic

*of the being of Dasein. According 1o what was said abow the
——
' Editors note: The terms ‘discoveredness’ and “disckosedness’ are bere not so

tirp

o ,:\ ficumscribed in their meantngs as thes later will be i Heng and Frne. At this
Sr:i:; - vather, the npposite wndency is noticeable: ‘discoveredness’ is anributed to Da-
i 13

A existential andl “disckmedness” i a spedibication of the being of the world. CF

the Eefinng's Epilogue.
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Anyone, this ‘there’ is first of all always being-there-with others, whigy,
is the publicly oriented there in which every Dasein constandy e
mains. even when it withdraws completely into itself.

The specilic discoveredness of the warld, which we have called dig,
closedness wo distinguish it from that of in-being, is provisionally de.
fined sufliciently by the analysis of meaningfulness and worldhood 24
that disclosedness which is given because the entity having the charae.
ter of Dasein discloses or has disclosed a world. The co-discoveredn
of in-being jtself, that I am to my Dasein itself first in a worldly way,
that is, 1 have myself in a worldly way with and in concerned absory
tion in the world, s not a consequence of the disclosedness of 1he
warld, but is co-original with it. The structure of this co-discoverednesy
of Dasein with its world must now be defined in more decail.

We said that concern is absorbed in meaningfulness. It is a dwelling
intimately with the world by way of concern, with the world in its con.
duciveness, usefulness, and the like. losolar as the world is encoun-
tered in these characters of meaningfulness, it encounters concern, it
addresses itself as it were constantly to a being which is dependent upon
the world, a being which has the sense of raring, of being involved in
caring abow something. This concerned dependence upon the world,
which defines the mode of being of Dasein, 1s constantly being soficitad
by the world itsell in this or that way. The world solicits concern: This
means that, as it is discovered in concern, the world dues not meet
with a2 mere looking and staring at something on hand: rather, it pri-
marily and coastantly meets with—even in looking at the world—a
caring being-in-it. In other words, being-in-the-world is so to speak
constantly being summoned by the threatening and non-threateming
character of 1he world. In all preoccupation with the world, Dasein as
in-being is in some way solicited and summoned (way of being dis-
posed); this may only be in the form of an undisturbed performance,
the soothing uniformity of an unthreatened employment, the indife
lerence of 1the everyday handling of what is placed under care.

These characters ot indifference: undisturbed preoccupation,
soothing uniformity of everyday action, the indifference in handli
matters can (and even will) at any time be replaced by restlessness 2
uneasiness, or in turn by the sense of heing unencumbered and |
ting oneself go to the point of soaring frenzy. The phenomena of i
difference and its interruptions by solicitation are in general pussibIF
only because concerned being-in-the-world can be addressed origh
nally by the threatening and the nen-threatrning, in short, by the world
as meaningiulness. It is only becanse Dasein wiself is in itself care that
the world is experienced in its threatening character, in its meaning”
Fulness. This does aut mean that the caring Dasein thus construes (the
world ‘subjectively.’ That would be a camplete inversion of the ele-




—
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ments im{ulved. Rather. the caring in-being discovers the world in its
"wming{ulm.ess. " .

[n 1l heing elevated, or in its contrary of being c_lcp!'essed, the
(aime phennmcmm appears agam and agaull as a. consututjve state 9[
Daseitl. namely, lhaf n all of its prencen pation wlth.the world Das.el'n
is always found in this or that way. It finds itself in this or tha‘t way, it is
disposed 1 this or that moed. When we say, it finds itself, this 'itself” firsc
does not really refer expressly to a developed and thematically con-
scious 'L In the very everyday absorption in the Anyone, it can be this
Anyone jtsell in its indeterminacy, and this is just what it is. This co-
discoveredness of being-in-the-world in being sqlicited by the world is
possible only because Dasein ovrtg‘mally. alu..'ays finds ztseif.m each of its
modes of being, because Dasein uself is discovered for itself. We call
this basic form of primary co-discoveredness of Dasein disposition.*

A stone never finds itself but is simply on hand. A very primitive
unicellular form of life, on the conirary, will already find itself, where
this disposition can be the greatest and darkest dullness, but for all
that it is in its structure of being essentially distinct from merely being
on hand hke a thing.

Finding itself in being-in-the-world, in short, disposedness, belongs
with being-in-the-worid as such. We choose this term in order to avoid
from the siart regarding the finding-itself as some sort of a reflexion
upon itself. We shall learn to see this phenomenon more rigorously
with the analysis of care itself. Dasein ‘has’ its world, has it as a dis-
closed world, and Dasein finds itselt. These are two phenomenologi-
cal statements which refer to one and the same state of affairs. to the
basic structure of being-in-the-world, to discoveredness. Disposition ex-
presses a way of fi nding that Dasein is in is being as being in vack instance ils
vum there, and how it is this there. We must therefore totally give up any
Atempt 10 interpret disposition as a finding of inner lived experiences
A any sort af apprehension of an inner something. Disposition is
rather a basic mode of the being of Dasein, of its in-being. This char-
dcter of discoveredness in disposition is related to being-in-the-world
::I:U\:-:. specifically in the everyday way where one always finds one-

ere one dwells, such that in all of what we do and where we

pn“f;ﬁ"d'*'f’i*rlf. Disposison is imended te suggest the affective state of being dis-

e e;-;zl\.“udvgg-ﬂis later words, "thrust’ into being, and so further suggests being on
iteg - Ahu“::‘l fP“ﬁch. passional, e-mative) end of existence, in Heidegger's words solic-
on the l'cu];”"ed' and so dispased h\r and tt__lwzrd the warld. The emphasis is therefore
A sy SIa: }‘- if| lll.f t’(‘\.'('l;?l.mns ol ‘h.ndu\g \lsc_'.r I.Sm‘l-.brf\mbfrn). i.e., how one hr\_ds une-
A l-';ljlaf:mg. its stantf!_{)g_ in ln'uTF. its situanion, The commun gueston, wis
Gty "“-“r bz, lmw_are:‘ via?” (literally "how do you find vourselfs) is h_ere‘;m in-
et auur Slale-ol-being rather than your state of health or "slate-u[-mm_d“
gy d:_: ikt will pccasionally be translined as ‘disposedness’ to acventuate its prox-
overedness and disclosedness,
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dwell, we are in some sense—as we say—'affected.” This being ¢
fected does not need 1o be conscious and can be a manter of COMPleya
indifference—the sense nf sameness, dreariness, empliness, and sigla.
ness of Dasein—characters which in the most Reeting moment of D
sein are always constilutive ot absorption in the world.

The phenomenon of mood. of heing attuned, which up w now hy,
been left totally in the dark in our elucidation of the structure of p,,
sein, is an exponent of disposition. All these essential phenomena of
mood and attunement can be explicated only on the basis of thog
structures of Dasein which we have already exposed. What are othey.
wise called ‘teelings' and ‘emotions’ and wreated as a special clasy nf
lived experiences remain nndarified in their primary structure of
being as long as ane does nut take up the task of exposing the baye
constitution of Dasein and here in particalar its discoveredness, so ag
to draw these phenomena back into this consnitutive siructure. These
phenomena of feeling and emotion can of course always he described
up to a certain poiat, but this abways gives us a ‘popular concept,’ to
speak with Kant. especialty if we also demand that these phenomens
must be defined in their phenomenal structure before we begin to de-
scribe them in detail. Even the most exiensive psychology will never
unravel the anthentic structure of these phenomena, because psychok
ogy in principle does not enter inte the dimension of the structure of
Dasein as such, since this problematic is in principle closed to it. Te
put it very generally without regard 1o the analysis of Dasein, the ne-
glect of these phenomena ol feelings and emotions is connected with
the fact that anthropology genevally is primarily oriented to knowmg
and willing, in shart, 10 reason. Feelings are then just whal accompanus
knowing and willing, as hail accompanies a storm. Kant puts foryvard
the idea that the feelings are something which hamper or impatr ré
tionality and so must he clinsed with sensiliry, with the gof v in man
One has thus cut oneself off in advance from understanding the seas
which these phenomena have tor the structure of being itself. In aud
lyzing these structures in greater detail, we shall have to avoid classif¥
ing them in some sort of table of emotions or feelings. They are o b'
understood only in conjunciien with the basic movement of Daseif
itself,

Also, in coordinating the phenomena of feelings and emotio
the structure of disposition, nothing is said about the cognitive char
avier of these siructures. Bui it has been pointed out that such emr
tions and ways of fecling in fact have the possibility of unicovering D&
sein wself in its heing. But at the same time these same phenomend. bt q
virtue of a peculiar correlation of heing in Dasein which we shall 500
come o know, can alse have the tendency and possibility of rfﬁ’”’g‘
up Dasein itsell and 1he world, Thus, wgether with discoverednt
theve arises the possibility of covering up. deception. Deception e

ns (0
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qot arise from a mistaken inference but always from a primary not-
understanding, that is, from a covering up, which again must be un-
derstood from Dasein’s kind of being.

Dispusedness is the apriori for discoveredness and disclosedness. It is a co-
original character along with disclosedness and constitutes with it
what we call discoveredness. Discoveredness itself is not a property
but, like every structure of Dasein, a way of its very being and conse-

pently a way of its being which it as care in turn constantly places
under care. kn other words, Dasein constantly takes care of its there,
its discoveredness.

Disposition itself is now the genuine way to be Dasein, the way to
have itself as discovered, the mode in which Dasein itself is its there.
The there is thereby certainly not understood as an object, as a pos-
sible theme of apprehension. In-being as finding-itself rather means
that this "there” is unthematically, but for this very reason, authen-
tically discovered, so that this discoveredness constitutes nothing
other than the way to be. Discoveredness as a constitutive state of an
entity whose essence it is to be, can therefore only be understood as a
kind of being and possibility of being of Dasein stself. This is only the appli-
cation of a general ontological principle which is valid for all charac-
ters of the being of Dasein, that they are not properties but are all
Dasein’s possibilities to be, modes of its very being.

Discoveredness belongs to being-in-the-world constitutively. This
means that Dasein as concern is essentially a situated [befindliches)
being, a being disposed toward the disclosed world. Disclosing a world
is always already a self-finding. The original belonging-together of
disposedness and disclosedness of world must be brought home phe-
nomenally: Dasein does not first find itself by itself in order then from
there 1o look arcund itself for a world. Rather. disposition is itself a
character of in-being, which means always already being in a world.
Tl_le most immediate phenomenal concretion of this structure of in-

Ing in discoveredness must, as always, be sought in the everyday-
ness of being with one another.

b) Understanding: the enactment of the being
of discoveredness

cﬂ?cl:.crm«?rc;-dm:ss as a way to be i.s always of concern aleng with the
worlg n for the world" Dasein is its there and_lels us encoun.te'r't.hc
are givm the lhcr?. th'dlsclosedncss gnd@:sposnmn, Pnsmblhnes
or -’i!u,f}n.rm.. Dasein to be its there, to be its discoveredness in one way
it 1; r. The eractment on the level of being ,r'Sﬂmv.onug} of those possi-
g, -W;f emg which we rall (_iuca::erefi.w{ess we shall de‘.ﬂg'nar_e as .uﬂdgr_ﬂa nd-
the m—e ohtain here lht_: strict deﬁp:t!(:n of understanding in terms of

Structure of the being of Dasein itself. We have already suggested
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earlier that understanding cannot be conceived as knowing, ce
not primarily. even when knowing is raken as a mode of being
Dasein.

Understanding is a kind of being of the entity of the character of ji
being. It is the being-imvolved-with of disclosed concernability, speci
cally a disposed involvement such that it always co-discovers itse]f?
Understanding as disposed disclosure end havang disclosed the world is as sughy
a desclosive self-finding. As discoveredness makes up the structure gf
being of the lull constitution of Dascin. since it applies to the world,
in-being. ant every way to be, so also the enactument of being belo
ing i, understanding, always extends 1o the full understandability,
which means to world, co-Dasein, und one’s own Dasein. 1t can thus be
the case that the enactment of understanding ar the time lhcrnalica]ly
refers W particular w the world, for example, or 1o the co-Dasein of
others or 10 my own Dascin. But in each case the phenumena which
belong 1o the scope of discoveredness, that is, to the full understand.
abiliiy of Dasein itself, are alwavs co-undersicod. This is an aprion
principle for uvnderstandiag, without which we would constantly go
astray in defining this phenomenon. [t is a deception, which is con-
nected with ignorance of the genuine structure of Dasein, to think
that there is a separate understanding of a bare world or of an alien
Dasein. This structure of understanding, which is grounded in Dasera
itself and which delines understanding as the enactment of the being
of discoveredness, provides crucial orientation points for all problems
of hermeneutics. Such a hermeneutics is possible only on the basis of
the explication of Dasein itsel(, the kind of being to which under-
standing belangs. The possibility than there is something which can-
not be understood is first given with the orbit of understandability
marked ont y discoveredness, an orbit which encompasses the world,
in-being, und the co-Dasein of athers. Every "noi-there and every-
thing understood in the there is hut a modification of the there. Itis
only on the hasts of understandability that there is a possible access 10
something which is in principle imcomprehensible, that is, o nature.
Samething like nature can be discovered only because there is history.
because Dusein is iself the promarily historical being. Al only because @
this ;tre there natural sciences.

The understandability of Dasein and of co-Dasein as well as non*
understanding themselves always vary in dlireet relation o the under
standing of the world, and conversely. ‘The discoveredness of Daseit
and of being-with-one-another at a particular time mudifies the ur”
derstanding of the world. 1n oiher words, undersinmaling as a wholt
always is what it is in terms of the being of the discoveredness of D3
sein. This is the basis of what, viewed from the outside, is called th®
arrele in understending. We find a circle in understanding only it we do

.
i
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ot see that an understan‘ding of world.‘ Dasc'inT and gn-[)asein bt.f-
Jongs tO every un’dcrstandhlng as such,- I.[ is l'h(.‘ll“einrt neither an acCi-
Jent noT & mere inconvenience when it is sa:d.‘m reterence to certain
(asks of understanding in the histl)l‘il':ial di{scipllnu?s. [l unfortunately
depends upon the perspnal standpoint of the hmlqngn. Wf; h‘f"? o

ut up with it, but the ideal wauld be to be free of this subjectivity.”
Such & view is absurd. The ideal is precisely that the understanding
pasein does belong to the understanding of itself. And the conse-
quence is not 1o feel sorry about it but 1o see a Lask there. The task is to
pring Dasein uself into the kind of understanding which pertains to
its being at the 1ime so that it can have access as understanding 10 the
matter to be understood,

The primary sense of the term ‘understanding’ as we use it here be-
comes clear in certain idioms which we often find in language. When |
say to another, 'you have understood me,' 1 mean thereby, 'You know
where you're at with me as well as with yourselt.’ Understanding in
this sense gives the authentic original sense. that is, understanding is the
discoveredness of the whereat-being with something, how matters stand with
it, the discoveredness of the standing [Bewandtais]* which it has with
the environing world, my own Dasein, and the being of others. Dis-
coveredness of the standing, such that one has become it in his in-
being, means having understood. Having understond means nothing
ather than being this temporally particular standing. It is only a
matter of a variation of this authentic undesstanding when this be-
comes but an investigative understanding engaged in taking cog-
nizance, which however involves specific modifications in the being of
what is understood.

In the detailed factual steps of ils enactment, understanding may
Seem o disregard itself understanding, but only so long as it is a mat-
ter of determining an already discovered region of matters of fact in
Breater detail. The more detailed determination follows the course of
4N interpretive determination within an alveady given horizon. But

asein cannot disregard itself and its own understanding when it is a
::)i::_f of the de_cisive enactment of understandin_g. that o_f f_il.'s.t dis-
un e:-:“-; lh;‘ Sub‘jecll matter as such. From the various posmb:lmes‘ of
are al"vl_‘“_'d‘"g- (which we naturally cannot consider here and) which
evels at:}(;i posmbllu!es ol th'f- being of Dasc!n. also arise the various
POss‘.l l l forms of ‘lht'ur.t‘ll(‘al under;tandmg. particular igrms. of
tha Iu]n(d unders’tandmg stiences.” ﬁut it must nlw:ays be kept in nugd

erstanding can never be gained by amassing a large quantiry

-
Gl the Way to Being and Time” tor an extended discussion of this translation vl

t " h .
with, nedtna, But here note the added bonus of this translation n worrclating "standing
u""?r-slanding‘
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of information and proofs. On the contrary, ali knowing, cognitive
proving, and the producing of arguments, sources, and the like z|.
ways already presuppose understanding.

By the odd fart that we must distinguish bewween authentic and in.
authentic understanding, it is already apparent that undersianding
as enactment of the being of discoveredness is itsell subject to spe.
cific modifications which are given with Dasein itself. There is in Da.
sein itself the possibility of operating with an understanding whick
only looks like but is not understanding. This characteristic pseuda
understanding dominates Dasein 1o a large extent.” Since understandd
ing as a structure of the being of Dasein is subject to this possibilityof
semblance,® any understanding requires appropriation, conselidation, and)
preservation. This implies that the process and state of understandingf

not mean that there is no longer anything at all here: for (his is a
surd, inasmuch as discoveredness and so understanding always h
long 1o Dasein. Rather, there is something more fundamental herd
than nothing, namely pseudo-understanding, a semblance of unde
standing, a look-alike, as though this incomprehension were still &
genuine comprehension. There is in Dasein itself the possibility off
bringing itself into deception.

¢) The cultivation of understanding
in interpretation

‘The cultivation of understanding s accomplished in expository inl
pretation. We saw that understanding is the enactment of the being off
discoveredness. Tuterpretation is the mode of enuctment of this enactment 8
the being of discoveredness. Interprelution is the basic form of all knowing.

From what was said earlier, this means thar interpretation as sucig
does not actually disclose, for that is what understanding or Daseif§
itself takes care of. Interpretation always only takes care of bringin§g
out what s disclosed as a cultivation of the possibilities inherent in 31§
understanding. The most proximate everyday mode of interpretatiofy
has the functional form of appresentation, specifically the appresen®
tation of meaningfulness in the sense of bringing out the referent
correlatious accessible at any given time.

The child’s question, “*What is this thing?", is thus answered by stat*
ing what it is used for, defining what one finds in terms of what o0¢

2. Ci. §26b) above.
3. Cf. #ga. a) abave,
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s with it. This definition and interpretation at the same ume make
seference 0 mjbemg. to preoccupation wn}? the thing under consid-
ration. And wﬂh such an interpretation, this thing only now aclually
rnters the environing world as something present and understand-
:bk,‘ even though only provisionally, for it is truly understood only
when one has entered into the standing [Bewandinis] which the envi-
ronmcmal thing has, The interpretation appresents the what-for of
a thing and so brings uut \he reference of ‘in-order-to.” It brings to
ronunence 'as what' the encountered thing can be taken, how it is to
be understood. The primary form of all interpretation as the cultiva-
won of understanding s the consideralion [Ansprechen] of sometfung in
jerms of its 'as whal,’ considering somethimg as something. This amounts o
an appresenting in talking over what is thus appresented in the pri-
mary and guiding consideration. This functional form of interpre-
tation, ‘considening something as something,’ thereby does not need to
be expressed in the linguisiic form of a proposition. The grammati-
cal form of the propositon is always but a form of expression of the
primary and authentic proposition, namely, this consideration of
something as something. In thus bringing out the what-for and the for-
sake-of-which of something, the incomprehensibility is removed, the
meaning of meaningfulness is made explictt, o 15 put inte words. As a
meaning thus brought out, it can now iself get its word. And enly
now is there the possibility of distinguishing the highlighted meaning
a5 a verbal meaning from the subject matter meant—a process com-
plicated in its structure and varying in turn in various possibilities of
interpretation, the account of which belongs o logic.

But there is something essential for us in what has just been said:
There is verbat expression— language—only insofar as there is consider-
Mg, and such a consideration of somelhing as something is possible
only insofar as there is inlerpreting; interpretation in turn is only in-
5°faf‘ as there is understanding, and understanding is only insofar as
th‘::ﬂg }.13.5 the str‘ucture-of-being .uf (.liScoveredness. ufrhich means
which :_nsem uself is defined as bemg-m-th_e-wqud..'rhts continuity

erse, f()iynds lhf? several phenon}enu_—consuiel_'mg, interpreting, un-
*T\fesr:o l(ii‘lg, being dlscoverefi, m-bemgt Das;_‘ln—at !hf: same time
oF lang, eﬁrTe lenguage, or gives the horizon from .whlch the essence
“Olhing ;8‘-‘ can hrst and foremost be seen and defined. Language is
Dase; g buta d].s-tmct!ve pOSSIbIll.Iy of the very being of Dasein, where

D15 10 be waken in the previously explicated structure.

doe

d) Discourse and language

In
whay £ : . .
an hat follows, we shall first consider the discourse of everydayness.

8uage is the possibility of the being of Dasein such that language
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makes Dasein manifest in its discoveredness by way of inu:'rpnr-u,uj(,,,l
and thus by way of meaning. Dusein is thus at least already €XPOyey
in the way we understand its constitutinn in regard 1w in-being ang
being-with. The structures already considered are necessary sty
tures for the essential structure of language itself, but they are nog v
sutficient, '

Language makes manifest. First of all, it does not produce anvthj
like discoveredness. Rather, discoveredness and its enactment nfheing.
understanding as well as its continuation in interprettion, being
grounded in the basic constitution of in-being, are conditions df Poss).
bility (or something becoming manifest. As conditions of being, they
enter into the definition ot the essence of language, since they e
conditions of possibility for such manifestation. If language is a pos.,
sibility of the being of Dasein, then it must he made evidenl in iy
basic structures in terms of the constitution ot [Basein. Hencefevy,
the apriori of the structures of Dasein must provide the basiz for
linguistics.

