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The project is to unfold the diaiogical aspects of human subjectivity as expressed 

through the existentid phenomenology of Heidegger's Being und Tirne. The 

investigation is din&d into three parts. 

Part 1 offers an interpretation of Heidegger's concept of subjectivity with 

empbasis on the movement from inauthenticity to authenticity. in order to mediate the 

more traditionaliy existentialist nadhg of Dasein's authenticity, I situate Being Md Time 

within Heidegger's larger phewmenologicd projea. This opens up the possibility of 

thinhg about Being-in-the-world and Being-towards-death in tenns of a lived 

intentionality in which Dasein has its own Being as its object. Aithough Dasein in its 

everydayness genedy ody cornports towatd its own Being in the manner characteristic 

of empty intentionality, this intention can be îdfiîied. 'This fulnllmcnt constitutes 

Dasein's authenticity. 

Part II poses the question: What is dialogue? I illustrate that there are two figures 

of dialogue - conversation and encounter. Conversation is an exchange between 

participants which majlltaias a particular flow and thematic unity, and is based on the 

structure of question and response. Its possibility rcsts in the othemess of the participants 

with respect to one another and in kir ability to d a t e  this diffennce through sorne 

shared bais of meaning. Encoumer, on the other hand, is an event of meeting between 

participants in which the altcrity of the other is thrown into high relief by the challenge 

which it poses to the self. the~by throwing into question both the self and the h g  in 

which it dweiis. NevcrtIltlcss, both conversation and encounter cm be shown to be 

dialogical relative to a consteMon of conœpts. Dialogue is an engagement with alterity 

marked by a sirnultancous continuify and discontinuity with the other. This engagement 

bears a relation to meaning and is the ground of responriaity and quest io~il i ty .  

In Part III, this notion of dialogue is uscâ to inteqret Dasein's subjectivity and its 

becoming authentic. 1 argue that Dasein's everydayntss can be unde~stood as a 

conversationality in thc third pemn which is transfomud into the first-person 

conversationality of authentic historhg through an encounter with radical alterity in 

anxious Being-towarâsdcath. 



Ce projet a comme but L'exploration des aspects dialogiques de la subjectivité 

selon la phénoménologie existentielle de Heidegger dans L'être et le temps. 

La premib parbie offie une intezpretation du concept de la subjectivitd chez 

Heidegger et met de l'emphase sur le mouvement de l'inauthenticitb vers l'authenticite. 

En contestant l'hterpretation traditionnelie existentiaîiste, le texte se situe dans le projet 

phénoménologique plus &du & Heidegger. Donc il est possible de penser il l'etre-au- 

monde et ii l'&e-8-la-mort en tennes d'une intentionalitt v&ue d Dasein a son propre 

être comme objet. Bien que Dasein dans sa quotidienneté se porte habitueliement vers 

son propre être dans la maniàe d'une intenticnaiitb vide, cette intention peut être 

remplie. Ce remplissage constitue l'authenticité de Dasein. 

La deuxième partie pose la question: qu'est-ce que le dialogue? Je demontre qu'il 

y a deux modes de dialogue - la conversation et la rencontte. La conversation est un 

échange entre deux participants qui se caractérise par une certaine fluidité. l'unité d'un 

thème, ainsi qu'une structm de question et de r6poilse. Sa possibilité demeure dans 

l'alterité mutuelle des participants et leur capacitt de reconciiier cette diff&nce par une 

base de signifiame partagée. La rencontre cependant est un evenement entre deux 

participants où l'alterité de l'autre devient plus evident par le ddfi qu'elle pose au soi. Ce 

défi met le soi. et la signifiame dans laquelle il habite, en question. Néanmoins la 

conversation et la rencontre sont tous les deux dialogiques et on peut le dbmontrer par 

une consteiiation de concepts. Le dialogue est une i n t e d o n  avec l'alteriie qui se 

caracterise par une contirniri et une discontinuit4 simultanée avec l'autre. Cette relation 

se porte vers la signifiante et elle est la base de la responroblit6 et de la contesrubifit&. 

Dans la troisième putie, cette id t de dialogue sert ih interpreter la subjectivitt de 

Dasein et son devenir authentique. ûn peut comprendre la quotidiennete de Dasein 

comme une "convefstltionalité" en troisiIImt personne qui se transfomu B une 

conversationalitC en premiùe personne ~historicitd authentique) par une mcontre avec 

son aiterit6 radicale dans l'&ne-à-la-mort angoissé. 
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This dissertation explores the concept of dialogicai subjectivity through an 

engagement with the work of Martin Heidegger. The motivations which undedie such an 

investigation are multiple. 

It is ellm to ask again the question of subjectivity. It expresses some of the most 

fundamental philosophical questions we can ask. Who am I? How do 1 becorne myself! 

What does it mean to be here? Such questions ncur throughout the history of 

philosophy, although they assume various foms. They are deeply compelling - Our 

very existence itseif challenges us to respond to them. 

Recently the notion of subjectivity has fdlen out of favor, cnticized as a distinctly 

modem notion which must be overcomc. Typically, subjectivity is taken to =fer to the 

hiowing subjcct of epistemology and metaphysics which has b a n  of prime philosophical 

concem since the Enlightenment. This subject is pomyed as essentially constituted 

independently of its relation to others and the world; it is autonomous, rationai, 

unconditioned by anything outside itself. The subjact's autoaomy and independence are 

the basis of its ageacy and its responsibility. This notion of the rzLdicaily individuated 
subjed has corne under Wulent attsck, most riectntly by posbnodem critics. They 

maintain that the subjcct simply b n a  autonomous and radicaiiy individuated in this 

way; to posit it as such is mistaken and fbther, validates epistemological rnodels which 

are ego-centric, anthropocentric. and dominating of the other. Rejecting the traditional 

notion of subjectivity, postmodemists instead proclaim 'die death of the subject ' . 
I am extremely sympathetic to these postmodem critiques; there is something 

deeply problematic with the notion of subjectivity which they so nghtly criticize. 

However 1 am ductant to infer thaî we must abandon the notion of subjectivity 

altogether. The postmodem critiques show us that a particular conception of the subject 

and subjectivity is problematic - not ihat a maningfd understanding of subjectivity 

caonot be uncovered. Now thai the dust has begun to se*, the tirne is right to reclaim 

the term 'subjectivity' and to apply it to something distinct from the Cartesian or Kantian 

subjea - sornething mon dialogicai. 



Uncertainty. doubt. and anxiety as to who we are - which prompt us to ask the 

question of subjectivity - have never been more acute. Although the subject may be 

"dead" in certain domains of philosophical discourse, it still enjoys wide cumncy in our 

popular culture. The radically individuated subject is the construct which underlies our 

social, economic, and political institutions; to the degree that we are shaped by these, we 

becorne that subject. If that subject is impoverished, we becorne impovenshed. On the 

brink of the twenty-first century, in an atmosphere of rnass consumer culture and the 

growing hegemony of corporate, govemmentai. and economic institutions and interests. 

we struggie with a sense of disempowennent, impovenshrnent, and fnistration. We must 

ask the question of subjeetivity again, because it is aucial to thematize and retrieve what 

othe17iVise remains hidden and overlooked in our institutioaalized and sedimented 

representations of ourselves. 

Wbat this investigation will disclose is the dialogicaüty of human subjecfivity - 
that it is not radical individuality that constitutes us as who we are. but rather comection 

to the other. nirough intemm with the other, subjectivity is enacted and meaning is 

mxted, including the meaning which becornes associaîed with the self. 

In re-thecnaîùing subjectivity, it is aeassary ta locate those piaces in tk 

philosophical tradition which allow us the possibility of re-thinl0ng subjecfivity in a 

diaiogicai way. 1 have found snch an aüy in Heidegger. Heidegger offers an account of 

subjdvity œntered around two definhg features - existentiaiity and mineness. In 

emphasizing existentiaiity, Heidegger takes the subject out of its privileged position 

outside of space and tirne, re-contextualizhg it as particular, mortal, historical, dynarnic, 

engaged in the world and with others. In ernphasizing mineness, he nvolutionizes this 

subjectivity even further. The Being of the subject cm no longer be expnssed by an I 

which is identical with itself - an atomistic monad - nor as an I which is transparent to 

itself in self-consciousness. Rathet, subjedivity is now to bt thought of as something 

which is mine, something which is orhcr than me but towards which 1 bear a special 

nlation. For Heidegger, the self does not constitute itself, but is instead constituted 

h u g h  its relation to the other. This is an imporiant starting point for thinking about - 
dialogue. 



But Heidegger is also important because this project concems itself not oaly with 

the relationship between subjectivity and dialogue, but also with authenticity. 

Authenticity involves disclosing one's essential nlatedness to the other, and participating 

and engaging in that relation in the first person, in a direct and personal way. Rather than 

associate dialogue with authenticity and nondialogical engagement with inauthenticity, I 

argue thaf dialogicai subjectivity lies at the basis of both authenticity and inauthenticity. 

Both are modes of subjectivity; inauthenticity is empty relative to authenticity, but both 

possess a dialogicality, albeit one expressed in dinerent ways. A strength of Heidegger's 

account is that it is sufficiently complex to give expression to different modes of 

subjectivity. Because he understands the self as a relation, Heidegger can account for 

varying degncs of pmximity to and distance h m  oneself - the key to the distinction 

between authentitity and inauthenticity . 
Heidegger's discussioa of authenticity and inauthenticity centers around issues of 

disclosure and conccalmeat of self, lostmss and rc-location. It should be stressed, 

however, that his primary concern is to dernonstrate that the horizon for any 

understanding of king - and the horizon for understanding human subjectivity - is 

tirne. Consequentiy, the emptiness and fulfiiIment of self characteristic of inauthenticity 

and authenticity, nspenively, can only be understwd relative to a subjectivity which is 

temporal. Temporaüty is ctsponsible for the dynanrism and movement which enable 

being to show itseif as a becoming. 

The movernent of subjectivity manifests itseif as dialogue. Participants in a 

dialogue approach and withdraw h m  one another in their interaction; they are oriented 

relative to one another in a situation which is nuaningful. Through their interaction, this 

meaning can be affinned and sustained, extenâed, eroded, or forgotten because the 

disclosures which occur ihrough dialogue are alway s accompanied b y conceal ment. The 

double movement of dialogue is part of subjectivity and determines that the search for 

ourselves - the search for answem to the questions: who am I? how do 1 becorne 

myself? what does it mean to be here? - wili never be finished. Our very existence 

challenges us with these questions. and we remake ourselves in the fundamental practice 

of asking and mipondhg to them. 



Subjectivity is the Being of the subject where the subject is an entity engaged in a 

relationship to its world and aware of that relationship. In this sense self-consciousness 

alone is not a sufficient condition of subjectivity. To be a subject one mut also exist 

concretely in a context, and one must be aware of that situatedness. Although one might 

say that subjectivity lies in activiîy, I prefer to stress that it lies in the Being of the 

subject, for not d Being is activity as it is traditionally construed. Subjectivity is not 

reducible to agency; the subject is not a subject only in so far as she is an actor in the 

world. A subject is also receptive, open, even passive, and thus these features belong to 

subjectivity as weli. 

In Part ï, 1 argue that a subjecoivity of this type is what Heidegger describes in 

Being and Time (SZ) as klonging to Dasein. This becomes more readily apparent when 

we consider csnfidiy the Dasein analytic in tenns of Heidegger's phenomenologicai 

project Dasein is the entity for whom phenornena manifest themselves. This disclosure 

occurs in a middle-voiced marner in which activity md passivity ôecome blurred. 

Dasein not oniy projeds rneaning into the world it is aiso open to the meaning which the 

worid discloses itself as elready having; thus Dasein's involvement in the worid entails a 

kingspen to the world. Furthtt, Dasein's engagement with o h r  entities in the world 

- indeed its very subjectivity - presupposes and impliatly expresses an understanding 

of its own Being as weli. It is therefore appropriate to say that Dasein's king-in-the- 

world expresses an intentional relation to its own Being. 

Intentionai relations to objects. however, can exhibit varying de- of 

hilfülment Unlüre hilfilled intentions which more hmxiiately grasp their object, empty 

intentions are nlatively lacking in intuitive content; they are comparatively empty 

subjective expressions. This difference between empty and hlnîied intentions also 

appües to the intentional relatedness which Dasein bears to its own Being. I argue that 

the existentiel1 modification reprtscnted by the shift h m  everydayness to authenticity is 

analogous to the shift h m  an empty intention to a fuifilled one. In authenticity, Dasein 

apprehends its Being in an imrnediate rnanner; Dasein nceives intuitive content which 

affirms what is ody emptiiy expresscd in its everyciay Being-in-tb-wodd - namly its 



openness to the world and its Being as possibility. Dasein's fundamentai openness and 

receptivity to the world irnply an openness to the other -the key to an understanding of 

Dasein's subjectivity as dialogical. 

However. if we are to pursue this thought m e r ,  we must corne to a deeper 

understanding of dialogue. in Part iI, 1 examine two pRmary figures of dialogue - 
conversation and encounter. Conversation corresponds most closely to our everyday 

ideas about dialogue. It is an exchange between participants which communicates 

rneaning and establishes sorne mutual understanding. nie participants' engagement with 

one another is r e c i p d .  in that each nsponds to the other. This reciprocity generates 

continuity and cohesiveness in the interaction. The idea of conversation generally 

emphasizes the sharing which occurs bctween participants. Encounter, on the other haad, 

involves an interaction in which one is drawn much further into a simultaneity of 

presence with the other; one shatters oneself against the other. The alterity of the other is 

far more apparent in encounter than in conversation. This alterity manifests itself at once 

as a Mt which nbuffs and as a secret or mystery which entices. 

Qoser examination of the dialogic situation involved in each case will reveal that 

encouter crin be understaxi as a compression. and thus an intensification. of 

conversation. Any engagement with the other is situatcd, and so both conversation and 

encounter must occur within space and time. But if we have leamed mything fiom 

Heidegger. we rlso know that we a always situaîed relative to networks of signification 

- in short, d g .  Thus, every dialogic situation has spatial. temporal, and 

signiicaiivc fatures; and the participants, who aie oriented towards each other in the 

situation, an so oriented dong a m  of spatiality, temporality, and significance. 1 argue 

that these fahues manifest themselves differently in conversation and encounter. such 

that the spatiality, temporaiity, and significance involved in encounter rppear as an 

intensification or even a surpassing of these same features in conversation. Whereas 

conversation generally occurs in language, encounter is often silent. Whereas 

conversation has tempoal duration. encounter is generally mornentary and fleeting. 

Conversatioa preserves a distance between participants who r r d n  aware of their 

sutro~dinp; enCoanter coUapses the space between paiticipants, and the world amund 



hem fades away. 

In exploring the idea of conversation, 1 uncover a constellation of concepts 

irnplicated in our understanding of the dialogicality of conversation. However, closer 

examination of the phenornenon of encounter reveals the same concepts also at work. 1 

demonstrate that dialogue is an engagement with alter@, an alterity which is both 

contutuous with me - to the extent that I share sornething with the other and cm 

understand it - and discontinuous with me - to the extent that the other rernains other 

to m and can nevet be fuily undemtood. Dialogic engagement bem a relation to 

m e ~ i n g  both because it uses rneaning as a medium for interaction and because it, of 

itself, produces meaning. Finally, dialogue involves an openness and engagement with 

the other which generates the responribili~ and questionabili~ of the participants 

relative to one another - feahues which ground any notion of moral answerabiiity. Both 

conversation and encounter display thcse ftahircs. 

Having articulated an understanding of dialogue at sorne length in Part iI, in Part 

III 1 r e m  to Heidegger's text to more explicitiy ülustrate how Dasein's subjectivity cm 

be expressed in diaiogical terms. 1 show that Dasein's everydayness can be understood 

as a convematiozmiity in the third persun. However. the the of conscience which elicits 

Dasein's anxious Being-towatdsaeath is an encounter which appeals to Dasein in the 

first person. This efftcts a transformation of cbe conversationaiity of Dasein's 

evcrydayncss h m  the third to the first person. thus signalling Dasein's authentic 

historizing* 

The differenœ between fht-  and third-person modes of interaction lies in the 

degree of specificity with which participants address one another and in the breadth of 

the horizon within which they disclose one another. In third-person interaction, the 

participants are interchangeable with others because they are situated against a fairly 

n m w  horizon, so narrow in fact that contextual specificity is obscured. To the extent 

ihat Dasein's everyday self is a Monrclbst, Dasein is in the mode of the third person - 
everyone cm stand in for everyone else. In tirst-person interaction participants are 

adâressed in their specificity because they an disclosed against a broader horizon within 

which a richer sense of th& particulacity becornes apparent In Heideggerian ternis, 



Dasein's there is disclosed and so is its mineness. Although Dasein's Being is always its 

own, it only becomes its I through being called to it Ui the encounter with its own radical 

altenty in anxious Being-towardsdeath. In coming face-to-face before its Being, 

Dasein's empty intention of its Being - which is expressed in its everyday Being-in- 

the-world - is fulfilled. 
* * * 

Subjectivity can manifest itself as dialogicai because the subject is both finite and 

temporal: it has lirnits, and the other lies beyond those limits. Yet temporality infuses a 

dynwsm into this subject such that it can move beyond its borders and surpass itself 

toward the other, and the other can draw near to the subject by crossing those borders as 

weil. The dynamic nature of didogue lies in this approach and withdrawal. 

The horizons within which Dasein dwells mark out a iralm of significance. This 

domain is perpetually wlnerable to king called into question by the other who appears 

on the horizon and elicits Dasein's responsibility. Meaning is fashioned in the play 

which occurs at the lirnits, aiways with an attention to these limib and with an implicit 

recognition that meaning must be justined to the other. What it maiis to be a self - 
i n d d  what it means to be at aii - is always developed out of the relation to the other, 

meaning is only possible because of this dation to the other and also seems to be 

necessitated by it. 



Part 1 

Dasein and Intentiodity: 
A Phenornenologid Rendering of Everydagness and Autheatidty 



Introduction 

The reader who attempts a hermeneutic understandhg of Heidegger's Being and 

Thel  (SZ) has traâitionaüy faced two notable challenges. The fint is that SZ is an 

incomplete text; the iwo published divisions npresent appmximatdy one third of the 

o v e d  work as it is projected in Heidegger's introduction (SZ 39-40). The second 

challenge is that Heidegger published very ïittie in the years pnceding the appearance of 

SZ. The primary batorneter of his thinLing during this period is found in the manuscripts 

of his lecture courses and in his students' notes; sbce much of this matenal has only 

been published in the 1st Nteen years, aaxss to this work has historicaily been limited. 

These lacunae have made it difficult to situate SZ both within the context of 

Heidegger's early thought, and relative to the question which guides his entire 

philosophical endeavor - namly the Seinrfrage or the question of the maning of 

Being. This is the question with which Heidegger begins his investigation in SZ (SZ 2- 

19)' and it is rneant to fiame the discussion in the extant two divisions dealing with the 

Being of Dasein. Due to the incornpiete nature of the text, however. that this discussion 

of Dasein is to be unâerstood against the horizon of the Seinrfruge is easy to overlook. 

Moreover. in the absence of further evidence of Heidegger's W n g  leading up to this 

point, there is little to remind the reaâer of Heidegger's concern with the Seiwage 

during this period of his philosophical developrnent. 

These factors have fostered two general tendencies in traditional Heidegger 

interpntation. Fht ,  die obswation is often made that Heidegger's early work is 

concemed with the Being of Dasein whilc his later work deais with Being in a broader 

sense; this view decmphasizes the continuity in Heidegger's early and later thought.2 

Martin Heidegger, Sein miait Cïl lb i i :  Niemeya, 1% 1); Being Md The, baiiis. John Macquamie and 
Eûward Rob ' in  (New Yak Haipct & ROW. 1%2); k i n g  Md The, tram. Joan Stambaugh (Albany: 
S U N Y  PICS, 1996). AN page rrfacaca pe to tk Gaman edition. I have primrily useâ the MrqiiPme 
aod Robinsoa transiaciori and wbae 1 have checked tbe Strmbaugh tranilatiw, 1 have so inâicaeed 



The recent publication of Heidegger's early lecture courses indicates. however, that 

Being was an early philosophical preoccupation, thus making this view increasingly 

untenable? The lack of attention to the importance of the Seinsfrage in Heidegger's early 

work contributes to a second tendency, narnely a decontextualization of SZ relative to 

this question. That is, the two pubüshed divisions are often interpreted independent of 

the inquj. into the Seieage which frames them. The result of such a move is that SZ 

is often interpreteâ as a text of existentialism - a position which has serious 

implications for how Heidegger's concepts of authenticity and inauthenticity corne to be 

understd. It is with these concepts and their relationship to Dasein's subjectivity that 1 

am primarily concemed. 

In m e n t  y-, with the publication of an increasing number of the lecture 

courses h m  the 19209 and early 1930s, the larger context of Heidegger's philosophical 

endeavor during this pend is becorning more appamt. Important wodc on these early 

texts is king done which illustrates not only the unity of Heidegger's diought, but also 

the enomus  impact that the thinkers most influential for him at the time - including 

Aristotle, Dilthey, Husserl and Augustine - have had on his work: This more reœnt 

scholarship not only tends to undemine the position which wodd strongiy separate the 

eady Heidegger h m  the later Heidegger, it also provides a ncher contes for 

understanding SZ i tdf .  Neverthckss, the texhial specificity of SZ has not been re- 

ewiiiaed in the light of the new material we now have at o u  disposal. It is this task 

Sec Mattin Heidegger, Die Gmndprobleme der PhCInom~u)logie, cd. F. W. von Hemnan (Fmkfkt  
Klosîmnann, 1975); TIsc Basic Pmblellts in Plicnomewlogy, trans. Alfred Hofstadter (Bloomingtm: Iadiana 
University Ress, 1982) (BPP). Martin Hcidcgger, PmIegomena v r  Geschick des %it&eg@, cd. Petra 
Jatger (Ftaakfutt: Klostcnnanii, 1979); 7?u History of the Concept of T h e ,  trans. Theodore Kisiel 
(Bloomington: Indiana Universiw Press, 1985) (Ho. 

Partîcuiarly heipfiil bere are Theodm Kisiel, The Genesis of Heidegger's "Being and T h "  (Los Angeles: 
University of California Rcss, 1993) and Theodoce Kisiel and John van Buren, &S., Reading Heideggerfiom 
the Start: Ecsays in HiS Earliest ThOught (Albany: SUNY Pnss, 1994). This 1ast volume contains many good 
cssays on $us topic. Sec alsa T h d o m  Kisiel, *On the Way to Being cind T h e :  Introduction to the 
Translation of Heidegger's Prolrgomaa air Geschichte & Zcitbegr@kn Reseurch in PhemmcnoIagy 15 
(1985): 193-226; Tkodort Kisiel, "The Genesis of Being und Time," M m  and World 25 (1992): 21-37; 
Rudolf A. M&eel, "Tbe Genesis of Heidegger's Phet10mcI1o(ogicai Hcrmeneutics and ihe Rcdiscovered 
'ArisWc Iaûoduction' of  1922," Man Md Wortd23 (1990): 3620; John van bu ru^, "Ibe Young Heidegger 
aod Pbtnomtrrology," Mm anà World 23 (1990): 23 -72  



which belongs to the first part of this work. 

In the next three chapters, 1 will suggest a way of rethinking the concepts of 

authenticity and inauthcnticity in relation to Dasein's subjectivity in light of Heidegger's 

criticai engagement with Husserl's pknomenology, as docurnented in his 1925 lecture 

course, The History of the Concept of T i m  (HCT). To this end, 1 have stnictund Pm 1 

as follows. The rernainder of this introduction outhes the traditionaï existentidist 

interpretaîion of authenticity and inauthenticity, and its more sophisticated cuntemporary 

counterpact, the voluntarist interpretation. Chapter 1 considers Heidegger's analysis of 

the contributions of phemmenology as represented in Ha, the significance of the 

Seinsfage, and the importance of HCT for our understanding of SZ and. in panicular, the 

concepts of authenticity and huthenticity. Chapters 2 and 3 provide a detailed analysis 

of SZ Whin the interpretive framework of empty and full intentionality established in 

Chapter 1. Chaptcr 2 focuses on the Division 1 discussion of Dasein in its everydayness. 

Chaptkr 3 deals with Dasein's authenticity and the issue of temporality as the sense of 

Being with which Dasein always already operates, as discussed in Division II. By the 

close of Pm 1.1 hop to have elabocated a conception of Dasein's subjectivity which, by 

taking serious consideration of the way in which Heidegger's pknomenolopid method 

affeds the content of his analysis, significandy surpasses more tniditional intexpretations. 
* * *  

The first two divisions of SZ are commody refemd to as the 'Dasein analytic' or 

'existentid andytic' because they inquire into the Being of the entity caîW Dasein. 

Dasein is distinct h m  other entities in diaî its Being is an issue for it [geht um]; that is, it 

bears a relationship to its Being, and this cornportment toward its own Being is 

constitutive of what it is to be Dasein (SZ 12). This gives rise to two features which are 

ontologically distinctive of Dasein. Firstiy. Dasein's essence lies in its existence; 

secondly, its Being is characterized by 'mineness' [Jemeinigkeit] (SZ 42). The first 

fuihire indicates that the essence of the entity Dasein does not lie outside of or prior to its 

existence but is in fact constimted by that existence. The relationship to its Being which 

is constitutive of Dasein can only be enacted existentially - Dasein's existence 

constitutes its Being. The second feshue indicates that Dascin is not indifferent to its 



Being but rather views its Being as belonging to it; thus Dasein's Being is something 

personal .s The term 'Dasein' literall y means 'Da-sein' , a Being-there, signi Qing that in 

its Being, Dasein is always already situated. This is why Dasein's Being is known as a 

Beiag-in-the-world.6 This situatedness pertains to the two ontologically constitutive 

featnrts just described. To Say that Dasein's essence Lies in its existence is to say that its 

existence in a concrete situation (its rhere) is constitutive. To say that this Being is 

always mine is to Say that it aiways belongs to sorneone - to a concrete, identifiable, 

existing entity. Although the term 'Dasein' is also us& to designate a particulor entity, 

it is more appropriate to Say that 'Dasein' names the Being which belongs to that entity 

and which never is exœpt in that entity. 

In the first division, Heidegger discusses Dasein in its everydpyness, ofken 

understood as its inauthenticity.7 In the second he discusses Dasein's becorning authentic 

where hauthenticity is Dasein's Being in the mode of not-Being itself and authenticity is 

its Being in the mode of Being itself. This paradoxical formulation is not exclusive to 

Heidegger but is s h d  with traditional philosophicai neflections on dienation and its 

ovemming, as well as on the Merences between the modes of being which pertain to 

potentiality or possibility and acniali~.~ How one understands authenticity and 

iaauthenticity in more conctdc tcm, however, depends a great dcal upon how one 

understands th is  self which Dasein cari both be and aot-be. 

The existentialist d i n g  picks up on Heideggefs use of the langage of 

"Because Dasein has in each case mineness [Jemeinigkziî], one must always use a p e r s o ~ l  pronoun when 
one addresscs i t  '1 am', 'you are' " (SZ 42). 

The sense of this situatedness will bc discussed at lengdi in Chapter 2. ït should not be understd printarily 
in terms of geometrical space, but with respect to contexts of significance. 

7 Tbere is mme discussion as to whcthcreveydaynss is acaully inauthentic or just an undifferentiated m o d e - - - d  
bctween autbenticity anâ inautbcaticity. Sec for example, R o b  Dostal, "nie Problem of 'Indi,erenz8 in 
Sein und Zki't,," PIUIosophy a d  Phe~~~menological Resmrc(i 43.1 (Scpt. 1982): 43-58. 

a niat Heidegger sharcs this with such traditions das not, however, imply tbat it is appropriate to understaad 
autbenticity aad inauthenticity in ternrs of such r r ~ o l l s .  Heidegger docs wt tbink Dasein is somchow 
'more' itseif in autbenticity (SZ 43). He also docs not think that the= is some originary self which is lost in 
inaukaticity a d  which is to be regaineci Lhrough authcaticity; Dlsan'r foundationl~~811~~~ is p c k l y  the 
basis of its existentid guüt (SZ 280.89). 



existentialism and largely interprets the text through a theoretical framework detined by 

the catchphrase 'existence precedes essen~e'.~ This slogan expresses the existentiaiist 

view that hurnan beings exist first, and only out of this existence do they construct their 

essence. nius, the fact that they exist is contingent and something for which they are not 

nsponsible, but who or what they are is sornething they cruite themselves. This is in 

opposition to other philosophical positions which mainiah ihat essence is pnor to 

matenai existence. So, the existentialist reads the two constitutive fanires of Dasein in 

the foiiowing terms: that Dasein's essence lies in its existence is understood to mean that 

Dasein creates its essence through its existence, that it is the author of its Being; that 

Dasein's Being is in every case mine is taktn to mean that since this Being which 1 create 

is mine, 1 am the author of it and so am responsible for it. In this view, inauthenticity 

amounts to avoiding itsponsibiiity for one's own s e l f d o n ,  to renouncing authorship 

and allowing others to assume that mie. nie classic example is that of unreflectively 

aîiowing social n o m  and practices to dictate one's behavior and activity. Authenticity, 

on the other hand, would involve renouncing the domination of othets and assuming 

responsibility for ontstif. The existentialist understanding of Dasein is impücit in those 

interpxetations which maintain that, in inauthenticity, Dasein is dominated by others (das 
Mm) and that to achieve authenticity Dasein must pull itself away from d<is Mm and 

taLe charge of its existena. That Dasein alone csn be rcsponsible for its existence is said 

to be revealed to it in its Being-towards-death, which nveals its finitude and the fact that 

This language is largely bomwed h m  Kierkegaard. Kisiel documents that Kierkegaard' s works were quite 
popular in Germany at the time aad notes that Hei&gger sccms to have rcsisted this vocabulary for some 
time, as it does not appcar in ihe tariierbafts of tht iext (Grnesis of Heidegger's "Being and Tirne" 3 16.394- 
95,397,419 and 489). For a much more detailed discussion of the evolution of the language in Heidegger's 
work in the 192& sa Theodorc Kisiel, "'Existcm' in Incubation: Undcrway Towarû Being and The," Fmm 
Phe11omcwbgy to Zïwugitr, Emncy curd Desin, e d  Babeüe Babich @ordc#:ht= Kluwu, 1995) 89-1 14. 
However, it îs undeniable thaî thcrc are many similaricies ôetween Hcidcggefs concepts of dm Mon and 
Being-towanhhth and Kierkegaard's discussion in such works as TAc Present Age, The Sickness unto 
Dccrth and TAr Cbnccpt of M. Sae for exampk Hwim Haîi, "Love mû DePtb: Kierkegasrd and 
Heidegger on Autbentic ad Inautbcntic Matence," Inquiry 27 (Juiy 1984): 179-97. 



The central point in the existentialist interpntation which I nad pareicularly 

problernaîic is the association of huthenticity with Dasein's Being-with others 

(Mitsein), and the overcoming of this inauthentic dependence with a radical individuation 

and appropriation of Dasein's rnineness in Being-towardsdeath. This view somewhat 

overstates the tension between Mitsein and Being-towards-death,11 and dœs not 

adequately take into consideration the d e  of Dasein's historicality in authenticity. More 

ment scholarship has argued against this existentialist reading largely on textual 

grounds, claiming that the complexity of the relationship between authenticity and 

inautheatidty has not ben appropriately understocxi and that the mie of Dasein's Behg- 

with others as an essential existentid structure has been blurred. 12 The existentialist 

position reverses the ûaditional priority of essence and existence, and in reading 

Heidegger through this rubric, maintains that Dasein is responsible for creating its Being 

or essence. However, Heidegger dœs not shan this view. He maintains that Dasein's 

essence is its existence. Rather than nversing the pnority of essence over existence, he 

collapses the distinction. Dasein dœs not create its essence; its essence is its Being- 

Dasein. and this essence is somthing which it cannot choose; rather Dasein is burdened 

with it. Once having corne into existence, Dasein must taLe over the task of that 

existence and become mponsible for its Being, but it is never absolutely responsible for 

la For a good discussion of the existcntielWt reading ancl its shortcomings. sec Lawrence Vogel, The Fmgilc 
'We": Ethical Irnplicatio~ OfHeiâègger's "Buhg Md T h e  " (Evanston: Nortbwestern University Press, 1994) 
28-48. 

This tieadcncy to d a t e  inautheniicity with M g - w i t b  o h a s  ctops up in such texts as Michael 
Tbeunissen's Der Andcm Stuàicn air Sozialantologie d e r  Gegemvart(Beri.in: de ûruyter, 197); The Othec 
Stuàits in the Social Ontobgy of Husserl, Hcùkgger, Sartre Md Buber, îrans. Chnsîopbet Macann 
(Cambridge: MIT ha, 1984) (0) and Richarci Wolin's TAc Politics of Being: The Politicai Thought of 
M d  Hei&gger (New York: Columbia Univdty P m ,  1990). 

l2 Sa for exampie, Jay A C i  "Towaml an Uaderstaading of Hadcgger's Conception of tbe Iaterrelation 
krwecn Autbencic ami lnaudKotic Existais," lournrrl of the Brirish Society of PhmomcnoIogy 18.1 (Jan. 
1987): 49-59; Cbsrkr Guignon, "Htidegger's 'Autbcniidty' ReWted," Revinu of Metophysks 38 (Dec. 
19û4): 321-39; Abraham M m h h ,  'Wei&- on rbc Seif, Authcnticity a d  Inautbenticity." Iyyun 40 (Jan. 
1991): 65-91; Nomm IL Swazo, "Heideggercm BÛng-with Otbets," DErrlogue (Miiwuuùee) 30 (Ch. 1987): 
1-9. 



it. In becoming authentic, Dasein does not disentangle itself from its history and from 

others in order to become its own foundation. Rather, it makes its existence its own by 

allowing itself to be appropriated by that which conditions it. The existentialist ~ a d i n g  

ascribes to Dasein a capacity to c m e  its own foundations - which Heidegger is at 

pains to demonstrate it does not have - and consequently characterizes authenticity in 

ternis which are somewhat misleading. nie result is a failure to cap- the extent to 

which Dasein's subjectivity differs from the theories of subjectivity which precede it and 

h m  which Heidegger stnves to differentiate himself (SZ 1 14- 17.3 17-23). 

A similar difficulty is to be found in another, more nuanced approach to 

Heidegger's text which 1 will cd1 the "voluntazist reading". Unlike the existentialist 

reading, the voluntarist position acbowledges that there are aspects of Dasein's 

existence which condition it and determine its essence as Dasein, and it grants that 

Dasein cannot be self-founding in the way that the existentialists maintain. in tlris sense, 

the voluntarist reading reflects a more careful understanding of Heidegger's text. The 

central claim of the voluntarist position is that authcatiCity is achieved through an act of 

the wiii. which is located in Dasein's resolution to be open to appmpriating its Being and 

bccoming its foundation in its 'wanting to have a conscience' (SZ 295-301). The most 
notable proponcnt of this view is Michad ZUnmenaan. who identifies this moment of 

voluiitarism in Heidegger's tutt in order to support the claim that Heidegger's eariy work 

nmains imbedded in a fairy traditional conception of the subject as agent, aibeit a 

situated and conditioned one. He maintains that this conception of the subject is only 

overcome in the later work. 13 

l3 Sa Michatl E. Zunmtnnan, Tlic Eèlipse of the Se& The Development of Heidegger's Concept cf 
Autircnticity (Athens, OH: Ohio University Rcss, 198 1). See especially pp. 41,54,76,98. Although, for 
Zi , Dasein is "said to d t  because fit) hold[s] open the temporal horizons in which beings can be 
manifat" (33), tôe issue for him is still ultimately one of choicc. "We can choose to be this temporal- 
historiai opeancss in an authentic or inauthentic way" (33). Although Zimmeniuui is always catiefid in his 
anaiysis to dmw attention to those aspects of Heidegger's tcxt which scem to provide evi&nœ against the 
allegaîion of voluntarisni, he nevaexplains why t h  do not dissuade him h m  bis uîtimaîe condusion. His 
ovcraîi point is to show t4at the voluneetist ovcrtones aod moments of Heidtgger's eariy work arc residue 
from a mctapbysicai subjectivism which is kft b e W  as Heidcggds concept of autbenticity m a m .  
Z lbmmm purs- ihis point in a somewhat m m  modemte fom in a later article. He maintains that the 
volwtarist ovaûmes of SZ give it its 'existentidist flrvor', bot that tbey are overcome in the later wock 
(aiihwgh be admita tbat Heidegger wrs M y  lodriag for aitmiarivc ways of cxprcssing his îhought in the 



Since the voluntarist interpretûtion reads Dasein's self pnmarily in t e m  of 

agency and the exercise of the will, it views the ontologically constitutive features of 

Dasein's Being in similar t e m .  That Dasein's essence lies in its existence is understood 

in temis of activity; Dasein's essence lies in its wiliing. Furthemore, its mineness is to 

be associated with the fact that who it is, is to be detennined by what it wilis. This 

understanding of subjeaivity stresses the same self-creatioa which characterizes the 

existentialist readiag. Both readings emphasize a subjectivity in which authentic activity 

originates in the subject and is directed outward towards abjects. Inauthenticity, by 

contrast, wouid be characterized by a certain passivity or inactivity. 

The existentialist and voluntarist readings, then, share a pdcular view of 

subjectivity as agency which is enacted through the subject's exercising his will. In 

attibuting such a subjectivity to Dasein, both readings commit the same mistake. Dasein 

achieves authcnticity thrwgh its openness to being eppmpriated by its possibilities and to 

being drawn into a situation; only once it is drawn into the situation can Dasein 

authentically take action. Thus, Dasein's authentic subjectivity does not begin with an 

act of the wi l l .14  In my view these misunderstandings couid be avoided through increased 

atîention to Heidegger's work as a phenomenoIogicai pmject and the importance of this 

pmject to understanding Dasein's subjectivity . 
nie inquiry of SZ must be situated within a bmader philosophical context, 

specificaliy that of Heidegger's engagement with Husserl's phenomenology. The key to 

Heidegger's critique of Husserl lies in his thernatization of the Seinsfrge. When we 

corne to understand why this question is so important for Heidegger, as well as the nature 

1920s). According to Zimmerman, tk voluitarist aspect is the distinguishing feahue between emly and later 
Heidegger. See Michacl Zimmcrrnan, "Heidegger's 'Existentidism' Rcvisited," Infernational Philosophical 
Quarterly 24 (Sept. 1984): 219-36 and Michaei timmennan, "Heidegger's New Concept of Authentic 
SeIfhood," Thc Personalist 57 (Spriag 1979): 198-212. Tbis iinking of Heidegger's work with voluntarism 
also occurs in Wolin (35-40). A similar spin is givea to authenticity in Roy Martinez, "An 'Authentic' 
Roblem in Heidegger's Being and Time," Arcrlegung 15.1 (1 989): 1-20. For an argument against ZUnmerrnan, 
see Guignon and Macubach. 

l4 Che might maiotain, as Zimaiemian does, Chat being open means wiiling to hold oneself open. However, 
Dasoin's very Being is one of opetiness, of paesibility; it dways already is open. And to the extent that it 
"tcmains" open in resoluîeness, it does so aimost despite i~eeifin so î k  as it is caiied to do so by conscience. 



of its relation to the Dasein anaiytic, we come closer to understanding the subjectivity 

which belongs to Dasein, both in its authenticity and in its inauthenticity. We will come 

to understand Dasein's Being in terms of intentiondity. 



Chapter 1 

The Seins- and the Horizon of Phenomeaology 

Heidegger begins SZ with the following words: 

Do we in our t h e  have an answer to the question of what we reafly mean by the word 
king'? Not at ail. So it is fitting that we should raise anew the quesrion of the meuning 
of Being. But are WC nowadays evcn pcrplcxad at out inability to understand the 
expression 'Being'? Nat at dl. So fint of al1 we must nawakcn an understanding for the 
maning of ibis question. Our aim in the following treatise is to work out the question of 
the meaning of Being and to do so conactely. Our provisional aim is the Interpntation 
of t i m  as tbe possibk horizoa for my understanding whatsoever of Being. (SZ 1) 

In this passage and in the text which follows, Heidegger stresses that the Seinsfage is the 

question with which he is concemed, yet he says remarkably little about its signifi~ance.~ 

In order to propedy iiiurninatc what Heidegger means by this question, we must broaden 

our scope beyond SZ itself. Heidegger develop the Seinrfrage as patt of a critique of the 

philosophical tradition. and dthough this critique is by no means directeci solely at 

Husserl, the question nceives its cleanst formulation in his criticai discussion of 

Husseri's phenomenology. Heidegger is also very much infiuenced by Husserl's work, 

and thus dies heaviiy on phenomenological rnethod and principles. This reliance 

enables him to fornulate the SeiN/tage with such clarity and aiso to recognize the 

ontologicai differeaa betwœn Being [Sein] and beings [Seiendes]. 

Heidegger's cornplex teiationship to Husserl is most expücitiy articulated in 

HC'ï, the 1925 lecture course in which Heidegger d w y  addresses Husserl and the 

phenomenological tradition. In this tex& the Seinrfrage is introduced against the 

background of a more extended discussion of die contributions and shortcomings of 

phenomenology. In particular, Heidegger is concemed with the necessity of submitting 

intentionality to phenornenologicPl analysis. The sections of HCï where he pursues this 

closely resemble large sections of SZ, and indeed, HCT is generally seen as a draft of 

For a discussion of rbc Sekjhage in Heidcggtr's work sa Domthta Ffcde, "The Question of Beiag: 
Hcidcgger's Pmject," Camtrridge Cbmponion to Heidegger, ad. Charies B. Guignon (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1993) 4249. For a discussion (with different cmphasis chan this one) of die relationdiip 
bctvvan the task of fundamental ontoiogy a d  the existential anaiytic, see Mmay Miles, "Fundamental 
ûnîology rnd ExistcntiaI Analysis in Heidegger's Bcing and Th," Intemaii 'o~l Philosopiucal Quorterly 
343 (Sept. 1994): 34949. 



SZ.2 For this reason, the text provides a usefûl point of mediation between the language 

of phenomenology and intentionality, and the more specifically Heideggerian language 

of SZ. 

1. Heidegger's reading of HusserP 

Hussed is concerned with the problem of knowledge which traditionally focuses 

on the cornlation between real things in the world and our ideas of them. In such a 

schema, tmth lies in a correspondence between reality, or the physid world, and what 

we know, or the psychic domain. In so far as our howledge of external reality is 

mediateci through the senses. the problem of Cartesian doubt arises: how can 1 be sure 

that my perceptions reflect reality? Kant maintains that we cannot have knowledge of 

the thuigs in themselves. but only as they appear to coasciousness, oniy in so fat as they 

are phcnomenu. While Husserl agrees that we can only have lcnowledge of phenomena, 

he huther inasts that the only rneaningfbl understanding of 'the thing itself is the 

phenomenon in the first place. Hence. he is not @cu1ariy womed about the 

inacctssibiîity of the nournenon. Hussed also disagnes with Kant's view that the 

categories through which the understanding gcasps objectp are pmjected or brought to 

bear by cunsciousness. Ratkr  he maintains that phenomena already show themselves in 

t e m  of these categories, as confinned by our cxperienœ in appnhending objects. 

Momvcr. Husserl's phenomenology challenges the notion that Being pertains to the 

noumenal realm, not the phenomenal. Phenomenology understands the phenomenon as 

"a mode of encounter of entities in themeives in such a way that thry show tkmselves" 

See Kisiel, Genesis of Heidegger's "Being and Timc. " Kisiel traces ihedeveiopment of Heidegger's chought 
from the Kriegsnotsemester (KNS) 1919 through its various stages until it rcaches the formulation chat 
appears in S Z  Kisiel discwses Heidegger's rtading of pknomenology, the Scholastics, Cbristiao mystics, 
and Aristotle - among ochm - and offm a aeamient of the thnc drafts of S Z  The fint ciraft appeared as 
an introduction CO a text on Aristotle which was never published; the scconâ was the lcctute course H m  the 
bal draft is the extant version of SZ itsclf, 

3 Caputo off= anotber account of Heidegger's reiationsbip to Hussd using BPP as a basis for discussion. 
Sec Jobn Caputo, "The Question of k i n g  and Tmscendentaî Phcnomtnology: Retlections on Heidegger's 
R e l a t i d p  to Husserl," Rweumh h Phely~lc110logy 7 (1977): 84-105. It shouid pchaps bc notai tbat, at 
the tim of Caputo's artick, P m k g m e ~  zur &scICichre &s &Yhegr@k had not yet been publishrA 



(HCT 81) .4  That is, entities show themselves as being what they are; Being belongs to 

the phenomenal reaim, not to the noumenal. 

In Heidegger's view, phenornenology has made three important philosophical 

contributions: intentionality, categorial intuition, and a particular understanding of the a 

PM. Iiitentionnlity is always a directedness towards an intentional object, and this 

'dirededness towards' is the structure of lived experience; it is Uamediate (HCï 30). 

The intentional object is not a physical object 'out then' in the world which the subject 

must apprehend and bring within its intetiority as knowledge; rather, the intentional 

object is a phenomenon. It shows itself as what it is in its Being; it gives rneaning. What 

1 expexience in lived d i t y  are not brute objects, but objects that have significance. 

Intentionality is my cornportment toward these objects relative to their significance and 

meaning . 
In the sixth investigation, Husserl asks about rneaning: when does it lie? how is 

it given?s He identifies two general groups of acts - expressive acts and intuitive acts 

-and determines that meaning lies in neither the one nor the other. but in the unity of 

both. Expressive acts (such as judgments) nfer to some meatling; they are nferential or 

sigdjhg, a projection h m  the subject toward an object. Intuitive acts are acts of 

apprehension in which the object giws s o n  sort of mcaning to the subject The 

diroaionaîity of the intuitive act is opposite to that of the expressive act. Both types of 

acts, however, beru a relationship to meaning: bah give maning [sinngebendJ. 

Most of the acts with which we typically associate meaning are expressive am. 

Taken on their own, however, these acts are menly empty intentions because they refer 

to objects without those objects necessarily being intuitively, and thenfore irndately,  

given. Heidegger's example is a conversational refe~nce to sorne object - a bridge in 

Marburg. In so far as one rnenly refers to the bridge without an explicit intuitive 

appnhension of it, the intention remains empty. However, the meaning expressed in the 

4 'Mode' sttms an add choice of words, but Heidegger is cmphasizing tht fact that phenornena only occur 
in intcntioaality. 

Fdmund Husserl, Logical Imstigatioons, ûana J.N. Findlay (London: Routiedgc, 1970). 



empty intention can be confirmed through an intuitive act. Such an attestation fùlfiils the 

intention by providing evidenœ for it in a more immediate way. The intuitive act, in 

giving more immediately what is presumed in the expressive act, demonstrates the mth 

of the expression (HCT 49).6 One way in which this empty intention of the bridge can be 

hilfiiled is by conjuring up a mental image of the bridge; still another way is by actudïy 

standing before the bridge and perceiving it. In the first case. the bridge is self-given, 

given in its Being. in the second, it is bodily given as well as self-given (HCT 41). 

There are rnany diffennt lcinds of intentions; each contains a pîrticular tendency toward 

hiifillment which is related to the nature of the intention: i.e. perception is fulfilled 

through perception, fecling through feeling, and so on. (HCT 44). It is impottant to 

ernphasize that Heidegger views intentionality as the structure of liwd eqerience; thus, 

when intentions are fulfilled - that is. when evidence is provided for them through an 

act of intuition - this fidnllment is experienced as lived @CI' 48-50). 

The intuition which hiltills the empty intention of an expressive act is antegoriaï 

intuition, a form of "seeing" that belongs to intentionality but which should not be 

confused with simple perception. Simple perception is associated with sensory input, 

and categoriai intuition is a "second ordern intuition because it is founded upon simple 

perception.' Since expressive acts express the d n g  or Being of an object, an intuition 

which W h  such an act must be an intuition of meankg or Being. But simple 

perception cannot paceive d n g  or king because neither is accessible to mre 

sensation. Consequently, an intuition capable of hilfilling such an intention must be 

something more than simple perception: this is categorial intuition.' That Being is 

intuitively given. as opposed to subjectively projected, importantly establishes the 

htentions cari ais0 admit of varying degrees of f'uifillment 

This implies tbat categorial intuition cannot operate in the absence of some perceptuai intuition - pas, 
p m n t  or imagineci. So in cbe example jwt described, the empty intention of dre bridge can be fulfilled 
through a mentai image of it in the absence of any perception of iht bridge oaly because it (or a ~itpresentation 
of it) was at one thne perceiveci. 

Ch tbc 'more' in wbicb Being c-sts vis-&vis simple perception, sec Richard Kcanicy, "Surplus Being: 
Tbe KMtian Legacy," F m  Pklloltlclu~logym mught ,  Errancy Md Daire, cd. Babeüc Babich @otdrecht: 
Kluwcr, 1995) 71-87. 



objectivity of Being despite the fact that it is not accessible to simple perception.9 

The problem categorial intuition is intended to resolve rnight be made clearer by 

way of example. Nomdly we maintain that the truth of a pariicular assertion can be 

verified by 'checking the evidence' given through perception. So. the statement. "the 

chair is yeliow" is verified by looking to see if, in fact, the chair is yellow. But the 

statement "the chair is yeUown asseits the Being-yellow of the chair. whereas sensory 

perception does not perceive the Being-yellow. but oniy the yellow. Technically then. 

perception cannot provide the evidence necessary to prove the tmth of the assertion. So 

where does one find the evidence for the Being-yellow? 1s it merely something that we 

subjectively project ont0 the object? No. Both H w e r l  and Heidegger rnaintain that just 

because the Being-yellow of the chair cannot be verified by the senses does not mean that 

Being-yellow is mmly a subjective quaiity. The Being-yeliow of the chair has an 

objectivity, which is pmvided through caiegorid intuition founded upon simple 

perception. 

nirough categorîal intuition. objects are given as meaningfuî wholes; these 

meanin@ wholes provide eviâence for the various acts of signüidon that we 

perfom.to Philosophy has traditionally characterizcd the distinction between simple 

perception and categorial intuition by means of die standard dflerentiation between 

sense and understanding, or matter and fom. Accordhg to Heidegger, these 

charactcrizations miss the point of cabgoriai intuition as intuition. Categocies are 

pncisely not added on to sense perceptions by the subject but are intuited, given by the 

objects themselves (Hm 70-71): that is. the categories in terms of which objects of 

intuitive acts appear? are given in intuition. Thcy need not be directly and explicitly 

accessible, however. They may oniy becorne apparent as categories through a series of 

phenornenological reductions which strip away the intuitive content of the act to leave 

For a vcry good discussion of this topic, see Tira Watanabc, "Categonal Intuition and the Understanding of 
k i n g  in Husserl and Heidegger," Reading Heidegger: C o ~ l l ~ ~ m t i o ~ ~ ~ ,  ed. John Sallis (Bioomington: 
Indiana University Press, 1993) 109-17. 

Io Tbough tbe uuunpk h m  pcrtains to -al judgrnene, this is ody one type of intention. 



bebind the ideative structure. 

In so far as these categories shape the meaning which is intuitively given in any 

particuiat apprehemion, they en stül a pr2ari and objective. Traditionaliy, the a priori 

which pertains to the categorks has been understood as prior to ail experience - and 

thus absolute in s o m  sense or located in pure subjectivity ot consciousness independent 

of objective. ernpirical experience. As we have seen, however, categorial intuition shifts 

the location of the categories h m  something provided by the understanding to 

sornetbing given by the object through intuition. However, it is important to note that 

categories are not to be found in the object as given through simple perception. In so far 

as what is given in an act of categorial intuition cm be taken as evidence for various 

expressive acts or acts of signification. this implies that acts of categoriai intuition occur 

in tem which comspond to those of acts of expression. in fact, Heidegger maintairis 

that we tend to "sec" and understand things as they have alrrady been "secnw, expressed, 

and understood (HCT 56). Although the categories implied in categorial intuition are 

prior to any given experience, they are not absolutely prior (HCT 72-75).12 

Despite the contributions of pheaomenoiogy with nspect to intentionality, 

categorial intuition. and the a priori, Heidegger maintains that it has failed to submit the 

Being of intentionality to analysis. Specifically, pkwmenology has no< sought to lay 

bare its own possibility - the Being of phenomena at all, the Being of intentionality 

which d e s  phenomena possible, or the Being of the entity who is intentional. 

Husserl's approach is to exact a suies of reductions in which successive facets of Iived 

experience are brackcted in order to nach the essence of the intentional object. The 

purpose of this bracketing is to make the entity show itself in its Being (HCT 99); this 

ti It is thtough pbe~10menologicai nductim that the inmential is btecketed, permitting ebe disdosure of the 
essential aauctiin wMch u s d y  maPibs conceaied 

l2 This point is aitical because if tbe catcgoria are prior, but not absoluaely @or, it implia lh8t tbcy arc 
historically co~~~tituted. This h an important ünk not ody with the idca of tim as tbe horizon of Being, but 
also with the entite pmject of hcrmaieutics, 

I3 Part of Heidcgga's critich, as I hvc jwt mted, is thu thia procesa has not ben dirrcecd at intmtionality 
or Dasein, but ha focused primuily on otba enticies. Houmer, Husaerî's projet pesu~poscr an entity iike 
Dasein. 



occurs in two reductive moments. The first is the transcendental reduction in which my 

immersion in the Stream of life experiences is bracketed so that 1 can now attend to the 

structure of those experiences. The second is the eidetic reduction in which the concretia 

of experiences are bracketed, stripping away that which &es them individual and 

particuiar, to lave  only their ideative stmcture (HCT 100). What is left is the pure field 

of consciousness (HCT 100). 

Heidegger's question to Husserl's phenomenology is: Does the concept of the 

pure field of consciousness address the question of the Being of consciousness at dl? 

Heidegger thinks it does not. According to Heidegger, Husserl never submits 

consciousness to phenomnological smtiny, although the Being of consciousness is 

presupposed by aii of his investigations. The result is that his phenomenology is not 

properly grounded (HCT 108). For Heidegger, some of Husserl's nductions are 

problematic because they bracket aspects of the phenornenon of consciousness which are 

actualiy essential to it. 

In cbe rcducîioa we disregad precisely the trality of the cansciousness giva  in tht 
asÉural attitude in tbc fietuai haman king. Tbe rwl expaierm is suspendai as mi in 
oedcr to arrive at tbt puxe absolute experieuœ. The sense of the rcduction is prccistly to 
make no use of tbe rcaiity of the intentional; it is  mt posited and expcrienccd as mi. We 
start tbe real C0118Ciousness in the factuaüy existing buman, but ihis takcs piaa only 
io OLdCT haUy îo disregard it and to d i m i s s  tht rcaiity of consciousrjas as such. In its 
merboddogical sense as a disrcgarding, then, tbe raduction is in principte inappropriate 
for dttamining tbe bcing of c d o u ~  posirively. TM sense of tbe raduction 
involves p c i d y  giving up tbe gmnd o p  which alone dit question of tbe being of the 
intentionai could be baaeû (aâmittdly with the aim of tben &terminhg the sense of tbis 
d t y  fiom the ngion now secund). (HCT 109) 

Hussed's nductions nmove the immediacy of intentionai experience, most importantiy 

with respect to its mineness (Hm 109). h abstracting away al1 that individuates 

experienœ, one is left with intentional acts only in tenns of their 'what'-content; the way 

intentional acts are in t e m  of king the structure of lived experience is thus 

overlooked.* That which maices the experience lived - narnely the existence of an 

l4 "It disregards tbe fact that the acts are mine or those of any othtr individual human k ing  and regards them 
oniy in iheu what. ft regards die whatt the stnicnirt of the acts, but as a mdt does not thtmatize k i r  way 
tu kt th& M g  an act as sud. It ir mlely conccnied with thc wbat-contcnts of the stNCtiiiur, the sinicture 
of tbe intentid as die basic etnicrme of the psychic, tbe what-contcnts of die constitution of this stnrcture, 



intentional cornportment on the part of some existing entity toward some specific object 

- is pncisely what is taken out of account (Ha 110). Yet Husserl emphasizes this 

starting point in lived experience in maintaining that the intentional does not pertain to a 

relation between ps ychic and p hysical reality . 
Heidegger concludes that phenomenology to date has neglected two important 

questions: h t ,  the question of the king  of intentionality; and second, the question of 

the meaning [Sinn] of Being itself (HCT 115). The first asks what it is to be intentional. 

Intentionality only occurs in the entity which is intentionai, namely Dasein. Thus, if we 

want to understand intentionality as the structure of iived expc;ience, we must examine 

Dasein and the structures of its lived experience - what Heidegger in SZ wiil term its 

uistentia1ity.u The second question involves the m d g  or sense of Being. What do 

we mean when we taik about Being? In what sense do we understand it?*6 Accordllig to 

Heidegger. the pursuit of the question of the meaning of Being tequires a 

phenomeaological inquiry into the Being of the entity to whom Being becomes manifest; 

this entity is Dasein. Furthermo~, it nquires an inquiry into this entity with particular 

attention to those structures through which Being becomes manifest; this is Dasein's 

intentionality. Thus, the answer to the second question is to be sought in the answer to 

the first. 

the esseace of the whatof compor~mtnts, the varirtionr of tbcir~Lfdirectcda~ d the wbat-content of tbcir 
constructional nlationsbips, but mt the essence of th& being" (HCT 109). In SZ Heidegger is vgr  aitical 
of the philosophical aaditiaa't tnatmuit of Being in tmns of prrsent-at-hand 'wbat'-contents. 

l5 On intentionality in SZ sœ Hanison Hall. 'Intentionaiity and World: Division 1 of Be@ Md Tiinc," 
Cambridge Cornpanion tu Hcidrgger, ed. Charles B. Guignon (Cambridge: Cambridge University kt 
1993) 122-40. 

i6 That tbis is iodecd what Heidegger means by this question GUI be confirmed by examining his discussion 
of the Seinsfioge in the opcning of SZ (SZ 24). Sec also, HCT 114-15. Being does not consist in the 
disclosm of phenornena, it only shows itsclf in the manihting of phenornena. Consequentiy. Being does 
not depend upon tbe intentional entity, but it das  require intentionaiity in order to manifest itself. Heidegger 
would maintain that, in pbcnomendogical tums, the Being of sornething is what is attested when evidence 
is given thtough an act of catcgorial intuition which shows the truth of an expressive sct. The auth of the 
expressive act does no< üe in the act of intuition. but i l  s how through what is givcn therein. 'Ihe tbing shows 
itsclf as king whu it is in the hilfillnmt of (& intention which expresses ir  Beirtg. then, is intimatcly 
connectai with Being-üue. ad king-mie is in tm intimately connccted with the phenocnenon of 
intentioaiüty. Givcii Heidegger's criticimi of the Witioo's uiderstanding of Being as pesena-et-band, we 
h u l d  be wary of undastanding king as w h  is disclosed in the disclosutc. 



ü. Application to Sein d Zcit 

In SZ and in HCT, Heidegger hopes to develop a more radical way of 

characterizing intentionaiity. This is crucidy related to the developmnit of a more 

refined sense of the a prion' and the ideation associated with it, namely in terms of 

interprettztion as opposed to apprebension (HCT lN).l7 in order to appnciate what this 

means. it is important to understand the sense in which Heidegger's project is one of 

phenomcnological hemieneutics. 

In SZ Heidegger explains that the method he will use in his project of 

fuadamental ontology is phenomenological. But what does this man? A phenomenon is 

"that which shows itself in itself" (SZ 28). This is in contrast to semblana in which 

something shows itself as something other than what it is. The phenomenon is not 

rnerely the ouhuard appearance of somethiag behind which the reai object lies. Reality 

does not lie in the noumnon. but in the phenomenon. The phenomenon is the thing in its 

Being. 

The logos aspect of phenomenology is not to be undentood simply as 'the science 

of  phenomena, but as the means by which phenornena show themselves; this occurs 

discursively. Discourse is what lets something be seen: "That is, it lets us see something 

frorn the very thing which the discourse is about. In discourse, so far as it is genuine, 

w h r  is said is dram from what the taik is about; so that discursive communication, in 

what it says. rnakes maaifat what it is tallirig about, and thus maices this accessible to 

the 0 t h  party" (SZ 32). Heidegger clarifies tht the structure of pointing something out 

to a n o k  (assertion or proposition) is only one way of discursively maLing something 

manifest. Another way involves 'nquesting' (SZ 32). The point 1 paiticularly wish to 

emphasize is that thhgs corn to W e s t  themselves. in one way or another, through 

discourse - thn,ugh laaguage broadly consmted. Phenomnology. then, is the discourse 

l7 Kisiel aotes tbrrtthb aew stnse of tfK ta prion'in rhe fieticity of historiai maniag (Genesh of Heidegger's 
"Behg Md ri" 39 .  

Anâ it is important to rem* bae but Hu&- specifidy n o ~ w  thrt this nflects a middle-voiccd 
fonn of sbowing (SZ 28). 



which allows entities to manifest themselves as they are in themselves. It is through 

discourse that Being is made manifest.19 Thus. the project of fundamental ontology can 

only be phenomenological (SZ 37). 

But it is also important to recognize that this phenomenology is also hermeneutic: 

the method of phenomenological description lies in interpretation (SZ 37). 

Iriterpretation, for Heidegger, is a more explicit rendering of that which Dasein a M y  

understands in its proto-ontological understanding of Being. Phenomenology as 

interpretation is a discursive laying-bare of that understanding, of that sense or meaning 

of Being. But a disclosure of this understanding of Being also requires an interpretation 

of Dasein, the entity which can understand Being, can understand the Being of other 

entities, and can understand its own Being. These understandings and the ability to bring 

them into the open through interpretation are a function of Dascin's existentiaîity; thus, 

phenomenology must not only be hermeneutic, it must also take its point of departue 

h m  a hermeneutic of Dasein (SZ 38). This must be kept in mind as we rehini to the 

question of the relation of the Seimfkuge to the Dasein analytic. 

It is clear that in Heidegger's view an analysis of Dasein's Being is neccssary in 

or&r to get at the meaning of Being. But why? Heidegger maintains that an implicit 

understanding of king is operative in intentional cumportmeat: it is presumed in every 

encountcr, in every assertion, in every expression, in every use of the 'is'. Dasein 

understands Being mach in the samc way that empty intentions refer to the meanings 

which they express: it understands Being wiüiwt grasping Being. And since 

intentionality is the maure of lived experience, this proto-understanding of Being is 

operative in Dasein's existence; indeed it is an integral part of it. Heidegger klieves an 

examination of Dasein's Being, and the stmctures of its existence, will be instructive in 

illurninating the meaning of Being because he believes that he can expose the 

understanding of Being with which Dasein aiways already operates through a fiilfiilment 

of Dasein's empty intention of its own king. 

19 We can sec bcrc the conricction with Heidegger's eariier ttmark that cntities arc understood (manifest 
tbemselves CO tbc undenitanding) in the terms in which they have ben pricviousfy understood and expresscd. 
Tbese tmm art tbose whicb coiiatitute discoutse. 



Heidegger's point will be that Dasein understands its own Being, not in terms of 

substance, but in terms of temporality. Dasein understands itself as finite, finite in the 

sense of k ing  mortal, of being limited with respect to time. Upon establishing this, 

Heidegger will examine Dasein's everyday way of understanding itself in order to 

demonstrate that it is actuaily temporal in ongin. He will also go to lengths to 

dernonstrate that the very sense of king as substance, as presence-at-band. is also 

denvative of temporality - specificaliy of the temporal mode of the present. Heidegger 

will argue that the sense of Being which underlies Dasein's understanding of its own 

Being and the Being of objects is not spaœ but tirne. To prove this, Heidegger must 

pursue an analysis of Dasein's Being. He must show how Dasein understands its own 

Being, not only in everydayness - when Dasein oniy emptily intends its Being - but 

also in authenticity where what is only indetemiinately understood in everydayness is 

more W y  grasped. My suggestion is diat the first two divisions of SZ aim to accomplish 

this task. 

If Dasein is an entity whose Being is an issue for it, then it always cornports 

toward its Being in one way or another; its Being is always an intentional abject for it. In 

everydayness, Dasein compoxts towards its own Being in the manner of an empty 

intention; it nfen to itself purely expdvcly.  To expericnœ the tmth of its Bcing, 

Dasein would rcquirc evidencc of that truth. Such evidenœ could only be given in an 

intuitive act. Such an intuitive act occm when Dasein's king is brought befon it and 

apprehended in its anxious king-towards-death. H m ,  Dasein experiences its Being in 

the most immediate fashion, the empty intentionality which characterizes Dasein's 

everydayness is Mfilied, and Dasein becornes authentic. In SZ Heidegger goes to 

lengths to show that Dasein's inauthenticity is always a privative mode of its authentic 

Being-in-the-world and to illustrate that every 'fden' way of Being-Dasein is acnially a 

way of Being-Dasein but only in the mode of not-Being it. These demonstrations 

substantiate my claim that both authenticity and inauthenticity have the sarne intentional 

object - namely Dasein's Being - but that in authenticity that intention is full (Dasein 



is its Being). while in inauthenticity it is empty (Dasein is in the mode of not-Being it)." 

Since the language of intentionality found in HCT is not particularly apparent in 

SZ, how can we substantiate this view? Heidegger does not begin the opening passages 

of SZ with the claim that Dasein is the entity which is intentional, but ratber that Dasein 

is the entity who questions (SZ 7). He hirther States that ail questioning has the 

following structure: ihere is always something asked about, somtone asked, a d  

something one hopes to fiad out by asking (SZ 5). In the case of the Seinrfruge, the 

entity who asks the question is the same as the entity querieci, namely Dasein, because it 

is Dasein who has an indeteminaie understanding of Being as part of its Being.21 

The whole discussion at the opening of SZ which occurs in terms of questioning, 

closely nsembles those sections in HCT in which Heidegger offers an analysis of the 

stmcture of the question and its relationship to "the questioning entity (Dasein)" (HCT 

144-48). In HCT these passages follow Heidegger's discussion of phenomenology's 

aeglect of the Seimfkrage and the Being of intentionality. The concern with questioning, 

then, is not isolated to SZ, but is bound up with issues raised in HCT, issues which am 

aiticulated in the îanguage of intentionai@. 

More Mpoitaatly, Heidegger maintains in HCT that the entity who is intentionai 

has an indeterminate understanding of Being which is presumed in every intentional 

cornportment in which it understands the Being of its intentional objext; this 

understanding is given in an indeteminate way in questioning.n Heidegger repeats this 

idea in SZ when he claims that ail questions contain within them an indeteminate 

understanding of that about which they ask (SZ 5-6). Such an understanding is necessary 

MTbis ai& us in understanding Heidegger's claim that authcnticity and inauthenticity are modes of Dasein's 
mineness (SZ 53). 