As self-aricidation of in-being and being-with. speaking is being 1o-
ward the world—discourse. It expresses itselt first and fnremost asa
speaking concern for a world. This means tha discowrse is discowrse
about sametinng, such that the about-which becomes manifest in the dis
course, This becoming manifest of what is under discussion for all
thal does not need to become known expressly and thematically. Liker
wise, dicoursing abswt . . . does not stand primatily in the service of an
investigative knowledge. Rather, making manifest through discourse
first and foremost has the sense of interpretive appresentation of the
environment under concern; o Legin with, it is unt at all taitared 1@
knowledge, research, theoretical propositions, and propositional coas
texts. Juis therefore fundamentally wrong to begin the analysis of lan-
guage by examining the theoretical propasition ot logic or the like
But to understand this, the founded sense of the being of knowing
and interpreting must first become evident.

As being-in-the-world, discoursing is lirst discoursing aboul some
thing. Every discourse has its about-whieh. This about-which of diy
course is purely and simply what is under consideration, which
such is therefore always already there from the siart. having the char
acter of world or of in-being. This about-which of discoarse becon™
manifest insofar as something is said about something in every d"_’
course. From the about-which of discourse we must distinguish 4 54
ond structural moment, the sad as such, Whea I talk about a s
lor example, a chair, this thing is in itself. as it is on hand in the wol et
the about-which. When Isay, it is upholsiered, this l)cil|g~upl1ulslr"‘"'
of the chair is the said as such; it does not cuincide with tie oliats l':
what is thus said, the about-which is talked over; in wlking anythm®
over what is considered is talked over as well,
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All discourse, in saying something about something, which it daes
frst of all wholly in the course of concerned preoccupation and being
with one another, is, as a mode of the being of Dasein, essentially
peing-with. In other words, the very sense of any discourse is discourse
1o others and with others. It therefore makes no difference for the essen-
tial structure of discourse whether a fixed address direcied to a spe-
dfic other is of current interest or not. Discourse as a made of being
of Dasein qua being-with is essentially communication, so that in every
discourse that aboum which it is, is shared with the other through what is
said, through the said as such. Communication accordingly means the
enabling of the appropriation of that about which the discourse is,
that is, making it possible to come into a relationship of preoccupation
and being to that of which the discaurse is. Discourse as communica-
tion brings about an appropriation of the world in which one always
already is in being with one another. The understanding of communi-
cation is the participation in what is manifest. All subsequent under-
standing and co-understanding is as being-with a taking part. Commu-
nication must be undersiood in terms of the structure of Dasein as
being with the other. 1t is not a matter of transporting information
and experiences from the interior of one subject to the interior of the
other one. [t is rather a matter of being-with-one-another becoming
manifest in the world, specifically by way ot the discovered world,
which itself becomes manifest in speaking with one another. Speaking
with one another about something is not an exchange of experiences
back and forth between subjects, but a situation where the being-with-
one-another is intimately involved in the subject matter under dis-
Ctussion. And it is only by way of this subject mauer, in the particular
context of always already being-with in the world, that mutual under-
standing develops.

We already know that the manifest world is a mode of disclosedness
and belongs to the discoveredness of Dasein. Discoveredness itself is
fie_ﬁned essentially by disposition. This means that in any discourse, if
'35 indeed a possibility of Dasein, Dasein itself and its disposition are
-discovered. Discoursing with others about something as a speaking-
1'1‘:‘1‘15 is always a tself-alrtiwtat:'ng. One_oneself and the being-_in-the-

_'id al the time likewise become manifest, even if only in having the
Olsgf)snion ‘manifested’ through intonation, modulation, or tempo
on !Scourse. We have thus fcund four slructural_moments which be-

l_Jciti::!is.li'r1tmlly o Ianguage itself: 1) the abaut-wh:clk tdked ouver, 2) the
sy _Sf.ve' _wﬁur {the said as such), g) the communication, and 4) the
qff’ifamm.
hese' lour moments are not merely an accidental conglomerate of
QnF:el"lltts which can be discovered in language now and then and
vanous angles, They are structures which themselves are given
“4use language itself is 2 possibility of the being of Dasein.

prg



264 More Original Explication of Dasein [363—365]

With manifestation itis 1o be noted that communication has the senge !
of discoursing with one another about something such thai, ina geny.
inely understood sense, those discoursing with one another are first of
all and primarily involved in the same subject matter; the one who ig
pointing out is 50 in 4 more original sense than the one whao is listen.
ing. But discoursing with one another is not 10 be regarded as if
invalved a reciprocal velation to ane's own inner experiences, which
somehow become observable through sounds,

The four structural moments belong tugether in the very essence of
language, and every discourse is essentially determined by these m
ments. The individual moments in it can recede, but they are never
absent.

The various definitions of the "essence of language’ which have-
hitherto been devised: as ‘symbol,” as "expression of knowledge, ay,
‘manifestauon of lived experiences,” as ‘communication.’ or as a ‘shap- .
ing’ of one's own life, all of these definitions in each case alwavs allude
10 only one phenomenal character in linguage itself and one-sidedly
take it as a basis for an essenual definiuon. OF course, lintle wouid he
gained if the various and now familiar definitions of language were
now collected and uniformiy merged in some way. as long as we da
not lay out in advance the structural iolality in which language itself
must be founded in its being, and which makes it understandable as 2
possibility of Dasein's being. The sense of a scientific logic is the elabor
ration of this aprior struciure of discourse in Dasein, the elaboration
of the possibilities and kinds of interpretation, of the stages and torms
of conceptuality developed in it. Such a scientific logic is nothing bui a
phenomenology of discourse, of Adyos. What otherwise circulates under
the name ‘logic’ is a confused mixture of the analysis of thinking and
knowing. theory of meaning, psychology ot concept formation, the-
ory of science or even ontology. It is only from the horizon of this idea
of “logic’ that its history and with it the course taken by philosophica
research itself become understandable,

Rhetoric is a first part of logic rightly understood. The phenomenal
orientation of language 10 the exhibited structure of Dasein can give
us an understanding of the remarkable delinition which the Greeks
gave tor man: {@ov Aéyov xov. a living being capable ot discourse. It
is noteworthy that Uie Greeks had no word nor even a concept {of
language From the start, they ok language as discourse, and dis*
course is immediately linked with the {@ov, with life, without a more
precise mslght into the structures themselves, but rather (rom a pre-
mary experience of discoursing as a specilin mode of Dasein’s beinge

Discoursing now has an emphatic function in being-with-one
anither as the possibility of tatking something through. As such a pos
sibility, it easily takes the form of a dispute, « thearetical disputatnd:
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Discourse and Aoyos for the Greeks thus assume the function of theo-
retical discussion. The hoyos accordingly gets the sense of exhibiting
what I ralked over in its whence and what about. The exhibition of
(he eatity in its reasons, what is said, what is exhibited in discourse,
(he AEYOMEPOV as Adyos, is then the ground or reason, what is ap-

rehended in understanding comprehension, the rational. Only in
this derivative way does Aoyes get the sense of reason, just as ratio—
the medieval term for Adyos—has the sense of discourse, reason, and

ound. Discoursing about . . . 5 exhubiting reasons, founding, leiting some-
thing be seen referentially in its whence and how.

We now have discourse as the phenomenon which thus underlies
language: There is language only because theve is discourse, and not con-
yevsely. Qur task will be wo make this state of affairs still more evident
phenomenally by considering the following four peints: 1) Discours-
ing and hearing, 2) discoursing and silence, §) discoursing and idle
talk, 4) discourse and language.

a) Discoursing and hearing

The enactment of the being of discoveredness, in the twa directions
of disclosedness of the world and discoveredness of the Dasein in-
volved with itself in its disposition, is understanding as the enactment
of the being of discoveredness, The mode of enactment of under-
standing is interpreting, specifically as the cultivation, appropriation,
and preservation of what is discovered in understanding. The mean-
mgful expressness of this interpretation is now discourse. Expressness is
tzken here in the sense of the appresentation of meaningfulness and
of in-being in correlations and contexts of meaning. Discourse is a
mode of being of understanding and so a maode of being of being-
nthe-world, since discourse is undersiood only on the basis of dis-
m toveredness,

We typically employ ‘understanding’ in a double meaning, first in
the sense of the understanding access to something, in the emphatic
,me"‘,“'"gl at ground-breaking disclosure, of discovering—understand-
;:lg l;: this pl_'oductivc_- sense—in the superlative sense of men to whose
. inl 'i"l_ special func.tmn of discovering falls, who underst:f\nd. some-
sengg :i)'r the first time. Bul then we also use ‘understanding’ in the
we Iha: apprehendiny. specifically of hearing und having heard. When_

nder:'nol Ing}?lly heard, we also say 'l ha.ve not righdly u‘ndersl‘oold.
("'r[)rei tanding in the first sense o_f d:sclps‘mg is comr‘num‘caged in in-
""derq?lmn“ ‘d'l“ld the appropriation of‘ interpretation is mself co-
this oo an;:img n lhe sense of participation in what is ur.lcovered. in
r‘sltninun erstandl.ng, unﬁlerstanﬁimg at the same time is taken as a
One i ;; to. a heeding. This capacity to listen 1o the other with whpr?-n

' OF to oneself who one is in the mude of discoursing, where it is
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not at all a matter of utterance in the sense of external speaking, iy
grounded in the structure of being of the original being-with-one.
another.

Here is something essential to keep in mind: Phonetic speaking and
acoustical hearing are in their being lounded in discoursing and heay-
ing as modes of being of being-in-the-world and being-with. There iy
Phonetic spgaking only because there is the possibility of discourses
Just as there is acoustical hearing only because being-with-one-anoth
is charvacterized originally as being-with in the sense of listenin
to-une-another. Being-with is not being on hand also among oth
hutuans: as being-in-the-world it means at the same tine being '
bondage’ [Adrig] to the others, that 15, ‘heeding’ and ‘obeying’ the
listening [hdren| or not listening o them. Being-with has the structu
of belonging [Zufge)hdrigheit] 10 the other. It 1s only by virtue of
primary belonging that there is sumething like separation, group fo
mation, development of society. and the like. This listening to one ap-
other, in which being-with cultivates itself, is more accurately a com-
pliance in being-with-one-another, a co-enactment in concern. Fhe
negative forms of enaciment, non-compliance, not listening, upposi-
tion, and the like are really only privative modes of belonging itself. It
is on the basis of such a capacity to listen constitutive of in-being that
there is something like hearkening.

Even hearkening is phenomenally more original than the mere
sensing of tones and perceiving of sounds. Even hearkening ts an un-
derstanding hearing. In other words, ‘originally and to begin with/’
one does not really hear noises and sonorous complexes but the
creasking wagon, the ‘electric’ [streetcar], the motorcycle, the column
on the march, the north wind. ‘1o *hear’ something like a ‘pure noise’
already requires a very artificial and complicated attitude. But the fad I
that we first directly hear things like motorcycles and wagons, which
basically still sounds remarkable, is the phenomenological evidence .
for what has already been underscored, that in our very being in the
world we are first always already involved with the world iself, and
not with ‘sensations’ tirst and then. an the basis of a kind of theate, '
finally involved with the things. We do not first need to process and
shape a tumult and medley of teelings; we are right from the start
involved with what is understood itself. Sensations and sensed are first
of all outside the scope of natural experience.

Even in hearing discourse we first in fact hear what is said. Eve®
when we do not understand the discourse, when it is unclear or pET”
haps the language is foreign, even then we first hear iﬂramprehfmlf*" ‘
words and not mere phonetic data. We first hear what is said and not
its heing said. not the process of discourse as such but the abour-whieP
of the discourse. We can of course at the same time listen to the way !
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s being said—the diction—but even this is heard only in the prior co-
understanding of the about-which, fer only then do I have the possi-
pility of grasping how something is being said. The reply to a dis-
course likewise follows first from understanding the about-which of
(he said, from its sense at the time. Hearing belongs to discoursing as
heing-with belongs to being-in-the-world. Hearing and discoursing
are both phenomenally given co-originally with understanding. Hear-
ing is the basic mode of being-with-one-another which understands.
Only he who can discourse and hear can speak. That something like
ear lobes and eardrums are given for this hearing is purely accidental.
The possibility of hearkening exists only where there is the possibility
of being able ta discourse and to hear. Someone who genuinely can-
not hear, as when we say of a man, "he cannot hear' (where we do oot
mean that he is deaf), is stil] quite capable of hearkening, and pre-
cisely for this reason, because "not hearing but only hearkening” is a
particular privative modification of hearing and undersianding.

B) Discoursing and silence

fust as hearing is constitutive of discaurse, 3o alsa is silence. Only an
entity whose being is defined by the ability 10 discourse can also be
silent. But this carries the phenomenal implication that silence as a
mode of being of discourse is a particular way of articulating oneself about
something to others. He who is silent in being with one another can more
authentically manifest and ‘give to understand,’ that is, discourse in
the original sense aof its being, than the man of many words. Talking a
lot does not in the least guarantee that the about-which of discourse
becomes manifest sooner and more fully. On the contrary, talking a
lot not only can uncover nothing but can actually cover things up and
reduce everything to incomprehensibility, to babble. But silence still
does_nol merely mean being mute. For the mute person has the pro-
Pensity for discourse and expression. He would speak if he could. A
Mule person still has not proven without further ado that he can be
sent. But the silent person could speak if he wanted to. No more
than the mute person does the one who tends to say little need to
:’;::E_lhal he is and can be si.lent. Rather, one caa !Je silent Qrecisely in
one n:‘E‘ and only in speaking can one be silent in a genuine way. _If
ity of n:’—er'says_ any‘thullg, he can never be silent. Because the possibil-
ikourdm_fcsl'mg lies in silence, Ibut SIIt.?nCE asa rr.lode of enactment of
sein 1o ;t‘ L'lfllwau:ls .unde‘rslandmg. hr|rfgs th.e dlscqverefiness.of Da-
another rultion | zeifigt] with undc_rslandmg, silence in i?elng w1ll:l one
0 this “can summon antd c.ali Dasetn back to its ownnost b.emg. And it can
itse)s lO.lll;sel when I_)asem in the ever}'fiayness of its being has allowc.fd
Courge lalfen in by the ‘wurlq being talked over an,:l by: the dis-
about 1. Because discursive talk in the beginning s always
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manifest in tatking to one another in public—in communication
the sunmnoning of Dasein to itself and to its original and genuine djg
position must in the end have the mode of discourse and interpregy,
tion that is silence. To be able to be silent, one must at the same time:
have something to say. In other words, it is precisely when discovereg,
ness is a genuine and rich disclosedness of the world that it can the
evoke a response in a disposition of Dasein which has the mode of dig.
coveredness of reticence. Reticence is a way of being dispnsed' which
does not so much conceal and only conceal. Rather it gives prece.
dence to being, prior to all talk about it and counseling over it, an
this precisely in concerned preoccupation and being with one a
other. Genuine ability to hear comes from such reticence, and gen
ine being-with-one-anoiher constitutes itself in this ability. Thus, dis-
course becomes visible as a mode of being of Dasein in the (wg
phenomena of hearing and silence.

v) Discoursing and idle talk

We shall now consider the third phenomenon which is given with
discourse: idle tatk. In cultivating the discoveredness of Dasein, dis-
course has a distinctive function: it lays out or interpiets. that is, it
brings the referential relations of meaningfulness into relief in com-
munication. In communicating in this way, discourse articulates the
meanings and meaningful corvelations thus brought out. In being ar-
ticulated, in the articulated word, the meaning highlighted in int
pretation becomes available for being-with-one-another. The word §
articulated in public. This articulated discourse preserves interpr
tion within itself. This is the sense of what we mean when we say that
words have their meaning. 'his verbal meaning and the verbal whole
as language is the interpretation of world and Dasein (in-being) com-
municated in being with one another. The ulterance of interjretation isa
seculurization of discoveredness, making ot worldly,

Genuinely enacted and heard, communication brings an under
standing being-with to frution in what is talked over. Since the com-
munication is being said in words, what is said is ‘verbal’ for the other,
which means that it is available in a worldly way. The articulated ¥
accompanied by an understanding in public, in which what is ralked
over does not necessarily have to be appresented as something o#
hand and handy. In other words, articulated discourse can be under-
stood without an original being-with involved in what the discourse
about. This means that in hearing and subsequent undevstanding, lh‘e
understanding relation-of-being to that about which the discourse %
can be left undetermined, uninvolved, even emptied 10 the point of
a merely formal belief in whai the original understanding had i~
tended. The matter being spoken of thus slips away with the absence
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of the understanding relation of being. But while the maiter being
,alked about slips away, what is szTid as '.f.uch-—-—lhe word, the sentence,
the dictum—continues to be available in a worldly way, along Wllh. a
certain understanding and interpretation of the matter. The dis-
course is of course uprooted in the absence of right understanding,
put it still retains an understandability. And since such a discourse,
which has become groundless, always remains discourse, it can be re-
ated and passed along without proper understanding. The hearing
of discourse is now no longer participation in the being of being-with-
one-another involved in the matter being talked over, tor the mauer
itself now is no longer uncovered in an original way. Instead, hearing
is being-with involved in what is said in terms of its being said as such.
Hearing is now hearing mere talk as talk and undersianding is under-
standing based on mere hearsay. Things so heard and in a certain way
understood can be passed along, and this process of passing along
and repeating now produces a growing groundlessness of what was
originally articulated, Discourse undergoes an increase in ground-
lessness in repetitive talk to the extent that a hardening of a specific
opinion being expressed in discourse corresponds to such groundless-
ness. Such discourse, which is cultivated in the uprooting engendered
by repetitive talk, is idle talh. 1 am referring to a well-defined phenom-
enon with this term, which as such earries no disparaging connotation

whatsoever.
ldle talk is itself posited with Dasein and its being. Like hearing and
silence, it is a constitutive phenomenon given with discourse as a
mode of the being of Dasein. Idle talk is not restricted to oral commu-
nication in speaking; much more idle talk today comes from what is
written, Repetitive talk here is not talking from hearsay but hearing
and talking from what is picked up by reading. Such reading takes
Place characteristically without understanding the subject matter, but
' such a way that the reader—there are purported 1o be such readers
0 the sciences as well—acquires the possibility of dealing with the
matters with great skill without ever having seen them. Something
'Ng satd here to some extent acquires an intrinsic authoritative
:u?];‘?‘cteu That it is said at all and that something definite is said is
and 1€nt Lo assume that what is sau:! is true anq to procged to repeal it
in id{)eat?lt :_ilong on the stlrengl}fl of its bellng said. What is Lal!ted_aboul
is(()urd 18 megn.t or.lly in an |ndelerm|‘nale emptiness, which is why
dea wi[S'El ilbout it 1s disoriented, Acwrdmgly, when men who have lto
they i, a matter do so s.ol.ely on the basis of the l.dlt' talk about it,
n equallf, ll'.lt.' various opinions, views, and percepu().ns lf)gether on
ave pick 35]5. l‘n other v\tords. they d::) 50 on the basis of what they
ave po ed up from reading and hearmg. T'hey pass alo_n‘g .whal they
ad and heard about the matter without any sensitivity for the
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distinction of whether or not that opinion or their own is actually gele,
vant to 1the matter. Their care in discovering duoes not apply to the
matter bui to the discourse. And idle 1alk. which rules precisely on the
basis of a lack of basis, provides such discovery with the consolida.
tion of its rule as a way of being in the interpretation of Dasein, The
groundiessness of idle talk does not bar its entry into the public arerg
but directly promotes it. For idle 1alk is just the possibility of interpret.
ing something without first making the matter one’s own. ldle talg,
which anyone can pick up., dispenses us from the task of gemiine un.
derstanding. One can talk along and be taken seriously in idle talk,
This free-Roating mterpretation. which belungs ta everyone and no ane,
dominates evervdayness, and Dasein grows up in such a temporally
parucular interpretation, and niore and more into it. This interpreta.
tion of the world and of Dasein, which is prevalent and consolidated
as idle talk, we shail call the everyday way i which Dasein has already been
interpreled.

Every Dasein moves in such an interpretation. which for the m
part coincides with the way the generanion of a particular time
been interpreted and which is modified with the time. This way
being interpreted imncludes what ane savs about the world and Dasein
in public being-with-one-another. What ane savs has taken the lead in
all intevpretation and thus taken over the tempovalizasion ot under-
standing. This means that what onre says is veally what controls the
various possibilities of the being of Dasein.

Interpreting means an uncovering which considers something as |
something. The “as-what” in which something is taken is the crucial
feature for imlerpretation. Its originality lies in how the "as-what' is
drawn out 2nd made one’s own. For example, nowadays one says. and
evervone hears it and has heard it that Rembrandt is esteemed. One
says that. The mannev of preoccupation and seeing is thereby pre-
scribed, so that for that very reason one is excited by a Rembrandt
withaut experiending why, perhaps even aguinst the insight that one
oneself finds nothing in it. But ene says it, and therefore it is so fof
one. The smooth talk of the public way of interpretaton presses 10
ward an indilfcrent understandabby and accessibility for Everyman- ‘
Idle talk thus becomes the ineradicable mode of being. because it be-
comes the mode youted in Dasein itself, the mode of heing of the Anyont
where idle talk especially exercises its rule. The Anyone has in dle
talk its crue form of being.