21 "It is peculiar to this entity [Dasein] that with and ttirough its Being, this Being is disclosed to it. 
Understanding of Being is itselfa determination of Being [eine Seinsbestimmiticit] of Dasein" (SZ 12). Note 
that Maquarrie and Robinson translate 'Scinsbcstimniritcit' as 'a definite character'; Srarnbaugh aiw 
translates the tenn as 'determination of Seing', 

2~ "WC thus have a vcry distinctive qucstioning inasmuch as in the content of the question, in what is asked 
for, what is askcd for is itself what the questionhg itsdf is. Wbac is anked for in it, the serisc of king, is 
thenby given in al1 indetcnninacy, as Uldcrcnniiiaoe as only wbat is sought can be" (HCT 147). 



in order to even formulate the question, to seek anything at dl. The understanding must 

be indeterminate, however, otherwise it would not be necessary to ask the question; one 

would already have the answer. Questions, then, reflect a proto-understanding of ihat 

about which they ask, which resembles the indeterminate 'comprehension' of the 

intentional object exhibiteci by an empty intention. 

Questions, we may Say. are fulliiled. not simply by any response whatsoever, but 

by the response which confonns in a particular way to the question which elicits it. 

S o m  responses answer the question; others do not; the potentid of a pasticular response 

to be an answer lies in the question to which it responds. Indeed, ii is the proto- 

understandhg of that about which the question asks that allows the questioner to have a 

sense of whether or not the question has been answemd. The mlationship between 

question and response is not u n l k  that already noted betwcen empty and fùlfilled 

intentions. The empty intention points at something which is given through the intuitive 

act which hilfills it; only when this evidenœ is given can the tmth of the expressive act 

be seen in a positive light. Moreover, the original expressive act contains within it the 

possibiiity of its fulfillment, in the sense that it sets the parameters for the partiailsr 

intuitions which may fidm it. Although Heidegger does wt  explicitly refer to the 

response which Dasein receives to its questioaing, one caa understand the attestation 

provided by whaî is given in the d l  of conscience as evidence to support this view (SZ 

267-301). Indead. the phenornenon of conscience can be seen as p m f  of the fact that 

Dasein is always questionhg itself, even if only implicitiy. nie cd of conscience brings 

Dasein before itself in its anxious Being-towards-death; it thus represents a fulfiiiment of 

the intention which constitutes Dasein's everydayness. It is important to ncognize here 

that this hilfîllrnent does not imply completion, since Dasein's Being is one of openness 

and possibility. A hilfillment of its intention of itself exposes Dasein to this openness in 

an immeâiate fashion. Such a hilfillment is Dasein's authenticity. This point will be 

discussed at length in Chapter 3. 

Dasein is the entity for whom its Being is an issue. It bears a relationship to its 

Being, which means that its k ing  is an intentional object for it, and this rnanifests itself 

in the very structum of Dasein's existentiality. But that Dasein's Being is an issue for it 



also implies that Dasein is concemed with its existence; its existence matters to it which 

is why it asks about it. To say that Dasein's essence lies in its existence is to say h t  this 

concem with its Being, this asking about it, is worked out in its very existing. Dasein's 

existence and the structures the~of  demonstrate this concem with its Being. To Say that 

Dasein's Being is always characterized by mineness - that it is always in every case 

mine - means ihat every facticai entity whose Being is Dasein is concemed with its 

Being, with its existence, and that the factical specificity of this concem and the 

questionhg which produces it are essential. As we have seen above, Heidegger appears 

to be responding dircctly to Husserl, who reduced intentional acts to a level of abstraction 

which obscured the fact that intentionality is experienced personaily in the immediacy of 

lived experience. If Dasein's self is intentional according to the structures of its 

existentiality, thcn authenticity and inauthenticity must pertain to ways of Being this 

intentional self in modes of Being and not-Being it, respectively. As 1 have already 

noted, in inauthenticity Dasein is its intentionaiity in the mode of not-Being it, narnely in 

an empty and mertiy nferential fashion. In authenticity, Dasein is its intentionality in 

the mode of Being it, in the way of a fulfükd intention. 

In the existentiaiist view the self creates its essence through the process of its 

existing; it is the author of its essence. Inautheaticity would be giving this responsibility 

over to another; authenticity wodd be to assume it oneseif. The voluntarist view is 

si&, except that it focuses on the exercising of the Ml. In both cases, what 

distinguishes authenticity fiom Uiauthenticity is something which cornes from the self, 

the subject, and which projecfs outward onto the world, appropriating it in some way or 

another. But the directionality associated with the intentioncil self is somewhat different. 

The act of expression or signification, which is outward in its orientation, is a fature of 

both authenticity and inauthenticity. In authenticity evidence is provideci for the 

intentional "object" through intuition; the intentional emptiness of subjective expression 

is fuffilled by the intuited object Intuition, understood phenornenologically, does not 

have the same uni-directionality as the projection associated with agency in the 

existentialist-voluntarist accounts. Categorial intuition, as we have stressed above, is not 

a function of subjectivity pmjecting somethiag onto the object. It is the objective giving 



itself of the object; it is founded upon simple perception. Consequently, the intention is 

hiHied (and authenticity acliieved) not through a subjective act of the will. but through a 

more passive reception of the object as it gives itself to categorial intuition. What Mfiiis 

the intention cornes not h m  the self, but h m  the other. This holds me in the paradigm 

of questioning as weil, where the nsponse which M f X l s  the question cornes h m  the 

oiher." 

If Dasein is defhed as the entity for whom its Being is an issue, this definition 

must apply to Dasein in any of its modes. Dasein is concemed with and asks about its 

Being in both authenticity and inauthenticity. What differentiates them is whether the 

response bat is given d y  answers the question, whether it reaiiy provides that which 

the question seeks. We must nmember that the understanding of what one is asking 

about - which puides the questioning - is rather indeteminate and vague. Often a 

sense of clarity ngarding the question is only apparent after the question has been 

aiiswered; the sense that a pariicular response is adquate often sheds a great deal of light 

on what the question was d y  about. The questionhg in which Dasein is engaged in its 

existence shares in this characteristic; that Dasein questions is often apparent only in the 

sense of fbifïhent which accompanies the receiving of an dequate response. This 

sense of fuifiiiment is the feanin which dehitively distinguishes authenticity and 

inauthenticity and is the overall thought which guides the analysis in Part 1. 

iii. The question of the seme of king 

The central issue for Heidegger in both SZ and HCT is the Seinrfrge, and hence 

it is wortb pausing to reflect on this very question. It is one thing to understand the 

Dasein d y t i c  formally dative to the question which lies behind it, but we should also 

consider it in terms of its significancc. Heidegger maintains that the phiîosophical 

tradition by and large ha9 faled to question king qua king. Because the tradition bas 

tended to understand Being exclusively in temis of beings, or entities. king is n a  

Though tbe other which calis Dasein in the cal1 of consciena is Dasein's seIf, it is Dasein's self in its 
PIterity. Evenintbec*c~oœ~oatrltaqUtltioai,~irawnwhwblchibe~ffwholsluis 
' o b i  than tbe sel f  who m e n ,  otbawiic ehae w d d  k no need for the question in the nTSt p l a .  



viewed as an issue wonhy of questioning; it simply has not appeared questionable. 

What this @lies is that we have not found ourselves to be questioned by Being; 

it has not shown itself (explicitly at least) as an enigma. as something H hose meaning is 

in question. The questionableness of something throws itself back on the one to whom it 

appears questionable, thereby chaiienging her to ask the question and to se& an answer. 

The experience of king challenged points to the opemess of that entity, Dasein, to king 

questioned and to king able to question. Dasein is the only entity for whom the 

Seineuge is a possibility because it is the oniy entity which bears a relationship to its 

Being. In this sense. it has priority over other entities? The Seinsfruge itself has a 

certain priority relative to other questions: ontologidy, because of its importance with 

respect to other types of inquiry; and ontidy,  because of its importance in Dasein's 

existence? 

The Seimjtage asesks about the sense of Being which Dasein always a M y  has: it 

is a fundamentally ontological question. Thereforc, Heidegger's method of investigation 

must be phenornenological for, as we have seen, phenomenology is the method most 

appropriate to ontology as disclosrire of Being. However, we have seen aiso that this is a 

hermeneutic analysis because the understanding of Being which we hope to make more 

explicit is one which Dasein already has. 

Because of Dasein's ontic and ontolo@cai priority, its Behg is a point of access 

into the question of the maaing of Being; fundamental ontology must be sought through 

the existentid analytic of Dasein (SZ 13). Dasein asks itself about its Being in order to 

tind out the meaning of thet Being. That Dasein asks the question implies both that it 

already has a relation to that Being, and that tbis relation implies a particular - though 

indeterminate - understanding. niat Dasein asks itself the question implies that, in a 

sense, it aireacly ha9 an answer to the question, albeit an obscmd one. In asking itseif 

about its own k i n g ,  Dasein hopcs to b ~ g  to light the msniag of Being overail. 

It bas priority at the ontic ievel bmuae it i8 the oniy d t y  who cxUts (i.e., cornports i tdf  toward Being) 
and at the ontalogid kvel becwac this existene is ontologidy ~nsîitutivc of d t y  (SZ 8-15). 

a The qUCStia of the h g  of Being ibowr up oaticaüy for Daseb as tbe question of the rmmbg of 
Dasein's Being. Wh# is ehe mraning of exi&#wx in the face of that which questions it, riamly deatb? 



Heidegger aims to show that the horizon against which Being can appear as a 

phenornenon is tirne. Given this, we can understand the existentid anaiytic as foilows. 

The first division. which de& with Dasein in its average everydayness. discloses Dasein 

as the entity which ha9 a pre-ontological understanding of Being. Heidegger must 

demonstrate both who Dasein is such that asking the Seiwage is a possibility of its 

Being, and thaî Daseui d a s  indeed have anything like an understanding of Being, albeit 

a mostly empty one. The first division maps out the formal indications with respect to 

Dasein which must be confirmd in the second division. where Heidegger must show 

how Dasein's empty intention of its own king cm be fulfilled. He must demonstrate 

how Dasein's Being can be disclosed to it in a way that gives evidence for what it 

emptily intends in everyâayness. This disclosun must occur through a type of 

phenomenological rcduction in which Dasein's Being is uncovered and becomes more 

explicitly an issue for it. It occurs when the meaning of Dasein's own Being is thrown 

into question agaiast the horizon of its own deah.= Being-towards-death is what 

phenomenologically nveais Dasein's Being to it as such. The meaning of Dasein's 

Being is mortality, which derives its sense from a more general understanding of Being 

in terms of temporaüty.a 

The interpntive task in which Heidegger is engaged could be constnied as 

violent. It involves the 'breakhg up' or 'destmying' of those everyday ways in which 

Dasein understands its Being, in order to illustrate how these ways conceal (yet reveal in 

theV conceahent) a moze primordial understanding of Dasein's own Being. This same 

intecpretive project drives Heidegger's 'destruction of the histoxy of ontology ' . Our 

I6 The issue of qudonability îs vey impoaanî, not just in terms of qutstioaing, but also in trrms of beiag 
able to be quesîioned. We sball sœ below that possibilities an disclosed to Dasein in terms of these 
'abilities', ai i  of which are ulhaîsly mted in Dasein's SeWnnen. That somthiag appears as questionable 
=ans that Dasein ha8 asaigned itseif to tbe possibüity of questionhg sucb chat soawhing caa appear as 
question-able, stiuililng in question. Tbat Dasein's ~evcan appw as qwsoionable discloses its king open 
to king questionai. 

"Our anaiysis of Dascin [in tk fbtdiviàoa], however is not only iacompleie; it it a h ,  in tbc fint h t a n a ,  
pmviswnaf. It mcnly ôcings out t& BeUlg of this eatity, witbout inmprethg ita nierniPg. Ir is rather a 
preparatory procediirr by whicti the boriu,n for the most primordial wuy of int~prîing Being may be taid 
bare. Once we have anived at tbat horizoa, this pcperatory anaiytic of Dawin will bave to be qeated on 
a hi* and autbenticaily ontologicai Wn (SZ 17). 



usual, traditional ways of approaching and understanding Being have concealed a more 

primordial understanding; however, as in the case of Dasein's Being. the history of 

oatology reveals a moie primotdial understanding of Being than it explicitly expresses. 

It is this presumed understanding which Heidegger hopes to expose through his 

"destruction". 



Chapter 2 

Division 1: Dasein in its Everydeyness 

Division 1 consists of a preparatory analysis into the Being of the entity that asks 

the Seinîfme and of whom it is asked. Heidegger's objective in this division is to 

describe and analyze the Being of this entity, Dasein, in its everydayness, in order to 

disclose the structurai elernents which constitute Dasein's intentionai orientation toward 

its own Being. Since Dasein is related to its Being in everydayness primady in the way 

of an empty intention. Heidegger aims to demonstrate how Dain's  Being - although 

wt explicitly graspeà in everydayncss - is nevertheless presumed by it, reveded in its 

concealment. 

In this chapter, 1 am primarily conœmed with iii umlliatllig the subjectivity which 

characterizes this entity - the subjectivity of Dasein as Being-in-the-world - through a 

hemreneutic reading of Heidegger's text. My reading attempts to undentand the 

trajectory of his thought in relation to the Seinrfrage and to bis o v e d  phenomenologicai 

mthod. What will becorne clear is bat Being-in-the-worid is a kind of intentionaiity 

uirough which entities (the ready-to-hand, others, and Dasein itself) are disclosed 

phenomndogidy by various means (primarily through Bcfindlichkeit, understanding, 

and discourse). 

Heidegger identifies two distinctive feahires of Dasein. F i y ,  its essence lies in 

its existence, which indicates that its essence is constituted by its existence. This position 

rejects the traditional distinction between essence and existence. In HCT Heidegger 

maintains ihat in bracketing out existence in the transcendental and eidetic reductioas, 

Husserl brackets out something essential (HCT 108-14). However, his quarrel is not 

merely with Husserl, but with an entire philosophical tradition that segregates essence 

h m  existence and subsequently faüs to properiy grasp the relationship b e m n  Being 

and beings.1 One implication of this segregation is that existence cornes to be understd 

This position is cvidcnt rhroughut ihc later wark, but appean also in Hcidcggcr's aiticai matment of the 
esseIKX/existencc proôkmaiic in BPP, a lecture course dclivercd in SS 1927 hmcbately foilowing the 
appearance of S Z  Heidegger's discussion of Kant's distinction b e w n  appcrception and apprebcasion is 



in terms of simple extantness, Da#-sein or presence-at-hand. and existence in terrns of its 

Da-sein is overiooked. Da-sein is the undetstanding of existence that Heidegger wiil 

pursue in the Daseh analytic. 

The second feature is that Dasein's Behg is always characterizcd by 'mineness' 

[Jcmeinigkeif]*; this highiights the fact that Dasein bars a relationship to its Being, that it 

is aot indifferent to it, and dist it is appropriate to use the personal pronom with respect 

to it (SZ 42). Both feahues stem h m  the fad that Dasein's Being is an issue for it and 

that Dasein cornports itself toward its Being. Thus, Dasein's Behg is its own 'to be' in 

one way or another, as Dasein "has always d e  some sort of decisioa as to the way in 

which it [Dasein] is in each casen (SZ 42) its own. This impiies that Dasein's Beiag is its 

ownmost possibility [eigenrtc MdrglichAcit], and that Dasein aiways cornports toward its 

Being as such in one way or another: "In detcnnining itself as an entity. Dasein always 

does so in the iight of a possibüity which it is itsclf and which, in its very Being. it 

sornehow understands. This is the fonnal maning of Dasein's existential constitution" 

(SZ 43). Dasein always operates witb a prior understanding of its own Being, and the 

relation Dasein bears to its own Being underlies its intentional subjectivity. nie 

understanding of its own Being which Dasein always already has presumes an impiicit 

understanding of Being in general; this provides the hoxizon against which entities can 

emerge as 'having' Being. It is this prior understanding of Being that the Seinrfrge asasks 

about* 

Dasein's understanding of Behg in generai is presupposed in its existence, in its 

cornportment toward entities overail. To access this understanding, we must investigate 

Dasein's existence and the existentid structures which undetlie it. We must disclose fkst 

particulariy interesthg in the context of tbe peseat pjcct Accotding to Heidegger's intcrpntatioa, 
apperception is the aseemMing of a mmiif(rld in m c b t d h g  which dlows tbe subject to develop a concept. 
ûniy aftetwarda is it bien p d b l e  IOr the mbject to apphbcnd abjects as resembihg bat concept Heidegger 
undentluvin appcreepim u mmetbg like a disclmm of the Being of entities q a i ~ t  a background 
understwYb'ag of king, aad appnbenrion u the submqllcpt unveiiing of meities thtOugh which tbey are 
coguitively ukmtooâ or explicitly papd. îlme two movenmta an pmumably pneutsors of the 
pbenomnologicai notion of catcgaiat intuitioa 



Dasein's understanding of its own king, and then the understanding of Being in general 

which underlies it. In pursuing thk task, it is particularly important to disclose these 

structures through the largely undifferentiated manner of existing in which Dasein 

usually dweiis, namly average everydayness. Heidegger insists that the understanding 

of Being within which we operate is quite M a i e  and, thus, onticdiy close, though 

perhaps ontologically quite distant. In everydayness Dasein's Being shows itself 

primarily in its concealment - Dasein ik its Being in the mode of not-Being it. In 

Division 1, Heidegger employs the techniques of phenomenological description to 

articulate the existentid structures evident within Dasein's everydayness. Heidegger 

takes this task to be distinct h m  that of philosophical anthropoIogy or any of the other 

sciences which th the human king as their object of investigation. uideed it is 

foundational for any of these disciplines. 

Heidegger must disclose Dasein in the existentiaiity of its existence; he must 

iiiwninaie Dasein's Being as Being-in-the-world, which he is carehil to distinguish fiom 

anything which might have pnsent-at-hand comotations. 'In' has an existentid 

significance here, and so should not be understood in any spatial sense derived fmrn 

geometry. In emphasizing the etymologicai connections between the verb 'sein' and the 

preposition 'bei', Heidegger suggests that Being-in contains a sense of dwelling, 

familarity, and involvement Tbese are the loci of the pre-refledve understanding of 

Being which is the h o h  within which iatentionality operates. Traditionai ontology, in 

failing to carefiilly themah'ze subjectivity, has thus ovedooked the degree to which the 

subject is ontologicaUy distinct h m  things prrsent-at-hand. It has teaded to interpret 

Being-in-the-wodd in terms which are largely ontologicaiiy inappropriate or at the very 

least impovcrished. The phenomnon of Behg-in-the-world is bound up with Dasein's 

care, namely the fact that itS king is an issue for it, that it is involved with its Behg.3 

Heidegger denies that king-in-the-wodd is simply an attempt to situate the huma0 king 

in an environment: 

T h  mccming of Dascia's &'hg-bthc-worW is am. T b t  is, tbc faa that Dasein's Bcing is an issue for it 
amos that it cares about itr m. 



Nowadays there is much talk about 'man's having an environment'; but this says nothing 
ontologically as long as this 'baving' is lefi indefinite. In its very pssibility this 'having' 
is founded u p n  the existentid state of Being-in. Because Dasein is essentially an entity 
with Being-in, it can explicitiy discover those entities which it encounters 
envimnmentally, it c m  know k m ,  it cm avaii iîself of them, it can huve the 'world'. (SZ 
57-58) 

Typically, Being-in-the-world is understood philosophidly as 'howing the world' . It is 
expiicated in terms of a subject-object relation in which the centrai problematic is how 

the subject is able to transcend its interiority and reach over toward exterior objects in 

order to gain knowledge of them. We have already seen in Chapter 1 how 

phenomenology challenges this view with the notion of intentionality. In specifically 

Heideggerian terms, standard epistemological models overiook the significance of Being- 

in-the-world, missing the faa that we are already "out then" among entities in the world. 

The distance which is estabfished between subject and object, Heidegger argues, only 

occurs through a bracketing or disniption of o u  ordinary engagement, involvement, and 

fascination with the world. 

Knowing is a possibility grounded in Dasein's way of Being as Being-in-the- 

world, and must be undetstood as such (SZ 59-62).' This gives us further m o n  to 

pursue a discussion of the phenornenon of Being-in-the-world in m e r  depth. 

Heidegger does this in three main movemwts, wherein he discusses panicular aspects of 

Being-in-the-worM which must be taken together and anderstood to be part of what is 

essentiaiiy a unihary phenomnon [einluitfiches Phü~men]  (SZ 53). These thfee aspects 

are: the 'in-the-world', the entity who is Being-in-the-wodd, and the Being-in itseif.5 

This critique of traditional notions of subjcctivity which eithct ovcrlook or misundcrstand intentiodity as 
the structure of lived experience occws repeaiedly throughout Heidegger's text, most directly in the sections 
on reality and tnith, for which Being-in-the-wodd has shatttring implications. 

At this point one could note that a shiA in focus seems to have occurred, We bcgan our discussion with an 
emphasis on tbe fact that Dasein bars a rclatioa to its own Being, that its Being is its own intentionai object. 
But now we s a m  ta bt taking the objtct of Dasein's intention to lx the wotid or entities in the world 
Altbough it rnay look as Lhough Heidegger bas changeci the topic, bt bas not. His straiegy is to examine the 
way in which Dasein primarily undcrstands itsclf in evcrydayncss in order to disclose ttiat tbis pcsumcs an 
understanding of its own Being. Dasein explicitiy uiidcrstands itsclf as a subject in a worid (as in eaditional 
phiiowqhical views), but w b t  Heidegger shows is îbat such an undustanding is derivative of a more 
primordial undetotanding of itself as Being-in--wdd. 



1. The world 

If we are to understand what it means to be 'in-the-world', we must understand 

what the world is. However the meaning of world does not lie in the entities which 

populate the world, but rather in the worldliood of the world. How are we to access this 

structurai characteristic of existence, this existentide? To assist in this regard, Heidegger 

provides four senses of the term 'world'. begianiag with a meaning which is fairly 

cornmon and progressing in ever-increasing rarity of usage and obscurity of meaning to 

the woddhood in which he is ultimately interested. It is Heidegger's intention to access 

thij last meaning by progressing through a sequence of senses of ihe term 'world', until 

finally worldhood itself is laid bare. The four senses are: 

1. 'wald' as an ontical concept which signifies the toiality of entities present-at-hand in rhe 
worid; 

2 'wodd' as an ontologicai concept signi f j h g  tbe Bcing of tbe cntities in (1); 
3. 'world' understood ontically as the 'whcrtin' of both Dasein and the entities in (1); this would 

bt tbc ontic situation in whicb &se entities arc "lacartd"; 
4. 'world' in tbc ontological sense of 'wor Idhd  which we are seeking, narnely the Being of 

the situation in (3). (SZ 64-65) 

Heidegger must show "why the kind of Being with which Dasein knows the world is 

such that it passes over the phenornenon of worldhoad both ontically and ontologically" 

(SZ 65-66), and he must iiluniinate world in its woddhood using average everydayness as 

his point of depprtun. Tbat is, Heidegger must show why Dasein does not thematize its 

understanding of world, while everydayness nevertheless presumes such an 

understanding. For this m o n  Heidegger chooses to begin the discussion with a 

consideration of the environment [Umelt] . 
Heidegger observes that, in the first sense of 'world' above, Dasein fiads itself 

amidst objects. but not objeas understood as "things" in the way that a theoretical, 

scientific viewpoint rnight suggest. Quite to the contrary, the objects which surround 

Dasein are objects that are fur something. or as Heidegger would Say, they display an in- 

order-tu [um ... su]. We use them for things, in order to accomplish various things; they 

are purposeful and f'unctional. Heidegger calls these things equipment (Zéuge]. 

Equipment always nfers beyond itself both to that for which it is, and to other 

equipment. nius. pots nfer to pans, iids, spoons, stoves, etc. In fact, equipment belongs 



to a whole equipmental context or nfenntial whole (the kitchen) Ui which such tools are 

used to work upon leaves. mots, bits ,  flesh. etc. - that is. bits of nature which are here 

disclosed as materials (food) - in order to produce a product (a rneai) which is for 

someone (me) or some other purpose (a sacrificial oflering. a creative experiment, food 

styling for a photo shoot). 

The Being of the entities which are encountered wiüiin this equipmentd context 

(the kitchen) is readiness-to-hand. That is, these entities (the equipment) are not 

primarily there for Dasein in and of themselves, but are there as haody or usehl for 

obtaining something else; they always point beyond themselves. Thus. they are not there 

for Dasein as primarily present-at-hand. The pot which sits in my cupboard is not only 

there in a simply extant way; it is there to be used for something or other. in my 

intentional directedness toward the pot, 1 am a h d y  immcdiately engaged with it, 

immersed in a pmject which involves the pot. In exposing the readiness-to-hand of the 

entities which "populatew tk world. it seems that we have moved beyond the first sense 

of 'world' above, to the second. The task now is to get beyond these entities to the world 

that lies underneath or behind them. Thk third sense of world expmses the situation in 

which entities menifest themselvw. It is the referential whole which is pnsumd ia our 

cornportment in the world, but of which we are not t yp idy  conscious. It simply 1Ks in 

the background, aiiowing equipmnt to show up as usehil. The question is, how can a 

phenomenological redudon be effeded such that the world, which we always alnady 

implicitiy understand, is brought into high nlief? How can the horizon within which 

equipment appears itself be disclosed? 

The usual usage of the phenomnological term 'horizon' is that of 'the horizon 

within which' something is to be understood. 'Horizon' in this sense marks a boundary 

of significance which delimits the context withh which somahing makes sense. 

However. it is also an important feaaire of these horizons that they typically lie in the 

background; the role they play in sihiating that which lies in the foreground goes largely 

unnoticed. But sometimes the horizons thernselves become conspicuous; through a kind 

of Gestalt shift the background is brwght into view more h d i a t e l y  and what was 



previously in the foreground shows up in a different, starker way? To apply this to the 

present case: equipment always appears within a horizon which establishes its meaning. 

In order for this horizon itself to be disclosed as a horizon (as opposed to just king the 

backdrop for the equipment), Our engagement with equipment must be bracketed. Since 

our engagement with equipment is always practical, this bracketing takes the form of a 

practical disruption of our unrefiective involvement witb the mdy-to-hand. This 

technique of disclosure of horizons - through a phenornenologically reductive 

disruption of the everyday presumption of those horizons - is Frequently employed in 

sz. 
Heidegger first asks whether Dasein has "in the range of its concemful absorption 

in equipment ready-to-hand, a possibility of Being in which the worldhood of those 

entities within-the-world with which it is conarned is, in a certain way, lit up for it, 

along with those entities themselves" (SZ 72). Heidegger discovers such a possibility in 

the cases where the referentiality of equipment ready-to-hand breaks down or is disrupted 

in some way. This can happen when a tool pnscnts itself as unusable, or when it is 

missing, or when it pnsents itself as an obstacle to the task et harid. For exampie, when 1 

am malgng pancakes, I rather unreflectively use a pancake fiipper to tum them over. 

Without even thinking about it, 1 nach for the implernent and wield it. One day it 

breaks, and since I do not use it that often, 1 kcep forgctîing to replace it. But every time 

I £hd rnyseif m a h g  pancakes and mach for the pancake flipper, 1 d z e  that it is 

missing. Moreover, in my search for a suitable substitute, 1 realize that a wooden spoon 

or a fork simply does not work very well. in order to flip a pancake, it is best to have an 

irnplement which is flac and slightly offset for sliding underneath it. In such a case, the 

readhess-to-hand of equipmmt in general is revealed through the un-readks-to-hand 

of a particular object, and the hidden referential totality which underlies the whole Being 

of equiprnent is in some sense disclosed along with it. When paiticular nferences are 

disturbed - t h  is, when equiprnent does not disclose itself as bearing a possibility for 

1 wiii use the locution 'the hotizon sgainm which' sorncthing shows up w h  1 want to cmphasize this second 
aspect of horizon, wbich is nat the one gencrally emphasized in trditionai pbcnollltnological discourse. 



use - out attention lingers on it and the original reference or assignment becornes 

explicit (in the conspicuousness of its absence) (SZ 74-75). This particular referential 

context is the 'world' in the third sense above. However, we are still focused primarily 

on entities and the lirnited referential networks that are disclosed when particular entities 

becorne obtmsive. We rernain within an ontical understanding of worldhood. To push 

beyond toward an ontological understanding of ihis phenomenon, we must more 

explicitly and deliberately explore the referential whole with which Dasein is usually 

familiar (SZ 76). 

In order to understand Uie fouith sense of 'world'. above - the worldhood of the 

world - we aeed to understand or disclose, not just specific referential wholes, but the 

Being of those wholes. This Being is their rrfcrentiality. It depends upon the peculiar 

"abiiity" of the entities disclosed within those wholes to cefer or point beyond 

themselves. Heidegger terms this phenomenon reference or assigiment [Veweisung]. 

Traditionaiiy we would refuse the idea that assignment or reference belong to any 

entity other tban the sign. The hinction of the sign is precisely to indicate the world and 

rnake it explicit. As Heidegger says, the sign "raises a totality of equipment into our 

circumspection so that together with it the worldly character of the ready-to-hand 

announces itself" (SZ 80). The sign draws our attention to the equipmental totality in 

which we find owselves, demanding as a result that we orient ourselves in the world in a 

particuiar way. But Heidegger insists that refereatiality is not pecuiiar to the Being of the 

sign. but belongs to all  entities ready-to-hand. The sign is a specific case of an entity 

ready-to-hand, the function of which is to refer urpücitly. Most things ready-to-hand do 

not directîy draw attention to the referentiai totality of which they tue a part. Thus, the 

reference of the sign is something mure explicit than the referenœ involved in the 

standard ready-to-hand. The structure of nfennce which belongs to the ready-to-hand in 

general, is a pncondition for the possibility of the sign at dl. Moreover, the readiness- 

to-hand of an entity lies in its refenntiality (SZ 83). But what does this mean? 

"To say that the Being of the ready-to-hand has the structure of assiprnent or 

referenœ means that it has in itself the character of h i n g  been ussigned or refcrred" 



(SZ 83-84). The ready-to-hand entity has in itself the character of Bewmdtnis.7 of 

leaning or tending, of 'revolving' itself in a particufar direction. The entity is disclosed 

as exhibiting Bewmdhus because its disclosun both occurs through and is an expression 

of the way it has previously been expressed and understood. When we encounter an 

entity as ready-to-hand through categorial intuition, we fke it for that assignment 

towards which it tends and which is given a priori; we 'let it be' (SZ 85). This 

Bewandtnis is not something which the physical object " hasn as a proprty, but 

something which shows up due to the referential context in which it is situated, which, as 

we will see, is illurninated relative to a particalar possibüity of Dasein's Being. Thus, 

within the nferential totality associateci with the kitchen, the pancake flipper lends itself 

to flipping pancakes or hamburgers or tamg cookies off a cookie sheet. In another 

context it could be used to s c m p  paint or pehaps swat fies. 

Uitimately the readiness-to-hand of quipment and the totality of sigaifications in 

terms of which it can be as such are linked back to Dasein's Being and the fact that 

Dasein's Being is an issue for it. The series of references which make up the totality 

includes a 'series of tmaràs-wiuch's [Wm] (pancaltes. breakfast) which ultllnately ends 

in a for-the-sukaof-which [ W o m * l l e n ]  (satisryiag htmger), which refers to Dasein and 

its possibilides. Dasein niees a particular entity in its Bewlandntis by k i n g  it for a 

totality of iavolvernents: that is, by illuminahg its 'possibility' relative to some 

equipmentaî context. This illamination quircs an anteccdcnt disclosun of that 

equiprnental context which is constituted by Dasein's understanding of the world. 

Although this understanding is merely implicit, it is signalled every time Dasein assigns 

itself to some possibiiity. Because Dasein's king is an issue for it, it bears a 

relationship to its Being (its existence); this relationship primarily presents itself in terms 

of possibility. That is, Dasein has already nferred itself beyond itself toward a particular 

possibility; it has a h d y  assigned itself to a tuwards-which, which refers back to a for- 

This conapt o€Bewenden/&wdmis is puticularly difficult to translate. Maquanie & Robinson translate 
it as 'involvement', but samchow this seems unsatîsfrctory, as they tbemsclves arc quitc to admit. 
Stamhgh tramlates it aa 'devance' wbicb seans maiit p o b k d c  to me. W q s  the best cxpession wodd 
be 'in-votvement', with empbasir cm the sense of 'turniag'. 



the-suk-of-which, and in so doing, illuminates a whole network of involvements.8 

Dasein's projecting upon a possibility implies an antecedent understanding of the 

world wherein these invoivements play out. So. for example, taking a break from my 

work, 1 wander into the kitchen to fix a cup of tea. The equiprnent that 1 reach for - 
kettle, tea bag, mug - is iliuminated for me as a constellation of things that hang 

together in the pmject of making a cup of tea. They al1 =fer to one another. That 

towards which 1 pmject is the impending cup of tea. In order to achieve that end, 1 

employ various pieces ofequipment (kettie, stove) which cm be used for this purpose. 

The for-the-sokr-of-which in this case could be that 1 simply want a cup of tea, or it could 

be bound up in a broadcr project: wanting to promstinate or needing to clear my head. 

The understanding of Being which precedes any particular activity of Dasein is always 

one of famüianty with the world. Thus. it seems that Dasein assigns itself or subrnits 

itself (SZ 87) to the world in its understanding of the world. n ie  totality of nferences 

which this illuminates is cailed significance [Bedeutsumkeit], which is that wherein the 

worldhood of the world iies. 

Heidegger contrasts this understanding of the world with that which cornes to m 

h m  the Cariesian tradition. The determinative feature hm is that the Being of an entity 

is taken to be its substarttialiiy, the mst basic attnbute of which is extension (SZ 89-90). 

That the Being of an entity lies in its substantiality also implies that Being is liaked to 

what is durable and unchanghg, that which persists or nrnains constant, that which 

maintains itself within itself without depending upon another entity (SZ 91-92). 

Monover, it suggests that the Being of an entity Lies in its king physicaüy present-at- 

8 "In undctstaading a context of iitlatims sucb as we have mentionai, Dasein has assigncd itsttf to an 'in- 
order-to', and it has donc so in tcnns of a potentiality-for-king for the sakc of which i t itscl f is -one whicb 
it may have seized upon cither cxpliciily or taciily, and which may bceither authentic or inauthentic. This 'in- 
order-to' presaibcs a 'towards-this' as a possible 'in-which' for letting somcthing be involvcd; and the stnicture 
of lecting it be involvcd impks that this an is involvemmt which something has-an involvement which is 
with somttbing. Dascia always assigns itself h m  a 'for-the-sake-of-whicb' to tbc 'with-which' of an 
involvement; bat is to say, to the extent that it is it aiways kts entities be eacounted as &y-to-baad Z b  
whcnin Dasein understands itsclf befonhand in the mo& of assigning itself i s s h  for which it has let entities 
be cncorintcred befombaod. The 'wlicnin ' of an ad of roidemMding w u  arsigns or MCTS itseIf, is that for 
which one lets entities be enmuntend in the kind of Being iht klongs to invdvemcnts; and this 'whrrein ' is 
the ~ ~ ~ U M ~ C I U I ~  of the wrid And the smictiae of thaf to wbidi ïhwin assigns itself is wbat maltcs up the 
worldhuuà of îht worid" (SZ 86) . 



hand. Under such an approach to entities, the world is nothing more than a simple 

collection of objects. This gives nse to an understanding of spatiality primarily in terms 

of extension and physical distance of the kind that can be measured quantitatively. 

Within this traditional conceptual formulation of objects, the world cannot be disclosed 

in its world hood because entities cannot be disclosed in their readiness-to-hand.9 

Moreover, the particuiar spatiality of Dasein. which takes its point of departwe h m  the 

nearness or distance of things in tenns of the significations which relate them, canot be 

disclosed. Sot for instance, in an equipmental context, the readiness-to-hand of a tool 

implies its closeness, and werything has 'its place' - a place where it belongs - within 

that equiprnental totaiity. But it is Dasein's particular way of drawing near to things or 

removing itself From things. as well as orienting itself relative to things, that grounds the 

spatiaiity peculiar to woridhood. Momver. letting entities 'be involved' means 'making 

spaœ' or 'creating mm' to d o w  them to do so. Spatiality is dependent upon 

worldhdt not the other way around; the wodd is not dependent upon there being a 

spaœ for it to be lmted. 

In this way, Heidegger fleshes out his notion of the world using Dasein's 

everydayness as the point of access. He has focused primarily on the &y-to-hand 

because that is what chamctcrizes Dasein's usuai engagement with diuigs in the worfd. 

In everydayness, we are t yp idy  alreaây absorbad in various pmjects. circumsipactively 

conœmed with the nady-to-hand, which prrsums a certain implicit understanding of 

the worid. We can say that Dasein's intentional relatedness ta objects in the world is in 

fact generdy charactenzed by concern. That this is a practical involvernent is 

consistent with Heidegger's view that intentionality is the structure of lived experience. 

Objects are able to disclose thernselves ptimady as ready-to-hand and not rnerely 

present-at-hand because of categotial intuition; that we usually do not explicitly grasp 

this reaâiness-to-hand is evidenœ of the relative emptiness of our intentional 

cornportment toward objects. 

It rtioukl be noted tbat Heiâegger bas not, as yet, clatind how the woridhood of the wodd is explicitly 
â i s c l d  ta ïhwein. This will sol becme apparent uiifü we discuss anxicty. 



The foregoing analysis demonstrates that entities in the world are not disclosed as 

radically separate h m  Dasein nor as brute objects, but that they are disclosed as king 

ready-to-hand. They are always already imbedded in a network of significations with 

which Dasein is always aiready farniliar in its concemful engagement in the worid. Thus, 

Dasein's intentional relatedness to entities in the world always presupposes this 

background. We must now explore what this means for the way Dasein encounters 

entities which share its own Being, namely other Dasein. In so doing we will shed 

greater light on Dasein's Being itself. 

ii. Dasein 

Earlier it was said that Dasein is that entity which I myself always am. Dasein's 

Being is aiways mine. So. is it not then obvious that the w b  of Dasein is this I? 

Heidegger is conœmed thet, although it may secm ontically obvious that the I nfers to 

Dasein, it is not at ail obvious what this means ontologically: the I remains extxemcly 

obscure. Just as the Being of entities in the world remains largely concealeci in th& 

readiness-to-hand, so does evtrydayness w n d  what is closest in this case, namely the 

king  of this I and the Being of others. Quite often the I is understood as something 

essenMy separated from the world and h m  others. nie characterization of Dasein's 

k ing  as Being-in-the-wodd challenges aUs understanding. Just as we always find 

ourselves dongside things in the world, so do we always find ourseIves among others. 

But so fat Heidegger has only discussed Dasein's intentional relatedness toward entities 

rdy-to-hand; he has yet to discuss intentionality relative to others. He must do this 

kt, and explain its implications for Dasein's Being, kfore he proceeds to defining who 

Dasein is in its everydayness. 

In embarking upon this discussion, it is useN to note the similarities between the 

method Heidegger ernploys hem and in the case of the ready-to-hand, above. These 

similatities should not, however, be taken to mean thPt Dasein only encounters others in 

t e m  of the ready-tto-hand. or only derivatively and secondarily to the mdy-to-hand. 

Rather. Heidegger is trying to explain how both entities ready-to-hand and others as 

Dasein-with an be encountercd as such through our conœmful engagement in and 



manoeuvering around the world. It is impomnt to stress again that we are taking 

everydayness as our point of departwe. 

In hearkening back to the discussion of equipmental totaiities in Chapter 3 of SZ, 

Heidegger observes that he has perhaps over-emphasized the point that the entities which 

are encountered in the world are those that are not of Dasein's Being (SZ 118). Of 

course, this is not exclusively the case. Even in a purely equipmental context, othea are 

disclosed, for exarnple, as those for whom products are proâuced. However, we never 

encounter others in the way that things are disclosed; others are never encountered as part 

of equipment. Others are encountered as king 'thue too', with Dasein. They share 

Dasein's kind of Being, and this is what makes them others. Although these others are 

those "from whom, for the rnost part, one dœs not distinguish oneself" (SZ 118). the very 

fact that Dasein refers to them as 'others' indicates that it has some implicit 

understanding of its own mineness. Nevertheles, in everydayness others primarily 

disclose themselves to us in tbeir familiarity, not in their altenty (SZ 1 18- 19). In pushg  

the parallel anaiysis with the ready-to-hand. Heidegger notes that in its concemhil 

dealings in its environment, Dasein can fret others for their Being as Dasein-with. That 

is to Say, Dasein can let others be their Dasein-with just as it can let entities ready-to- 

hand tend toward their particular involvernents; only kcause Dasein does this is it 

possible for an other to be missing or away, just as in the case of equipment above. 

Dasein's intentional compomnt toward ouiers differs h m  that toward 

equipment in that others are not primarily disclosed as 'for' something or other. The 

possibility for which they are freed is that of Being-Dasein? In its lived experience, 

laLater, wben we deal mon directly witb the idea ihat Dasein's k i n g  is one of possibility, we wiii see another 
diffèreilce emuge. Entities nady-to-hnnd 'have' possibilities because Dasein bas possibiüties; in assigniag 
itsel f to some particuiar possibility, Dasein discloses the various cntities ready-to-hand that it encounters as 
'having' particular possibilities dative to its own possiiility, It is aot mled out that others can be disclosed 
~Iative to spccific projccts that Dasein might have, but even in tbat case, they are usually disclosed in their 
Being as Dasein (M faiheir paosibüity as Dasein). 1 u d y  mgalle ibp< the otber is not thercfor nry we, 
but that tbe o k  nuy k abk to Q something fw me wbicb wi11 assist mt in the achievemcnt of my goal, My 
discJorure of tbc o h a  rrluive ta my pocsibilities daP not give ha parMitics in the same way rhat it might 
an objcct ready-tehand A hammer canna =fuse my using it (unless it breaks, and it canna do so wilItuiiy), 
but my coïieyv cm wüihilly cehue to be eoopn iv t .  We u d y  cecognize lhat othcts are, co to spiS fice 
agents, wbich is an implicit mgnition that they have pors~Witier mach as 1 do. 



Dasein is with othm in a way that simply is not the case with ready-to-hand objects. 

Thus, Dasein's Being-towards-othem is termed Being-with [Mitsein]. The tem is 

appropriate aot only because others are disclosed as with me - as being there too - but 

also because intentionality (Being-towards) is the stnicture of lived experience. and is 

immediate in transporthg Daseia 'ahead of itself. Dasein's Being carries it away 

toward others, much as it d œ s  in the case of equipment, except that in the former case 

that toward which Dasein is thrust has the same essential possibility of Being. 

Mitsein is an existentid stnicture of Dasein's Being; the ontical cornportment 

through which Mitsein manifests itself is known as solicituàe. in solicitude Easein 

relates to those entities which share its Being, wbereas in conceni, Dasein relates to 

entities ready-to-hand. There are multiple f o m  of solicitude, which reflect multiple 

ways of inteadhg others. The most common are th indiffennt or deficieat modes 

typical of everydayness, such as "being for, against, or without one another, passing one 

another by, not 'rnatte~g' to one m o k "  (SZ 121). In these cases the Being of others 

as Dasein-with remaiils as disguised as does the Being of the ready-to-hand in 

everydayness.1~ We only emptily intend others in everydayness, ialkllig about them or 

merely standing in relation to them without immediateiy apprehending their Being qua 

Dasein-with. 

There am also more positive modes, so caiied because of a more active role on the 

part of the solicitous Dawin. These are leaping in [ei~tspringen] and Ieaping ahead 

[votaurspringen]. In leuping in, one 
taks  o v a  for the ûtôer that witô which he is to concan himscîf. 'Ibe Oihr is ibaeby 
ibrown out of hi8 position; be aepr k k  in ada to cake over a f t a i v r b  the tbiog 
a&endcd to as somtthiag finished and availabie, or to reüeve him#llf compktely h m  it. 
in such solicitu& the Otbet can k c o m  depcndent and dominiirrrl; this domination may 
also be a tacit one ami it msy remah hiddcn hm him. This soliciade, whicb leaps in 
and takes away 'me', is  to a large exew dtcaminative for Behg with one motber, and 
penaimjbr the most p m  to cmcem with the rwby-tehami (SZ 122) (emphasis added) 



To take care away h m  the other involves cornporthg toward the other in such a way 

that it is not fned for its Being as c m ;  in my comportment toward the other, 1 overlook 

or deny h t  the other's Being is indeed an issue for it. This might best be illuminatecl by 

an example. Suppose that 1 am a math tutor and a student comes to me seeking help with 

an assignment. My comportment toward the student wodd be one of leaping in if I did 

the assignment myself or gave the student the answers. 'Rut seems clear h m  

Heidegger's description, but why? Presumab1y I have failed to disclose this other es an 

entity with care as its Being because I have, in a sense, disbutdened this student of her 

occupation with her Being. Heidegger suggests that such comportment "pertaias for the 

most part to concern with the ready-to-hand" (SZ 122). This means that 1 have taken up 

as rny own that with which the other, Uuminated thmugh its own projection of its Being, 

should concem itself. In taking up its own possibility as my own. 1 have ignored the 

other's Seinkonnen - its ability to be which is constitutive of the Being of any Dasein 

and is the ongin of all possibility.12 in leuping in I do not fiee the other for its possibility. 

This is not because I disclose the other as ready-to-band Mead of as Dasein, nor because 

1 understand the otkr as a means to an end instead of as an end in itself; radier, by taking 

up the possibility of the other, 1 take away its mineness rather than fkeing the other for it. 

In this way, the other becornes dominatecl and dependent. When I cornport myself 

toward another in a way which does not fbe it for its Being, 1 hinder its ability to 

disclose its own Seinkonnen.* 

laBoth Maapnie  and Robinson, and Stambaugh aanslate SeinMnnen aa 'potentiaüty-of-king'. 1 wili remin 
the Gcnnao tema because 'potcntiality' suggests somcthing fat las imamîhc anci more abstract than 
Hei&gger intends, 

l3 Som have pointad out tbru th &&pion of leqing in painu a raiba uncôaritabie view of 'weIf&e work'. 
Howevcr 1 would draw attcntion to the foiiowing pmge:  

For exampk, 'wcLf81t work', as a factical sociai arrangermat is grounded in Dasein's statc 
of Being as Being-wih Ira factical urgeacy sets its motivation in tbat h e i n  maintains 
itself proximelly ad for the moet part in tbe deficieot modes of solicitude. (SZ 121) 

This passage su- that it is because DsKin maint.ins imff in iaautbentic modes of soliciwde that 'wclfare 
work' k c o m s  ncmsaryintk ~ p l r c e , e v o k i o g ~ p o v ~ t b i t y a o c e n ~ v e a p e ~ a a s b a a d b e  can 
eat t&y, but tcach him how to fish ad be a n  5#d bimaif fot r lifr!time. Sa Pien Badieu, The Politicd 
Ontoiogy of Manin Heidc8ger, tram. Peter Collia ( S t d h t  StrPtorb Univmity Rem, 1991). Bourdieu 
thinlri fhgi thia îa typical of the c o m m t i v e  inotiîcctual Eiimur; in GQrrrrmy at the tinit wbich gcnerally 



In contrast to Ieuping in. Heidegger describes the phenornenon of leaping ahead. 

In this case, one 

leap[s] ahead of [the Other] in bis existentieii potentiality-for-Being, not in order to take 
away his 'care' but rather to give it back to him auttientically as such for the first tirne, 
This solicinide pettains essentially to authentic care - thai is, to the existence of the 
Otkr, not to a 'what' with which he is conccmed; it helps the ûther to become 
transparent to himself in his care and to becorne frcc for it. (SZ 122) 

in this case, one discloses the other in its B h g  as are,  and in comporting toward it 

accordingly, helps it disclose its own Being as possibility. This passage gives us 

sornewhat fewer clues as to what leuping ai-iad would be Iike than the earlier passage on 

leaping in, but it is safe to say that whereas leaping in involves taking over for the other 

to some degree, lcaping aheud does not. m i n g  aheud involves Dasein's cornporthg 

toward the other in a way which assists the other in disclosing its Being as care. Possible 

examples include mentoring or pedagogical and parental relationships, and perhaps also 

relations between fncnds. What is at play is the holding open of a space for the other to 

explore its possibilities, and perhaps also chailenging the other in such a way that the 

demand to respond to the challenge awakens the other to those possibilities. l4 

Ltuping ahcnd then suggests that one can take an interest in the Being of another 

in a way that gaes beyond its materid or physical weN-king. However not al1 fieeing 

cornportment has this active character; it can also involve a slightly different kind of 

"malring space" which occurs when Dasein works side-by-side with the other. 

Whea rhey &vote themselves to the same anair in cornmon. k i r  doing so is determincd 
by the man= in which theu Dascin, each in its own way, has bccn taken hoId of. niey 
thus become autknticcilfy bound togeihcr ami this makes possiôk Lhe right kind of 
objectivity, which fiees the OdKr in his W o m  for hiniself. (SZ 122) 

This 'boundedness' is generally understd as Heidegger's version of the we.15 United in 

disdainad h s e  who benefited h m  social programs and rcceiveû handouts for nothing, rather than working 
and earning k i r  way. 

i4A888 mintains ihat Heidegger's notion of intersubjectivity is limiicd to theMmin of 'Being-thece-tm' on 
cheonobandradofdarManmthtor&rrndtbattbisisra(haimpovdshad. Asacomctivthesuggcsts 
developing ibe id- of beingquestioned See Lawttllct Hass, "Dasein and Otbers: Heideggeis Oatology of 
Intcrsubjectivity," Auskgung 15.1 (Wintcr 1989): 81-93. 1 biîyendorse this ide& although 1 w d d  maintain, 
contra Hass, tbaî this is alnady a! play to vuying &pea in îbe phcmimena of leqing in and leaping &ad 



our projecting toward a possibility, and understanding that the for-the-sake-ofiwhich 

towards which we project is Md in common, we disclose one another as Dasein-with. 

This authentic we is revealed when we are not working at cross purposes with one 

another, ignoring one another, or competing with one anothec When we are not bound 

together in the authentic we. we tend to masure ourselves relative to one other - a 

phenornenon Heidegger tenns distantiality [AbsWigkeit] (SZ 126).16 One might Say 

that Dasein is its Dasein-with most hlly when it is thoroughly absorbed in its 

engagement in the world and least notices the Dasein-with of others, much in the way 

that we cornport toward equipment as ready-to-hand most immediately when we use it, 

when it is les t  obtnisive in its readiness-to-hand, 

The important point is tbat just as Dasein's engagement in the wodd presupposes 

an understanding of the Being of entities ready-to-band so does it have an understanding 

of others as Dasein-with on the basis of its particulas king as Being-with (SZ 123). In 

this sense, the world in its worldhood - as a totality of significations, as a meaningful 

whole - proides the horizon within which both the mdy-to-hand and others manifis 

themst1ves in thek Being. But just as in the case of the ready-to-han4 in everydayness 

we remain largely unconscious both that we have this understanding and what this 

understandhg is. That we overîook or f d  to see the ontological signifiana of Being- 

with is largely due to the obscur@ within which Dasein's Being and Dasein's self nmain 

shrouded.17 

In order to more fully cian@ the parallel which I see between Heidegger's 

analyses of the ready-to-hand and of others, it is worth explicitly drawîng attention to a 

few points. In his discussion of world, Heidegger moved through four senses of 'world' 

through which he phenornenologically discloses the king  of the world (the world in its 

Wistantiaüty nsults in a kss positive, yct more cornmon, pbenomenoo: "A &hg-with-one-anoikr which 
arises fiom one's doing ttit same thing as somonc else, not only keeps for& most part witbin thc outct ïimits, 
but en- the modc of distance and rrservt. Tk king-with-onc-anochtr of tbose who are hind for the same 
flair. ofta thrives only on mistrust" (SZ 122). 

1% Hddcgga's view. effhts to explain socidity in tmns of empathy or aiter egos nfîe* this basic I r k  of 
uackrstadng of tbe pimdiaiityof DaseIn's undcnudiog of otbers-iîs Mitsecin - which is its very Being. 



worldhood). He began with entities in the world and then considered the Being of those 

entities (readiness-to-hand) . This was accomplished by allowing the en tities to show 

thernselves in thernselves, ffee h m  any prior theoretical fhmework (of presence-at- 

hand). Heidegger then tumed to the 'wherein' of these entities (a referential structure), 

which could be understood as a situating of the phenornena against the horizon in t e m  

of which their Behg manifestsi itself. Finally. he disclosed the worldhood of that 

'wherein', which would involve dowing the horizon to show itself in its Being. 

Although this step has not been filly completed, it would disclose Dasein's Being (as 

Being-in-the-world), particulariy with regard to the way in which Dasein opens up a 

totaiity of significations by assigning itself to sorne project. 

Alüiough Heidegger's movement through these four domains is l a s  pronound 

in the case of other Dasein, a siniilar pattern un be discemeci. echoing the more 

extensive work laid out in Chapter 3 of SZ. F i  he begins his discussion with the 

identification and description of entities (others). Second. he discloses these entities in 

their Being as Dasein-with. in the third step, Heidegger identifies the worid - the 

whmin (or horizon) of t h  entities - as a with-worid (SZ 11 8) which is marked by its 

own spatiality (SZ 1 19),18 thereby expanding the earlier charactenzation of 'world' . 
FmaUy, the woridhood of the wodd is shown to be constituted not just by Dasein's 

isolatcd projection upon possibilities. but by its projection upon its possibilities as Being- 

with. In Chapter 3, Heidegger argues that the signifiwce which ües within the 

referential structure of the world is derived relative to something which does not nfer 

beyond itseif, but is cather its own towards-which, namely something that is for-the- 

sake-of-which.19 However, Dasein's Being is a Being-with, which implies that the Being 

which is an issue for Dasein is not only its own particular (my) Being, but also the Being 

Ir It is hen chat Heidegger brings up Humboldt's observation of the nîationship betwcen personal pronouns 
aiid locaiivc advcrbs, which k (Heidcgga) wants to liak back to Dasein's spatiality as opposed ta a more 
pmat-at-haad notion of space. Though this remains a nlatively undevcloped part of the kxt, it should not 
bc ovcriooled 

Is "In Dasein's Being, tbc contcxt of rcfèrcnccs or assigamcnts w hich signi ficana implies is ticd up witb 
Daaeul'i ownmost king-a Being which essenti J l y  can bave no involvements, but wbich is ratber thrit Being 
Br the su&e of wliich Duein itsdf io as it is" (SZ 123). 



of others. Thus, others are bound up in the for-the-sak-of-which which forms the basis 

of Dasein's original assignment of itself to a possibility, in terms of which significance is 

illuminated and various involvernents unfold. This establishes that the worid is 

fuudamentally signifiant with othets, for the sak of others, etc. In this way, Dasein's 

Being as Being-with is nlated to the worldhood of the world.20 

But how does this Being-with show up in everydayness? And, in particular, how 

does that everyday Being-with constitute a covering up of Mitsein? In other words, how 

does Dasein emptily intend its Mitrrin? HOW is Mitsein presumed in Dasein' s everyday 

lived experienœ? nie answers lie in the existentide of dos Man. Before discussing 

Heidegger's use of &as Mun as a technical term, we must understand the word in its 

cornmon usage. 'Dar Man' roughly comsponâs to the Engiish 'one' and the French 

'on'. Although '&s Mon' is aot perhaps used in aii the instances that 'on' is, it is used at 

least as fiquently in everyday talk, fer mon than 'one'.21 nie use of 'mm' as a 

grammatical subject avoids the passive voice. in using the 'mon'-construction, one 

conjugates the verb in the active voice, implying that there is a subject of the verb (which 

is expendable in the passive voice). Howevet, the subject is nally a dummy subject; 

'mm' refm to no one. Thus, no one commits the action; no one is its author; no one is 

rcsponsible. Dar M m  is an impersanal, indeetc third person. 

Heidegger refers to Dasein's everyday self as &s Mm-selbst. That is to say, 

Dasein, in its everydayness, is in the way of dar Mm. It is in the way of an impersonal 

third person. Yet, we h o w  that Dasein is in every case mine. That is, Dasein's Being is 

tu be I.  to k in thefirst person. As MM-seIbst, Dasein obscu~es the rnineness of its 

Being and, arguably, also distances itsel f h m  the immediacy of its lived experienœ. 

This has numerable implications and repercussions. It means that Dasein does not 

disclose possibilities in the wodd relative to its ownrnost Seinkonnen, but instead 

discloses them as 'one dœs', thereby permitting what it is able to do to be ihminated 

z1 Indead, in Engiish, we use 'thcy' or 'y-' a 'wt' wm ofkn, but nom of these quite captmc the 
imperooaaiity of 'mrm'. 



through the possibilities appropnate to das Man It also serves to relieve Dasein of 

answerability for its Being, in a cenain sense, since Dasein is no longer the subject of its 

own existence. As Man-selbst, Dasein is disburdened of its Being (SZ 127). Heidegger 

describes Dasein as king dominated by dos M a n  

How is this possibk? We saw above that when the other is dominated in leaping 

in, this occurs because the other's care is taken away. That is, the other is h e d  neither 

for its Being as care by Dasein, nor through its own projection. Thus dus Mon dominates 

Dasein by taking away its care, disburdening Dasein of its Being by determinhg in 

advance those possibilities upon which it should project, and thus obscnring its ownmost 

SeinkoMen. But dm Man is not an other, standing there with a big stick, forcing Dasein 

in this way. Dar Mun, as the impersonal thlld person, is M y  no one in particular. And 

since dar Man is no One, no one is an agent or is mponsible. So how is diis domination 

enacted? It occurs through distantiality, in which Dasein masures itself against the 

behavior of others, taking its cues for what it c m  do and how it can be h m  others whom 

it takes to be repnsentative of &u Man. In this way Dasein gives &s Man power over it 

and subjects itcelf to &s Man 

It is important to keep in mind that these &CS ore not dm Man* No one is dus 

Mon. ûthers are entities which have Dasein's k ing  and are also characterized by ' there- 

ness'. Dar Man has w tkn: it is not any-where; it isn't any-thing; it is not anyime, 

concretely speaking. Dar M m  is an abstraction. In a way. when Dasein is as Man- 

sebst, Dasein too is only an abstraction, obscuring both its own Being and ais0 the Behg 

of others, in so far as they are disclosed as npreseatatives of dm Mun and not primarily 

in their own Dasein-with. Since we an so obsessd with what one does, we are aiways 

looking to dos M m  to find our standards of behavior. But shce dar Mun is no one, we 

look to concrete others, presume them to be representatives of dm Mon, and compare 

ourselves with or mode1 oucsclves &er them. The ultimate result is that "the Being- 

=This is a point of textual intcrphiation w h  1 would disagr# witb those who d u c e  others ioda  Man, 
rbtreby cduding tha! if authenticity involves an escape h m  dm M' then Ï t  must dso involve an escape 
from Mitsein. For a good summary of those intqmtations which understand Dascin and its authcnticity 
indiviâuaüstically a egoistid y (ad a critique of these) wc Frai Daümayr. "Heideggcrian Intersu bjectivity," 
Hunicui Stuàïes 3 (hiy 1980): 22146. 



with-one-another dissolves one's own Dasein completely into the kind of Being of 'the 

ûthers', in such a way, indeed, that the ûthers, as distinguishable and expücit. vanish 

more and more" (SZ 126). This leads to the phenornenon of 'publicness' in which others 

becorne interchangeable (as riciers of pubüc transpoïtation, consumers, the unemployed, 

etc.) (SZ 127). The phenornenon of dm Mun is possible only on the ground of Dasein's 

Being-with; it is thus an existentide. But it is a pariicular type of Mitsein which, in a 

sense, aiso denies Mitsein: as Mon-selbst, Dasein typicaiiy identifies dm Man with others 

and then denies king part of das Man itse1f.B 

Consequently, the 'who' of Dasein in everydayness is the Mon-selbst which 

discloses its Miîsein in a privative way in tenns of dar Man. As a resdt, Dasein does not 

fully intend either its own king-with or the Dasein-with of others. It is in this section of 

Heidegger's tact that he first spealrs at any length ngarding authenticity and 

inauthenticity and then only 4th particular nfemœ to Mitscin and dos M W 4  

Authenticity takes on a much more centrai position in the discussion in the second 

division. For this nason, 1 will postpone an txtcnded matment of the topic until then. 

However, a few preLUninary comments are in order. 

If we heed the reading of HCT with which we began Our discussion, we can see 

that a paraiid is developing betweea Heidegger's discussion of empty intentions and 

theh fulfiillment, and the 'emptinessm of Dasein's eveqdayness which carries at its kar t  

various pnsumptions about the structure of D&s existence. We can anticipate tbat 

n "One belongo to the Otbers oncrelf and enbances kir puwer. 'The Others' whom one thus designates in 
ordcr to covef up the f8ci of c m ' s  btlonging to them essentïally oatsclf, are those who proximaily ami for 
the most part 'are there' in evcryday Being-with-me-anothern (SZ 126). 

MSome of the confusion sumunding thedistinction between authcnticity and inauthenticity seems to stem fkom 
the ambiguity regarding the status of &u Man and Dascin's Mitsein in auihenticity, especially givea Dasein's 
J e ~ i n i g k i t  which is sonwtimes seen to be in cmflict wiih Dascin's Mitsein. For example sec Martinez ami 
Daniel Bertbold-Bond, "A Kierkcgaarcüan Citique of Heidegger's Concept of Authcnticity," Mm cmd Wurld 
24 (1991): 119-42. This p b k m  relates to a Fcading of the tcxt wbich fails to grasp the complexity of the 
rclationship bchnan Mitsein and das Man and suffirs fiom an irnpoverisW uadcrstanding of what Heidegger 
means by Dasein's Beiag. Dat Mm CIHI no morr k rcpadiated than Mitscin can, and in no way arc Mitsein 
anddar Mon the same thing, n a  is Dasein's JemrinigkcrS inconsistent with its Mimin. This point is taken up 
by Bimhgham wbo ugm that thme is, iadcad mtbentic Beîng-with Ocbers. Sec Peg Birmingham, "Logos 
aod tbe Plact of tbe Olbet," Reseurch in Pklldynmdogy 20 (1991): 34-54. 



authenticity wiii involve fulfilling the 'emptiness' with which Dasein grasps its Being in 

everydayness. This fulfillment will occur through a phenomenological disclosure of the 

structures of that Being which are presumed in everydayness. But since intentionality is 

the structure of lived experience, the disclosure which constitutes the fulfillment of 

Dasein's intentional relation to itself must share in the imrnediacy appropriate to lived 

experience. We can make sense of Heidegger's statement that "authentic Being-one 's- 

Se r... is ... an existentiel1 modjication of the 'they ' - of the 'they ' as m essentid 

existentiule" (SZ 130) in ternis of this interpretive framework. It is an existentiel1 

modification because Dasein's king is disclosed in inauthenticity, but in a hidden way. 

Dasein's S e i n a n  is discloscd precîsely through its being denied." 

Why is it necessary to investigate something like Being-in? Is it not sufficient to 

have said something about the entity which is 'in' and about that wherein it is? What 

more nrnains to be said? In Heidegger's view there is a great dcal more. and we shouid 

not limit ouiselves to a phenomenon which is conceiveci as a "comnurcim which is 

present-at-band behwen a subjed pnsent-at-hand and an Objea present-at-handu (SZ 

1 Morcover, 

such 80 intapretation would come closer to the pbcwmenal content if we were to say 
tbat Daiein ir the &Uig of thia 'between'. Yet to takc our orieaEation from ihis 'ktwecn' 
wouki d l  be mislcrding. Far witb wcb an orientation WC w d  also be covatly 
assuahg the entities becwan wbicb this "betweenn, as such, 'is', and we would be doing 
so in a way which îs ontologicaiiy vague. Tbc "betwcen" is rlteady conaivcd as the 
rcsult of the mnveniciilia of two things that are phseat-at-baad. But to assunr î k c  
beforehaad aiways splits the phenome~on asunder, and thcrt is no prospect of putting it 
togethcr again h m  the hgmnts. Na only Q wc la& tk 'cemnt*; even the 'schcma' 
in accordancc with which this joining-togeîhcr is to bt accomplished, has bccn split 

This is andogous to the way in which Dasein's Mitsein is disclosed thmugh its king deniad and the 
readiriess-to-hand of equipmcnt is disclosed through its un-nadiness-to-band Dasein's intentional 
compomnt (either cmpty or hl fiilai) prcsurncs an intentionai cornportment t o w d  (an undtrstanding of) its 
own Being. 

z6 In fact, the pbenomenon chat Heidegger is trying to get at t h g h  Being-in-the-worid is an intentionality 
wbich goes beyond rhe "act, abject and relation" contours of tht subject-object refation. Kisiel quotes 
Heidegger fiomar Batinmutg &r PiÜlosopIlie (GA W57): "nie living rd lived of experimcc am as such 
not ik entitative objccts rtuck toge- (Kisiel, Genais qfltlcidcgger's *king w d  Timr"43-44). 



asunder, or never as yet unveiled. What is decisive for ontology is to prevent the splitting 
of the phenornenon - in other words, to hold its positive phenorneniil content secure. (SZ 
132) 

Here Heidegger explicitly expresses his concern that the between be thought of in a way 

wkch pnserves the unity of the phenornenon of intentional subjectivity. averting the 

tendeacy to conceive of intentionaüty in terms of a subject which stands over and against 

an object. 

Being-in is this between, but it should not be understood as a space (in the 

pcesent-at-hand sense) between Dasein and the world. Rather, the between envelops both 

and orients them relative to one another, and d œ s  so in tem of  signifiaince. In a 

preIiminary fashion, Heidegger indicates that this Being-in is disdogedness 

[Erschbssenhcit], which he defines as 'the character of having been laid open' (or 

opened up, unlocked) while 'to disclose' means 'to lay open' (or open up, dock) (SZ 

75). Discloseâness pertaias to Dasein's Being in that "this entity [Dasein] d e s  in its 

ownmost king the character of not being closed off" (SZ 132), that is, of Being dis- 

closed. This king open' or 'not being closed off' contains a certain ambiguity. It 

impiies the actîvity of opening oaeself up, the passivity of being opened up by the world 

or odiers, and being open to others in the sense of being receptive and awaiting. This 

kind of  ambiguity is chsracteristic of the middlc voice, which was noted in Chapter 1 as a 

distinctive f m  of intentional cornportment toward phenornena and the way in which 

they are disclosed. 

The rniddie voice particularly emphasizes the verbality of phenornenologicai 

disclosure as an event of enactmentn The passive and active dimensions of the 

Scott stresses that the middlt voice is characterized by an ambiguity ktween activity and passivity w hich, 
though approximated by a certain self-reflexivity, is not entircly captured by it. Set Charles E. Scott, 'The 
Middle Voice in Being und Tirne," T k  Culfegium Phae~u)menoIogic~ ed. John Sdlis (Dordrecht: Kluwer, 
1988) 159-173; and "The Middk Voice of Metaphysics," Revinv of Metaphysics 42 (June 1989): 743-64. In 
the lattcr Uxt, Scott writes: 

Tbe rnidôie voicc nrggcsts somcihing excessive xegarding subjcct-object formations. It is 
riMe to articulate ao~nfkxive ensctmcnts <hri arc not 'fa' tücmsdvcs a 'for' somthing 
the. As a f o d o n  it das not ncad to suggcst intention outside of its movement toward 
an o t k .  It das not suggest d o n  by which the abject becoues otber to iticlf. Itdas aot 
oppose active and passive f;ormations, but is odwr thiin tbey are in tbc contexts of action aad 



disclosure of any given phenomenon are not to be understood as contradictory. 

Heidegger's strategy in drawing attention to these is to highlight a type of disclosedness 

in tenm of which both active and passive formulations rnake sense and are possible. 

niis technique is employed fresuently throughout the text and is echœd in the language 

of the clearing in the following passage: 

To say that it [Dasein] is 'illuminatcd' mcans that as Being-in-the-wotld it is cleared in 
itsdf, not ttuiwigb any o t k  entity, but in sucb a way tbat it is itsclf the clearing. Only far 
an cntity which is existcntially ckared in this way does that which is prtsent-at-hand 
becorne accessible in the iight or hiâden in the dark (SZ 133) 

Here it is evident ihat Dasein - in its discloscdaess - clears, is cleared, and is the 

c l d g  in which and through which the worid is iliuimnated. Tenninologically, the 

'clearing' is also ambiguous. On the one hand, it is an event in which clearing happens: 

on the other, it is also a place where a clearing has already occumd, a 'whm' because of 

the event which cstabiishes it. In a sense, then, the Da of DaKin's Being is this clearing; 

it is where Dasein dwelis." What we need to understand is this there, given that we have 

a M y  indicatd that Dasein's spatiality does not pertain to things present-at-hand. 

What is the disclosun that happas in the clearing? How is die thcre disclosedl in 

cunside~g what Heidegger says ngarâing the various existtntiales involved in king- 

in, we should keep in mind ihat it is through this disclosedness (in its middk-voiccdness) 

that phenornena reveal themselves to Dasein in theu Being. These phenornena includc 

not only entities rcady-to-hand and other Dasein. but also Dasein's own Being; ail of 

these pnsurne an undetstanding of Dasein's Being-in-the-wodd, to which a more 

primordial understanding of Being in general belongs. We are prirnarily interested for 

now in how Dasein discloses its own Being to itself. 

passivity. It is the voice of something's taking place througb its owa enactmcnt .... We have 
seen that in ibe middlc voice a certain immediacy of presence can k expresscd, but we have 
also seen tbat the prrecncc of a compkx, ambiguous verb or event, by virtue of its ambiguity 
and countervalc~, may in its middle v a i a  express not only the imniediacy of s h p k  
presena, but transition. ambipity and dissolution of prrscncc. (752) 

* Tbis is aa importapt point. Ckbein's rpouiality, its 'in', is tbe rtsolt of iîs Being, its dweiîiag, not the 
antcccdent condition for it. 



One way in which disclosure occurs is through B e ~ k h k e p  which includes 

ail manner of moods, emotions, feelings, and being-affected. We simply find ourselves 

to be in a certain mood or to fkel a certain way about things. Bcfindlichkeit is extremely 

immediate in that I am already experiencing it before 1 become mly cognizant of what I 

am experiencing or why. Befndlichkeit aiways discloses Dasein's thrownness 

(Geworfenhcit], its king delive~d over to its Being, which it has no choice but to be. 

But this tends to happen obliquely, in that Befindlchkeit also positions and orients us 

relative to out very thrownness: 

Tbe way in wbicb the mood discloses is not one in which we look at thrownness, but one 
in which we turn towards or tum away. For the most part the mood does not twn towards 
tbe biLrdensome cbaractcr of Dasein which is manifest in it, and least of al1 dws it do so 
in the mood of  dation whcn tbis burden bas ben alleviatcd. Tt is always by way of a 
state-ofimind tbaî this ûuning-away is wbat it is. (SZ 135) 

in Heidegger's view. Bcfindlichkit 0th obscures an ecnial disciosme of our 

thrownness, although some modes tum us toward it, as we shaii see below. 

Befindlchkeit affects how we are open tu the world and the entities therein (SZ 136). 

Heidegger identifies t h  main feshirrs of BefMlicMcit: that it discloses 

thn,wnness (the burdensome character of existence); that it discloses Behg-in-the- 

world. generally by situaîing us; and that it is'comccteû with circumspective conœm 

through which aitities within the worid are encountered. However, it is Unportant to note 

that Bcfnàlichkcit discloses these aspects largely implicitly. To illustrate this, let us take 

a mundane example - newousness. 1 am schcduled to make an important pnsentation 

in the near future, upon which a great ded depends, and 1 find myself newous befm this 

irnpending event. My Befindlicchkcit discloses my thrownness - my being thrown into a 

paiticular situation with no choie but to deal with it. My nervousness attunes me to my 

situation in such a way that certain possibilities present themselves: 1 can try to cep~ess 

rny nervousness and ignore it; 1 can cancel the pnsentation; 1 can be very diligent in 

The M a q u e  a d  Robinson translation is 'siate-of-miad'. Tbis suggtsts somthhg conscious, wbicb is 
k p l y  misplaceci wbcn spcaking of Brfinûiichkir, whicti pertains much more to 'how ont fi& oncsclf. 
'Mood' conveys the idea much bctter, anci although HeideggttoRen uses it in tbe text to d e r  to B@ndlichkeiit, 
it is tecfinicaily only r rpccific fonn of Bcrfindlicki~ Stambmugh uses 'aüunement'. 1 wiU gcncraüy use the 
Oemisn gcrm and occmiaaaüy the tcnn 'mood', which s b l d  bc ubdcrstood in r hoad sense. 



preparing for it so that nothing will go wrong; 1 can seek out positive support and 

feedback from my fiiends and colleagues in order to dlay my nerves. My "state of 

mind" affects my circumspective concem and solicitude, influencing the way in which 1 

encounter other entities, the way in which 1 am open to them. 1 might avoid certain 

people and seek out othets. The text of my pnscntation might inspire in me feelings of 

selfdoubt. My amputer might become my enemy. The ring of the telephone might 

represent either welcome relief or an annoying intemption. The fact that things can 

affect us in th% way implies that they mater to us. and they matter to us diffenntly 

depending upon the way in whkh they are disclosed. Brfdlichkcit. as part of Dasein's 

disclosedness. shapes the way in which Dasein is open to the world; her~ce the way in 

whicb Dasein has already assigned itself to the world is implicated in the way in which it 

discloses it (and itseif) (SZ 137-38). 

is the disclosedness of existing &hg-in-the-wodd relative to the for-the-sake-of-which 

(SZ 143). It was just stated that BcfndIicCikeit Muences the way Ui which entities are 

encountmd. These entities are disdoscd as having certain involvements - as teading 

towards certain assignmnts which nfer beyond themselves. Understanding views these 

involvements as possibilities. Thus. things appear as useable, profitOble; they ate then 

in or& to accompiish sornething, for the sakt of somethhg. But of course these 

possibilities do not actually mide within the abjects as pmpexties; they are only 

discloscd as possibilities through Dasein's circumspective ConCern, which takes its initial 

assignment of itself to its own king es a point of &partu=. Things show up as having 

possibilities because Dasein has possibilities. However, in everydayness, this relation 

mostly nmains c o a d e d  to Dasein. As a feaiure of its existentiality. Dasein does not 

bear a distance to its possibilities. Rather than seeing them as laid out before it, Dasein is 

thrown into its Being-possible, and so it tends to be its possibilities. This phenornenon is 

called projection [Enn~erfen]? Possibility always already belongs to Dasein's Being. 

and Heidegger refers to this as Dasein's Seirikonnen. In understanding, Dasein always 



understands this SeinkoMen, resulting in a ceitain cornpetence vis-&-vis the task of 

existing, as well as a basic famüiarity with the world and its sipificance, and with 

possibility in general (Being-possible). In the example described above, simultaneous 

with rny finding myself tbrown into a particular situation, 1 find that 1 have various 

possibilities within that context, which implies an awanness of my Seinkünnen. 1 am 

able to do something,a and various possibilities show up relative to this for-tk-sake-of- 

which. The extent to which Dasein's Being-possible is transparent to itself varies greatly 

and depends upon the degree to which it has disclosed its Being in such a way that it is 

fnad for its ownmost Seinkonnen; it depends upon how Dasein intends its own Being. 

Just as Dasein's disclosedness frees objects for theû readiness-to-haad and other Dasein 

for their Dasein-with, so does it free Dosein for its Being. which is not an in-order-to but 

a fur-the-sake-of-which. Thus Dasein is (because it is thrown) "the possibility of Being- 

free for its ownmost Seinkaruten" (SZ 144). 

The understanding of possibilities which we have is mostly implicit. but it can be 

made explicit through interpretation (SZ 14849). Interpretation breaks down the 

circumspective conœm within which we generally operate and rcvcals itr structure of in- 

order-to's. This is what Heidegger refers to as the disclosme of the as-maure. 1 can 

understand the various objects that 1 encounter as means. as things which can be useci in 

order to accomplish somethiag which will SatisQ the for&-suke-of-which. When we 

maLe this explicit, we also make explicit the fo~-structures which bdong to 

understanding." 

These fore-structures are three-fold. The fore-having captures what we have in 

advana, namely that totality of involvements wherein we are engaged. The fore-sight is 

the way in which we are antecedently orientad toward taking a view on what lies in the 

fore-having. The foreconception is the way in which we have grasped in advance the 

This is mie even when thcrr does aot appear to bc anythiag that I can do. 

32 Tbis must k VerstdIndnis and not Verstehen in so far as interpretation must bc a making explicit of the 
disclosedmss of a situation in gcncral Md not just of what is discloscd through Verstehen. We shall sce that 
d U c l w  is composdd of ihne paris - &findIic&it, understanding, and discoursc - each of which 
sacms to codate witb a f01~1antcture (SZ 15û-51). 



fore-having through fore-sight. Al1 of these highlight the sense in which interpretation 

occurs subsequent to an antecedent understanding of the world; that is, the world is 

always disclosed in its significmce, as rneaningfûl. Meaning, Heidegger tells us, is that 

wherein the intelligibility of something lies. That is, our ability to understand something 

depends upon its "having" meaning or king rneaningful. But meaning resides no more 

in entities in the wodd than possibilities do. T U  we see entities as "having" rneaning is 

anaiogous to the fact that we see them as "having" possibilities. Actually, an entity's 

intelligibility is derived h m  the totality of significations in which it is situated. 

"Meaning is the 'upon-which' of a projection in t e m  of which something becomes 

intelligible as something; it gets its stnictu~ h m  a fom-having, a fore-sight, and a fore- 

conception" (SZ 151). The suggestion is that in my intentional directedness toward 

entities, 1 orient myself prunarily with mpect to their meanhg and significanœ. But this 

maning is as much somahing which I find given to me, as it is something upon which I 

project or which I iilwninate through an assignment to a particular possibiîity. This is 

consistent with the idea that intentionaiity is a relatedness towanl entities primarily in 

tams of meanhg or Being. According to phenomenology, rneaning is not that which a 

snbjea ascribes to an objea throiigh an expressive act, but something given h u g h  both 

expressive and intuitive acts. 

Rehuning to SZ, we can see that the meaning which is understood through the 

- modes of disclosedness is brought f o w d  and 'laid out' in interpretation [Auslegwg]. 

Meaning, then, pncedes interp~~tation. and more importaatiy, precedes assertion - that 

paaicuiar form of interpretation which philosophy traditionally takes to be the locus of 

meaniag. Assertion is simply the articulation and expnssion of an interpretation; this 

presumes rneaning and a nlatioaship to it. Heidegger suggests that assertion - because 

it gives a more determinate fonn to what was previously more indeterminate - is 
generally taken to be more objective and, thus, more vaiid. As such, assertion becomes 

the locus of tnith and logic, of rational discourse (SZ 156-57). However, Heidegger 

maintsins that an assertion objectifies the entity about which it is expressive. Assertion 

removes the entity h m  the network of significations within which it has meaning, 

thereby stripping it of its Being as ready-ta-haad and ducing it to something merely 



present-at-hand. To use Heidegger's example, if 1 am engaged in a pmjea and reach for 

a hammer, but then decide it is too heavy, this is an interpdon. What 1 understand 

through the fore-sbnicnires is that I am in a particlar situation with a particular task to 

accomplish; certain tools are at my disposai, and some are better suitcd than others. In 

rejecting this hammer, 1 interpret it as king too heavy for what 1 need to do with it. It is 

Heidegger's claim that the restriction of interpretation to the realm of assertion 

disengages the interpretation (and the thhg inhrpreted) h m  the source of its meaning; 

thus the interpretation is no longer making expiicit what Dasein understands in the 

situation. This assists us in maLing sense of Heidegger's nmarLs in HCT which 

associate assertions with empty intentions in that assertions aliow us to intend sornething 

in a way which obscuns its Being (Hm 87). The prominent place given to assertions in 

the philosophical traâition has been pivotal in shaping the development of western 

thought and has, among 0 t h  thiags, resulted in a rather narrow view of the 'discourse' 

which is to fa11 within the p w i e w  of logos (SZ 15860). 

in chaîîenging thh view, Heidegger offers a broader understanding of discourse 

[Rede]. He identifies it as equiprimordial with understanding and B e ~ i c h k e i t ,  and as 

one of the ways in which Dasein's disclosedness is constituted. It is important to keep in 

mind that discourse is not the same thhg as language. Discourse is 'talking', but we 

must understand this tallr in a rather broad, metaphorical way, as when we speak of 

'western discourse' or 'shop taik'. Discourse is the articulation of inteiligibiiity (which is 

where meaning maintains itseif); it both gives shape to inteiiigibility and expresses the 

shape of intelIigibiiity. Furthennote, "the iatefigibility of somthing has always been 

articulateâ, even beforr dm is any appropriativt interp~ttation of it" (SZ 161). What 

this impües is that discome is not an articulation of meaning in the way in which 

interpretation is a making explicit of what the understanding understandS. Discourse, it 

seems, helps to makc thiags inteiligibit by pmviding the terms within which they m y  be 

understood. interpdon does not pafom this fiinction. He= we cm see how 

discourse actuaîly piays an impoitcnit role in the phenomenological disclosun of the 

king of entities, because as we saw d e r ,  it is through logos - discourse - that 

phenornena W e s t  thti~[~~tlves in thcmse1vcs. Linking this to the discussion in HCT, 



we can Say that discourse is intimately connected with categorial intuition in that entities 

are intuited in the terms Ni which they have been previousiy undersfood and expressed. 

Although Heidegger says comparatively little about discourse, we should not 

underestimate the role it plays. Discourse, in so far as it is already existing, makes 

communication possible; communication is central to Dasein's sociaiity and to the 

maintenance of the with-world. But Heidegger also seems to understand discome not 

mereiy as an existing body of signs which mediates our interaction, but as the act of 

communicating itself. This view is apparent in the four features which he identifies as 

constitutive of diswurse. These are: what the discourse is about; what is said in the talk; 

the communication; and the making known (SZ 162). What the discourse is about is its 

topic or theme. What is said in the talk is what is said or expressed about the theme. The 

communication [Mifteilung] is understood in a broad sense as diat through which 

somthing cornes to bc shared between the participants. The making known is the 

disclosive expression which occurs through this taking - the way of speaking. Dasein's 

participation in dismurse is really a discursive participation with the other. Moreover. 

discourse involves much more than simply t h  words which are exchangcd; it includes 

the pragmatic dimensions of fora and intonation which resuit in shared understanding. 

Indeai in this 
more gencral kinà of comrnunicriljon, tbc Articulation of &iig with one anothcr 
oadersundingly ii d t u t d .  Tbtougb it a co-statwf-mind 'shued', and so dots 
tht Paderotnading of Beiig-witù ..., in d i m  king-wiih becoms 'expliciüy' shrrred; 
tbat is to say, it is ifnady, but it is unsbarad as somcthing that has not been taken bold of 
anâ appapiatad, (SZ 162) 

Discourse is obviously of crucial importance in the expression of Dasein's sociality, and 

cosrespondingly. in the creaiion and maintenance of the totaiity of significations which 

constitutes the world and which is shared among Dasein.3, 

In the followlng passage. Heidegger places a great deal of emphasis on hearing 

and listening: 

Oa the rclationship betwttn discourse and Mitsein in Heidegger, sec Udo Tiea, "Dasein - Mitsein - 
Sptachc: Heidcggen Auffassung Uber das 'W-n &t Spnehe' in ScUi unà Zeit," Dcutsche Zcitschr@& 
PhiIosophie 73 (Dec. 1990): 1 152-1 140. 



Hearing is constitutive for discourse. And just as linguistic utterance is based on 
discourse. so is acoustic perception on hearing. Listening to ... is Dasein's existentid 
way of Being-opcn as Beiag-with for Ocbers. Indecâ, hcaring constitutes îhe prirmry and 
authentic way in which Dasein is o p  for its ownmost potentiality-for-Being - as in 
hearing the voice of the fiiead whom every Dasein carries with it. Dasein hem because 
it understaads* As a Being-in-the-world with O-, a Being which understands, Dasein 
b 'in thdi' to Dasein-with aod to itsclf; and in this thraidom it 'belongs' to these. Being- 
with &velops in listening to one another. (SZ 163) 

This ernphasis on hearing is siginincant because of the Lind of openness it stresses in 

characterizhg Dasein's Being-in-the-world. It represents a shift h m  the more 

traditional visual metaphor for how it is that we lcnow the other and share the world with 

others to an auditory and oral metaphor. Furthemore, it is interesting that discourse 

discloses in multiple ways. The one who speaks discloses to the other, but is also 

disclosed for the other and by the othcr who listens. This multiplicity is largely due to 

the ambiguity betwan active and passive senses in the auditory metaphor. Hearing is 

generally uaderstood as passive, but listening - which is essential to reai hearing - is 
also active. To hear the d e r ,  one must be both active and passive - or attentive in a 

way which surpasses both. The ambigpity of the midde voice surfaces again, echoing 

the language of clearing and openness noted; this ambiguity also appears in the 

discuisive modes of hearkening and keeping silent (SZ 16365). 

Tbe systermtic c~nnecîion of the four fomis of disclosedness - Bejùufiichkci& 

understanding, interpretation, and discourse - is somewhat arnbiguous. BejhfJichkit 

and understanding arc cquiprllnordial. simultaneous. Although Heidegger also maintains 

that discourse is equipn'unordiai with Be$nàZickit and understanding, it is less clear 

whether he means that al1 thne are equiprimordiaP or that discourse is equiprimordial 

WTbis wouldsuggcst îhat thue arc ibrce pcimary modes of discloscdness. Evidence for this lies in Heidegger's 
pndilection for grouping things in îhnc's. Con is composcd of thne aspects (thrownness, projection, and 
falling); tcmpodity is tbe past, present, and futurr; thcre are thnt fore-structures, three modes of fallen Being- 
in (idk taik, curiosity. ad ambiguity), and thrcc elemnts to authentic discloslm (anxiety, anticipation. anci 
rcticencc). ûne cannot help but w d c r  whebier these arc not al1 mtant to be comlated through a ai-partite 
stmcaire ofdiscIosedmss. Indecd Heidqguexplicitly dtaws coanections between thrownness, BcfuidlicAkcit, 
and tbe past on the aae han4 and projection, undcrstanding, and ibe fume w the o k .  This would suggest 
that diocorrrse ir to bt associated with f a h g  and tbe present. One probkm with this interpretatim is tht 
Heidcggct elrpücitly IBMQatm discoume with tcmporality in genaal anâ does not rssign it to cbe tempord 
mode of cbe pcicnt This milrtr it qutstionabie wbabP diieouie sbould k associateû witb m g ,  which 
bcdocs i in l ç to tb t~ t .  



with the double disclosedness of Befindichkeit and understanding." The second reading 

seems more plausible prirnarily because Heidegger associates discourse with 

disclosedness in generai in his discussion of the temporality of discourse in Division II 

(SZ 349-50). 

We must still addnss another difficulty - the position which interpretation 

assumes within this schema. It is said that discourse is the articulation of intelligibility, 

where intelligibility is the basis of mcaning. We aiso know that sornething can be 

articulated in discourse without having been explicitly appropriated through 

interpretation. Yet interpntation is a making explicit of what is undentood in 

understanding (Verstllndnis not Verstekn). What is the difference between 'making 

explicit' and 'articulating'? What is the difference between 'meaning' and 'what is 

understood in undentanding'? 

Interpretation is the developmnt of the understanding (SZ 148); as such, it worics 

out "the possibilities projected in undemaoding" (SZ 149). b ~ g i n g  the in-urder-to and 

as-structures explicitly into "sight". Discom. as an articulation of meaning, involves 

giving shape to the significance of the worid. Understanding understands signijicme. 

which means that undentandhg grasps implicitly the assignments or nfennces of 

entities. hterpretation inteqrtts significance by bringing these assignments or 

references more expticitly into view (laying them out). Discourse articulates signifîcance 

by giving these references a fonn which is crpnssiblc. Interpretation, as an 

intensification of significant expnssion, depends upon discourse. Phenornena are first 

narned and shaped thmugh discourse; discourse provides the terms or categories 

according to which objects disclose themselves meaningf'uily. Interpretation is more 

explicit than discome in that it appropriates the significance which discourse ofken ody 

implicitly articulates. For example, etymologicai or textuai analysis is interpretive; it 

aims to m e r  disclose the meaning which is articulated in the discourse, though by no 

3sEvidcoce for the second view lies in Heidcgga's enlpbasis on thrown-projection, which would suggest that 
we arc to think the eqaiprimordiality ofBcfindlichkeit and undastaading tirsi, and then sec this two-part whole 
as equiprimordial 4th difcooroc. Thus, &Endlic&it would pcimriiy didose thrownncss, uadastanding 
worilâ primarüy disclose projeclion, rud discoont wmld pimarily discloat tbrpwn-projectioo. 



means explicitly appropriated. 

In considering interpretation. it may help to recall ihat Heidegger wants to 

demonstrate, in his own phenomenology of intentionality, that what others have cded 

'knowledge' is really better understood as 'interpretation' . Thus, Dasein interpets its 

world against a background of disclosedness which is constituted by Befindlichkeit, 

understanding, and discourse, and it is by means of these that Dasein discloses its Being- 

in-the-world. For Heidegger Being-in constitutes a sort of befween in so fa .  as it is meant 

to capture Dasein's intentional relatedness. However, Being-in is not a relation which 

mereiy Lies between subject and object; it orients and positions them significantiy with 

respect to one another. Being-in is an engagement and involvernent in which things 

rnatter to us; we are affectecl by them, understand them, talk about hem, interpret them. 

The significance or meaning which things have for us - and our understanding of that 

maning - aiiows us to approach objeas or to distance ourseIves h m  them. It aiso 

allows objects to draw near to us or to withdraw. This orientation dong iines of 

significmcc grounds spatiality, the there of Being-in-the-world. It is through Being-in- 

the-wodd and importantly also Mitsein - tbrough our lived experience of engagement 

with other entities dative to a network of meaning which is always a l d y  then for 

f8CLical Dasein - that the faMc of meaning within which we dwelî is created, sustained, 

altered, shared.% 

Heidegger wiii argue in Division II that Dasein's temporaiity is foundational for 

Being-in-the-world. Traditional ontologies, which taln space as their horizon and which 

focus on Being as substance, are unable to express or account for the dynamisrn which 

characterizes Dasein's Being. This dynamisrn shows itself in Dasein's existentiality, 

Dasein's pmjecting upon possibilities, Dasein's rnovement "through" tirne. Dasein's 

ir Dasein in its everyâayncss d y  privatively orients itsdf within this Being-in. Heidegger identifies three 
'tàiïcn' forms of king-in, al1 of which disclose disclosedness by turniag away h m  i t  They are: ide talk, 
curiosity, and ambiguity. Althougb Heidegger does aot expiicitly conaect them to the ihtee fore-structures of 
understanding, thcm does Eam to be a correlation. The fotc~having, the fae-sight, and the fore~~onception 
arc inte& to express that which any understanding (VerstCYndnis) bas in advance when it understands 
somtbiag; a d  wbat ~ a m s  to mark idle tik curiosity, rid ambiguity ïs a certain emptiiuss with respect to 
rbc content of thee strucuues. This would imply that aothing is d l y  uadcrstood ordiscIoscd in these cases. 



Being is ecstatic, and this can only be disclosed when tirne is taken as a horizon. This 

wiii be discussed at greater Iength in Chapter 3. 

In the course of Chapters 3-5 of SZ, Heidegger has sought to illuminate the 

structure of Dasein's lived experienœ, its intentionality. Through his analysis of the 

world, he maices it clear that intentional objects are never mere things present-at-hand. 

nirough his discussion of the 'who' of Dasein he demonstrates that the intentional 

subject is never isolated or cut off f'rom the world and others. And through his tnatment 

of Being-in, Heidegger shows that what lies between the intentional object and the 

subject is no rnere relation b c ~ e e n  two entities which have becn stuck together, but 

rather a rich. immediate, pce-reflective absorption and engagement in the worid, a 

dwelling withio a nalm of significance which is dways already understood. That this 

dwelhg is ahuoys crlreudy understoal is extremely important, for Heidegger's point is 

that we understanci this dwelling ody implicitly, yet aii of our ways of Being (even in 

everydayness) presume this understanding. This presumption is what he wants to 

unpack. How can Dasein's empty inteading of its king-in-the-world be brought to 

MfUment? What evidenœ cm be brought to bear which will attest to the üuth of 

Dasein' s prcsumption? 

iv. Care 

Heidegger is offenng an interpcctation, in his own technical sensc of the word, of 

Dasein's Being as Being-in-the-world. Remember that, in this technical sense, every 

interpretation is a development of the understanding and a rnaking explicit of what is 

already understd in understanding. Understanding of Being-in-the-wodd is something 

Dasein always has. Heidegger must demonstrate how Dasein understands itrclf - 
though not explicitly - as Being-in-the-world in its average everydayness. His 

interpntation aims to xnake this as-stnictm explicit; to do so Dasein must possess, as a 

possibility, a way of rnaking this Being-in-the-world explicit to itself as a unitary 

phenomenon. nius. Heidegger is interested in showing the means by which Dasein can 

achieve this; it will happen through amdety, a mode of Bejindlichkeit. In this way, 

evidenœ is bmught to bear which confirms the understanding of Being presumed in 



Dasein's Being-in-the-world, and thereby illusuates its tnith. Heidegger clarifies and 

justifies this phenomenologicai notion of tmth by arguing that traditional notions of tmth 

and reality are actually derived from the more primordial tmth of disclosedness, and the 

latter is more appropriate to Dasein's particular ontology. 

Heidegger must show how Dasein can. from out of its fallcmess in which its 

ownmost Seinkomen rernains concealed. corne to a disclosure of its Being-in-the-world. 

He begins by suggesting that Dasein's fallenness is tantamount to a 'fleeing in the face of 

itself, a tuming away h m  itself (SZ 184). This tuming away constitutes a c o v e ~ g  

over of oneself. But 'covering over' implies that what is c o v e d  was first dis-covered 

(or dis-closed). Thus. the fleeing involved in falling entails a particular kind of 

disclosurc of Dasein's Being, although certainly not one which is held onto (SZ 184- 

85)? 

What is the mode of disclosadness which belongs to flecing? One form of fieeing 

occurs when we are fiightened or feei threatened and shrink back h m  something in the 

world t Fear phenomnologicail y discloses somcthing as fernome; it implies that 

through circumspbciive conam we have discloscd somthing as thFEatening to a for- 

the-sake-of-which (eithu oiir own or somone cise's). ûne has fears about something; 

one feus s o m  entity in the wodd; one fears for oneself or for another. But in faiiing, 

one flees oneself. Why? Why does Dasein tum away from itseffl And where dœs it 

tum in hirning awayP Heidegger suggcsts that Dasein must s h r b k  h m  itself ôecause it 

finds itscp threatening. But one canna actuaüy be afraid of oneself; one can only be 

Mlaour before uneserf. In fear, there is an entity which is perceived to be threatening: 

one is afniid of something particular or definite (even if it is not factically there). 

Similarly, the object of fear is located somewhen in relation to oneself (around the 

37 This is aot unüke the disclosure which occm through ibc denid or tuniing away dcscribed above. 

Hem Heidegger =fers back to an earlier analysis of fear which I bave &ahcd h m  discussing untii oow. 

J' In describhg Bcfiiichlccit in section 29, Heidtgger says that "the way in which the mood discloses is not 
ooc in wbicb we look at thrownntss. but one in which we tum towads or turn away* For the mst part the 
mood dœs not tmo towartis the inutkarom c b v r t a o f  Dadn whicb u manifcrt io it ... it is aiways by way 
of a state of mind [B@ndlic&it] that his tuming-away is wbat it isa (SZ 135). 



corner, under the bed, in the closet). 

In anxiety, however, whai rnakes one anxious is much less definite. First of A, it 

is not an entity: it is no-thing. Secondly, not being an entity, it does not have a location: 

it is no-where (SZ 186-87)? These two features are quite signifiant to the 

UnheimlichkeiP one expetiences in anxiety. in the everydayness in which we primarily 

dweil, we encounter entities in our world as haWig definite locations. In fact, we are so 

habituateci to dealing with them in this fashion that we tend to overlook the phenomenon 

of world in which al1 such interactions are grounded. Furthexmore. we tend to understand 

ourselves and the world in terms of the entities encountered in the world, and we 

typically think thaî meaning lies in these entities. In anxiety, particular entities lose their 

significance and fade into the background, leaving us with the world itseif. Since the 

familiar ways that we have of understanding things bccome threatened, arbitrary, or even 

meaningless. we an mbbed of our cornmonplace understanding of the worid. Thus, we 

are lefi face-to-face with the world itself; it is in this way that the world is disclosed as a 

phenomenon. 

Anxious Dasein is anxious not oniy befon Being-Ui-the-wodd but also befon its 

SeWnnen, which is disclosed in its flight. In everydayness we tend to cornport towani 

entities as though k y  possessed possibiility as properties. We typically do not disclose 

to ourselves thai it is actuaily our nlationship to these entities, and our assipment of 

oursehres to a particular possibility, which il1 uminat#, these entities as having possibility. 

Anxiety discloses this king-possible of Dasein, thereby disclosing the burden of 

*This mthing and n o - w h  arc ticlatcd in a very particular way to tbc no-one and no-where that c h a c m b c  
d4S Mon and fallen Being-in, In evqdayncss, Dascin explicitiy understands its self and its tircm in terms 
rhrougb which the mont and no-what appcar pteciseiy as sorne-one aod some-wberc. We may constnie 
anxiety as an uncIoaking of this obscurity. The neihing and no-whcre expcrieaccd in anxiety point to the 
particular iodcterminacy which arises once the &tcrminacy of îhe eatities in tem of which we typicaliy 
understand ourseives has kcn disniptcd. T'bus, the worldbood of the wwld which manifiitsts itsclf as no, 
thing aad no-wbcie dœs so in contmt to the sccmhg somc-thing and somc-wkrc of everydayncss, despite 
the fact tbat those supposedly&tcnainatc entities might aduslly be ratber ihdctenninatc (as withdar Mm, idle 
talk, etc.). 

UniKimlicMuit is a 'na-at-home-ncss' ; Maquacrie and Robinson üanslate it as 'uncanniness', Mile 'not- 
at-bome-neos' may ccrtiiniy be uacacmy, 1 will ntain tbc Gerrma because of its important connotations of 
wrootrdiuan and being displaead h m  one's dwelling. 



Dasein's existence and the responsibility the non-tramferable task of Being-possible 

represents. In the same phenornenon of anxiety, the worldhood of the world and 

Dasein's Being in that world - both as Being thrown into the world and as thrown 

towards its ownmost Seinkonnen - as well as Dasein's Being-&-for are disclosed in a 

unitary fashion (SZ 188). 

This disclosure is unheimlich; it shakes Dasein out of the prevalent mode of 

Behg-in (everydayness) with which it is farniliar and wherein it usually dwells. (Recall 

the comection drawn above between the 'in' of Being-in and 'dwelling'.) Dasein is no 

Longer at home, either in the wodd or with itself. As a result, it flees back to what is 

familiar, h w i n g  itself into the wodd. absorbing itself with entities. occupying itself so 

as to forget anxiety and what is disclosed in i t  

Heidegger says little about what induces anxiety, no doubt to avoid codùsing it 

with its ontic, psychological cornlate. My view is that anxiety may arise any time 

Dasein's usual routine is disrupted, challenged, questioned, or otherwise brought to a 

pause, not unLiln the dismption that Heidegger describes in terms of our hvolvement 

with the dy-bharid:" There Heidegger points out that things often ody appeat to us 

as phenornena when somcthing goes wrong, disturbhg our usual unrcflecfive 

involvernent with them. So, for instance, in tool use. 1 wieId the tool in such a way that it 

is an extension of my body. 1 do na< think about how 1 manipulate it; the readiness-to- 

hand of the tool is only obtrusive when it ceases to fuaction smoothly. Only then does 

the readiness-to-hand which was aiways alnady there becornes disclosed to me 

'2A good exampie of what 1 am dtscribing hcre is offcred in tbe Myth of S i s y p h  in a passage whetc Camus 
spcaks of the aôsurd: 

At artab moments o f  lucidity, the mechanical aspect of their gestures, their meaningless 
pantomime makes silly evetything that surrounds tbca  A maa is talking on the telephone 
M i m i  a giass partition; you cannot htat him, but you sce bis incomprchensibie dumb show; 
you wondcr why bc is alive. mis discornfort in the facc of man's own inhumanity, this 
Wculable tumble before the image of whai WC arc, this 'nausca', as a writcr of today c d s  
it, is dso the absurd. Likcwist the strangcr who at certain seconds cornes to m # t  us in a 
minor, tbc fiimiliar and ytt alarming brother we eacountcr in our own photographs is also 
the absurd (1 1) 

Albert Chus, The Wh ofSisyplirrr and W r  Earays, tram. kain O'Brien (New Y* Viitage Books, 
1955). 



phenomenologically. This is similar to what occurs in the case of anxiety. Our Being- 

in-the-world is disclosed to us phenomenologically when the automatic routine of out 

everyday involvement is disrupted in some way. The nature of this disruption cannot 

pehps  be ontically descnbed in a general fashion. However, it does occur. The 

involvements in terms of which we typically understand ourselves are someiimes 

experienced as alienating and rneaningless. in such instances, we do not quite know how 

to go on because the rneanings which have always been there to guide our activities are 

absent or ceas to be compelling. We simply find ourselves to be there, without nason 

or motive. Our k i n g  is discloscd to us as thrown Being-in-the-worid. 

1s anxiety adequate as a means of reveahg Dasein's ontological structure as a 

whole? It is. Dasein is anxious in the face of its thrown Being-in-the-world. Dasein is 

anxious about its Seinkdhen in the world (its in-der-Welt-Seinkifmen) (SZ 19 1). The 

"sources" of Dasein's amiety xevd both the possibiiity ami the abandonment which 

belong to Dasein and to which it belongs. Dasein's Being is disclosed in an articulated 

fom as 'Being ahead of itself rlrrady in the world alongside entities'. This is the 

structure of are, the mwiing of Dasein's king as Being-in-the-world which 

Heidegger's interpretation aims to nveal. In maintainhg that can is the structure thaî 

underiits anything like wüling or wishing. Heidegger argues that care is the s t n i a ~ n  of 

aü intentionai cornportment whatsoever (SZ 194)." 

If care is the meaning of Dasein's Being, then it is carc that Dasein understands 

when it understands itself. That is. Dasein understands itself as 'Being ahead of itseif 

aiready in the worlci and alongside entities', and this expresses Dasein's existentiality as 

thrown-projection. Heidegger will go on to demonstrate in Division iI that Dasein's 

Being is care becausr it is Being-towardsdeath - because it is both thrown toward and 

projecting toward its death as the possibility of its impossibüity. This establisks a 

relationship between care and Dasein's mortality which Heidegger foreshadows in his 

a "If willing is to be possiiile oatologicaily, tbc foliowing items arc constitutive for it: (1) the prior 
disclosedness of the 'for-tbe-sakeof-whicb' in genetal (Beiag-ahead-of-iîseif); (2) the disclostdness of 
somcthing with wbich OIE tan coaam oncsdf ( î k  wodd as the 'whacia' of Being-alrcady); (3) Dasein's 
projection of iadf uidcrrpndingy ~ p a i  8 potenthlity-fa-&hg towards a possibility of the entity 'willad'" 
(SZ 194). 



citation of the fable of the cura (SZ 197-98). In the fable, Care fashions a figure fiom a 

piece of clay and asks Jupiter to give it spirit. A dispute anses as to whose name should 

be bestowed upon the creature, with Jupiter, Care, and Earth each laying clairns. Satuni 

is selected as arbiter and resolves the conflict with the following pronouncement: "'Since 

you Jupiter. have given its spirit, you shall receive that spirit at its death; and since you, 

Earth, have given its body, you shdl receive its body. But since 'Caret first shaped this 

creature, she shaLl possess it as long as it lives. And because there is now a dispute 

among you as to its name, let it be called 'homo' for it is made out of humus (earth)'" (SZ 

198). Dasein is possessed by are, then, as long as it lives, for it is Care that gave Dasein 

' its Being as possibility. As long as Dasein exists. it bas possibiiïty; at its death, the 

fiagile combination of matter and spirit which dows it to be a Being-possible wiil 

dissolve. The 'Being ahead of itself alnady in the world and alongside entities' is 

possible because of the merging of spirit and rnatter which cm only endun for a finite 

p e n d  The anxiety that Dasein experiences occurs because it cares about its existence; 

its existence is an issue for it, and this is discloscd as such in the anxiety over its own 

moaality. The importance of Dasein's mortatity meives m e r  attention in the next 

chapter. 
Thai care is the structure of aü intentional compoxtment can be more W y  

comprehended when we undentand it in terms of the issues with which phmomendogy 

is concernai, as diSCus& in Cham 1. nie characttrization of Dasein's Being as care 

ailows us to avoid the skepticai problem - what Heidegger calls the problem of reaiity. 

Traditionally this problem is put fomard in the following tem: how can 1 know reaiity 

- objects - in themselves? The formulation of such a problem depends upon an 

understanding of the subject as cut off h m  objects in the world, and the question which 

follows is how the subject can transœnd its interiority toward the exterior wherein 

objects lie. How can 1 ever have knowledge of objeas as they are in-themselves? How 

can 1 achieve a comspondenœ between psychical and physicd reaiity? Heidegger 

thinks this question is rnisguided, and the e m r  nsts in the f a  that the Being of Dasein 

has not been mede definite enough (SZ 205). Dasein never has to prove the reality of the 

world because Dasein in its very Being dways has an understanding of the world; Dasein 



is always 'ahead of itself already in the world alongside entities'. The concealment of 

this aspect of Dasein's Being is due to its falling. Moreover, "reality" as traditionally 

interpreted is pnmatily concerneci with entities in the world in t e m  of their prescnce- 

at-hand; yet. as we have seen, this view does not grasp their Being in its pnmordiality. 

Reality, which pertains to the Being of entities in the world, is what is 

phenomenologicaily disclosed through intentionality: thus, reality is rooted in Dasein's 

Being-in-the-world. This in no way irnplies that w h t  is red is dependent upon Dasein, it 

sirnply means that nality (Being) is rooted in Dasein's Being (SZ 212). 

This understanding of d i t y  has repercussions for the concept of tn~th as well. 

Traditionally ûuth is conceived as a correspondence or agreement between a judgment in 

the form of an assertion and the object about which the judgment is made. Truth is 

understood as an agreement between knowledge and d i @ .  But sinœ we have modifiai 

our understanding of nality, we must eccordingiy adjust ouf notion of truth. Heidegger 

asks: when are we confident in saying that something is true? His response: when 

knowledge demonstrates its truth. In other words. we say that an assertion is me when it 

uncovers the entity. But this uncovering is only possible on tbe bais  of Being-in-the- 

world. Assertion is a paaicular mode of interpretation which is in hirn an explication of 

somctbing uncoved in understanding. Understanhg unconn an entity in its Being; 

this is the reaiity of the entity. Assertion, then, in order to be adequate, m u t  uncover the 

entity in a similar way. But Heidegger pushes the point furt&r, maintainhg that the 

conespondence notion of tmth d e s  the same error as the present-at-hand notion of 

reaiity just discussed (SZ 225). It compares the assertion as a thing present-at-hand with 

"reality" taken as present-at-hand; both obscure the Being of the entity under 

consideration. The cnix of the matter is ihat truth is revealed when evidenœ is given 

which aninns some judgrnent, expression, or supposition. A statement is true when it 

uacovers some entity in its Being. For this wuon tmth is a Being-uncovering (SZ 220), 

and this uncove~g is something that pitains to phenornena which are disclosed thtough 

intentionality. Truth as disclosedness is bound up with Dasein's Being as Being-in-the- 

world. There is anotkr sense of üuth - that of Being-uncovered - which results from 

the B e h g - ~ n ~ v e ~ g  in the event of tnath. Once something is uncovereâ, it is nilnerable 



to becoming obscured because Dasein is also always falling, and so covering over what it 

has disclosed. Dasein is, paradoxically, both tnith and untnith. 

What Heidegger has established then, by the end of the first division, is that 

Dasein's Being, as a Being-in-the-worid. is a form of intentional subjectivity that 

challenges traditional notions of the subject and the epistemological models based upon 

these notions. Dasein is. in a sense. a phenomenological being; intentionaiity is the 

structure of Dasein's lived experience. Dasein's Being is dways experienced as mine 

and as immediate. Tbat is, in lived experience one always aûeady finds oneself in 

particular situations, understanding particular possibiii ties, al ways having to do with 

things in one way or another. One is always ahead of oneself, beyond oneself, more than 

oneseif. One cornports towards entities large1 y implicit. y and unreflectivel y. One dwells 

within a d m  of meaning which is not simply projected by a subject, but is also always 

experienced as given, cloaking everyduag, binding everythuig into constellations of 

meaning. We dwell in a world where things make sense. The realm of meaning within 

which Dasein h d s  itself is always one in which disclosure happens in the ambiguity of 

the midûie voice, neither active nor passive, but somehow more than both. The picture of 

subjectivity which ernerges through tht chanicterization of Dasein as care and Being-in- 

the-wodd is at once one of the subject as power and possibiüty. and of a subject who is 

subjected to the world and its thromness. 

As part of its Being, Dasein understands its Being, although it typically does so 

only implicitly. But that Dasein intends its k ing  only emptily in no way proves that it 

does not understand its Being. Heidegger has shown that even in Dasein's everydayness, 

an understanding of its Being can be shown to underlie its very denial of that Being. If 

this understanding of its own Being cm be brought out, if Dasein's intention c m  be 

fulfilled, then a cleanr sense of what Being means overall can be achieved. For this 

nason, it is important that Heidegger demonstrate how Dasein may disclose its Being- 

in-the-world to itself. The staaing point for this disclosure is the phenomenologically 

reductive and disruptive moment of anxiety, which reveals Dasein's Being-in-the-world 

as thrown and as Seiriktimen. What is understood most explicitly in chat moment is that 

Dasein cures about its king, and thaî this c9n penneates its enth cornportment. 



Chapter 3 

Division II: Authentidty and Tempodity 

At the end of the first division, Heidegger asks whether or not care represents 

Dasein's stnichual whok and whether or not anxiety can adequately disclose Dasein's 

Being as a whole. The concem to bnng Dasein's Being as a 'whole' into view receives 

greater attention at the beginning of Division ïI. Hen Heidegger chooses to discuss this 

issue in the language of his own analysis of interpretation. Every interpretation brings 

out what is in the fore-having, fore-sight., and fore-conception of the understanding which 

underfies it. and this must hold for Heidegger's hterpretation of Dasein as 

Being-in-the-world. If his interpretation is to satisf'y claims to primordiality, the fore- 

structures which it explicates must grasp Dasein's k ing  as a whole. If the interpretation 

is to be primordial, it must be an explication of an understanding which is also primordial 

or most complete; it must be one in which Dasein's Being is made manifest 

phenomenologidy in its Being (na in its semblana). But Heidegger's analysis has so 

far dedt primerily with Dasein's everydayness and its inauthenticity, and we biow that 

inauthenticity is genedy the mode of Dasein's Being in which it is ~t its Being. For 

this m o n ,  Heidegger maintains îhat his analysis up to this point is inadquate for a 

disclosun of Dasein's Being as a whole. nie understanding of Dasein which f o m  the 

basis of a primordial interptetation must be one that grasps Dasein in the mode in which 

it is its Being - namely, in authenticity. Oniy in a discussion of authenticity will the 

phenornenon which Heidegger wants to examine (narnely Dasein's Being) be properly 

revealed, for only in authenticity is this Being W y  intended. What he must show is that 

the ineaning of Dasein's Being as care is rooted deeply in everydayness, as well as in 

what underlies and is presumed in that everydayness. 

Heidegger's concem with wholeness is cmcially related to his project as one of 

hermeneutics. To understand the 'pe~s', one must understand both the 'whole' and how 

those parts relate to one another in foming that whole. Yet the whole cannot propedy be 

grasped without an understanding of the parts which constitute it. Any hermeneutic 

interpretation, then, requims that one go 'badr and forth', as it were. between the parts 



and the whoie; any interpretation must be somewhat circular. Heidegger has given a 

preliminary interpretation of Dasein's 'parts' in Division 1; now he is attempting an 

analysis of Dasein as a whole so he can rem to re-interpret those parts. 

We can, however. also understand this strategy in more specificaily 

phenomenological terms. In a cefiain sense. out preliminary analysis grasped Dasein's 

Being as a whole because ii disclosed Dasein's structurai whole as care and recognized 

Dasein's Being-in-the-world as a unitary phenornenon. But this 'whole' has only b e n  

disclosed in a formal fashion. largely because Division I aims to articulate the 

understanding of Dasein's Being that Dasein has in everydayness where its Being is 

disclosed to it in a privative way - wbere it only emptily intends its Being-in-the- 

world. To disclose it more concreiely, we must more explicitly thematize Dasein's Being 

as a whole. The presiuntd understanding of itseifas Be-in-the-world which underlies 

ali of Dasein's everyday worldly comportments neeâs to be more fully âisclosed tbrough 

a hilfillment of Dasein's intention of ib own Being. This fdfillrnent accurs when 

Dasein's Being shows itself in itself: that is. when it manifats itself phenomenologically 

to Dasein. We have seen in Chapter 2 2 this occurs in the phenomenologicaliy 

ductive moment of anxiety. Heidegger will &velop that notion in Division ïI. and it 

wül reœive greater elaboraîion below. However it is exmrnely important to keep in 

miad that this fulfillment of Dasein's empty intention of itseif is not a complrtion of 

itself. Dasein's Being is one of possibility and openness. and it impliciily understands 

this in its everydayness. In gnisping itself as a whole, Dasein d a s  not close itself off as 

finished and complete, but discloses its openness and possibility to itself more 

irnmediately. In a sense. then, Dasein's grasping of itseif as a whole is a grasping of 

itself as essentidly incomplete. 

Refemng back to Husserl's discussion of intentionaüty, we saw that intentions 

are fulfiIled when an expressive a d  and an intuitive a d  which give the same meaning are 

conjoined. Bnnging this to bear on our preseat discussion. we might Say that Dasein's 

everyday Being-in-the-world is expressive of the rneaning of its Being (its am), but does 

not involve a comsponding intuitive apprehension of that Being. This intuitive 

component, then, wiU be important in demarcatiag authenticity h m  inauthenticity. We 



will see thaf in anxiety, Dasein discloses its Being and understands that Being as a 

Being-towatdsdeath - an understaadhg which is impiiciîly assumed in a l i  of Dasein's 

comportments in the worid. The truth of this disclosun will be attested by what is 

articulated in the cd of conscience; Dasein, then, cm be its Being (intend its own Being) 

in a met way. Heidegger wiîi argue that the disclosun of Dasein's Being as a Being- 

towards-death illustrates that Dasein undeman& itself relative to temporaiity. 

With this. then. as our general understanding of the trajectory of the text, 1 wiii 

consider Heidegger's path of thinking in the second division in te= of the foilowing 

movements: his Uumination of the possibility of authenticity for Dasein - both 

ontologicaily and in its ontic manifestation; the inteipretative explication of Dasein's 

understanding of its Being in terms of ternporality; and the hermeneutic manifestation of 

this understanding of ternporality in terms of Dasein's own undetstanding of itself as 

histoncai. The ultimate aim of this chapter is to illustrate how Dasein's authenticity may 

be undentwd as a fulfillment of Dasein's intentionai cornportment of itself, where that 

cornportment is generally expresseci in its Being-in-the-world. It is particularly important 

here that tbe intuitive evidence which fuüills Daseia's intention of itself is given to it; the 

evidence comes h m  outside of Dasein's self in its everydayness. 

. 
1. Death and wholeness 

The problem Heidegger faces at this point is to properly bring Dasein as a whole 

into the analysis. This suggcsts that Dasein's Being is something that cm be 

characteriid as a totality, and thet c m  be completely disclosed and grasped as such. 

However, we shouid be wary of such a reading, for it is not clear that anythirig can ever 

be entirdy disclosed in the sense tbat nothing would remain concealed. Considering the 

methodological strategy which Heidegger maps out in HCT. it seems plausible to 

suppose that bringing Dasein 'into view as a whole' dates to explabhg how Dasein's 

Being caa be M y  intended, giwn that it is mostly emptily intended in everydayness. 

But in thinking about this, it is impomt to Leep in miad tbat it is Dasein's Being which 

is intende& not Dasein qua entity. king. as we have sen,  is intimaîely connected with 

meaning, so 'grasping Dasein's Bcing as a whole' merrns 'grasping tac meanhg of 



Dasein's Being as a whole' - or fûiiy intendhg the mrming of Dasein's Being. 'Ibis 

meanhg hm been characîerized in a prelunuiary way as can. But the horizon within 

which care is most richly understood, and its fidi signis~811ce made manifest, is temporal 

- we mut consider care with refmnce to Dasein's mortality. The suggestion. then, is 

that in its everydayness, Dasein emptily intends itself as being mortal, and it is this 

intentionai cornportment which must be Miiied in authenticity. 

That sometbiag like wholeness pertains to Dasein's king perhaps seems 

somewhat counter-intuitive. Thm is. after ail, a sense in which Dasein never is whole, 

in so far as it is always ahead of itself as thtr,wn projection. Thus. it does not seem 

possible for Dasein to be grasped as a whole. It is aevertheless the case that this 'ahead 

of itself' disappears at death, which is where Dasein meets its end. So Heidegger begins 

with the suggestion that perhaps Dasein achieves wholeness in relation to death. But in 

what sense is this so, and how does it assist us in uncovering the possibiüty in which 

Dasein cm grasp its Being as a whole? If 1 am a whole only in death, then it seems clear 

that 1 can never grasp myself as a whole; my own death entails the annihilation of my 

consciousness, and hcnce the elimhation of rny abiiity to grasp anything at di, much less 

my own Being as a whole. I can never experience my own end. While I have knowledge 

of the deab of others, and experience these deaths in one way or anothr, I never 

experience them in the s a m  way that 1 would my own deah. The problem is that 

although therc an many comportmcnts in the world whercin wc are interchangeable and 

can stand in for or represent one another, death is not one of them (SZ 239). Death is 

aiways mine; thus, it is thtough the grasping of one's death that Dasein's mincness and 

existence are revealed. The nonieprcsentability of deaîh implies that I cannot grasp 

death as my own possibiiity tluough the deaths of O-: 1 have to be able to disclose my 

own end. But in order to explah how this can occur, it must be clarifitd what is rneant 

by this end. 

Deaih rrpnscnts the end of Dasein and ais0 bcars a relation to the possibility of 

Dasein's whokuess. But death is an end which is net-yet. How are we to understaad 

this not-yet? Is it somthing outstanding in tbc sense of a de& im. something that 

klongs to sommnc bat hac not yet kea delivaed (SZ 242)? No. This sense of 



'outstanding' irnpiies a 'being-missing' suggestive of an un-readiness-to-hand, which is 

not a primordial way of characterizing Dasein's Being. Moseover, uniike the case of the 

repayment of a debt, when Dasein 'nceives' the de& that belongs to it, not only does 

the not-yet disappear, but Dasein itself ceases to exist. 1s it outstanding in the sense of 

the not-yet-Being-together of parts which belong togethet as a whole, as with the phases 

of the moon (SZ 243)? Not d y ,  because this suggests that there is SOM 'piece' that is 

missing which will be added to complete the whole. Such a view relies too heavily on an 

understanding of Being as pmsence-at-hand. But " o u  problem d œ s  not pertain to 

gening into our grasp the 'not-yet' which is of the character of Dasein; it peltaiPs to the 

possible Being or wt-Being of this 'not-yet' . Dasein musc as itself, becorne - that is to 

Say, be - what it is not yet" (SZ 243).2 Dasein's not-yet is not somthiiig that stands 

outside of it and must somehow be incorporated into it or seen to be part of i t  The not- 

yet which belongs to Dasein is more intimate to Dasein's Being; it is a possibility. Does 

this possibility perhaps bdong to Dasein in the way that npeness belongs to an u ~ p e  

fhit? The becoming ripe of the fÎuit belongs to the M t ;  it lies within the fruit in its 

mipeness, as a sort of perfection toward which it develops. The fruit becomes that 

which it is not-yet out of itseff. 

Although this is certainiy headed in the right direction as far as Heidegger is 

concemed, it stül is aot quite right. Ripeness in tbe M t  is a sort of teleologicai 

hilfiihent [Volledn]  of the Being of the Mt, a feanire that is not n d y  part of 

Dasein's king (SZ 244). The sense of Nfillmnt impiied in the case of the fiuit 

suggests an ending in temu of king finished, but Dasein is aever nallyfiniskd when it 

Mthough Heidegger Qcr net addnss this scemuio, oae couid saggest that perhaps tôe nor-yet is not 
somcthhg wtucb Dasein is owed, but somcthing tbat it m s .  Thua, it pays off its debt whni it dies. But, 
typidy, paying off a debt dm n a  involve seWannihilatioo, although 1 suppose ibpt in particuiar instances 
it couid. Thc point is ibst thcn is mîhing essential to t& notion of a &bt and its repaymcnt thM suggests the 
erasun of anything rpan from tbe &bt upon its tcpayment. 

2 This is OIE of the key pasmges in whicb Heidegger m b s  it clcar thrt viewing Dasein's Behg as a whole 
shouiâ aot be unAmimA in tbe totdhbg tam in which it id sod~timru cast. Authentic Iÿrclosm dOtS tlot 
i n v o l v e s o m h o w b r i r r g h g i o ~ ~ ) ~ ~ ~ t t h i o g t h a t k ~  butibitsomehow stülewttai suchhibat 
hkkhma in the way of tbe m o n  exampk aôove. The dirclosiog of Dasein's drnth is na so much a 
nvelation of my funae dutb u r M g  towrrrdr that dwrh 



ends.' So in what way dœs Dasein contain wiihin it the possibility of becoming its 

not-yef which does not bave this sense of fulnllmcnt? If beconhg its not-yet is a 

possibility and Dasein dways is its possibiiities, then the= is a sense in which Dasein is 

its not-yet (just as with the M t ) .  But Dasein is its not-yet in that it akady is its end. 

This is not to Say that Dasein is ut its end - because it surely is not - but that Dasein is 

a Being towardr the end (SZ 245). Dasein does not becorne a whole in dying; it is a 

whole in so fat as it is mortal, finite, and p p s  its limits in its Being towards the end - 
which is a Being-towanis-death. 

Heidegger is clear thaî he is not primarily interested in discussing death in t e m  

of the perishing (Verendkn] of a Living thing. Cleariy this happens to Dasein, but not quo 

Dasein. Dasein cm either die authentically [Sterben] or simply 'demise' in an 

inauthentic dying [Abieben].' Dasein is able to grasp itself as a whok through its Being- 

towards-death; it is the only entity whkh is mortal, and this rnortality d e W  its Being. 

Heidegger's claim is that an understanding of this Being-mod implicitly underiies 

Dasein's Being-in-the-worid and Dasein's can for its Being. 

Being towards the end is a standing More a possibüity which is hpcnding 

[bevorstehend] in a distinctive way. This "event" which stands before me is not like 

other t h g s  which might stand before m e . 5  Deah is pdcular - it is unlüce any other 

possibility. F i y .  death is a possibüity which cannot be surpmsed or overîaken 

Nor, it seems, ia an cmpy inmtioa 'nnisbed' wbcn it is fulalkd Tbe b i t ,  in becouhg itsmt-yet, becames 
what it is; it is somthow les  wbat it ii  wben umipe thau wkn ripe. This ir n a  tbe case with Dasein. Dasein 
is not somebow mon wôat it i~ in &th (a in authcoticity); in btcoming itt nor-yet Dasein kcomts what it 
alrcady is. 

'Demise' ir Danein's evaydpy way of compdng toward its &a!h a m b t a d h g  ib &üh as m t b i n g  
that simply beWs it and which eventuaüy asppCns to everyoœ. 'IMa is to be distiagubhed h m  autbentic 
dyhg in thot, in S l c r h ,  m i n  gnrp itr Being towatdi thir &ab as fbC wibi l i ty  of its impossibility, as 
that which is essenital to ita v e y  Behg u DeKin. For particuiady insigbhl disamions of Heideggds Being- 
towatds4eah sec EmFPnUCIfcMnrr, TaMort et leTempl," L'Herne 60 (1991): 21-76 andJacquc~ Dtnida, 
A p n a r ,  m. Tbomir Dumit (Stsnloid: S t r n f d  Univdty  h, 1993). Dtmdr in pmiculst focuses on 
the apontic aspect of dertb. în this regar4 a h  Sam-Yves Laum, "L'espit dam 1'- du temps: 
esquise9" Revue P~~ & L o d  85 (Feb. 1987): 22-79. 



[unüberhoibar]; uniilce othet possibiiities, deah is a certainty. Secoadly, death is a 

possibiiity which is non-rehtio~k in that no one else cm reprisent me or stand in for 

me with respect to this possibility. No one elsc can die my hath for me; my death is 

mine aiid mine a10ne.~ In this regard de& is my ownmost [eigensfe] possibility, and it is 

related (in a way that wiU become clearer as we proceed) to my ownmost Seinklinnen. It 

is this very Seinkonnen which is at stakc. T'us death, as the possibiiity of no longer 

king able to be there - or more properiy my death as my possibility of niy no longer 

king able to be then - is able to phenomenologidy nveal my ownmost abiiity to be 

by functioning as a horizon against which this ability shows itself. In &hg-towards- 

death, 1 comport towards this possibüity in such a way that my entire Behg has been 

assigned to it. This is remiaiscent of the idea that Dasein assigns itself to specific 

possibiiities within the world. Because Dasein assigns itself to a partic* for-the-sab 

of-which, entities within the world arc iliumiaated as having possibilities which serve that 

for-the-sake-of-which. A similar movemnt occurs in &hg-towards-death, with the 

difference that it is Dasein's arsignnimt of i&selfto its ownmost possibility (its death) 

which illuminates the woriâ, not just with respect to some particular pmject, but as a 

whole. This is why Being-towarâs4eath is the most primordial possibility: it is that 

which grounds aîi other possibilitits. Thus, death is disthctively irnpending because it is 

a possibiiity which is "one's ownnost, which is ~ n - r e l a t i o d  and which is not to be 

outstrippedn (SZ 250-51). Dasein's end is MI-yet, bccausc it is not a possibility which 

merely Lies in the future, but something that Dasein alrcady is because Dasein is its 

possibilities. The possibility of death is the possibility of Dascia's king ovtrall, and 

thus tbe horizon for al1 of Dasein's o b r  peaicular possibiiities. 



What must now be clarifieci is how Being towards this end, Being-towards-death, 

would constitute a disclosure of Dasein's Being as a whole. In Division 1, Heidegger 

argued that Dasein's existential structure can be chatacterizeû in tenns of thwuness, 

projection. and fWg, '  and that care is the meiiniag of this 'Being ahead of itself already 

in the world and aiongside entities'. If Heidegger can show that Being-towards-death is 

disclosive of these same feshins. then he WU have effectively shown that it discloses 

Dasein's structurai whole. Monover, he wiiî bave shown that both Being-in-the-world 

and Being-towards-death disclose the same thing, narnely the meanhg of Dasein's Being 

as c m .  However, in so far as Being-towards-death is both Dasein's ownmost possibility 

and the buis for all of Dasein's everyday comportments toward any possibilities 

whatsoever, Heidegger will have demonstmed the primordiality of Dasein's Being- 

towards-death - that Dasein's Being-towardsdeatb is what underiies and is presumed in 

Dasein's everydayness . 
In Being-towardsdeath, Dasein is towds its end; that is. Dasein has disclosed 

itself as '&ad of itself', projecting t o w d  that end. But Dasein also fhds itself alteady 

thrown towards this end, abandoned to this possibility. Dasein's typical response to these 

disclosuns is to flee or tum away h m  this possibiiity, thenby covering it up in f ang .  

In Being-towards-death, we find a disclosedness of Dasein's Being to itself in which that 

Being is made maaif'est in temu of its projection, thtownness, and falling.8 In so fm as 

these s a m  t h  features de& Dasein's existentid stnichire as care, Being-towards- 

death is adquate to disclose Dasein's Being cir existence, rcveaüng what is essential in it 

(SZ 258). But Dasein's Behg as care is the mdning which underlies everyday Being- 

in-the-world; to properiy show the primordiality of Being-towards-deah, Heidegger must 

illustrate how Dasein is toward deab in the concerlment typicai of everydayness. and 



how it can disclose this possibility authentically in Sterbcn. 

In inauthenticity Dasein compoits towards its death in a way that conceais its 

ownmost character. As Mm-selbst it is easy to Say that 'one dies' without reaily 

cornpnhending the fact that I wiU die. Death happcns to everybody, and thus to nobody. 

Death is presenteâ as an event which is not yet at hand as a possibiiity; at most it sYnply 

lies beyond me although it WU eventually kfd me. The mt-yet of death is typically 

understood in present-a&-band terms end not as a possibility of Dasein's Being that is 

distinctively impending. That is, Dasein does not disclose death as a possibility rooted in 

its o m  Being. and does not disclose its Being as a Being-possible. Dasein's Man-selbst 

discloses death in an ambiguou way, at once revealing and concealiag it. The anxiety 

which one would experience before death is transfomeci into fear of a future event. This 

f d e n  disclosure of death is a form of fleeing, and although fleeing always discloses, it 

always does so privatively. 

Heidegger pushes hirther by inquiring into a particular aspect of the arnbiguous 

way in which dPr Mun understands the possibility of death. Death is said to be cedain; 

no one doubts that she will die (SZ 255). But in w hat does this certainty consist? 

Heidegger points out thah in general, certainty is related to tnith; certainty is a holding of 

somthing as me. Given the nlationship establishcd carlier between mth and 

uncoveredncs~~ cextainty then impks a particuiar b d  of uncovedness for Dasein. 

Certaintyp then, is Dasein's Being-ccrtain. When somthing is ody privarively disclosed, 

it remains largely conceded to Dasein; thus* what Dasein holds as certain with respect to 

this something is not n o o t d y  what is w>st essential. In the evetyday understanding 

of de& one is not oaly certain thar one wii i  die? but that one WU not die right now.10 

This. howcver9 is preciscly wheic the eiror lies, for death is indefinite with respect to 

when it will happa. Thus, one thing that is œrtaiii about death is the uncertainty as to 

when it will occur. This uncertainty is covercd up in everydayness, which implies that 

Dasein's Mcu~-seIbst is dso m-certain about dcath's unartainty. Those aspects of death 



which distinguish it h m  mere demise and which rnake it a disb'uctively impendiag 

possibility for Dasein have not been uncovered; Dasein is only certain about its end in the 

sense of a dernise. The Mm-sebst covers up the ownmost chmcter of death as a 

possibility which is both certain and indefinite (SZ 258). 

Having demonstrated t h ,  Heidegger cm now flesh out his conception of death 

more M y :  "death, as the end of Duein, is Dasein 's ownnwst possibiliry - 
non-relatioml, certain anù as such iridflnite, twt to be outstnpped. Death is, as 

Dusein's end. in the king  of this entity towards its end" (SZ 258-59). That is, death is 

not some eveat which happens to me in the future; death is my cornportment towards that 

end. In directing myself toward that end, 1 rn that end. We might Say that aithough the 

împossibility of my Being is what is not-yet, the possibility of that impossibility always 

already is because Dasein always is its possibilities. 

This possibility must be understood in a way consistent with the peculiar sense of 

the not-yet which belongs to it. The Beig-towards which characterizes death cannot be 

understood in ternis of actu-on because in Being-towards-death Dasein does not 

seek to bring a b u t  its end (SZ 261). We might say that Dasein, in so far as it expects its 

death, d o w s  that possibility to draw close. This is, however. a deficient 

chanicterization, for in expectation one draws near to something which is possible in 

t e m  of that sornething's uctualizy, its beconiing actual. When 1 expea the arriva1 of a 

fiend, 1 am expecting - inâeed waiting for - something which will be actuaiized and 

so taken out of its possibiiity. What we seek is a way for Dasein to draw close to death 

as its ownmost possibiiity. that presewes the aspect of a cornportment toward the 

possible, a way which allows death to remain disclosed in its possibility. This is 

accomplished thtough what Heidegger refers to as anticipation [Vorloufn] (SZ 262). 

In anticipation, Dasein's owmost Seidmen - its Being aôîe to be - is 
disclosed to it against tbe horizon of its death - its no longer Being able to be - in 

temrr of non-relatioaaiity, artajnty, and indefinitenws. In the disclosurc of its 

Seinkonncn, its ability (possibility) to be, Dasein kcomes f k î  for its possibility, much 

iîke the disclosun of the usability of an objea ready-to-hand tries that objcct for the 

possibility of its use. Dasein, 6ned for its BQng as po~sibiüty, can project itscîf 



authentidy upon f d c a i  possibüibies. 

Dasein's Seinkiilllfen is disdosed in king-towardsdeath as twn-refutiod, in 

that the mineness of its SeinMmn is disclosed. My existence is a burden which only 1 

cm assume, and the inescapability of death discloses this possibility. The disclosure of 

this possibility frees Dasein for it, thereby allowing Dasein to taLe over that Being- 

towards-death to which it has dready been assigned. rather than evade it; therein lies the 

disclosure of Dasein's inability to o v e d e  or outstrip its death (and also its SeinkoMen). 