8) Discourse and language
But this way ol being interpreted undergoes a further harden
ing inasmuch as communivated discourse is always spoken. and the
spuken charadier ol the inlerpretstion (langnage is nodhing else) h*’_s
its rise and its fall. Language itsell as Dasein’s kind of being. ‘There 1*
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no language in general, understood as some sort of free-floating es-
sence in which the various “individual existences” would partake.
Every language, like Dasein itself, is historical i its very being. The
seemingly uniform and free-fRoating being of a language, the being in
which Daseia always first operates, is only its lack of pertinence to a
definite, temporally particular Dasein, which is language in its most
proximate mode of being in the Anyane. Out of this comes the enab-
ling possibility of an original appropriation of language. or an origi-
nal and proper being in it. This being in language can in a certain
sense arise from a mastery of the manifeld of words, but it can also
come from an original understanding of the matter. It is because lan-
guage as a mode of the being of Dasein also has the tull structure of
this being that there can be anything like a ‘dead’ language. The lan-
guage no longer grows in a spoken wayv but can still be alive as dis-
course and as a way in which things have been interpreted. The
‘death’ of a language does not exclude the 'life’ of the discourse and
the discoveredness which belong to ir, just as a deceased Dasein can
historically still be alive in an eminent sense, perhaps more authen-
tically than in the time in which the Dasein itself properly was. The
discoveredness invested in a language can survive its ‘extinction,’ or
can be renewed. In a genuine historiological understanding of the
Dasein of the Romans, for example, the Latin language is alive, al-
though it is 'dead.’” Its utilization as an ecclesiastical language no
longer represents it as a ‘living’ language. It is not by chance that ec-
clesiasiical language is a ‘dead’ language; it is ‘dead’ not because Latin
in this case fosters the international understanding of dogmas, propo-
sitions, definitions, and canons, butl because as ‘dead’ this language is
no longer subject to changes in meaning, because it is the suitable
form of expression for a stabilization of definite propositions and be-
hf‘fﬁ. whereas in any 'living’ language contexts of meaning change
with changes in the interpretation of hisiorical Dasein at the time. If
such propositions were transiated, they would be translated into the
historical intelligibility of the time, and the univocal leveling of the
Propusitions would immediately disappear-

A language has its genuine being only as long as new correlations of
Meaning and so—aithough not necessarily—new words and phrases
accrue o it from understanding, that js. from care for the discovered-
Ness of Dasein. As a spoken language, it varies according to the level
of "Merpretation of the Dasein at the time, in changes which do nat
alwa?§ necessarily become evident in the cotning of words. Within any
Elr:l\«mlmg la‘nguage in w'hlch Dasein itself is with its history, every age

Keneration also has its own language and its specific possibility of
!’mdel‘ﬁlanding. This appears clearly in the prevalence of certain words
and formuias, Before the war, for example, we had a tendency tointer-
Pret Dasein in terms of ‘experiencing’ and ‘lived experience.” Every-
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one, philosophers included, 1alked about ‘experiencing’ and ‘lived
experience.,’ The word has nowadays lost its pre-eminence; there is
even a reluctance to use it at all. Nowadays we 1alk in its stead of the
‘questionability of existence’ and ‘decision.’ 1t is already the faghion
for existence to become ‘questionable,’ Evervthing is 'decision’ nowa-
days, but it remains open whether those who talk in this way have ever
‘resolved’ themselves or will ever ‘decide,’ just as it was an open ques-
tion whether those who talked of *lived experience’ still in fact had the
possibility to ‘experience’ anything, or whether this possibility was
rather not exhausted precisely because idle talk about it had begun.
Catchwords and carchphrases are indices of idle talk, which is a mode
of being of Dasein in the Anyone.

But even relatively original and creative meanings and the words
coined from them are, when articulated, relegated to idle talk. Once
articulated, the word belongs 1o everyone, without a guarantee that its
repetition will include original understanding. This possibility of
genuinely entering into the discourse nevertheless exists and is docu-
mented especially in this, that the discoveredness which is given with a
word can be rectified with ceriain sentences and developed [urther,
Indeed, articulated discourse can help first by grasping possibilities of
being for the first time which before were already always experienced
implicitly. The discoveredness of Dasein, in particular the disposition
of Dasein, can be made manifest by means of words in such a way that
certain new possibilities of Dasein's being are set free. Thus discourse,
especially poetry, can even bring about the release of new possibilities
of the being of Dasein. In this way, discourse proves itself positively as
a mode of maturation, a mode of temporalization of Dasein itself.

§29. Falling as a basic movement of Dasein
a) Idle Talk

As discourse, idle talk in its being tends to discover. It is in this sense
that the everyday way in which things have been interpreted lives in
idle talk. Now the forms of this idle talk are quite varied, but they are
always forms of a specific being-in-the-world. Dasein conforms to the
Anyone and the Anyone assumes command of what one regards as
the real events in which Dasein makes its decisions. Nowacdays it is es-
pecially easy to demonstrate this being in the Anyone.!

Nowadays, one decides abour metaphysics or even higher matters at
congresses. For everything which must be done nowadays, there is

1. Cf. §2iib) abrive,

i
|
|
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first a conference. One meets and reets, and everyone waits for some-
one clse to tell him, and it doesn'’t really matter if it isn't said. for one
has NOW indeed spoken nne’s mind. Even if all the speakers who thus
speuk their minds have u'nclersmc.Jd little of the matter, nne_is of the
opinion that the cumulation of this lack of understanding will never-
(eless eventually generate an understanding. There are people now-
adays who travel from one conference to another and are convinced
in doing so that something is really happening and that they have ac-
complished something; whereas in reality they have shirked the labor
and now seek refuge in idle talk tor their helplessness, which they of
course do not understand. The characterization of these phenomena
should not be interpreted as a moral sermon or the like, which hus no
place here, Our sole concern here is to draw attention o a phenome-
non, to a possibility which is constitutive of the structure of Dasein. It
is not as if we today have the prerogative of this phenomenon. An-
cient sophistry was nothing but this in its essential structure, although
it was perhaps shrewder in certain ways. This would-be attendance is
particularly dangerous because one is in good faith, since one believes
that it is all to the good and that one is obliged to attend the con-
gresses. This peculiar kind of idle talk, which governs Dasein in
being-with-one-another, is a function of uncovering, but now in the
remavkable mode of covering up.

For discourse to cover up, to intevpret in a deficient way. one does
not need an explicit intention of deception, say, of u discourse which
consciously passes something off as something. Itis enough for some-
thing to be said with groundless excess and repetition in order to
transform the essential sense of the discourse, which is interpretation
as the cultivation of discoveredness, into a covering up. Because of its
inherem neglect 10 consider matters in an original understanding,
idle wik is from the very beginning in itself o covering up. In commu-
Ricating, idle tatk puts a view. an opinion, in front of the matter which
18 disclused or 1o be disclosed. "The deficient mode of disclosing the
world is the disguising of it, and the corvesponding mode of covering
Up disposition is imversion. With the emergence of certain ways of
g attuned, of feeling, a disposition can develop which inverts a

45€in into an alien one. The state of being familiar with oneself is
rned upside down, so that one is no longer who he actually is. Dis-
i’:‘lf(-\i'v’qa nd_a’mversi‘uﬂ are the modes _u] fuﬂ:*'?r.g. of the fapse of interpretation

S0 ot the discoveredness of Dasein.
re:;’:sbiaik covers up more than icuncovers. 11 covers up equcially by
_ardig uncovering, by way of its inherent presumption of already
:“‘:"K l}nfsovered. BC(‘IEU‘SC Dasein first dwells in the Anyone, which
AN Is interpreted in idle talk, the lendency to cover up appears

by ; - L .. -
Eht in (e tendency of Dasein’s being oward the Anyone. Since this

i
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covering up installs itself in opposition to every express intention,
manifest in it and in the tendency wward it is a structure of Dasein’g
being which is given with Dasein itself. The covering up which Daseip
temporalizes from itself manifests the peculiar kind of being which we
call the deviation of Davein from itself—deviation from its authentic
original disposition and disclosedness. Insofar as Dasein in its being ag
everydayness deviates from itself, this kind of being mayv be called
falling.

The term *falling’ desigriates a movement of the being of the happem'ng
of Dasein and once again should not be taken as a value judgment, as if
it indicated a base property of Dasein which crops up from time to
time, which is to be deplored and perhaps eliminated in advanced
stages of human culture. Like discoveredness, being-with and in-
being, falling refers to a constitutive structure of the being of Dasein,
in particular a specific phenomenon of in-being, in which Dasein first
constantly has its being. If we orient vurselves once again in the 'be-
tween’ of world and Dasein, then the dwelling in the Anyone and in
the idle talk of this being is in an uprooted state of suspension. But
this uprooting is just what constitutes the solid evervdayness of Da-
sein, [and idle talk is| one way of falling in which Dasein loses itself,

b) Curiosity

A second way of uprooting and falling manifests itself in another
mode of Dasein's being. which we call curosity.

It was said that interpretation, as a culivation of discoveredness, is
the primary knowing. Discoveredness is constitutive of in-being. All
concern is as such discovery and interpretation. inasmuch as it appre-
sents its disclosed environing world, the work-world, in its references.
Concern has its orientation and guidance. Concern, whose care has
been fixed in a for-the-sake-of-which, and which as concern moves in
an around-which and tor-which, is guided by a looking areund, by or-
cumspection. Circumspection oriented to the presence of what is of
concern provides each setting-to-work, procuring, and performing
with the way to work ir out, the means to carry it out, the right ncca-
sion, and the appropriate time. This sight of circumspection is the
skilled possibility of concerned discovering, of concerned seeing.
Seeing is here neither restricted 1o seeing with the eves nor is the rerm
in this usage related primarily to sense perception. Rather, seeing 15
here used in the wider sense of concerned and caring appresentaton-

This remarkable priority of seeing over uther ways of perceiving
was already noticed by Augustine, but in the last analysis he was up-
able to illuminate this phenomenon. Thus, when he speaks in the Gon-
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sions ° of the concupiscentia oculorum, of the “lust of the eyes,” he says:
Ad veulos enim videre proprie pertinet. “Seeing belongs properly to the
eves.” Utimur autem hoc verbu etiam in ceteris sensibus cum eos ad cognoscen-
Awm intendimus. “But we use this word ‘seeing’ also for the other senses
when we take them in their cognitive performance.” Negue enim di-
comus: andi quid rutilet; aut, olfac quam niteat; awt, gusta quam splendeat;
aut, pulpa quam fulgeat: videri emim dicuniur haee omnia. “For we do not
say 'lear how it glimmers’ or ‘Smell how u sparkles’ or "Taste how it
shrincs.' or 'Feel how it flashes’; b in all of these cases, *See,” we say
that all this is seen.” Dicimus autem non solum, vide quid luceat, quod soli
ocult seniire possunt. "But we not only say 'See how it shines,” when the
eves alone can perceive it" sed etium, vide quid sonet; vide quid oleat; vide
qi:fd sapial; vide quam durum sit. “We also say, *See how it sounds,’ ‘See
how it is scented,” *See how it tastes,’ ‘See how hard itis."” fdeoque gener-
alis expenientia sensuum concufnscentia stcul dictum est oculorum vocatur,
qua videndi officirm in quo primatum oculi tenent, etiam ceteri sensus sibi de
simifitudine usurpant, cum aliquid cognitionis explorant. “Thus the experi-
ence of the senses in general is designated as a ‘lust of the eyes,’ for
when it comes to knowing, the other senses by way of a similitude take
over the work of seeing. which first belongs to the eyes.” The other
senses in a way take on this sort of percepiual performance insolar as
it is a matter of a cognitin, an apprehiension of something. It becomes
clear here that seeing has a pre-eminence in apprehending and that
the sense of seeing is theretore not restricted alone to perceiving with
the eyes. Seeing rather, as was continually the case also already with
the Gireeks, is identified with apprehending something. Augustine
did not address himself to the task of actually elucidating this pre-
eminence of seeing and the meaning of its being in Dasein, although
this text does furnish essential iusights on the concupiscentia ocwdoron.

We find something similar already in ancient philosophy. The
reatise which stands first in the collection of Aristotle’s writings on
0:1l‘ulug_\' begins with the sentence: wavres drvdpwmor Tob eidsvat
dpf?'yowrm. puose? “The care for secing is essentially inherent in man’s
being." Aristotte puts this sentence al the beginning of his metaphys-
165, where this discourse is actually reversed. Atany rate, this sentence
Statuds ar the beginning of an introductory consideration which has
the function of explaining the urigin of theovetical comporiment as
the Grevks then regarded this origin. For Aristode, curiosity leads di-

—~——
J A“_H“!“illt‘. Confesswns, Book X, Ch, 35.
Yo £ Aristanle, Metuphyaes. Book Alpha (h. ChovgBoaz i |"All men by nature desire
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rectly to an original comporunent, from which theoretical compopy,
ment, Jewpeiv, but regarded in the Greek sense, receives its motivy.
tion. This is no doubt 4 one-sided interpretation, but one motivateq
by the Greek way of considering such maters. The only poing of
importance tor us is that eidévar (which should not be translated 3
knowing) is in fact constitutive for the goos of man.

Goneerned preoccupation in evervdayuess can take a rest. whethey
it be relaxiug in the form of a break or hnishing up with what needs tg
be taken care of. Taking a rest and relaxing is a mode of concern. Fop
care does not vanish in rest, only now in relaxing, the world is ng
longer appresented for the achievement of concern. The world iy
no longer encountered in circumspection but rather in the relaxed
tarrying-in. [n such a tarrying, the seeing ot circumspection hecomes
free, no longer bound by specitic relations of reference us these deter.
mine our encounter of the world of work. This liberated seeing,
which becomes free from circumspection, as a modilication of con-
cern is still care, where care now slackens to a liberated condition of
merely seeing and perceiving the world.

But seeing is a perceiving of distance. The care in such a liberated |
seeing is a concern for distance. It involves a leaping over and a leap-
ing away from the nearest world of our concern, the everyday world
of work. As a free-floating seeing, a perceiving of distance, relaxed
tarrving ev ipso tends not o tarry in what is nearest. This tendency is
the care far the discovery and the bringing-near of what is not yet €x-
perienced or of what is not an everyday experience, the care of being )
away {rom' the constantly and immediately handy things.

In relaxing, the cave of ruriosity becomes free, which means that it is
always already there, only it is bound. so to speak; and it only attends
10 the encountered world in seeing and perceiving. The first char-
acteristic structure of this freed seeing, which only auends to the
owtward appearance, the “looks” of the world, is its not tarrving. This
means that it does not dwell on something definitely and thematically
grasped. but prefers characteristically to jump from one thing to an
other, a feature which is constitutive ot curtosity.

Relaxed tarrying is not a staring at what is on hand. The cessation
of a particular form of work does not put a stop to handling, so thal !
now remain as it were hixared on what it provides. Relaxing is o tpsv 4
movement awiy from the immediate and tamiliar. But also the new
clement which this perceiving of curiosity appresents does not be-
come themuatic. This can be made clear in the structure of appresentd”
tion in concern. This appresentation of 1he environing world comes
about from that upon which care primarily dwells, trom that for the
sake of which something is undertaken. But how does bringing the
world near come abour in the non-tarrying perception of (uriosity?
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As the care of merely perceiving which has been taken in by the en-
countered world, the concern of curiosity does not pass over t a
bindling and thematic presence, to a definite worldly for-the-sake-of-
which which is now to be seen purely and simply, or 1o definite events
and things of the world. Rather, curiosity appresents somelthing solely
in order to have seen it, that is, in order to be able to proceed again and
again {rom what is thus seen to the next. The for-the-sake-of-which of
curiosity is not a definite presence but the possibility of a constant
change of presence. In other words, the non-tarrying of curiosity is
basivally concerned with not having 10 get involved and with merely
being entertained by the world. What comes into play here is a being-
in-the-world to which a characteristic disposition corresponds, a par-
deular restlessness and excitement which in its sense is unharried by
the urgency and the need of everyday Dasein. which is not dangerous
and in ils sense not binding and obligatory. This kind of disposition is
appresented along with the temporally particular presence provided
by curiosity. In short, the non-tarrying concern for seeing only in or-
der to see provides disiraction. Not tarrying and distraction belong to the
struciure of the being of curiosity thus characterized. Distraction dis-
solves the uniqueness and the uniformity of an actively concerned
prevccupation and its relation 1o the world, because the presence of
that with which curosity is concerned, as something to be seen, in its
essence constantly changes, because what curiosity is concerned with
is just this change.

These wwo characters, not tarrying and distraction, now bring out in
Dasein a peculiar state of being unsettled. The care over approaching
ever new worlds and alien Daseins (someone constantly seeks, for ex-
ample, to make new acquaintances), but only for the sake of con-
stantly ha\'ing something new present, now manifests itself as a possi-
bility in which Dasein loses sight of familiar everyday things and gets
lostin the unfamiliar. This distractive non-tarrying constitutive of Da-
sein includes @ made of the uprooting of Dasein, a kind of being in
which it is everywhere and nowhere and where it tends to be loosed
fr{l:m itself. In such a curiosity, Dasein organizes a flight from itself.

The mode of being of falling becomes apparent in the phenome-
ton o curiosity, just as it didd in idle talk. Curiosity and idle talk are
constitutive ways of the being of being-in-the-world. The Anvone,
which in idle wlk defines the public way of having been interpreted, at
the xame time controls and prescribes the ways of curiosity. [t says
"I*'h;ll one must have seen and read. Conversely, what curiosity dis-
LOVers enters into idle talk. Not that these two phenomena exist side

¥ stde; rather, one 1endency to uproat drags the other along with ir.
l;;l]ll:‘u mil}"s wity of being evervwhere and nowhere is relegated o wdle
+ which is for no one and everyone.
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¢) Ambiguity

As everyday being-with-one-another in the world, Dasein is of itself
subject to idle talk and curiosity. As concern it is concerned also with
covering up its discoveredness. In interpreting, for example, it seeg
iself in the way it has been interpreted by the Anyone and so is always
concerned also with a flight From itself. When we say here that Dasein
is simultaneously concerned with its own falling, it should he noted
that in such a related concern filling does not become manitest di-
rectly and from the ouiset, as though there were in Dasein an explicit
ntention in this direction. On the contrary, since Dasein in curlosity
knows everything within a certain sphere and talks over everything in
idle talk, it arrives rather at the opinion that such 4 being in the Any-
one is true and genuine being. The universal validity inherent in whae
one says and how one sees is for the public and the Anyone the great-
est guarantee that it has for the infallibility of its being. This means
that the self-interpretation of everyday being-with-one-another also
adopts this presumption. But with this presumption an ambiguity en-
ters into Dasein. This is the third phenomenon of falling. It has the
function of aggravating in a special way the falling given in idle talk
and curiosity.

There is a double ambiguity involved in this phenomenon. The frst
affects the world, which is what is encountered and what happens in
being-with-one-another. In this regard. the aggravation ot falhng
stemming from ambiguity has the functional sense of suppressing the
Dasein in the Anyone. The second ambiguity aftects not only the
world but being-with itself, my own being and that of others. With re=»
gard to this being-toward-one-another, the aggravaton of falling at
the time is a prior ueutralization cutting off the genuine rootedness of
Dasein in itself, which means that the ambiguity does not let Dasein
come (o an original relationship of heing in being with one another. ¢

Insofar as what is encountered in everyday being-with-one-anothes
by way of the world is such that everything is accessible 10 everyong
and everyone can discourse ubout evervthing, 1o that extent it 09
fonger can be decided who does and who does not actually live bY
a genuine understanding. The linguistic capacity for expression and
the routine of a certain average understanding of all that there is caR
publicly be so extended that the way of interpretation in which the
Anyone operates easily plays everything into everyone’s hand. What
thus plays itself out in the atmosphere of public interpretation be-
comes ambiguous. It looks as if the matter is genuinely seen and dis-
cussed, and yet basically it is not; it does not look that way, and yet
perhaps juis.

But ambiguity not only affects the way we dispose of and deal with
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~hat is accessible for use and enjoyment, but extends much further.
~ot only does everyone know and discuss the current topics and
ovents, what we call the “passing scene,” but everyane also alveady
pnows how 1o talk about what must first happen, what is not yet cur-
rent but must be made actual. Evervone has already guessed in ad-
vance what others also guess and sense. This being-on-the-scent,
saturatly on the basis of hearsay, is the maost insidious way in which
ambiguity holds Dasein down. Supposing that whar is guessed and
sensed in advance would one day in fact be realized, ambiguity has
already taken care that interest in the matter realized would then die
away. For this interest exists for curiosity and idle wlk only as long as
there is the possibility of a non-committal only-guessing-with. Idle
talk is concerned only with being able 1o guess with someone, without
having to follow through. In other words, being “in on it" with some-
one when one is on the scent forgoes followers once the guess gets
carried out. Carrying it out in fact demands rthat Dasein be forced
back on itself. Publicly regarded, such a being is boring: and besides,
when confronted with the realization of what was once guessed, idle
talk is always ready with a pat answer: “we could have done it too—for
we had already guessed as much.” In fact, in the end idle 1alk is even
indignant that what it guessed and constantly demanded in idle talk
now arfuaelly takes place. For with that, it has lost the opportunity to
guess some more on this score.

The ambiguity of the public way of being interpreted, which is de-
fined by curiosity and idle talk, holds being-in-the-world down by
Passing off its inquisitive sensing and its talking ol things ahead of the
Bame as what is really happening, while carrying out the mauer and
understanding it are labelled as unimportant, With this ambiguity, the
Public way of having things interpreted insures its constant pre-
¢minence, and this all the more, the more it lets curiosity have what it
seeks, namely, what today is not yet on hand but tomorrow may come
o pass,

But when Dasein places itself in the reticence of carrying things
lhmugh. its time is clifterent. Publicly regarded, its time is essentially
Slll“‘{‘l: tian the time o idle talk, which "lives faster.” This idle talk has
I'l:::i.simce gone on to somet hi'ng else, v.\"lmtev.er‘h;q)pens ta be “b{‘and

#t the time. the “latest thing.” 1n view of this “verv newest thing,”
:';]t‘:'l “lds once the hum.‘h H now "passé,” “behined the limf:s," "out of
l w"-“ _ tle talk ar.ld curiosity thus ta!ce care that lh_t'- genuine and au-
pacy ”t ‘tlew CTEAtion is ¢o ipso out of d_ate flnrlpul_)hc‘u‘y. For tl}e' most
I’ft\'-.i:f n, Ilhe new creation l)ﬂ_:umt-:s h't't'.lll s positive ])Usslbllllftﬁs.
(”M‘l Ib'- _'wllwn l(“(" t;ll_l_( in its .!um.'lu.m of covering up and holding
Brese] 1(?5 -)('CUI‘I‘IE 1|1t-bfllm‘.t|\'e. or Wllf..‘ll the l‘.()_l]('.Eilll‘I]l.‘:'lTll |1;1:5 been ex-

¥ cleared away. This happens in the process of genuinely free-

LYY
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ing the past, that is, it happens as history. Genuive historiology 3
nothing but the struggle against this movement of the being of Daseiyy
in the direction of covering up by way of its own public way of having
things interpreted.