In this disclosun Dasein undentands that it must give itseif up [sich selbst aufgeben] - 
in the sense of giviag up its inauthentic self - in orda to be fke for its ownmost self, 

the self which is most proper to it (SZ 264). In disclosing its throwmess towards death 

- its impossibility - Dasein discloses its Being as possibiiity. Since Dasein's 

Seinktinnen is disclosed as such, Dasein is cemin of its Scinkonnen, its 

Being-in-the-world and its Being-towards-death (SZ 264-65). The inùè#niteness of this 

possibility is disclosed in that "Dasein opens itself to a constant t h t  arising out of its 

own 'there'" (SZ 265). In Being-towards-death, Dasein undentands the possibiility of its 

deah; it understands that it is always alritady towards its deah, the moment and 

circumstanœs of which are not determined in advance. This indetemhacy relates to the 

indefïniteness typical of amiety. In anxiety, Dasein is anxious before no-thing which is 

no-where. and the indef'initeness of that about which and before which Dasein is auxious 

is also the very indefinitems which chanrierizes its ownmost possibility. 

Being-towards-derth is the compommt in wbich Dasein intends its own Being, 

and this cornportment underlies Dasein's evcryday king-in-the-world. Death, as the end 

- the impossibüity -of Dasein. is a mark of Dasein's finitude. Dasein's understanding 

of itself as Being-towsrdPaeatb is indicami. not ody in the cari that Dasein has 

regarâing its existence, but ais0 in Daxia's undemtanding of possibility. Dasein's Being 

could not bc one of possibility if thaî king did not occur within a horizon of 

impossibility; Dasein's recognition of possibility indicaies an implicit undcrstanidiag of 

its Being-towsrds-deadr, toward, the possibility of its own impossibility. 

Likewise. Dasein couid na be fhc if it werc not Behg-possible. h n i d y ,  

howtver, this possibiiity is groundcd on an impossibility; Dasein is fiœ because it is 



thrown into the world and towards its death, a throw~tss  that Dasein has not fnely 

chosen. In this sew.  Dasein is not wholly self-comtituting; it d m  not condition its own 

Being. But this too is part of what it means to be M t e .  As such. Dasein's understanding 

of its finitude in anxious Being-towardsdeath is not just an understanding of its temporal 

limitation, but also reflects Dasein's undefftanding that it is conditioned by something 

which lies 'beyond' it (death) and which establishes the horizons within which Dasein 

can exercise its M o r n .  

Being-towardsdeath, then. is the existential structure which captures Dasein's 

intentional directedness towards its own Being as a whole, and the authentic modality of 

this king-towards-death is anticipation. Heidegger must now demonstrate how Dasein's 

SeinMnnen is ontically disclosed in such a way tbat Dasein experiences its Being as 

requiring it to project upon certain possibilities. This ontic attestation- amounts to a 

moment in which Dasein more immediately intuits what it intends or expresses in both its 

everyday Being-in-the-wodd and its anxious Being-towardsdeath. In this sense, the 

ontic attestation W i l l s  Dasein's intention of its Being and discloses its Being more fully. 

Dasein experiences the truth of this disclosure in the call of conscience. Heidegger's 

strategy is to first investigate how Dasein demands anything Wre a sort of authenticity of 

itself. This investigation will illustrate that Dasein experiences some disclosures as 

constitutively true and experiences itself as being responsible to these disclosurrs. Then 

Heidegger will show the connection W e e n  the ontic experience of rmth and the 

specific possibility of Being-towardsdeath as outlined above (SZ 267); this will establish 

that the call of conscience membles an intuitive act through which the meaning of 

Dasein's Being is disclosed in a way that con- the meaning implicitly given in 

Dasein's everyday Being-in-the-wold. This disclosure fdfills Dasein's everyday, empty 
* 

intention of its own Being, resulting in an ontic experience of aPth 

ii, Conscience and tesoluten~~~ 

We know h m  Heideggds discussion in Division I that anxiety primarily 

discloses Dasein's Being-in-the-world (and so also its Being-towardsdeath) in a 

privative fashion through Dasdn's fleeing, through its tuming away from its Being in 



falling. Authenticity wodd require that Dasein not flee in the face of itself. How cm 

Dasein exact this of itself? How does Dasein âemand authenticity of itself? How can 

Dasein be brought to mticipate its death? Ail this wiU occur thtough that other fom of 

disctosure which we have not yet discussed in relation to kath, discourse - specificaüy 

through the caii of conscienœ.ii Through conscience, the truth of the disclosure of 

Dasein's Being in aaxiety is reveaieù; this experience of tmth places demands upon 

Dasein to take up its Being-possible and to recognize that its existence ha9 already 

assigned it to this Being-possible, that it must be it. This disclosure affirms what Dasein, 

in effkct, aiready knew in its everydayness; in this sense. it fulfills Dasein's ernpty 

intention of its own Behg. 

Heidegger's concept of conscience is not unlike our usual sense of the term. in 

casual usage, we Say that our conscience pricks us when we are doing soniething that we 

know we ought not to do, somthing that we know is mng .  Our conscience bothers us, 

rehising to lave us alone unOü we "do the right thing" and thereby appease it. In 

Heidegger's case, conscience is equipped with a voia through which it cornrnunicates to 

us. It seeks to draw us out of our lostness in &s Man and make us take up our 

Seinkomn; this goal is dlected in the interplay bctwetn definitmess and indenniteness, 

determinacy and indeterminacy, which is at work &m. So far, we have seen that in 

everydayness Daseia's king, which is M d  as though it werc definite, is neveaheless 

characterized by a certain indetermin~y - Dasein's Being remains largely obscured. 

Thus, Dasein's self in its evcrydayness is the Man-sebst who is no-oae and no-where but 

is taken to be sombom. some-when. nie discourse which p r W y  pertains to 

everydayntss is idle tak in which the no-thing which gets said is taLen to be some- 

thing. FWy, there is even a sense in which Desein confoses the things in the world 

with the world's worldhwâ and so fpiLc to sec the no-thingness of the wodd. In generai, 

I L  On the concept of consciaxe P HCidCgger, aee Mi- J. Hyde, " T k  Cdi of Conscience: Heidegger and 
the Question of Rhctoric," Phi&mp@ mi Rhetoric 27.4 (1994): 374-96; Jane Keiiey Rodehoffim, "Ibe Cal1 
of Conscience and tbe Caü of Lm-: Reaectiaos oa r Movcment in Hei&@i Tbinaog," Crises ht 

Cuntinentril Tliought, e6. Atlas B. Ihllcry ad Cbirkr E Scat (-y: SUNY Phrt, 1990) 127-% and 
Frank Scbabw, "Ibe Topoqiphy of H e i d e e s  Concept of  amcr cric on Cmlblfic Plu'lomphical 
Quurteriy 69.2 (Spiag 1995): 2SS-73. 



what is held for certain in everydayness is something which rcrnains largely uncovered, 

and so is uncertain. 

The move to authenticity, by contrast, involves exading a sort of Gestalt shifi 

against which these apparent som-things are disclosed as no-things. The seeming 

determinacy of everydayness is exchanged for an indeterminacy - hence the no-thing. 

no-wkn, no-one experienœ of d e t y .  However, this indetemhacy is not an 

indeterminacy overail; it is simply an objective indttenainacy, an indeterminacy relative 

to tbings pnsent-at-hand. It is not an essential indeterminacy. What is disclosed is not 

simply no-thing, just no-thing definite. This theme nswfaces in Heidegger's discussion 

of conscience. 

Conscience beloags to the mode of disclosedaess of discourse. Through 

conscience, the significance of what is disclosed in 811Xiety is arziculote&iz As a mode of 

discourse, conscience is markcd by the four featnres which characte& ail discourse: 

what the discourse is abwt; what is said in the talk; the comm~cation; and the malring 

known (SZ 162). 

Conscience functions as a caü; it makcs an appeal to Dasein. and so summons 

Dasein to its ownmost Seinkonnen wbich is discloscd as a Selbs~einkonnen. Thus, what 

the discourse is about is Dasein's self, particularly with respect to its mineness and its 

Being-possible. The cal1 urges Dasein to be the self which it is only pnvatively as Mm- 

selbst. It is important to understand thrt Heidegger is not speaking of the self as some 

substantial thing which has been lost. Rathcr the sellis a way of Being - namly 

Being-in-the-world and Being-towardsaeaih - which Dasein always is, even in dar 

Man. This is why it is even possible for Dasein to be its Mon-selbst. However, as Ma- 

selbst, Dasein is its self in the mode of not king it, in so far as its mineness and thus aiso 

its king-possibk nmain conceaicd from i t  nie cali of conscience appeals to the self 

which underiits bu Mm-selbsr and which is, in a sense, the v a y  condition of its 

possibility. ThU is wbat Hti&wt merias when he says th& the Mm-selbst is 'passed 



ovef by the dl (SZ 273). 

Although the= is a cenain detedacy regarding what the caU is about, what is 

achidly "said" remains indefinite because the call is silent. This silence is consistent 

with the indeterminacy which surrounds the anxious disclosure of Being-in-the-world in 

terms of its no-whereness and no-thingness. While the determinacy which surrounds 

linguistic expression (particularly assertion) may be vulrierable to devolving into the 

emptiness characteristic of ide taik, such a degeneration cannot occur in ihe silence of 

the c d .  As a resdt. nothhg is Lost with respect to the meaning that is conveyed; indeed, 

the meaning is conveyed more immediately and fdly because of it. What is not 

indefinite, however, is to whom the appeal is d e ;  unquestionably it is Dasein who is 

caiied. This defïniteness is in contrast to everydayness, where Dasein's self as Mon- 

seibst is precisely what is indefinite and where thm is a grcat deal of ambiguity 

regardhg what tbe ta& is about despite the rather detenninate form given to what is said 

(as idle a). Since discourse in everydayness occurs predominantly in the voice of &s 

Man, the identity of the othen with whom Dasein discoutses in its mode as Man-selbst 

nmains fairfy indeterminate as weii, although Dasein generally fails to ncognize this, 

associaihg &s Man with the conaete others who dweiî with it. A sornewhat different 

indeterminacy cloaks the ongin of the voice of conscience. The caîier. the one who 

makes the appeal, remallis shrouded in indefhheness with respect to its 'what' oust as 

does the 'what' of the appeal itseif) (SZ 274). But the callcr is mt no one; it is just no 

one who cm be located or identifid by Dasein as its Mon-seibst. Heidegger maintairis 

that the caller is Dasein's self. Again, this echœs our lay understanding of conscience in 

which my conscience is a linle voie inside me which, although other than me, is still in 

some sense me. 

in explaining that Dasein's self is the d e r ,  Heidegger notes that the othemess of 

this voice IK9 in its king otber with nspect to Dasein's everyday self. having been 

concealcd in Dasein's eveyday way of comporting. The d e r  is Dasein's self, disclosed 

in mty but obscmed again in Dasein's fleeing. The nwnc-ncss, no-thingmss, and 

no-wbenaess of the calla are rclatod to tbe no-thingness and nu-whereness disclosed in 

anxious Being-in-the-wodd. Anxicty is chanrmizcd by an indefbitc~ltss with respect 



to the where and the what of that about which Dasein is anxious; conscience is 

characterized by an indenniteness with respect to the wherc and the what of the d e r .  

But that about which Dasein is anxious is the saw as the caller: it is Dasein's Being. 

Because of the indefiniteness and obscurity which shroud Dasein's Being in 

everydayness, this Being is experienad as other, aiien - something which cannot be 

Iocated in the present-at-harid way Dasein is used to king able to situate things. The 

d e r  is Dasein's self which lies beyond the familiarity of the worid. For ihis reason, the 

calier can express nothing definite, for it is beyond the realm of dennition. That is why 

the call CM oniy disclose Dasein's Seinkomn (SZ 277). 

Although tbe d is silent, that should not indicate that no communication occurs. 

Accordhg to Heidegger, oniy someone who has something to Say cm be silent, and this 

silence is reticence. In so far as this silence is itself meaninghil, it communiates 

something to the one who is sensitive enough to hcar it, the one who is open to hearing 

its d. That this communication occurs despite the d ' s  extra-linguistic nature can 

perhaps be better chrified relative to that which the cd expresses and which is disclosed 

to Daseia upon heanDg the cail. 

The cd of conscience is the cal1 of care through which Dasein's Being is 

disclosed. This is, at least in part. possible because the cder is Dasein's self, and in 

calling, it discloses itself. Part of what is discloscd in the call is the thrown individuation 

h m  which the c d  issues. According to what bas been said so far, "the cal1 points 

fonvard to Dasein's potentiality-for-Being [SeinWnnrn]. and it d a s  this as a cal1 which 

comesfronuncanainess" (SZ 280). If Dasein's self as anxious thtown 

Being-in-uie-wodd did not d l ,  this 'whcnce' would not be disclosed. The caii calls 

Dasein towards its SeinM~im in the sense of caüing Dasein badc to its &iag as thrown 

(SZ 280). The cail to rwum a possibiiity to which Dasein is thmum. bot which it has 

effectively neglccted, is essentially a pronomcement of guiit. 

Inâeed, Heidegger observes tbt oonscience is dways au expression of guilt. He 

notes that we typicaiiy understand gdt  in tam~ of an obligation or nsponsibility to 

someonc wbich bas n a  ken honorcû, satistied, or lived up to. 1 fwl guilt because 1 am 
nsponsibk for the othcr's not hwing somcfbjllg which 1 owe it; 1 am responsible for the 



other's hck; 1 am the remon for that lack. Thus. Heidegger describcs existentid guilt as 

'Being the basis for a lack in anohr' (Being-the-ground of a nullity, GrUIlCiSein einer 

Nichtigkeit). But we must be careful na to understand the 'Iack' or 'not' in pnsent-at- 

hand temis.13 Dasein's guilt is Being the basis of a not-ness [Nichtigkeit] (SZ 283) 

because, as throm. Dasein is n o 2  the basis of its k ing  - the fact that Dasein exists is 

not something for which it is responsible. Yet chat very thrownness is Dasein's basis; it 

is the ground of Dasein's existence. By &hg this throwmness (or thrown projection) 

Dasein ir its bas& (existentidy) aithough it is mt its bais in another sense. As 

projection. Dasein is aiso always no? those possibilities which it has not chosen. 

Moreover as failen. Dasein gmerally is no? its self. Thus, this no?, which is the basis of 

Dasein's guiit, pemreates the entire care structure. Because Dasein always is what it is 

not and is not whaî it is, Dasein is always guilty; this Being-guiîty is what makes 

conscience possible as a phenornenon (SZ 283-86). 

An important feanin of the calï of consciena is that it does not disclose anything 

to Dasein which Dasein d a s  not already in some sense understand. In o u  normal usage 

of the terrn, conscience makes us feel guilty because it nmhds us of a nsponsibiiity that 

we know we have, but which we have tumed away h m  and have faüed to assume. This 

occurs at the ontological level as weii. Here, Dasein is burdened with the nsponsibility 

of king its Beirig, erristing as its own t b u m  projection, its own king-possible. Dasein 

can only experience guilt at not having a s s d  this nsponsibility if it hm ahady 

antecedently disclosed that responsibility to itself. but in a m~illllcr in which it has tumed 

away ftom that nsponsibility. We have scen that this type of disclosun occm in 

anxiety, where Dasein discloses its Being in a privative fashion through fïeeing it. 

Conscience, then, d s  Dasein back to what it has privatively discloscd in a W e ~ ,  and 

c& Dasein forward to the possibility of Being which is disclosed thmin. 

Because Dasein bac &&y discloscâ its Being to itself in amiety, and becausc it 

already irnplicitly understands its Being in its evcryday king-in-the-world, Dasein can 



recognize the veracity of what conscience discloses to it. If this were not so, the cal1 of 

conscience could not be experîenced by Dasein as a pmnow1cemnt of its guilt. The caü 

provides evidence whidi confirms the truth of what Dasein had only emptiiy intended 

before, namly its existentid responsibility. l4 

Dasein's guilt is not absolvable: the not cannot be nmoved. Dasein can only be 

this guilt in one way or another - namely, authentidy or inauthentically. Being-guiity 

authentidy means ollowing oneseif to be d e d  back to one's thrownness. back to 

Being-in-the-world as Seinkünnen, which is disclosed through coascience.15 Letting 

oneself be cdied back - heeding the cal1 - implies having heard the caü, and this, 

Heidegger maintains, marks a king ready to hear it, an opemess to it. "Hearing" the caii 

and not heeding it is precisely not to have heard it, for the cd carries within it a 

cornmand. That is, one has oniy hearâ the caii if one ha9 understd that it is an appeal 

and that its being an appeai meas that it has laid claim to Dasein in its individuality, 

singling it out and demanding a nsponse.16 Thus, the evidence which is given to venfj 

that the cail has b a n  heard is the heeding of it, and one will only heed it if one is open to 

t4 We will sa k l o w  (I.3.5) that this ~ n s i b i i i t y  is in fact the m m  rcsponsibility wbich bas b a n  discussed 
with refenncc to Being-towards-death. The caü, h a ,  atitsts Dasein's Beipg-possible by disclosing in a more 
intuitive manncr what is expressai in Dasein's Being-btbe-world, namcty its Bciog-towards-deatb aod the 
existcntial respoasibiîity of Being-poesiile which thir implier. 09 tbe riclationship betwœn guiit, conscience, 
and mspmsibility, set Ishrai Fa&, "Eigentlichkeit, Gewiasen wd Schuld in Heideggrs Sein und a i t :  Eine 
Interpntation mit Ausbkken auf 8eine @#men Denlcweg," Mun und Woriif 23 (1990): 25-62. 



it. nie hearing of the cal1 is a disclosedness which depends upon finding oneself called, 

as weii as un&rstanding that one is called. The arnbiguity of activity and passivity 

which we noted eadier with nspect to the disclosedness of discourse in terms of hearing 

and iistening is also evident hm in the passive and active dimensions which require an 

attentîveness to the other, as well as a holding back or king open to the o h r .  This 

middle-voiced disclosedness in wbich die appeal is understood is what Heidegger refers 

to as 'wanting to have a conscieace' (SZ 288).17 In wanting to have a conscience, Dasein 

"lets itseîf taire actionn [in sich Iiandcln] (SZ 288,295) and pmjects itself toward its 

ownmost Seinkonnen in tenns of an existentieli possibility ttaough which that 

SeUikoMen is disclosed. In so doing. Dasein shows that it has understood the appeal and 

its Being-pilty; the discursive disclosedness whidi belongs to this understanding is the 

reticence of the cal1 described above. The Uhimlichùeit which surrounds the cal1 is the 

same Unheimlichkeit which is disclosed in anxiety. Awety. then, is the mode of 

Bejïndfichkeit which belongs to wanting to have a conscience, explainhg why it can be 

chatactenad as a 'readlliess for amie@'. The overail disclosedness of Dasein which 

belongs to wanting to have a consciena is "constituted by anxiety as BejàNldichkcit, by 

understanding as a projection of oneself upon one's o m o s t  Being-gwlty, and by 

discourse as reticencew (SZ 2%); Heidegger &rms this nsduteness [En~chlossenheit]. 

Resoluteness is Dasein's authentic Beingone's-self. But nsoluteness only 

phenomenologically appears in a nsohtion, which is always somthing fatical. a 

particular ontic possibility upon whicb Dasein can pmjcct. Such possibiiities an: always 

comected in some way with our thrownncss h the world and with the way in which the 

world lets possibilitics show up. In nsoluteness Dasein projects upon and appropriates a 



possibility into and toward which it is already thrown.18 It is resoluteness which pemiits 

sornething iike a situation to emerge for Dasein, a there which discloses itself as 

immediately orienting Dasein toward various possibilities through which Daseh is (SZ 

299-300).19 The disdosure of its thrown individuation both situates Dasein factically in 

its world - irnpressing upon it the burden of its existence - and discloses Darein's 

ownmost SeinMrnen in an existentieil m e r .  

In the d l ,  Dasein's self, disclosed in an oblique way in the fleeing which occm 

in anxiety but covend over again by that fleeing, calls out from the no-whereness in 

which it fui& itself abandoned to its existence. From out of this abandoment, Dasein's 

self calis to its Man-selbst, appealing to it in another fom of abandonment, namcly a 

lostness in dm Man. It calls Dasein fo~ratd in order to take Dasein back to a more 
proper thrownness, a thtown individuation. The phenornenon through which the c d  

happens is conscience, in which Dasein's pi lt  is pmnomced. This guilt is not mord or 

judicial. but is founded on something more primordial, namely that Dasein is the basis of 

its own not-ness. Dasein's Being as thrown projection suggests that Dasein is not, and 

never can be, the basis of its Being. Dasein is simply thrown to its Being. Yet Dasein 

must be this thwnness. This tluwnness is both othcmess and sclfhood. Thus, in a 
paradoxid way, Dasein is its basis. This pluadoxical not-ness is disclosed to Dasein 

tbmugh the appeal made by Dasein's d o u s  seff. In holding itsclf open for the dl, 

Dasein awaits (WC might m n  say anticipates) king drawn into the situation which will 

orient it relative to various possibiüties upon which it can pmject ia taking action. In 

resoluteness Dasein's Seinkünnen is disclosed in the concreteness of Dasein's 

thrownness. 

In this way, Dasein is able to exact sornethirrg like authenticity of itself; its 

responsibility can be disclosed to it - Dasein is pilty and it mu t  act. Authenticity, 

l8 "Resolution dota not withdraw itsclf &ni 'actuality', but discovers fint what is fiictidy passible; and it 
does so by s e h g  upon it in whatevcr way is pom'ble foa it as its ownmost potentiality-for-Being in the 'tky'" 
(SZ 299). 

In çhis regad, mai1 Htidcggcr's auiier coauncnt t h  &findlichLcit discloses &mg-in-the-world by 
situating us (SZ 137-38). 



then, is not to be undentood in the romantic sense of recove~g a substantial self that has 

been lost. Dasein's self is a way of Being, the Being of Dasein. Thus, authenticity means 

Being Dasein in whatever ontic fom that may assume. Dasein's Being is aiways 

char;icterized by mineness: its Being belongs to it, and it belongs to its Being. This 

element is what typically remains c o n d e d  in everydayness, where the kt-person 

charaaer of Dasein's Being is conceaied in the impersonai third-person subjectivity of 

&.s M . .  Authentinty implies re-appmpriating Dasein's Being-possible and making it 

one's owa - in a sense, saying I again, allowing omsclf in one's ownness to be h u m  

into the situation and to take action there. Because Dasein's Being is always already its 

own, Dasein is always alnady cesponsible, but Dasein disburdens itself of the 

responsibility for its existence in the mode of Mm-selbst. In authenticity this 

nsponsibility is resumed. This resumption of responsibility and rc-appropriation of 

Dasein's Being coines about b g h  a mode of discourse in wbich Dasein is addressed 

and d e d  to talre up its Being. The cali singles out Dasein, addressing it in the first 

person and demandiiig a fht-person ~icspollst h m  it. Only because Dasein always 

already is nsponsible caa it k o m e  nsponsible in nspoading to the di. 

It is worth aoting the role that listening plays here. Lostoms in dcis M m  is bound 

up in listening to the idk taik of dm Man (SZ 270-71). Because Dasein listeas to its 

Mm-sebst, it feils to heu its own conscience. Whcther in authenticity or inauthenticity, 

the possibilitits upon which Dasein cm pject ue disclosed dkcursivety either through 

the chatter of ctas Man or the mticence of the voie of conscience; Dasein in tum 

discloses these possibilities through listening to what is disclosed in the discourse. 

Although one might be inclineâ to say that Dasein's Mitsein only cornes into play in 

inauthentic situations, when Dasein listens mvay h m  itself toward others as represented 

by das Mon, it is mon accurate to Say that Mitsein is involved in uny discursive 

disclosun whtsoever. "Being-with belongs to Being-in-the-world, which in every case 

maintains itself in sorne definite way of concemhil Beiag-withone-another. Such 

Being-with-one-mother is discursive as assenting or rrfusiPig, as demanding or waming, 

as pronounciag, consulting, or interceding, as 'making assettions', and as taiking in the 

way of 'giving a Mc'" (SZ 161). Discourse is talking, and as such is always an 



expression of something for and to someone; it provides the tenns in which phenomena 

show themse1ves. This suggests that Mitsein rnay be no less important for conscience 

than it is for idle talk. 

Heidegger has shown, in Chapter 2 of Division II, that conscience discloses 

Dasein's existential guilt, thereby also discloshg Dasein's existentid responsibility md 

its ability to mpond to the situation in which it is thrown by projecîing upon 

possibilities. In this way, Dasein's Being is disclosed as a Being-possible, and this 

occurs through BePndIicchRcit in the mode of anxiety, in the understanding of Being- 

guilty pronounceci in the appeal and in the discome of the call. The d of conscience 

discloses Dasein's Seinkonnen in a concrete fashion by meaas of guilt. To expenence 

guilt, one must have an antecedent understanding of that which conscience reveals. For 

this muon, the cal1 acts as an ontic attestation of Dasein's Seinkomen; conscience attests 

the tmth of somethiag that Dssein has implicitly known al l  dong - namely that its 

Being is a Being-possible. What Heidegger must now show is the comection between 

the resoluteness in which Dasein's ontic possibility of authenticity is disclosed, and its 

ontologicai possibility of Being-tawardsdeath. 

iii. Anticipatory nsoluteness, Dasein's self, and temporality 

We saw edier that Heidegger began Division Iï with the concem that, for his 

in terpdon of Dasein to have primordial@, it mua grasp Dasein's Being us a w b k ,  

and he argued that Dasein's Being is comprehended as a whole in Being-towardsdeath. 

An authentic Being-towardsdeath -one which has disclosed the possibility of death as 

distimtively impending in the way described above - is called anticipation. The 

question now is how to bring anticipation and resoluteness together. How can the 

disclosure of Dasein's Being as a whole to itsclf in Being-towrdssdeath be held and 

concretized at the ontic level in the manner charaderistic of resoluteness? How csn 

Dasein existentially enact what it is ontologically? 

Heidegger will bring anticipation and nsoluteness together into an anticipatory 

resoluteness by showing that both involve a disclosure of Dasein's Being-possible. He 

WU argue that nsolutcness brhp "itself into its audienticity only when it pmjects itself 



not upon any random possibilities which just lie closest, but upon that uttermost 

possibility which lies ahead of every factical potentiality-for-Being of Dasein" (SZ 302). 

Only in this case could what is intuitively given dirough conscience in any way fuifill 

what is intended in Dasein's Being-in-the-world and Being-towards-death. Mer 

demonsbniting that when Dasein Mly intends its own Being, it does so with an 

understanding of itself as afinife temporalify, Heidegger cm go on to argue that the 

horizon within which Being overail can be understood is time. To support this view, 

Heidegger must explain how his analysis of Dasein's Being in everydayness can be 

characterizal in t e m  of tcmporality. 

We saw in Chapter 2 that in everydayness Dasein tends to understand possibility 

as something that lies within objects as a propeny, and so fails to rccognize that its own 

assigament ta a particular pmject is what achially allows objects to show up as having 

possibilities. In everydayness, Dasein waits for possibilities to befd it. But a Dasein 

who has properly grasped its Being as one of possibility can anticipate possibilities rather 

uiaa wait for them. The ability to project opon ontical possibilities in this way depends 

upon a disclosure of one's ownmost Seinkolvten. 

This kind of anticipation of ontic possibilities is what is involved in 

nsoluteness,~ through Dasein's king drawn into a situation through the disclosun of its 

Being-guiity. Resduteness has been charaderizcd "as a way of ritticently pmjecting 

ontstlf upon one's ownmost Being-@ty, uid exacting mxiety of oncself" (SZ 305). 

This Being-puiity belongs to Dasein's king and cannot be absolved - it periains to the 

ineradicable not-ness of Dasein's Being. In rcsoluteness Dasein opens itself up to its 

king-guiity by ailowing itself to be cd14 back to its thwnness. Dasein resofves to be 

guilty, to project upon its possibility of Being-guilty. That Dasein recognizes the 

constancy of this Being-guilty - that it has discloseci itself as always guilty, as guilty 

through and through - can only corne through a disclosure of Dasein's Being as a whole 

(SZ 305). Through anxious Being-towardsdeath and anticipatory resoluteness. Dasein is 

20 "What if it is only in ihe unfiCipution of dcaîb tbat al1 ihc fectical 'unficipatun'~~~ss' of rcsolving would be 
autheriticaüy understood" (SZ 302). 



open to its Being as one of possibiüty, and hence also open to the world in a way which 

allows the situation to emerge.21 

Heidegger's point is that resoluteness is only resoluteness in anticipation because 

onîy if Dasein's Being as a whole has been disclosed to it - only if Dasein has disclosed 

its Being-towardsdeath in an anticipatory way - can Dasein ~ a U y  be resolute. The 

undemanding of Dasein's Being-guilty implied in res01uteaess can oniy be achieved 

thmugh an understanding of its king-towards-death (SZ 306). Dasein can oniy properly 

understand its Being-guilty if it understands its Seinkonmn. its Being-possible; this is 

what an authentic Being-towardsdeath discloses. This meaning is given in both 

anticipati011 and tcsduteness, signifying that conscience provides the intuitive evidence 

which hilfills the intention belonging to king-in-the-world and Being-towardsdeath. 

nie co~ection between Being-towardsdeah and conscience. drawn h u g h  

Dasein's king-possible. can be furthet expikatcd in terms of the nuiIities or not's which 

figure prominently in both discussions, and which are foundational for the establishment 

of Dasein's Being es one of possibiiity. In anticipation. Dasein's no?-yet is disclosed in 

its Being-îowardsdeath. Death is disclosed as the possibility of Dasein's iinpossibiity, 

both in the sense that Dasein is throm toward its impossibility, and that this thrownness 

is the gmund upon which the possibiiity of this impossibility is founâcd. niis shows, 

M y ,  that death - Dasein's impossibility - is the horiu,n within which ail of Dasein's 

possib'itics whatsoever can appear. Secoadly, it points out that Dasein's king is 

gmunded in something which it is not. Dcath, which repnsents the end of dl possibility 

for Dasein, is - at the sarne cime - that without which Dasein would have no 

possibilities at dl.  Death is. in this sense, a power which lies outside Dasein. 

conditioning its Being as one of possibility within certain limits. Thus, Dasein's Being is 

shown to be constituted by something oher than it. 

This not-yet of death is rclateâ to the not-ness which Heidegger identifies in 

Dasein's Being-guilty. Dasein's existentid guilt indicates that Dasein is not the basis of 

21 ?bis OPCIIL~CI~ of nsolutent~s is umally ovcdodred ordownplayed by those wbo argue that resdutencss is 
the lacw of hein's voluntarism. On ~wolutcnm~ as opcnaeos, pet Frank Schalow, " B e y d  Decisionismand 
Aaarrhy: Tbe T e  of Rc-niinltiag l b ~ l ~ ê , "  Mm Md Worid 28.4 (ûct. 1995): 359-76. 



its Being (because it is thrown), yet it is this very fact that makes Dasein the basis of its 

Being (as existing). The horizon within which Dasein must be its Being is its 

throwmess; Dasein's thrownness is the not which $rounds it. Dasein's guilt dows 

ontical possibilities to reveal that Dasein's ~ ~ S O W M ~ S S  is something which Dasein does 

not condition. and which can thus be seen to constitute Dasein. Dasein's Being-possible, 

as disclosed &th through its Being-towardsdeath and through its Being-guiity, is 

determined relative to a certain not-ness which is founûational for Dasein's Being. 

Bringing the anticipation of Being-towards-death into comection with the 

resoluteness of wanting to have a conscience "individuaiizes Dasein d o m  to its 

potentiality-for-Being-puil@, and exacts of it that it should be this potentiality 

authenticaliy " (SZ 307). Resoluteness discloses possibilities as exacting demands of us, 

singling us out, drawing us into a situation wherein we must take action. But these 

possibilities cannot be disclosed as challenges mted in Dasein's ~t unless Dasein's 

Being as not-yet has ben  disclosed as a whole. Resoluteness, which embraces the 

possibiiity of Being-@ty, only heppcas in anticipation; it provides us with an attestation 

of Dasein's anticipation. In anticipatory nsoluteness Dasein cm disclose its o m o s t  

&hg-goilty as non-relational, not to bc outsttipped, certain yet indefinite, by hvhg 

disclosed its Being as a whole, by grasping its mortality (SZ 307-309). Anticipaîory 

resoluteness "fnes for death the possibility of quiring powcr over Dasein's ~~~*stence" 

(SZ 310). Dasein's king caa be an issue for Dasein kcaiise Dasein's Being is Being- 

towardsdeath; this is manifestai in Dasein's existentid guiit and in the iesponsiailty 

that Dasein experiences in the pronouncement of its pilt. 

Heidegger maintains that Dasein's king as a whole has now been brought within 

the scope of the fore-having, and that an interpretation of the meaning of care - based 

on the authentic possibility of Dasein's Being which has been disclosed - is now 

appropriate. An interptetation makes expiicit the significance wbich is understood in an 

understanding: in this case, die understanding of Dasein's Being which is grasped in 

anticipatory resoluteness as a Being-possible within the hokon of death. Heidegger 

wants to intepet the meanhg of this king-possible in ternis of temporality. Dasein's 

understanding of itself as morfal is an understanding of finitude which refcrs to 



temporality over spatiality. It is Dasein's temporal finitude which inspires Dasein's care 

for its Being. But this must be explored more rigorously, and Heidegger must dso 

explain how our more usual theoretical understanding of Being - in terms of 

substantiality and presence-at-hand - is achially grounded in a pariicular, albeit 

conded ,  understanding of Being relative to a particular temporal mode. namely the 

preseat . 
One of Heidegger's more prominent aiticisrns of the tradition is the extent to 

which it fails to recognize the ontologicol difference. the difference between Being and 

beings. The tradition tends to understand Being as an entity because it interprets Being 

against the horizon of spatiality, not temporality. The wustancy or essence of beings is 

traâitiondly amibuted to a substantiality corutnieci in terms of spatiality. This 

interpretation is r o W  in an understanding thaî fails to grasp the Being of Dasein in 

t em of its king-in-the-world. For Descartes, the constancy and the unity of the self 

Lies in the I (SZ 114). Kant, tw. exhibits this understanding in maintainhg that it is the 

'1 think' which holds togethcr the manifold of apperception. In so far as this '1 think' is 

simply &d on to every nprmcntation. it is part of a structure of consciousness. and 

thus merely the 'fonn' of ~pmsentation (SZ 319). Although Kent rrcognircs the 

inappmpriateness of reduchg the I to a substance, he fails to surpass a chanmrization of 

the I in pnsent-at-&and tcnas, because he constnies it as something that is always 

'prisent' in every reprcscntation (SZ 320)." In Heidegger's view, Kant does not 

rigorously pursue the '1 think' structure to its fullest extent. Whiie cecopizing that the '1 

think' is always an 'I think sornething', Kant sees this 'something' as faidy contingent 

and empiticai (SZ 321). This leads him to overlook the importance of 'thinking' as a 

relation between subjea and object - in particular, the intentionality which envelops 

=As Heidegger statcs it, this is a somewhat cryptic m g  of Kant -a philosopber w b  strmgly infîuenceà 
Heidcgjjer tnd whose impact is greatly evidcnt in SZ. A mon charitable nading of Kant thniugh Heidegger's 
eycs would be îhat Kant coms vay  close to rccogaizing tbat Being lies in iemporaiity in so far as he 
recogaizes that abjects of intuition have constoacy becaw rhcy endure for the innet scnse, for time. It would 
seem, bien, that the Being of obw of intuition for Kant is at k t  related to temporaiity. Howcvcr, to the 
extent that Kmt das not push ibis observaiion fwiher ad ask mon about ihe 'thinking' which thinks tbose 
abjects. be cammib tbe mw u H i i d  rnd fula to rsk rbout intcaionality ad the subjectivity of the 
subjen 'Iüe I becomes a mat placeidder and CO- to be uaderatood in pcsent-at-hrind terms. 



both poles of that relation and situates them (Being-in-the-world) (SZ 321). Heidegger 

maintains diat saying I is an expression of one's self as Being-in-the-world, although this 

tends to be covered up because of our tendency in everydayness to mistake Dasein's 

Being for something pnsent-et-hmd. In focusing on the constancy of Dasein's self in 

present-at-haad terms, we overlook that in which the na1 constancy of the self lies - 
aamely, its Seinkonnm and its Being-towatd possibilities (SZ 322). 

In anticipatory resoluteness, Dasein assigns itself to the possibility of being its 

own Being. Through this assignment, the meaning of Desein's Being es care is disclosed 

in its king & a m  into an active engagement in its world. The mcanùigful context into 

which Dasein is drawn in resoluteness orients it relative to various onticai possibiiities in 

the rnanner of care: thai is, of a 'Being ahead of itself alrcady in the world and alongside 

entities'. This may be undemood temporally in comectioil with the modes of 

disclosedness of Being-in through which Dasein's c a ~ e  is revealed and understood. 

Undemtanding may be interprrted temporally in t e m  of the future. in terxns of the 

'ahead of itself which pertains to Dasein's understanding of possibilities and of itself as 

Being-possible. Dasein always understands its possibiiities as king ahead of itself in the 

fuwe. The way in which Dasein cornports futurally toward those possibilities 

determines the way in which they and Dasein approach one another. In authentic 

nsolutewss, Dasein anticipates its possibiüties thmugh a disclosun of its ownmost 

Seinkdnnen which aiiows it to draw near to itself. In inauthenticity Dasein also draws 

near to itseif in understanding but in a conœaied way. In inauthenticity Dasein awaits 

itself, in that it looks to the world with which it is concerned fot disclosure of its 

possibiiities, rather than locating its ownmost possibility in its S e i n m e n  (SZ 337). 

Both orientations are futurai. 

ïhe  past is die temporai mode which Heidegger associates with B e ~ d k h k e i t  

and it is charactcrized in an undinercntiated way as a 'haviag been'? This 'having ken' 

is the way in which Dasein llrrady is in the world; it infiriences how Dasein is open to its 

world. As such, BcfdiclrAcit always bring Dasein back to something - presumably to 



itself - in a way which discloses how it has been (SZ 340). To illustrate how this shows 

itself in inauthenticity, Heidegger considers the case of fear. Despite dl the rasons one 

might Uillik that fear should be understood in a futural way (as fear of some misfortune 

which has not yet happened), Heidegger insists on the contrary. He maintains that fear 

brings us back to ourseives as thnatend, thereby disclosing how Dasein is open to the 

world Uirough the way in which its Being has been disclosed to itseIf. namely as 

sornething which some evil cm befall. In fear, Dasein has not disclosed its ownmost 

Seinkonnen, but sees possibilities as existing 'out the& in things and as approaching it of 

their w accord. This sort of understanding typifies the awaiting discussed above. 

Such a compottment constitutes a pacticular forgethilness on Dasein's part regardhg its 

Being. Anxiety, on the other hand, brings Dasein back to itself as its thmwn Seinkonnen. 

Discloshg haî Dasein must be thû thmwn S e W ~ c n ,  h e t y  brings Dasein back to its 

"thriomess as someihing possible which cm be repeated" (SZ 343). This rrpctitionu 

[Wicdcrholung] is the reappropriation of throwmess, described above in tenns of the cal1 

and the way in which the cal1 cab Dasein badc to itself. This is the authentic 

tcrnporalization of the 'having bcen' - as a past subsumed into the futural sense of 

repetitio~!. 

Ftnally, faiïing is to be associated with the present because in falling. Dasein 

discloses itself as alongside entities, as king contemporaaeous with them. In 

inauthenticiîy, Dasein primarily temporslizes in the way of makhg present; it projeds 

itseIf upoa entities, disclosiag t h  only ta make them appear, without tarrying aiongside 

of them long enough to actually understand them (SZ 346-47). This is primarily what 

happens in cwiosity; it is also evident in feat. When Dasein is a d ,  it jumps around 

h m  one poüsibility to the next without achially taking hold of any of hem; this sort of 

panic can be characterized as another mode of forgetfiilness of Dasein's Being (SZ 341- 

42). The result is that Dasein never d y  dwells anywhere. because it never properly 

M I  am mt wholly cornfortable wiîh iht term 'iicpetition'. It impiics rritcratiori of tbt same tûing over aad over 
a@n, which is not entircIy rrccurart. 'Re-viewing' dght  be belter, but 'view' suggcsts r kinship with the 
'sigbt' words which Heidcggu associaes with understanding. Stambaugh traasiates 'Wicder l io~ '  as 
'cetrieval'. The idca ir that of again talcing up something whicb one bas aiieady doae in orda to re-familiarize 
meself with it, 



discloses the thcre wherein it dweh. In awaiting a possibüity, Dasein becows 

impatient and moves on to sornetbing else. In 'makahg present' , a senes of possibilities 

is disclosed, yet Dasein dœs not project upon them with a view to itself as Being- 

possible, for it has not authentically disclosed its ownmost Seinkomn (SZ 346-47). h 

contrast to this, the authentic temporalizing of the pnsent occurs in the moment of 

vision [Augenblick] which 'brings existence into the Situation and discloses the authentic 

'the& " (SZ 347).s This situation is the same one to which Heiâegger refers in his 

discussion of resoluteness. It is a moment of clarity in which Dasein's Being alongside 

entities in the world is most M y  and immediately disclosed. 

As aspects of the disclosedness of Dasein's Being-in, Befndiichkeit, 

understanding, and falling can be assaciated with the temporal modes of the past. future. 

and pnsent. respectively. Since Brfndlichkeit and understanding comlate so strongly 

with thrownness and projection, it seems clear that these, too, an to be associated with 

the past and future, respectively.26 We cm clarify this with respect to anticipatory 

resoluteness, wherein Dasein finds itself situateci by an engagement with the distinctive 

possibility of its death. In an authentic Being-towards-death, Dasein pmjects upon the 

possibility of its Being qua Seinkonnen, and in so doing, dlows the possibiiity of its 

impossibility to draw near to it. This is "the primordial phenornenon of the future os 

coniing towurdFN (SZ 325). But this anticipation of death in Being-towards-death also 

discloses Dasein's Being as thrown, as already having b a n  abandoned to its death. This 

is a drawing close of the past in anns of this de& Finaüy, anticipatory 

resoluteness discloses and draws Dasein into a situation wherein it must take action. 

Dasein's becoming so situated pertains to the way in which its future and its past draw 

close to it and 'fi' it for an instant, orienting it relative to possibilities and the entities 

uBoth rbc Gerrnan term 'AugcnblicY ami, cvea more so, tbe Fnplinb translation, 'mmnt of vision', suggest 
an instant w h h  Dasein sdtknly 'm' somethiag - a moment of disclome or pcrhaps inspiration. 
Siambaugb rendas this term as sîmpiy 'rmnicnt'. 

  disco me occupies a pbcaliaP plaa in aü of W. It â m  oot prirwiiy ~~ imIf in any particular 
ecstasis. Ratber, it sams io & so chroiigb aii oftkm M y  equitably. Thir îs m doubt related io the fact chat 
d L f o m c e ~ c o ~ d i r d ~ i n ~ a o t d i r d ~ s u i t i r ~ ~ w i ~ a @ c u i a r s p p * o f  
Being-in (SZ 349-50). 



that are dongside it in the world. This is the authentic present characterized as a moment 

of vision. 

What emerges here is a certain 'hanging together' of the temporal modes which 

p d e l s  the unitary structure of care. Dasein's disclosedness. and its Being-in-the-world 

in general. Heidegger describes this 'hangiag together' as "the unity of a future which 

rnakes present in the process of having ken" (SZ 326): this is temporali~. Due to the 

importance of Being-towards-death as the rneaos by which Dasein discloses itseif as a 

whole and the obvious futurai sense implied in such a structure, authentic temporalizing 

always occws out of the future. 

It seem clear that Heidegger is üying to overcome a linear notion of time both in 

the sense of Dasein remaining statiomy while t h e  flows by, and in the sense of Dasein 

movhg through a 'stationary' the. Heidegger argues that it is Dasein's k i n g  which 

pennits the rnovemcnt thaî we attribute to thne, and that it does so because of the way in 

which Dasein allows things to draw neac to it, to approach it, or to withdraw h m  it in 

tenns of significance and h g .  Dasein's ability to do this nsts in its Being as 

possibility, because the mtaning (Being) of thüigs is nlated to the way th& show up in 

the worid, the way in which they are disclosed relative to possibilities. In a sense, then, 
Dasein is able to fabricatc a temporai mat& through its intentionai (and henœ 

significative) wmportmcnt towacd other things in the world other Dasein, and itseîf. 

Dasein's Being is intentionai and so ha9 the structure of a Being-towards which 

Heidegger has characterizd as Being-in-the-world. in its Being-in-the-world, Dasein 

cornports towards a variety of entities which are other than it, and dso towards 

possibilities which - in so far as they are possibilities - are also other than it. When 

Dasein cornports towards itself, it does so in t e m  of possibility, and even here it may be 

said that Dasein relates to itself as an other. Yet in awther sense, Dasein is its 

possibilities. Much in the way that Dasein both is and is not its basis vis-&-vis its 

thrownness, Dasein is always not what it is and is what it is not in t e m  of its 

possibilities as a result of its temporalizing. in its Behg, Dasein is constantly and 

immediately immersed in an involvement with what it is not yet and what it is no longer. 

The possibiIity for such a compomnent Lies in the finite nature of Dasein's existence and 



in its Being-towardsdeath. From this paticular aspect of Dasein's k ing  - that it is 

always &ad of itscff or not imlf - Heidegger derives the notion of temporal eatases. 

The ecstases are modes which chamcterize temporality as "the primordial 'outside of 

itselT in and for itself" (SZ 329).n To Say that Dasein's temporaiity is ecstatic is to Say 

th this temporality always carries Daxin beyond a static or substantial, present-at- 

hand sense of itseif. It is Dasein's ecstatic tempotality which injects Dasein's essence 

with movement and gives it a dynamic character? Dasein's temporai movements are not 

randomly ecstatic, but are cwrdinated with one another so that they fom a temporal 

whole. From the ecstatical unity of temporality is denved the unity of significance which 

makes up Dasein's there (SZ 365). In cucumspective concern Dasein understands a 

totality of involvements based upon a series of in-order-to's, tuwards-which's, 

towark-this's. and for-the-s&-of-which's which comtitute the sigaificance of the 

world. This totaiity is able to hang together as a whole because of the way in which the 

temporal ecstases are coordinated. They do not carry Dasein away in an indeterminate 

direction. Dasein is always carxied away somewhen; each ecstasis hes a patticular 

horizon w hich helps contextuaüze Dasein' s ontic possibility, and each horizon is 

associated with a cü&rent aspect of circwflspective involvement. in the ecstasis of the 

future, Dasein is d e d  away to its for-the-sakesf-which, that toward which its 

possibiîity is directed. The ecstasis of the past transports Dasein toward that in the face 

of which it has been thn,wn and to which it has been abandoned. The horizon of the 

present is the in-or&r-to; it brings that to which Dasein has ken abandoned and its for- 

the-s&-of-which toge- and mediates the space between them (SZ 365). When these 

are taken together in accordance wïth the unity of temporality, the result is something 

which hangs together liLe a world - Dasein's there. 

UThis  dynamism is nQocaed in the cw striictmt of '&hg shrd of itsef aireaây in the w d d  anci aIoogside 
entities', as weii as in the cbar8ctesizatioa of existence in tama of thrownncss, projection ami Ming. 



Anticipating its future in its Being-towards-death, Dasein must take up its Being- 

guilty in an authentic repetition of possibility. In king carrieci away h m  itself 

ecstatically towards its future and past horizons, Dasein is brought back to itself in the 

moment of vision. Even in the authentic pmsent, ecstasis is at work, and Dasein is 

camed beyond itself as Man-selbsl. As Heidegger explains: 

this term [moment of vision] must bc uncierstood in the active sense as an ecstasis. It 
means tbe rcsolute rapure with which Dasein is canied away to whaitver possibiiities 
and circumstanca are encountcd in the Situation as possible objccts of coacem. (SZ 
338) 

The moment of vision borders on ecstasy. but it too has a horizon; it does not carry 

Dasein away fkom itself entirely, for the rapttue of the moment of vision is one "which is 

held in resolutenessw (SZ 33Q.s Thus. a disclodness of Dasein's Being is rnaintained 

therein. 

Dasein is always reckoning with tixne, always understanding and interprethg 

itseIf relative to when's and then's. It is dways on time or ninning late. Dasein 'has 

tim', 'taLes time', 'needs time'. AU of this pertaiPs to the phenornenon of public time in 

which Dasein for the most part ope- in circumspcctive concem. The world too is 

understood in tnms of tim; when 'it is t h e '  for somethhg is detenaiaed relative to the 

worid. The way in which t h e  is wodd-reM is obscuztd by the objective way in which 

we tnat time as somthing measurab1c in te- of hous and dates. We a& what tim it 

is, not because the objective th actually mattcfs, but because we want to how whcthcr 

we have t h e  for somahiag, whether we are 'nuiniag out' of the.  The significancc of 

objective time is always related to the temporaiking of the worid and Dasein's Being. 

Heidegger's point is that Dasein's Being cm only be appropriately gras@ in 

ternis of the.  Even in its everydayness. Dasein's king displays the dynamism of an 

existentiality which cannot be explained in terms of substantiality. This position can be 

M e r  expresseci in a number of different ways which. when taken together, provide a 

richer sense of whaî Heidegger m«uis by this ciaim. F i t ,  in so far as Dasein 

understands iWf as a Being-towardsdeath, as a Being-mottai, it understands itself as 



king temporaily iimited. Dasein understands its own Being within the horizon of tirne, 

and so its understanding of Being in general emerges against this sarne horizon. At the 

very least, Dasein dœs not understand its own Being (and so not al1 Being) in ternis of 

substance. A second way of getting at this relationship between Being and time can be 

brought fonvard by conside~g Dasein's king-possible. The no?-yef which belongs to 

possibility is a temporal notion because it contains the sense of a Being-towardr; Dasein 

is its Being-towardsdeath because it is its possibilities - because it is towvds them. A 

substantial, present-at-hand understanding of the not-yet of possibility could only 

understand it as an absence. PossibiIities, in this sense, would be what Dasein is mt. 

Dasein's Behg-towardsdeath and its Being-possible only make sense withh the horizon 

of time. 

iv. Historicaiity 

Dasein's Being-possible is never understood solely futuraUy as an empty, open, 

infinite possibiiity, because Dasein is ais0 always alrrady thtom. Possibilities always 

disclose tbemselves wiifün specific contexts; contexts have parametcrs that 

determim what can show up as passible. Dasein's Being-possible is not exclusively 

hitural, but occnrs within a context which hss a l d y  been given (the 'bving ken'); 

and the simultaneity of the thrown projectioa of Dasein's 'Being ahead of itself alnady 

in a world' b ~ g  Dasein concretdy 'dongside entities' in a meiniagfùi way, aliowing 

them to present themselves. The temporal horizon withiii which king  is to be 

understood, then, can be characterized as Dasein's temporalizing: it is Dasein's 

cornportment toward possibilities - as rooteâ in it ownmost possibility - which allows 

the wodd to hang together as a meaningful whole, which d o w s  îhhgs to a p p m h  and 

withdraw meaningfblly relative to Dasein's for-the-sake-of-which, and which generates 

the dynamism and movement usuaiiy associated with time. 

Taken alone this view of temporality may seem somewhat counter-intuitive, but it 

becornes much clearer if we consider Dasein's temporal understanding of itself in terms 

of history. In understanding ourseives as historical, we in faa grasp our thrownness, and 

our possibiiities appear within the context of that buownness. This âimension is the 



focus of Heidegger's analysis of historicality. He is sensitive to the possible objection 

that the wnnection he has elaborated between anticipatory resoluteness and temporality 

may seem somewhat arbitrary or ahistorical because of its almost exclusive focus on 

Dasein's death. Pehaps the unity of Dasein's Being does not lie in anything as absmct 

as Dasein's Being-possible, its temporality or its care, but simply in the comection 

between Dasein's birth and death; as Dasein stretches itself between these two points, 

Dasein's story unfolds. and is made whole only in death, in passing into history. 

Heidegger understands Dasein's history relative to what has corne before in his 

interpretation. a treatment which establishes tempodity as the ground for historicality 

[Geschichtlichkcit]. and this discussion of historicaüty enriches our understanding of 

authenticity (SZ 372-73). In particular, it gives us a much cl- understanding of what 

it maas for Dasein to be d e d  back to its thwnness by the d, and what it must mean 

to take up that throw~lllcss again in wkderhoiung. In considering Heidegger's tnatment 

of Dasein's historicality - in which the prirnary temporal ecstasis is the past - we must 

pay special attention to the way in which the other tempord ectases axe also bmught to 

h, so that we can bring a more intcgrated and nnified understanding of historicality 

into relation with Being-towacûsdeath. Being-towards-death must be liberad to som 

degroe h m  its almost exclusive orientation toward the futun. Mortaiity is a M g -  

towardsdeath in which one alsb appraises one's past and acts in the present. It is 

because my time is limitai that I am not indi&rent to how my time is spent. In a sense, 

the appraisal and assessrnent of what one has done is histgr; but history is not only 

about the past, it is dso about rnaking history, dohg something worthy with one's tirne. 

Heidegger's analysis wiil show that the uni@ of Dasein's temporality manifests 

itself in Dasein's histmking. To take action authentidy in the moment of vision, one 

must be drawn into the situation and take up those possibilities to which one is thrown as 

they are disclosed. But these possibilities can ody be authentidy discloseâ with an 

authentic disclosure of one's Seinko~en. It is this disclosure which draws Dasein into 

its there. 

Fit, we mut understand what is rneant by Dasein's historicality; it is clearly 

inadquate to chamcterize it in tenas of a sequenœ of 'nows' which are strung together 



chronologically. Dasein does aot move through its existence; Dasein is the very 

stretching along of that existence itseE 

As long as Dasein factically exists, both the 'ends' lits bittb and its deaihl and th& 
'betweca' are, anâ they arc in the oniy way which is possible on the basis of Dasein's 
Being as care. Thrownness and that king towards deatb in wbich ope eitbct &es it or 
anticipates it, foam a unity; and in this mhy K i  and dcath are 'co~ected' in a manner 
characteristic of Dasein. As care, Dasein is tbe 'betwecn'. (SZ 374) 

Heidegger has used the tem the between prevbusly in relation to Dasein's Being-in, 

which is the disclosedness which constitutes &hg-in-the-world. Heidegger wants to 

maintain that the unity of Dain's  Being as king-in-the-world and Gare establishes the 

connectecfness of Dasein's existence. in so far as care denves its unity from temporaiity, 

the historizing [Geschekn] of Dasein's existence - namely the way Dasein stretches 

itself along between its biith and death - will also denve its unity h m  temporaiity (SZ 

375).3' 

Heidegger notes that despite the various ways in which we usually understand the 

notion of history, Dasein is always understood as the 'subject' of history. and history is 

always understood to pertain to a 'past' Being-with-one-another which is handed down to 

the present and continues to have an effect (SZ 378-79). Objects do not derive their 

historical character or maning by vimie of klonging to a past which is objective and no 

longer present-at-hand. Rather, they an historical and maii something ta Dasein 

because they belong to Dascin's past, to Dasein's having k e n  (SZ 380-81). They taie 

their meaning relative to Dasein's wodd aud relative to Dasein's Being-in-the-world. In 

a sense, this is no diffaeat than the way in which any 'non-historiai' object might have 

meaning within the context of Dasein's world. But in this case, the historical object 

denves this additional dimension of its significance because of the way in which 

Dasein's lwing k e n  is intcgrared into the temporal and significative unity wliich is 

Dasein' s Being-in-the-world. 

~@Hci&ggct is weaviog an intadng CO- web tbrough tk temm k h a  sekW. 'Gesckkn' in more 
cornmon usage meani 'to happe&. 'ïbui, Duein's hirtoriPng ia atso its hppening. Tben is a middlt-voia 
echo b - a happening w k h  Irdri mb@t or object and mm closcly nstmbks an tvan. This suggests 
a coanection witb Ereignis (which itselfcoajurcs up copptctiom with 'eignen' aid 'eigen'), an appropriation 
which is most pmpa a îhraugh which ote becomr ois's own, aad bac tbe ecâo retms to thcEigentLickit 
which is associated with Geschrh. 



The connection behkreen Dasein's historicality and the aetwork of signification 

which makes up the world and in tenns of which entities are disclosed can be clarified by 

considering the relationship between the temporalizing which was disclosed in authentic 

Being-towardsdeath - namely anticipatory resoIuteness - and this historizing. The 

disdosure of Dasein's ownmost Seinkonnen through anticipation brings Dasein back to 

its duownness, so that it cm be authentically aiongside entities in the world. The cal1 of 

conscience calls Dasein back to its thrownness. thereby drawing Dasein into a situation. 

But so far, relatively little has been said about this thrownness to which Dasein is brought 

back and its importance vis-%vis Dasein's a d  ckumspective concem. Anticipation 

of deaîh in its futurai, forward dimension alone does not disclose any facticai possibilities 

upon which Dasein cm project; it only discloses Dasein's Seinkonnen, its Being-able. 

Being-towdsdeath aiso discloses Daseh's thrownness as such, but it is from this 

throwmess that factical possibilities emcrge upon which Dasein cm project. Thus. in 

resoluteness, one takes over one's facticai there and resolves upon the situation which is 

discloseâ (SZ 382-83). Authentic cornportment toward thrownness - and thus toward 

the past - iP for Heidegger a M n g  owr of one's thrownness in the m e r  of a 

heritage, handing that haitage dom to oneself. This is fate [Schicksafl (SZ 383-84)F 

Objects are historid p d y  because they are givcn to Dasein along with its thrownness 

and so belong to its past, but also because Dasein takcs up these objects again as 

meaningfuî in irccepting its f e .  ObjectP crui oniy have historicai meaning or value 

because of the way in which D d n  appropriates its pst and understands itself as 

generating a f u t m  out of the possibilities bestowed upon it by the pst. 

The authenticity of Dasein's cornportment to the past depends upon 

Being-towards-death: only when Dasein's ownmost Seinksnnen hss ben disclosed is 

Dasein brought back ta its throw~ess in such a way that it will actudy be able to 

disclose possibilities which are appropriately generstcd out of its Being, as opposed to 

3"lbis supplies an a d d i t i d  dimcaoion to Heidegger's comment. which 1 have notcd ahcaày, that intentional 
oôjects often show tbcmselves rhmogh aücgotial intuition in tams of the way they have alnady been 
understd and expnsoed. This suggepts the iqortawe of discourse in historicaiity and the essentid rote it 
phys in iuowing Ducin to eturn to its (hiarmwsr ancl iakc it op in an authentic way. Thus, discame a d  
tbe M i c u i  which is impiid by it ue hpatant in Dascia's authenticity in more ways tbsn in the cal1 done. 



simply M g  'out the=' nady for thc taling.32 

ûniy an e?üiîy which. in its Bcing, is essenticJlyJicffual so t h  it isfiee for its death Md 
cm let itircIfbe thnnvn back upon its facrical 'there' by shattering itserf against demh - 
that is to say, only an entiïy which, asfvtvd. is equiprimorùidiy in the pmcess of 
lbving-ha can, by W i n g  down to itsertht possibiliîy it hat inherited t& over its 
uwn t h m m  and be iii t h  ~O~IUM of visibn for 'ifs t h ' .  Only outhentic 
tempmlity which i$ at the same rime finite, mortrs possibie something like fae - that is 
ro say, authentic historicality, (SZ 385) 

This authentic historizing amounts to Wiederholmg, the authentic cornportment toward 

the past. 

The idea that history is somehow the creation of a uni@ out of what is essentialiy 

a scattered and incohmnt set of faas and expenences is derived from the inauthenticity 

of Dasein's everydayness wherein Daseh is similariy scattend and dispersed. having 

covered over its unity. It is possible to "create" a historical unity because Dasein itself is 

already M e d  through temporality and is h a d y  historiai in the way it stretches itself 

dong (SZ 390). Aithough Heidegger does aot speciscaliy emphasize this. the crafting of 

the unity of Dasein's history is related to the way the maninghil whole of the world is 

created through Dasein's temporalizing and the 'whithers' to which Dasein is tnuispoited 

through the ecstatic movement of that temporaiizing. These 'whithers' are the horizons 

of the temporal ecstases, and this ecstatic rnovement is related to the movement in te= 

of significance which is evident in Dasein's involvemeut in its world. The ecstatic 

movement of the fuhue cades Dasein ahead of itseif toward the horizon of its fur-the- 

s&-of-which. The horizon of the past is that nalm of significance into which Dasein 

lhds itself alrcady thrown and which is to bc retained. The horizon of the present is the 

in-order-to in temu, of which Dasein is dongside entities and which aiiows Dasein to 

"comect" its thwmess with its for-the-s&-of-which. This connedion lies at the rmt 

of both Dasein's hiatoricaiity and its undexstanding of itself as historical. The whole of 

significance that is aeated through this movement is Dssein's history; this whole caa 

32 If Dasein, by anticipation, kts death kcom powerfpl in itseif. tben, as fne f a  death, Dasein uodcrstanâs 
itseif in its own supetiorpower, tht power of ifs finir fiesdom, so that ia this ikcbm, which 9s' only in its 
haviag c h o m  to niaLe mcb a cboice, it crn take ovu the p o w e r l ~ ~ ~ s ~ s ~  of abandoaniEnt io iis having done 
so, and can thua corne to have r cl- vioioa for the rccidenm of t& Situatioa thrit has bœn discloscd" (SZ 384)- 



only be created around a possibility which is Dasein's for-the-sakz-of-which - at the 

most general level, Dasein's Seinkonnen. Dasein takes up its past in a way that makes 

sense of or fits with its particular Seinkonnen; in this way Dasein shapes its fate. But this 

does not mean that Dasein wiUfully or arbitrarily interprets its past in the most beneficial 

way. Dasein also is conditioned by its past; what is possible for Dasein is shaped by that 

past The future and the past - the for-the-sh-of-which and that into which one iç 

already thrown - mutually condition one another. By bringing these two often opposing 

ecstases into a hannony of tension, Dasein is drawn into the situation. When coupled 

with the conmteness of that into which Dasein is thrown, Dasein's Seinkonnen takes on 

a concrete fom as weil, and in the moment of vision, Dasein sees what is onticaliy 

possible in the situation and can authentidly take action. 

Heidegger's analysis of Dasein's historicaiity is important to his ovedi 

argument. He argues that the finitude which discioses itself in Dasein's Being-towards- 

death is not just a fuiitude understood in t e m  of moitality, but also in temu of 

historidty. Ody because Dasein is finite can it have a history. Part of the significance 

of Dasein's finitude is that its past conditions and operates as 8nother horizon w i t b  

which it must exist and disclose itself. And imprtantly, as ways of characterizhg 

Dasein's Being, both historicaiity and rnorraüty takc th& point of deparhire h m  an 

understanding of king in tenns of t h .  

When Dasein is its Being in the mode of being it, it is authentic. That means thaî, 

in authenticity, Dasein intends its Being - û towwdr - its Being, Mly: Dasein is fully 

assigaed to itself. Since Dasein assips itself to possibilities, king assigncd to itself 

means being assigned to itself as a possibility, which requins a disclosure of its 

SeinMnncn. We have seen that this assignment to its Seinkonnen is disclosed in 

resoluteness. We have also seen that a genuine disclosure of Dasein's Seinkonnen only 

occurs through a Being-towards-death which is anticipatory. Dasein's authenticity, then, 

occm in anticipatory resoluteness. But Heidegger's discussion of histoncality implies 

that anticipatory resoluteness is historical; or more exactly, that Dasein's Being-historical 

is enacted thmugh its anticipatory nsoluteness, since it is the latter that draws Dasein 

concretely into the situation whmin ontic possibilities are authenticaiiy disclosed and 



Dasein takes action. This makes sense if we consider that Dasein's essence lies in its 

existence; Dasein is that essence most fully when it is immediately engaged in its 

existing, when it acts in the situation with a view to the mineness of its Seinkonnen and 

the responsibility impiied in its disclosure as Being-towardsdeath attested in the c d  of 

conscience. The point, then, is that Dasein's authenticity is not only a Being-towatds- 

death, nor only a king-historical, but both - thcy imply and art mted in one another. 

If we thinL back tg the charaderization of Heidegger's project as a 

phenomcnological ontology. Dasein's histoncality takes on broder significance in his 

ovedl investigation. Ontology takes as its object the Being of entities. Heidegger 

maintains that Being oniy shows itself phenomenologicaily. Thus, any ontology must 

also be a phenomenology. But phenornena disclose themselves in tenns of categories 

which are alrrady givcn; they show themselves in tbe tccms in which t h q  have already 

k e n  derstood and upressed. This 'alrrady' is important, for it is the same 'alnady' 

which characterizes Dasein's thrownness. The meanhg which something already has is 

maidtained discursively in the background against which objects show themselves (th& 

horizon of sipnincana), but it is aiso given in the manifesthg of the objea itself. in so 

far as muiing is already tkre, it is prior to any spccific intentional cornportment, It is a 

priori. This is the pticular sense of the a prion which Heidegger thought was an 

importarit contribution of phenomenology. 

What this diows us to see is that Dssein understands what it encounters (and also 

itself) in the way that things have been mderstood. The a priori cornes h m  Dasein's 

k i n g  been. This relates to the Seinsfrage in an important way. because in asking this 

question, Heidegger is interested in disclosing that understanding of Being which we 

always have a pr2ori. That we alnady have it signifies that it belongs to our throwmess, 

to our history. Uncove~g what our understanâing of Being is and whence it is denved 

hvolves both an examination of the history of our thinking about Being and an 

understanding of our Listoricalizy. Thus we can disclose how it is that we cornport to this 

pst, and the dinerent ways in which we may take it up and disclose possibilities within 

it. 

How we are to have anything like an a priori understanding pertains to our 



temporality as the condition for the possibility of the 'earlier' implied in that 

understanding (SZ 419). Only against the horizon of a temporality - which is aiways 

given beforehand, always understood beforehand, and always that in which Dasein is 

alnady immersed - is any understanding of Being possible. The existentid tuialytic 

helps to clarify the horizon within which the question of the meaning of Being c m  be 

formulatecl and answered (SZ 437); namely within Dasein's existence. Dasein is the 

entity who asks the question because Dasein is the oniy entity whose Being is an issue for 

i t  Dasein asks about Being because Being is something worthy of king questioned: 

Being is question-able. Being is question-able because it is nndered questionable by the 

finitude of Dasein's existence. 
* * * 

The mament of SZ in Part 1 has been guided by an ovemhing interest in 

exploring Heidegger's understanding of subjeaivity and the inauthenticity and 

authenticity which belong to it. The picture which has emrged is that of a complex 

subjedivity constituted by intentionality. and marked by the immediacy of lived 

experience. Dasein is always beyond itself, always ahcad of itself. always cornporthg 

itself meaningfidly towards entitics whicb it encountem as emerging siwcantly h m  

its world. Dasein understands both itself and the cntities it tncowitets h m  out of the 

disclosedness which coLlStitutes its Being-in&-world. This undetstanding is generally 

ixnplicit and irnmediatc. 

In framiog this discussion, 1 have s t n s d  the importance of understanding the 

existentid anaîytic within the context of the larger inquiry into the Seinsfrage. This is 

important for two reasons. Firsi. it sets a wider horizon for sihiating and interpreting the 

analytic; and second, the nlationship between the Seinrfruge itself and Dasein as the 

entity who asks it contributes substantially to our understanding of the subjectivity that 

characterizes Dasein. 

It is important to attend to Heidegger's discussion of the Seinsfrage because it 

frames the anaiysis of the first two divisions of SZ and helps us to achieve a clearer 

understanding of what Heidegger hopes to accomplish through this anaiysis, and how he 

hopes to do it. The question of the meaning of Bebg arises within the context of a 



criticai discussion of phenornenology. Heidegger maintains that traditionai 

phenomenology investigates the k i n g  of entities as it manifcsts itself 

phenomenologically, without inquiring into the very possibility of this manifesting, 

without asking about the Being of intentionality. In SZ, Heidegger is concernai with this 

neglected line of inquiry; he asks about the entity who is intentional (Dasein) and for 

whom that intentionality is the very structure of lived expecience. Once Dasein's 

understanding of its own Being is disclosed, then its understanding of Being in general 

cm be disclosed, and the relationship b e ~ e e n  Being and Dasein's Being as the structure 

of disclosedness can be exploreci. Attention to the Seiwage Aows us to see &he aim of 

Heidegger's existentid analytic in a somewhat different light - as crucially concerned 

with disclosedness and disclosun of k i n g  through intentional cornportment (Being-in- 

tbworld). 

Let us d l  the most basic constitutive features of Dasein: k t ,  its own Being is 

an issue for it; second, it is the entity who asks the Seinrfrge. In order to formulate this 

question, Dasein must - says Heidegger - have an implicit understanding of Being as 

put of its Beirig. Dasein bears a relationship to its &hg; it implicitly understands its 

own Behg and the Behg of entities encountered in the world genedy - it has an 

implicit understanding of Being in g m d .  Dasein understands itscif in this impiicit way 

in evcrydayness, where it intends its own Being in an empty fahion. Although 

everything DaKin does pnsumes diû understanding, the understanding is not explicitly 

gras@, but remains largely concealed. Authenticity, by contras& is a mode of Dasein's 

Being in which Dasein intends its own Beingficlly. The meaning of Dasein's Being - 
implied yet concealed in everydayness - is more M y  disclosed in authenticity. 

In s~essing that Dasein is the entity who asks the Sei.frage, who asks about the 

meaning of Being, Heidegger makes the crucial point that Dasein has enough of an 

understanding of king to be able to formulate such a question. But, neveaheless, Dasein 

does not h o w  the answa, it does not know that it understands. Mon importantly, 

however, Dasein wants tu undcrstund, otherwîse it would not ask. The SeinFfrage, 

indeed al1 questions, are generaied out of a sense that something is unclear, uncertain, 

questionable, and tthor thk maners, that this uncertainty needs to be cl& up. If Dasein 



asks about the meaning of Being, it is because Dasein does not find that meaning obvious 

or ce&. Why is this so? Because Dasein's Being is both tmth and untnith, a rev-g 

and concealing; its Being is constihited by finite disclosedness. nie very dynamism and 

movement of Dasein's existentiality and temporality are what keep this dialectic of 

concealment and discloswe in constant motion. 

AI1 of this relates to Dasein's finitude in a particularly poignant way. Both 

Dasein's mortality and its historicaiity can throw into question the whole meaning of its 

existence. In the face of inevitable deaîh, Dasein can question the puipose of its 

existence; in the face of the burden of its history, Dasein can succumb to fataiisrn and 

question the mcaning of an existence in which it dœs  not fecl free to control its destiny. 

These questions are not merely abstract and philosophical; they are existentiaily 

grounded and motivateci. Dasein's finitude, as that which makes its king-in-the-world 

possible in giving Dasein a Seinkonnen, is at the same t h e  that which threatens it. in the 

course of its existence, Dasein is constantly question4 and challenged. d e d  upon to 

forge som kind of signifiant whole in the face of that which threatens to dissolve it into 

nothingness. 

In a sense, then, it is Dasein's Being which questions Dasein, and thus, it can be 
said that Dasein questions itseif. The Seinsfrage is bom out of this existentid 

questioning. Dasein is both tbe entity wbich asks the Seinrfrage and the entity which is 

quericd. But in ne- case should we understaad this questioning relationship to 

oneself as evidence of simple identity. Being thrown into question would not be possible 

and questioning 'oneself in nsponse to this challenge would not be necessary if this 

wen the case. The selfwhich questions is other than the selfwhich is queried. Dasein's 

self as anxious Being-towardsdeath is other than its Mon-selbst. This is what allows 

Dasein's Being to throw Dasein hto question. prompting it to formulate the Seinîfage 

and thereby explicitly question its existence. 

The questioning and questionableness of things is most dramatically mted in 

Dasein's finitude, although it appears in much of our woddiy engagement. Dasein's 

general interrogation of its world implies a similar structm, wherein thinp bewme 

questionable for us; we ask questions, seek responses. and so on. This kind of commerce 



between Dasein and other entities in the world occurs against a background of meaning, 

while at the same t h e  creating and rnodi6ing that meaning. The background of 

meaning is constituted by discourse and sustained by Mitsein; to the degree that ihis 

enables entities not of Dasein's Being to 'give rneaning', they too participate in this 

commerce. 

This kind of exchange between Dasein and the entities in its wodd, which takes 

the structure of a question and response. which occurs within a context of meaning, and 

which is aimed at reaching greater understanding - is this na diulugical? Are we not to 

understand that Dasein's Being-in-the-world is dialogical? To resoive this question, we 

must ask: what is dialogue? 



Part II 

Dialogue 



Introduction 

The question which guides the inquiry in this section is: what is dialogue? It 

seems like a clear question, to which there ought to be a simple enough answer. My 

objective in this introduction, however, is to demonstrate that the question of dialogue is 

mon complicated than one rnight think. and dernands deeper investigation. 1 will first 

critically discuss what 1 takc to be the 'common sense' view of dialogue. After 

demonstrating the deficiencies of this view. 1 will mm to a brief discussion of four 

thinkm of dialogue with the goal of developing a more dequate understanding of the 

notion. During the course of this investigation, two strahs of diaiogical thought will 

emerge. These will be given a more definitive shape in the third section. in order to 

prepare for the mon indepth analyses in Qiapters 4 through 6. 

1. The 'cornmon sense' view 

Most of us have a rough sense of what 'dialogue' mcans. Usually we use the 

term to refer to a particuiarly meaningfûl exchange with someone else. We speak of 

having been 'in dialogue' with sorneom or of having arriveci at som undastanding 

'through dialogue'. We dso Say things üke 'WC had a real dialogue going' which is 

taken ta man that we were reaily tallàng with one another. rem engageû with one 

another. and not just talLing to or part each other. These usages suggest that we mudy 

think of 'dialogue' as denoting not just my conversation, but one in which the exchange 

is particuùdy signifimt, substantive, productive. and meaningful. Using this 

description as our point of depiuhiiie, let us distinguish five claims that it implies. 

We can begin by noting that the paradigm at work hem is that of a conversation. 

This generates the first two features of the common sense view: dialogue occurs between 

people, it is timited to the nah of the intehuman; dialogue occm through language. 

The third featm is a distinction between dialogue and "merem communication. l 

This distinction rtsembles that belwaen 'comrnuoicating X to Y' and 'being in communidon with' 
eiaboratcd by Ruth S8W in hCt pape?, "Conversation and Communication," ThinrLing 2 (May 1980): 55-64. 



Mere communication. we might Say, is simply the tramfer of information from one 

person to another. In this sense. it is purely functional. The speaker has some thought in 

mind which is expressed through langage to another who hears it. The communication 

is successful when the hearer has the same thought in mind as the speaker did at the 

outset. As an exchange of meaning, this men communication is not taken to be 

particularly significant, presumably because it is not thought to be productive of meaning 

in the way that dialogue is. In dialogue. sornething is produced through the conversation 

which is meaningful and which establishes a bond between the paxticipants. 

The notion that dialogue is productive of meaning whereas rnere communication 

is not nlates to the fouth feature: dialogue is characterizcd by positive, &fimative, 

social interaction; it is constructive and requires an o p e ~ e ~ s  to the other. Merely 

functional commun.ication, it m m t  be said, does not require such an openness because it 

is primarily aimed at tramferring som information to the other. No d nsponse fkom 

the other is desired or elicited in such communication, whereas in dialogue one seeks to 

draw the other out and engage the other in a meaninghil exchange. The participants in 

dialogue have a cornmon aim and they work together in order to mach some shared goal 

or understanding; in dus sense dialogue is productive of meaning. This feahue is absent 

not only in meie communication, but also in interaction which is adversarial, combative, 

or destructive. Such adversarial engagement, it could be argue& is not open to the other 

and does not seek to p d u a  something through a positive relation to the other, but 

instead seeks to dominate and vanquish the other. Dialogue thus seems to imply an 

inherent afnrmation or positivity . 
This constructive, positive aspect appears to be necessary for the production of 

meaning in tenns of which interaction rnay be deemed dialogid. Part of this 

constmctive engagement, we might Say, is a syrnrneüical mutuality in the participation. 

This kind of participation is the fifkh fe8ture: aii participants must be engaged equdy; 

they must be open to one another; and al1 must contribute. fierarchical differences 

between participants presumably act as a hindrance to dialogue because they get in the 

way of a fkee and equal exchange. Differentials in power dismpt and threaten dialogue. 

1 cal1 this the 'cornmon sense' view of dialogue. Since most of us hold this view 



in some form or another, we tliinlr that the answer to the question 'wbat is dialogue' must 

be straightfoward. 1 would argue. however. that it is not; our comma seme perspective 

is problematic in many respects. The common sense perspective rests upon the five 

assumptions 1 have just described, al1 of which are open to serious doubt. 

Perhaps the most important fatum of the common sense view is the strong 

distinction it draws between mre communication and dialogue. This distinction hinges 

on the notion that dialogue is meaningful in a way that men communication is not, 

although what this notion amoumi to is not wholly clear. In desmibing the view above, 1 

have suggested that mre commPnicabion involves conveying information or meaning 

h m  one participant to another for functionai purposes. Men communication is a means 

to an end. Diaiogue, on the other hand, is meaningfui in itself. perhaps because it seems 

to be productive of meaning in a way thaî outstrips the shallow meaningfulness of mere 

communication. 

Let us examine this point more closely. In men communication, participants 

communicate with each other through utterances which make sense to each other. if they 

make sense to one other, this means that the Listener understands what the speaker rneans 

in each case. In this sense, the utterances an rneaningful. However. dialogue also 

involves the exchange of meanin@ utterances. Thus, if we are to preserve the notion 

that dialogue is distinct h m  mere communication, we must locate the particular 

meaninghilness of dialogue elsewhere. 

One possibility is uiat mre communication is &y ody a means to an end, 

whereas dialogue is its own end; it is for its own sake. In this view, dialogue would be 

meaningful because it has inainsic vaiue, whereas mere cornmuLucation wouid only have 

instrumental vaiue, deriving its meaning h m  the end toward which it is directed. 

Initially, tbis seems highly plausible. But how, then, are we to reconciie this with the 

fouah featurt outlined above, the positive, constructive aspect of dialogue? Thete it 

setmd that an exchange aimd at shring perspctivts and brodering undetstanding 

would be considend constructive and didopical. This shared understanding, then, is 

produced through dialogue; dialogue is the means through which shand understanding 

occurs. AraJably, the t h e g f u i n e s s  and value which we attribute to this sharing of 



perspectives underlies the value we ascribe to the exchange through which it issues. 

Consequently, it seems less promising to describe the difference in meaning between 

rnere communication and dialogue in terms of a distinction between instrumental and 

intrinsic value. 

We cm. however, hold that the speaal significance of dialogue lies precisely ui 

what cornes to be shared by the participants through their exchange. In this sense, 

dialogue is meaningful because meaning is produced through the exchange, as opposed 

to merely trmmitted. The production of rneming, then, will depend upon the exchange 

of meaning; mere communication is a condition for dialogue. The possibility of 

maintainhg the distinction between dialogue and men communication rem upon the 

claim that not ail communication is productive of rneaaing: when it is not productive of 

meaning, it is mere communication; when it is, it is dialogue. 

But if the meanhg that is produced through dialogue is the sharing of 

perspectives and broadening of undetstanding effected through the exchange, it seerns 

doubtful that we can continue to maintain a distinction between mere communication and 

dialogue. 1 doubt that thm is any communication. no matter how banal. which does not 

involve some sharing of perspectives. Any successful exchange of d g  is productive 

of at least some minimal shared unâerstanding between speaker and listener. The 

question is where do we draw the line to distinguish between those shared understandings 

which are extensive enough to be considered "meaningful" and those which are not? 1 do 

not deny that there may be some qualitative difference between mere communication and 

dialogue such Uiat the latter is an intensification of the former, but it is very difficult to 

capture this difference. 

This difficulty throws a number of the other assumptions of the cornrnon sense 

view into question. For insiance, it is no longer clear why an asymmetrical 

communicative exchange could not be considered dialogical. Despite the fact that 

paIticipation is not equal, such an exchange could be productive of a cornmon 

understanding and this perhaps would be enough to make it rneaningfbl in the relevant 

sense. 

The concem ~garding symrnetxy in dialogue rests implicitly upon the idea that 



the one who speaks has power and dominates. while the one who listens is powerless and 

passive. This kind of asymrnetry would be antithetical to dialogue. However several 

questions may be raised here. First, it is not strictly accurate to portray the listener as 

purely passive - the listener is actively involved in lisfening in dialogue - and the 

speaker, if he wants to be understood, must be attentive to the listener as weli. Second, it 

has been suggested that the one who asks a question - and so is predominantly silent in 

the course of an exchange - is actually in a position of increased power relative to the 

mspondent because, through the very questioning, that participant chdle~iges and holds 

the other accountable.2 This suggests that equality of 'adive' participation is not 

necessary for equaiity of power. Furthemion, dialogue depends upon a certain 

asymmetry as repnsented by the altenty of the participants with respect to one another. 

The other is not the same es me; thus, if 1 want her to h o w  something. 1 must express 

myself to her so îhat out understanding corn to be shared. 

It is similarly unclear why a diaiogic exchange need necessarily be considered 

constructive or positive. We tend to think of things thaî are rneaningfid as being "good," 

but this seem ta unneccssiuily cestrict the sape  of the maningful. If we are cornmieteci 

to the view diat an exchange is dialogue - as opposed to mue communication - 
because tbt exchange produces mcaning and effects a sharing of perspectives. there 

seems little resson to assume that this must be a "positive" thing. The bond which is 

establishi couîd be hate jwt as asily as love or fncndship. An a d v e d a l  or 

combative interaction can be productive of animosity or hostility; these - though 

perhaps not "goodn - are certainly meaningful. Even if we were to stipulate that the 

meaning p d u œ d  must be achieved through joint effort,3 1 am not sure we could sidestep 

this consequence. After aU, an argument is ceitainly a joint effort. The assumption that 

2 Set Per Linnel, "The powerof dialogue and dynarnics," Tlrc Dyluullics of Dialogue, eds. Ivana hbkovh and 
Kkus Foppa (New Yorli: Springer Verlag, 1990) 147-77, This idea setms consistent with Levinas as well. 

9 In order to preserve îbe distinction bctwcen mcn commuoication and didogue, one might argue that in mere 
communication, any meaning produccd docs not occm through joint effm because of the passivity of the 
listçner. Howcver, bis assumes that listening involva no effort, that it is tnily passive, and 1 bave a i d y  
chailenged this mumption. Thc comxnunication of mccuiing tbat a speaker seeks to e&ct through making 
an ottcrancc WU d y  occur with tbe coogeration of thc Iistenet. 



dialogue is dways constnictive (or that king constructive cannot dso be destructive) 

seems rather questionable. 

Also questionable is the notion that rnerely functional communication or 

adversarial interaction fails to involve an openness to the other. Even in the most banal 

exchanges, one formulates one's utterances so as to be understood, and one dœs seek a 

response in such communication, othenivise one would not bother communicating. 

Similady, in a combative situation. one is open to the approaches of the other and, in 

responding to them is quite attentive to counter-responses. Consequently, although it 

may at fîrst seem somewhat counter-intuitive, these sotts of exchanges do involve an 

openness to the other. 

This suggests that a fist-fight may be as diaiogical as an erotic encounter: bot. 

involve the exchange of rneaningful gestufes which contribute to the production of a 

meaningfbl bond (be it hatred or love) between the participants. If these can be 

considered diaiogical according to the foregoing discussion, then perhaps diaiogue is not 

limited to the reaùn of language. This scems reasonable in so far as meaning can be 

exchanged through signs that are extra-linpistic. But if that is so, then p e w s  dialogue 

need not be limited to entities w ho possess linguistic expression as a possibiiity . Might it 

be possible for there to be exchanges which are produdive of meaning with works of art 

or divinities or name? It does not seem that we are justified in niling this out. Sa, 

diaiogue is pcrhaps na limited to the reaim of the interhuman either. 

This illustrates that the basic assumptions implied by the 'common sense' view of 

dialogue becorne considetably kss plausible when held up to scrntiny. It is not clear 

what precisely we mean by 'diaiogue'; thus, we must push beyond this 'common sense' 

view. To assist in furthering our investigation, we can examine the work of those who 

have already reflected on dialogue, namely those who are considered to be philosophers 

of diaiogue. 

ii. Philosophers of dialogue 

Tkre is a growing body of philosophicai literatwe on dialogue. In an effort to 

expand our understanding of what is meant by the conapt of dialogue, 1 wiîl biefly 



sumrnarize the views offered by four of the more prominent philosophers in the 

discourse: Buber, Bakhtin, Gadamer, and Levinas. This is by no means a comprehensive 

list of philosophers of dialogue, nor do 1 intend rny brief synopses of these four thinkers' 

views of dialogue to be exhaustive. My goal is to highlight the diversity of views within 

the discourse with the intent of rnapping out the lines dong which sirnilarities can be 

The view of dialogue w hich Martin Buber develops in his influential work I Md 

Thou depends upon a distinction he makes between two different ways of relating to 

the other. The first is the I-It in which one cornports toward the other in an impersonal 

manner which entails an objectification of the other. By approaching the other as an 

object of howleâge which is graspable, knowable, and analyzable, one not only fails to 

htuit the alterity of the oîher. but one also impoverishes one's engagement 6 t h  the 

other. In this nanow and confined way of relating. the I takes priority over the other. In 

the ï-mu, by contras& the 1-lt is transcended, and one addresses the other in a way 

which does not commit this violence. Instead one approaches the other with an opemess 

which aiiows the otha to be encountercd in the who1cncss of its king and on its own 

tams. As Buber d d b e s  it, the 1-Thou is something iike an encounter with the mystery 

of the other. which our 1 4  ways of engaghg with others shield us fiom experiencing. 

The mystery embodied in each particuiar Thou is related to thai of the etemal Thou 

(Goci). We can Say, then, that Buber's concept of dialogue (which correlaies with his 2- 

Thou dation) is something B e  an encounter with divinity. Although the [-Thou is often 

understood in somewhat mystical terms, Buber maintains that dialogue is not a mystical 

event, but something quite concrete.6 Dialogue is a tuming towards the other in which 

Thc multiplicity of views here is ev idend  by Eugeniusz Czaplejewicz's reference to at least eight different 
theones of dialogue (formal, formalist, thematic, semantic, neoideaiistic, ideological, functional and 
ptagmatic), each of wbich understaods 'dialogue' in a slighcly differcnt way. AU of these dicotics, however, 
refér to what 1 wauld cal1 a 'conversational' figure of dialogut. Sec E. Czaplejewicz, "Dialogics and the 
Pragmatic lheory of Dialogue," Diaiectics and Humîanr'sm 5 (Winter 1978): 15139. 

Martin Bubu, I Md Z h u ,  m s .  Ronald Gitgor Smith (New York Charles Scriiner's Sons, 1958) o. 
Sa Martin Buber, "Dialogue," Befween Mm Md Morr, tram. R d d  GtitgotSmith (Lxndon: Collins, 1%1) 

17-59. See especiaîly p. 21. in that text, Bubu attempts to clan@ the view of dialogue inaoductd in iT. 



we realize that the other addresses us and, in so doing, requires us to respond. These 

others are not limited to hurnan others. but include nature and what Buber calls spiritual 

entities - works of lut, intellectual constnicts, literature. Although the difference 

between the I-lt and the I-Thou could be understood primanly in tems of language, 

Buber's point is ihat the linguistic diffennce in mode of address is reflective of a more 

primordial kind of address. This address oAen occurs in silence. 

Mildiail Bakhtin's interest in linguistics and literary criticism involves him 

primariiy in issues of aesthetics and language. and most of his work deals in one way or 

another with the question of dialogue? Centrai to his position is the idea that language is 

essential to human existence. Human existence fin& expression in dismurse and is 

given meaning through disco-; we constniti ourselves through linguistic expression. 

But language is dso a social phenornuion. Not only do we communiate to one 8110th 

through language or by means of language. but each specific linguistic expression or 

utterance is a refiedion of an already existing discourse and derives its meaning in 

dation to that discourse. Then is no such thing as a 'private' language because 

languagc always contains within it the voie of others; it lefers to others. The 

implicaîion of this is that human existence is essentially social; its significance is 

constructeci and enacteci dialogicaiiy. 

Bakhtin's idea that specific utterances c m  incorporate mon thaa one voia due to 

theh rclationship to other sphercs of discourse underlies his exploration of intertextudity 

in the novel. Intertextuality, sometimes also refemd to as diaiogism, is the phenomeaon 

in which various discourses becorne nested within and nflected in one another through 

their being echoed (ironically or otherwise) in the exchanges which occur between 

For more on Bakhtin and dialogue, see Hwa Yol Jung, "Mikhail Bakhtin's Body Politic: A 
Phenornenologid Dialogia," Man Md World 23.1 (h. 1990): 85-99; Tzvctan Todorov, Mikhrril BruWItin: 
Tk Dhbgicui PrincipIe, WU. Wlad Godzich (Minmapolis: University of Millllcs~ta Pnss, 1984); Vivienne 
Brown, Ibe Moral Self and Ethicd Dialogism: Th= Genres," Philosophy a d  Rhctoric 28.4 (1995): 276- 
99; David Pattema, "Mukhail Balditin rnd thc Dirilogid Dimensions of thc Novel," Joucllot of Aestktis 
Md Art Crin'cism 44 (Winta 1985): 13 1-39. 



various characters and in their psychologid developrnent.' This development is often 

expresseci, at least in the novels that interest Bakhtin the most, through the chamter's 

extended conversation with himself - in short, a monologue. Yet Bakhtin believes that 

al1 utterances are meaningfd because of their reference to another discourse, and that al1 

utterances, thenfore, contain references to the other. As a result. k also maintains that 

such monologues are best characterized as interior dialogues? On one level, then, the 

distinction between monologue and dialogue does not hold for Bakhtin. Yet there are 

other instances where he clearly maintains the distinction, indicating that monologue 

involves no significant consciousness of the other in contrast to the recognition of the 

other in dialogue.l* The picture which uafolds begins to get rather cornplex. On the one 

hand, language is dialogicai because of intertextuality; if language is essential to human 

existence, then this implies that human existence is dialogical. On the other han& it 

seems that this dialogicality may be enacteci in a monological way if one is not aware of 

the fundamental nature of the relation to the other which is involved in self-c~nstitution.~~ 

Sac Miüiriil Bakhtin, TlCc P d k m  of Do~ocyski's Patict, ed. md tnuis. Cary1 Emrsoa (Manchester. 
Mancbtster University Priess, 1984). Tbcoc iders n particuldy innueacial to an enth braach of the cunont 
discourse on diaiogue. Sa Ivana Markovà and Klaus Foppa, cds., TIrc Dyi iMlh ufDialogue (New York: 
Spriager Verhg, IBO) and Asymmctrres iir Dialague (Savage, MD: Hamster Wbeatshcaf, 199 1). 

Sec Bakhtio, Prvblenu 7475,21345,254-56 and 278-79. 

Io Bakhtin, Pmblems 7940,292-93, 

The view that dialogue is an exchange of utacranccs which not only arc aimed at an other but derive their 
rneaning through theu ceferencc to the other is the figure of didogue which is perhaps most commonly 
asdateci  with Bakhtin. However, it is not the only one evideat in bis w o k  Bakhtin is not only inticrcsted 
in the waydialogue ptays itsclf out in the rnultiplicity of voices that can bt found in the literary text, espccially 
the! novel; hc also concems himself with the pruccss of artistic crcation, in pariicular witb the reiaîionship 
bctwan the author of tbe novel and the hcro îhat shc creates. in order for the chmcter to dcvelop in a way 
wbich is distinct h m  tbe author's own self, tberc musc bc a ccrtah distancc bctween author and hem wtiich 
allows the beto to becorne an o k  for the author. This distance allows tbt author to understand tbe bem as 
an amdietic whok, pcdttiog die cbamcîcr to unfold itst1.f in a fullaess and independence which would not 
otherwise be possible, Althougb Bakhtin does mt use dic tcnn 'dialogue' to &saï& thii relationsbip, it does 
nonethelcss seem appropnpnate to apply it bcn for it implies a way of  nlating to another which is sensitive to 
the alterity of tbe odier. Sec, Milrhail Balcbtin, Art d ArtJwerrrbility, cd. Michet Holquist and Wrn 
Liapunov, trans. V a d h  Liapunov (Austin: University. of Texas h, 1990). 



Yet another view of dialogue is put foward by Haas-Georg Gadarner.12 The key 

to his concept of dialogue lies in his interest in henneneutics, which can be seen as a 

development on some of the insights of phenomenology. * In phenomenology, the object 

is said to have a hodzon which acts as its background, allowing it to appear as it is, 

situated withui a domain of rneaning. Hermeneutics expands upon this idea by focusing 

on situations as opposed to objects. As a result, multiple horizons become Uivolved 

which extend beyond what is present-at-hand within the situation itself. 'Ihrough a 

fusion of these horizons, a background of significance is created in terms of which the 

situation is understood. 

This idea has interesthg implications for dialogue because it suggests that 

understanding behkreen two didopical partners occm through a sUnilar fusion of 

horizons, effeded through an exchange between participants which has the structure of a 

question and response. Through ihis dialectic, an understanding cornes to be shared 
-- 

between the participants." Although this suggests that dialogue has a primady 

conversation& structure, Gadamer is clear that we an to understand this in a figurative 

sense as weii. We are to understand history, or historical coasciousness, as a 

conversation in which we =pond to the questions that the past poses for us; this 

historicai conversation is the horizon within which we are to situate and understand the 

texts which we interpret In onier to understand the meanhg of a te* we must 

understead it as a rwponse to a question, and we must unpack what this question is. But 

this unpacking can only be efffected duough a dialogic engagement with the text itseif, 

through questioning it and allowing ourselves to be questioned by it. The question to 

l2 Sec HMs-Gtorg Ciadamer, Tmth and MetMt trans, Joel Weinsheimer and Donald G. Marshall (New York: 
Continuum Ress, 1989). 

l1 For a discussion of dialogue in relation to Gadamtr's work, scc, Jean Grondin, "L'universalisation de 
i'betmcncutique chez HawGeorg Gaâamer," Archives de PAilosophie 53 (ûa-Dec. 1990): 53 1-45; Dieter 
Misgeld, "Poetry, Didogue, and Negotiation: Liberal Culture and Consemiive Politics in Hans-Georg 
Gadamer's Thought," Festivals of Interpretatwn, cd. Kaihîeeir Wright (Albany: SUNY Ress, 1990) 161- 
81; Diaac P. MicbtlkMcr and Ricbard E. Palmer, cds., Didogue and Deconstruction: 7'be Gadamcr-Derri& 
Encaunter (Albany: SUNY Press, 1989). 



which the text is a response can only be uncovered through Our own re-cognition of that 

question; this retognition &ses out of the experience of questionableness that takes 

place in the encounter with the text. 

The 'back-and-forth' rnovement of the question-and-response structure of the 

conversation gives rise to another important concept that Gadamer uses to characterize 

dialogue, narnely play. However, Gadamer wants to consider play apait h m  the 

player's subjective reflection on it, for play is an experience which changes the one who 

experiences i t  Playing is a closed world; participation in that world requires a 

suspension of one's relations to what lies outside of it. Play is most authentic when one 

is absorbed in it; the sirbject of play is not the player, but actualiy the game, the play. 

The play challenges and tests the player. Gadamer argues that play is an activity which 

lacis a goal which would bring it to an end; it is movement which can go on indefinitely. 

Presumably this is true within the closed world of the play, but lunits may be 

arbitrarily imposed h m  outside that realm. Play oniy goes on indefinitely if it is not 

brought to a halt by sornething beyond; this always occurs. In this regard, play is not 

without risk, for something m m  be accomplished before that limit is nached, 

specificdy the self-presencing of the players through the play? In Gadamer's thought, 

dialogue is also a kind of play in which the participants becorne absorbed in their 

intedon with one another. through their participation. they present themselves. 

The concept of didogue put fomard by Emmanuel Levinas is sornewhat dinemit 

and reflects the primacy of his concem with ethics. In pacticular he is critical of the way 

in which the metaphysical tradition conceptualizes the other." In his view, the nadition 

posits the other prirnarily in negative ternis by defining it as the antithesis of the same. 

When taken togethet, the polar opposites of the same and the other neutralize one another 

lS Gadamtr 369-79. Intertstingly, Gsdamtr dots compare tbe hemneutic experiencc of historiai tradition 
widi an expricncc of the Thou (Gadruncr 358-62). Engagcmcnt with historiai tradition is like die dialogue 
of I-Tbu, aithough pertiaps not in Buber's sense. 

1' In zny discu8sim of Levinas ôotb bcrt ud below, I follow the transistor's dccision to use 'odid to refer 
to 'f 'Autre' a d  'Other' ta rcfer to 'I'Auhrr", the conaete human Othcr. 



and form a totality. According to Levinas, this understanding of the other completely 

fails to achowledge the alterity of the other and, in fact, comrnits a violence to the other 

by assimilating it to the same. This becornes particularly problematic when we consider 

thai. traditionally, ethics is grounded in metaphysics. If a traditional rnetaphysics deals 

with the other in a dominating and violent way, it cannot provide an adequate basis for 

ethics because it will reinscribe that violence in the ethicd domain. 

This situation can be rectified by, firstly, maintaining the priority of ethics over 

ontology, and secondly, by approaching the other in a way that acknowledges its alterity. 

We must come to understand the other, not as it appears in Iogic - through negation - 
but as it manifests itself ethically, in the face to face encounter with a concrete ûther. 

This notion of the face to faœ is Levinas' concept of dialogue, although he does aot use 

the terrn 'dialogue' hirnself. In the encounter, 1 experiencc the Other in its nilnerability. 

This vulnerability challenges me to an ethicai responsibility not to harm that Mer: 1 am 

held accountable. In this sense, the ûther wields tremendous power over me, rupturing 

the solitude of my solipsistic I and disclosing the I as existing in a primanly ethical 

relation to the Oiher. nie ûther is abk to elicit this responsibility h m  me because of 

the way it withdraws h m  my epistemolopid grasp. The Other is not ducible  to its 

appearanœ, to what explidtly presents itself to me. Thaf there is ma= to the Other than 

its appearance - that the OLha always mmains an enigma and a mystery - shows itself 

most cleariy thmugh the fw and in the face to face encounter. la looiâng into die face 

of the Other, 1 see the depth of the Other. AIthough 1 cannot sec into those depths, 1 am 

made awace of them and am compelled to nspect km." 

Another way of chacterizhg the same idea is to say that the interdependence 

between self and other is illcxpnssed by the notion of a relation of dependenœ. Such a 

characterization establishes that the relationship between self and other is one of nced; 

the self suff' fiom a lack which the other can m. In fulfilling this need. the other is 

assimilated to the same, and a totality is formed. This assimilation can only be prevented 

Sec cspccially Emmanuel Levinas, Totulity Md Iiejhiry, m. Alphoaso Lingis (Pittsburgh: Duqucsat 
University Ress, 1979) CI1). 



by conceiving of the self as complete - not lacking the other. but rather desiring the 

other. This desire is a movement. not of drawing the other in and absorbing it, but of 

surpassing oneself towards the other in a movement of jubilant overflowing and excess. 

This movement is inspired by the other and is similar to the movernent of cesponsibility. 

Both cm be seen to characterizc the nlationship to the Other as it is disclosed in the face 

to face encounter, and both cm be considered dialogicai. 

iii. Two figures of dialogue 

The brief treamient of the work of these four key thinkers should impress one 

with the diversity of views on dialogue. Firstly , we have Buber who descrii the 

dialogicai relation as an 1-Thou mode of address in which a union with the being of the 

other is forged. and in which I and Thou find themsclves standing in a relation of 

mutuality, neither subordinate to the other. Secondly. we have Bakhtin whose primary 

mode1 of dialogue is that of a conversation in which the uttemces always echo the 

discourse of the ohr,  the other is aiways prisent in the linguistic exchange through 

which the self is constructed. Thirdly. we have Gedamer for whom dialogue is aiso a 

conversation but is  most imponuitly a play of questions and responses. 'whereas for 

Bakhtin dialogue pertains to a type of iatertextuality which shows itself in linguistic 

exchange and literary works. Gadamer is much more conccmed with the diaiogical 

charecter of interprt&tion of texts and engagement with historid, cuituraî discourse. 

Finally, Levinas tums away h m  the notion of dialogue as conversation and focuses 

instead on a nlationship to the othcr which is one of desire - as opposed to need - and 

which manifests itself in the face to face encounter. * 
Taking a clue h m  Gadarner, we can perhaps Say that the different guises in 

which dialogue appears in the thought of each writer can be traced back ta the question to 

which that thought represents a response. Consequently, the different forms these views 

It should be no&d as weli that thcte am a number of dissimilarities ôetwan th«ie views and the 'comon 
sease' view outlirrcd earlier. For instance Gadamer docs MH secm to xccognize a distinction bttween mtrc 
communication and dialogue, and Bakhtin seems to be ambivalent on this same point Buber docs not tûink 
dialogue is resüicted to the intehuman or to lamguage. kvinas rtilyi not emphasize the kind of rcçiprocity 
that one wouiâ typidy asczibt to didogue in the 'cornmon seme' view. 



assume may be due, at lest in pari, to their expression in terms of the discourse in which 

they are engagd: theology for Buber; literary criticism and linguistics for Bakhtin; 

historiai hemeneutics for Gadamer; ethics and ontology for Levinas. The comrnon 

thread mnning through them is concem with the relation to the other. However, within 

this mbric we can make a finer distinction. It is interesthg that both Bakhtin and 

Gadamer choose conversation as theu metaphor for dialogue. Both are concerned with a 

relation to the other which is enacted through the give-and-take of conversation; both are 

interested in tht meaning which is conveyed, and the shared understanding which is 

forged and exhibited through this kind of exchange? Buber and Levinas, on the other 

hand, do not particularly emphasize a relation which takes the fom of an exchange. a 

give-and-take.21 They speak much more of a simultaneity of presence between self and 

other which mi& be referred to as an encounter. Both, in fact, contrast this type of 

relation to the aher with another, impoverished form. For Buôer it is the 1-It; for 

Levinas it is the same-other. 

1 would like to suggest that which of these two figures= of dialogue - 
conversation or encouter - emrges depends upon tbc Lind of question one asks. Both 

Baichtin and Gadamer an intemsteû in the communication - thc exchange - of 

meaning between oneself and the other. thus, they focus on conversation as the way in 

wtrich this exchange is effeded. But both also recognize that the possibiity of 

understanding tbc meaning which is communicated depends upon some antecedent 

familiarity with the discourse to which that meaning nfers. Discourse is always socidy 

enaded; we are initiated into it and farniliarized with t through social interaction. 

Language and meanhg are social. This implies that ouf ability to understand the o k r  in 

lo The two anthologies compiled by Markod and Foppa consist of studies which analyze dialogue as 
conversation. 

1 make tbis point with some qualification. Buber does r e h  to a give-anâ-take at one point. See IT 102- 
103 and my discussion in Chaptcr 5 bclow. Also, Levinas does tbiak expressioa and Ianguagc an important 
in tbt relation with the O*, yet he docs not crnphasize anyîhing Iüce the rccipocity of give-and-take. 

I will refa to conversation and encounter as Qum oc mOdcI of dialogue because 1 want to c m  !bat 
botb are inluiifcntah'ons of a more gcncral phenornenon. 



a particular instance is grounded in a more generd relatedness to the other. mediated by a 

shared background of meaning. If that pnor relatedness to the other were not there, no 

possibility of communication and shared understanding would ensue. In so far as 

communication occurs. a pnor relation must be present. The self is essentially related to 

others (through language) ." 
Such a position maintains a view of the self opposed to a notion of the self as 

essentially independent of others and only related to them subsequently and accidentally. 

This latter view of the self is the more traditional one, often characterizcd as a 

monologid view of the self. It is generally opposed by what is refemd to as a 

dialogid view of the self: a self essentially in conversation with its world. whose 

selfhocxi is constituted through its participation in the dialogue. It is important to see the 

relationship between the conception of self formulated by Bakhtin and Gadamer, and the 

issue highlighted in the monologueldialogue distinction. This datioaship is prirnady 

suggested by their choiœ of conversation as the conceptual metaphor for dialogue. 

The similarities between Buber and Levinas rn somewhat closer. Both are less 

womed about whether the self is esscntially related to the other. and more concenid 

with distinguishhg how it is related to the other, in paiticular whether or not that relation 

nspects the alterity of the other. The issue of rneaning and the minsmission or 

communication of meanhg btwœn self  and d e r  is not highlighted to the s a m  extent 

in k i r  work. What is much more important is encomtering the other in a way which 

does not commit violena to that other. either literally through immoral behavior and 

violation, or figuratively through epistemological appropriation and dismemberrnent. 

The contrast between the two diffemt ways of approaching and encountering the 

other which both Buber and Levinas discuss might be described as a difference between 

intentional and dialogid modes of compoitment~ The intentional view resembles the 

'5 For instance, Janusz Kunynski considen dialogue to coasist of a type of relationality of being. See 'The 
Metaphilosopby of Dialogue," DiaIectics und Humanism 16 (Summer-Autumn 1989): 147-62. 

This distinction is aàapd from Theunissen's distincçion bttwecn tfit transcendcntai and the dialogical as 
developed in hir book The Ollur. Sec cbpter S. Thcunisscn cxplicitly arguts tbat Buber's view of dialoguc 
is to be undastood in this way. Michatl Tbcunissea, TILc Other: Sttuiies in the Sochl Ontobgy of Hussetl. 



subject-object relation of traditional epistemology in which the object (other) is 

subordinated to the subject (self), and so appropriated by or pried open to view before the 

knowing/investigating 1.a By contrast, a mode of encounter in which the self does not 

approach the other as a thing to be appropriated and assimilateci as an object of 

knowledge would be dialogical. 

What begins to ernerge here is a hvo-pronged discourse on dialogue? On one 

prong are those who are primarily intensted in the nature of the self and wkther or not it 

is essentiaiiy related to others. Those who argue for such a relation generally do so with 

nfemnce to the distinctioc? between monologue and diaiogue, and the figure of dialogue 

which is evoked is typicaily that of conversation. On the second prong are those who are 

primarily intensted in making evaluative distinctions among relations to the other. They 

are interesteci in the 'how' of these relations, okn arguing that one kind of relating is 

'better' than another by appealing to a distinction between intentional and dialogical 

relations to the other. The figure of dialogue which genediy appears here is that of 

encounter. 

In the next duee chapters 1 will argue that distinctions baween monologue and 

dialogue on the one hand, and intentioaaiity and dialogicaiity on the other, cannot suffice 

as articulations of a concept of dialogue because such distinctions rely primarily on a 

definition of dialogue relative to what it is not. To overcome this difficulty. 1 propose 

pumiing a phenomenologicai investigation of the two figures of dialogue towards which 

Heidegger, Sartre and Buber, trans. Christopher Macann (Cambridge: MIT hs, 1984) (0). This text is a 
shed version of Theunissen's original Gtrman worîc, Der hdere: Stdien zur Sozidoritdogie der 
Gegenwarî (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1%5). 

2s In so far as this intentional self might also be seen to exist independendy of its object, it might also be 
ctianictcrizcd as monological; indecd thece may be s o m  overlap in these two positions. M a t  distinguishes 
them bere is the point of emphasis highlighted by ihe critique and rcprcsentcd in the figure of dialogue which 
is offered in response. Buber, for instance, does somctimes use the monologue/diaiogue distinction to 
ctiaractcrize what 1 am heh refcfflng to as the intentiondity/didogidity distinction, Seç Buber, "Dialogue" 
37-52. 

T b  are, of course, many similatities betwan thme two figures of dialogue, otherwise tbey could not both 
bc considerd 'dialogue'. This will be discussed at length in Chpet 6. For a discussion of the similarities 
betwecn Bakhtin and Levinas on dialogue, sec Augusto M o ,  Sig-, Didogue Md Ideology, trans. Susan 
Peailli (Amsterdam: Jobn Berijarnins niblishing Co., 1993) 107-24. 



our discussion of Buber, Bakhtin, Gadamer and Levinas has led us - namely 

conversation and encounter. By explonng these notions through an essentially 

phenornenologid anaiysis, we can unpack what these thinkers presume to be distinctive 

about dialogue. And we can avoid recourse to negative definitions by grappling with the 

phenomena themselves. However, onœ we have done this, it wili be necessary to 

explore the relationship between conversation and enc0unter.n 

Toward this end, 1 have süuctured Part II as follows. Chapter 4 argues against the 

monologue/dialogue distinction, conduas a phenomenology of dialogue as conversation, 

and attempts to articulate the concept of conversation as fully as possible. In Chapters 5 

and 6,1 wiil be conœrned with the figure of dialogue as encounter. Since this tradition is 

perhaps less f d a r ,  1 will dedicate Chapter 5 to c h d g  its development through the 

work of Buber. Theunissen, and Levinas, before hnning to my cndd assessrnent of it in 

Chapter 6. 1 wiil begin with a matment of Buber's distinction between the 1-lt and the I- 

Thou, focusing in particulas on his critique of intentionality as it appears in the 1 4 .  I will 

then consider Michael Theunissen's work, which draws out and develops the 

in&ntionality/dialogidty bipolarity in the spirit of Buber. However, Theunissen 

ultimately maintains (and sipificantiy so for my pupses )  that Buber fails to offer a 
theury of dialogicaiity which b independent of a theory of intentionality. In fact, 

Theunissen is skeptical about the possibiiity - and even the desirability - of 

articulating such a theory, suggesting that an intermeâiate position between the two 

The connection is not only conccptual, but historical as wcli. Theunissen explom the terrain of the 
philosopby of dialogue as it occurrcd in Gcrmany in tbe 19209, Buber is a prirnary figure in this movcment, 
but ccrtainly aot ttie only one, Theunissen attributcs the coherencc of the diaiogical movcment of tbat pend 
to a criticism of a particular type of transceiidcntalism This critique of banscendentalism was not new, but 
echoed criticisms r a i d  by t h i n h  in the eady to rnid49tb untury against Hegelianism and other f o m  of 
ideaiism. Feuerbach, whose Principles for o Philosophy of the Future is cited by a number of Éhinkers of 
dialogue as being particularly influentid, was especialIy vident in ihis regard and, in criticizing Hegel, 
insistai upon the nced for a rctum to the existentid perspective of I and Thau. See O 266-69; Kart Uwith, 
Das Iiwiividttrrm in der Rolle des Mimenschens (Miinchen: Drci Masken Vcrlag, 1928) 5- 13,5648; Martin 
Buber, "Zur Geschichtc des dialogischen RinPps," Werke, 3 vois. (Miinchen: K&l-Veriag, 1962) 1: 291- 
305; Todorov W 3 1  [fii 1,2], 98 [fn 11; Ludwig Feuerbach, The PrincrJles of a Plu'fosophy of the Fuîurc, 
âans. Manficd H. Vogcl (Iadianapolis: Bobbs-Mcmll Co., 1%6) 51-73; and Shmucl Hugo Bagman, 
Dùùogicd Philosophyfiwn Kierkegaard ro Buber, trans. h o l d  A. Gentein (Albany: SUNY Press, 1991) 
145-70. 



would be most prornising. This is important for my articulation of an encounter mode1 of 

dialogue, for it suggests that intentionality and dialogicaiity are not mutually exclusive, 

but are in fact dependent upon one another in sorne way. In discussing Levinas' work, 1 

will draw upun his insights regarding the nlationship between intentionality and 

sensation in order to further weaken the distinction between intentionality and dialogue. 

This aim wili also be advanced through a treatment of his distinction between need and 

desire. Finally, Levinas' concept of the face to face will add considerably to our 

understanding of encounter, 

In Chapter 6 1 will argue that not only is the intentionali~/dialogicality distinction 

untenable, but that intentionality is actually dialogical in t e m  of conversation. What 

Buber and Theunissen nfer to as 'dialogue' is more properly constmed as encounter. 

This naturaily raises the question: in tenns of what cm both conversation and encounter 

be characterized as dialogue? 1 wiii argue that they are related through a cluster of 

dialogical concepts which a phenornenological analysis of both reveals - namely, 

alterity, nsponsibüity and questionability, continuity and discontinuity, and meaning. In 

addition, the dialogic situation is always constituted by an orientation towards the other 

which occm dong axes of spatiality, temporality, and significance. Dialogue is a 

phenornenon which manifcsts itself in a multiplicity of ways, depcnding upon the 

inbnsity with which each f w  shows itself, and upon the parhier with whom we an 

engaged. 

It is important to emphasize that because this investigation is phenomenologicai. 

it is also ontological. 1 am interesteci in disclosing dialogue in its Being. One should also 

remember that, in speaking of dialogue as a phenornenon, it should not be constnied as 

an object which is separate and distinct h m  the subject. My claim is that human 

subjectivity is dialogical; it is enacted through dialogue and expenenced dialogicdy. 

The study of dialogue is also a study of human subjdvity; thus, the distinction between 

the subject who does the investigating. and the subject whose experience is investigated, 

becomes b l d .  At times, I wi11 describe dialogue h m  the perspective of an observer, 

but 1 d l  dso draw upon the insights and experienœ of a participant in dialogue, in order 

to interpret or expand upon the maning 1 have iiiumiaated from the perspective of an 



observer. The analysis moves back and foah between these two perspectives, both 

woven together to provide as rich an account of dialogue as possible, with emphasis on 

how it is experienced from the perspective of the engaged subject. It is ultimately my 

view that subjedivity is erperienced didogically, whether we are explicitly conscious of 

it or not. 



Chapter 4 

Dialogue as Conversation 

In the course of this chapter, I will articulate the conversational figure of 

dialogue, and my method wili be phenomenological. 1 wiil begin by considering the 

philosophical distinction between monologue and dialogue outlined in the introduction to 

Part II. I will argue that the understanding of monologue which underlies the concept of 

the monological self is impoverished. thus undemiining the distinction itself and the 

fiindon it perfoms in t e m  of providing a definition of dialogue. In response. 1 aim to 

offer a phenomenology of dialogue that will contribue to the hiller articulation of 

dialogue as conversation. 

i. Monologue and dialogue 

Dialogue is philosophidly significant bccause of what it suggests about se l iood  

and subjedivity. 1 distinguish these terms in the foliowing way. 'Subjectivity' peitaias 

to the king of a subject w b m  that king is undemood to be something enacted, a 

dynamic interplay of adivity and passivity. 'Subjectivity' is characterized by verMi0 

as opposed to stasis. 'SeIiood' is the Being of the self. when the self is a p d u c t  of 

that verbaüty of subjectiviziag, as weU as the starting point for biture "actinty" of this 

kind. In order to distinguish baween these two senses of 'self, 1 wiil use 'self to refer 

to the ego pole and 'Self' to =fer to what is produceci through subjectivity. 

The distinction between dialogue and monologue can be undentood on two 

levels. The first is the peispective of linguistics or philosophy of language which 

understands monologue and dialogue as foms of face-to-face interaction. At this level, 

the viability of the distinction between the two is unclear, as monologue is often held to 

have the stnicture of interior dialogue.1 The second perspective is more broadly 

epistemological and emphasizcs the role of language in knowledge and in subjectivity. 

Sec Ivana Markovà, inaoduction, The Dynumics of Dialogue, eda IV- Markova and Klaus Foppa 9-10, 
and Baùhtin, Probfems 74-75,213-15,25446 and 278-79, 



Here no difficulty is perceived in drawing a distinction between monologue and dialogue 

which, following Bakhtin, are sornetirnes referred to as monologism and dialogism. 

"Monologism takes as its starting point language as a nady-made, nonnative and static 

system of signs."2 The claim is that the speaker has rit his disposal, prior to any 

interaction. dl the tools necessary for communication and also for Lnowing. Basically, at 

the mot of monologism is a concept of the self as individualistic and static. This is îhe 

'monological self described earlier. Bakhtin clearly articulates the position as follows: 

Monologism, at its extrcme, &nies the existence outside itself of another consciousness 
with equal ngbts and qua1 rcsporisibilities, anotherl with quai rights ( thu) .  With a 
monologic appmach (in its e x a m  or pure fonn) unotkrperson remains wholly and 
menly an object of coosciousness, and not another consciousness. No response is 
expected fiom it h t  could change everything in the world of my conscio~sne~s. 
Monologue is finaiizcd and deaf to the orher's response, does nat cxpect it and dues not 
acknowkdge in it any decisive fotce. Monologue manages without the other, and 
tbcrefore ta sorne &grec mataializes di nality. Monologue prt(cpds to be the ultimute 
w r d .  It closes dom the ceprrsented wodd and np~escnted persoas? 

Dialogisxn, by contra& criticizes the static notion of language which underlies 

monologism and the individualistic concept of self which it generates. Dialogisrn 

maintains thrt "language and speech originate and develop through social interaction and 

cornmWLiCIltion."~ Il language is essential to the human being, then sociality and 

relations to o h m  are ais0 essential to the human being. We saw this thesis articulated 

eariier in ouf pnlirninary discussion of Bakhtin's wo&. 

What 1 find puzziing is the admission, on the one hanci, that monologue and 

didogue an not clearly distinguishable, combineâ with the assertion, on the other hm& 

of a clear distinction between monologism and dialogism. Monologue and dialogue are 

supposed to be narrowly u nderstood as face- to- face interaction. and monologism and 

dialogism are extensions of these ideas into a broader epistemological tealm. The terms 

'monologism' and 'dialogism' are adopted simply to dlow us to distinguish between 

what are essentially two different senses of monologue and dialogue. Can these senses 

Markovà, introduction 5. 

Bakbtin, Pmblems 292-93. Stt alm 78-85 

Markovà, introducEim 4. 



be so distinct fiom one another that it is possible to distinguish monologism and 

dialogism, but not monologue and dialogue? One would think that a sharp distinction 

beiween monologism and dialogism would necessarily rat  on a sharp distinction 

between monologue and dialogue. What does distinguish monologism from dialogism, if 

not their resemblance to monologue and dialogue? 1s it not rnisleading to refer to 

monologism and dialogism as such, if the distinction upon which they rest reall y lies 

elsew here? 

I suspect that the distinction between monologism and dialogism is in fact rooted 

in a distinction between monologue and dialogue, a distinction which is made possible by 

conceptions of monologue and dialogue which are mer-chorocterizatiom of the featwes 

exhibited in these phenornena. 1 will argue that dialogism is deiïned negatively relative 

to monologism by mans of such a distinction. That distinction, 1 will argue, is weak 

because it is phenornenologically inadquate, which would suggest that the distinction 

between monologism and diaiogism (which 1 wiil nfer to henceforth as monologue and 

dialogue for the sake of simplicity) is also shaky. But if dialogue is defineâ relative to 

this distinction. then the weakness OC that distinction undermines our understanding of 

dialogue. 

The important differenct ktween the monological and dialogical self conœms 

the role of others in the constitution of the self. This point is drawn h m  what is taken to 

be the distingishing feature of a monologue, namely that there is a single speaker and 

thai the discourse produœd by that speaker stands without the participation or 

contribution of the other.5 Extended to notions of selfhood, this suggests that the self is 

essentially constituted independent of its engagement or interaction with the world or 

others. Hence, any relations in which the self rnight engage are entirely incidental to 

what it meaas to be a self; they are simply added on later to the self and are not essential 

to it. Such a radically individuaüzed notion of the self downplays the imporianœ of the 

0 t h  in relation to the self; momover. it tends to deemphnsize the significance of 

O n  the didoguc/monologi~ distinction, sec also Jan Mukarovsky, 'Two Shidies of Diaioguc," The Woniand 
Verbrrl AH, -S. and cds. John Burbank and Petcr S~cincr (New Hsvcn: Yak University Press, 1977) 81- 
115. 



situatedness and context. This understanding of self is deemed monological in tbat the 

self is not considered to be constituted or constructed out of any exchange with others, 

but is viewed as essentiaüy existhg in its selfhood pnor to di such interaction. 

This monological self is typicaiiy conttasted with a dialogical notion of self in 

which the essentid feahin is relationality - the self is constihited in relation to alterity 

and is bom out of its relations to what is oiher? Self, then, oniy has mcaning in relation 

to otherness and it is collsfituted by itr interaction with the world and others. The notion 

of self as independent, autonomous, and 'self'-sufficient is superseded by that of a self 

which is essentially engaged with others who contribute significantly 7 to the definition of 

Seif. This implies a subjectivity which is in constant motion, sirnultaneously active and 

passive, constantly evolving and changing. Monover. the others with whom and with 

which one is constantly engaged matter in the interaction: Le. which others they are plays 

a signincant role in the shaping of Self. Hence the particularity of the other becornes an 

important feature. as dœs our openness to this particularity. 

The contrast between dialogicaî and monological selves just articulated is 

troublesome in at least two respects. Fit of all, the dialogical self has prirnarily been 

conceptualued negatively relative to the monological self and so has not been adequately 

characterized in positive terms. This is not a particularly strong way to define a concept. 

Secondly, whilc the coaûast between monologue and dialogue seems quite tidy, such a 

differentiation does not rieaiiy do monologue justice, as this monologism depends upon a 

notion of monologue which is phenomnologically hadequate. Through giving a fuiier 

phenomenology of monologue, it wiii becorne clear that monologue is actually 

diaiogical. Once this point is established, it will no longer be suficient to contrast 

dialogue with monologue. We wiii be forced to engage in a pknomenology of dialogue 

Sec Bakhtin, Pmbkms 293 ead Matkov4 intcduction 1-22. Sa a h  Marck J. Siemek, 
"Sorialpbüomp~be Aspekee Q Ubersekbarkeit," E''Ute11~)logy Md H&ory. ed Anna Ziedler- 
Ianiszewska (Amstffdrm: Rodopi, 1996) 44148, aad Chatler Taylor, "Ine Dialogical Seif," RethinkÏng 
Kn~wfedge, eâ. Robert J. Goodmui (Albany: SUNY 1995) 57-66. 

'Signifiant' refers bodi to s~mething rhrt is maningful and to something which is mt, no doubt 
bec~ulsc it is h g f i i l .  We givc somdhg signincanœ by giving it r nvrning in oamr of which it becames 
important I h ~ n d  Wh of tbeso in my tue of tb tam 'sipificd and ita vaaimts. 



which develops. in positive terms, a conversationai figure of dialogue. 

The monological self described previously rests upon an understanding of 

monologue which takes the following form: we begin with the observation that, in a 

drarnatic context, a monologue is an oration perfomd by one speaker toward an 

audience which is generally not expected to respond in any direct way to what has been 

said in the monologue. In the dramatic monologue, a speaker presents her thoughts to a 

listener who remains silent: and one 'participant' has complete control over the 

monologue - over what is said, the course of its development, and so on. The speaker 

never assumes the role of listener. Any exchange is entirely one-sided, positioning a 

single speaker against a listener who is neither cailed upon to respond to the monologue, 

nor asked to contribute in any way to the developrnent of the content of the monologue. 

The exchange which banspins in monologue is one of uni-directional communication in 

which the speaker - who "has" or "possesses" some knowledge or information - 
articulates this knowledge or information to another (who is understood not to have it). 

The success of the communication is judged according to the degree to which the listener 

ends up with the same object "in mind" subsequent to the utterance.9 Monologue does 

not permit the other to speak, and thus is neither questionable nor answenble; it is not 

open to threat, challenge, or nsponse. Moreover, monologue involves a show of self 

which asks and demands nothing of the other, or does so only rhetorically. The other is 

only there in an abstnrt sense. 

The meaning which i s  conveyed through the monologue originates in the self in 

isolation from its relations to others. As such, the meaning is viewed as complete and is 

delivend over to the listener, the other, as a finished product for him to dispose of as he 

chooses. The other's approval is never sought, nor is his participation solicited in the 

creation of the meaning which the speaker conveys. The connection between such a 

view of monologue and the monological self described earlier is that the listener reaily 

plays no role whatsœver and might as well not even be there. Thus, we arrive at the 

This is confirmed in Mukarovsky's essay. See also Markovà, inuoduction 9. 



notion of a monological self which exists independently of and prior to any relation to 

others. 

This over-characteriwtion of monologue resembles in some ways the "mere" 

communication which was described earlier in our discussion of 'cornmon sense' 

dialogue. In mere communication, the listener is thought to be passive, as in monologue. 

In neither case is the listener thought to participate in any real sense; there is a striking 

asymrnetry between speaker and listener which would seem to render the interaction 

undialogical. The distinction between mere communication and dialogue which appears 

in the 'cornmon sense' view may be related to the distinction between monologue and 

dialogue. if we can cast doubt on the first. then we can certainly be suspicious of the 

second. 

Let us recognize that the view of the monological self just articulated depends 

upon an exaggerated understanding of monologue. In the drarnatic context, a monologue 

is an oration performed by one speaker toward an audience; this audience, it is true, is not 

generally expected to respond to the speaker directly. In a monologue the speaker 

presents her thoughts. The organization of these thoughts into a monologue often 

represents a working out of those ideas for the benefit of the speaker herself, thus 

pemitting the audience to be privy to the psychological or mentai development or status 

of the speaker. But we should note the importance of the audience in the drarnatic 

context. The monologue is wntten and p r f o d  for the audience; it is designed to be 

heard, and to elicit a nsponse. The audience maners. Whether or not the audience is 

intended to actually respond vehally by engaging the performer is ultirnately of littie 

consequence. That the response elicited is not directly and irnmediately verbal does not 

mean that no response is required by the speaker. The speaker speaks because she has 

something she wants the other to hear. It is for this reason that she speaks in the first 

place. If the speaker wants the other to hear, that also means that she wants to be 

understood -the speaker will have to speak in such a way so as to be understood, not 

only clearly and loudly enough, but also in laquage that will be understd by the 

listener. Al1 of this requires an attentiveness to the other. 

This becomes more obvious when we consider monologicd situations which lie 



outside of the narrowly dramatic cootext. kctures and public addresses are monological 

in so far as one person speaks before an audience which is largely expected to Men. In a 

lecture. the teacher is guided in his presentation of the materiai by the educational level 

of the students; if he wants to be understood. he has to make the lecture accessible to 

those in the audience. The same is true in the public address. but here it is even clearer 

that the monologue of the speaker must be shaped so as to reach the audience. In such 

cases, the speech is designed not only to be understood by the audience. but to present 

issues in a way which seems relevant to that particular audience, so that they will respond 

to the speaker positively. This iilustrates how the speaker's wanting to be understood 

reguires an attentiveness to the other and an understanding of what the conditions for 

comprehension would be. even if only implicitly. Furthemore. the understanding which 

results depends as much upon the activity of the listener as that of the speaker. Although 

the monological mode1 portrays the listener as maintaining a purely passive stance 

relative to the activity of the speaker, in fact listening itself is an activity involving 

attention, interpretation, and understanding. 

Even monologues which do not appear to have an audience can be said to have a 

dialogical structure. Consider the case of a monologue with oneself (more often than not 

we would probably be inclined to Say 'a dialogue with oneself ). In such a case. we Say 

that we are talking to ourselves, usually for the purpose of thinking something through. 

Typically we d l  adopt different viewpoints - each npresenting a different perspective 

on the matter - and will put these different perspectives 'into dialogue' with one another 

until some sort of consensus is reached. Moreover, the language which I use to think and 

to express myself - whether to others or to myself - is not one of my own creation; it 

is shared. n ie  other lies at the very heûit of language itself. 

I am led to conclude, then, that monologue is not monological in the sense 

outlined at the beginning of the chapter. If monologue is not monological. then this term 

- so crucial to the definition of dialogue with which we began - has k e n  undermined, 

and Our concept of dialogue dong with it. We must begin anew with a phenornenology 

of dialogue. 



ü. The phenomenology of dialogue (as conversation) 

Often by 'dialogue' we refer to a style of writing which is exemplified by an 

exchange of utterances between different players, as in a play. Typically two or more 

speakers are involved who are understood to be speaking to one another. That is, each 

directs what she says toward the other and responâs to what the other has said in the 

preceding utterance. Both participate actively in the dialogue. This participation bas a 

two-fold chmcter in that each speaks to the other in a way which evokes a response h m  

the other, and each unerance is evoked by the utterance which precedes it. This irnplies 

that both speakers are not only speaking, but are dso Iistening; only by listening c m  they 

formulate their utterances so they will cohere with the remarks that precede them. This is 

not to say that there cannot be or will not be moments of discontinuity in any given 

conversation - for instance when a particular topic has been exhausted, or when one or 

the other of the parties chooses to 'change the subject' for whatever reason. 10 But there 

must be some coherence or correspondence among some of the utterances, otherwise 

there would be no sense in which the individuals could be talking to one another about 

something. 1 refer to this feature as the flow of the exchange, and it depends upon a 

reciprocity between participants. a son of tum-taking. 

The notion of 'talking about something' is important and suggests that something 

is disclosed through the fiow of the dialogue. For instance, in the theatrical setting, a 

dmatist uses the dialogue of the various characters to unveil a situation or a story. The 

story is the larger whole which is conveyed to the audience or reader through the 

communicative exchange. The utteronces of the players not only respond to one another 

and are directed to one another, but they also mutually disclose the theme or subject 

matter of the conversation. 1 will =fer to this feature as the thematic unity of diaiogue 

which, in a peculiar way, 'transcends' the engagement of the participants.il 

Io Moreover, the possibility of discontinuity always presents itself in the form of the refusai of the other to 
respond, which couid result in the temination of the diaiogue. 

l1 1 use this word 'transcends' hesitantly for the connotations it has vis-à-vis üanscendentdism. However, 
none of those connotations are intended hem. I simply mean that the thematic unity is the 'third thing' mund 
which the dialogue tums and which is crcatcd through the dialogue. It is not reducibie ta tbe specific 



However, it is important to highlight that the subject of the conversation is not 

generally one that precedes the conversation. but rather develops out of the mutud 

exchange. It does not properly exist prier to the exchwge.12 No single participant 

maintains control over the development of the dialogue - it is an exchange between 

interlocutors. The course that a conversation may take is somewhat unpredictable, for 

even though one can try to anticipate the kinds of responses that the other rnight give, one 

cm never do so with complete certainty. This is the feature of openness of dialogue, 

both in the sense that the participants must be open to unexpected responses from the 

other. and in the sense that the direction of the dialogue cannot be predetermined. 

These features reveal sornething about the structure of the didogical situation and 

the orientation of participants within it.13 1 would suggest that their participation has a 

three-fold character: it has a spatial feahire, a temporal feature, and a meaningful feature. 

I refer to these features as axes of orientation (or orientational axes) which structure the 

way in which paIticipants are attuned to or open to one another in the dialogic situation. 

Row and reciprocity imply movement back and focth which has temporal duration, but 

they also suggest the ûaversing of distance between participants, thus introducing a 

spatial dimension as well. The dicmatic unity which is produced through the 

conversation implies an orientation in terms of meaning or significance: that is, the 

participants are able to comrnunicate with one another in such a way that a unity 

develops through their exchange. The featuce of openness does not pertain to a particular 

axis, but suggests a more general attitude of nceptivity towards the other which appears 

utterances expresseci. 

l2 This may sound odd, for surely there are mmy conversations that are rnotivated by a need or desire to talk 
about some particuta. issue. However, it is important to distinguish the topic of a conversation fiom its 
thematic unity. The former, in very general terms, can exist beforehand, but one could never say what the gist 
of such a conversation would be beforehand. In a ver-  r d  sense what a conversation is about can only ever 
be said afterwards. 

l3 For an interesring discussion of this topic with particular reference to the importance of corporeality in 
relation to the dialogical situation, see Algis Mickunas, "The Didogicai Region," Interpersonal 
Communication: Essays in Plienomenology and Hermeneutics, ed. Joseph J, Pilona (Washington DC: Center 
for Advanced Research in Phcnomcnology a d  University Press of America, 1982) 55-68. Mickunas, too, 
refers to the blurring of activity and passivity, question and responsc. in the dialogicai situation. 



in dl axes and which is necessary for any dialogue at d l .  

This phenomenology of dialogue reveals the structure of a communicative 

exchange or interaction. The orientation of the participants toward one another permits 

the development of a conversation displaying a particular topic, mood, and thematic 

unity.I4 First, there must be a certain amount of flow from one utterance to the next. 

There must be a sense in which each comment is both responsive to the one which 

precedes it and in some way elicits another response, lest the sense of the exchange 

collapse. This requires, secondly, a reciprocity between the participants. Thirdly, there 

must be a thematic unity which is developed through the exchange of utterances. Finally, 

the participants must be open to one another: that is, not only do they have to be 

receptive to one another, but they must also attempt to reach out to the other in their 

utterances, even if on1 y implicitl y. The exchange mut be conducted so as to seek 

contact with the other. but that contact cannot be achieved without the willingness of the 

other to be contacted, without an openness to k ing  reached. 

Having articulated this notion of dialogue, we can see that monologue is 

dialogical according to the four criteria. First, there is a flow and a continuity in the train 

of thought developed through the monologue. Second, there is a recipmcity which rests 

in the ability of the speaker to adjust himself to the audienœ and in the 'back and forth' 

which exists in the very developrnent of the monologue itself, as in interior dialogue. 

Thirdly, the thematic unity is, in the dramatic context, the meaning establishzd between 

speaker and audience and, in the individual context, between the different perspectives 

which are engagecl.'' Lastly, the speaker is open to the other. whether in the fom of the 

audience or in the fom of the inner other who responds when we engage in conversation 

The interaction is not just limited to signs (linguistic or otherwise) but also includes vibes, emotional 
intensities, and so on. Wh* is important is not just what is said and to whom, but how it is said (Le. in anger, 
gently, quiedy, with sarcasm, ironically, etc.). Moreover, this 'how' is bidirectional in that it is not reducible 
to how we say what we Say, but includes how we hold omelves towards the other in listening to her. 