Second, however, curiosity and idle talk in their ambiguity eveq
dominate heing-with-one-another ais such. If we first speak from the
nearest environment and whar can be there with us in this initially
daily world, this says that the mher is there with us from what one hag
heard of him. trom the talk about him, from where he comes from,
Idle talk hrst of all insinuates iiself into the interstices of origing
being-with-one-another from the matters of common concern and jgg
world. Acfirst and above all, everyone keeps an eye on the other to see
how he will act and what he will say in reply. Being-with-one-anothey
in the Anyone is in no way a leveled and indifferent side-by-side state,
but far more once in which we intensely watch and furtively listen in on
one another. This kind of being-with-one-another can work its way
into the maost intimate relations. Thus, for example, a friendship may
no longer and not primarily consist in a resolute and thus mutually
generous way of siding with one anaother in the world, but in a con-
stant and prior watching out for how the other sets out 1o deal with
what is meant by friendship. in a constant check on whether he wrns
out to he one or not. Inasmuch as such a being-with-one-another can
now come into play from both sides, it can lead 1o the most profound
conversations and discussions, and one thinks one has a {riend. From
the very beginning, idle talk and curiosity thus deprive the superlative
possibilities of being-with-one-another of the ground from which they
could take root and grow, With-one-another is a secret against-one-
another under the mask of for-one-another, which gets its richness
and presumed genuineness only tran the imensity of talking.

Ambiguity has heen exhibited in idle 1alk and curiosity as the way of
Leing of the everyday discoveredness of Dasein. As such, ambiguity
can make manifest bow Dasein ships away from itsell in its tendency of
being toward the Anyone, and moreover, that it of iiself foments and
aggravates this tendency in everyday concern. Being toward the world
as well as toward others and itself is disguised by the Anvone which
constantly insimuates tself into these stractures, .

Dasein in the Anvone moves as it were in a whirfwind, which whirls it
into the Anvone, and thus ears it away from what matters and from
itself and, as a whirlwind, draws it into the constancy ol being de-
Hected trom its course. Thus, an enduring flight of Dasein from A
possible and original being-in-and-with is revealed in the absorptio?
in the Anyoune,
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d) The characters of the inherent movement
of falling

1he phenomenon of falling exhibited as a way of being of Dasein
paw it the same time shows an inherent movement in its siructure, whose
chatacters can now be easily highlighted.

Concern is never present as an indifferent being-in-the-world, pos-
sibly in analogy with the pure occurrence of a thing, Rather, in-heing
a8 heing-with-one-another is absorption in the world under concern.
since the Anyone is a way of being which temporalizes Dasein itself,
idle talk. that is, the public way of interpreting things in ambiguity,
brings with it the cultivation of a possibility of missing irself, of seek-
ing inself only in the Anyone. Dasein hself cultivates this possibiby
of being, advancing it as its possibility of missing itself. 1t should be
noted that this way of being peculiar to falling is not the resulu of any
sert o Lhrcumistances and conungencies of the world. Dasein as falling
is in its being iself tempting, inasmuch as it lavs the possibility ot falling
before itself. Tempting itsell in this way, it maintains itself in its tallen-
ness by cultivating the supposition that the tull realm of its own possi-
bilities is guaranteed to it with its absorption in the Anyone and in idle
talk. This means thau the falling that tempts is tranquilizing. Tt thus in-
creasingly sees no need ever to force this being in the Anyone before a
question or even to modify it. Uhis tranquilizing of fallenness is how-
ever not a matter of its standing still in its movement but rather in-
volves a creeping intensification. In the tranquilized obviousness of
such a being, Dasein drifts toward afienation from itself. In other
words, seductive tranguilization in s very sense is alienating, so much
50 that Dasein leaves no possibility of being upen for itself other than
that of being in the Anyone.
~ The phenomenal characters of the mavement of talling, the tempr-
g, the franguilization, the alienation. make it clear that the Dasein
whith is in its essence delivered to the world gets entangled in its own
toncern, 1 can vield 1o this tendency of falling to such a degree that it
Ehel'eb)’ cuts itself oftf from the possibibiy of returning to itself, where
i ho I‘mgt‘r even understands such a |)655ihili[y. '

Phe important thing is to regard all of these phenomena always as
f}r.n avternistiv and primary modes of the being of everyday Dasein. It
N0l my intention 10 ase what 1 have just said for moral applications
;:;-.:I:r‘hi"g of thal surt. My imention is on.ly ;?nd can only be 10 dis-
in;= o 1ese ph(-nmmf-n.a 4s structures Iﬂf Dasein, in nrder‘lhen.‘by start-
oo “f""‘lht'mftlns is in tact the drift ot all of my considerations—un

[Msein not in terms of any sort of theory of man, but to see the
Y51 derermination of its being directly in 1erms of the everydayness
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closest to it, and to proceed from there back to the fundamental strue.
tures themselves. Now none of these phenomena—this is characteris.
tic precisely of the Anyone—is in any way conscious or intentionaf,
The obviousness, the matter-of-course way in which this movemen of
Dasein comes to pass alsa belongs ta the manner of being of the Any.
one. Because the muvements of being which Dasein so 10 speak makeg
in the Anyone are a matter of course and are not conscious and intep.
tional, this means simply that the Anyone does not discover them,
since the discoveredness which the Anyone cultivates is in fact a cover-

ing up.

e) The fundamental structures of Dasein
from the horizon of fallenness .

The structure of falling can now be phenomenologically elucidated
in such a way that the fundameatal structures of Dasein itself are seen
from i1. We want 1o make a brief atiempl at leasi to arrive at the horj-
zon of these fundamenial struciures as they are prefigured in the phe-
nomenon of falling.

Concern includes both circumspective performance in the broadess
sense, which does its work by looking around, and the tarrying which
only looks, and in turn includes both of these in the calm of careless-
ness as well as in the restlessness of anxious concern. The leveling and
the disappearance of Dasein in the Anyone is a falling apart of Dasein
which is covered up by the public and everyday character of the Any-
one. This falling apart temparalizes iself as a falling away of Dasein
from its authenticity into the falling which we have already described.
Authenticity here must be understood in the literal sense of “having it
self for its own in intimacy with iself.” Falling away is a kind of falling
constitutive of Dasein itsell insofar as it is an entity of the character of .
being-in-the-world and Dasein is in each instance mine. This sort of
falling as a tendency of being is a priori possible only on the basis of 3
propensity for il. This propensity [ Hang], to which our analysis of fal
ing keeps referring in a phenomenal way, constitutes a basic structure
of Dasein which we call destiny [Verhéngnis]. We use the term ‘destiny
here not as a fact but as a meaning, like our usage of ‘encounter’
(Begegnis] and ‘knowledge [Erkenntnis], so that ‘destiny’ here does not
refer to a particular state but to a structure, an existential structure.
This destiny is nothing but the flight of Dasein fram itself. a flight from ‘
itsell into the world discovered by it. A propensity in its being is not
something original, but in itself refers back 1o a possible urge. There 1%

a propensity only where there is an entity which is determined by an
urge, Propensity and urge in their turn are to be defined more funda- ‘
mentally in the phenomenon which we call care.
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1t should be noted here that the explication of these structures of
pasein has nothing to do with any doctrine of the corruption of hu-
man nature or any theory of original sin. What is involved here is a
pure consideration of structures, which precedes all such considera-
tions. Our consideration must be differentated quite sharply from
any theological consideration. It is possible, perhaps necessary, that all
of these structures will recur in a theological anthropology. I am in no
pusilion 1o judge how, since | understand nothing of such things. I am
of course familiar with theology, but it is still quite a way from that to
an understanding. Since this analysis Lime and again incurs this mis-
understanding, let me emphasize that it proposes no covert theology
and in principle has nothing 1o do with theology. These structures can
just as well determine the mode of being of a man or the idea of a
humanity in the Kantian sense, whether one assumes with Luther that
man is “sodden with sin,” or that he is already in the status gloriue. Fall-
ing, falling apart and all of these structures first of all have nothing to
do with morality and ethics or the like.

$30. The structure of uncanniness
a) The phenomenon of flight and fear

But before we analyze these primary structures of Dasein, it is nec-
essary to bring into sharper focus the phenomenon which we have just
now arrived at, namely, the flight of Dasein from uself. We shall therefore
start with the exposition of that from which Dasein flees in its fight, in
order to exhibit in this fleeing a basic disposition of Dasein which is
constitutive of the being of Dasein que care, and for this very reason is
the most radically concealed.

We therefore ask: What is this Reeing of Dasein from itself ¥ What is
the frum which of the flight of Dasein? It can be stated formally that it
ﬁe_es from i being-threatened. Now how is this being-threatened and
“}ls threatening thing experienced? Something threatening is not
Elven primarily in a fieeing from it but in that in which the Hight itself
s founded, namely, int fear. All lleeing is grounded in fearing. But not
every falling back before something is necessarily also already a flee-
Mg and s0 2 being afraid.

These 1w meanings are generally intermingled in the ancient con-
ept of pryy and in the medieval concept of fuga, both of which we
Mmply translate as “flight.” Flight is sometimes equated with falling

Ak before something, which does not have to mean Heeing in the
Strict sense at all. But the term can also mean fight directly. Fleeing
oM something is grounded in being afraid of something. Accord-
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ingly, that from which flight Hees must be made manifest in that of
which Tear is afraid. The mode of being of leeing must be explicareq
by way of the mode ol being ol fear. or the structures of being whict,
themselves lie in fear. So in order 10 phenomenologically grasp this
phenomenon of the flight of Dasein from itself, it is first necessary 1o
explicate the phenomenon of fear.,

In doing so, we must bear in mind that the phenomenon of fear is 4
way of being toward the world, and that fearing is always a fearing
related o world or to co-Dasein. To the extent that the phenomenan
of fear has been investigated, it is in fact always taken in this way, and
all the different madifications of fear are defined on the basis of thig
being afraid ot something winhin the world. But we have already stated
that the flight of Duasein in falling s a flight of Dasein from iself, and
so not a flight from the world and from a particular thing of the
world, 1f it is true that Dasein flees from uself, then the fear which
founds this flight cannot, strictly speaking, actually be fear, inasmuchr
as fear is always a mode of being which is essentially related to somes
thing worldly. In other words, it will become apparent that the tradi-
tional analysis of the phenomenon of fear is in principle insufficiens,
that fear is a derivative phenomenen and is itself grounded in the pheg
nomenon which we call dread.

Dread is not a mode of fear, Rather, it is the other way around; All
fear finds #s ground i dread. To facilitae our phenomenological appre-
hension, our consideration will start with fear and then go back io the
phenomenon of dread. We shall consider five points: 1) fear as being
afraid of something, 2) the modification of the being of fear, g) fear in
the sense of fearing about and fearing for another, 4) dread, and
5) UnNCanniness, .

a) Fear as being afraid of something considered in its
four essential moments

This phenomenon was {irst mvestdgated by Aristotle in the context,
of an analysis of the passions, the 7o, in his Rhetoric.' The analys
of fear which Aristotle presents here as weil as his analysis of the emo=
tions generally serve to define the interpretation of the Stoics and 50
that of Augustine and the middle ages. Then. in the revival of the
Stoic doctrine of the emotions in the Renaissance, this entire compleX:
of analyses of the emotional was introduced into modern philosophys
which is where things have remained. Kant, for example, operates al*
most without exception within these ancient definitions. Of course, W€
cantiat gu into these historical connections here, especially since they
offer nothing essentially new when compared ta Aristotle, except that

—

1. Arisiole, Khetoric By, 1382a20-1983b1 3.
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the SLOics, ta note at least this much, classified various modifications of
fedar.

Theologically, the problem of fear is of special significance in con-
pection with the theory of repentance. penance, love toward God.
jove of God, which itself substantiates fear. For an orientation, [ refer
(0 the investigation by Hunzinger.* There is here a brief survey of the
development of the concept, though in fact the interpretation of Au-

ustine there is in need of essential revisions. Thomas Aquinas® has
dealt with fear in a comprehensive way in the context of a general the-
oty of 1he emotions.

Alsa, 1 cannot embark here on a more detailed interpreiation of
Anistotle’s unalysis in his Rhetoric. That would be possible only on the
basis of an actual understanding of the main structures of Dasein it-
self. We only begin 1o see what Aristotle saw when we first bring the
phenomiena home (o ourselves. Characteristic of the basic conception
of fear in Aristode is its consideration in connecton with the task of
rhetoric. Among other things. the orator, in order to put across his
plan and his proposals or to get someone to consider them, can appeal
to the instincts and passions of the crowd (public meeting). In order
to make the assembly more traciable, he can, for example, work for
the passage of war credits by instilling fear in his listeners. He strikes
tear in them by theatening them with the destruction of the state. The
fear thus aroused makes them ready to take counsel, and brings them
to support and to accept his proposals much more readily. This being
afraid of something as a constitutive moment of oratory is analyzed by
Aristotle.

The following analysis is oriented toward the previously elaborated
structure of the being of Dasein, but it also makes regular reference 1o
the Aristotelian definition. In the phenomenon of being afraid we
shall distinguish 1) the of which of heing afraid. and 2) the way of
hfin}.{ toward rhat of which one is alvaid. (We have no proper term for
!he firs1, one would actually have o say the ‘frightful.” ‘frightening.” or
ff‘arful.' if one takes these terms in a purely formal structural sense
w:th_um any sart of devaluation.) Then we have g) the about which ot
fearing. Being afraid is not only being atraid of, but at the same uime
always afraid about. Finally, we must investigate 4) the ways of being
tward that about which tear is in fear.

‘ In regard 10 the first structural moment, the of which of fearing, we
“an sy that the of-which of fear has the character of something we
E0counter and confront in a worldly way. and so has the character of

-,

bix y Aw Hunzinger, “Dis Furchiprsblem in der batholischen Lehre von Augusun
ok

’_'_hl'l." 1gof, First Section ol iy 2 of the Luther Stndies.
¥ Phomas Aquinas, Summn thralugiae 10, questions 41-14.
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meanmg[ulness What confronts fear in the character of meaningfy),
ness is something detrimental, as Aristotle says, a kaxév, malim, an evil,
In particular, this detrimental thing is always something definite, If
we already had the concept here, we would say something historicaj,
something definite breaking into the familiar world of concerned pre-
occupation. It is now crucial to see how this detrimenial thing is eg.
countered, namely, as something not vet on hand, but just coming,
What is not yet present but coming—a peculiar presence—is in this
way moreover essentially in the neighborhood. More accurately, it is nog
yet on hand precisely as something which approaches and draws
nearer. What is still in the remote distance is, as Aristotle rightly says,
not really feared. Or else fearing it can be eliminated by makiné it
clear to oneself that there is in fact still time before it comes and, since
it is still so remote, it probably will not come at all. The peculiar near-
ness of something coming but nat yet on hand constitutes the struc-
ture of the encounter and confrontation of this detrimental thing, As
the definite but not vet present detrimentality, it presses of itself to-
ward becoming on hand. Anything which has such a siructure of con-
fronting us is what we call threatening. Inherent in the threatening
character are the structural moments of not yet present bur coming,
something detrimental, not yet on hand but drawing near. The of-
which of fear thus has a threatening character, it is a malum futirumor
a xakor peAlor, not in the sense of an objectively established event
which is sure to come, but a futurum which in its imminent approach
can also fail o appear.

With that. the second moment of being afraid. the way of being to-
ward the threatening, already becomes evident. This being toward
the threatening is a way of being approached by the encountered
world. It is not at first an awareness of an impending evil to which a
dose of dread would then be added. Rather, fearing is precisely the
mode of being in which something threatening is uniquely disclused
and can be encountered in concern in being approached by the world.
As Aristotle rightly says (not literally but de facin), fear is not a pavre-
aia in the sense of letting something threatening be seen, but is €€
pavracias, from letting the imminently detrimental (kowdy mékrov)
be seen. To be sure. the proper tounding connection between this
vavraaio and actually being afraid is left undefined by him and later
by Scholasticism, and so at bottom it is still incomprehensible.

But from what was said earlier, we know that representing some-
thing that will come is always founded primarily in a prior concertt
and care, where we are alreadp approached by sumething and allow )t
1 encounter us. [n a certain sense, at first 1 am not aware of what 15
threatening in its full and proper being. but rather the reverse: 1 se€
and can only see the threat in its genuine character and can only have
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ihe dneeatening thing as such from thf: primary access to it in fearing.
[ is from this source that I lirst receive the possthility of now appre-
nending this threatening thing itself in a thematic consideration. IF |
Jiew and cuufaidcr gm‘:e[hing threatening solely in terms of its becom-
g an abjective being for me, | never come Lo the fearing itself.

Now jnasmuch as what is threatening in fear is in each case a spe-
(ific worldly thing, it always meets with a specific concern, a specific
heing-involved-in and a specific being-in-the-world. The threarening
Jhing comes upon a concern which, along with what it has at its direct
disposil. 18 insufhicient to cope with the threatening thing. This means
that, i order to come to the third moment, that about which we are
afvaiel in fear is being-in-the-workd itsclt.

| he threatening thing always endangers the concern at the time, or
the project of that concern. This also determines the last moment, the
way of being woward that about which fear fears. With concern endan-
gered by the threatening thing (a situation which is appresented in
being aivaid), self-tinding is thrown into contusion. ln short. oriented
concern s disturbed. This embattled sense of not being up to the situ-
ation is typified by the tumult of running around in panic, in which
the stable relations of orientation within the referential comexts of
the Lamiliar environment are disturbed, This is the sense of the con-
fusion which more or less accompanies fear, naturally in varying de-
grees according o the situation,

B8} The modifications of fear

Pracesding from these moments of being afraid, we can now clarity
2) the machifications of the being of fear. Distinct modifications of the
being of fear emerge in accord with variations in these constitutive
menents of being afraid of something. it was already made plain that
'I.lt‘ i eatening thing incudes the ¢lemen of impending onslaught.
M‘_;lrm-s.\'. which belongs to the structure of encounter of the threat-
Ning thing, is here the acute form of encounter of what is not yet
Present, more precisely. of the ‘not yet’ which however can strike at
..m\- mament. When such a threarening thing inits ‘in tact not yet. but
-fl M moment” now sauckdenly bursts into the presence of the paty
tomcerned. fear becomes fright.

Heve, in what is threatening, we must cistinguish the proximate ap-
ol of the mena ing thing, which is constitutive of every form of
l::'l'l"‘:{' -l!l_mi(l.. Over and ahove this, theye is s}ill the way in u:h-ich tbis
"-\;un‘:] I.m: -lppm;l(‘h 15 l‘l'll'l)lllll.t'l'lt'tt, |Il:‘l't" s suddenness. Take for
il \\I'ilti oK L-llzftlt- suddenly slrlkn}g or pierdng llhc ground nearby

e Il ll the .su'dden appreseniation of the imminent appruach‘ of
ih y “-.I|1) Il ).‘a.]l'll'l, “‘hll’h il U‘l'('lljl'.iil ill'l\" monent. Ihus. ‘h(‘ ”‘!I‘t'i"(:'“lng
also an everyday familing 1hing. A least it was so in this ex-
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ample [!]). That of which we are frighiened can be (und most of the
time is) something with which we are very well acquainted.

If, however, the threatening has the character of the utterly un.
famiiliar, not merely the utterly unexpected but otherwise well-knowy
then fear becomes horror. When something threatening is encoun:
tered in the character of the horrible and at the same time has the
maode of encounter of fright. namely, its peculiar suddenness, they
fear becomes tervor.

Conversely, something worldly encountered as threatening can ajsq
be insignificant, but can nonetheless modify other moments constigy-
tive of being alfraid. For the wayv of being-in-the-world in contern cag
have the character of insecurity. A concern cun be unsure of its owg
subject matter, and so can at bottom be unfamiliar with it. In this case,
encountering an insignificant threat can arouse a tear which has the
peculiar character of being suspicious, what we call anxiousness, We
cannot go any further here into these other phenomena which belong
in this context. They include the further modifications of timiday,
shyness, misgiving, and becoming startled. We only wanl 1o maintain that
these phenomena can themselves be understood only by starting from
the primary analysis of being atraid of something. and perhaps not
solely here, but first from that in which every torm of being afraid of
something is grounded, from dread.

y) Fear in the sense of fearing about n

A third moment to be distinguished from being afraid of some-
thing is fearing about and for another. That about which we fear is first
of all the others with whom we are. In other words, fearing about,
which is primarily retated to others and only indirectly to things in the
world, is a way of being-with with the others, specifically in their being
threatened. [ fear for him, specifically because of what threatens him
Irom the world. Fearing aboul another is or can be a genuine way 9
being-with the viher by way of the worli.