Is it is inreresting to note the way in which the play benveen participants in the unfolding of a drama changes 
when that interaction is shi fted into an actual dramatic production. As Gaiamer notes in Tmth and Metho4 
the play shifts location. It no longer ocam bttwten the players, who are now rc-presenting their des, but 
now lies between the players and the audience (101-10). 



with ounelves. The dialogicality of monologue does not depend on its incorporation into 

a dramatic production or some other context where an audience might be present (as in 

the teaching and public address scenaios cited above); it is just as much a feanire of 

interior thought. 

The figure of dialogue emerging here is conversational. Let us consider just 

what this image evokes. Conversations are not random exchanges of words; they are 

definitely topical discussions. In a conversation, people talk with one another about a 

comrnon theme. The centraiity of the thematic unity requires that the participants be 

open and attentive to each other. This nquires the active participation of everyone, 

where listening is as important as speaking. It also requires that each direct her 

contributions in order to respond to those of the other. Moreover, one expects a response 

from the other based upon what one has said; that is, one expects to be responded to and 

to be held accountable for what one has said. We know in a conversation that we are 

being listened to and that the other will have the opportunity to challenge us. We lay 

ourselves open to king affirmed or denied by the response of the other. l6 Conversation 

involves querying, listening, and responding. 

Consider an adversaxial interaction between two fighters. In this case, we have 

two participants who are engaged with one another quite attentively; the actions of each 

are responses to the prior actions of the other, and each expects his actions to be 

nspondeû to by the other. There is a certain flow and reciprocity to the sequence of 

actions. There is presumably also a thematic unity, for the f i t  must be about or over 

something, and as the fight continues, the animosity between the participants may 

increase or it may give way to a respect for a worthy adversary. Moreover, the actions in 

combat also anticipate and parry future actions of the other; in awaiting the other's 

response to one's actions, one tries to anticipate this response in order to better defend 

oneself. This exemplifies a sort of openness. 

This example is instructive for a number of reasons. First, it chailenges the 

I6 Consider the importance of recognition h m  others in the dialogical contexr, See Charles Taylor, 
Mdticulturalism and "The Politics of Recognition " (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1992). 



notion that dialogue cannot be destructive or negative. Second, it illustrates the 

conversationality of an exchange which need not have any explicitly linguistic 

component. Third, the only feature which seems to distinguish the warrior example from 

a sport like boxing is that one is perceived to be a game while the other is "serious". But 

as Gadamer has pointed out, games - which he thinks are dialogical for the play they 

involve - are marked by their own kind of seriousness. In this sense, hostile interaction 

is just as playful as combat for sport, and can therefore presumably be dialogical too. 

This would seem to hold for an argument as well (essentially a verbal fist-tight). 

The notion of the dialogical self is captured fairly well in the image of a subject 

which is in conversation with its world. In order to participate in and sustain this 

conversation, the subject needs to respond to the world and to query it, to react to it and 

make demands of it, to be open to it, and to remain active and engaged with it. To delve 

deeper into this idea of conversation as dialogue, let us consider conversation as a means 

through which communication happens. In the most general sense, communication is 

conceived as a transfer or conveying of information or of a thought from one person to 

another. We will often say. as we did in the case of mere communication above, that 

communication has been successful when the listener has the same thing "in mindw as the 

speaker originally intended to convey. What this points to, of course, is the fact that the 

person to whom I speak is other than me. If she was not other, communication would not 

be necessary and rniscornmunication would not be possible. Successful communication 

depends upon the other understanding what I mean when I say something. In order for 

that to happen, there must be some minimal sharing of meaning." This common ground 

must be sufficient to permit an understanding of the parts that are not shared. of the parts 

that are particular to one participant or another - the parts that are other from the 

perspective of one participant. Since the possibility of miscommunication always exists, 

we are careful about how we say things because we want to be understood; we want the 

l7 This need not be limited to a common language but could include a s h a d  system of values or beliefs. 



other to understand.'' Here the openness to the other surfaces again. What underlies the 

connection conversation establishes relative to the other is the alterity of the other. In a 

conversation, we are oriented towards the other and we implicitly understand his alterity. 

We express ourselves to the other because it is other. But we also generally expect a 

response from the other, and although we may be able to anticipate what that response 

will be, we can never know it in advance. The other, in its alterity, withdraws itself; 

there is always something impenetrable or secret about it. 

The alterity of the other, then, pextains to our discontinuity with one another. We 

are physically discontinuous but also psychically discontinuous. If this were not so, I 

would be able to understand the other in the way that she understands herself. My 

consciousness of her would be no different from her own self-consciousness. Of course, 

this is not the case. We do not have identical psychic perspectives. This is not to say, 

however, that our perspectives are so radically alien to one another that we have no 

possibility of touching or overlapping. The extent to which we already share something 

that enables us to communicate is the extent to which we are continuous; our relation is 

simultaneously marked by a continuity.t, In conversation we are at once discontinuous 

and continuous with the other: this is the dual ground of dialogue. Our discontinuity is 

what necessitates dialogue and so. in a sense, makes it possible. Our continuity, which 

comprises the framework of meaning that we mutually share, is also a ground for 

dialogue; without it we would have no common basis from which to begin. As the 

dialogue unfolds and the thematic unity which characterizes it is strengthened, our shared 

realm of meaning can grow and further bind us, extending our continuity. This positive 

aspect is often emphasized in analysis of dialogue as conversation. Nevertheless, it is 

important to see that it is actually the tension between the continuity and discontinuity of 

I8 Again, it seems appropriate to mention Grrdamer here. Communication reveals a desire to reach an 
understanding in common with the other, and this i s  accomplished through a fusion of horizons. 

l9 M y  use of the terms 'continuity' and 'discontinuity' mmbles Bataille's. See Georges Bataille, Erotism: 
Death and Sensuality, trans. Mary Dalwood (San Francisco: City Light Books, 1986) 11-25. 



self and other which both necessitates dialogue and rnakes it possible.= 

Because we implicitly ncognize our discontinuity with the other, we lcnow that 

the other may not understand what we mean when we express ourselves. Because it 

m e r s  to us dia< we are understood. we often ask the other if he understaadS. Even 

more commonly, the other wiii ask questions in order to verify that he &as understood, 

seeking c o n ~ o n  through the nsponse which he assumes he wili receive. This 

wanting to be understaod and wanting to understand generates a question/response 

structure which is important in establishing the consensus or agreement - the fusion of 

horizons - which is ultimately aEhieved (or at least anticipated) and through which 

meanhg kcomes shand. That conversation is marked by question and response is not 

to say that conversations are constituted only by questions and responses. Rather, this 

notion is intended to highlight the degree to which any given utterance.both eiicits a 

nsponse h m  the other and is in itself a response to the utterance wbich pncedes it. It is 

because of this aspect that flow, the back-and-forth of the exchange of dialogue, is able to 

show itself as a characteristic. 

The stmcture of question and nsponse establishes the basis for the concepts of 

aapwerability and mpotlsibility.21 Taken Iûeraily, these indicate that we are able to 

answer for what we do, and that we are able to nspond to a query from the other 

(answer-able, response-able). This implies, among other things, my situatedness and the 

situatedness of my actions. Evesything thet 1 do occurs within a context and within the 

space of an ongoing interaction. My actions cannot be pmperiy characterized merely as 

the seKwilled acts of a voluntaristic self. Thcy are also partly responses. coaditioaed by 

my king afkted. Similarly, my actions affect others beyond myself, and I can be asked 

to explain hem; I am responsibk. in expressing myself to the other, 1 open myself to the 

lo Waldcnfeh notes someching similu wben be main* tbu dialogue is msrked by a fuadamntaî ambiguity 
in tbat it both unites tbe psrciciprna and âiffheatiates dien, b m  one motber. Sa Berabard WaidcafeIs, 
"Dialogue and Disco-," Wdt@ the Politics of Dmrcnce, ed Hugh Silvaman (Albany: SUNY 
RCSS, 199 1) 165-75. 

2i Oa the imponance of tbir kiwi of srnicnin a d  the mpmibility it eücits for dialogue, sa Piczrit-Jean 
Labarrie "La 'dcipocid intafocutive' ou 'Ir amique du dialogue'," Amhiues dk Philosophie SI (1988): 
43 l-4O. 



challenge which may corne with the response of the other. the challenge through which 1 

am held responsible by the other. 1 cannot be responsible, moraily or othenvise, unless 1 

can be open to king held accountable by the other and to the other.22 Responsibility and 

answerability are really dialogical notions and presuppose dialogical interaction between 

self and other which is constituted by action, response, and response to the response. The 

thematic unity of dialogue and the sense in which it maintains a certain coniinuity of 

utterances and actions test@ to our responsibility. If we did not respond to one another, 

no thematic unity would develop; there would only be a string of random utterances. 

That 1 am able to respond implies that 1 mrist have, as a possibility of Being, an openness 

to the other which permits me to be able to respond to whatever challenge she presents 

me. It is only ôecause such a possibility exists for me that I can be obligated to respond 

to the other, to justiQ myself to her, to answer. 

Al1 too often theories of the subject overemphasize the subject as actor, 

suggesting that the subject's position is best characterimd as one of power - to act is to 

be powerful, to exercise will. Although this is certainly an aspect of subjectivity, to 

maintain that it is primary takes the actor out of context. The agent always acts within a 

context with others in which he can be held responsible by the other. Because the agent 

can be held responsible, by acting he places himself in a position of wlnerabiiity with 

respect to the other, laying hirnself open to a challenge by the other. Thus, an act is not 

soiely an exercise of power, but a relinquishing of it as weli. The other can choose to 

exercise its pnrogative regarding whether or rot to hold me answerable or responsible, 

but in any case, 1 always dready am. And in so far as every action is also always already 

a nsponse, it is also a response to the wny in which I have already been laid open or 

challenged by the other. 

Hand-in- hand with the idea of res ponsibilit y cornes t hat of questionabiii ty. That 

22 That is, I am not merely tesponsible for what 1 do. This is intemting because of the way it blends togetber 
in a single concept both passive and active dimensions. This is e c h d  in the 'other side' of subjectivity, 
generalIy ovedookeâ by philosophicai treatment of the concept. The subject is often discussed in terms of 
power, autonomy, and agency. But chere is also a sense in which king a subject implies king subordinûted 
to the power and authority of others. One is subjected tu a law or an abusc, or one is the subject of a monarch. 



1 find myself challenged in a way that demands a response implies that I find myself 

questioned. 1 can be questioned; this question always comes fiom the other, the one who 

is discontinuous. even if only the 'other within'. The other is discontinuous with me. and 

so must ask questions. If mutual understanding is to be reached. 1 must respond to those 

questions. But the fact that the other questions me in such a way that 1 can understand 

the question - understand what is king asked of me - implies that we already shm a 

basis of understanding. This shared understanding points to the continuity between self 

and other. Questionability pertains not only to rny abüity to be questioned but also to my 

ability to question. 1 am also an other for others; I too cm question others when 1 do not 

understand, in order to elicit a response. In this way 1 can challenge the other to a 

responsibility thmugh my own expression. 

The chailenge which comes h m  the other can be hirther nlated to the concepts 

of continuity and discontinuity when we consider the effect that such a challenge can 

have on Our own self-understanding, or on the understanding that one has had with the 

other up to that point. Through my interaction with an other, a certain shared 

understanding develops which becornes part of the background and the basis for hiture 

interactions. Although this background is often taken for granted - masking the 

discontinuity between rnyself and the other - it can be throm into question at any time, 

quickly disclosing that discontinuity. Ali it takes is a challenge fmm the other. a 

dismption in the continuity established with the other. A similar rupture can occur with 

respect to rny own self-understanding when a challenge frorn the other throws into 

question who 1 am. In such a case, my self-continuity, which 1 typically take for granted, 

is intempteâ or disrupted. This is possible because, as temporal beings who grow, 

change. and have self-consciousness, we are at once continuous and discontinuous with 

ourselves. The challenge of the other cm make me aware of this discontinuity; i t  can 

make me self-conscious in a way that is sePothering. 

There is another, less dramatic kind of self-othering in the play of dialogue. 

Conversation is marked by an opencndedness; there is a flexibility in the tums which a 

conversation might take depending upon what sorts of questions and responses arise. 

This is part of what makes conversation playful in Gadamer's sense of the term. Play 



implies a certain amount of flexibility, within certain parmeters, as when we speak of 

the play in a rope. It also implies a cenain amount of othering of oneself, both in the 

context of playing or assuming a role and in the context of playing a game. In play, we 

lose ourselves and become absorbed by the activity, and this occurs through a loosening 

of the rigidity of roles and boundaries. This relaxing of self-consciousness is related to 

an increased openness to othemess which facilitates the encounter with the other. In the 

conversational context, this 'othering of oneself occurs in the self-forgetfulness which 

accompanies absorption in a conversation, and in the un-premeditated way in which 

conversation always to some degree unfolds. The othering of dialogue, then, is a relative 

phenomenon and can be used to describe both the absorption of the participants in the 

dialogue and the disruption of that absorption. 

Issues of continuity and discontinuity also pertain to rneaning, and the degree to 

which it is shared. The continuity or discontinuity between self and other is related to the 

opacity of the other relative to the self. This opacity is not solely characterized by an 

"objective", physical difference or dislocation, but more irnportantly, by an absence of 

understanding, of a shared background of meaning. We might Say that our connection 

with. continuity with, or understanding of the other is determined relative to sorne 

domain of meaning which lies between us and which mediates our engagement." These 

connections an created and sustaimd ihrough dialogue. 

To illustrate this, consider our involvernent in the world. Mien we encounter 

objects in the world, we encounter them as endowed with meaning. The object gives us a 

meaning by Wiue of its king as a phenomenon. The meaning which is given is 

established with reference to the world in which it is disclosed. The meanings which are 

manifest in the world ûre established through dialogue with others. Imagine ùiat 1 

encounter some unfarniliar object. It is unfamiliar because 1 do not know where to place 

it in the wodd; 1 cannot identiQ it in any way. nie object gives no meaning to me; it 

remains a puzzle. But the fact that this object presents itself to me as a mystery implies 

It is for this rcason bat 1 will sometimcs use the somewhat awkward locution 'shared meaning'. What this 
refers to is a domain of meaning which is s h d  in that it is understood in cornmon, 



that 1 comport myself toward it with the expectation that it should mean something to me. 

When this expectation is not fulfilled, 1 receive no meaning kom the object. So 1 

speculate about what it rnight signify; I try to ascertain where it is to be siniated with 

respect to my existing network of meaning. I posit some sort of signification for the 

object and then 1 offer that signification to the other. The other either affirms or cejects 

that signification. The more an initial signification is validated by others, the more 

confident we will be that we have 'found' the meaning of the object. If there is 

dissonance in this regard, if othen do not affim or agree on the signi5cation. we become 

less convinced of the 'truth' of the meaning which we have ascribed to the object. 

A similar phenomenon occurs with respect to our actions (or the actions of 

others). We may interpret sorneone' s action in a particular way, scribe a certain 

meaning to it, and subsequently question that interpretation or become more convinced of 

its cnith depending upon the views offered to us by others. This peltains not only to 

assessments of "matters of fact", but with respect to more evaluative situations as well. 

In deliberating what to do, when we an not sure how to proceed, we often mm to others 

for advice. We seldom, however. have no thoughts at al1 as to what course of action we 

should take. OAen we are simply looking for the approval and affirmation of others to 

support us in the feeling that we are choosing nghtly. We want to feel that our chosen 

course of action has some inherent value, and this value is indicated if the other agrees 

with us regarding its appropriateness.' Neveriheless, that course of action only takes on 

this objective meaning through the combined aas  of signification of omself and the 

other. What 1 am describing hem is the way in which meaning is granted objective worth 

and independent validity by king constructed and confirmed intersubjectively. Once 

new rneanings have been established in this way, within the context of a particular 

self-other relationship, they can be invoked repeatedly in the future. It is in this way that 

worlds - spheres of meaning - are intersubjectively created. 

Two points are significant here. First is the fact that 1 initially approach the other 

Or in cases wbcre wc are genuineiy indecisive, the vaiuation of the other and the rasons given to support 
this might be sufficient to sway us out of that iiidecision. 



with the expectation of understanding. We approach the other expecting continuity with 

it, and only when it fails to meet this expectation is its othemess disclosed. Secondly, the 

meaning which is ascribed to an object is not simply the result of my giving it a meaning, 

but is made fast only through its being affirmed through a similar understanding and 

usage by others. This irnplies that meaning is social and makes possible the continuity 

between self and other which ailows communities to develop. In this sense it can be said 

that meaning is the subject of dialogue; meaning is the thematic unity around which al1 

dialogue tums, and which is created and sustained through dialogue. 

But meaning is also the medium of dialogue, in that participants use the meaning 

that has been antecedently established through other or earlier dialogues in order to 

engage in new dialogues. The basis of shareâ meaning is the medium through which the 

dialogue is conducted and which mnkes possible the development of new meaning. 

Consider the initial act of signification of a strange object described above. Such an act 

is an attempt to give meaning to the object in a way that brings it within an existing 

sphere of meaning. We do not ascribe a randorn meaning to things, for this would 

destroy mcaning itself; we try to incorporate them into existing structures of meaning, so 

that thm is a coherence to those meanings. Objective structures of signification are 

established and disclosed through dialogue with others, providing both the foundation for 

the signifying act and the background against which it occurs. in this way. we can see 

that engagernent with objects nsembks, in a sense, our interaction with others. We 

mutinely approach others with an openness and an expectation that they have something 

to say and that it would be inappropriate to project our own cons~ctions upon them. 

Generally, we give the other the opportunity to articulate herself to us, to address us, to 

present us with a meaning to understand.* That meaning is the medium of didogue hints 

* My claim is that this is not chat much different from the way we approach objects. It is just that in our usual 
way of M i n g  with things, we tend to overlook the opacity of the object while continuing to recognize the 
phemmena1 opacity of others. This ultimately infonns the traditionai philosophicd problem of other min&; 
how do we know that others have mincis given that they nmain opaque to us? But this is precisely to confuse 
the issue. The probïem is not how something absent in the other manages to pmnt  itself to us. The pmblem 
is tbat we overlodr the cxtent to which what is absent in die object presents itself to us. It is simply a fact that 
we deal with priescnt absences al1 the timc in our mutine engagement in the world. 



at the continuity which resides between self and other; that meaning is also the product of 

dialogue points to the degree to which self and other are discontinuous and thus must 

forge that continuity between them. Relating this to the concept of question and 

response, we cm see that, in order for the question to be understood as such and to 

generate a response, then must be some degree of shared meaning. And to the degree 

that the question is answered to the satisfaction of the questionci, n c  can say that 

meaning has k e n  forged and that there is understanding between the participants. 

This notion of dialogue as a conversation may be expanded metaphoricaliy, 

beyond the realm of the interhuman. to include aU aspects of human existence. The 

image is of a subject in conversation with its wodd. Both partners in the dialogue need 

not be persoos; they can be artifacts. texts. works of art, and ideas as wel1.S Although 

this perhaps sounds counter-intuitive, it should be remembered that I am interested in 

exploring the way in which subjectivity experiences itself and its engagement with the 

world, even if only implicitly. This entails attending to the way in which objects disclose 

theniselves as meaningful. The unknown object is able to disclose itself as rneaningless 

to me because no meaning is cornmunicated. But this implies that when objects are 

encountered as meaningfbl (as they an, by and large). they in f a  cornmunicate their 

meaning. 1 am suggesting that we should consider such engagements with objects to be 

didogical . 
To further demonstrate this point, 1 will consider several examples. In discussing 

these, I will use the experience of responsibility as a point of departure because dialogicai 

relations are existentially disclosed through responsibility. 'Responsibility' here does not 

mean moral responsibility, but the broader sense which we highlighted above. My daim 

is that 1 find myself responding to entities in the world d l  the time, and this holds just as 

much for inanimate objects as it does for animate others. 

In what way can an object elicit responsibility? That this seems strange to us is 

largely due to our tendency to view objects in an impoverished way. We in fact respond 

tr This aspect is captured quite well in Gadarrier's thinking regding entering into dialogue with a text, puaing 
texts into dialogue with o w  anothcr, and historid hermcncutics generally. It is also an important part of 
Buber's thought conœming the I-Ttrau. 



to objects and the meanhgs they give us ail the t h .  When 1 notice dirty dishes piling 

up, 1 wash them; when a light bulb bums out, 1 nplace it; when the grass gets long, 1 

rnow it; when I observe that the windows are rather âirty, 1 decide that 1 CM live with 

dirty windows. In al1 of these cases (and 1 have deliberately avoided cases Lüre alarm 

clocks and doorbeUs that an explicitly intended as signs or signais) the object gives me 

something to understand which oi5ents m in my behavior in some way, invithg or 

prornpting me to do somethbg or not to do something. 1 respoad to these promptings. 

That 1 respond implies that I am nsponsible; 1 am able to respond. 

However, these are ail use-objects. Perhaps I am not actudy responding to the 

object, but ody looking out for my interest. 1 wash the dishes, not because the dishes 

demand that they be washed, but because if 1 do not, there will not be any clean dishes 

later. To a de- this is tme; p b p s  the dishes do present themselves as needing to be 

washed because in order for thcm to maintain their usability as dishes - whose uitimate 

for-the-snke-ofwhich points back to me - they need to be clean. But al1 that this 

illustrates is the fact that the dishes stand within the context of a network of significance 

in terms of which their usability - or lack thereof - is determineci, and relative to 

which 1 orient myself. It dœs not change the fact that the dishes pnsent themselves to 

me as dhty and elicit a response to k i r  dirtiness. We rnight further add that how we 

respond to dm dishes depends upon how we fa1 ourselves to be addressed by them. 

Thus, if 1 am at a fiiend's house and confiont a pile of dirty dishes. 1 may not experience 

the demand that they be washed as addnssed to me. In my own home, this might be 

diffennt, though pe-s it sti i i  would not be a demand that I -ive as king 

particuiarly urgent - not as urgent, say, as the glorious weather that beckons me outside. 

If I wen employed as a dishwasbet in a restaurant, 1 would do weli to h d  these dishes 

demanhg my immdiate attention. 

Consider a case that does n a  involve a use-object - pe-s a painting. 

Mthough we codd expenence the painting as something we use to hu a blank spot on 

the w d .  that would c l d y  be an irnpoverished mderstanding. Let us rather deal with it 

properly as a work of ah In this case, it is much more difficult to pin doam just what it 

is that the painting gives me to understand. niat the painting gives sometbhg. or yeanis 



to give something, is undeniable. 1 am affected by the painting. Through the colors, 

fonns, and textures on the canvas. something is given to me. 1 experience something 

upon gazing at the work - peace, disquiet, anger, awe, inspiration. These psychological, 

emotive States are al1 responses to the work. The way in which 1 am affected by the work 

is my response to it. This also applies to works in other media, such as the performance 

of a musical or theatrical piece, or the reading of poetry or prose. in engaging with such 

works, something is given to us to understand, and we are confronted by it. In 

responding to it, we show our responsibility. Moreover, the way in which a work of art 

affects me h largely personal. That is to Say, a work of art does not have the same effect 

on everyone; the significance of a work of art varies a great deal and depends upon many 

factors. Indeed, it is not uncommon for us to say that a particular work 'speaks to me'. 

In such cases, the work cades a particular significance for me; 1 feel addressed by it in a 

way that I may not feel with respect to other works. It provokes (and thus challenges) me 

in a particular way. 

In both cases (and most strongly in the case of the work of art), I experience a 

response in the face of an object which points simultaneously to my responsibility and 

questionability, and to my openness to the other and the demands which the other can 

place upon me. In both cases, some rneaning has ôeen cornrnunicated to me by the other. 

It is important to emphasize that the significance which these objects have - and which 

they coavey in this engagement - is something which they cm have ody because of the 

Iarger network of significations in which thcy are imbedded, and which provides the 

background against which they appear and within which they are encountered. The 

âirtiness of the dishes gives me to understand that they should be washed because this 

practice is part of our world. A work of art can give what it gives paitly because 1 

recognize it as a work of art and approach it accordingiy. 1 also bring my own 

experiences to my engagement with it, but that too is the product of an environment and 

context, and is expressive of that context. 

Meaning is a social phenomenon, and although it is constmcted primarily 

intersubjectively, it can also present itself through non-human entities. Objects corne to 

mean things because we allow hem to mean things. Once objects have a meaning, they 



are able to express that maning with relative independence. That is why dialogue or 

conversation can be extended beyond the reah of the interhuman, but it is neverthekss 

rooted in the interhuman. 

It is me that the engagement with objects that I have just described could bc 

consmed as encornter rather than conversation. The primary nason for this is that the 

disclosuns described h e ~  an nlaüvely mornentary. iacbg  the temporal duration 

usuaiiy associated with conversation. This in tura is due to the asymmciry of the 

participation. Although 1 rnay be open to the other, it is not iu this case open to me and 

thus cannot respond to my response to it. This would seem to threaten the possibility of 

reciprocity hem. However, wbile the object may not be able to respond to me, I 

experience the object as giving me somthing to understand on more than one occasion, 

and due to my own growing and changing, 1 may f i d  myself nsponding to it or 

understanding it differentîy each the.  ln this way a chah of encouaters is created which 

appmximates the structure of question and response; for this nason I wodd characterize 

such engagements as conversations. Although it may sound odd to speak of an ongoing 

conversation with dirty dishes, this is only because of the banality of dirty dishes. It 

sounds much less strange with reference to a piece of music or to a book. when it is clear 

that one's understaadhg of and relationship to the wodr changes over tim. 

The analysis in this section has sought to accomplis& the following. Fmt, to 

argue agaiast the definition of dialogue negetively relative to monologue through a focus 

on what tbis distinction implies. namely the idea of dialogue as conversation. Second, to 

elaborate four fcahires of the dialogic situation of conversation - flow, recipfocity, 

thematic unity, and openness - which reveal die axes almg which the dialogicaî 

participants are orientcd toward one another. Third, to disclose a constellation of 

dialogical cowxpts at the k a r t  of convemtion: altcrity, continuity and discontinuity, 

responsibility and questionability, and meaning, and to constitute them as a constelkttion 

so as to emphasîze theit non-hierarchical interrelutedne~s~ And hally. to demonstrate 

the applicability of the concept of conversation beyond the rwlm of the interhuman. 

Dialogue cm continue indefiaitely because of the perpetual othemess of the other 

and one's own mutaMi@. In so fai as I am a temporal bang, 1 am constantly becoming 



other than myself, not only because 1 am a physical entity "passing through tirne," but 

because 1 am continually conditioned by the dialogues in which 1 engage; they contribute 

to my own self-understanding, and this holds for the other as well. Thus, the participants 

in a dialogue. in so far as ihey are temporally constituted. are never constant or static; 

they are constantly developing and becoming new others for one another in their various 

dialogues. Thus, new meanings are always king dialogically forged, while old 

meanings decay or become obsolete. The continuity which is established dialogically 

can be consmed as the knitting together of a spatio-temporal, contextual fabnc in which 

the moments and fragments of otherness are rneaningfully integrated. Due to the 

perpetual resurgence of othemess, that fabric is also always unraveling. 

These 1st remarks have led us to the second figure of dialogue which 1 would 

like to investigate in Part II - the encounter. Like conversation, encounter is often 

chmcterized relative to a distinction which is supposed to define it. In this case, that 

distinction is between intentionality and dialogue. 1 will chart the development of this 

distinction through the work of Buber, Theunissen, and Levinas in Chapter 5, before 

turning to a more critical discussion of the distinction and a positive phenornenological 

elaboration of encounter in Chapter 6. 



Chapter 5 

Dialogue contra lntentionality: Buber, Theunissen, and Levinas 

In the introduction to Pari II, it was indicated that theories of dialogue take on 

different guises depending upon the question which they take themselves to be asking. It 

was also observed that generally these questions can be divided into two groups. The 

first group asks about human subjectivity; it asks whether or not that subjectivity is 

constituted by its relations to others. In answering 'ycs' to this question, this group 

argues that human beings are diaiogical and not monological. The figure of dialogue 

used to capture the image of a self constituted through its engagement with others is that 

of conversation. It was demonstrated in Chapter 4 that the contrast between monologue 

and dialogue does not substmtially assist us in understanding the concept of 

conversation; the latter can be mon hitfully achieveû through a phenornenology of 

'dialogue' in which our primary focus was the idea of conversation itself, without 

reference to monologue. 

Although conversation is the notion of dialogue that is probably most familiar to 

those in the Noah Amencan context, it is not the only approach. Another treatrnent of 

the concept of dialogue differs from the conversational mode in the kind of question it 

asks. It takes as given that the self is asentiaily constituteû by and related to what is 

other. and instead inquires into the ways this self relates to these others, and whether 

sorne ways of relating to the other are not more authentic or 'essential'. In exploring this 

question. a distinction is usually drawn between intentional and dialogical ways of 

relating to the other, where the latter - often characterized in terms of an encounter - 
is considered to be more authentic. 

1 will argue, much as 1 did in the case of the monologue/didogue distinction. that 

the intentionalityldialopicality distinction is not ultirnately very helpful in elucidating the 

concept of dialogue as encouater. We must consider encounter independent of this 

bipolarity if we are to understand it adequately. But b e f o ~  this task can be undertaken 

(in Chapter 6), it is necessary to explain more thoroughly the strand of thought which pits 

intentionaiity against dialogue. This explanation is necessitatecl partly by the more 



controversial nature of the point to which 1 will enlist this analysis, namely that 

intentionality is actually dialogical in the way of a conversation. 

In this chapter, 1 will discuss the work of Buber, Theunissen, and Levinas with 

the im of chariing the development of the concept of dialogue as encounter, and the 

dichotomy between intentiondity and dialogicality . This dichotomy first emerges in the 

distinction Buber draws between the 1-It and the 1-Thou, where the latter is chmcterized 

as an 'essential relation'. The dichotomy cornes to be understood explicitly in 

Theunissen's work as one between intentional and dialogical relations to the other, and 

Theunissen does mucn to emphasize the stark contrast between the two. Levinas r e m s  

in more positive terms to the notion of an encounter with the other which differs in 

certain important tespects from Buber's. Through the mon nuanced understanding of 

intentionality that Levinas also provides, we will be positioned for a fuller critique of the 

distinction in Chapter 6. 

1. Martin Buber: I-lt and 1-Thou 

A signifiant number of theonsts of dialogue have drawn upon the important 

insights of Martin Buber and his ground-breaking work on the subject of dialogue. 

Buber's contribution to this domain resides largely in the distinction he articulates 

betweem the 1-lt and the [-Thou. In this section 1 will focus on articulating this 

fundamental distinction in Buber. My purpose is to indicate how this distinction can be 

understood in tenns of intentionality and dialogue, and also how Buber's understanding 

of dialogue is a first step toward the idea of dialogue as encounter. In pursuing this point, 

1 will look primari1 y at Buber's text IT. w hich will lay the foundation for our treatment of 

Theunissen's work in the next section. 

The I-If is a mode of cornportment toward the other which is chmcterized in 

ternis of experienoe and which hinctions within epistemology. Buber's criticism is that 

philosophy has not only tended to $ive priority to the I-lt over the I-Thou, but in many 

On Buber and dialogue, sa for example Stanislaw Kowalczyk, "Buber's Dialogic Personalism," Dialogue 
und Humanism 3 .t (1993): 1 15-26. 



cases has overlooked completely the mode of the 1-Thou. The I-Thou is the dialogicd 

mode in which the other is not encountered as a use-object or an object of experience. but 

as Thou, as an other which is essentially related to the self. Buber contends that this 

mode is actually primary. Given his description of the I-It and the 1-Thou, these two 

modes of cornportment have corne to represent intentiond and dialogicd modes of 

interaction, respectively. 

To man the world is twofold, in accordance with his twofold attitude, 
The attitude of man is twofold, in accordance with the twofold nature of the 

primary words whicti he speaks. 
The primary words are not isolatecl words, but combined words. 
The one primary word is the combination I-Thou. 
The 0 t h  primary word is the combination 14;  wherein, without a change in the 

primary word, one of the words He and She c m  replace Ir. 
Hence îhe i of man is also twofold 
For the lof the primary word &Thou is a different I from that of the primary 

word I-h. (IT 3) 

With these words, Buber begins his evocative reflections on the two modes of 

engagement, 1-it and I-Thou . Several preliminary observations can be made at the outset. 

First, Buber limits Our modes of comportment to two, and they appear to be mutually 

exclusive of one another. Second. the It in the I-it cm be substituted by He or She; the I- 

It is construed as a third-person mode of interaction, w hereas the I-Thou is afirst-person 

mode. This is particularly significant in the G e m  language where a distinction is 

made between formal and informa1 modes of addnssing an other. The Thou (du) is more 

i n f o d  than the You (Sie) which. we an to understand, would fa11 under the rubric of 

the II-Ir. Third, "the I of man is dso twofold," meaning that the I of the I-It is distinct 

h m  the I of the I-Thou, just as It and Thou are distinct. The difference lies in the mode 

of address, for this is how a shifl between ?-II and I-Thou occurs. Whether 1 address the 

other as It or Thou depends in part upon whether we already comport to each other in the 

I-It or the 1-Thou, but that comportment itself depends upon how we have already 

addressed one another. The way in which 1 address the other is dso partly conditioned 

by the way in which the other addresses me, the way in which the other evokes my being. 

This suggests a rather complex situation in which the mode of address shapes my 

comportment and vice versa. Al1 of this has an impact on the way in which 1 understand 

myself; my I is evoked differently depending upon the mode of comportment in which 1 



am engaged. Finaily, it is significmt that the 1 4  and the 1-Thou are characterized as 

words. This suggests a connection between the comportment one hem to the other and 

language. Here we must think of Ianguage in fairly broad tems, not necessarily limited 

to linguistic utterance. 

The I-It is a mode of comportment characterized by experiencing and using. In 

approaching the other in this mode, 1 focus on its aspects, qualities, and characteristics, 

taking the other as an instantiation or concrete manifestation of some class of things. 1 

approach the other as 'such and such'. not in its entirety as other.2 The 1-It exists in the 

realm of transitive verbs where the subject is relsted to an other which is the object of the 

verb (IT 4). As an It, the other remains essentially passive relative to the I that uncovers 

it. The It is experienced by the i but does not participate in that experience: it remains an 

object (IT 5). The If is disclosed as bounded by others: that is, it is disclosed mediately 

through its meaningful connection to other things, in terms of other things, not 

immediately or directly (IT 4). Moreover, in our engagement with the I t ,  we approach it 

as though it wen essentially knowable in its entirety, "a secrecy without a secret" (IT 5). 

That the It is as yet unknown is not taken to be an indication of its unknowability. 

Because the Ir is bound by other things - lmted in a schema, irnmovable and passive 

- its time is the pmt, where the king that was once present has now been objectifid 

and fixed (IT 12-13). This objectification occurs through a disengagement between I and 

It* which Buber describes as a natural separation (IT 24). 

By contrast, the I-Thou is described as a relation in which the I encounters the 

other in a hiller, more mutual way. Buber's point is that our involvement with the wodd 

is not exclusively or even primarily captured in terms of the 1-ft, despite the fact that 

philosophically, at any rate, we tend to descnbe oui involvement in the world in 1-11 

terms. The [-II, he argues, is a degradation of the more primordial 1-Thou, which 

captures our natural connection to the world and the entities encountered therein. 

Buber defines the relation of the 1-Thou largely in negative tems relative to the I- 

Note that this question of wholeness is qualifled in the case o f  the I-Thou in that the other presents itself as 
a mystery: i.e. notas a whole wherc therc is nothing futthcr to be discovcred, but as a whole that is  not broken 
down into components and analyzed. 



It. We are told that the Thou is not experienced; it is not bounded by others nor do 1 

cornport towards it as a thing. In the mode of the I-Thou, the other which 1 encounter is 

present in al1 of its aspects as a single whole (IT 8); the relation which is established 

between myseif and the other is mutual in a way which is not true of the I-It. The 

subordination and pssivity which characterize the I-It are absent. My encounter with the 

Thou not oniy involves the other in its whole being, but elicits my I in a similar way. 

Thus, there is great risk involved, for I must say Thou with my whole being (lT lO).3 

This means that 1 offer myself up to the Thou in my entirety. I withhold nothing, and this 

'bodying forth' which Buber identifies occun as though cornmanded by the Thou. The 

Thou challenges me, demands a response from me, and then reserves the right to judge 

me (IT 10). Buber even says that I affect the Thou as it affects me - hence the 

mutuality of the relation (IT 15). Since the Thou is not subordinate to the 1, the encounter 

with it cannot be willed by the I alone. The Thou meets me through grace. But 

importantly, the 1-Thou is not simply a reversai of the I-h such that 1 am now the passive 

object for someone else's subjea; the !-Thou "means king chosen and choosing, 

suffering and action in onen (IT 1 1). 

Unlike the I-lr relation where the other is experienced as bounded by things and is 

largely understood through (with reference to) those other things, the encounter with the 

Tliou is direct: "No system of ideas, no foreknowledge, and no fancy intemene between I 

and 7'houn (iT 11). This directness is cornmensurate with a shift in the temporaiity of the 

relation. In tk Lit, 1 cornport toward the It as closed off and marked by the past; the I- 

Thou bars the stamp of the present, the moment which is also open toward the hiture (IT 

12-1 3). The directness and presence of the 1-Thou, Buber daims, are necessary 

preconditions for the possibility of the more estranged cornportment of the I-II. 

The Thou is precisely what falis beyond the scope of our standard epistemological 

models. But that does not mean the Thou is not there and that we do not know or at lest 

understand in some way that it is there. 

On this 'whofeness' of the I in Buber's thought, see Elliot Wolfion, '"ïhe Roblem of Unity in the Thought 
of Martin Buber," Journal of the History of Philosophy 27 (1 989): 423-44. 



- What, then, do we experience of Thou? 
- Just nothing. For we do not experience it. 
- What, then, do we know of Thou? 
- Just everything. For we know nothing isolated about it any more. (IT 1 1) 

Buber sets up a theory of dialogical interaction in contrast to what he perceives to be an 

impoverished epistemological model. namely intentionnlity. Moreover, these modes are 

not equiprimordial. The I-Thou has a definite prioiity; it is the ontological ground for the 

possibility of the I-ït. Yet, there is also a sense in Buber that the I-ft - whiie in many 

respects a Ming away from the I-Thou - is not actually a derivative mode of the I- 

Thou in the way that Being-alone is a denvative mode of Mitsein for Heidegger. The 

structures of the I-lt and the 1-Thou are distinct. 

1-Thou relations are possible in ihree spheres, corresponding to three "c1;tsses" of 

entities: 

F i  our life with nature. Therc the relation sways in gloom, beneath the level 
of speech. Creatures live and move over against us, but m o t  corne to us, and when we 
address them as Thou, our words cling to the threshold of speech, 

Second, our life with ment There the relation is open and in the form of speech. 
We can give and accept the Thou. 

Third, our life with spin tual btings. Thcre the relation is clouded, yet it 
discloses itself; it das not use -ch, yet begcts it. We perceive no Thou, but none the 
las  wc feel we art addnsscd and we answer - fonniag, thinking, acting. We speak the 
primary word with our bting, though we cannot utter Thou with our lips. ('IT 6) 

1 draw attention to this passage for several reasons. F i  dialogue for Buber is not 

limited to relations between people: a dialogical parmer can be an animal, a tree. a 

painting, a text. This point challenges a basic tenet of the 'common sense' view of 

dialogue outlined earlier. Secondly, we should note the m e r  reference to language 

which occurs here, particularly with respect to the role that it plays in the phenornena of 

addressing, king-addressed, and responding. We saw earlier that the I-ft and the 1-Thou 

are primory words, distinguished by the way in which the other is addressed, and the wny 

in which the other addresses me. Hitherto it has been assumed that this address is 

entirely linguistic. but Buber refines and expands this assumption. Only the I-Thou at the 

interhuman level takes the form of speech; the other two cases bear a relation to speech, 

yet do not occur through speech. This suggests that the address ihrough which the Thou 

is invoked need no< be a speech act or linguistic utterance, but must be interpreted more 

broaâly. The connection with the other which occurs in the encounter is meaningful or 



significant even ifit dues not achieve a fully linguistic manifestation in interhuman 

dialogue. The address is, in a sense, a surging of one's king toward the other and a 

king met by that other in a similar fashion. 

Buber echoes this reference to language in a later passage, supplementing it with 

the following statement: 

Form's siknt asking, man's loving speech, the mute proclamation of the cteaturie, 
art d l  gates kading into the presence of the Word. 

But when the full and complete meeting is to take place, the gates are united in 
one gateway of r d  life, and you no longer know through which you have entered, (IT 
102, emphasis added) 

The three realrns of the I-Thou - of dialogue - al1 lead to "the presence of the Word". 

an unmistakable reference to Gd, the etemal Thou which presents itself through each 

particular Thou. However, Buber goes on to indicate that the primary access to the 

Word, to the eternal Thou, lies in dialogical engagement with other persons; the reason 

for this wouid appear to be language. He notes that our involvement with such others 

takes the form of dialogue, as typicaily understood in conversational terms: 

Here language is consummateâ as a sequence, in speech and counter-speech. Hcre alone 
does tbt word that is formed in language mett its response. Only hcrc does the pri- 
word go backwards and forwards in the s m e  form, tbe word of aQdrcss and tfie word of 
rcspoase live in tht ont language, I and Thou tolce th& stand not menly in ttînthn, 
but a b  in the solM give-end-trlrt of tnlk. The moments of miadon a n  hem, and 
only hem, bmnd together by muiins d the ekmuit ofthe spccdi in which they are 
tmmmud. Hem what confiants us has blossorned into the h l 1  d i t y  d Lhc l'hou. 
Hem dorie, tbcn, as rtality that cannot be lost, arc gazing and king gazcd upon, knowing 
and king k n m ,  loving and king loved. (IT 102- 103, emphasis added) 

Buber says that the "full reality of the Thou" blossoms before us. Does this mean that the 

Thou blossoms only in socid dialogue, or simply that we can see the Thou more easily in 

social dialogue? Why emphasize interhuman dialogue if the I-Thou can occur with other 

entities as well, and if al1 ultimately lead to the presence of the Word? 1 do not think that 

Buber could actudly be gmting any kind of serious priority to social dialogue. He 

emphasizes that the moments of relation are not constituted by the speech, they are 

merely immersed in it. The Whou relation is most obvious at the level of the interhuman 

because the address involved often lads  to a linguistic exchange in which it is more 

articulated and concretized. But the address of the I-Thou and the relation it involves 

must lie outside of language, because they are what inspire "the solid give-and-take of 



talk. " 

It is curious that Buber specifidy tries to establish a co~ection between speech, 

on the one h m &  and the silent or mute 1-Thou relations with nahûe and spiritual entities. 

on the other. The laser an the two "si&-gates." while the former - the I-niou with 

another person - is the "main portai, into whose opening the two side-gates lead, and in 

which they are Uicluded" (IT 103). In what sense an these two spheres "inchdedm in the 

other? Perhaps Buber maas that the 1-Tbu  is characterized by a primordial surging of 

one's king towards the king of the other. This is the address which belongs to the I- 

Thou, and it finds its fullest exteriorization in the addressirig of the human other in 

language. But the surgïng and addressing which inspire communication - the reaching 

out to the other through language - are similady pnsent in our relation to nature and 

spiritual entities. The 1-Thou of the former occurs "at the threshold of qeech" and the I- 

T h  of the latter occurs "without spach yet begets it." In ai l  cases, something inspires a 

desire to spcak: that something is the I-Thou reiation. 

It seems fairly intuitive that the I-Thou in the case of nature (at les t  with respect 

to animals) is at the thrrshold of speech. Interaction with animds is not that uncommon. 

One can, and often does, exchange glances with aaimals; they seek physical contact and 

attention; they make demands. Such contact is not limited to domesticated mimals: a 

mouse can look at you in terror; a squiml can approach inquisitively; a deer cm eye you 

wariiy; a Lion c m  swey a situation with a c a h  and ruiing eye. inspiring caution in those 

who approach. 

Nature in its otbr forms is somwhaî less interactive, but stül cleariy inspiring in 

this regard. For instance, we tend to be facinateci with things that gmw; plants live and 

die just as we do. What impnsses us about nature is that it is aüve and creative. Nature 

is not dead matter - dumb and silent; it is forahil, enegetic, powerful, and immense. 

Nahire demands our respect. Who can stand on the shore of an oaan and no< be 

impressed by its shecr othcrness, its v a s ~ s .  its strtngth? in the midst of a forest or 

jungie, atop a mountain. in tbe middle of a prairie or descn - one is suaounded by 

nature in its immnsity, seemingly endiriag and timelcss. N a m  was kre kfore 1 was 

here; it wiU be hen long a f k  1 am gone. It *bars the msdom of the ages and is 



indifferent to me. If1 am abendoned to it, I WU have to be very nsourcehil to survive. 

In a situation where the otberness of nature is brought into high-relief, 1 am uadoubtedly 

addnssed by it; 1 also address it, asking it to shan its strength and its secrets with me. 

Our relation lies just below the threshold of speech. 

How does a spirinial being - such as a work of art - which does not explicitly 

speak, neveithcless beget speech? In this regard it is instructive to consider Buber's 

discussion of the encounter with a wodr of art, where the Thou is subjectively 

experienced as issuing a command to which we must  esp pond (IT 9-10). We do clearly 

have the experience of wodcs of art 'speaLing to us'; works of art can be provocative and 

inspirationai. But for this to happen, 1 must comect with the work in the mode of the !- 

Thou. The emuntet "causes" the work to speak to me; as a rcsult, 1 may tum to other 

people to share my experience and to discuss it. Perhaps this is how the sphere of 

spintual encounter "begets speech," while not itself taking the form of speech; it. too. 

rernains a side-gate. It seems that the primery words of 1-11 and I-Thou are stiU most 

commonly nvealed through modes of address which achieve a spoken fonn. 

The desire to commdcatc with the orher is inspired by the ?"bu, but this 

communication wiU only m c h  linguistic expression where the Thou itscif has the 

possibility of responding linguisticdy. Speech is crucial for Buber because through it 

we gain access to the Word, namly the word of Cod. The Word is revealed not thmugh 

vision - the sense perception which dominates epistemology and thus, in Buber's view, 

intentionaiity (the I-lt) - but thmugh hariag and listening. the sensory perception of 

dialogue. This view is confïrmcd by Bukr's claim that "the relation with mao is the na1 

simile of the relation with God; in it true addrcss receives truc response; except that in 

Gocl's response everythiag, the universe. is made manifest as language" (IT 103). God is 

presumably addresseci through prayer, which is typically an usking. The response is 

presumably nveiatioa. This passage suggcsts tbat nvelation not only occurs through or 

in langpage (constmed b d l y ) .  but achially is languap. Truth is htimately comected 

with language. 

1 have dsed these points rwpectllig Ianguagc in the diffczcnt spheres of the I- 

niou in order to emphasize! that, for Bu& dialogue is not resaicted to the nalm of the 



interhuman, nor is it dependent upon language. The relation of the I-Thou inspires 

speech when the other who is Mressed and who addresses me has speech as a 

possibility; the relation is made most manifest in. but is by no means restricted to, these 

instances. In fact, many I-Thou relations, even in the interhuman sphere, occur in 

silence. 

The phenornenon of address is a key feature of the encounter model of dialogue 

that Buber articulates. Addressing the other as Thou or being addressed by the other as 

Thou is an event which effects a direct engagement with the other, as opposed to the 

more mediated way of addressing the other in the M. Although Buber does not make an 

explicit connection between the 1-lt and intentionality, it seems clear that this is what he 

has in mind. The strong distinction between intentionality and dialogue receives more 

explicit critical attention in Theunissen's work. 

ii. Theunissen: The intentional I-lt and the dialogical 1-Thou 

In The Other, Michael Theunissen undertakes an analysis of ambitious 

proportions in which he explores the cntical relationship between transcendental 

philosophy and the philosophy of dialogue. Taking Husserl, Heidegger, and Sartre as 

representatives of transcendental philosophy, Theunissen illustrates how their work may 

be characterized in such t e m ,  ultimately showing that each relies upon the intentional 

model. Theones of dialogue, of which he takes Buber to be the primary representative 

- though ample reference is made to other, phQpdïy Geman, thinkers of the same 

pend - are characterized by their critique of transcendental philosophy. Theunissen's 

objective is to critically assess the philosophical success of this critique. He ultimately 

concludes that dialogue canot achieve or justify the clairns to originality that it strives to 

maintain. Thus, Theunissen proposes that a position which mediates the two theoretical 

poles might be a hitful approach to explore, although he himself does not undedce this 

task in his text. 

My discussion of Theunissen has a twofold purpose. Firstly, 1 will examine 

Theunissen's explicit interpretation of Buber's 1-If/[-Thou distinction as a distinction 

between intentionality and diaiogicaiity, and 1 will also consider his charactenzation of 



Buber's theory of dialogue as destructive of tramamdental philosophy. Secondîy, 1 wili 

consider Theunissen's criticisms of Buber's work and his reservations regarding the 

possibility of developing a theory of dialogue distinct from a theory of intentionality. If 

Theunissen is correct, then the possibility of sharply distinguishing between 

intentionality and dialogicalîty - through a negative definition of one with respect to the 

other - becomes questionable. This is the f h t  step in challenging the viability of this 

distinction. Along the way, we will see that Theunissen maLes a number of important 

contributions to a cîarifïcation of the notion of encounter. 

The philosophy of dialogue which Theunissen discusses emerged as the "new 

thought" on the intelieaual scene in Europe in the early part of the twentieth century and 

positioned itself relative to the "old" thought, which was taken to be of two types. The 

first type wss idealism and the philosophy of the universal subject or of universal 

consciousaess. This doctrine was cnticized for its faiiure to take the facticity of the 

subject senously. Thus, theories of dialogue aiways place a great deal of emphasis on the 

facticai 1. However it is important to note that those theories which Theunissen terms 

'modern transcendentalism' wen themselves critical of idealisrn on the same grounds. 

As such, the real source of tension between transcendentalist thought and dialogue Lies in 

the secoad cntical attituâe, adopted by theorists of didogue. toward traascendentd 

philosophy understood as "the doctrine of the constitution of the world out of 

subjectivity" (O 259). The main difficuity here - according to the thinkers of dialogue 

that Theunissen consiâers - is that, in its emphasis on the world-constituting power of 

the subject, such a doctxine does wthing to break the essentiai solitude of the I. 

Transcendentaüsm ultimately traces everything back to the self, with the nsdt that al1 

experience of the odwr cornes to be understood in temis of the self. This is unacceptable 

to thinkers of dialogue (O 259-65). 

Theunissen identifies three definhg feanires of a transœndentai theory. The fmt 

is a general self-centettdness which follows h m  the priority of the subject and the 

priviiege of the subjea to constitute the world. This estabiisks the second characteristic 

- a subotdination of the objea relative to the subjea. T b  objcct, king saictly 

constituteà by the subject and not participating in the constitution of the wodd is 



construed purely passively. Thirdly. the fact that the subject constitutes the world 

implies that objects are always understood mediately through the intentions which 

subjects direct at them. As a result, objects are never experienced as other in any 

meaningful sense. This ndically subjectivistic intentionai model of undentanding is at 

the hem of Theunissen's depiction of transcendentalisrn, and it is this model of 

relationality which receives the most cnticism (O 27 1-77). 

Theones of dialogue are characterized by three traits which oppose the three 

features of transcendental intentionality outlined above. The fust and most fundamental 

is the notion of the between. The between is the relation between I and Thou in terms of 

which they are properly I and Thou; this relation is bom of an encounter, the corning 

together of two participants. The important point of cornparison with respect to 

transcendentaVintentiona1 theories is that neither pole of the relation is given priority.' 

The dialogical model points to the "spacem between the two poles, thereby emphasizing 

their equiprimordiality and their connection. The perspectivdism of the ego is 

presurnably overcome. The second important feature, not unrelated to the fmt, involves 

the reciprocity or mutuaiity of the relation between I and Thou. This reciprocity is meant 

to contrast with the subordination of the object in the intentional model. In the dialogicd 

case, neither pole of the relation is passive or stationary; neither cm be subordinated to 

the other. The relation is not unidirectional h m  the subject toward the object but is a 

mutuai corning together. Thirdly, tkories of dialogue highlight the immediacy of the 

dialogical relation. Since the relation between self and other is no longer mediated 

through a world projected and constituted by the subject, the other cm be encountered in 

his othemess, unfettered and unrefiacted by a subjectivized perspective. One would Say 

that, in the dialogical relation, one "experiences" the other "corning over to one" (O 260, 

27 1-77). 

According to the standard view, one begins with a subject who only subsequently intends the object. However 
this cannot be said of mort sophisticated theories of intentionality wherc subjectivity consists in the intentiond 
relation to the other: the subject never exists in the absence of an object. Intentionality, as it appears in 
Hci&gger's work, is ont of these mort sophisticated positions. Theunissen's point must be that, in the 
intentional modcl, the subject rcfnains the ego-pole and the center of al1 the intentional relations which emanriie 
h m  it; in this sense the subject would main a priority. 



On this basis. we cm reiterate that Buber's I-It corresponds to the intentional. and 

the W h o u  to the dialogical. However, Theunissen wants to further demonstrate that 

Buber's theory of dialogue is ultimately unsuccessful in its attempt to destroy the 

intentional model due to Buber's reliance upon intentiondity in the discussion of I- 

Thou? To support this claim. Theunissen observes that for Buber it is possible to 

encounter an other - be it a tree, a person or a text - as either an it or a Thou. This 

suggests that what determines how 1 encounter a particular other is not the actud 

constitution of the other, but rather my cornportment towards it. That is. my projection 

towards the other determines how the other shows up. This puts Bubei squarely within 

the intentional rnodel. where the I still takes precedence over the Thou? 

Nevertheless, Theunissen's reading of Buber is as sympathetic as possible, in 

order to illustrate how Buber attempts a destruction of the intentional model. 

Theunissen's discussion has thne principle movernents: fmt, he maps out the region 

where the I-Thou happens, namely langage; second, he shows how Buber atternpts to 

subvert the intentional object; and third, how Buber threatens the notion of the intentional 

act itself.7 Throughout, nieunissen continually rehinis to the point that Buber is 

ultimately unsucœssful. 

According to Theunissen, Buber's definition of I-It and I-Thou as basic words 

indicates that we are dealing with the nalm of language. nieunissen therefore wants to 

explore the relationship between the I-Thou and language in Buber's thought. Given that 

the I-lt is a third-person mode of interadion and the I-Thou is a kt-person form, 

Theunissen maintains that the difference - at the level of language - must be in how 

Moreover, dialogue in Buber is largely defined simpiy in opposition to intentionaiity, raiher than positively 
developed in its own ietms. 

Buber could perhaps be defended on this point. What determines how 1 encounter the other is theprimry 
woni which mediates ouf encounter, namely 1-ifor I-Tbu. How we relate to one another hm as much to do 
with how 1 addrrss the aber as with how 1 am addresseci by the d e r .  Theunissen does not say anything about 
this. Perhaps he does not think it is coherent to say that 1 can be aâdressed by a tret or a work of art, and 
therefore my aâdressing it would be determinaiive. Buber, however, does not appm to bc committed to this 
view. 

This is Theunissen's reconstruction of Buber; this destructive sûucture is not explicit in Buber's work. 



(or whether) the other is addresseci in the speakjng of the prYnary word. This reflects his 

view that my addnssing the 0 t h  as It or niou detennines the nature of the dation. He 

identifies the Ralm of tbe I-11 as the nalm of tufking d o u t  and the nalm of 1-Thou as 

that of talking t a  nirough a phenomenological truitment of these two notions, 

Theunissen illustrates tbat talking to - in so far as it Uivolves an addressing of the other 

- is ixnmediate and signals a cal1 for a nsponse fkom the other, w h e ~ a s  talking about is 

pureiy discursive and mediated. Talking cibout deals with the other as a topic of 

conversation but does not addnss the 0 t h  per se. Theunissen argues thaî although 

talking to is pe-s more direct than tdking about, it stdi  focuses on the perspective of 

the I that talks, reflecting the prionty and oripinaÜty of that I. Talking to is st i l i  

encumkred with subjective intention. It may be for this m o n  that Buber sometimes 

says that the I-lnou is W e d  in silence, where the intentionality of trrlking to has been 

surpa~~ed (O 294-300). 

However, as Theunissui points out, Buber does not always say this; sometunes he 

says that the 1-Thou is W c d  in discourse (O 3W304).8 Theunissen attempts to rnake 

sense of this potential contradiction by indicaîing that articulate discourse in the fonn of 

taliking tu is the means for tûe initiai hilnllment of the I-niou, in that the Thou is 

disclosed as such through the cornportment implied in tufking to. But, as Theunissen 

notes, the Tnou becomes ever more present as that &out which we taik - the fact that 

we are talking to each other - nades h m  the forefiont of consciousness until I am 

uitimately leh with the Thou before m in silence. in this way, the I-Thou fia& 

completion in silence - although it must begh in dking to - and the intentional mode1 

is overcome in the breakdown or surpassing of languaoe (O 304-305). 

Theunissen, however, mlllntriins thot Buber is not appmpiately aware of this 

because he persists in rnaintaining the priority of articulate discome, and therefore, of 

6 What is mant by this lrnguage of hl i i lbat?  Das thia bear any relatioa to tfrie fuldllmcat of an intention? 
Thcsc questions .aniult be ahqiutcly a&md bac. It sscm ckar that B u ~ u n i s s c n  camot man by 
'-nt' ~yth ing whicb rpecificallypatiini to Hu#ed'r theory of inaentioaality, forthii is aiîegedly what 
is  smpassd in rhe I-Tlbu. By 'fiilfillai' in no dooôt mmnt sonrtbiPg tk more genenl - an acbieviog or 
expressing of tbe 'Tliou pt its fuiiedt. A di&ncnt tbooght oa ck ~iatioa becwan [-Thou Md intcntional 
fulfiUmcnt wiii be CxplOLCd at greater leagth in Part III. 



talking to. This is most evident in his emphasis on the interhuman sphere, where the 

give-and-take of the diaiogic exchange is taken to be most hlly realized: 

Only here does the primary word go backwards and forwards in the same form, the word 
of address and the word of response live in the one language, I and Thou take their stand 
aot merely in relation, but also in ihe solid give-and-take of talk. (ïï 102-103) 

Theunissen claims that Buber's concem in this passage is with the reciprocity involved in 

such an exchange, and not primarily with language and dence (O 302). Because of this, 

Buber misses the avenue towards the overcoming of intentionality which the latter 

represent (O 307). In discussing this same passage in the previous section, 1 atgued that 

the mode of address involved in the I-Thou gives rise to speech but need not occur only 

in speech. Speech is important for Buber because it binds together the moments of 

relation and seems to allow them to continue. To ihis extent, 1 would agree with 

Theunissen that language and silence as ways of overcoming intentionality are not 

Buber's primary conœm (although I am not convinced that overcoming and destroying 

intentionality is Buber's objective). Buber seems to be pointing out that linguistic 

rxchange only achieves its f'ulfillment in the dialogue of I-Thou because only there are 

authentic reciprocity and address manifest. This does not. however, irnply that the I- 

Thou reaches its fulfillrnent in language: the addnss of the I-Thou is extra-linguistic. In 

so far as Theunissen seems to be suggesting that Buber holds a different position, 1 would 

disagree witb him. 

The second movernent of Theunissen's discussion is the destruction of the 

intentional object. This is accomplished by distinpishing the It from the Thou in such a 

way that the Thou cannot be consmied as an intentional object. This distinction lies 

primarily in the temporality of the It as opposed to that of the Thou. As an object of 

knowledge, the Ir is in the past - closed off, complete, graspable in its entirety. It 

belongs to the past in so far as it is re-presented to consciousness. The Thou, on the other 

hand, is not grasped as an object of knowledge. but emerges into presence. It presents 

itself to the I as unfinished, incomplete, extending into the future. Although the 

ternporality of the Thou is the pnsent, this is not presence as a closed off 'now' which - 
in the form of a re-presentation - hearkens back to what was; it is a present with a hiture 

orientation, a present in motion (O 307-15). 



The differences in the tempord features of the It and the Thou have repercussions 

for the way in which they are "gnsped". The II, because it is re-presented, is taken as 

grasped in its entirety. It shows up as a thing which bars  various predicates; it is the 

sum of a nurnber of knowable properties. The Thou, given the openness with which it 

presents itself, defies representation as a thing. It c m o t  be grasped with the finality 

necessary for such a chmcterkwion. Thus, it is no-thing (O 3 15-2 l).9 This distinction 

is reflected aiso in Theunissen's distinction between talking ru and talking about. When 

one talks about something, one can only do so in t e m  of its predicates; one talks about 

the properties or qualities of a thing. But talking to is always an addressing of the Thou, 

and an awaiting - indeed. an expectation - of a response. This awaiting aiso belongs 

to the openness of the ?-Thou. As a point of clarification, the no-thingness which 

characterizes the Tliou is not so much an absence or void of being, as the emergence of a 

non-present-at-hand, non-substantial type of being. 

Since the Thou resists chvacterization as a thing and eludes confinement to a 

temporal 'now' which is really a re-presentaiion of the past, it similarly cmnot be 

pinpointed in a determinate spatial location, which is a limitation of thingly things. The 

point Theunissen seems to be highlighting is that the It is characterized by king limitecl 

or bounded by the ordered world within which it has been hbedded and in terms of 

which it is understood and given meaning. Every It has its place. Since the Thou 

transœnds the world which is constituted in the 14, the Thou is 'displaced' or 

'unplaced'. Thus, the encounter with the Thou does not occur within the ordered 

structure of the world, but happens beyond it: the encounter is discontinuous with the 

world. This is not to Say that the Thou is encountered in obsentia fiom the world, but 

rather that the world merely provides the background out of which the Thou emerges in 

the encounter. The world dœs not limit, or de-limit, the Thou as it does in the case of the 

It (O 32 1-26). 

Because of the Thou's no-thingness and its discontinuity relative to the spatial, 

worldly order, the Thou is also impermanent. Because the Thou is not fixed, it lacks 

See TT I I ,  quoted in the prcvious section, which reflects this. 



solidity, durability, and certainty, which injects an instability and fleetingness into its 

temporality (O 326-29). This instability and transience are reflected in the idea that the 

Thou only presents itself in the moment or event of king addressed. 

Taken together, al1 of these features contribute to a volatilization of the 

intentional object with respect to its substantiality, spatiality, temporality, and durability, 

leading us toward the destruction of the intentional act itself. This destmction is, in part. 

effected through the destruction of the object. Without an object to act upon, the action 

becomes what Theunissen calls a pure act: "the Thou becomes that which is illuminated 

solcly in the actuality of the pure act" (O 329). Because there is no longer any object, the 

I reaches out toward the Thou in the act of address or raiking fo, then sinks back into 

itself, and the Thou accordingl y recedes or withdraws. This. tw, reflects the 

impermanence of the Thou. But mon importantly, the pure act is a suspension of the 

intentional act, but not, however, in the sense that it 

suspend[s] that consummation of the act that is implied by the Ioss of  the object. Rather, 
it is d e d  out through and through, and by way of, this consununation. More exactly: 
the act can only be brought to completion in that it is suspcnded as act. (O 331) 

The suspension of the act occurs in the suspension of the activity associated with the 

intentional act. In the realm of the I-it, the intentional activity of the I is revealed through 

the passivity of the I t .  But in the realm of the I-Thou, the Thou is no longer passive, and 

the Ps activity is no longer apparent. Only relative to the passivity of the It can the l's 

action be terrned adive. With the elimination of that passivity, the activity of the I also 

disappears. One might think that Theunissen does not actually mean that the activity of 

the act disappears with the disappearance of the passivity of the object, but that the act- 

character of the activity of the I disappears with the removal of the intentional object. 

Without an object, a thing to act upon, how can activity manifest itself as an act? One 

would simply have activity with no object. However, this would result from merely 

removing the intentional object, and Theunissen is quite clear that he is thinking of a 

further aiteration (O 33 1-32). 

The pure act associated with the I-Thou cannot be described by way of an 

opposition of activity and passivity. Rather it must be described through the unity of 

these, which becornes an expression of the consummation of the pure act (O 331-33). 



Theunissen maintains that bere Buber geshuw at, but is unable to articulate, "a region 

which lies on the other side of the difference between action and passion" (O 332). This 

is the region of the pure act of the ?-niou. However, Buber is unable to Say much about 

this, contenthg himself with a description in ternis of a un@ of activity and passivity. 

He does not transcend this terminology, and his formulation rernains within the realrn of 

what is unthinkable and cuntradictory (O 332-33). 

In order to go beyond this connadictory formulation and to demonstrate how the 

activity of intention rnight be suspended in the pun act, Theunissen rems to the 

example of addressing. Whereas an intentional act fin& completion in the passivity of 

the object, the 'action' in address finds completion in the passivity of the 1, where every 

act of addressiug always alnady expects a reply; if it did not, the act would not occur in 

the first place. Questions expect responses, and 'communication' (and here 1 think 

Theunissen means assertive uttemces) expect agreement. lo These acts only are what 

they are, ody become fulfilled as whet they are, when the actor falls süent, awaiting the 

agreement or resporw which she expects the other to give (O 333-36). l 1  

Aithough the concrete phenornenon of adârcssing or talking to the other seerns to 

hold promise for a destruction of the intentional model. Theunissen remains womed that 

Buber does not completely extncate himself h m  the tangles of that model. He describes 

the I-Thou in largely negative t e m  and - even in Theunissen's sympathetic 

interpretation - still does not succeed in overcoming the pnority of the I-perspective as 

it appears in the intentional structure of talking to. Theunissen contends tbat if the theory 

is to be philosophically edequate. it m u t  begin h m  the phenomnon of being spoken to: 

Io "Communication has the king-wme 'communication' oaly in that it is iomt upon agreement and question 
has the king-scm 'question' only in t h  it wauta to have pa answerw (O 333). 

it Oncc again, the bgoage of f9lnltarcnt enters. However, it ir inwgting to note tht ~ u a i s s c n  das not 
maiLltaia that q~estim are fplfillcd in the rcqoms to thcm, ni 1 ai- with nqect to Heidegger in 
Cbipar 1. in that caue, a question impiicitiy intends a rrrpoar wbich. wben givea, fdfiib that inicntion. 
TbcunWsen is mnlong a diffenCLlt point. He ii saying tbt rhe activity of qmîioaiag MMs itsclf in t& 
passivity of awaiting a respop#. He is not at dl iwm#tied in tbe 'abject' of the questim; h k d  he could aot 
be kcause ht is tallring about a pure act which is not soffiaQsd to bave rn objcci. 