“This fear for another as a being-with anather is however not a fl;"ill“
ing with another, since | can fear for the other without his being
afraid. In fact, perhaps Uamn right in my fear about him precisely 'br
cause the menace as such does not confront him, because he is blin
to it or foulhardy. Fearing for another also does not mean that | rake

is fear away from him, so that he does not necessarily have to be if
{'.Ear at all, since 1 can fear for him. What is threatened here, about
which 1 Tear in fearing about the other, is the being-with with the
aher, his co-Dasein, and thus st the same time my own being-wit
wirth him. Bin iy own being-with with him is not thar abowt which_l
aen clivecdy atvitid in my fearing about the ather, ta ather words. 1®
this tearing abaut and for the other | myselt am not actually alraid-
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Feuaring for another thus proves to be a distinctive phenomenon of
peing-with. And it becomes clear that being with one another by way
of 1he world is constitutive ol i The specific relations ave as tollows:
(he co-entity in the sense of the one who fears for the others, is with
the other precisely when he is not in the other's mode of being: thus
either he is not afraid with the other in the true sense af being atraid;
or the other is not necessarily afraid when 1 am in fear about him.
This fearing about is in « way an anticipation of fear tor the others,
without oneself necessarily having to be afraid. ¥ cannot go any lur-
ther here into the final correlations which are revealed here in regard
to the structure of being with one another.

b) Dread and uncanniness

we shall now consider dread as a fourth phenomenoen in connec-
tion with our analysis of fear. In additon to all of these modifications
of fear there is a being afraid which at bottom can no longer be called
that. For the of-which of fear can remain indefinite, no longer being
this or that worldly thing an hand. Correspondingly. in-being as being-
involved-with is no longer aftected in a definite way. No real confusion
ensues, since the possibility of confusion exists only when a definite
arientution of concern gets all mixed up, that is, when the circumspec-
tively disclosed in-being in its definite, Factual, environmental possibil-
ities falls into disarray. What threatens is nothing definiie and worldly,
anet vet it is not without the impending approach which characterizes
the threatening. Indeed, what threatens in this indelinite way is now
quite near and can be so close that it is oppressive. It can be 50 near
and yer not present as this or that, not something fearful, something
o he feared by way of « detinite reference of the environing world in
s meaningfulness. Dread can ‘hefall’ us right in the midst of the most
familiar environment. Oftentimes it does not even have w involve the
Phesanienon of darkness or of being alone which frequenily accom-
Panies dread. We then say: one feels uncanny [or in more idiomatic
English: “Things lovk so weird all of a sudden” or "1I'm gewing this
e feeling”), One no longer feels at home in his most familiar en-
“Ironment, the one closest to him: but this does not come about in
Such & way that a definite region in the hitherto known and famibiar
world breaks down in its orientation. nor such that one is notat home
i the surrpundmgs in which one now finds himsell, but instead in
:::f:l';\‘fllj‘l‘m.l_ndings,‘()n the contrary, i_n dread, lwing-in-tIu--wnrkl is
A ransformed inta a notachome” purely ancd simply.

pul:"::llﬂ-iu~tl:'$-.'.|<l-'nl' likewise has iss spedihc of-which. Move precisely
Cour question is: As whar must we define thar of which dread is in
drea?
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When dread has run its course we say, "It was really nothing,” Thj,
kind ol wlk strikes the very heart of the matter. It was nothing: the of.
which of dread is nothing, (hat is to say, nothing that takes place in the
world, nothing definite, nathing worldly. But since it can neverthelegs
be oppressively present in an obtrusiveness, it is much more thag
something threatening for fear, for it is the world in its very worldhood.
The indefiniteness of the of-which, this nothing as nothing worldly, i
phenomenally quite debnite, B is the world in its worldhood, which of
course cloes not give itself like a world-thing. As that which threatens,
this nothing is very close, sa that what thus threatens (the worldhood
of the world or the world as such} in a way wraps itself around some.-
one and takes his breath away, without being something of which one
could say: this thing here.

For this peculiar and wholly original phenomenon there now are, as
for all such phenomena, characteristic delusions, delusions of dread
which, for example, can be induced purely physiologically. But this
physioclogical possibility itself exists only because this entity, which is
corporeally determined, can by virtue of its being be in dread at all,
and not because some physiological occurrence could produce some-
thing like dread. It is for this reason that we speak of inducing a dread
which is always possible and 10 some exient latent.

Because that of which dread s in dread is this nothing in the sense
of “nothing definite and worldly,” the nothing amplifies its proximity.
that is, the possibility ot the can-be [Seinkinnen] and of “being able 1o
do nothing against it.” This absolute helplessness in the face of the
threatening, because it is indeed indefinile, because it is nothing. of-
fers no ways and means of overcoming it. Every orientation draws a
blank. This worldly indefiniteness of thai of which dread is in dread is
in its constitution now accompanied by the indetiniteness of that abew!
which dread is in dread.

It is not this or that concern which s threatened, but being—in-!hr-
world as such. Inherent in being-in-the-world, however, (and now we
need to bring in what we have already discussed for the understand-
ing of the entire analysis of dread) is the world in its worldhood. The
of-which of dread, which s nothing worldly, is the in-which which is
constitutive of Dasein, of in-being itself. That of whick dread is ®
dread is the m-which of being-in-the-world, ane thav about which one 15 n
dread is this very same being-in-the-world, specitically in its primary dis-
coveredness of ‘not at home. In dread. therefore, the of-which l_)f
dread and the about-which of being in dread are not only indefinite 17
a worldly sense, but 1hey coincide. More precisely stated, in drea
they are not vet even separated: Dasein i the of-whick and the about~
which. In drcad being-in-the-world as such discloses itseit, and that
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pol as this definite fact but in its facticity. Dread is nothing but the du-
Josition la uncannimess.

The of-which and the ahout-which of dread are buth Dasein itself,
more accurately, the fact that Tam, that is. “[ am” in the sense of the
paked bemg-in-the-world. This naked factuality is not that of being
on hand like a thing, but the kind of being which is constitutive of
finding vneself [in a situation).

Dasein is ‘on hand’ in a radical sense, in the sense of facticity. It does
not find itself solely as something on hand in the sense of the ground
and foundation, that it is. Rather, the ground is an existential ground,
which means a disclosed ground—and a “bottomless ground,” an
abyss at that. This is the existential positivity of the nothing of dread.
Facticity us a constituent of existence is not grafted onto something on
hand, and man is not existetice as the union of an extant soul and an
extant body. In other words, existence rightly understood is not the
union uf the separated, but the original kind of being which defines
this entity ontologically.

Dasein is such that it is this peculiar facuc dimension; in shert, Da-
sein &5 iy very facticity. The *fact’ thal Dasein ‘is” at all and ‘is not not” is
not a mere property in it. but can be experienced by Dasein itself in an
original experience; this is nothing bu the disposition of dread. Fac-
ticity of Dasein means: It is in a manner of its being this being, that it
is; more accurately: 1t i&s s very ‘there’ and 'in.

In dread worldhood as such presents itsell 1ogether with my being
in it, without bringing any definite datum ta the foreground. Earlier,
in analyzing Descartes’s concept of the subject, 1 referred to his sate-
went that we actually have no affection of being as such. But there is
such an atfection (il one wants 1o use this mode of expression). Dread
is nthing other than the pure and simple experience of being in the
sense of being-in-the-wotld. This experience can, though it does pot
have to—just as all possibilities of being come under a ‘can’-—assume
4 distinctive sense in death or, more precisely, in dying. We then speak
of the dread of death. which must be kepr altogether distinct from the
fear of death, for it is not fear in the face of death but dread as a clis-
Position to the naked being-in-the-world, to pure Dasein. There is
thus the possihility, in the very moment of departing from the warld,
5t speuk, when the world has nothing maore to say to us and every
Other has nothing more 1o say, that the warld and our being-in-it show
"’f‘lﬁ§rl\fcs purely and simply,

’ I'his analysis of dread depicts @ phenomenon which in its nature
Smply Gainnot be forced and whose analvsis here also has nothing
“'blliltsuc\.*el' 1o do with any sort of sentimentality. The analysis has ex-
tibited this phenomenon of dread as the foundation in being for Da-
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sein’s Hight from itself. This phenomenon of dread is not somethip
invented by me but has already been seen repeatedly, even though no,
in these concepts. Here 1 am only trying to provide the concepis for
things which are usually treated in a4 nebulous way in the sciences, ang
at Llimes also in theology.

Augustine did not regard the phenomenon of dread in a thematje
way, but he in fact caught a glimpse of it in a short study “On Fear"
within a collection of questions, “On Various Questions of the Eigh[)-
Tribes.”* Luther then dealt with the phenomenon of dread in the wra.
ditional context of an inerpretation of contritio and poentlentia in his
commentary on Genesis.* In recent times, particularly in connection
with the problem ol original sin, Kierkegaard made the phenomenon
of dread the theme of his separate work, The Concept of Dread

I cannot go into greater detail here into the various modifications
whereby dread as implicit is directly concealed by the phenomenon
of being afraid. We shall consider them in the persistent retrograde
movement from discoveredness towards falling. From falling 1o dread
we now come to the last fundament of being, which gives to dread in
general, which means to being-in-the-world, its original constitution,
This fundament is the phenomenon of care,

¢) More original explication of falling and dread
(uncanniness) as a preview of the basic constitution
of Dasein as care

The explication of the movement of falling as a flight of Dasein
from itself led to the phenomenon of dread as a basic disposition of
Dasein to itself, namely, to itself in its pure being, where being must.
always be taken in the sense already exhibited as being-in-the-world.
The foregoing reflections on dread which we have just cited sufter
from the basic deficiency of not really seeing the conceptual, existen-
tial structure of Dasein, so that dread then becomes a psychological
problem, even in Kierkegaard. Buf dread is dread of this being itself. such
that this being-in-dread-of-it is a being in dread about this being. Buv this
implies that Dasein is an entity for which in its being, in its being-in-
the-world, “it goes about its very being” (es geht um sein Sein selbst]. for
which, that is, its very being is at issue. This is the sense of the selfsame*

4+ Augustine, Ue diversis guasstinnibus actoginia tnbus, questions 33, 44, 35 Oper¥
Omnix, Migne, Patratagine Latinae XL, Vol V1, pp. 224 :
5. Martin Luther, Enarrationes in genesin, Ch. 3, Werke (Erlangen Edition), Exegehiod
opera latina, Vol. L, pp. 1771L. ] .
N 6. Soren Kierkegaard, Ler Hegriff der Angst, 1844, Gesammaite Werke (Diederichsh
1l 5.
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ness of the of-which and the ahout-which of dread which has just been
expounded. .

This selfsameness must not be understood in such a way that the
pssential structural moments of the of-which and the about-which
would become fused in dread. The selfsameness rather only serves to
ghow that the essence of dread is Dasein iself. Dasein occurs twice, so
1o speak, in the disposition of dread. This formulation of the phe-
nomenon is of course the very worst way of putting it, its only sense
being tw give us a preliminary indication of a peculiar state of aftairs,
pamely, that Dasein is an entity in whose being its own being is at is-
«e. Butis this actually a phenomenal composition of the being of Da-
sein itself7 For it seems 10 be directly contradicted by the phenome-
non of falling, the flight of Dasein from itself. It became evident in
falling that everydayness moves Dasein away from itself. It therefore
cannot be said that Dasein is intimately involved with itself in its every-
dayness. This, however, is still a blind and unphenomenological way
of arguing.

In ialling, in the flight from itsell, Dasein is still constantly there for
itself. In the Aight from itself it gets behind itself, so that it constantly
sees itself implicitly in falling, even if this is in the deceittul way ol not
wanting to see. But where Dasein in its being flees to, namely, to the
being of the Anyone. is indeed itself still only a way of being of Dasein
itself, in the sense of a specific being-ar-home. What is at stake in the
flight from uncanniness [Unheimlichkeit, not-being-at-home] is pre-
cisely a cultivation of Dasein itself as being-in-the-world. so much so
that it lets itself be determined primarily from the world. It is pre-
tisely in the Anyone that Dasein is its discoveredness as uncanniness
in the manner we have described. Not only is it not the case that fall-
ing detracts from the compositon of being we are discussing; falling
tself first becomes comprehensible precisely from this compasition.

§31. Care as the being of Dasein

a) Determination of the articulated structure
of care

';"1::1:'3[5l1-is Ipt_eculiaf structure of the being of the entity, ‘lhal it is an
We o ‘)I which, wu}‘un its 1n-be1ng,_ that very b:e.m{.g is at issue, wluch
“ru“"h!.nuw grasp in greater detail. Bul'huw.ﬂ }Ne shall _de[me this
Wre Lhrf lermmulug?cally as bmra"and designate itasa prlmal‘struc—
prﬂ' ¢ structure of Dasein iself. But I would |l!ic' to emphasize ex-

Ssly that this structure does not uncover the ultimate context of the
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being of Dasein. [t is the penudtimate phenomenan, so to speak, on the
way toward the authentic structure of the being of Dusein, Care 4 the
term for the being of Dasein pure and simple. 1t has the formal structyye
an enlity for which, intimately involved in its being-in-theworld, this yup
bring is at issue.

In view of this state of affairs in an analysis of Dasein with regard ¢,
its being, it is apparent that ‘being” is not at all a simple concept, o
alone the simplest concept. This is one ervor made by the traditiog,
and perhaps the most fateful. It is based on a determination of bein
which naturally starts {rom entities taken as a world, formalizes thi,
being of the world or worldhood by disregarding every particulay
world-thing, in order to thus arrive at a formal concepi.

The definition of the structure of care already shows that this phe.
nomenon, which thus authentically comprehends being, exhibits
multiple structure. And if Dasein in its being is generally defined by
care, then these phenomena must have already been in our sighis in
the foregoing analyses of Dasein. In lact we dealt with the phenonie-
non of care in a certain way right from the start, when we spoke of
concern as the authentic mode of being-in-the-world. Concern itself is
bul a mode of being af care, speciically because care is the character of
being of an entity which is essentially defined by being-in-the-worid.
To put it better. care gua structure of Dasein is in-being as concern,
Caring as it is in the world is #0 ipse concern. The expression which we
use in the definition of the formal structure of care, 'heing is at issue,
must now be more accurately defined.

‘1ts own being is the issue for Dasein': This first presupposes thaiin
this Dasein there is something like a being out for something. Dasein is
out for its own being; it is out for its very being in order ‘fo be' its
being. As such a being-about care is thiy being vl for the being which this
very being-out is. This must be understood in such a way that Dasein a5
it were anticiputes itself there. It the being of Dasein is what is at issue
for care, then Dasein has always already held its own being ahead of
itself, even if not in the sense of a thematic consciousness of it. The
innermost structure of Dasein’s caring about its being can be coil”
ceived formally as Dasein's being-ahead-of-itself. Bul we must unders
stand this being-ahead-of-itselt of Dasein in the context of the strue”
tures which have hitherto already been exhibited. This being-ahead ¥
not a kind of psychological process or a property of a subject, bul
rather an element of the entity which, in accord with its sense is in the
world, that is, in accord with its original character of being, insofar as
i is at all, & always already tntomatety muolved v something. namely, 10
the world. We thus arrive at the overall structure of care in the form?
sense: Dasein's being-ahear-of -itself in its abwayy adveady being inplved 17
something, This formal structure of care applies o every compr?

r
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ment. There are only difterent modalities of the individual structural
mometits of care, such that they can assume the kinds of being which
urge and propensity have. We shall have to envisage these two phenom-
ena in still greater detail in order to come to understand how the spe-
citic wholeness of the phenomenon of Dasein is now first of all inte-
rrated from this primal structure of the being of Dasein as care. The
wholeness of Dasein cannot be combined from various wavs of being
and the coupling which then comes inte play. On the contrary, with
care we now find the phenomenon from which we can then under-
stand the various ways of being as ways of berng, that s, as care.

Care has the formal structure of being-ahead-of-itsetf-in-already-
heing-involved-in something. This being-ahead implies a structure
whereby care is always a being abowt something, specifically such that
Dasein in concern, in every performance, in every provision and pro-
duction of something in particular, is at the same time concerned for
its Dasein. This being-ahead-of-itself signifies precisely that care or
Dasein in care has thrust its own being ehead as existential facticity. This
being out for its own being, which is at issue for it, always takes place
already in being involved in something, from a being-always-already-
in-the-world-involved-in. {In-being is therefore constitutive for every
kind of being of Dasein—even for authentic being!) The structure of
‘being out for something” which [ do not yet have, but being-out in an
already-involved-in which eo ipso is being out for something. brings
with it the phenomenon of not yet having something which I am out
for. This phenomenon of not yet having something which T am out
for is called being in want. [1 is not merely a pure and simple objective
not-having but is always a not-having of something that 1 am out for.
Itis what first constitutes being-in-want, lack, need. Later, as the inter-
pretation proceeds, this basic structure of care will lead us back to the
constitution of being which we shall then come to understand as time.
But first it is important to bring out a few more structures in care it-
selt, specifically in relation to what we have learned in the preceding
4nalysis of Dasein.

b) The phenomena of urge and propensity

I the two structural moments of being-ahead-of-itsell and already-
CIng-involved-in, there is a puzzling character which is peculiar to
:_;'l"‘lf-‘"a.ntl, a5 we shall see, is nothing other than #ime. This peculiar

siacter of the *before.” of the ‘ahead.’ this fore-character, namely, that
h':::‘rln lsru!ways. ahead of itseif and always already involved if‘ snine-
cUnj-;-—-v«hlch dr‘splz‘ays a d_ouble phenomenon—now determines the

¢le ways of being which we have already come to know. Before
We proceed toward the understanding of one of these ways of being,
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namely, the interpretation of this character of the “befure,” we shy)
clarify the two phenomena which are closely associated with care__
wrge and propensity.

In the structure identified as being-ahead-of-itself-in-already-being.
involved-in something, care is first and loremost the condition of pos.
sibility for urge and propeusity, and nat the other way around, where
care would be pieced together from these two phenomena. Urge hag
the character of ‘towards’ something. In particular, this ‘towards some.
thing’ points 1o an element of compulsion which comes from the "o-
wards’ itself. Urge is a ‘towards’ something which brings the drive inw
play from itself. When we view it against the background of care, urge
brings out both the character of compulsion and being out for some-
thing. Care is modified in order to predominate in these two sirue-
tural moments of care. Care as urge suppresses. The suppression
here applies to the remaining structural moments also given in care,
These do not fall away ar fall out but are there in the urge as sup.
pressed moments, where suppressed always means covered up, inas-
much as Dasein is defined by discoveredness. [nsofar as the urge takes
over the primary kind of being of Dasein. 1t suppresses the already-
being-involved-in something along with that something, but it also
suppresses the explicit being-ahead-of-itself. For in urge, care is now
merely a concern for a 'towards and nothing else.’ Urge as such
blinds, it makes us blind. We are in the habit of saying that 'love is
blind." Here, love is regarded as an urge and so is replaced by an en-
tirely different phenomenaon, For love really gives us sight. Urge is a
mode of the being of care, specitically care which has not yet become free,
but care is not an urge. Thal care has not yet become free means that
in urge the full structure of care does not yet come to its authentic
being. For urge only cares about the ‘towards.” and this at any price, 0
blind disregard of everything else. This blind state of only being ‘to-
wards and nothing else’ is a modihcation of caring.

Propensity s distinguished trom urge. 1t is likewise a modification of
care. Care is also implied in propensity, but in its other structures, spe-
cifically in what urge pushes aside, in already-being-imvolved-in some-
thing. Just as there is in urge a specific exclusiveness in the impulsive
‘only towards, at any price,’ so also in propensity there is likewise sut‘h.
as 'only,” namely, "always already only being involved in something:
Propensity is being out for Dasein’s evasion of itsell in being-involved-
in, We must guar< against confusing these two structares of urge an
propensity. The ‘always already only being involved in’ in propensity
is of course also a ‘towards something.’ But it is a ‘towards’ which is not
defined by drive, but rather a ‘towardy’ of letting itself be drawn by
what it is involved in. And just as urge covers up the being of care in
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certain respects in the direction of suppression, so also does propen-
sty cover up. For the care of ‘heing able (o let itself anly be drawn hy
womething’ deprives care of the possibility of an original and genuine
iu-ing-aheatl-nf-itself.

{rge s rare which has wot yel become free, while propensity is care which 1s
alreaily bound i what it 1s muolved e in s very being. Along with care,
propensity as well as urge are constitutive of every Dasein. Propensity
itsell cannot be eradicated any move than urge can he annthilated.
B certain possibilities of propensity and urge can be modified and
guided by the genuine possibility of care. Against the care which has
not vet hecome free in the urge, against rhe attachment of propensity,
there is their liberation in the sense that they are not simply let go but
are themselves fulfilled in their way of tulfillment in genuine care.
when they are seen and understood. these two strucrures (propensity
and urge) are always understood such vhat care is from the start co-
intended in them. Care, however., is no1 a phenomenon compaosed of
propensity and urge.

¢) Care and discoveredness

To Dasein as being-in-the-world belongs discoveredness. The enact-
ment of the betng of this moment is understanding. Discoveredness is
the determination of the being of Dasein whereby it is always involvecd
in something. such that the involvement itself becomes sighted and so
can see. ‘This phenomenon of discoveredness also appears in a pri-
niary way in care. Care is characterized by discoveredness.

The moments of ‘toward something,’ of ‘already being involved in,’
and of *being ahead’ are all phenomena having the character of dis-
toveredness. They are not sighted in the sense that they themselves
tould ie the theme of seeing. Rathey. they have a sight in themselves.
As far as ) can see, this peculiar constinmion of Dasein provides the
hasis for understanding an old idea and imterpretanon of Dasein,
whereby it is said that the fumen naturale, the “natural light,” is inher-
“Iin human Dasein, Dascin by itselt, by its nature, in what it is, has 2
ligghe. Ty iy mtrinsically delined by a hght, To take an example, this
Means that a mere thing. a stone, has no light within itself, which
Means that what it is and how it is toward its envivons, if we can speak
*all of an environment tor the stone. is without sight. We cannot
“Yen say that it is dark, since darkness is in fact the negation of light.
Lhere is darkness only where there can be light. The manner of being
“a mere thing stands bevond or betore light and dark. By contrast,
Yhe idea thar the lumen namrale helongs o the Dasein of man means
that o 4, lighted within itself, that it is involved in something, has and
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sees this something and together with it is this very involvement. Wi,
the phenomenon of discoveredness, we have arrived at nothing other
than the concept. as it were, the category of this structure of being,
the phenomenon which wus already manifestly seen in the old inter.
pretation of Dasein as the fumen naturafe.

Care has the character of discoveredness, which means that under-.
standing is always sighied understanding. Here we must note that up-
derstanding as we defined it earlier can at the same time gain a new
meaning in view of care itself. For in ordinary language, we also use
‘understanding’ in annther sense when we say "He understands how
to handle men,' ‘He knows how to talk.” Understanding here means
‘knowing how' [kénnen], ‘being capable of.” And ‘being capable of*
means having the possibility for something in oneself; more accurately put,
since we are dealing here with Dasein, it means nothing but being the
very possibility for something. As care, as being-ahead-of-itself-in-al-
ready-being-involved-in, Dasein not only has possibilities for some-
thing which it could take up on occasion and cast aside again, so that it
could also be without them. Dasein itself, insofar as it is, is nothing but
being-possible. 'The Dasein which I myselt am in each instance is de-
fined in its heing by my being able 1o say of it. [ am, that is. I can. Only
because this entity as Dasein is defined by the 'l can,’ can it procure
possibilities in the sense of opportunities, means, and the like, and be
concerned about them. Every concern and every entity which is de-
fined by care implies a priori the mode of being of the 'l can.’ Specih-
cally, this ‘[ can’ as a constitutive state of the being of Dasein is always
an understanding 'l can.' [n concern, 1 can do the one and the other,
which means [ can do the one as well as the other, and furthermore. |
can do either the one or the other. It should thus be noted that the
phenomena of ‘either-or,' ‘as well as,’ ‘the-one-and-the-other-and-the-
other’ show a dehinite structural buildup, and that the ‘and,” the one
‘and’ the other ‘and’ the other, is not primary, certainly not the ‘and’ in
the sense of the purely theoretical enumerative “and.” For example.
when 1 say, 'l love my father and my mother,” the ‘and’ here in no
sense has the meaning of counting them together, as when | say, ‘the
chair and the table.” Rather the and’ here is a specific ‘and'—the "and’
of loving. The ‘and’ thus first has an absolutely primary sense which is
oriented towards care, towards the ‘1 can.” To put it more precisely.
however, what is primary here is not the ‘and’ but the “either-or.’ It i8
only hecause there is an ‘either-or’ that there is an ‘as well as’ and an
‘and’ of concern. Unfortunately, I cannot deal with the more precise
structures of these correlations here, Dasein is intrinsically being pos-
sible. It will now have to be shown in what way Dasein is itself its own
possibility and its possibilities.




§31. Care {413—415] 209

d) Care and the character of the ‘before’
in understanding and interpretation
(prepossession, preview, preconception)

Understanding is not a primary phenomenon of knowledge but a
way of primary being toward somethiug, toward the world and to-
ward itself. Furthermore, this being toward something is now first
fully defined by the ‘I can.’ ‘I can’ necessarily corresponds as a vor-
relative to the understandability of something. And conversely, what
can be of concern as something understandable is what can be pur-
sued in care and in concern. Understanding in the earhlier sense,
where it was taken solely as a way of being toward. now has, as a mode
of being of Dasein, the character of care. But this implies that un-
derstanding and more so the way of enacting understanding, inter-
pretation, are determined by this kind of being of Dasein, by care.
This phenomenon of care as being-ahead-of-itself-in-already-being-
involved-in includes the character of ‘before.’ It is precisely interpreta-
tion, as a mode of being of understanding and so of care, which is
defined by this character of the ‘before.’

All interpretation, considering something ny something, interprets by
laying out in an already-being-involved-in, namely. in intimacy with
that about which the discourse is. Thar about which the discourse is
from the start is always already discovered in some sense, anticipated
as this or that for a primary preunderstanding. It necessarily stands in
an understandability which is by and lavge preliminary. As a kind of
being of Dasein, that is, of care and so ot being ahead, interpretation at
any given time has its prepossession in which, before it takes any further
step—indeed as a basis for it—it already understands the about-
which. To this prepossession, to the predetermination of that of which
the discourse is, always belongs in its being—inasmuch as interpreling
considers something as something—a certain view under which we
Place what 1s to be spoken about and talked over in the interpretation.
In every speaking, in every interpretation, what is placed in prepos-
session is aligned in our sights in a certain way. That toward which what
18 placed in prepossession is thus sighted., that toward which it is re-
Rarded, with respect to which it comes into sight. is what we call the
Freview. These two constitutive moments determine in advance, prior
to all discussion, how the theme is approached in interpretation as this
or that, in this or that view. Prepossession and pre-view indicate in ad-
¥ance which of 1the possible correlations of meaning (should and can)
he brought out in the thematic lield. They point forward 10 the cor-
relanons of meaning which are taking conceptual shape in interpre-
'We discourse and especially in scientific discourse. This ineans that
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the conceptuality which corresponds 10 this particular interpretation
and this particular theme is thus pretigured. This prefiguratiop
which is inherent in the siructure ot the interpretation is the precon.
ception. We understand interpretation in these its fundamental stryc.
tures only when we have understond that it is a kind of being of Dg.
sein, a way of being-ahcad-of-itself-in-alreadyv-being-involved-in.

The three structural moments—prepuossession, pre-view. precon.
ception—belong essemially to every imerpretation, including sciep-
tific interprecation. specibeally because interpretation is the mode of
being of understanding, understanding has the mode of being of
care, and care is intrinsically being-ahead-of-itself-in-already-being-
invulved-in soinething. Imerprewtion is consequentty founded in the
structure ol Dasein. All hermeneutics, all elucidation of the varicus
posstbilities of interpreting must refer back 10 this basic structure and
so o the constitution of the being of Dasein, Nat only every herme.
neutics in the sense of a theory of interpretation but every concrete
historical interpretation requires, if it claims to be relevani 1o the sub-
ject matter. constant reflection on whether that which it has taken into
prepossession, pre-view, and preconception at any given time as an
interpretation is expressly suited for the purpose or is merely thrown
together by chance. ‘These phenomena, which accompany every inter-
pretation as prepossession, pre-view, and preconception, are the well-
known and familiar, but equally inconvenient, self-evident elements
In every interpretation. which we think we can ignove {oy the ume
being. But i is precisely on this “sell-evident” basis that the de
and kind of scientificity of each interpretation are decided, and n
on whether and how much material is brought to hear on the proof of
an interpretation.

As sell-expressive, all discourse expresses sdself, that is, Dasein itself
as being-ahead-of-itself-in-already-being-involved-in something. In
expressing itself about something, in thus speaking out, every dis-
course always already speuks out of this preunderstanding which
is the about-which of the discourse. and which predetermines the
toward-which as well as the potential presence of meaning. But we
should not conclude from this that Dasein always says beforehand
how it sees the things. so that every interpretation would from the
outsel be subjective. On the contrarv, i implies that in expressing it-
self Dasein always already speaks out of a pregiven way in which
things have been interpreted, and necessarily so. For Dasein itself, this
is the necessity of its foregoing discoveredness for iself. U is only because
Dasein is itself discovered that there can be a covering up by idle talk
and by no longer being toward semething in an original way. Buu this
is alsa why there ave ilso yediscovertes and further discoveries. The neces-
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sity of rediscovery is grounded in Dasein itself, specifically in its mode
of being of falling.

when, tor example within historical research, ingenious historians
arrive at more original readings of what has already been interpreted
earlier. 15 not a mater of caprice on their part. as H they now had o
Le ditferent and so make some changes in earlier ideas on the (opic.
Rather. it simply brings about the destruction of what was already dis-
covered earlier in a certain way bui then fell into obscurity. 1tis there-
fore absurd to think thar histerical vesearch could arrive at a moment
when it would be finished, so that we would then know once and for
all how things were in history, ‘This idea of ohjectivity is essentially ex-
cluded trom history, But this makes it dear that researvch and scieace
are themselves only possibilities of the being of Dasein and so are also
necessarily subject to the modificatons ot the being of Dasein. For
they are themselves in fact also necessarily more or jess exposed to
talling and so get absorbed i their undertakings or, where there is no
apparatus and the like, in idle 1alk. If all science and every torm of
research includes this possibility of falling, and necessarily so, it also
goes without saying that philosophy is always necessarily a bit of soph-
istrv, and that, as a form ot enactiment of Dasein, it carries this danger
within itself.

It has thus become clear in connection with 4 phenomenon, that of
interpretation, how the structure of care, especially (he character of
the 'before,” extends to the individual forms of enactment of 1hese
kinds of being of Dasein itself. With the phenomenon of care, we have
thus braught out the basic structure from which the hitherto expli-
cated phenomena are now to be seen. The ‘pre'-structure of care, par-
ticularly of understanding. has become visible, but it will be illumi-
nated ouly when we answer this question: In this being-ahead-of-iself
and in the being-already-involved-in, what is actually meant by being?

€) The ‘Fable of Cura’ as an illustration
of an original self-interpretation of Dasein

The assertion, “The structure of the being of Dasein is care.” is a
Phenvmennlogical and not u pre-scientific self-interpretation such as, lor ex-
ample, an assertion like “Life is care and 101" The tirst propaosition is
Concerned with a basic struciure which the second assertion repro-
thuces only in nne of its immediate cvervday aspects. But the first as-
Sertion can and must ar the same time be taken as a detinition of man.
! Dasein is incdeed our theme. Also, this interpretation of Dasein
based upon the phenomenon of care is et an invention of mine. It
does nol come trom a particular philusophical stand poim —1 have no
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philosophy at all—, but is suggested simply by the analysis of the
matters themselves. Nothing is being read into the matters (in this
case Dasein); instead, everything is drawn from them (it); Dasein iiself
is a self-interpreting. self-articulating entity. It was seven years ago,
while I was investigating these structures in conjunction with my at.
tempts to arrive at the ontological foundations of Augustinian anthro.
pology. that I first came across the phenomenon of care. Of course,
Augustine and ancient Christian anthropology in general did not
know the phenomenon explicitly, nor even directly as a term, al.
though cura, care, already played a role in Seneca as well as in the
New Testament, as is well-known. Later, however, I came across a self.
interpretation of Dasein in an old fable, in which Dasein sees itself as
care. Such interpretations have the primary advantage of being drawn
from an originally naive view of Dasein itself and so of playing a par-
ticularly posiiive role for all interpretavon, as Aristotle already knew.

This old fable is to be found among the fables of Hyginus. It is the
2zoth fable and bears the title Cura. 1 would like to share it with you:

Cura cum Auvium transiret, videl cretosum lutum
sustulitque cogitabunda atque coepit fingere.

dum deliberat quid iam fecisset, Jovis intervenit.

rogat eum Cura ut det illi spiritum, et facile impetrat.
cui cum vellet Cura nomen ex sese ipsa imponere,
Jovis prohibuit suemgue nomen ei dandum esse dictitat, '
dum Cura et Jovis disceptant, Tellus surrexit simul
suumque nomen esse volt cui corpus praebuerit suum.
sumpserunt Saturnum iudicem, is sic aecus iudicat:
“1u Javis quia spiritum dedisti, in morte spiritum,
wuque Tellus, quia dedisti corpus, corpus recipita,
Cura enim quia prima Ruxit. teneat quamdiu vixerit.
sed quae nunc de nomine elus vobis controversia est,
homo vocetur, quia videtur esse factus ex humo.”

In the 1ranslaton:

Once when ‘Care’ was crossing a river, she saw some clay. Thoughtiully,
she took up a piece and began to shape it. While she was meditating on
what she had made, Jupiter came by. ‘Care’ asked him to give it spirit,
and this he gladly granted. But when she wanted her name 10 be be-
stowed vpon it, he forbade this, and demanded that it be given his
name instead. As they were arguing, Earth arose and requested thal
her name be conferred on the creature, since she had given it a part of
her body. They asked Saturn to be the judge. and he made the follow-
ing seemingly just decision: “Since you, Jupiter, gave it spirit, you shall
have that spirit at its death. Since you, Earth, gave it the gift of a body.
you shall receive its body. But since *Care’ first shaped Lhis creature, she
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shall possess it as long as it lives. But since there is a dispute among you
ahout its name, let it be called ‘home.” for it is made of humus (earnh).”

In this naive interpretation of Dasein, we observe the astanishing
tact that here the view is directed toward Dasein and that along with
body and spirit something like 'care’ is seen as that phenomenon which
js attributed (o this entity as long as it lives, to wit, as Dasein, which we
have regarded here as being-in-the-world. Konrad Buvdach, through
whom [ also came across this table, has now woarked out the details,'
Burdach shows here thai Goethe got the fable of Hyginus from
Herder and adapted it in his Faust, in the second part. Burdach then
gives, as always in a very reliable and scholarly way, a large amount of
material relating to the history of this concept. Among ather things,
he suyvs thae the word in the New Testament for “care” (sollicituds in the
Vulgate), pépuura (or as it probably was originally called. gpovris),
was already a technical term in the moral philosophy of the Stoics. It
was used in Seneca’s goth letter, which was also known to Goethe, for
the description of primitive man. The doubie sense of cure reters to
care for something as concern, absorption in the world. but also care
i1 the sense of devotion, This concurs with the strucctures which we
have exposed. But does this not mean that in a certain way cura is al-
ready seen in the natural interpretation of Dasein, although not in the
torm of an explicit question regarding the very structure of the being
uf Dasein?

With the phenomenon of care, we have arrived at that structure of
heing from which the previously secured characiers of the being of
Dasein can now be made undersiandable. not only in their structure
as such, but in the possible ways of being arising from it.*

f) Care and intentionality

Now that we have brought the various structures of Dasein into a
certain correlation with the hasic phenomenon of care, this stage in
our cnnsideration serves o provide us with the basis upon which we
could critically repeat what we have heard about intenfionality in our
imroduciory consideratiops. It could be shown from the phenome-
nan of care as the basic structure of Dasen that what phenamenology
taok to be intentionality and how it took it is fragmentary, a phenome-
non regarded merely from the outside. But what is meant by inten-

1o K. Buedach, "Faust und die Sarge,” Drutiche Viertehahrachrft fiiy Literaturunsien-
whaft sund Gerteyresehuehte 1 {1gx3), pp- 4l
{2 Editors aote: Emd of [Heidegger's handwritten | manuseript.
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tionality—the bare and isolated directing-itself-towards—must still be
set back into the unified basic structuve of being-ahead-of-iselfan.
already-being-involved-in. This alone is the authentic phenomenon
which corresponds to what inauthenticallv and only in an isolated di-
rection is meant by intentionality. 1 refer to this here anly in passing in
order 10 mark the place from which a Tundamemal critique of phe-
nomenological inquiry finds its siart.




SECOND DIVISION
The Exposition of Time Itself

§32. The result and the task of the fundamental
analysis of Dasein: elaboration of
the question of being itself

The time has come to raise some more exacting questions: What have
we gained by these consideratons, and what are we looking for? What
aim do we have in mind in going through with the explication of
Dasein?

The interpretation of Dasein in the everydayness of being opened
the prospect for understanding the fundamental constitutive states of
this entity. Structures like being-in-the-world, in-heing and being-with, the
Anyone, discoveredness, understanding, falling, and care came to light.
The latter phenomenon at the same time reveals the unitying root of
this manifold of structures. We have constantly reiterated that these
structures are co-origtnal. To say that they are co-original means that
they always already belong with and o the phenomenon of care.
They are ingrained in it even when they do not come 10 the fore-
ground. These structures are therefore not optional additions to
something which might from the start be akin to care without them.
Nor do we have something which could be shaped into what we have
called the phenomenon of care by putting these structures logether.
But il our inquiry is pointed toward the being of Dasein. as we have
tonstantly done here, then whenever Dasein is interrogated, 1 is al-
ways already meant in the co-originality of these structures. Thus,
when 1 phenomenologically envisage discoveredness or the Anyone
or falling, the unity of these structures is alwayvs co-intended.

Dasein is neither a combination of comportments nor a composite
of body, soul, and spirit, so it is futile to search for the sense of the
Il"3:il1g of this unity of the compeosite. It is also not a subject or con-
SOousness, which only incidentally provides itself with a world. Nov is
La center from which acts spring, where neither the being of this cen-
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ter nor the being of the acis is defined. The structures which we have
exhibited are themselves ways of being of this entity and as such are
understandable only from the betng always slready inmended with
them, namely, from care. Dasein understinds itself {rom itself as care_
Care is accordingly the primary lotality of the constitution of the being
of Dasein, which as this torality always adopts this or that particular
way of its can-be. This totality of being is as such totally present in
every way of being of Dasein. What has thus been secured with the
phenomenon of care as the being of Dasein is not a derived universal
concept which, as a genus, would underlie every way to be. Sull less is
it the cuncept resulting trum the interplay of various ways to be and
conceived by drawing an abstract universal out of them. The interplay
of the various ways of being is what it is only as the playing out and
playing apart, so to speak, at any given time of the primary structures
of the totality of Dasein itself.

The question now is, what aim did we have in mind in undertaking
this analysis of Dasein? The elaboration of the structures of the being
of the entity which we ourselves are and which we called Dasein, was
approached earlier as that investigation which has the task of worki
out the furmulation of the question of deing as such. The concrete fundas
ment for any possible kind ol research into being as such has to be
secured. 1n other words, the fundament for the quesiion, What is
meant by being?, is to be made manifest. We want 1o come 10 an an-
swer to this question which is not only formulated in a formal proposi-
ion but which prescribes concrete ways for the research into being
itself. After what has been secured up to this point, we can formulate
the basic phenomenulogical question, What is meant by being?, with greater
methodaological precision.

Phenomenological research is the interpretation of entities with vegard to
their being. For such an interpretation, what is put inta prepossession is
what it has in advance as its thematic matter: au entity or a particular
region of being. This entity is interrogated with regard to its being. [n
other words, that unth regard to which [worauflun] what is put imo pre-
possession is interrogated. the view to which [woraufhin] it is seen and
10 be seen, is being. Being is 1o be read off in the entity; 1hat is to say.
what phenomenological interpretation puts into pre-view is being. It
has put a temporally particular entity into prepossession. It usks about
the being of the entity, Such a question about the being of the entity 18
a clear and sure guide for the investigation only when that with re-
gard to which the entity is interrogated, namely being. is adequately
elaborated and conceptually determined, The more originally and
the fess prejudicially the elaboration of what is put into pre-view is
brought abowt, the less one nses {nrtuitous, seemingly seif-evident
and worn-out concepts which are unclear in theiy vrigin, then all the
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more surely will concrete research into being atrain its ground and
stay rooted there in its native soil.

This phenomenon of ‘being.’ which takes the lead and so decides
the way for all research into being, must be elaborated. As we showed
carlier, this calls for the interpretation of the very questioning; what is
needed here is the darification of the very structure of research into
being. of the interrogation of the entity with regard to its being. The
formulation of the question can as such be clearly realized only when
it has become clear what questioning. what understanding, what tak-
ing a view, what an experience of an entity is, what the being of an
entity in general means, in short, when all that we mean by Dasein has
been elaborated.

§33. Necessity for the thematic development
of the phenomenological interpretation of
Dasein as a whole. The phenomenon of death

The phenomenological interpretation of Dasein itself is a special
task. inasmuch as it has a particular entity for its theme. Now this phe-
nomenological interpretation is in its turn, again as an interpretation,
guided by the clue given with the very structure of interpretation. If it
wishes to proceed in an appropriate manner, such an interpretation
of Dasein has to ask whether it has from the start brought into pre-
possession in an original and genuine manner that which it takes to be
the theme of its analysis, namelv Dasein. More precisely put, it has to
ask whether Dasein at the onset of its analysis was taken in advance in
such a way that the whole entity in its wholeness came into preposses-
sion. For it is only when we make the entity as a whole our theme that
we are assured of being able to read off the totality of its heiug in that
entity. The success of the preparatory mterpret.mon of Dasein in draw-
g out the structure of the being of Dasein in itself is based upon this,
that in: the thematic development of the analysis this very entity—Da-
seitt in its 1otality—is secured.
~ We must therefore ask: Is Dasein itself, in our previous considera-
tem af'it, from the start brought inte view in its wholeness and held in
Such & way that the totality of its being can be read off in this entity as
4 whole? This present consideration. which I prefer to call a transi-
tonal consideration, is of fundamental significance for what follows,
anel it is important for you wo be able to carry out the individual steps
of the deliberation for yourselves with phenomenological clarity.

On the basis of the foregoing, 1 could now leap ahead and relate al)
Sorts of things 10 you abow fiwe, An understanding for what time
Means would in every case be lacking. You would be left merely with
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some propositions about time. i therefore choose the only pussible
way for maintaining a genuine continuity in our consideraton, so gy
to lead you through these individual steps to the held from which
time itselt then becomes manitest in a certain way. It is not so much 3
matter of coming up with results in the form of propositions abouy
time, but of having your eyes opened by this consideration, so thae
you may see and check tor yourselves what we have gained thus far,

The question remains: in our considerations thus far, is Dasein ap-
proached as a whole, so that we can claim that the characters of bein
gained thus far as such fully define Dasein as such? If the being of
Dasein is interpreted as care, we then ask: Does this phenomenon give
us the totality of the strinciures ol its being? Or does nol the elabora-
ton of this phenomenon of care lead us straight 10 the insight thag
Dasein as  whole was not put inta prepossession int the consideration
thus far? fndeed, does it not lead o the insight that the whole of Da-
sein 15 not only not in fact secured but in principle can not be secured,
precisely because care constitutes the basic structure of s being? Fo
mulated in another way, insolar as Dasein shows itself in this structu
of being of care, it stands in direct opposition to the possibility of ev
being grasped in its wholeness and so brought into prepossession.

Reading off the genuine tatality of being requires that the entity a8
2 whole be given. To the extent that care became manifest as the being
of this entity, this means that the whole is in principle never given, and
the purported reading is in principle impossible. In regard 10 Dasein
itself and our previous elaboration, we have obuained full clarity on
the following paints: The being of this entity is care; among other
things, care means being oul for something; Dasein’s concern in-
cludes a concern for its own being. As being out for something, it is
out for what it still is not. As cave, Dasein is essentially undenvay towards
something; in caving it is towacd itself as that which it still is not. [ts own
sense of being is 1o always have samething before itself which it still is
not, which is still outstanding. That something is always still ouestand-
ing means i the being of Dasein as cave, insofar as it is, s afways
inemplete; it still lacks something so long as i is.