In the meeting, the active moment cannot be one-sidedly attributed to me or to the Other. 
Rather, our acts reach into one another in such a way that that which 1 do is, at the same 
time, done to me. Therefore the initiative lies neither with me nor with the Other. The 
meeting is, in other words, originally neither simply my speaking to nor my k ing  spoken 
to. Consequentiy, the originality of the between in the concrete experience of meeting 
manifests itself as the precedence of being spoken to over speaking to. As the facticity of 
meeting, 1, accordingly, experience dialogicai facticity primarily in king spoken to. (O 
339) 

In the encounter there is a simultaneity of experience in which I and Thou find 

themselves addressed by one another. In granting a priority to the experience of my 

being spoken tu over my speaking to, Theunissen must mean that my awaiting a response 

(wherein my addressing the other is fulfilkd) is only reveaied in my being spoken to, in 

my hearing the other. Buber does not thematize the facticity of this king addressed; it 

cannot be captund simply in terms of speaking tu. In fairness to Buber, I wonder to what 

extent Theunissen' s cnticism is not primaril y dependent upon the taiking oboutltalking to 

distinction which is, in the end, his own. Buôer does, after d l ,  discuss the idea of the 

Thou meeting the I through grace; further reflection on this notion of grace might mon 

effectively reveal the phenomenon of king addressed, which is supported by Buber's 

nfennces to encounters with spintual entities. But it may be the case that Buber is 

relying here more on religious irnagery to convey his thought rather than adequately 

explicating it in philosophical terrns - which, 1 suppose, is ultimately Theunissen's 

point. 

These crîticisms of Buber in the main text of The Other leaâ Theunissen, in his 

Postscript, to express a more general skepticism regarding the possibility of a pure theory 

of dialogue independent of intentionality. The source of the difficulty lies in conflicting 

claims to originality: the most radical expression of the dialogical principle is that "the 

event of the meeting, or the 'between', is earlier than those meeting each other" (O 365); 

theories of intentionality ostensibly aSSeR the priority of the poles of the relation (subject 

and object) over the relation itself. Both claims cannot be primary. This conflict may be 

circumvented by adopting a more moderate fom of the dialogical principle expressed by 

other thinkers of dialogue. which Theunissen calls the 'reduced standpoint'. It consists in 

the view that "the meeting presupposes that the! ones meeting each other exist upon a 

particular king level and [it] concede[s] to the between solely the power to transfomi the 



poles that impinge upon one another" (O 366). Working with this moderate statement of 

the dialogical thesis, Theunissen suggests that a view intermediate between intentionaiity 

and the radical dialogical standpoint is perhaps the most promising. He proposes that 

dialogue be construed as the self-becorning of the individual I ,  where the I would be 

explained and discussed within the context of a transcendental theory. This would permit 

to grant to transcendental philosophy the originality of the beginning and to the 
philosophy of dialogue the origindity of the goal, of the complete end. The beginning 
would be my individual 1, the goal the self îhat proceeds from the meeting. (O 367) 

This intermediate view would enable us to accommodate both mediated and immediate 

encounters with others. It would allow us to construe the other as both the one who 

alienates me and the one who bnngs me back to myself (O 371).12 

Theunissen's worlc is interesting and important to rny investigation for several 

reasons. First, the main body of the tea  does a great denl to clarify the opposition 

between intentiondity and dialogue which is at work in Buber's concept of didogue. 

Second, in expanding upon Buber's position to demonstrate the ways in which it is 

supposed to be destructive of intentionality, Theunissen reveals a great deal about the 

encounter. In particular, we leam that the encounter of the 1-Thou is a surpassing of the 

14, as well as a shattering of the I-It's spatiality, temporality, and communication. This 

is extremely usehl in ennching our understanding of encounter. Third, Theunissen's 

Postscript assists in the critical pmject to be undertaken in Chapter 6. The Postscript 

qualifies the stark opposition between intentionality and dialogicality he pursues in the 

main body of the text, and his skepticism regardiag this dichotomy is encouraging 

because it suggests a deeper connection behueen these hvo positions than Buber (or 

Theunissen's interpretation of Buber) pemits. Moreover, Theunissen's analysis shows 

'Theunissen specifically mentions Heidegger's fundamentai ontology as one of the theories that could serve 
as an appropriate beginning point. Albeit somewhat reluctantly, he says, "to be sure, Being and Time does 
aot describe a self-becoming of the 1 but only a becoming-1 of the self, that is, of that Dasein stnictured like 
a self. But this Dasein fdls unkr a concept of subjcctivity that is only inadequateiy determined through the 
expressions '1' and 'individual'. From Heiâegger's own standpoint, dialogical sel f-becoming would then be 
presented as a transformation of thai Darcin stnictured like a se!f into an authentic se1 f-king whereby the 
dialogically constituted self would be distinguished from the authentic self, in the sense of Being and Tirne* 
pteciscly in that it is dialogically coiisn'tutcd" (O 367). 



that the dialogicality of Buber's dialogue implicitly depends upon the nondialogicality 

of intentiondity as well as the non-intentionality of dialogue. That is to say, dialogue for 

Buber is defined pnmnnly negatively relative to intentiondity. If the boundary between 

dialogicality and intentionality is eroded or thrown into question, then the meaning of 

that dialogicality becomes unclear. This indicates that a discussion of the diaiogic 

encounter rnust be undertaken in positive terms. and its relationship to intentionality must 

be established, also in positive terms. 

iii. Levinas: The encountet as face to face 

Levinas' work is striking for its complexity. its onginality, and its emdition. l3 

Perhaps more than any other thinker. Levinas has taken up the question of alterity and 

made it central to his life's thought. In reading his work, the influence of certain thinkers 

is startlingly evident; he is firrniy grounded in the phenomenological tradition. having 

k e n  a student of both Husserl and Heidegger in the 1920s. and he is clearly influenced 

by Buber's critique of epistemology and intentionality. His voice. then. should play a 

distinctive role in out investigation. 

üi examining Levinas' work 1 have three primary aims: k t ,  to understand how a 

dichotomy between intentionality and dialogue rnay be hinctioning in his thinking of the 

other; second, to unpack his understanding of intentionality in order to render this 

dichotomy even more arnbiguous; and third, to e ~ c h  the understanding of encounter that 

we have so far developed by explonng his notion of the face to face." 

Like Buber and Theunissen. Levinas is concemed with the primordiality of the 

relation to the Other. Buber and Theunissen are critical of intentionality because it is 

'self-centered' and dœs not adequately capture Our hindiunenta1 connection to the other. 

"The discussion of Levinas in this section is dnwn primarily fiom TI and supplemented in places by Enstence 
und Eriszents, trans. Alphonso Lingis (Dordrecht: Kluwer, 1978)' Timc and the Othe< trans. Richard A. Cohen 
(Pittsburgh: Duquesne University Press, 1987) and En rlécouvranr 1 'cxistenceavecHusserlet Heidegger(Paris: 
J. Vnn, 1967). 

l4 A good discussion of the basic themes of lavinas' work as they pertain to this issue can be found in David 
Jopling, "Levinas on Desire, Dialogue and the OtherTn American Crrtholic Philosophical Quarrerly65 (199 1) :  
405-27. 



In mmy ways Levinas could be seen to be continuing the sarne thought. He is concemed 

that philosophy traditionally does not think of the other in its alterity, but rather 

understands the other as the counterpart to the sarne - the not-l which completes the 1. i 

and not-l together form a totality, and thus the relation between I and not-I is a nostd@c 

yearning for w holeness and completion. Such a relation is one which aims at 

assimiiating the other to the same. For Levinas. this is a movement of domination. 'Ihe 

other, when approached in its alterity, represents the idea of the infinite, and the infinite 

cannot be assimilated or incorporated. The movement toward the infinite. then, is not 

one aimed at dorninating the other and thereby completing the I. Levinas' philosophical 

womy is motivatd here largely by ethical concems, for ethics cm only move in the space 

that infinitude opens up. A thought which understands our ethical relations to Others in 

t e m  of the 1 and mt-i of logic is incapable of encountering the alterity of the Other and 

of properly experiencing ethical responsibility before that Other. Thus, Levinas urges 

that ethics must take pnority over ontoiogy. Our relation to the Other must be 

understood as it is disclosed in the face to face of the ethical relation. 

The difference between the relation to the other which is paired with the same and 

the relation to the other which is a movement towards infinity is often characterized by 

Levinas as a difference between need and desin. A need is a lack which is, in principle, 

satiable; it may be satisfied w k n  what is needed is supplied, thereby filling what is 

rnissing. Here what is other is viewed as somethiog which can be assimilated to the same 

in order to complete it. That other has no identity or rneaning beyond its function or 

possibility as something which can satisfy a need. Since these needs are mine, the other 

is viewed in ternis of me - defined in t e m  of my needs and seen as a means for me to 

achieve my end (TI 1 1 5- 17, 127-30). 

Desire, on the other hand. is distinctly different; it is experienced by a self which 

is already complete. As complete, the self has no void to fill; nothing is missing; it needs 

nothing. The rnovement toward the other which occua under such circumstances cmot,  

then, be motivated out of need; it cannot satisfy a lack; it cannot assimilate the other to 

the same; it cannot use the other as a means to ;in end. In short, it can commit none of 

the violence to the other that marks the relation of need. Desire is. in principle, 



insatiable, patly for the reason just rnentioned. and patly because the other. in its 

alterity, cannot be assimilated. The other is infinite and so elusive. Where need seeks to 

draw the other into oneself and consume i t  desire leaps out towards the other. surging 

exubermtly to meet it. The aitenty of the other - that which is infinite in the other - is 
what pulls the I out of itself in desire, drawing it toward a mystery that it cannot know, 

that always withdraws from its grasp. This secrecy of the other is what inspires desire; 

desire is awakened in me by the other. In need, my reach for the other is motivated by an 

absence in me (TI 35-40)? 

This distinction resembles that between the 1-It and 1-Thou, between intentionality 

and dialogue, in severai respects. Need is govemed by a self-centeredness which 

corresponds to the i-lt and intentionality. In such cases, the other is reduced to what can 

be incorporated into the meaning structures of the same, into a totality. Desire, on the 

other hand, allows the infinite in the other to manifest itself. In this case, the I does not 

analyze, calculate, or otherwise assimilate the other. Moreover, the movement in desire, 

as Levinas describes it, is from the other to me, rnuch like Theunissen's being-spoken- 

tu. 

However, it would be hasty to conclude on the bais of these similarities that the 

needdesire distinction can be mappeâ directly ont0 the distinctions that Buber and 

Theunissen draw. Then are two things that we must understand better: we must 

understand this notion of need more conipletely; and we must understand its relation to 

the ipseity of the I which is involved in desire. 

In TI Levinas discusses Husserl's concept of transcendental intentionality, 

criticizing it for focusing almost exclusively on relations which would be characterized in 

terms of need (Ti 122-27). In pursuing his objection, Levinas does not introduce desire 

as a counter-concept, but instead expands upon the concept of need, invoducing the 

terms nourishment ond enjoyrnent. Nourishment highlights the extent to which we [ive 

from Our relations to the world. While nourishrnent is certainly a relation which involves 

t5 On the need/desire distinction see, for example, Adriaan T. Peperdc. "Tmnscendence," Ethics as First 
Philosophy= ï k  Signrflcance of Emmanuel b i n a s  for PhiIosophy. Liremture and Religion, ed. Adriaan T. 
Pepenak (New York: Routledge, 1995) 185-92. Sec especiaily pp. 189-92. 



the assimilation of what is other into me, it is aevertheless the case that what nourishes 

me sustains me (TI 1 10- 13). 1 am. in a very important respect. dependent upon the other. 

This is, to be sure, ais0 m e  in need. But Levinas' point is that traditional notions of 

inientionality characterize out primary relations to the world in terms of representution, 

and this is what he would like to challenge. We are corpod beings who are nourished 

by the world and iive h m  it bcfon we represent it (TI 122-27). 1 need the world to 

survive, but this d a s  not rnean that 1 am enslaved to the world; 1 enjoy it (TI 114). 

kviuas thinLs it is a mistake to characterize our relation to the world exclusively in 

tenns of in-order-to's which aU ultimaiely nfer back to the self for whose sake they are. 

Enjoyment involves a projection towaxd an object which does not refer beyond that 

object but is instead limited by it. Enjoyment is an engagement which is for its own 

sake; it involves a Lirige~g ôefore the other which ailows the other to become exotic, 

mysterious, beautifhi. 

Although Levinas offers his analyses of enjoyment and nourishment as criticisms 

of the intentionaüty of repnsentation, he nevertiieless undentan& these to k intentiwal 

relations themselves (TI 127-30). htentioaality has an affective content pmvided by 

sensation, not perception (TI 187). Levinas' perspective on this seems to be largely 

iaforxned by his background in phenomenology: 

Pbenomtnology is intentioaality. What dom tbat mm? Refusal of a sensuahm that 
would i&nw c o n s c i o a ~ ~ l ~ ~  with s e d  objeco? Cnuioly. But the sensible plays an 
impomnt role in phenomenology, anci intmiioaaüty rehbilitates the rnaible. Necessary 
comlation betwao subject and abject? wthout doubt. But wt have not at t~&d to 
Husseri to protest agaht tb idea of a iubject scpatated h m  an o b w  if inientiodity 
signifxd ody that consciousms 'lcapr' tow- tbe objcct aDd that we an imnwiiately 
close to things, tben wodd never ôave ken pbemrmnology.r 

In the same essay, LeWias goes on to distùiguish the relation implied by intentionality 

from the standard subject-object relation, saying "on the contrary intentionai@ curies 

I6 T a  phCMimaWlogie, c'est l'intentidd. Qu'este i dire? Refus d'un sensuaihm que identifiait ta 
conscience atm senmatim-charcl? Cma. Miis le rauile joue un rd* important en pMnomCnologie et 
l'iatentionalid iâiabilite le senaile. Conéiation nécaak entre sujet et objet? Sans doute. Maia on n'a pas 
attendu Husseri poutporeriacoatm Pidbcd'uilsajtt&pa&& I'objct Si l'indtntidd sipihituniqutnmt 
qui la consci- 's'&iate' ven l'objet et que noos roilurw immédiatemint uipb &a cbom il n'y aiirait 
jamais eu & pbçno~nologie" (1). E. Leviars. "Li ntia & Ir représentation," En dkouvt~nt I'aftence 
mec Hwerl  et Heùkgger (Rric: J. Vda. 1967) 125-35. 'Ibe Engiisâ mp~latiac of passages taken fimm 
essays in tbis volwile are my own. 



with it the innumerable horizons of its involvements and thinks of infinitely more 

'things' than of the object towards which it is directed."l7 Thus, in intentionality, the 

object always appears within a horizon; the object emerges within a field that provides it 

with a context such that one thinks more than the mere object which is explicitly grasped 

by the thought.18 It is through phenomenology that the hegernony of representation is 

desîroyed: "it [phenomenology] brings us outside of the categories subject-object and 

destmys the sovereignty of representation. Subject and object are merely the poles of 

this intentional life."lg In "Intentionality and Metaphysics" Levinas comments on the role 

sensation plays in confirming or disproving the intentions with which an object is 

approached? This observation is taken to be evidence that an intentionality of the 

sensible requires an openness to the object.21 Levinas confirms the point illustrated in 

Part 1 that intentions are fulfilled through intuition.* 

Intentionality in the phenornenological sense poses a challenge to representational 

theones of experience because of the important role that sensation plays. Levinas 

illustrates this by dernonsating that the intentionality of representation is not exhaustive, 

or even primordial, because it does not take account of the intentionality of enjoyment 

and nourishment as relations that an prior to representation. This point is significant for 

our purposes, as it represents an implicit critique of what Buber and Theunissen have 

been characterizhg as intentionality tout court. That is, the cxiticisms which Buber and 

l'"par contre, I'intentionalitt! porte en elle les horizons innombrables de ses implications et pense tt infiniment 
plus de 'choses' qu'a l'objet où elle se fixe" (Levinas, "Ruine" t 30). 

Is Levinas, "Ruinet' 13 1. 

19 "elle [la phénoménologie] nous mène hors &s categories sujet-objet et ruine la souveraineté de la 
rep&entation. Sujet et objet ne sont que les p6les & cette vie intentionnelle" (Levinas, "Ruine" 133-34). 

20 E. Levinas, "latentionalit é et metaphysique," En découvm L'existence avec Husserl et Heidegger @;iris: 
J. Vrin, 1967) 137-44. 

Sec Andrew Talton, "Nonintentional Affectivity, Affective Intentionality, and the Ethial in Levinas' 
Philosophy," Efhics 4s First Plulosop& The Signflcance of Emmanuel Levinas for Philosophy, fitermure and 
Religion, cd. Adnaan T. Pepetzak (New York: Routldge, 1995) 107-21. 



Theunissen direct at intentionality seem to be primarily directed ai what Levinas caiis an 

intentionaüty of representation. They do not seem to be dincted at the intentionality of 

enjoymnt. If the theories of dialogue which Buber and Theunissen promote are defbed 

primarily negatively against what we may now chatacterize as an intentionality of 

representation, then they have yet to demonstrate that dialogue also excludes the 

intentionality of enjoyment. AU of this, then, throws into question the vaîidity of the 

intentionality/dialogicality distinction. at least as Buber and Theunissen have articuiated 

it. 

One of the most striking aspects of Levinas' discussion ofenjoyment and 

nourishment is that it suggests a reversal of the priority of subject over object which 

characterizes npresentatioaal theories of intentionality. The subject, though not a slave 

to the object. is still dependent upon it and enthralleâ by it. The emphasis on the role thaî 

sensation plays in these relations highlights a movement in the relation that is absent in 

Buber and Theunissen's account of intentionality. There, the prllnaiy movement is fiom 

the subject to the object, a projection of meaning onto the object. Levinas emphasizes 

the opposite movemnt, that of the subject being affccted by the object. This shift in the 

characterization of intentionaiity is extremely important and involves feahires that, 

according to Buber and nieunissen, are dialogid. 

Where dœs ihat leave us with respect to Levinas and the need/desire distinction? 

Enjoymeat is to be included among those relations which Levinas describes as need. 

Despite the feaains that wouid seem to rnake enjoymnt somewhat dialogid, Levinas 

does not view it as desire. In a sense then, the Wdesire distinction is stiU an 

intentio118Ydialogical distinction, although Levinas understands that distinction 

somewhat dinmntiy. This may k made cl- if we consider more closely why 

enjoymnt remeias need for Levinas. The key, 1 believe, lies in the solitude of the I 

implied in enjoyment. If enjoyment and nourisbnitnt an primordial. then the relations 

that mûte up existence an not diiected w1dy at ban subsistence and s u ~ v a l .  but also at 



atom and of the individud, is the particularity of the happiness of enjoyment. Enjoyment 
accomplishes the atheistic sepmtion; it defomaiizes the notion of sepmtion, which is 
not a cleavage ma& in the absmct, but the existence at home with itself of an 
autochthonous 1. (TI 1 15) 

The possibility of establishing a sepamte I lies in its capacity to enjoy, its ability to savor 

the world - to be touched, affected, moved by it. This capacity is an flectiviiy or 

sensibiliiy; "sensibility enacts the very separation of being - separated and independent" 

(TI 138). 

When we are happy, we are contented. We see no need to surpass ounelves, to 

go beyond, to seek out the infinite. Even though enjoyment seems to carry the I beyond 

itself toward an other with which it is friscinated and where its attention cornes to rest, the 

I still remains within the realm of intentionality - the world of light and knowledge. 

That which 1 enjoy, although not refemng beyond itself as a means to an end - as an NI- 

order-tu - is still disclosed as that which is enjoyable to me, and thus ultimately refers 

back to the I, preserving the solitude of the 1. For this reason, enjoyment does not qualify 

as desire and thus Levinas would not consider it to be dialogicd. 

The key to the needdesire distinction, as the title of Levinas' book suggests, lies 

in the difference between totality and infinity. When the intentionality/didopicality 

distinction tums on overcoming the centrality and superiority of the I in the relation with 

the other, Levinas focuses on whether or not the relation to the other is a totalizing, 

assimilating one. Consequently, despite a number of similaities in the relational features 

identified in each case, Lennas effects a subtle but significant shift in the point of 

differentiation. 

For Levinas, then, need (and enjoyment) are totalizing relations which assimilate 

the other and result in the solitude and separateness of the I. In contrast, desire is a 

surpassing and overflowing towards the other. However, the solitude of the I s hould not 

necessarily be condemned, for only if the I is solitary and happy (i.e. if its needs are 

fulfilled so that it is complete) can it then be ready to engage in a relation of desire. The 

contentment and solitude of the I are manifestations of the interiocity of the i, the I that 

dwells within itself. This dwelling or habitation, in a curious way, involves a relation of 

familiarity with the Other. In the dornesticity of the private sphere', the I is nurtured and 



made whole through its relation to the feminine Other; this is Levinas' version of the I- 

Thou. But Levinas crucially differentiates his position from that of Buber: 

Inhabitation and the intirnacy of the dwelling which make the separation of the human 
king possible thus imply a first revelation of the Other. Thus the idea of infinity, 
revealed in the face, does not only require a separated king;  the light of the face is 
necessary for separation. (Ti 15 1) 

Although the I-Thou (je-tu) which characterizes the relation of farniliarity with the 

feminine Other involves, in some way. the face of the Other, it is not for LRvinas a 

genuine dialogical relation because it remains within the domain of need and is not 

exclusively limited to desire.a The relation with the feminine Other is a relation to the 

other which completes the I and remains within its interiority. The realrn of dialogue 

must involve the exteriority of the I; it must beiong to the public domain of the 1-You (je- 

vous) where there is ethical responsibility (TI 154-55). 

The solitude md ipseity of the I is only broken through the face to face encounter 

with the m e r .  The face is "the way in which the Other presents himself, exceeding the 

idea of the orher in me" (TI 50). In this way the face of the Other surpasses the idea of 

the other which belongs to the same. The face is expressive because through it the Other 

presents itself; in so doing, the Other breaks through the f o m  which the I and 

knowledge might superimpose on it to determine its content (TI 51,64).% In expressing 

itself as a living presence. the face of the Other signifies itself and has meaning. This is 

not to say that it gives meaning, as though that meaning were already there and it were 

rnerely transrnitting it; rather the face of the O<her produces meaning thmugh its very 

expression (TI 66). This spontaneous cmtion of meaning through expression is 

exclusive to the economy of desire: 

Significance does not arisc because the same has necds, because he Iacks something, and 
hence al1 that is susceptible of filling this lack takes on meaning. Signification is in the 
absolute surplus of the other with respect to the same who clesires him, who desires what 
he does not tack, w ho welcomes the 0 t h  across themes w hich the other proposes to him 
or receives h m  him, without absenting himself from the signs thus given .... The 
signification of beings is manifested not in the perspective of finality, but in that of 

W'his may seem somewhat counter-intuitive: f wilI rmrn to this point below. 

24 T h e  existent breaks through al1 the envelopings and generalities of Being CO spread out in its ' f m '  the 
totality of its 'content', finally abolishing the distinction betwan form and contentn (TI 51). 



language. A relation between terms that resist totalization, that absolve tbemselves from 
the relation or that specify it, is possible mly as language. (TI 97) 

The expression of the infinite -the alterity of the Other - must occur in language 

because this is the only medium adequate to such a creative signification. It is only when 

the Other expresses henelf to me that 1 realize that the Other exceeds my idea of her, and 

it is then that my ipseity is ruptured and 1 am put into question (TI 195). 

The interlocutor puts me into question through the rneaning which she expresses. 

In realizing that the Other rnay not coincide with rny idea of her, 1 am at once receptive to 

the meaning which the 0 t h  expresses (in that 1 have received it), and my own hedom 

to understand the Other as I choose is limited. 

Every cecourse to words ptcsupposes the comprehension of the primary signification, but 
this cornprchcnsion, befm being intcrprcted as a 'consciousaess of,' is socicty and 
obligation ... the Other faces me and puts me in question and obliges me by his essence 
qua Idbity. 206207) 

The Other obliges me by disclosing my ethicai responsibility not to reduce her to my idea 

of her. These ideas are things that 1 possess in my solitude; the face to face puts into 

question the idea of the Other that 1 have in my solitude, as well as that solitude itself. 

That the Other can put me into question in this way and cal1 me to a responsibility 

suggests that the Other enjoys a certain superiority over m.* This is not the 1-Thou 

relation characterized by intimacy and familiarity; this is a far more 'public' relation, 

mediateci by language and justia (Ti 213). The face presents the Other as vulnerable, 

but also as an qual, who calls me to the responsibility which 1 mut  take up before her 

and before society. 
The prtseace of the face, tbc infinity of the Other, is a destituteaess, a prcsence of the 
third party (thai is, of the whole of humanity which looks at us), and a command Lhat 
commands -g. This is why rht relation with tbe Orher, discounrt, is not only 
the putting in question of my fIiccdom, the appeal coming h m  ttie Otber to cal1 me to 
responsibility, is not oniy the speech by which 1 divcst mysclf of the possession that 
cncirclcs me by sctting forth an objective and c o n  wodd, but is also sermon, 
exhortation, the pophctic w o d  (TI 213) 

W n  iitspobsibility in Levinas, see Bernhard Waldcnfels, "Response Md Rcsponsibility in Levinas," Erliics 
as Fimt Phüosophy: Thr Signijfcance of Emmcrnuel Levinas for PhiIosophy, Literuttcn mid Religbn, cd. 
A d n a  T. Pcpaak (New York: Routkdgc, 1995) 39-55, rnd Ctoar A. Macno Marquez, 'The Curvatum of 
Intersab~vc S m :  Sociality ind Respomi'bility in îhe Tboright of Enunanuci MMS," Momlity wMin the we- anù Social Worlrl, ed. Anna-Teresa Tytnieniecka (DaQccht: Klawu, 1987) 343-52. 



Through the face, a cal1 to justice is expressed which establishes this vulnerabte and 

destitute Other in a position of superior power and height. This ûther is one who judges 

me, who accuses me, nnd who breaks into my solitude and holds me accountable (TI 

215-16). This mastery of the 0 t h  derives from her exteriority, an exteriority which is 

not part of the Thou but of the YOK This mastery is imversibk (Ti 101). 

The notion of encounter which Levinas develops in the idea of the face to face 

differs h a number of important respects from the idea of encounter that has been 

aticulated so fu. Firstly, Levinas sarives to distance himself From Buber's 1-Thou, 

emphasizhg instead the dynamic of the je-vous. The I-Thou for Lennas rernains a 

relation which completes the I. By nfemng to the Other in the forrnai and not the 

familiar, a distance is inserted between self and Other which is meant to accord respect to 

that Other. This fonnal address also transports the relation to the 0 t h  out of a domain 

of intimacy and preference to a level of universality. Not everyone can be a Thou to m y  

I, but everyom can be a You. Ethics is supposed to be universal. This is why Levinas 

argues for the je-vous over the je-tu.' 

Secondly, while the idea of encounter developed so far emphasizes the connection 

and the unity with the other, Levinas focuses much more on rupture, discontinuity, even 

thrat and asymmetry. kvinas' thought hen is far less romantic than Buber's. This is 

due to the differcnces in the key distinctions with which each works. Given that Buber 

distinguishes the 1-fi and the 1-Thou on the basis of the primacy of the I over the pnmacy 

of the relation, it is not sutprishg that his thought of the I-niou (and henœ of dialogue) 

is dominated by ideas of connection and hamony. But kvinas focuses on need versus 

desire, on the difference between totalizing the alterity of the other versus respecthg the 

infinitude of the other. The infinitude of the other discloses itself in the ûther's breaking 

through my ideas of it and mpturing the continuity 1 establish with it by projecting a 

'*On Lcvlluis' critique of Buber, sa Rokn Bcmasconi, "Failurc of Communication as a Surplus: Dialogue 
and La& of Dialogue k t w a n  Buber and Levinas," 77ae Pmwcation of trviircrs: Retlrinking thc Othcr, ais. 
Robert Bernasccmi ad David Waod (New York: Routledge, 1988) 100-35, end Pûilip N. tawtori, k, "Love 
and Justice: Lcvllias' Reading of Buber," Philosuphy Today Zû (Spring 1976) 77-83. Sec dso, Emmanuel 
Levi=, "Martin Buber a d  the Tbbory of Knowbdgt," ZkLcvill~tRe&r, ai. S e h  Hand (Cambridge: Basil 
Blacirwell, 1989) 59-74. 



meaniag upon itn 

Despite these différences. Levinas' and Buber's notions of encounter display 

some simüarities. Both a h  at a relation with the other which surpasses the relation of 

epistemology, thus allowing the other to present itself. In this sense. both are primanly 

concerned with respect for the alterity of the other. Both are interested in a moment of 

contact between self and other: for Buber. the address; for Levinas. the expression of the 

face. Both see this encounter as bearirig a nlationship to language. 

Levinas d œ s  at times nfer to the face to face as a conversation, and he always 

refers to the importance of language. Why. then, do 1 consider him a thinker of 

encounter and not of conversation? This w3 becorne clearer once we are able to 

examine the notion of enwuter in contrast to conversation more thoroughly in Chapter 

6. For now we can Say that most thidcers of conversation are interestcd in a reciprocity 

between interlocutors and a mutuality of participation which generally occurs in the fonn 

of a communicative exchange. Despite Levinas' nferences to conversation. the face to 

face seems primarily to take the fom of a one-sided command from the Other toward 

me. It is modelled on divine command; receptivity and obeyance appear as the only 

response. The religious mtaphor is also extremely important in Buber, but in this case 

the more mystical tendencies of his thought seem to prevail. which is perhaps why he 

conceives of the dation to God as one of intimacy and interiority (to use Levinas' term) 

rather than exteriority. 

This briags us to awther interesthg dispuity between Buber and Levinas. While 

it seems clear that Buber would include love and eroticism among dialogic encounters, 

LRvinas sams to want to exclude thesc! on the grounds diat they display a mixture of 

need and desire. This may seem highly countcr-intuitive to some; for many people love 

is the quintessential example of a diaiogic relation. If we want to rernain open to the 

possibility that love and emtic encounter an dialogid, then Levinas has in f a t  



illustrated something very important in his analysis. In demonstrating how both desire 

and need (as enjoyment) are involved, he has shown that love involves intentionality. 

Anyone, then, who wants to maintai n the didogicdity of eroticisrn and love cannot also 

maintain a distinction between dialogicality and intentiondity. This casts further shadow 

on this distinction. and we do not need to accept Levinas' concIusion that love is 

undinlogical in order to profit from this point. 

h ihis chapter, 1 have tnced the development of the notion of the diaiogic 

encounter from Buber's 1-Thou. through Theunissen's interpretation, to Levinas' notion 

of the face to face. I have also demonstnted how the concept of dialogue hns been 

articulated relative to a distinction between intentionality and dialogue. The insights we 

have gained in this chapier will be brought to bear in the argument in Chûpter 6. 



Chapter 6 

Dialogue as Encounter 

The figure of diaiogue as encounter eriierges from the analyses of Buber. 

Theunissen. and Levinas in the previous chapter. We saw that this idea is captured in 

Buber's 1-Thou. a mystical relation to an other marked by a reciprocity and fullness 

absent in the more impoverished comportment of the I-II with which it is contrasted. 

Continuiag in this direction. Theunissen interprets the I-Ml-Thou distinction as one 

between intentionai and dialogical modes of comportment. He adds to our undentanding 

of the dialogic encounter by highlighting the ways in which it surpasses or transcends the 

Mt. But Theunissen ultimately is skepticai of the possibility of avoiding an 

interdependence between intentionality and dialogicality, and begins to question the very 

distinction upon which Buber's theory of diaiogue seems to rest. 

Levinas' work contributes to this effort in two distinct ways. Fint, his discussion 

of intentionality and his analysis of enjoyment reveal the somewhat overly reductive 

chiuacterization of intentiondity employed by both Buber and Theunissen. This weakens 

the original distinction between intentionality and dialogicdity. Second, the operative 

distinction which Levinas uses to ground his concept of the face to face - namely the 

distinction between need and desire - focuses on a slightly different point thûn the 

intentionality/dialogicatity distinction. Where the latter focuses on the centrality of the I. 

the former stresses the totalizing nature of the relation of need. Although there are some 

similarities in the problerns which each account highlights, the underlying source is 

understood differently. ihus furthering the point ihat a notion of the dialogic encounter 

does not need to be founded on a distinction between intentionality and diaiogue. But 

Levinas' contribution here is not only destructive; his own thought of the dialogic 

encounter, particularly with respect to how it could be (or should be) developed beyond 

Buber's [-Thou. is ais0 important. The idea of encounter that [ will develop in this 

chapter must be able to accommodote the insights of both thinkers. 

This chapter will consist of three primary movements. First, 1 will funher critique 

the intentionalityldidogicil1ity distinction by demonstnting that intentiondity displqs 



sorne diaiogicd aspects. and I will argue that its dialogicality may be undentood in terms 

of conversation. Having established this. it will be necessary to develop a notion of the 

dialogical encounter independent of intentiondity. This will be accomplished in a 

phenornenology of the encounter. And finaily. I will consider the relationship between 

conversation and encounter. 

1. Intentiondity as conversational dialogue 

Intentiondity is most succinctly and directly contrasted with dialogue in The 

Other, where Theunissen iso1cte:tes its three defining chuacteristics. Because the other 

always shows up as the object of an intentionai act of the subject, the subject's relation to 

the other is always mediated. The object is not properly conceived as other and thus is 

only encountered within the confines and parameters of what is subjectively possible. 

Consequently, the other is placed in a position of subordination relative to the subject. 

The other 'gives* nothing in the relation: it does not participate. Although the other may 

'be given' to consciousness. it does not give itself; it remains essentially passive in 

relation to the subject. Moreover the priority of the subject results in a perspecrivalisrn 

centered around the i which devalues the importance of  the relation to the other. 

Theunissen contrasts this with the dialogical model. which he distinguishes in the 

following ways. Firstly. the other is encountered as such. That is to Say, the other is 

encountered in its entirety as an other. It is not assimilateci into the epistemological 

structures of the encountering self; it is not reduced to an object of experience. Its 

otherness is preserved. Moreover the other' s integnty is preserved in so far as it is 

encountered in the wholeness of its being qua other. This is what is meant by saying that 

the other is encountered immediately; its othemess is no< assimilated to the meaning 

structures of the encountering self. The immediate encounter with the other ailows us to 

encounter it in the wholeness of its presence. 

This encounter with the other is mutual and reciprocal in the sense that the 

encounter is not something willed by the self. The self c m  atternpt to remain open to the 

other. but part of the didogicaiity of the encounter resides in the experience of the other 

'coming over' to the self. In the encounter, one is approached by the other. The 



participation of the other is significant. as is the readiness. willingness. and openness of 

the self to k i n g  approached. This is what Buber refers to as the union of Face and will. 

Findly. the perspectives of both self and other are given up in favor of the 

between. The benveen is more 0rigina-y than either self or other taken separately. The 

benveen is the unity from whence Our sense of each of them singly is derived. Thus, any 

priority of the I over the Thou is renounced and supplanted with the notion that the I only 

nally exists in relation to the Thou. 

T h i s  is an encounter notion of dialogue, so called because of its ernphasis on the 

encounter between self and other out of which each ariser as separate. However. it 

would be misleading to maintain that any other mode1 of relationality is consequently 

~ndialogical.~ In Chapter 4. 1 rlaborated a conversational mode of dialogue which, 

although distinct from this notion of encounter. apippean nonetheless to be dialogical. I 

will argue that. in fact. intentionality can be characterized as dialogue in t e r m  of 

conversation. By doing so. I will demonstrate that intentionality is not actually 

undialogical in my absolute sense, it only appem undialogical if encounter is taken to be 

the sole figure that dialogue can assume. 

As 1 noted in the section on Levinas in Chapter 5. in order to heighten the contrast 

with the dialogic encounter. Theunissen and Buber give a somewhrit exaggercited 

chmcterization of intentiondity. Levinas distinguishes between two kinds of 

intentionality: a more traditional and reductive intentionality of representation. and a 

phenomenologicai intentionality which includes sensation. By means of this distinction. 

it becomes clear that Buber and Theunissen are cnticizing the former. The prirnary 

feature of the representattional mode1 - which focuses on perception at the expense of 

sensation (or perhûps conflates the two) - is the centrality of the subject. This centrality 

results in both a subordination of the other and a relation to the other which is not 

immediate. Buber and Theunissen object to these two features. However. perception and 

sensation are distinct; unlike representational theories. phenomenological intentiondity 

attends to this difference. Perception primarily suggests that the object rests passively in 

[ Such a daim seems to be implied by Buber's and Theunissen's positions. 



a position over and against the subject who actively apprehends it. and the features 

described above follow from this assurnption. However. sensation emphasizes the extent 

to which the subject is affected by the object. In sensation, the movernent which is 

experienced cornes from the object towards the subject. The subordination of the other 

and the cenuality of the I are bluned here. It is via sensation that the object gives itself 

to the subject as meaningful, and not just meaningful as an in-order-to, but also 

meaningfd in the sense of king enjoyable md fulfiiiing. 

Levinas* discussion of the intentionality of enjoyment demonsates the 

importance of sensation. but we should not undentand this as his own peculiar 

understanding of intentionaiity. Heidegger's discussion of intentionality. which 1 

examined at some length in Pan 1. also emphasizes sensation. He stresses the importance 

of categoriaî intuition and of the a priori which are operative in intentiondity. Although 

Heidegger does not use the term 'sensation' himself. he clearly believes that objects have 

meming not solely because of what the subject projects upon them; objects oppeur as 

already memingful. Heidegger insists that phenornena rnaniJesr themelves in their 

Being; their meaning is experienced as objectively given, not subjectively superimposed 

upon them. This objectivity is central to Heidegger's phenomenological position: thus 

his undentanding of intentionality also evades Buber's and Theunissen's critique. 

Let us review the terms of conversation as discussed in Chapter 4. A 

conversation is an exchange between participants in which some meaning is 

communicated. There is a reciprocity, in that each participant communicates something 

to the other in response to what has previousiy been given; this reciprocity generates a 

flow of meaning between the participants. Meaning not only 'gws back and forth' 

between them. but through the exchange a thematic unity emerges. The thematic unity is 

the subject of the exchange and acts as û third terni around which the participants orient 

themselves. Finally, in order for this kind of interaction to be possible, the participants 

must be open and receptive to tha which is comrnunicated to them. It is important to 

keep in mind throughout our discussion that sensation and king-affecied belong to 

intentionality; they play a role in how meaning is communicated to the subject from the 

object. Sensation and king affected are piut of the experience of intentional 



subjectivity; on these grounds. we can expand the notion of conversation beyond a purely 

linguistic, interhuman domain to provide a dialogical understanding of intentionality in 

general. 

The intentiond self is essentially related to its intentionai object; subjectivity lies 

in this intentionai relatedness. Even though the other may be an object for the subject. it 

still bnngs something to the relation. The other is never a mere object. By virtue of its 

k i n g  as a phenornenon. the object discloses itself to us as endowed with meaning; this 

meaning is established with reference to the world in which the object is disclosed. It is 

inappropriate to characterize the subject as purely active and the object as purely passive. 

The object's 'giving' itself - and our receiving of what is given through sensation - 
establishes the engagement with the object as reciprocal. ûlthough perhaps still 

asymmetrical.? This traffic of meaning between subject and object is a fiow which, over 

tirne, generaily results in a consistency and continuity of the object's disclosure. and 

hence. of my apprehension of the object. The meaning w hich I understand the object to 

have. bved upon this consistency and continuity, constitutes the thematic unity of the 

intentiond interaction. Al1 of this depends upon the openness of the subject to the object. 

the subject's ability to be affected by the object, to receive the meaning that the object 

gives.' 

It is dso important to see how the constellation of dialogicai concepts figures 

hem. Firstly, the relation to the object is a relation to an other. Our cveryday 

cornportment at once recognizes and overlooks this othemess. 1 recognize it in the trivial 

sense in that I know that the object is distinct from and discontinuous with me, but in so 

far as I understand the meaning which the object gives, 1 tend to overlook this 

discontinuity and altenty and insteûd comport toward the object in its fmiliarity. This. 

On the compatibility of reciprocity and mutudity with asymmetry see Markod and Foppa, eds.. 
Asymmetries in Dialogue. 

3 1 am not suggesting a reversai of the traditional association of activity with the subject and plissivity with 
the object. Of course, the disclosure of intentiond objects is also partly related CO the activity of the subject. 
but I am nying to emphzisize that subjectivity is distinctively marked by û certain prissivity as weil which is 
not opposed to it, but part of it. 



in effect, represents a focusing of attention on my continuity with the object which 

denves from the fact that 1 undentand its meming. However. whenever I do not 

undentand the object's meaning, or when the object presents itseIf as recdcitrant and 

opaque. its alterity and my discontinuity with it are brought out more shupiy. In so far 

as 1 receive the meaning which the object gives and orient myself accordingly, I respond 

to the object; this illustrates my responsibility. This responsibility points to a 

questionability. which lies in the fact that the object presents itself to me in such a way 

that 1 must take heed of it and orient rnyself relative to it. In pdcular if we consider 

Levinas' concept of enjoyment and nounshrnent. we cm see the sense in which I receive 

as mmuch from the object as I actively take. and being able to receive implies an openness 

and a flow between the two participants. 

The constellation of dialogical concepts present in intentionality is easier to see 

when we substitute a hurnan other for the object other in the object pole of the relation. 

One cm clearly have a conversation with someone which does not display the feaures of 

the encounter mode[, but which would still qualify as dialogical. Ever. in impoverished 

conversations. in which I am tdking fo sorneone as opposed to taiking with someone. I 

must be attentive to my listener in rny utterances so that 1 cm be undenr~od.~ 

If it is possible to construe intentionality in didogical terms. particularly those 

associated with conversation. then we must clrinfy the sense in which the dialogicality 

generally contrasted with intentionality can be called dialogical. 1 propose that the 

dialogue which Theunissen and Buber. in paniculu. contrast with intentionality is reaiiy 

only one mode of dialogicality, the encounter mode. 

ii. The phenomenology of the encounter 

ln order to liberate our notion of encounter from an ilI-conceived contrast with 

intentionality, we need to recast it in original tenns. M a t  is an encounter? If we 

consider the three foms that the 1-Thou can take in Buber, it is evident that he is trying to 

R e d  the case of rnonoIogue (which would be the most extreme case) discussed in Chnpter 4. 



describe what could d characterized as an aesthetic, erotic, or spiritual encounter.5 

Although I do not want to bias out discussion by considering only these, it is wonh 

reflecting upon such cases in some detail in order to help describe the phenornenon with 

which we are deaiing in d l  of its nchness. Let us begin with nn aesthetic encounter, or 

what we wouid perhaps more cornrnonly cal1 the aesthetic experience. The aesthetic 

engagement with a work surpasses rnerely viewing visual art or listening to something 

that belongs to an aurai medium. In an aesthetic experience, one is absorbed into the 

work, surrounded by it, transponed elsewhere. One is affected by the work in such a way 

that one's confrontixion with it provokes a certain loss of seif in the communion with it. 

This meeting. the aesthetic encounter, is deeply significant; indeed, it is what we refer to 

when we say that a work 'speaks to me'. But it is difficult to express what the work 

@ves us to understand: it goes beyond Ianguage. Similarly, the significance of the work 

ouutrips the actud material of the work - the paint. the wood, the notes. Thus, in a 

peculiar way. the work is more than what it is; it is this somewhat ineffable 'more' to 

which we are drawn and which captivates us. 

This is sirnilar in the case of the erotic encounter. As Levinas h a  quite astutely 

pointed out. what makes something erotic is the extent to which that something presents 

itself as a mystery. It is precisely in that mystery that the allure lies. That which is 

hidden and withdraws. yet shows itself in thai withdrawal, is what fascinates and entices. 

The erotic encounter - which 1 will here assume occurs between two people. ûlthough it 

need not - is marked by a heightened sensibility and absorption which amounts to a 

relinquishing of self, a self-abandonment that gives nse to a particular affective, emotive 

immediacy with respect to one's being-there and being-with this other. Although in an 

erotic encounter one is genenlly spatially close to the other, the intimacy involved is not 

merely spatial. but involves sensibility and affectivity; it is sensuous and passionate. One 

becomes absorbed in the other, in the fonn and the surfaces of the other which conceal 

the persondity, the spirit. the being of the person which we know is somehow conceaied 

withjn, inaccessible to touch, hidden. The withdrawal of the other draws attention to the 

s For an insightful discussion of the relationship between eroticism and spiritudity see Bataille, Erorism 



strangeness of the body - the medium of the interaction - and also to the piindoxicd 

distance of the other. In eroticism. 1 give myself up to the encounter with the other, I m 

enveloped in rn aimost timeless intimacy and proximity. But this intimacy is still always 

marked by o hint of tragedy. a distance which c m  never be overcome, a union of spirit 

that is impossible, a desire that is insatiable. 

Many of the same features can also be identified in the spirituai or mystical 

encounter. In this case. what fnscinates us and dnws us out of ourselves is the mystery 

of the wholly other. which cm be characterized as Goci, Being, the univene. spirit, 

nature. or even death. What envelops us is an awe and wonder at the who. what, or why 

which lies beyond dl that surrounds us. and shows itself in its withdrawal through those 

surroundings. This mystery is one to which we c m  draw near in a mystical spirituality, 

but which c m  never entirely be disclosed - again, a distance that c m  never be 

overcome. The pmdox of proximity and distance is here reiterated. In the spiritual 

encounter. I am transported beyond myself in the beholding of the mystery, but that 

beholding also fioods me. giving rise to an affective immediacy of experience with 

respect to my situatedness. This experience cm give rise to a fascination with the world 

(let us say the narural world) akin to the fascination with the body in the erotic encounter. 

Such a fascination could amount to û type of pantheism that would resemble Buber's 

description of the encounter with nature in the [-Thou. In a more reiigious context, one 

might say that one beholds the divine in its withdrawal in the ethereal. hypnotic strains of 

chanting, in the beauty of light streaming through a stained-glas window to penetrate the 

cavernous half-light of a Gothic cathedral. or in the massiveness of the Stone temple 

which brings together sky and earth. There is something about the hush which surrounds 

holy places or religious sites which is an explicit concealing of mystery in silence. It is 

with this hush, this forrn of conceaiment, that we can also becorne fhscinated. The awe- 

hi1 contemplation of these phenornena gives rise to a transportation beyond the seif, an 

approaching of the divine. but of course, never a fusion with it. 

What is puticularly striking about the spiritual encounter is the sheer absence of 

the presence with which one is confronted. A similv presence is intimated in the 

aesthetic and erotic encounters as well, but in those cases the other retains a materiality 



which at once reveals and conceds. In the spiritual encounter, this material component is 

genedly absent, accentuating the supersensuous aspect of the heightened affectivity and 

sensibility involved in al1 three cases. 

If there is one word to characterize a11 of these types of encounter. it is ecstasy.' 

In ecstnsy - be it aesthetic, erotic. or spintual - one is cmied outside of oneself. 

beyond one's self towards that other which entices in in withdrawal. Ecstûsy is ec- 

static; it is a shattering of the stasis, solidity, and solipsistic unity of the self. The 

boundaries of the self are ruptured; one is flooded by the other while also surging 

outward to meet it. Ecstatic intimacy is highly arnbivaient with respect to proxirnity to 

and distance frorn the other. On the one hmd. the ecstatic convergence with the other 

gives rise to an immediacy and intimacy with respect to the other which consritutes a son 

of continuity. We become intirnately absorbed in the dynamism of our engagement with 

the other and with Our own existence (which might itself be characterized as an ongoing 

relation to what is other). On the other hmd. unity with the other is never achieved; the 

other dways remains other, hidden. withdrawn; it intimates itself in our very intimacy. 

In so far as the gap between self and other is never definitively traveaed. the yeaming 

remains a longing for the other and thus marks our discontinuity with that other. 

Significantly, this discontinuity does not imply that the other is absent. The other is 

there, close. yet sepcuated by an insurmountable distance: therein lies the tngedy and the 

unquenchability of the desire. 

The previous discussion may seem to have a greater resernblance to Buber's 

thought of encounter thûn to that of Levinas, but this is not the case. The ecstasy 

descnbed is precisely the kind of rnovement which belongs to metaphysical desire; the 

withdrawal of the Other is exactly what Levinas refers to when he speaks of the infinity 

of the Other. If Levinas stresses the rupturing of the solitude of the self in the face to 

face, this should not be understood as conuary to ecstasy, but rûther as an important 

On ecsrasy, see John Srillis, Crossings: Nietzsche and the Spaceof Tragedy(Chicag0: University of Chicago 
Press. 1991); Friedrich Nietzsche, The Birtlr of Trugedy, crruis. Clifton P. Fadiman (New York: Dover, 1995); 
David Farrell Krell, Intimations of Mortalih Time. Truth and Finitude in Heidegger's Thinking of Seing 
(University Park: Pennsylvania State University Press, 1986) 54-58; and Bataille, Erurism im passim. 



component of it. Although ecstasy is most commonly desaibed as a joyful, exuberant 

transporthg of oneself beyond oneself toward the ûther, this very surging forward is a 

breakiag with the surpasseâ self; it involves violence and destniction. or at the very least, 

a dismption of the stasis of the self. It is agony. Such is the very meaning of the ec- 

static.' It would be inappropriate to limit the nalm of ecstatic. dialogic eucounter to 

fRendly or amornus encounters. Then is a confrontational and destructive strain in 

ecstasy as weii, and thus hostile encounters should also be included. 

The encounter ha9 the double sense of being both a meeting and a countering,a 

which is reiated to the double sense of ecstasy as exuberant joining and tragic rendhg. 

As a meeting, the encounter is the mutuai coming together of two participants who 

recognize one another signifïcantly; they do not simply p a s  each other without one or 

the other noticing; there is a moment wherein k i r  very presences touch or address one 

another. This address contains a specificity, in that we fkd ourselves to be addnssed 

directiy, singleci out, chosen. in the encounter, thea. one finds oneself 'face-to-face', as it 

were. with the other. From this feaaûe we derive the sense of encounter as a countering. 

To be countered is to h d  oneseif amsted in motion by something that pnseats itself as 

a limit, even an obstacle, something which caanot merely be circumvented but which 

must be reckoned with; it presents a challenge to us and demands a nsponse. 

How is this double seme of encouter relateci to ecstasy or ecstatic movement? It 

pertains to the dimensions of continuity and discontinuity which cbaracterize ecstasy. 

The encounter is t&e point of convergencddivergence wherein one both meets the other, 

and f d s  away h m  it in the recoil of the countcring. In ecstatic movement, one 

similariy surges out to meet the other - to becorne continuoiis with the other - but also 

always falis back, rebuffed by the banier of impenetrabiiity which preserves the 

This idea is dcveloped by F ~ u d  in Bryond the Pfeo~ure Plinciph! in relation to tbe death drive and tbc drive 
for pieanm. and ah in B d d r  insight t h  erotic mtasy invoIvs a deaire for d annihilation. Sec 
S i g m d  Fimi, Bcyond the Pfazmre pIuu:@l~ ~MS. oob ed. Jaum Smbey (New Y& Liveright 
nibllishhg Corp., 1961); BitiillL, Emtim. 

'Ibis is ah capaaed niœly in tbe Oennui '&gegllulgt, wbich meuw a meeting but also contaias the raot 
'gegent - ' agaiast' . 



discontinuity between self and other. The moment of encoumer is in the hanging or 

lingering between these movements. Both ecstasy and encouater share this fundamental 

ambiguity of proximity and distance, and thus are closdy comected. 

The encounter is always an event of meeting beiween participants or a coutering 

of participants, as opposeà to a sWc celationship. One expenences this event as a 

transportation beyond oneself into the rcalm of immediacy. In the event, the patticipants 

find themselves 'counted' by one another, face-to-face. That is to Say, the other 

appears on my horizon and presents itself to m as the figure behind which something 

unknowable receâes. The face of the other is a limit, resistant, opaque, and impenetrable. 

It is in this way that the other is encountead in its alterity. Monover, in meting the 

other 1 feel myself intercepted on my trajectory, brought to a pause; we might even Say 

captivated. The encounter has the peculiar feahirt of a simultnneity of presence of self 

and other which manifests itself as this face to face: we are both there. This simultaneity 

is effected tbrough a mutual comhg together: our paths cms and the encounter occurs 

at the point w b  they intersech where we are 'present' to one another. This being 

'pnsent' to one another is the event. However, in so far as we are nsistaat to one 

another (in our irresistibility !), we are impenetrable to each other. Thus, we rest close to 

each other, unable to assirnilate ourseIves to one another. Nouiing lies between us to 

sepamte us, yet we arc distinct. Nothhg prevents us from rnerging except out very 

ciifference. This no-thingness which separates us, yet binds us in a proximity of deep 

co~lllection, is the beîween. It is highly meaningful, although it eludes expression. The 

encounter depenâs upon an openness in the face of the resistancc, opacity, and 

impenetrability presented by the other. Our opemess is reveakd in that we find 

ourselves d e d  away, overwheimeâ, flooded over by the other, absorbed in a 

fascination with i t  It is an openness to what withdraws, to what nsists us. In this sense, 

it is also an openness to king cballengcû, to embracing that resistance and l inge~g  

beforc it, to not Nming away because our will bas ban thwaited but remaining face-to- 

fsce with the othct. It is an opeaaess to retaining that ptorirnity, allowhg omelves to 



offer resistance back to the other and to participate in the en~ounter.~ 

The orientation between self and other which characterizes the encounter, then, 

consists of these features of simultaneity. corning together, the berneen, and openness. 

These mark the orientationai axes of temporality, spatiality, and significance in terms of 

which the encounter occurs. much in the way that reciprocity, flow, themtic unity, and 

openness do for conversation. The features of simultaneity and coming together imply a 

spatio-temporal suddenness; there is an instant in which both participants are there. 

engaged with one another. While simultaneity emphasizes this sense dong more 

temporai lines. the coming together stresses it in more spatiai terms. The between is the 

"space" between the participants which binds them in a closeness. It orients them 

relative to one another. places them face-to-face with one another, but dso is re- 

established and re-created through their interaction. Finally. just as with openness in the 

case of conversation, openness in encounter points to a general attitude of not being 

ciosed off to the other. Io 

Although the orientational lines reved some formai connection between 

conversation and encounter, what is rnost stnking so far is their difference. In what way, 

rhen, does encounter resemble conversation such that it too can be considered dialogical? 

This can be shown with reference to the constellation of didogicd concepts articulûted 

eulier. In an encounter I meet the other but also experience the resistance of the other. 

This resistance pertains to the other's independence and its inassimilability; the other 

does nat succumb to my appropîiating grasp. The recaicitrance of the other lies not so 

rnuch in the will of the other as in its sheer alterity. This is whrt Buber means when he 

sûys that the other becomes present in 'the wholeness of its Being'. He does not mean to 

suggest that the other emerges completely into presence and is grasped in its totality, so 

Thus, one aspect of openness is not fleeing in the face of the encounter, not fleeinp in the face of the 
challenge. However. it should not be thought thrit if fleeing does occur it indicrites a closedness. The openness 
noted in the first instance is operative. We could not flee in the face of  a challenge unless we were 
antecedentiy open to the challenge in the first phce, which ailowed us to experience 'being-challenged'. 

Io These axes of orientation, though correlated with these smcturrii features of dialogic engagement, are not 
exhausted by them. I will discuss these axes in grearer detait below (II.6.iii). 



that nothing remains that recedes. withdraws, or remains hidden or mysterious. Rather, 

Buber means that the other emerges in a holistic way, as having an integrity, or 

exhibithg a hamony. Despite this (or perhaps because of this) the other stiil remaias 

inaccessible, silent, and mysterious. Something remallis concealed. Therein lies the 

profundity of its alterity. 

1 experience the othemess of the other and its inassimilability as a limit which 

marks my diseontinuity with the other. There is something about the other which 

withdraws behind what it presents to me; this is the infïnity of the other. The other is 

beyond my reach, exterior to m. When 1 fhd myself countered by the other and 

experience the gap between us. 1 also experience myself as limited, as subjeaed CO 

sometbing beyond myself. 

Discontinuity with the otber is precisely what fascinates me and âraws me toward 

it. In ecstasy, a continuity with the other is sought in the sqassing of oneself. In 

striving to overcome this discontinuity, 1 struggle to achieve a m e r  immediacy and 

intirnacy with the other. However, it is impossible to mrge with the other in a true 

union; 1 must instead sdtle for the brief moment of continuity which lies in the moment 

of contact in the encounter. the moment when 1 find myseif both meeting and 

counteringheing countered by the other. The resistance which 1 face is not an 

indeterminaie thhg which raight be an obstacle for anyone; it is specincaily for me. The 

other emerges out of the worid and imposes itself in rny path, addressing me. chaiienging 

me, requiring my hesitation and attention. The other meets m. The specificity of the 

encounter estabiishes a peculiar bond be<ween us in which the continuity between self 

and o t k  seerns to be heighteneâ. 

This immcdiacy betwœn myself and the otkr in which our nagic continu@ 

resides (trafic because of the ineradicable discontinuity which marks it) is ûeepiy 

significant and is important to the maning which binds us and in iams of which my 

responsibility CO the other can be understood. In so far as the alterity which counters me 

has specifically addresscd m and singied m out. 1 am specifically caiîed upon to 

nspond to if to rcspoad to the challenge which it pttscnts. In this way, 1 am caiied into 

an engagement with the otbm, cd& into the lingering which prolongs the encouter. 



My openness to such a challenge constitutes rny responsibility. This responsibility can 

also be ethicai: in chailenging me. the other can cal1 me to account. to justify myself 

before humiuiity. But the cd1 does not have to be hanh. a d  my responsibility does not 

have to be in the face of a threat. It cm also be the responsibility to protect the other in 

the face of its vulnerability. Or it cm be an ability to respond to the wetcome and allure 

of the other, to respond to the cal1 that the other issues and which dnws me hither, 

enticing me. My abiiity to respond to the apped of the other is my responsibility. 

My responsibility simultaneously reveds my questionability, for 1 can only feel 

compelled to respond if I feel that 1 have in some way been questioned. challenged, or 

appeaied to. When the other challenges me through countering me. it discloses my own 

vulnerability and puts my own being into question. In the face of this. 1 must respond. It 

is because of our mutud discontinuity that I can be questioned: there would be no need 

for the other to question me if we were transparent to one another. In this sense, the 

chailenge which cornes from the other may well be invoked by my own questionability, 

by the fact that 1 too present myself to the other (in this case the human other) as r 

mystery. Through the other's questioning. my own questionability is reveded to me. 

The questionability and responsibility that the challenge of the other discloses 

reved at once Our continuity and discontinuity with each other. Our discontinuity 

grounds the questioning which necessitrtes the response; but I would not undentand the 

question that the comtering presence of the other asks me, nor would 1 feei compelled to 

respond to it, if a certain continuity did not exist between us. The chdlenge of the other 

also inuoduces a discontinuity into myself. through the rupture of self which it provokes. 

In challenging me, the other throws my king into question, and, in effect. disrupts the 

continuity of that being. The question of the other cm change or chdlenge rny self- 

undentanding, which can result in a certain self-othering. This demonstrates the extent 

to which my sense of who I am is bolstered through the approval or affirmation of the 

other and how disorienting a chailenge from the other cm be. In aspiring to a continuity 

with the other. one becomes discontinuous with oneself. In the absorption and 

fmcination with the other. one loses oneself. This forgetfulness of self occurs when one 

is overwhelrned and c d e d  away by the npture of the encounter. Although this 



particular self-othering seerns to involve a loss of meaning, the introduction of a 

discontinuity with one's 'everyday' self actually opens up the space for auother kind of 

meaaing - one which lies in the immdiacy of the bond permitteci by the ecstatic 

rupture. 

Were we not discontinuous with the other, we would not find the moment of 

coritinuity in the encounter to be so significant. It is here that we h d  the b e ~ n ,  that 

featm of the encounter which is associated with mesning. The b e ~ e e n  is the 

rneaningful bond which is boni of the encounter and which dethes the participants 

relative to one another. ïïze beween unites the participants in h i r  difference. The I- 

Thou, for example, is the relation which gives shape to the land ntou as distinct, for they 

could not be I or ntou independent of their relation to one another. This relation - 
aithough primary - d a s  not coliapse the distinction between I and Thou, but rather 

preserves their diffennce. In the encornter, then, this primary relation is forged in that 

ecstatic moment where continuity is so ephememliy achieved; it is this relation which is 

seen as meaningfid and which subsequentiy discloses the signifiaince of the participants 

as they stand in dation to one another. 

The significanœ of the encounter usually outstrips linguistic expression. 

occurring in silence. But this silence is not maningiess; it is meaningful because of its 

very Unmediacy, because of the pmfundity and intimacy of giving oneself ovet to the 

other, and the tragedy of the insurmountable gap between self and other. Meaning lies in 

the very l i n g e ~ g  before the withdrawal, hiddemess, and mystery of the other. This kind 

of meaning belongs to seaecy, never uttcred, but deeply chenshed. and it is the meaning 

boni of the encounttr. It bçings us and holds us in a proximity with an ineffable other. 

Both the 6e-n and the signScance it holds for those it envelops are produced through 

the dialogic encornter. 

In the communi&on, or better communion, which kloags to the dialogic 

encouter, something is given to m to understand; tûis is p d y  the challenge and appeal 

which the other pnesnts to m. In otdcr for m to undtrstand that the prescatation of the 

ouiet is directed at me, we must po~sesc som shand b8ckgmund of meaning, The 

alterity and discontinuity of the aha who withdraws and ieades h m  my grasp is aiso 



meaningfully conveyed to m. The medium through which it is conveyed is generally 

extra-linguistic. The expression of the other manifests itself through an exterionty which 

conceals a hidden intenority. This is most obvious in the & of the interhuman where 

we h d  ourselves in the realm of meaaiagful piances and gazes, caresses, touching, 

holding, beholding, and so on. Such geshues toward die other are extremely meaningful, 

signincant, and often, far more powerful than words; they would lose much of their 

potency if they were mediated by language. As expressions of feeling, emotion, and 

mood. the gestuns of encounter an not reducible to rational-linguistic discome. The 

gestures between participants do not rnean anything apart h m  what they an. 

To ask what a caress means is alnady to fail to understand its signiricance. 

Monover, these gestures - these 'pure' expressions - conhibute to the passion which 

exists between the participants which also, in a sense, cannot be expnssed ünguistically. 

This can aiso be said to be Crue in tbe case of the aesthetic encounter. Through the 

physicality of the wock, something is coc~vcyed that transcends the work as thing. The 

work's exteriority expresses sornething which withdraws or mcedes behind its 

materislity. A simüar case could no doubt be made for the spùituai encounter: the 

mystery of radicai alterity must show itself t h u g h  something. and the medium of its 

manifestation is one which conceais, as much as it nveais, the odier. The meanhg of the 

other, expressed extra-linguistidy, lies not in any analyzable content of the expression 

(as in conversation), but inhem in the very act of expmssing. l1 These expressions and 

gestures are the sileat or symbolic manifestations of maning, communicated in the 

encounter such that the intiriraey and immdiacy of the berneen - and the meaning that 

lies theritin - arc establisW. 

Buber's notion of encountcr highlights the continuity, immediacy, and pmximity 

with the other as being daply meaningful and important fm an appreciatioa of the 

aiterity of the o k .  In coatrast, Levinas emphasizes aspects of discontinuity, separation, 

and distance as king ntœssary for a tmt respect for the ouier. I have üied to 

l1 This i~ ad nnlilrc kviaru' ûûîiûû of cxp8rion in Ti cm hi8 distinctioa betwan the sayuig a d  t4c said. Sa 
Emmanuci L ~ M s ,  Othenuise t h  king or B q n d  Esjcllcc, tram. Alphmso Lia@ (ï'k Hague: Nijhoff, 
1981). 



incorporate both aspects through the double sense of encounter and ecstasy because 1 

believe both are necessary for the dynamics which are constitutive of dialogical 

engagement. 

iü. Thinking conversation and encounter together 

The fongoing analysis has illuseated that encounter involves the interplay of the 

same dialogical concepts manifestai in conversation. Dialogue. regardless of the form, 

involves a relation to aiterity which preseats itself as thot which witMruws. Concrete 

others are never reducible to the figue they present to us. The point of interaction 

between us is this figure, or facade, through which an absence expresses itself to us. The 

surface of the other is what is present, but there is always a sense in which we realize that 

sornething lies beyond that surface, an absence which is made present by it, an alterity 

that withdraws behind it. This is not only characteristic of encounter, but ais0 underlies 

conversational dialogue. In conversation out implicit recognition of the alterity of the 

other shows itself in our very communiCIlting* If the other were not other, we would not 

need to cornmunicate, and miscornmunication would not be possible. nie alterity of the 

other marks our muhial discontinuity with one another. It is this discontinuity which 

necessitates and draws us into an interaction with the other in both conversation and 

encounter. it shows itseif whenever the opacity or rrsista~x of the other is disclosed. 

often amouncing itseif through a chaiienge or appeal which singles me out in the menner 

of a personal addnss. 

This chailenp. tk alterity of the other and its nsistance to king assimilated to 

the same. give rise to out respomibiiity and answerability. In conversation 1 fmd that 1 

cannot ignore a direct question: 1 cannot ignore rny being addnssed and 1 h d  it 

necessary to reply. 1 h d  myself similady chsllenged in the encornter, captured in the 

web of the ot&r and nequiried to nspond or explain mysclf* 'Rut 1 h d  nyself 

responding nveals my questionabülty, my abüity to k questioned by the other in 

conversation or to have rny Being tbrowu iato question by the mistance of the other in 

encounter* Although my discussion of responsibiiity and qucstionabiîity has so far 

tended to focus on tbe way in which 1 am able to =pond to the qnestious which the other 



poses, we rnust not forget the n c i p r d t y  of diis ability. That is. the other questions me. 

but 1 too am able to question the other, to ask it to cl* something that it has elusively 

given to understand or @&y disclosed. Conscquently. the challenges and appeals 

involved in dialogue do not always or even pamarily talre the form of accusations fiom 

the 0th in the face of which I must defend myself. The very questioaability of the other 

can necessitate that - in respoase to somihing the other has given me to understand - 
1 pose a question which challenges the other. Sometimes my responsibility entails not 

only justifying myself. but &O holding the other accountable. l2 

The features of responsibiüty and questionability. which are possible on the basis 

of my discontinuity with the other, also point to our continuity. Then must be a relation 

between us and a shared background of understanding - however minimal - for us to 

be able to respond to and question one another, and to feel the need to do so. That 1 

pursue this relation with the other suggests ihai I seek a continuity with the other; I reach 

out to the other in ordei to try to overcome the discontinuity through which my being 

becornes questionable and through which misunderstanding becomes a possibility. This 

gap, however, cm never be entirely closed. Part of what binds me to the 0 t h  - and 

what 1 seek through dialogic engagement with the other, be it conversation or encounter 

- is meanîng. Meaning is the cernent that holds us together. It b both the medium and 

the product of diaiogue, and it is that upon which our continuity is based. But the 

continuity grounded in a mcaaing SM between participants is not oniy sustained 

through dialogue, but also eroded or destroyed by it. This occurs when our munial 

discontinnity resurfaces md ruptures the plane of what is shared in dialogue. 