But when Dasein is compleie, a conclusion which is called death,
then Dasein is indeed at an end, nothing more is outstanding For it as
an entity, but with this ‘nothing more ouwtstanding’ for it, it is also no
lunger Dasein. Upon reaching its wholeness and precisely in it, it be-
comes no-longer-Dasein. Uts wholeness makes it vanish. Accordingly,
Dascin as a whole in principle can never he torced into prepossession.
But even il that were in some way possible, this only means again,
strictly speaking. that no use could be made of this prepossession. For
we mmust adhere ta the determination ot Dasein given earlier, that in
essenee i is in each mstance mine. Chis character—Dasein is mine at
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the time—is ineradicable in it. And it is only because Dasein in essence
is in each instance my own that [ can lose myself in the Anyone. When
Dasein reaches wholeness in death, then it can no longer be experi-
enced by me as mine. More accurately, in totality understanding self-
finding is no longer possible. For the entity which wax supposed to
find itself when wholeness was reached in fact no longer is precisely
hecause of wholeness. But first. entirely apart from whether wt makes
any sense at all to maintain the possibility that in dying Dasein might
have an opportunity for a phenomenaological investigation of its being,
it would in fact always have to wait until it was completely at the end in
order to grasp this wholeness. This points to an impossibility in prin-
ciple 1o find oneself in the wholeness of Dasein, to experience it and
thereupon to extricate the totality of this being from it. 1t should of
course be noted that this impossibility 15 not grounded ip the famed
irratonality of lived experiences and their structures, nor in the limi-
tation and insecurity of our cognitive faculty, nor in the inapproprni-
ateness of the moment of dying for phenomenological investigations.
Rather, this impossibility is anchored solely in the kind of being of this
very entity. If reaching wholeness means no-longer-being, a loss of
any possible disposition, must we then forgo the possibility of exhibit-
ing the corresponding totality and an adequate characierization of the
being of Dasein an the basis of its own kind of being?

But there still seerus to be a way to make Dasein in its wholeness the
theme of a characterization of being, particularly if we do not lose
sight of a character of Dasemn which we have already demonstrated,
Dasein as being-in-the-world, we said earlier, is at the same time
being-with-one-another. Insofar as death for Dasein constitutes being-
at-an-end in the sense of no longer being Dasein, deathin faci prevents
me from having and experiencing my own Dasein in its wholeness.
But this possibility still remains for the others with whom this Dasein
a5 being-with once was. The Dasein which still is for the ume being as
being-with others has the possibility of regarding the Dasein of others
as concluded and, it seems, to read off in it the totality of the being of
such an entitv. But the reference to this alternative of taking the Da-
sein of others which has come to an end as a substitute theme is 1 du-
bious bit of information. And this is not because the apprehenston of
the connections of being, which in the Dasein of others constitute
what is last of all still oustanding, rans into special difficulties in expe-
riencing the dying of others in its authentic sense. It is not this chance
difficulty which shows that this zliernative is in principle inappropri-
ate. The reasons which prohibit a relerence to the Dasein of others as
4n alternative are ol a more fundamental kind:

1) Upon dying, the Dasein of others is also i no-longer-Dasein in
the sense of no-longer-being-in-the-world. When they have died,
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their being-in-the-world is as such no more. Their being is no longer
being ‘in' a world, ‘involved in' a disclosed world. Their still-being-in-
the-world is that of merely being on hand as a corporeal thing. The
unique change-over of an entity from the kind of being belonging o
Dasein, whose character is being-in-the-world, (o a bare something
which is sull only on hand is especially evident here. 'F'his bare “stiil
being on hand” is the extreme counterinstance 10 the foregoing kind
of being of this entity. Stricily speaking, we can no longer even say
that something like a human body is still on hand. We must not de-
ceive ourselves. For with the dying and the death of others, an entity is
indeed still on hand, but certainly not their Dasein as such.

2) This sort of information not only mistakes the kind of being
which belongs to Dasein. It even presupposes that the temporally par-
ticular Dasein can be arbitrarily replaced by another. If 1 perchance
cannot observe something in myself, I can see it in the other. What
then is the standing [ Bewandtnis] of the presupposition thut Dasein is
an entity which in principle and always could replace an entity of its
own kind of being, another Dasein? This possibility does in fact be-
long to being-with as being with one another in the world. 1 can re-
place the other precisely in the everyday kind of being of concerned
absorption in the world. In what then?-—in what he does, in the world
in which he is concerned and in this very concern. [t was shown ear-
lier that Dasein in s everyday self-interpretation sees itself, inter-
prets, considers, and names itself precisely in terins of what it in each
case does. One is what one does. In this being of everyday absorption
with one another in the world, we can in a certaim way mutually re-
place one another, the one can within limits take over the Dasein of
the other. But such a substitution always 1akes place only ‘in’ some-
thing, which means that it is oriented to a concern, to a specific what.

For all that, this possibility of replacing someone fails utterly when
it comes to replacing the being of what constitutes the end of Dasein
and thus gives it its wholeness in its time. That is o say: no one can
relieve the other of his oun dymg. It is true that he can die for another,
but this is always for the sake of a definite cause, in the sense of con-
cern for the heing-in-the-world of the ather, Dying for the other does
not mean that the other has thus had his own death taken away and
abolished. Every Dasein must take dying upon itself as its very self, as
Dasein. Maore precisely, every Dasein, insofar as it i, has alveady taken this
way of being upan dxelf. Death is In each mstavice and i its time my own
death; it belongs to me insofar as 1 am,

The information proposed above operates with the implicit as-
sumption that a response to the question of wrriving at the wholeness
of Dasein is primarily and solely a matter of making Dasein available
as an object for consideration. This is the secondary difficulty. The
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primary one is whether Daseiv is the entity which one oneself is and
which of its essence entails thar it be in each instance mine, and whether
this entity has the possibility fe be ts wholeness. It is only on the basis
of this possibility of being that we could have the further possibility of
experiencing this self-being of Dasein in its wholeness now also in an
exphicit fashion.

But now, insofar as the wholeness of Dasein is reached in the dying
which of 1ts essence is mine, this reaching of the whole is as usual
again a no-longer-Dasein. And so the impossibility of being the whole-
ness of Dasein persists, and with it more than ever the impossibility of
the experience of what constitutes the whole. "T'his insight into such an
impossibility is not deduced indirectly from contradictory proposi-
tions, but is taken directly from a positive look at the constdwution of
the being of Dasein itself. At the same time, however, it gives us some-
thing positive, namely, the understanding of a distinction in kind of
the being of Dasein compared 1o that of the entity which we call a
world-thing.

When Dasein reaches the mode of being in which nothing more in
itis outstanding, that is, when it is finished as Dasein, then in its being-
finished it no longer is what it is. Being-finished, when asserted about Da-
sein, means no-fonger-being. By contrast, an entity encountered in con-
cern can totally fulfill its function as something used or produced
(table, book, equipment of every kind) only when it is finished, on
hand. Being-finished, asserted about a world-thing on hand, means precisely
first being on hand and beroming availuble. We have thus arrived at two
different phenomena of reaching wholeness and of being whole. The
difference refers to the bearing that reaching wholeness has on the
being of what has in each case become whole. ‘Finished’ has a difter-
ent sense in accordance with the fundamentaily different kind of
being of the entity—world-thing versus Dasein.

But this implies that the structure of the specihic totality of Dasein
nonetheless must have somehow become visible, and that this soruc-
ture of totality became visible in a provisional consideration of the
phenomenon of death as a phenomenon of Dasein. It is only when
the impossibility of the experience of Dusein as a whole is exhibited
expressly from the phenomenon of Dasein itself and from death as a
mude of being of this being that this impossibility of determining the
totality of Dasein receives its scientific justification. [Uis only when this
demonstration has heen conducted with phenomenological clarity
that an insurmountable barrier is placed before the investigation of
the being of Dasein. In order that we may scientifically ascertain the
inpossibility of whether Dasein can be experienced as a whole and
thus whether its totality of being can be brought into structural relief,
the phenumenolugical concept of death miwt be elaborated. But this means
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that we need the genuine interpretation of death as a pure phenome.
non of Dasein, which in turn means that we have to undersiand deah
from what has previously been exhibited about Dasein in connection
with the structures of being. The phenomenologically pure accom.
plishment of this task brings out something remarkable: the pur-
ported impossibility is a mere semblance. Genuine phenomenological
interpretation of the phenuomenon of death is rather the only way to
open the prospect for Dasein as such to implement a possibility of
being to be itself genuinely in its wholeness. The character of being of
this very possibility will then yield the phenomenal ground for secur-
ing the sense of being of Dasein's being-whole. Not only that. In Da-
sein’s genuine totality, which nunifests itself in the genuinely seen
phenomenon of death, and which is commensurate with its being, thia
primary totality of being simultaneously shows itself. The elaboration
of death as a phenomenon of Dasein, its determination in strict con-
formity with the structures of being of the entity which we have as
our theme, e¢ ipso leads us 1o the being of the entity itself and in-
deed in such a wav that the tolality of the being of Dasein is thereby
understood.

§34. Phenomenological interpretation of death as a
phenomenon of Dasein

We can start with the distinction between how tools and world=
things are finished and how Dasein is finished. Being-finished in the:
first sense Arst and foremost means being on hand. Being-finished in
the secund sense means no longer being on hand, frst of all 1aken as
the occurrence of what up until now was still outstanding, what here-
tofore has not yet appeared in the entity. But how is Dasein seen here?
[t is taken as a Aowing continuity of comportments and processes
which at # certain moment reach a conclusion as a wholeness, which
first tully becomes what it is with the occurrence of the still missing
remainder. The totality of this wholeness has the sense of the com-
posite. Totality, the being of the end taken as death, is bere understood
in terms of the structure of the being of world-things, is here seen by
way of the world,

But death is neither constitutive of a totality for a whole understood
as a composite, nor even constitutive of a totality for a whole taken
as a compasite such that it would no longer be when it is finished.
Rather, it death is indeed i character of the being of Dasein, it cannot
be conceived in its sense of heing primarily in terms of the being-
on-hand and not-being-on-hund of world-things. As care, Dasein is
rather being toward something. Death is not sorething which is still
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oputstanding in Dasein. Death does not stand out in Dasein, but stands
hefore [ bevorsteht] Dasein in its being, and constandy at that, as long as
it is Dasein. In other words, death is always already impending [ hevor-
stehend]. As such, death belongs 1o Dasein itself even when it is not yet
whole and not yet finished, even when it is not dying. Death is not a
missing part of a whole taken us 1 composite. Rather it constitutes the
totality of Dasein from the start, so that it is only on the basis of this total-
ity that Dasein has the being ot temporally particular parts, that is. of
possible ways to be.

But even this sharper specification still does not give us an adequdle
conception of death. For the characterization ‘something which ts im-
pending’ does not belong 1o death solely and uniquely. There are
many things in Dasein of which we can say, ‘It is imminent,’” ‘It im-
pends,” "1t stands before us.” [t does not need to be death. Of course, it
can be said that death too belongs to what stands betore me. But there
is an ambiguity in this. For it does not specity how death is now under-
stood. To be sure, it is no longer an outstanding objective event which
is paratactically attached to the series of states which have already ex-
pired; it is rather as something impending and inevitable that care is
out for. Butis this impending thing now an occurrence which encoun-
ters me, something alien which befalls me from the world? Or is it
something which [ will simply never encounter, bur which I myself am
in a certain way, as Dasein? In fact, it is only then that death is under-
stood as a character of Dasein, although it is now not taken as an im-
pending worldly encounter, as something which Arst runs into me.
Death is understood as a character of Dasein only when it is conceived
from the structure of the being of Dasein, from care, from its being-
ahecad-of-iself.

With death, which at its time is only my dying. my vummost being
stands before me, is imminent: | stand before my can-be at every mo-
ment. The being that 1 will be in the 'last’ of my Dasein, that 1 can be
at any moment, this possibility is that of my ownmost '] am.” which
means that 1 will be my ownmost 1. I myself am this possibility, where
death is my death. There is no such thing as death in general.

Care as being-ahead-of-itsell is as such at the same nme a being-
possible. I can,” or more accurately, [ am this 'L can’ in a superlative
sense. For [ am this ‘I can die at any moment,” This possibility is a pos-
sibility of being in which L always already am. It is a superlaive possi-
hilivy, For { myself am this constant and wtmost pussibility of myself. namely,
to be no more. Care, which is essentially care about the being of Da-
sein, at its innernost is nothing but this being-ahead-of-itself in the
uttermost possibility of its own can-be. Therefore Dascin is essentially
s death. With death. the impending is not something worldly, but
Dasein itsell. Dasein stands before itself, not in a possibility ot being of
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its choosing but in its no-longer-Dasein. Insofar as Dasein qua being-
possible is essentially already its death, it is as Dasein always already a
whole. Because Dasein means ‘being-ahead-of-itself as care.' it can of
itself be its being wholly in every moment of its being. The wholeness
of Dasein will become phenomenally comprehensible in its structure
with the elaboration of the way of being in which Dasein can be this jts
utmost possibility authentically. In connection with this way of being it
now becomes evident how, in what kind of being Dasein is its very
death. The elaboration of the way of being in which Dasein is its
utmost possibility of being constitutes the sense of the phenomenolog-
ical interpretation of the phenomenon of death, where death is taken
as a constitutive determination ot the being of Dasein. This at the
same time indicates what this interpretation of death cannot take into
accout;

1) Itcannot give an account of the faciual content of death, whether
it be the many causes of death or the various possible ways of dying,
how human beings can and do compert themselves in dying. Aside
from the fact that this theme does not devolve upon ours, we would in
this way learn much less about death than about the life of the human
beings in question. And in the end. such an interpretation of dying
can be carried out only under the guidance of a rigorous concept of
death itself, which we now wish 1o pbtain.

2} Bul if the phenomenological explicaton of death does not
prejudge any auitudes towards death, it makes no decision about
whether there is anything after death or what that may be, or whelher
there is nothing at all. Nothing is decided about immortality and the
beyond, the “other side,” nor for that matter about “this side,” as if to
say how one is to comport onesell toward death and how not. Never-
theless it can be stated that the explication maintains the most radical
arientation to “this side,” specifically in regard to what the death of an
entity, of the Dasein at its time. can be. Such a this-sided interpreta-
tion really does not prejudice the raditional questions of immortality
and resurrection: in fact, it is only with such an interpretation of the
structure of the being of death that the sense and the basis for such
questions are given. As long as speculation operates with confused
and mythically superficial popular concepts of death, then specula-
tion and philosophizing about death remain baseless. As long as |
have not asked about Dasein in its structure and as long as [ have not
defined death in what it is, I cannot even righdy ask what could come
after Dasein in connection with its death. The phenomenclogical con-
cept of Dasein and dearh is the presupposition {or posing the ques-
tion of immoriality with any sort of sense at all. This quesuon, how-
ever, does not belong in the tramework of a philosophy which under-
stands itself.
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To secure the phenomenological concept of death means to make
visible the way of being of Dasein in which it can be its utmost possibil-
ity. In this connection it should now be noted that the relationship of
being to a possibility which an entity itself is—like Dasein here and its
death—is itself a being-possible. Being a possibility essentially means
being capable of this being-passible. But this implies that Dasein
can—it is after all essentially an ‘1 can’—be this its utmost possibility
either in this or that way. But it is at the same time constantly the pos-
sibility of its death, because death is constitutive of 1he being of Da-
sein. Dasein is this possibility even in its everydayness. Since we have
drawn out the constitution of the being of Dasein first of all in its ev-
erydayness, we want to start from it in our subsequent investigation
and ask how Dasein is its death in the immediate mode of being of its
everydayness. This analysis becomes the proof of how death for the
most part can be in everydayness. From this characterization we shall
at the same time be able 10 read off certain structures of the mode of
being of death. We shall consider two points: 1) the kind of being of
Dasein as everydayness toward its utmost possibility, death; 2) we ask,
as what does the being of death in this everyday-being show itself
to him?

a) The utmost possibility of death in the mode
of being of everydayness

The everydayness of Dasein is defined by absorption in the Every-
one. In the public arena of being-with-one-another, death is an estab-
lished everyday encounter. This encounter is interpreted as ‘one also
dies some day.' This 'Everyone dies” harbors an ambiguity in itself, for
this Everyone is just what never dies and never can die. Dasein says
‘Everyone dies’ because this means ‘No one dies,” namely, not I myself.
Death is samething in being-with-ane-another for which the Every-
one already has a suitable interpretation ready. 1n ‘Everyane dies’
death is from the start leveled 1o a possibility of being which in a sense
is no one's possibility. Death, in terms of whac it truly is, is thus from
the start driven away. ‘Everyone dies’ is the interpretation in which
Dasein re-labels its ownmost possibility for the public way of having
things interpreted for everyday circulation, thereby driving its own-
most possibility away from itself.

There is a further ambiguity in thus driving it away. "Everyone
dies, but for the time being death won't come.’ One speaks as if death
birst had to come from somewhere, while Dasein itself is in each in-
stance already this s possibility. Driving away the authentic heing of
death at the same time has the character of tranquitization. The public
self-interpretation of Dasein goes so far that in being-with-one-an-
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other one even cheers the dying person up by telling him that he will
soon be up and around again. that is to say, back in the evervdayness
of Dasein. The average worldly self-interpretation of Dasein hopes
thereby to console the other, 10 come into a genuine being-with-one-
another with him, where however such consolations only serve to
push Dasein back again into becoming absorbed in the world. so that
the specific situation of its being now really remains concealed to it.

The same public way of having things interpreled now also from
the start regulates the public kind of being toward death, in the way
that it has also already decided about what is to be held in thinking
about deaih. Thinking about death is publicly regarded as cowardly
dread and a gloomy flight from the world. ‘The public does not permit
the courage for dread in the face of death to come up, but hastens to
forget it while at the same time interpreting this action as a form of
self-security and superiority of Dasein opposed to this ostensible
gloominess of life. These are the chavacters which mark the way of
being of the Everyone, and it should be clear that what appears here is
once again the way of everydayness in its being, that is, in the mode of
being of falling.

In making death ambiguous, the Everyone not only drives it away
in regard to what it is. Driving it away is at the same time tranquilizing
and has the character of estrangement, since not thinking about death
now becomes a concern. In not wanting to think about death, the
everydayness of Dasein is in constant flight in the face of death. But here
is where it becomes phenomenally evident that death does not come
froin somewhere but has gained a hold in Dasein itself, In not want-
ing to think about it, Dasein bears witness to its being in death itself.
Conversely, death is not Hrst in Dasein because it by chance thinks
about . T'hat betore which Dasein flees in its falling Right in every-
dayness, even without expressly thinking about death, is nothing
other than Dasein itself, specifically insofar as death is constitutive of
it,

Bur the mode of being of falling is also a covering up. 1t operates by
way of a reinterpretation, not letting itself see what death is. But this
still implies a constant seeing beforehand, so that what it conceals in it
is its own being. The inconspicuous concern of not thinking about
death covers up a basic characier in it, namely its rertainty. This cer-
tainty is reinterpreted into uncertainty by means of the ambiguity of
‘Everyone dies someday.' One takes the edge off this certainty in this
public way of having death inter preted which savs, 'Each af us will
somecday have 1o believe in this'—a statement abt)ut death which is
really addressed 10 no one, where afier all the sense ot death is just
that it is my own possibility of being. This certainty, that “1 mysetf am
in that I will die," is the basic certainty of Dusein ibelf. It is a4 genuine
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staternent of Dasein, while cogito sum is only the semblance of such a
statement. 1f such pointed formulations mean anything at all, 1hen
the appropriate statement pertaining to Dasein in its being would
have to be sum moribundus [ am in dying"|, moribundus not as some-
one gravely ill or wounded, but insofar as I am, | am moribundus. The
MORIBUNDUS first gives the SUM s sense.

The uncertainty with which Dasein covers up its original certainty
of being is at the same time supported by the calculation and deter-
mination that now—according to a general estimate, which is the way
one tends to see things—death in any case cannot be anticipated. One
in a sense reckons that death can come and thereby overlooks that this
indefiniteness, whereby death can come a1 any moment, belongs es-
sentially to its certainty. This indefiniteness as to when death comes
positively refers to the possibility that it can come at any moment. Itin
no way weakens the certainty of its coming. but rather gives it its sting
and the character of an utmost and consiant possibility which Dasein
is. These twa characters, that death is absolutely certain, and that this
certainty is at the same time indefinite. constitute the manner of being
of this possibility of death. Death is the wimost, though indefinite, yet cer-
tain possibility in which Dasein huself stands before itsell, but at the same
time the possibility before which Dasein flees in everydayness, so that
it makes this possibility ambiguous. This means that everydayness
does not have the most authentic and most original relationship to
death, inasmuch as a character of the being of death is disregarded or
covered up by it, namely, that death is in each instance my death.

b) The authentic relationship
of the being of Dasein toward death

The authentic possibility of the being of death is grasped only when
the relationship to this possibility is such that it is thereby understood
as a certainty of my being, specifically a certainty having the character
of something indefinite and a certainty ot being which is my certainty.
The question therefore arises, whether there is a possibility of being
tn Dusein itselt in which Dasein can now acquire a relationship of
being toward death in the authentic sense.

I have already indicated that the relationship of being to a possibil-
ity must be such that it lets the possibility stand as a posstbility. and not
such that the possibility becomes reality, perhaps by causing my own
deatl) in suicide. By suicide I surrender the possibility precisely as
possibility; it is radically reversed, for it becomes a reality. The possi-
bility is however just what it is only when it is left standing, that is,
when it is left standing before us as impending. A relationship of
being to it moust be such that I am precisely the possibility itself. This
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implies that in this being toward the possibility it cannot be a matter of
wanting to possess the possibility in the way that worldly concern ap-
presents and makes available what is of concern, but rather the re-
verse. The being must run forward toward the possibility, which has to
remain what it is. It must not draw it near as a present but must let it
stand as a possibility and be toward itin this way. In thus forerunning
into the possibitity, I come as it were into the nearest nearness to it.
But as [ approach it in this way, the possibility does not become a
world, say, but becomes more and more a possibility and mure au-
thentically only a possibility. This possibility into which I can run is of
its essence and in an extreme sense my possibility. The possibility of
going out of the world by dying is, as being-in-the-world, defined by
the world as still only being on hand as the wherein which I am leav-
ing. In dying. the world is only that which has nothing more 10 say for
my own being, which Dasein gives up precisely as being-in-the-world.
In dying, in this way of being-in-the-world, the world is that upon
which Dasein is na longer dependent, the world remains only the
pure wherein of still-being.

This implies that the utmost passibility of death is the way of being
of Dasein in which it is purely and simply thrown back upon itself, so abso-
lutely that even being-with in its concretion of “to be with others” be-
comes irrelevant. Of course, even in dying, Dasein is of its essence
being-in-the-world and being-with with others, but the being is now
transposed authentically directly to the ‘1 am." Only in dying can [ to
some extent say absolutely, 'I am.’

The utmost possibility of death as the being of Dasein, in which it is
wholly by and of itself, has (o be seized in Dasein itself. But insofar as
Dasein is in everydayness, that means that it must be called back from
this everydayness to the utmost possibility of the ‘I am." Dasern’s run-
ning forward loward death at every moment means Dasein’s drawing back
[rom the Evervone by way of a self-chovsing.

§35. The phenomenon of willing to have a conscience
and of being guilty

In choosing myself as my possibility | myself choose my being. But
this possibility which I choose in running forward toward death is 2
certain possibility and as such at the same time an indefinite possibil-
ity. The self-chaosing in forerunning into possibility must as authentic
self-choosing come into an appropriate relationship of being to the
characters of possibility. This means that the indefiniteness of death is
scized when [ have understood the possibiliey as a possibility for every
moment, that is. when | am absolutely resolute i having chosen my-
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sclf. The certainty of this possibility is seized when every other pos-
sible can-be of mine is set apart from i, that is, when the resoluteness
toward iself is such that it is the source of the possibility of this or that
action. [t Dasein in forerunning can bring itself into such an absolute
resoluteness, it means that in this running forward toward its death
Dasein can make itself responsible in an absolute sense. 1t ‘can’ choose
the presupposition of being of itself, that is, it can choose itself. What is
chosen in 1his choice is nothing other than walling to have conscience.
I'his choice ol course does not have Lo take place only in this forerun-
mng. Willing 1o have conscience can also be aciualed otherwise, b
insofar as the issue in Dasein Is to clioose itself in understanding the
full transparency of Dasein as a whole, there is only this one possibility
of forerunning toward death, in order to choose Dasein not for the
next two days but to choose itin its very being, Forerunning is the choice
of willing tn have conscience. Bu he who acts, as Goethe already said,
is always without conscience. I can truly be without conscience only
when | have chosen to be willing 10 have conscience.

The actor is without conscience: that is, in being with one another
he who acts necessarily becomes ‘guilty,’ not in the sense that he com-
mits this or that blunder, As an active being-with with others and as
such, Dasein is eo ipso guilty, even when—and precisely when—it does
not know that it is injuring another or destroying him in his Dasein.
With the choice of being willing to have conscience, 1 have at the same
ume chosen o have become guilty. The genuine kind of being of Dasein
corresponding to its utmost and ownmost possibility {(the ownmost
being-ahead-of-itself enacted by itsell) is what we have characterized
as the forerunning of willing to have conscience, which at the same
time means choosing the essential guilt of Dasein itselt, insofar as it is.

§36. Time as the being in which Dasein
can be its totality

But Foverunning into my ownmast possibility of being is nothing
but the being of my ownniost coming to be being. Being guilty, which is
Pusited in it and with it, is the being of my ownmost having been.
The being of having-been is the past, such that in such a being I am
nothing but the frtwe of Dasein and with o ity pust. The being, in
which Dasein can be its wholeness authentically as being-ahead-of-
wself, is time.

Not “time is” but “Dasern gun timr trmporalizes iy being,” Time is not
*amething which is tound outside somewhere s a framework for
wWorld evenes. Time is even less something which whivs away inside in
Cansclousness. 1t is rather that which makes possible the being-ahead-




820 Exposition of Time Itself [4142]

of-itself-in-already-being-involved-in, that is, which makes possible
the being of care.

The time which we know everyday and which we take into accoum
is, more accurately viewed, nothing but the Everyone to which Dasein
in its everydayness has fallen. The being in being-with-one-another in
the world, and that also means in discovering with one another the
one world in which we are, is being in the Everyone and a particular
kind of temporality.

The movements of nature which we define spatio-temporally, these
movements do not Aow off *in time’ as ‘in” a channel. They are as such
completely time-free. They are encountered ‘in’ time only insofar as
their being is discovered as pure nature. They are encountered ‘in’'
the time which we ourselves are.




EDITOR'S EPILOGUE

Martin Heidegger gave the lecture course announced under the title
*History of the Concept of Time" in the summer semester of 1925,
meeting four hours a week at Marburg University. The subtitle was
“Prolegomena to the Phenomenology of History and Nature.” The
plan called for the following cutline {cf. §3):

First Part: Analysis of the phenomenon of time and derivation of
the concept of time.

Second Part: Disclosure of the history of the concept of time.

Third Part: On the basis of the first and second part, the elabora-
tion of the horizon for the question of being in general and of the
being of history and nature in particular,

The actual course covered the introduction to the three main parts
and the first part. Because of its size, the introduction was designated
as the “Preliminary Part” in this edition. It includes the following
three chapters:

Chapter One: Emergence and initial breakthrough of phenomeno-
togical research.

Chapter Two: The fundamental discoveries of phenomenclogy, its
principle, and the clarification of its name.

Chapter Three: The early development of phenomenological re-
search and the necessity of a radical reflection in and from itself.

The only Part presented was called the "Main Part” in the edition.
In turn, only the first two divisions of it are worked out, the second
division in fact in a very sketchy way:

First Division: Preparatory description of the field in which the
phenomenon of time becomes manifesi.

Second Division: The exposition of time itself.

Since Heidegger did not complete the presentation of the central
thematic of History of the Concept of Time it seemed appropriate with
the publication of the course to change the original title to " Prole-
gomena lo the History of the Time Concept” for the German edidon. For
these “Prolegomena” are worked out and were delivered.

‘The range of themes of the lecture course is staked out by the sub-
title, “Prolegomena to the Phenomenology of History and Nature.”
‘History' and "Nature’ can however be adequately treated only on the
basis of the new guiding clue, discovered by Heidegger, of 'time’
or ‘temporality.’ But ‘time’ means “temporality of Dasein.’ This lecture
course of 195 is an early draft of Being and Time, even though the
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theme ol 1emporality is not yet actually covered here. By examining
this carly dratt, we can 1ruce how the meaning of many concepts is
dehnitely established for the first time in the course of the elabora-
don. In the manuscript, for example, Heidegger speaks of the "dis-
coveredness of Dasein™ and of the “disclosedness of the warld.” In
Simon Moser's wranscript, Heidegger crosses out “discoveredness’ in
favor of ‘disclosedness’ in Dasein and notes in the margin: “Disclosed-
ness as such does not first discover from discoveredness but rather co-
constitutes discoveredness. Disclosedness can be cultivated, however,
but because it is discoveredness—never free-Hoating-—the being of
rescarch.” (Moser, p. g2q; ot above, p. 254).

Heidegger's thematic deliberations begin with a characterization of
the situation of philosophy and science in the second half ol the nine-
teenth century. He exhibits what in his interpretation was the decisive
event of that time, the breakihrough of phenomenology as philoseph-
ical research. He investigates its essential discoveries, defends it against
misunderstandings, in order then to advance his own critique as to
where phenomenology has not done justice o its own call 1o get back
't the matters themselves.” Heidegger indicates that he is not satisfied
with the exposition of its essential discoveries (intentionality, sense of
the apriori, categorial intuition), and raises the question of their es-
sential enabling dimension, The "Main Part” is just such an investiga-
tion of their condition of possibility. It would be a miswake to think
that the “Preliminary Part” is merely a historical survey contributing
to the pure characterization of phenomenology as such and ol how it
has been historically and semporally conditioned, or that it is even a
disparagement of phenomenology in favar of Heidegges's own think-
ing. which would then appear at the center of all of the deliberations.
Heidegger is always interested in letting the development of a (or bet-
ter, his) problem become evident, in showing how the thematic of
being and Dasein necessarily had to emerge from the phenomenology
of Husserl and Scheler, how phenomenology harbored this tendency
toward radicalization within isell. By taking phenomenaological in-
quiry and its maxim, ‘to the matters themselves,' a their word, he
comes across ultimate and unposited, because unscen, presupposi-
tions: the neglect of the question of the being of the intentionat and of
the question of being itself. In a “preparatory fundumentul analysis,’
Heidegger makes the transition from Husserl’s “position of con-
sciousness” to the analvtic of Dasein as it was published in Being and
Time.

The documents at my dispaosal tor this edition of the text were
Heidegger's handwritten but not ver transcribed  manuseript and
Simon Moser's tanseript of the actual lectures, authorized by Heideg-
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ger and supplemented with his remarks. [ have taken it upon myself
te make a typewritten transcription of the manuscript. The steno-
graphic transcript typed by Moser was regularly delivered to Heideg-
ger immediately upon completion, who looked it over, now and then
corvected errors, and added his own remarks. In addition, | had
my disposal a set of handwritten notes focused on key-words made by
his student at the time, Helene Weiss, which proved useful only with
difficulties in deciphering and with citations.

The original manuscript comprises 88 numbered pages, along with
inserts, notes, addenda, some of which are tied divectly to a particular
page, while some record leading concepts, leading ideas in the form
of key-words. The horizontally written pages of the original manu-
script in folio-format contain on the left side a text three-fourths of
which is formulated in sentences, with many insertions standing be-
tween dashes and not always fully formulated. On the right side,
there are a great number of marginalia, most of which are formulaced
in key-words.

In the preparation of the manuscript to be published, preference
was given in every instance to the handwritten manuscript. The Moser
transcript was used solely within the limits of the guidelines issued by
Heidegyger for such instances. Accordingly, it was followed 1) when
the lecture amplified, supplemented, or developed the ideas beyond
the handwritten manuscript, 2) when the pedagogical repetitions
which summarize the previous day’s lecture introduce new concepts
and open new perspectives in the line of thought. and 3) in order 1o
All out the condensed formulations, schematized in the form of key-
words, ot the marginalia and supplementary remarks in the hand-
writlen manuscript. One exception must be mentioned. The original
manuscript does not comprise the entire text of the lecture course
held then, but ends with the ‘Fable of Care’ (cf. §51€). But the ran-
scripts of both Moser and Weiss bear witness to the fact that Hei-
degger's lecture course did not end there. The Second Division of the
Main Part is therefore taken from the transeript ot Simon Moser,
which bears Heidegger's authorization.

To the extent that it corresponded 1o the ictual content presented
n the lecture course. 1 have adhered dosely 1o the course outline
given by Heidegger at the beginning. The Introduction, which turned
out 1o be quite long, has been venamed simply “Preliminary Pan,”
while the first part is now called “Main Part,” since it was the only
one which was worked out. The mgjor division inwe chapters in the
“Preliminary Part” is in its formulation also aken from Heidegger
himself, as are the titles of the two divisions of the "Main Part.” The
division into paragraphs and their further differentiation were un-
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dertaken by the editor and in formulation are always tied to Heideg-
ger’s linguistic usage. This means that they rely on expressions which
almost always appear word for word in the context in question.

In bringing this volume to fruition, 1 am particularly indebted 1o
Professor Doctor Walter Biemel for his help, as well as 10 Professor
Doctor Friedrich-Wilhelm von Herrmann, Mrs. Elfride Heidegger,
and Mr. Fritz Heidegger, along with Mr. Bernd-Friedemann Schultze
for his collaboration in collating the text. For their help in reading the

proofs, 1 am thankful to Miss Eva-Maria Hollenkamp and Mr. Klaus
Neugebauer.

Petra Jacger




GLOSSARY OF GERMAN TERMS

‘This glossary is not intended to be exhaustive, It seeks primarily 1o list the
nost significant and problematic expressions in the vocabulary of Heidegger
and Husserl, especially when their lranslation here deviates from the custom-
ary, For each expression, the most important and frequent translations ap-
pear before the semicolon, the infrequent or rare ones alter the semicolon.

abheben: set off, contrase, bring into relief, bring out; highlight

abschatten: adumbrate, shade off

Abstand: spacing, spaced interval, interval; distance, being apart

Abstdndigheit: apartness

abtriglich: detrimental

alitiglich: everyday

angegangen: solicited, approached

angewiesen: dependent

Angst: dread

ansetzen: approach; begin with, put forward

ansprechen als: consider as

Anwesenheit: presence

Anzeige: indication

apprdseniieren: appresent

Apriore: apriori'

anfderken: uncover

Auffussung: conception, comprehension; apprehension, construal, ‘reading,’
point of view, view

Aufgehen: absorption

aufhalien: dwell

Aufnairme: adoption, assumption, admission, reception

Aufuweis: exposition; exhibition

Ausarbeitung: elaboration; working out

Ausbildung: cultivation; development, formation

Awsdriirklichkeit: expressness, explicitness

Ausgedriicktheit: expressedness

Aluge!eg{,’m't: way of being {having been) interpreted; way of interpretation

ausgezeichnet: distinctive; outstanding, superlative, principal

Auslegen: mterpret; expose, lay out

Atslegung: (expository) interpretation; exposition

Awsrichtung: directionality

Ausekalten: suspend

Aussehen: outward appearance

Aussetn auf: being oul for

Awenen: demonstrate; point out

bedewten: mean; signify

Bedeutiny: meaning; significance, import
Bedeutsamkeit: meaningfulness
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(Sichbefinden: sell-tinding, finding onesel

befindliches: situated

Befindlichkeit: disposition, being dispused, disposedness

Befragtes: whay is interrogated

brgegnen: encounter; confront, meet with

Begegnenimsen: leeway of encounter

Begegnisurukiur: siructure of encounter

bei; (intimaeely) involved with ({in): in touch with, with

beitriiglich: conducive

Besinnung: reflection

Besorgen: concern

besorgend: concerned; concernful

besorgt: under concern

Besorgles: what is of concern

Besorgtheit: what is of conceru; concernedness

Bestand: composition, subsistence; {compositive) existence, constellation

Bestlinde: constituents

bestimmen: determine, define, specify; analyze

bestimmtes: definite, specihe, particular, cevtiin

Betrachtung: consideration; reflection, contemplaton, regard, abservation,
examination, etc.

Bewandtnis: standing (generic), deplovment {of 1wols): ci. "On the Way to
Being and Time”

Bewandtnisgan:zheir, deplovment totality, stanced totality for orientation

Bewenden, in \he phrase hat rin Bewenden: plays its pan

bodensiiindig: autochthonous, ruoted in native soil

Charckter: character, (distinguishing) feature; form, aspect

da: there, here; present (in a few idiomatic contexts)
Dasetn: Dasein, being (Ohere: existence

deuten: interpret, signify

Drang: urge

eigenilich: veally, actually, truly, genuinely, authentically: properly, strictly

eigentiimliches; peculiar; odd, special, particular, inherent, unigue

Emklammerung: bracketing

entdecken: discover, uncover

Entdecktheil: discoveredness

Entfernung: remotion [versus Ferne (distance) and Abstand (spacing)]; remaot
distance

Ent-fernen: re-moting (i.e., remuving distance)}

enifernt: removed

entweltlichen: unworld, deprive of its worldhoud

erfahren: experience; underge

Exfassunyg: apprehension

Erfragies: what is asked for -

Exr-leben: hving-through

Erlebuis: liver) experience; experience (in rontexts where it cannot be con-
fused with Erfahrung)

Erscheinung: apprarance

enchliessen: disclose

Erschlussersheit: disclosedness
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faktisch: actually, factually, in fact; lactically

FPaktizitdt: facticity

Ferne: distance

Fragestellung: {line of } questioning (or inquiry). manner of inquiry, way of
questioning, formulation (aruculation) of 1he question

Jreilegen: lay open, lay oul, expose: display, bring into the open

Fundierung: founding

Gefragtes: what is asked about

Gegend: region

gegenwirtigen: make present; present, presentily
gegenmwdrliges: in the present, present
Geisteswissenschaflen: human sciences

geistiges: spiritual, intellectual, mental

Gerede: idle 1alk

Geschichte: history (versus Historir, historiology)
gestuftes: multi-level, multi-layered, phased
gleichurspriingtich: co-original

Hang: propensity

Hrbung: accemuation, highlighting: bringing out
Herawshebung: drawing out, accenluation, highlighting
Historie: historiology

In-der-Welt-sein: being-in-the-world
In-Sein: in-being (versus Sein-in, being-in; cf. p. 157)

Jje: in each (particular} instance (or case); always

Jewritig: at the (that, its) time; in its time, for the time being, in each case
fewviliges: (temporally) particular

Jeweilighett: temporal particularity: the particular while

Jewnils: at any given (particular) me

Leermeinen: empty intending
leibhafi-da: bodily there
Leibhaftigheit: bodily presence

man: ORe; eVETYane, we

day Man: the Anyone, the Everyone

meinen: intend; refer 1o

Mitdasein: co-Dasein®

Mitetnandersein: being-with-one-another®
Musein: being-with

Mutiwelt: with-world

Mument: moment, elemnent; factor, feature, part

ndchstes: nearest, closest, (most) immediate, {(most) proximate; intimate, next
Néhe: nearness, neighborhood

offenbar: manifest

Offenthichkest: (the) public; public arena, public character, publicity
vrigindr; originarily
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prisentieven: present
Presenz: presence

Rede: discourse; talk
reefles: immanemly real (versus reales, transcendently yeal)
(Sich-Jrichten-auf: directing-itself-toward

Sache: subject matter, matter; issue, ‘thing’

Sackgehall, Sachhaltighrit: material comtent

Sachverhalt: state of affairs

Schein: semblance: seeming

sehfichtes: simple

Seiendes: entity!

Sein: being*

Srin-bei: being-{intimately-) involved-with (or -in): being-with, being-in-touch-
with

Seinkinnen: can-he

Srin zu: being toward(s)

selbstuerstiindfiches: obvious, self-evident; matier-of-course, taken for granted

Sinn: sense

Sorge: care; concern {in one idiomatic context)

Tatbestand: state of affairs; composition, status, sort of case
Tathestinde: matters of face, actual ¢lements; component elements

Umgany: preaccupation, occupation

{/mhafles: aroundness

Umsicht: circumspection

Umwelt: environing world, environment, world around us
urspriingliches: primordiai, original

verbergen: conceal

verdecken: cover up, canceal

Verfallen: falling

Verfassung: constitution, constitutive state

vergegenmwdrtigen: envisage, bring to mind, bring home. recall

Verhalt: (comportmental) relation

(sich) verhallen: comport onesell

Verhditnis: relationship: bearing

Vermeinen: presuming; intending

vernehmen: apprehend, perceive; come to awareness

Verstand: intellect, (intellectual) understanding

versténdiiches: understandable, comprehensible; intelligible

Verstindnis: understanding: comprehension

Verweisung: reference

vollziehen: perform; accomplish, consummate, carry out, go through, fulfill,
realize

Vollug: performance, enacument; execution. fulfillmem, realization

Vorgriff: preconception

Vorhabe: prepossession

vorfianden: on hand, extan; available, present, existent

Vortaufen: running forward, forerunning
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Vur-sicht: pre-view

Vorstellung: representation

(Sich-)vorweg-sein: being-ahead-of-ivell

vorzeichnen: prefigure; prescribe, trace, outline, draw

Wahrgenommenheit: perceivedness

Welse zu sein: way 10 be; manner ol being

Weltding. world-thing. thing of (in) the world; worldly thing

weltlich: worldly

Weltlichkeit: worldhood

Werkwell: wark-world, world of work

Werkzeug: tool

Wesen: essence; being (in compounds such as Lebewesen, living being, and
arganisches Wesen, organic being)

Wirderholung: reperition

Webet: tnvolvements, {intimate) with-which

Woran: whereat

Werinheif: she wherein

zeifigen: temporalize: bring o fruition, evoke

Zeatigung: temporaliZation: maturation

Zeug: equipment, ool

Zugehdrigheit: belonging (1ogether): affinity

znkuanden: handy

Zwsammenhang: conlext, correlation, connection, interconnecuion, interrela-
tion; nexus {of relations), continuity, coherence, contexture

Zu-sein: 1o-be

NOTES TO THE GLOSSARY

i. Here | am following a growing, und 10 me sensible, trend of taking
"apriori’ as a single word, given its overwhelming use in philosophical contexts
as a noun. Cf. for example Dorion Cairns, Guide for Translating Husserl (The
Hague: Nijhoft, 1973). p. g. The ¢nly exception 1 have made is its vare use as
an adverb.

2. Dne can read ‘coexistence’ here, though this is not adequate for our
purposes.

4. Here und with other such expressions, ] have omitted the hyphens when
no ambiguity is interjected by doing so.

4. The reader should note that T have adhered strictly to this convention in
order (o reflect the ontnlogical difference between Sein and Seiendes in the
translation, in view of the large number of passages in the German text in
which Heidegger speaks of being in the singular dieses Sein and indefinite ein
dein. Note however that Wesent is also traaslated us “being” in combinations
such as Lebewesen, living being. and organisches Wesen, organic being.