Dialogue, wbether as conversation or encounter, is a relation to the other through 

which maniag is founded - even if that d g  is the destruction of some previous 

meanhg. The o t k r  is discontinuous wih me because it is osher, yet in so fat as 1 bear a 

relation to it, it is bmght into a proximity with m. This proximity takes on meanhg 

and so estabiishts a continuity, aibat one wbich is aenr cornpletc or naaL The play 

bawcen pmximity and âistana which &rives b m  our plrradoxicai continuity and 

T b  is an aqect of mpomility which is aiment in bvinaa' discussion. 



discontinuity underlies the appioach and withdrawal of the questioaabiiity and 

responsibility 1 have discussed hem. 
In gened, conversation is associated with continuity and s h e d  meaniiig, while 

encounter is associated with alterity and nsponsibility. But 1 have argued that both 

notions rely upon the same basic dialogka1 concepts; and although they may seem quite 

different fkom one another, at a foundational level they bear signihnt resemblance to 

one another. If that is so, how can the ciifferences in the stnictutavorientationd features 

of their respective situations be explained? 1 will demonstrate that the orientational axes 

of spatiality, temporality, and s i ~ c a a c e  - as weii as the more generai attitude of 

openness - are the key to understanding the relatiomhip behveen these two figures of 

dialogue. 

Let us mal1 briefly that the feahires of dialogue as conversation are: the flow of 

the exchange; the reciprocity between the participants; a thematic unity which binds 

those participants and which is the subject of the dialogue; and an openness in bot ,  the 

direction and development of the düilogue, and on the part of the participants toward one 

another. Dialogue as encounter is characterized by a slightly dif5ennt set of fatum: a 

coming togeth  of the participants; a simultpineity of the pnsence of the participants; 

the between which binds them togetheri and an openne58 or receptivity to the othemess 

of the other. 

In conversation, the participation is r e c i p d ;  it manifests itseif as 'mm-taking'. 

Each participant is speaker and listener by tums. and each reciprocates the participation 

of the other, responding to what came kfon and expecting that response to be responded 

to in tum. It is in this way that the participants an involved with one anotber. In 

encounter, the participation is simultaneous. Rather than taicing m s ,  the participants act 

ut the somc momont; this b ~ g s  them befon one another, face-to-face. Because bodi 

have acted simultancously, the mlcs of speaker and listener nmain unclcar. Both 

chailtnge one anotber at the same tim, and so, thue is a ksitation ... who shodd 

respond first? Who ha9 challengcd k t ?  Thae is a moment wbere activity is suspended. 

Because dialogue is aiways an intexdon with alterity. it is never ducible to one voice; 



there is always more than one voice participating.u The ceciprocity of conversation and 

the simultaneity of encounter, then, both =fer to the involvement and participation of 

those who engage in the dialogue. 

What primariIy distinguishes these is the temporality of participation - whether 

these voices follow one another in succession, or whether they occur in an instant, 

simultanwusly. Because then is a succession of voices in conversation, this figure of 

dialogue has temporai duration: thus we would Say that it 'talces the '  or occurs 'in tirne'. 

Yet. although the dialogue has a ariaia l indty,  it also transcends that hearity. Within 

the context of the conversationai interaction itself, nferences can be made to events 

which are put or future. and these then figure meaniagfuiiy in the dialogue. in the 

encounter, however, the participation is simultaneous, compressed into a moment which 

is fleeting and lacks duration. However, the dialogic encounter is often also experienced 

by the participants as having a certain timdessness. in the absorption with the other, one 

loses one's sense of tirne passing. Puhaps the most striking aspect of the temporality of 

the eacounter is the sense in which encounter seems to transcend tirne altogether and 

partake of etemity. T i  consciousness is lost in the encounter; one could Say that it is 

aimost as though time stands still; the encounter is a suspension of the. It may thus be 

appropriate to speak of the encounter as bang transcendent of ordinary tirne- 

consciousness; as such, the temporality of encouater implies a bracketing or suspendhg 

of the tempoLality of conversation. 

In the exchange of conversation. the reciprocity of participation is a give-and- 

take, a back-and-forth, wbich taLes the structure of question and rwponse. This is the 

featun of fiow - somthiiig moves ktween participants, something is traasmitted. In 

encornter, thm is sirnuitaneou participation which results in a cuming togctber. in the 

ecstatic sprging fomarû, one is met, limited, or coutend by the other. In both cases, 

what is at issue is the type of movement suggcstcd by the participation. The dynamism 

of the interaction i s  constitutcd by a metaphorical appfoachhg and withdrawing of 

participants with respect to cach othcr, which may manifat itscif in incentionai 

13 Although cach voice nccd not &r to a dirtinct pbytical body (as in monologue). 



directedness, sensation. utterance, or physical rapprochement. This dynamic interaction 

is possible because of the way in which the participants are able to transcend (or 'other') 

themselves in surging toward the other, and to challenge and resist one another. In the 

flow of conversation, the movement resembles a bal1 in a tennis game. In encounter, the 

movement is a collision in which the participants corne together and linger in the moment 

of meeting - movement is then in fact temporarily suspended. 

Movement ceminly has a spatial component. and the idea that participation in 

dialogue involves the movement or transmission of meaning between oneself and another 

suggests spatial locatedness. This locatedness is both one of proximity - in the sense 

that these participants are both there, spatially oriented toward one ûnother in a situation 

- and one of distance - in that there is some distance to be uaversed, some contact to 

be sought. thmugh their interaction. Proximity and distance are related to the continuity 

and discontinuity which chmcterite dialogue. What distinguishes conversation and 

encounter is partly the way in which the temporaiity of the engagement either elongates 

or compresses the interaction such that the movement between participants manifests 

itself as either a reciprocity or a simultaneity. But convenation and encounter are also 

distinguished by how the distances are tnversed. In the flow of convenation. a certain 

distance is preserved between the participants; with each expression that one or the other 

rnûkes, that distance must be traversed. This is why the movement is a flow back and 

fonh. In the encounter, the distance seems to be overcome in so Far as the engagement 

brhgs the participants together into an immediacy and intimacy, a greater proxirnity, a 

simultaneity of presence. They meet one another in more than just the mediated way 

suggested by the flow of conversation. In this sense, then, the coming together represents 

a collapse of the distance which is rnaintûined in the flow. The coming together may be 

construed as a surpassing or transcending of that distance in the ecstatic movement of the 

encounter. 

It is important to see that spatidity is an important aspect of the dialogic situation: 

without it, there would be no place for dialogue to unfold. The participants must be 

onented spatidly with respect to one ûnother, face-to-face. They must also be somewhat 

similariy situated: that is, their locatedness in a common situation provides the point of 



depiimire for their interaction. and at l e m  part of this common baseline must be spatiai. 

Al1 dialogic engagement has an environment. a context. Spatiality, perhaps more than 

temporaiity. acts primarily as a background for the interaction. The more intense the 

interaction, the more one's attention is absorbed by the participation - as opposed to the 

space wherein it occurs - to the point that one can lose awareness of one's surroundings 

in much the way that one loses awareness of the passage of time. It is perhaps when the 

awareness of distance is bracketed that the irnmediacy of the coming together cm be 

e ffected . 
me thernatic unity is what a conversation is about. It is the 'third thing' around 

which the diaiogue tums and which is produced through the contributions of the 

participants. It guides their involvement but is also guided by them. The analogous 

feature in encounter is the beween which envelops both participmts. drawing them 

together. lt is both the bond and that which strengthens the bond. It is an affective 

intimacy which is the product of the encounter and sustains the relation with the other, 

and it is aiways deeply significant. Both the thernatic unity and fhe between cm be 

undentood as the in-between, that region which lies between the participants and which 

binds them. The i n - b e ~ e e n  is the product of didogue. the shared understanding of 

meaning which is generated by the dialogue and which envelops and orients the 

participants in it. As a structural feature of didogue ovenll, the in-benueen pertains to 

the simultaneous continuity and discontinuity of self and other; it is what bnngs them 

together and serves as the ground upon which continuity is sought, as well as what 

maintains them in their orientation relative to one another as self and other, thus 

preserving their discontinuity. 

The in-between refîects an orientation between participants relative to meaning 

and significmce. In conversation. the panicipants cornmunicate with each other by 

drawing upon a shared background of meaning. Because it is independent of their 

pmicular interaction, this background of meaning has a somewhat objective and 

determinate characier; it is Iargely because of this objectivity that the participants are 

able to understand one another. The ternis in which the expression of the participants 

occurs influences the tems in which the thematic unity ernerges, and thus its meaning 



will shm in this objectivity. For this reason, the thematic unity of conversation is able. 

in a sense, to persist beyond that particulv interaction; it can become part of the 

background, it c m  be communicated to others. This kind of objectivity is not typically a 

feature of the meaningfulness of the benveen of the encounter. In this crise what lies 

between the participants does not denve its meaning from a shared, objective 

background. Instead its meaningfulness lies in the padcularity of the expression to the 

other through which a bond is established and sustained. These expressions are 

significant in themselves without reference to some larger objective realm of meaning 

which helps to mediate the interaction of the participants. The meaningfulness of the 

benveen in encounter eludes expression in the terms which suffice for capturing the 

meaningfulness of themûtic unity in conversation. In this sense, then, the rneaning which 

is produced in the encounter could be said to be a meaning beyond objective rneuiing. 

The in-benveen is an indication of what may be a somewhat broader orientation 

on the part of the participants relative to significance and meaning. Specifically, the in- 

benveen refen to the 'product' of dialogue. the significance which results from the 

interaction and around which the participants orient themselves in the course of the 

interaction. But. for this interaction to be possible. there must also be some ûntecedent 

orientation towmd one another dong lines of significance. There must be some 

minirnally s h e d  background of meaning (objective or otherwise), and there must be 

some desire to engage with the other. That is, there m u t  be sorne cornmon orientation 

towwd one another and toward the interaction itself. 

Participation, movement, and the in-between highlight distinct features of the 

orientation which pmicipants must bear toward one another in the dialogic situation. 

Their situatedness relative to one mother manifests itself dong lines of temporaiity, 

spatiality, and significance. But there is also a founh feature - a generai openness in 

the disposition and attitude of the participants toward each other. In both conversation 

and encounter, the participants are receptive to the approrich of the other, as evidenced by 

the responsibility and questionability which are apparent in both modes. This attitude of 

openness on the part of the participants contributes to the open-endedness of the 

engagement. This is most clearly seen in conversation where the interaction c m  continue 



dmost indefinitely, as long as the participants continue to be open to one another. There 

is a sirnilu open-endedness in the encounter in that an encounter is much Iike a pregnant 

moment of lingering; this moment cm be stretched and it is unclear when it will be 

broken. It is. however. the openness and receptivity of the participants which is most 

important here. 

This anaiysis illustrates that we cm reconcile the differences between the 

smictural features of the situations of conversation and encounter through the 

orientational axes of ternporality, spatiality. and significance. and the general attitude of 

openness. Conversation and encounter. aithough distinct in certain ways. are nonetheless 

both diabogieal. However. there is a sense in which the encounter explodes beyond the 

boundaries and Iimits of conversation. bracketing convenation off and becoming other 

relative to it; this occua dong the orientational axes just enumerated. The transcendence 

of the encounter - the way in which it is a sort of othering of our everydayness14 - 
mut  be rooted in the pmicular ability of the dialogical participants (particularly of the 

human existing participants. of which there must be at least one) to effect this othenng. 

This self-othenng is ecstatic and must belong to the being of the participant(s) as a 

possibility. In the encounter, one leaves behind or surpasses everyday consciousness of 

tirne, irnbeddedness in a concrete situation. and communication in objective language for 

a time, space, and rneaning that are extra-ordinary. In this sense, the encounter resembles 

a poetic ideal which lies below the surface of the more usud conversational fonn of 

dialogue and manifests itself more directly in erotic. spiritual. and aesthetic encounter. 

But although the conversationai form of dialogue is perhaps founded upon the encounter 

form. it is important to recognize the interdependence of the two: only if we are already 

engaged in convenation can it momentarily be bracketed or uanscended in the ecstatic 

surging towards the other which characterizes encounter. 

However, this bracketing does no< mean conversation and encounter are separate 

(nor are they hornogeneous within themselves). Taking a due from Theunissen, we noie 

14 This surpassinp is not unlike the cnnscendence of intentionsility which Theunissen ascribes to the I-Thou. 
See (II,Sii). 



that the features which define conversation seem to intensiQ as one moves towwd 

encounter; for this reason we should not view the bracketing of conversation in encounter 

as a negation of conversation. Theunissen would say that encounter constitutes a sort of 

fulfillment: the relation with aitetity which conversation to a large extent presupposes 

reaches iis hillest expression in the immediacy of the experience of the encounter at its 

height. We must dso note that there are some conversations (though certainly not di) in 

which one becomes so absorbed that one loses tnick of time, forgets when one is, and so 

on. In these cases, a bracketing of some of the orientational features occun which 

resembles the suspension characteristic of encounter. This illustrates the degree to which 

conversation. too, cm be ecstatic. Earlier 1 discussed the relationship between ecstasy 

and the encounter. However. from the discussion of the orientational mes of spatiaiity. 

temporaiity. and significance. it should be clear that ec-static movement - a moving 

beyond oneself toward the other - is an element of conversation as well. Only if this is 

so c m  there be rapprochement and withdrawal from the other dong these axes; only in 

this way can the interplay of proximity and distance, continuity and discontinuity, unfold. 

This ecstatic movement is perhaps more pronounced in encounter than in conversation. 

but it is nevertheless present in both. as the specific case of absorbed conversation just 

noted attests. Although dialogue Iargely manifests itself according to two pmdigms - 
conversation and encounter - we are dealing with a continuum of diologic engagement: 

there c m  be specific engagements in which the two foms cire blumd. 

Both conveaation and encounter are ecstatic, which speaks to the ecstatic nature 

of dialogical subjectivity. Such a subjectivity is always open to the other and surging 

toward the other, Iargely because of its temporal finitude. As ecstatic, finite beings. we 

are aiways surpiissing ourselves temporally. We are consmtly otherîng ourselves, 

changing, growing, and this aIso plays a role in the open-endedness of out dialogues. We 

are never closed off because we are never finished. 

The suggestion. then, is that didogic interaction occurs with many different 

entities in many different f o m  at different times. There ;ire multiple levels of dialogue; 

we engage in any number of them across d l  levels simult;uieously. The various levels of 

didogue reverberate within one another, and so multiple voices are hevd in one's life. 



The understanding of rnyself that 1 develop in diaiogue with a particular individual or 

community shapes and influences the way in which 1 am open to interaction with 

different others in different dialogues at other levels. These engagements wiil in tum 

affect my self-understanding in various ways that will echo back through rny other 

diaiogîc relations. The image which cornes to mind is that of a vibration which begins 

sornewhere (although precisely where is redly unimportant) and then trmsfen to other 

relations. setting them in motion and then feeding back into the original wave. amplifying 

ic muting it, distorthg it, until finaily the whole is humming in a pulsing, organic 

fahion. 

The picture which we have been developing so far is nther cornplex. it cannot be 

otherwise. for dialogue is an event which constitutes the subjectivizing of the subject. 

We can say that dialogue is subjectivity: it expresses the very structure of our Iived 

experience, encompassing moments of discontinuity and rupture as much as those of 

continuity, connection. and understanding. The tension between the continuity and 

discontinuity which characterizes my experience of the other prepares the ground for 

diaiogue; both continuity and discontinuity are necessary to the approaching and 

distancing characteristic of diaiogue. Discontinuity provides the horizon against which 

continuity c m  be disclosed and vice versa. Both are aiways already in play. And both 

are united in the phenornena of responsibility and questionability: only if I am other than 

the other (discontinuous) cm 1 be in a position to be questioned and required or invited to 

respond; only if 1 am familiar to the other (continuous) c m  I be able to do so. 



Part III 

The Dialogicality of Dasein 



Introduction 

Part 1 offered an interpretation of SZ in terms of Heidegger's 1925 lecture course 

on phenomenology, HCT. The purpose of such a reading was to facilitate an 

understanding of Heidegger's text through increased insight into both his 

phenomenologicai method and the focus of his inquiry, n m l y  the Seinsfage. 

Heidegger asks about the sense of Being, which he maintains that we aiways alresdy 

have in our engagement in the world. In fact, it is part of our very Being qua Dasein to 

have such an understanding of Being. The strategy of his text, then. is to show how 

Dasein understands its own Being and what this then irnplies for its understanding of 

Being overall. Ultimately Heidegger contends that Dasein's Being is one of possibility. 

and this is disclosed ûgainst the horizon of its temporal finitude. This implies that 

Dasein's undeatanding of Being in genenl occurs within the horizon of time. To 

demonstrate this. Heidegger rnust show how Dasein's Being becomes a phenornenon for 

itself within the context of its existence. He argues that the everyday understanding 

which Dasein has of its Being amounts to an empty intention of that Being. This empty 

intention c m  be rendered full through an attestation of the presuppositions which 

underlie it. The evidence which affirms the intention occurs through mxious Being- 

towuds-death. wherein Dasein's temporal finitude is disclosed. Since this is the 

possibility of Dasein's no longer Being able to be - that is, of Dasein's impossibility - 
the disclosure of Dwin's Being-towards-death also discloses Dasein's Being-possible. 

in so fm as intentiondity is the structure of lived experience. phenomenologicd 

disclosure is not constituted by a cognitive revelation of this intention. but rûther by a 

more immediate living of intention. Fulfillment is not so much a completion of Dasein's 

Being, as it is m immediate experîence of the openness of that Being: this is what is 

meant by Dasein's Being as possibility. If intentionality is the structure of lived 

experience, and this is shown to be Dûsein's Being-in-the-world, then the fulfillment of 

Dûsein's empty intention of its Being in everydayness must involve k ing  this Being-in- 

the-world in an immediate way. Tbk hiss Dasein's authenticity. 

Part II pursued a criticai phenomenology of dialogue which articulated two 



figures of dialogue - conversation and encounter. These were shown to be tclated 

through a constellation of dialogical concepts: responsibility and questionability. alterity. 

continuity and discontinuity, and h g .  It has been furtber argued that in both cases 

the dialogical situation shares certain feahuw of movement, participation. the in- 

beiween, and opemess. These cornlate with the axes of spatiality, temporality. and 

significance in terms of which the participants are oriented relative to one aoother. 

Moreover. the relationship betwcen encounter and conversation has been clarifieâ 

through characterizing the fosmer largely as a bracketing or suspendhg - but not a 

negation - of the latter. The suggestion is that the encounter is a sort of compression 

and intensification of conversation. 

The objective in Pari III is to bring Parts I and II together in order to offer a 

dialogical reading of Dasein's subjectivity - in both its authenticity and inauthenticity. 

From certain perspectives, this may seem ill-advisod. Indeed, a aumber of the m e r s  

appealed to in developing the dialogical moments of conversation and encounter in Part 

[I have ken rather critical of Heidegger in this vein. Before proc#ding any furthcr, it is 

impomt to achowledge these challenges. My intention is not, however, to launch a 

fuii argument ageiast these views; my remarks are muint to be primarily introâuctory. 

They aim to clarify the positions thaî my radhg of Heidegger's tact questions and to 

illustrate tbat the debatc is by no means closed. Orie may understand these nuuters 

differently, as wiU be d e  clear in the following chapters. 

1. Concerns on the grounds of intentionality and Mitsein 

nie obvious place to begh is with Theunissen, whase position is oriented amund 

the ciaim tbt intentionaiity and diaiogicality are opposeci to one anotber. Since 

Heidegger is operatin8 explicitly within an intentional frsmework, how cm he possibly 

be a dialogical thinter? Theunissen flesbes out his position, as we saw eadier in Chapter 

5, by contrashg the dine constitutive ~CBIUZCS of his view of dialogue - immdiacy, 

mutuality and CCCiprocity between self and 0th and tbe psiority of the bctween over 

eitkr of tbc participants - with the correspondiag fuihats of intentionality - mdiated 

nelations, the seIf..ccntcredness of the relation, rad the pnority of the ego over the O*. 



Theunissen's position is that, in so far as Dasein is characterized by a Being-in-the- 

world, Dasein relates to others through the worid, which nieunissen understands as 

Dasein's own projection. This implies thai relations to the other are never immediate; 

they always take Desein's self as th& point of nference. thus giviag priority to Dasein's 

self over the other. From this nieunissen concludes that the subjectivity elaborated in SZ 

caaaot be dialogid on the grounds that it is intentional. 1 have argued in Chapter 6 that 

intentio~dity dœs not exclude dialogicaiity; intentionaüty is conversaiional. and both 

conversation and encounter are dialogical.2 

As we have alrieady noteci, a criterion of a theory of dialogue for Theunissen is 

that the 1-Thou has a certain priority, and he maintains diat Heidegger cannot hope to 

achieve this priority within the context of SZ. But we have ais0 seen tbat Theunissen 

himself is somewhat doubdul of the possible priority of the I-Thou and so is willing to 

consider the developmnt of a 'mixed' theory. In a 'mUed' theory one would begin with 

the intentional self and show how this self reaches fulfillmnt in the dialogic self as 

elaborated by Buber. Nevertheless, Theuaissen does not judge that this 'mixed' theory 

develops in SZ. This is partly due to Theunissen's limitation of his study of dialogue to 

the interhuman, which leads him to overlook the dialogid possibilities of Being- 

towards-âeath and conscience.3 Aiso at issue is the way in which his understanding of 

intentioaaiity and of Dasein's Being-in-the-worfd influenas his view of solicitude. 

Since Theunissen understands the wodd to be a projection of Dasein's self and. therefore. 

self'entered, he detennuies that Dasein's relations with others (in both concern and 

Olson taka Theunissen to fask for faihg to adequaotly disthguiab Dasein h m  Husseri's version of the 
intentional subject. Sbe o&rs, insmd, an interpntPtion of Dasein which is not o v d y  iadividualistic and 
whicb talter M h i n  into accourir. Sa Muganta O l m ,  "A Def- of Hcidegaer'r Mitsein Analysis," 
Diaiogvd (PST) 30.2-3 (Apr. 1988): M. 



solicitude) CM only ever be chantcterized by subordination, wherc Dasein's self is the 

active subject and the entities encounted are passive objects. Solicitude, then, is the 

phenomenon of an active subject caring for a passive object. Theunissen iders that the 

relation betweea self and other can never be more thsn formai and indirect even in 

authenticity. He uMkrstmds authenticity as a îiberation h m  &s Mon through a shin in 

the way Dasein understands the possibilities disclosed by its world-projection. ùi 

authenticity, Dasein no longer sees these possibilities as belonging to others but 

disassociates them h m  others and understands them as its own possibilities. Dasein 

disentangles itseif h m  others, k s  itself h m  them, and in so doing, frees the others 

h m  itself. in this sense, the authentic solicitude of Ieqing ahcad is only indirect/ 

Dasein dœs not positively, actively froe the other; it only frees the other in sa far as it 

k e s  itself from the other (O 187-93). 

I am concerned that Theunissen's nading tends to obscure the distinction 

between dos MM and others because it describes authenticity as an extrication h m  dos 

Mm, which is in turn understood as a disentanglement h m  others. However, as 1 have 

explaiaed in Chapter 2, not only is it imponarit to appreciate the distinction between dm 

Man and others, it is an oversirnplification to view authenticity as a gaining of 

independence fkom &zs Mon. It also seems that Theunissen is operating with a different 

understanding of 'freeing for possibilities' thaa Heidegger is. Heidegger speaks of 

frreing equipment dy-to-hand for its possibiiities. as weii as freeing Dasein for its 

possibilities. My understanding is that Dasein '!tees' entities for k i r  possibilities by 

disclasing them within a context of significmce in which they figure as having certain 

possibilities. This is clearly nlated to the fact that possibiiity is nlated to Being; an 

entity is need for the possibilities that belong to its Being when it is disclosed in that 

Being. In this sense, Theunissen's use of the iam 'ficehg otbcrs' is misleading, because 

it suggests thit Dasein fice or inhibits othtrs through its actions. On tbe basis of the 

way Heidegger uses the term. it isn't cicar at alî that this is tk sense of 'fking' be has 

This is furtber illwt!ated by îhe fact dut Dastin con neva dinctly take away (or give back) tk care of 
a n o k .  la so far as this is an effect of leqing rtcrrd, it must k an indirrct one. 



in d n d .  Being-fkee has as much to do with behg need by king as it does with being 

fieed through Dasein's disclosun. 

Buber, too, is criticai of Heidegger's concept of solicitude, aithough for slightly 

different reasons. He maintains that solicitude is not an 'essential relation', maning that 

it is not an 1-Thou relation. The reason he provides is that the solicitous relation "dœs 

not set a man's life in direct relation with the Life of another. but only one man's 

solicitous help in nlation with another mm's and need of it." Moreover, in 

solicitude, 

he makes his assistance, not his self, accessible to tbe O*, nor docs he expect any d 
mutuality, in hct he probably s b w  it; be ia 'concerned with the other', but he is not 
anxiws for the other to be con- with hi@ 

The primary issue hue is that one is not required to offer oneself up to the other in 

solicitude. if solicitude is an issue of need satisf8ction. then it is oniy necessary to supply 

the otkr wïth what he needs. One d œ s  not have to expose oneself as a whole; no nsk is 

involved.' In a sense, then, one remains only tangentidy involved with the other; one 

does not se& the concern of the 0 t h .  This asymmetxy in the relation indicates an 

absence of na1 mutuality, which presumably renders solicitude undiaiogical for Buber. 

Buber's criticism is no doubt intended to target leupàng ahoad. H~wever, his 

description mon closely nsembles kq ing  in, in which Dasein cornports itself toward 

the other as though the other were something dy-to-hand, dominating it and depriving 

it of its Seinkonnen. Lcoping uheaci, on the otkr hand. is much less focused on need 

satisfaction. It is a compoltmnt toward the otber in which Dasein awakens the other to 

its possibility to be itself. awakening the other to its Being as care and thmby k i n g  it 

for its possibilities (SZ 122). This suggests a numuing, edudvc  attitude with nspect to 

the other which might ais0 k consmed es peûagogical or parental. Yet Buber dœs have 

a point: lcqping &ad displays an asymmetry in that it focuses on Dasein k i n g  the 

Martin Buber, "What is Man?" Bezueen Man curd Mm, tram Ronald mgor Smith (London: Collins, 1947) 
148-247, Citation is takm h m  206. 

Buôer, "Whar 1s Man?" 2U7. 



other for its possibilities. making no mention of the other k i n g  Dasein. However, it is 

questionable whether this asyrnmetry is sufficient to disquaÜIy it frbm king an I-Thou 

relation in Buber's own terms.' Altbough he draws a sharp contrast in iT between the 

nalm of the 1-21 and that of the I-Thau, suggesting that dialogue takes one form - fidi 

blowa, mutuai, immediate encouter - the stsr)aress of this position is eroded somewhat 

upon examination of som of his later thought. In the postscript to Kt he indiates that 

"there are some f-Thou relationships whkh in thUr nature may not unfold to full 

mutuality if they are to persist in that naturew (IT 13 l).9 Such a case is the pedagogical 

relationship. 

This example is developed at greater length in the essay "Education", in which 

Buber contrasts two dialogical relations.' The fKst is the fully mutuai encounter 

described in 1T; the second is the more one-sided experience of the pedagogical 

relation.11 nie two are distinguished by the occumnce of a phenornenon called 

inclusion. Inclusion is constiaited by a two-fold experience in an encounter, wherein 1 

experience the encornter h m  my perspective, but am &O attentive to the other's 

experience of the en~ountu.~ in the context of a pedagogical relation. the teacher 

experiences this inclusion because she is attentive to the expenence of the student. 

However, this inclusion is not experienced by the student. If the student is attentive to 

8 The notcd asrinmctry mry came to be apparent if one o h e s  a miationship OVQ a pQiod of aime. Tbat 
is, the one who 1- abtad in rhie may be leapt ahead of by tbe otber in motha case (or pcrbaps evea 
simultaocousiy). AB such, it xnay k inadvisaûk to intcrpret this arymmtcy or la& of muniaüty too saictly. 

Note that the PosUpt wu written for tbe 1958 edition, many y a n  afba che on@ tut  wrr publ i s id  

Io Martin Bubet, "Educatioa," Behueen Mm Md Maii, Crans, R d d  Gregor Smith (London: Collins, 1947) 
109-3 1. Sa qecialiy pp. 12627. On thU topic, me D o d d  S. Seckinga, Wuth Buber on the One- 
Sidd Dialogicai Relation," Journul o f î b u g h t  8 (1973): 295-300; and Brim M e y ,  'martin Buber on the 
TeacherSPdcnt Reladonship: A Cnticrl AppmM." Joumai of the Philosophy of Education 12 (1978): 141 - 
48. 

l2 IT 132, and Buber, "Education" 124. 



the teacher's expenence of the encounter, then the shident has, in som way, stepped 

beyond the role of student. It is for this nason that the pedagogical relation cannot be 

M y  mutuai without itseif undergohg a change in its nature. In a fbUy mutual encounter, 

both parties experience inclusion. Neveithekss Buber characterizes both types of 

relations as dialogid. 

The mode1 of the educator resurf00 in Buber's essay "Elements of the 

Iritehumaa", in which he describes the phenomnon of impasition.13 In imposition one 

seeks to manipulate or force one's way of thinking on another. Such nlations are part of 

the realm of the mrely social and are a thnat to the genuinely interhuman (dialogical). 

He contrasts this widi doIding in which one seeks to affect the other through the 

encounter in such a way that the other is opened up in his potentiaiity. In unfolding each 

recognizes the other as an individuai and a person, and thus the relation is conducive to 

dialogue. A similar desire to influeace the other is mntioned in "Distance and Relation" 

where Buber contrasts the manipulation exempiified by the impositional mode1 with "the 

effort to let that which is recognized as right, as just, as me ... through one's influence 

talce seed and grow in the form suited to individuation." l4 When this cornportment 

toward the 0 t h  only occuis on the part of one party to the relation. the result is 

presumably a relationship nsernbling that of the educator or parent When it is matched 

by both parties, the result is a M y  mutuai encounter. Nevertheless, both instances are 

considerd to be dialogid. This one-sided type of inclusion or unfolding is strikhgiy 

similar to Heidegger's authentic solicitude,Is and since Buber wnsiders such relations to 

be dialogical, diis suggcsts that any asymmttry in leuping uheud may not pmlude its 

dialogicality on Buber's own tem. 

From this discussion, we can conclude that Buber's claims regacding the 

l3 Martin Buber, "Elemene of the haab-" T h  Knowfèdge of Mm, t c a ~ .  Rooald Gregor Smith, ed. 
Maipice Friedman (New Y& EEarpa aPd Row, 1965) 72-88. Sa especidiy pp. 82-85. 

l4 Martin Buber, "Distmct ad Relntion." Tlk Illiiowidge ofMim. tiaai. Roarld Gregor Smitb, ed. Maurice 
Friedmm (Ncw Y& Hqcr & Row, 1965) 39-71. CiCition kirm h m  69. 



inessentiality of the relation involved in solicitude are of questionable significance given 

what Buber himself is willing to allow as a dialogical relation within the coatext of his 

own thought. In order for one to persist in drawing the conclusion that authentic 

solicitude m o t  be dialogid apriori, one wouid have to make this case upon the 

antecedent claim that dialogicality and intentiodty are muhidly exclusive. I have 

aiready demonsttated that this c l ah  is problematic. l6 

ii. Concerns on the groupds of totality 

Earlier I noted that Buber introduces the notion of need into his critique of 

Heidegger's solicitude. maintainhg that this sort of care for another pertains only to 

satisfying the needs of another. Levinas malres a si& dticism, although broader in 

its application, when he charges ihat Heidegger's notion of care fails to take into 

consideration anything like what Levinas temis metaphysical desire. Levinas maintains 

that the philosophical tradition (including Heidegger) tends to understand dterity in 

terms of the nofil, as opposed to what is genuinely other and not definable relative to the 

I. The pairing of the I and the not-I leads to a urtity or totality in difTennce which loses 

the idea of the W t e .  The W t e  is always the excess, the more, which surpasses this 

totality and resistp assimilation to it. if Heidegger faüs to conceive of the other in its 

alterity, then the engagements with the other nflecteû in concern and solicitude CM only 

be modes of cornportment toward tbe MI-[. Consequently, any concept Heidegger has of 

a relation to alterity cm only be characterized as a rnovement toward totality and not a 

movement toward the infinite. if the only diaiogical movement is the latter, then 

Heidegger caanot be a dialogid thinker* 

This point klps us makc sense of Levinas' claim tliat Heidegger's Mitsein does 

t6 It couid p u b p  be &tliMii that reIiitio01 of authcntic miiciade are not imniaAiate but are mediated by 
tbe networks of s i @ c l t i a  wbicâ mike up the woild and, on dieae gmunds, could k &amind to bc 
uadialogical. However, if thir L a  problem forgiithtntic soliciaide thcn it ie a k  aproblem for Buber, Wuse 
even within lb pedaoogicd dialogue, the inQCrsCbion of 8twknt and wcha is moiüiraii by tbeir r m p d v e  
rolcs. NeVtRbClcm, this mbdiraed aspect dar not preveat Buber firom c-g this as a dialogical 
relation, nor dœr it prevent de inciuiio~ on rbt part of the tercbet. Atgiubly, it also das not preveat the 
possibility of the s tubt ' r  stepping out of bir rok iad 'inciodiag' die t e d m  Thii would amount to a 
- h g  of rbe d e s  govunïng the nlrtioaaâip in arder t~ panicipate in the hillcr farm of diiloguc. 



not include anything îike the face to face of the didogic encounter. Levinas maintains 

that Heidegger's authentic Mitsein is a we (authentic community): 

It [Mitsein) is  thus an association of si& by side, around somcthing, around a common 
tena, and more prccisely, for Heidegger, around tbe auth. It is not the face to face 
celaîionship, wtme each contributes everything, except tbe privafe fact of one's existence. 
1 hope to show, for my part, that it is not the prepositioa mit that should dtsaibe tbe 
onginai xc18tionsbip with the 0hr.17 

In ordinaty social relations, much Iüce those Heidegger describes. the alterity of the other 

is veiled which suggests that we largeiy do not diffenntiate ourselves h m  the other. l a  

Levinas' point is that we tend to see the other as sinrilu to ourselves, as an alter ego (an I 

which is not-I). This is a cornportment to the other through the same; it is essentidy an 

assimilation to the same which fails to preserve the altenty of the other.19 This aiienty is 

disclosed for Levinas oniy in the I-You of the face to face. Levinas may be correct to Say 

that there is iinle space for a genuine relation to the othet within the contea of the we. 

However, we should question whether ail of Dasein's relations to alterity are totaüzing 

ones. Exceptions which come to mind are the authentic solicitu& of leaping aheod, and 

the relation to aiterity represented by Dasein's Being-towards-de&. 

Part of Levinas' concem may be that aü of Dasein's encounters with othea - 
even leaping &ai - are grounded in a phor Mitsein. If this is so, then Heidegger 

grounds the condition for the pssibility of engagement with the other in the ontoiogical 

feaîm of Dasein's Mitsein. Ontology, then, takes a priority to ethics. But according to 

Levinas, ethics is mted in the responsibility to and for the other. which is exposed in the 

face to face. A sociality based solely on community cannot be tmly ethical without a 

conceptU8ÜULtion of the face to face. 

Pehap a more basic source of tension between Heidegger and Imhas Lies in the 

distinctioia that Levinas draws between nad and desice, which roughly paralîels the 

distinction bctwcca nlations of totaliîy venus relations of infinity. As was discussed in 

In fact this is a fbnnulation Heickgger expiicitiy um~ et one point (SZ 118). 



Chapter 5, need is disthguished fiom desire in that desin is a movement toward the 

other which cannot reach fulnumnt, whereas nced cm. in prhciple, be satisfied (Ti 115- 

17). Noed is a relation of dependence b e e n  self and other in which the other ody 

shows up in relation to the self as somthing meded to satisfy a lack in the seE the other 

does not appear on its own terms, but takes the place of the dot-1 which completes the I 

(Ti 127-30). In contrast the other which figures in the relation of desire is not part of a 

totality, but exceeds it. The other belongs to the infinite; desin is the surging forward 

toward this infinite other, rather than the drawing of the other into the domain of the 

same (Tl 35-40). In order to liberate the relation to the other h m  the dynamic of need, 

the self m u t  not be characterized by a lack which the other can fU. The self must be 

undentood as separete and self-sufncient (TI 79-81. 102- 104). However, this sepmtion 

should not be viewed as an absence of relation to the othcr; the separated individual must 

be separatedfrom something in order to be separate. This is in iwlf a relation (Ti 102- 

104). Since the separate ego does not need the other for its completion, its relation to the 

other is one of pure excess. When then is no need to be satisfied, thm cm be no 

satiation. Thus this desire is unquenchable and belongs to a completely different order 

than the sorts of 'desires' to which we typically refer, and which Levinas wouid 

categorize as vaMties of need. Levinas nraintriins that Heidegger has left desire out of 

his analysis: Dasein's engagement with its world, as characterized by are, is exclusively 

located within the dornain of need. This is evident in the fact that Heidegger's work 

gives priority to relations to the other which generate a we through assimilahg the other 

to the same." 

It is, I thinl. iiiideniabk thuî for Heidegger the with-world forms the background 

for encounters with individuai others. However, why this nccessariiy mcans that al 

20 On tbe g e d  aiticai n l a a i d p  k t w a a  Heidegger ad Lmnu, sœ Jacques Demda, "Violence and 
Metaphysics," W&g and D&rcnce? tram. A h  Baas (Chicago: U n i d t y  of Chicago Rea, L978) 79- 
103; David BQoUlloyd, "Respoadiag to LeviPu," Tlk Prawn:otion ofhhu, ed. Robert Bcrnasconi and 
David Wood (New York: RoutWgt, 1988) 1S-3 1; Rokrt Jobn SbtfbMaaning, Inteqrethg O!henuise t h  
Heidegger (Pitthqh: Duqucsne University h m ,  1993). For a good dircusgon of theu dincring 
udemadhga of deatb, aœ Tina Chmer, " T b  Quecticm of Deak Tbe Time of the 1 and tbc 'il- of the 
O&," Irish Phibsophicai J o d  4 (1987): 94- 1 19. 



encounters with others fdl within the Ilnot-I dialeaic would need to be further explained. 

Furthemon, we might welî ask whether or not Dasein's relation to alterity as expressed 

in its Being-towardsaeath can be characterized in terms of need. If Dasein relates to the 

aiterity of its death in a 'needful' way, then &ah is a not-l which rendea Dasein whole 

when Dasein assimilates it Although there is a sense in which death is the not-1 to 

Dasein's 1, it is not clear what kind of totality wodd ~ s d t  h m  the union of the I and the 

not-I when Dasein "receives" its death. Heidegger is emphatic that the kind of not-yet 

that death represents does not resemble a lack which needs to be filleci by something 

which is st i i l  outstanding. nii9 seems to throw into question the notion of Being- 

towards-death as a type of need. Could Being-towardsdeath be a rnovement of 

metaphysical desire? 

In tbinlOng about this, it is helpfd to consider anxiety, the facet of Being- 

towards-death in which Dasein experiences somcthing that couid be construed as either a 

need or a desire. Dasein is anxious about its Being as possibility because, I would argue, 

Dasein is uncornfortable with the open-endeâness of its Being. Dasein would prefer its 

Being to be secun, certain. and pdctable, but its Being as possibility defies this; thus, 

Dasein is anxious. The question is whetkr the needldesin which shows itself in anxiety 

is somehow satisfied in authenticity. If it is, then it is most defiaitely a need; only needs 

are satisfiable. If not, then perhaps it is a desire. 

Anxiety is a murring phenornenon. This suggests that whatever underlies 

anxiety is never absolutely satisfied. However, we cannot conclude from this that 

anxiety is a desiie: therc are otber ne&, such as hunger, which display this same feature. 

Levinas maintains that the mark of d& is that it canot k satisfied in principle. This 

does wt man that the one who desires has M t e  capacitics, and is thus incapable of 

grasping that which wouid satisfy it; this would stiu be need for Levinas. Desire is 

insatiable because the thing desid is in principlt ungraspable; it is itself Uifinite. 

Levinas' position vis-&-vis Heidegger mut k that mciety falis into the category of 

recamhg needs, such as hunger. Dasein's expaiena of "infinitude," then, stems h m  its 



experience of its own L i m i t s , Z l  implying that infinitude is then understood oniy as 

something which Dasein lacks, as sornething other than the finitude which characterizes 

its existentiality. This is problematic for Levinas, not oniy because then is no positive 

'experience' of the infinite, but because the= is nothing about the alterity to which 

Dasein is related that m o t  in prhciple be asimilated and known. The infinite only 

shows itself as uhowable due to Dasein's lunited capacities. This is why Dasein 

cemains cestricted to the realm of n d .  Although Dasein may experience 'desires' which 

are not facticaüy satisfieâ, this is due only to its own inadequacies and not due to the 

essential elusiveness of the other. It must be for this m o n ,  then, that Levinas maintains 

that Heidegger's understanding of the o k  remains at the level of the not-l, and so does 

not t W  the genuine other. 

If Levinas is comct, then Desein's d e t y  is an ambiguity before its Being which 

is characterizeâ not by desire but by need, because what Dasein craves - namely 

certainty with respect to its Being as possibility - is mattainable due to Dasein's finite 

capacities, and not due to any inherent elusiveness of the other. Pursuhg this line of 

thought, we could say that the yeaming for certainty (understood as a nad) is satisfied in 

one way through Dasein's inauthentic immersion in its everyday Being-in-the-world, and 

satisfied in another tbrough its authentic Being-tow8fdS-death. However, closer 

examination shows this to be othezwist. Longing for certainty about its Being and 

unable to get it, in anxious fleeing Dasein £hgs itseif into that about which it c m  be 

ceaaia, attemping to substitute one kind of cectainty for aaothet. In this way, Dasein is 

able to dissipate but not m l v e  its anxiety. The longing for certainty is not any more 

W e d  in authcntic Being-towardsdeath. In inauthentic fleeing, anxiety is forgotten 

because Dasein ûicks itseif into thinorig th& it bas received what it la&. In contrast, 

authentic Behg-towards-death remains CULX~OUS; it rcmains aware of its desire for 

certainty and aware that this desire is u ~ d .  Dascia's craving for certahty with 

li Tbere are pmmmably a viuiev of wayi ia which one cari cxperienœ iimio, not all of which are problematic 
forLevinas. AftaaUinthefhce tohaencoun&r,tbeothapresuits itseifasalimitoa diefieedomofthe 
self, and tbis plesentation of ihe limit dirc10ltl rhrt W m  fot the nnt timt. Levinas' point of criticism 
sccms to k diu D u e i n d i d a  iti limiin fint, snd ody theri infin the orberas tbu which lies beyood those 
Limits, radwt thirn discloshg ia iimits in iti dbcloam of the orba. 



respect to itself is a craving for finality, a finality which it cannot have so long as it lives. 

The only 'finality' Dasein cm have is that it is not final, that its Being is one of 

possibility and thus is always constituted by an openness. This finality is ungraspable - 
not because of Dasein's finitude in the sense of its finite capacities of comprehension - 
but because its very Being is that of openness. Dasein's Being lacks the finality 

necessary for it to be graspable; since it cannot be grasped. one cannot be certain of it. 

So, the movement toward certainty goes unsatisfied due to the eiusiveness of what 

Dasein yeams to grasp. The fact of this elusiveness. and a certainty with respect to this 

fact. are what Dasein comprehends in anxious Being-towards-death. 

Indeed. this is why Being-towards-death remains anxious; it is marked by a desire 

which is not fulfilled. This desire for certainty is not resolvable. if authenticity entailed 

resolution of this sort. then Being-towards-death in which Dasein becomes certain of its 

Being as one of possibility - would involve the satisfaction of the longing and anxiety 

would disappear. But this is precisely what does not happen. Authenticity is r positive 

modification of the unsatisfiability of the desire manifested through despair and 

inauthenticity. as opposed to its satisfaction. 

Need and its satisfaction, in the terms in which Levinas discusses them. penain to 

the present-at-hand. As Iacks, needs are satisfied through the addition of what is missing 

in its presence-at-hmd. Yet. Heidegger argues that such terms are inappropriate for an 

ontologicai charactenzation of Dasein's Being, and he specifically renounces this sense 

of the not-yet or lack which belongs to Dasein's Being and in panicular to its Being- 

towards-death. This not-yer of Dûsein - which is its death - is that wherein Dasein 

achieves its finality, but dso that which represents its impossibility; the end of its 

existentiality. Death is a finaiity which implies the closing off of that which is essentially 

chmcterized by openness.- Dasein's Being cannot be gasped in principle with the kind 

of cenainty that belongs to the present-at-hand. This desire for certainty and finaiity is 

2 This marks an imponant point of divergence in thought between Heidegger and Levinas. For Levinas. 
desire is related to a self which is complete and so cannot comport towrvd the other as something which cm 
compkment it. For Heidegger, the self is  incomplete and althouph it relates to the other in its Being 
incomplete, it does not do so as something which complements it, but more in the manner of relating to an 
unknown ûnd unknowable origin. 



closely reiated to Dasein's desire for a unity or fixity of rneaning. But such a desire cm 

never be sated in the way that a need can. 

Nevertheless Levinas maintains that Heidegger continues to think the alterity of 

death within the confines of a relation of need. In charactenzing death as the possibility 

of impossibility, Heidegger narnes death the not-I relative to Dasein's Being of 

possibility. In contrast to this, Levinas refers to death as the impossibility of possibility. a 

The aiterity which death represents is not assimilable to Dasein's Being as possibility and 

thus retains its character as an impossibility. Construed in this way. death can be desired 

for the freedom and release from the burden of existence that it represents. Yet this 

release is not a possibility within existence. Consequentiy, I stand alone before death as 

evidence of my abandonment to existence. or thrownness. For kvinas. this relation to 

death is not liberating because it is disclosed through the impossibiiity of king delivered 

from existence through death. If death is an impossibility which cannot be assimilated. 

then it is also a mystery which lies outside the realm of light and knowledge.ii In this 

sense it would seem to resemble the aiterity which presents itself in the face to face. 

Levinas, however, resists this: 

It is not with the nothingness of death. of which we precisely know notfiing, that the 
analysis musc begin, but with the situation where something absolutely unknownbie 
ûppears. Absolutely unknowable mems foreign to dl Iight. rendering every assumption 
of possibility impossible. but where we ourselves are seized.5 

The issue is perhaps that death is only experienced in its altenty in dying; any other 

relation to it is one of possibility and so fails within the realm of the not-l. The relation 

to deûth, then, does not rupture the solitude of the I in the way thlit the face to face 

encounter with the Other does. The question for Levinas is perhaps not so much whether 

death is tmly an alterity in the proper sense, but whether it c m  be encountered in that 

dterity. To be consistent, Levinas must maintain that the impossibility of encountering 

33 For an interesting reading of the 'impossibility of possibility' and the 'possibility of impossibitity'. see 
Derrida's Aporiar. 

21 Levinas, Time 40-41,69-70. 

Levinas, Tirne 7 1, 



death is not due to Dasein's own finite capacities to encounter death, but due to the fact 

that death does not have a face through which to present its altenty - that deaih never 

shows itself as impossibility, but only as the possibili~ of impossibility. That is, death 

never shows itself in itself; it is only disclosed through Being-towards-death. I will 

discuss the issue of how Being-towards-death may be constmed as an encounter with 

dterity in Chapter 7 ." 

iii. A re-appraisal 

I cannot here undertake an exhaustive argument against the positions just raised. 

My objective has been to reveai the criticisrns and the points of interpretation which are 

their basis. What I intend to articulate in the next three chapten is a different way of 

reading Heidegger's text. 

1 would like to begin by noting that a substantial portion of the literature on 

dialogue describes the dialogical relation as an I-Thou relation. The best example of this 

is. of course. Buber's 1-Thou. But this terminology is not restricted to him nor to those 

who subscribe to what specifically appean to be an encounter form of didogue. It aiso 

cornes up in more conversational theones of diaiogue.27 The importance of the [-Thou is 

x Buber is also critical of Heidegger on the issue of Being-towards-death. He maintains thzit the 
monologicality of Dasein is reveded in its Being-towards-deah because authenticity occurs with respect to 
Dasein's self and not with respect to another ("What Is Man?" 203-205,208-12). This daim is related to the 
one voiced eiulier regxding Dasein's lack of an essentid relation. Anticipating objections h m  those who 
would cite the dialogical structure of the cal1 of conscience, Buber argues thnt the alleged 'dialogicd structure' 
of monologue - in the fonn of raiking to oneself - is not rea1Iy didogical because the 'ocher' in this case 
is not an unconditioned other. As such it would be rnisleading to say that the role that the cal1 of conscience 
plays in Dasein's authenticity is sufficient to make it dialogicd. But it is not wholly clear whsit Buber mems 
by an unconditioned otfier. I understand it as an other that does not have the possibility for its king grounded 
in the self. So, for instance, God would be an unconditioned other relative to humnnity as Kierkegaard 
suggests in The Sickness unto Death in sayinp that the self is a synthesis between the infinite and the finite 
and is constituted by another. Though Heidegger does not conccive of the self as a synthesis, he does describe 
it as not king its own foundaaon. As a histoncd and facticai Being, Dasein is dways dready thrown. It is 
not its own foundation, yet it must become its foundation through king its thrownness. See Soren 
Kierkegaard, The Sickness Unru Death, tms. Walter Lowne (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1944) 
17-18. 

27 See Bakhtin, Problems 63 and 292-95; Gridmer 358-61 ; and Kart Ldwith, fndividuum 56-59, 13 1-35; and 
O im passim. A notable exception to this would be Levinas who explicitly criticizes the 1-Thou. He 
understands it as a relation of intimcy and fhliarity in which 1 am who 1 am only in relation to the other. 



most clearly highlighted when one considers the other possible way of addressing a 

person, narnely as You (Sie). You is dways formal, but more than that, it is indirect. 

Addressing someone as Thou instead of You implies an intimacy and a familiarity that 

are not possible with the You. Philosophicûlly. the significance of this has been taken up 

in terms of a contrmt between first- and third-person forms of address, corresponding to 

the Thou and You, respecti~ely.~ It is often said that dialogue belongs to the realm of the 

tirst person because only there do the pamers address one nnother in their specificity, 

only there are they open to one another and personally involved with one another. 

The distance and disengagement from the other which is associated with the third- 

person form of address accounts for its use in describing the standard subject-object 

relation. In this sense. then. the Y011 is not just a You-forma1 but dso an Ir. This is 

clearly indicated in the contrat that Buber rnakes between the 1-Thou and the I-It. As we 

have seen, he and most of those working in his tradition equate the I-Thou with dialogue 

(which 1 have interpreted as encounter) and the Mt with an intentional componment 

towards the other which is not dialogical. Such a distinction, of course. implicitly 

restricts dialogue to the encounter, which 1 have argued is inappropriate. While I would 

c l a h  that third-person interaction also has a dialogical structure, it is still meaningful to 

recognize the distinction between first- and third-person modes of interaction. 

Heidegger's text contains its own reference to a similar kind of distinction. 

Specifically, Heidegger distinguishes between the Man-seibst and Dasein's ownmosr self. 

On the basis of his discussion, it is clear that the Man-selbst is to be understood as 

Dasein's k ing  itself in the mode of not being it, which c m  be read as being itself in the 

mode of the third person. Dasein, of course, is not in the third person because its Being 

For this reason, this relation participates in the didectic of need and so is not ethical. The ethical relation 
requins a distance from the Other which accords the Other respect, and this respect is memt to be grmted 
universdly. (See Chapter 5.) However, wha Levinas relinquishes in making this daim is the attention to the 
particularity of the other which cornes with the specificity of address of the [-Thou. This specificity is 
important not only for addressing the other in its particularity, but also for questions of authenticity where the 
address must specificdl y reach me in rny specificity. 

?x 1 refer to the I-Thou as discourse in the first person (as opposed to the second) largeiy for Rasons of 
simplicity. 



is chmcterized by mineness. Dasein is in the f i s t  person. but in everydayness its Being 

in the tint person is transmuted into a Being in the third person. Authenticity 

[Eigentlichkeit] is an ownness; in it Dasein makes itself its own. However, Dasein 

appropriates what it always dready was. niunely its mineness. In this way, we can 

understand Dasein's becorning authentic as a transmuting of its Being in the third person 

into a Being in the first penon. 

One camot simply will to be in the first person. This is me as much for 

Heidegger's Dasein as it is for the theonsts of dialogue who explicitly thernatize the I- 

Thou. The I is the first-person I only in relation to the Thou. the other - specifically the 

other who addresses the I as Tliou. In k ing  addressed as Thou by another. the I becornes 

I in a different way; the I is drawn into a direct engagement with the other. In 

Heidegger's case. Dasein cûnnot will its authenticity; it must be called to it. This is 

performed in the cd1 of conscience, where Dasein finds itself singled out by the one who 

cdls. The cailer is at once Dasein's self and its other because it is Dasein's ownmost 

self, the self which Dasein is not in its everydayness. In this sense. this self is other. 

Dasein is able to engage in an interior dialogue with itself because of its ecstatic 

chmacter, which allows it to differentiate itself into different modes or voices which cm 

engage one another. Dnsein's Being in the tint person calls to Dasein in its third-person 

mode. colling it fonh to its first-person character and so aiso back to itself. 

This thought will be extended in the next stage of our investigation. The aim of 

Part III is to bring the reflections developed in the course of Part 11 to bear on the 

interpretation and analysis of subjectivity and authenticity laid out in Part 1. I will begin 

my inquiry by iocating traces of the constellation of dialogical concepts in Heidegger's 

concept of authenticity. 1 will begin with responsibility which manifests itself most 

obviously in the cal1 of conscience. In order for the call to be a call, there must be an 

other who calls; this other is Dasein's self. but specificaily the no-thingness. no- 

whereness, and no-oneness of that self. This abyss [Abgrund] is Dasein's foundation, the 

self as r a d i a  alterity, the most radical other that Dasein cm encounter because it is its 

self in its death. This not-ness [Nichtigkit] which is Dasein's self belongs to Dasein's 

self; it penains to Dasein's mineness and singles Dasein out in the first person. In this 



sense. this no-thingness is continuous with Dasein in that it is inescapable and 

unavoidable. aiwriys there. But in so far as this no-thingness is also Dasein's alterity, it 

is also discontinuous with Dasein. It is other than Dasein in its everydayness. but still 

nevertheless belongs to Dasein. The meaning which is genented through this encounter 

is Dasein's guilt. and in the moment where this is disclosed. the c d  of conscience 

challenges Dasein. Dasein's very Being is brought into question in its Being-towards- 

death, revealing Dasein's questionability. 

The disclosive moment is a situation which can be described in terms of the 

orientational axes of tempordity, spatiality. and significance. and through the 

corresponding features of participation. movement. the in-benveen, and openness. As we 

explore the ways in which these mnnifest themselves in the phenornenon of anxious 

Being-towards-death. we will see that they anse according to the pattern seen in the 

diaiogical encounter. Thus. 1 will maintain that anxious Being-towards-death c m  be 

understood in terms of dialogue. Anxious Being-towards-deûth is the encounter with 

radical alterity which draws Dasein out of its Being in the third person and exposes it as 

Being in the first person. The ways in which anxious Being-towards-death involves a 

bracketing of everyday experience provide further evidence to support this view. This is 

consistent with what has been said regarding the relationship between the encounter and 

conversationai modes of dialogue. namely that cncounter is largely a bracketing out of 

certain aspects of conversation. If this i s  so. then the conversationality (in the third 

person) of Dasein's everydayness must be shown. But we would be overhasty to 

conclude that inauthenticity is to be equated with conversation and authenticity with 

encounter. Authenticity is an existentiel1 modification of Dûsein's everydayness: thus. it 

must display the same features of conversational dialogue, but in the fint person. 

According to my reading of authenticity, the anxious Being-towards- 

deawencounter moment of authenticity ecstatically transports Dasein beyond itself, but 

dso gives it nothing to understand opart from its impenetrnbility. It discloses Dasein's 

wanting to undentand by not giving it any thing to understand. This is consistent with 

the double movement of ecstasy and encounter in which one surges forward toward the 

other but aiso falls brick rebuffed. In this way, Dasein is thrown back upon itself and 



thrown back into the conversations in which it was engaged, but at a more intensified 

level of engagement. By once again looking for the various features of dialogue in 

Heidegger's understanding of Being-in-the-world - both in its everydayness and in the 

mode of authentic histonzing - I wili demonstrate the conversational dimensions of 

these notions. 

Part III will be structured as follows. Chapter 7 will interpret the anxious Being- 

towards-death aspect of authenticity in terms of the encounter mode1 of dialogue. 

Chapter 8 will consider the conversationai aspects of Dasein's everydayness. And the 

convenationdity of authentic histonzing will be taken up in Chapter 9. These final 

chapters reflect what has emerged through my diaiogicd engagement with Heidegger's 

text. The thought expressed here results from my responding to the questions which the 

text poses for me. and from rny challenging it to respond to the issues with which 1 

present it. 



Chapter 7 

Anxious Being-towards-death as Encounter 

Heidegger's discussion of the authenticity of Dasein's subjectivity receives 

extended treatment in the second division of SZ. In the course of the first division. he 

phenomenologicaily discioses the Being of this entity, Dasein. who has a particular 

understanding of its own Being, of its Being-in-the-worid. The understanding Dasein 

has, aithough presumed in al1 of its worldly comportments, remains largely concealed 

from it. This implies that Dasein in its everydayness is its Being predominantly in the 

way of an empty intentionality. As I have discussed at some length in Part 1. authenticity 

is constituted by a fulfillment of Dasein's intentional componment toward its own Being, 

which it is emptily in its inauthenticity. lntentionality is the structure of lived 

experience; it remains empty so long as i t  is merely a formol orientation towards an 

object. However, when this orientation is supplemented with intuitive content through an 

act of intuition. the intention becomes fulfilled and the experience which Dasein hûs of 

its intentional object is rendered full and immedinte. This filling out of an intention is 

related to Heidegger's understanding of tmth as disclosedness in that the experience of 

tmth occurs through the verification of a formal orientation through the evidence 

provided by intuition. In this sense. authenticity is related to tmth through the disclosure 

of Dasein's Being to itself in an immediate w q .  One should remember, however, that 

this fulfillment does not resemble an absolute fulfillment or completion because Dasein's 

Being is one of possibility and openness. When Dasein's empty intention of its Being is 

fulfilled, Dasein expenences this possibility and openness in a most immediate way - 
Dasein experiences itself in its incompleteness. uncertainty, and foundationiessness. 

The authentic disclosure of Dasein's Being to itself cm be charactenzed in ternis 

of two facets which. as ernphasized in my discussion in Part 1, we cm analyticaily 

distinguish aithough perhaps not experientially disengage. The first facet is comprised of 

Dasein's anxious Being-towards-death, conscience, and guilt. It is the moment wherein 

Dasein expenences the cal1 and experiences itself as questioned. It is here that evidence 

is provided which confirms whnt is presumed in Dasein's everydayness. The second 



aspect consists in Dasein's authentic historizing in which Dasein is dnwn into its thrown 

situation, projecting in an authentic way upon the possibilities that are disclosed to it in 

its world. This is resoluteness, which cm be constmed as Dasein's responding to the 

cal]; we could s q  that here Dasein is its Being authenticdly. Again. although we me 

able to analyticdly or phenomenologicaily unpack and distinpish these moments, they 

an very much entwined, and there rnay well be instances where the gap thot separates 

them is very nmow indeed. 

Nevertheless. for the purposes of this discussion, 1 will separate them. In this 

chapter, 1 will discuss the first moment of authenticity - that whirh is associated with 

death, conscience, and guilt. My strategy wil1 be to search for tnces of Our dialogicai 

concepts in these phenomena in order to revenl that there is indeed a dialogicality 

appropriate to mxious Being-towards-death. I will then consider the features of 

dialogicd interaction and orientation which were elucidated in Pm II in order to 

demonstrate that the dialogicality of Being-towards-death is best construed in tems of 

the encounter mode of diaiogue nther thûn the conversational mode. In particular, t will 

explore the way in w hich ûnxious Being-townrds-drath resembles encounter in tems of 

its being a suspension of some antecedent type of engagement (conversation). This 

discussion will position us to address the conversational moments in Heidegger's text in 

Chapter 8. 

i. The dialogical constellation in mxious Being-towards-death and the cal1 

A key indicator in locating dialogue is the phenomenon of responsibility. 

Responsibility is a dialogical concept; it cm only be expenenced in response to a 

question or challenge from the other. For this reûson, 1 will begin my mdysis by 

reflecting on where responsibility appears in Heidegger's discussion of Dasein, or better. 

where - according to Heidegger - Dasein expenences responsibility. One notable 

place is in the phenomenon of conscience, in which responsibility is manifested pnmarily 

in two ways. In the fiat instance, conscience exhibits responsibility in the fiiirly banal 

sense that it is a response. By experiencing a prick of conscience (which is the only way 

that conscience reveals itself), 1 am responding, thus reveaiing that 1 am able to respond 



(my response-ability). What I respond to is whatever elicits the prick of conscience. To 

put this in more Heideggenm tems, conscience functions as an appeal or a cail; the 

experiencing of the prick is the sign that one has heard the d l .  A call or apped is never 

unfocused or undirected; it is always directed at someone; it is always memt to be heard.1 

Consider the case of a distressed boater. The boater cails for help. Even if there 

is no one there to hear the d l .  or those on the beach are too far away to be able to hear it, 

the c d  is still directed at a listener. The caller c d s  in order to reach a listener. Such 

calls place a demand upon the listener. The specificity of the dernand varies depending 

upon the situation. In the case where the= are severd people standing on the beach and 

the boater cdls for heip. it is undentood that the cal1 reacchees and places demands upon 

al1 equally. Qua listeners, al1 are heid equaily responsible by the c d .  It singles no one 

out in her individual specificity. The case would be somewhat different if 1 were the only 

person on the beach. In such a case. the call would reach no one else and so would seem 

to be directed exclusively at me. It would target me in a greater degree of specificity 

because it calls to someone who is there, and 1 am the only one there. A simiiar scenûno 

is one in which the boater calls my name. Here the degree o f  specificity is funher 

intensified. In that case, it is clear that the cal1 is directed at me specifically and lays a 

stronger daim upon me. The call elicits my responsibility to a greater degree because 1 

feel that it has been paniculuiy directed at me and me alone. That this is so can be easily 

seen if we consider the same scenuio, but now with several people on the beach. The 

boater calling my name in such an instance does seem to narrow the scope of 

responsibility from al1 of us or any of us. to me in particu1ar.'- 

Indeed we might say that the experience of conscience fùlfills the cd1 in much the same way that a response 
fulfills a question. 

An important feature of this example is the difference between first- and third-person modes of engagement, 
which I would prefer to postpone discussing until Chapter 9 where it can be mted at greater Iength. Being 
addressed by name is often. Jthough not dways, a first-person mode of address. First-person engagement 
is constituted by a mutud experience of king involved with one another in one another's specificity. This 
implies that not only must the one who addresses do so in the first person, but the other must aiso téel himself 
to have k e n  approached in this way and respond in kind. It is in this way thrit the Ican be brought forward 
through the cal1 of the Thou, and it is through the response of the one who is called that the intention of the 
cdt is fulfilled. 



This example illustrates not only that rny responsibility is disclosed through a 

'prick of conscience' in the banal sense that experiencing the prick is a Rsponse, but that 

the cal1 involves a second type of responsibility: I experience the call as placing demands 

upon me and I feel obliged to respond to those demands by doing something to satisfy 

thern. This is why one cm have a bûd conscience: one has failed to respond to the 

demand. This second facet of responsibility more closely resembles what wr nomally 

mean by the word in everyday usage - that is. not just that 1 m able to respond, but thiit 

I should do so. The call of conscience. then. as an appeal, l q s  daim on me by virtue of 

its king directed at me and its requiring a response of this second variety. Although a11 

Dasein are vulnembie to the cd1 of conscience. each call reaches only one Dasein. That 

is to Say. the type of appeal which bclongs to the call is not one which demands a 

response from any Dasein who happens to hem it - as in the case of several people 

heûring the same cry for help. Rather the cal1 is specific. resembling most closely the 

instance where I am addressed by name.' In this way, the cal1 can be said to single 

Dasein out; because it does so. it is able to disclose the mineness of Dasein's Being.4 

It is through conscience. as Heidegger says. that Dasein experiences itself as 

owing something to another. Responsibility shows itself in  relation to a demand that 

comes from another. from somewhere else. It is in this way that the dterity with which 

one is diaiogically engaged is disclosed through the call. But this caller is rûther peculiar 

because it is as though the call comes from no-one. from no-where. Moreover. the call 

- in so fûr as it is dent - says no-thing. Whenever Heidegger uses terms like these. he 

never means to refer to an absolute noihingness but rather to what appears to be no-thing 

or no-one or no-where from the perspective of the one to whom it is disclosed. Thus, to 

The rerison for this specificity can be more fully elaborated beiow in the discussion of deûth. 

It is interesting to note the connection, at lest  in English and French, between the locution of '1 am cdled 
X' Lie m 'appelle] and the tem 'the call' [i'uppel]. What this suggests is a connection between the notion of 
a cd1 which cdls to someone and thereby picks that person out, and that of a nnrne which also picks someone 
out* 

Levinas, for instance, reads anxiety as sornething which occurs in the face of death as nothingness. He is 
criticd of this because he thinks it simply reinvokes a diaiectic between Being and nothingness. To get 
around this, Levinas maintains thiit anxiety i s  instead experienced in the face of the no-thingness of the rhere 



Dasein in its e v e - d ~ n e s s .  the cdler appears to be no-one cdilling from no-where and 

saying no-thing because the identity. location, and message of the caller remain largely 

indeterminate from the perspective of everydayness. This is precisely because the caller 

is not situated in everydayness. but beyond it. Heidegger maintains that it is Dasein's 

self which calls, namely the self which Dasein dways already is, but which Dasein is 

only in the way of an empty intentiondity in everydayness. In a peculiar way, then. this 

self which calls Dasein is orher than Dasein's self. It is because this self is other that the 

cd1 cm take on this dialogical structure. 

The indeteminacy surrounding the cal1 is intimately connected with the 

indeterminacy which perrneates anxiety. Anxiety is a mode of Be~indfichkeir in which a 

threat is exprrienced that cornes from no-where and is no-thing. This is in contrat to 

fear. the source of which is usually locatable and identifiable. Anxiety seerns to have no 

source because its source lies outside of the world as it is understood in everydayness. In 

everydayness. the world is undentood in tenns of the entities that populate it; in this way 

the worldhood of the world itself is overlooked. The worldhood and its non-entity 

characrer are disclosed in ûnxiety; this 'non-entity-ness' is precisely what makes the 

world in its worldhood show itself as no-thing and no-where. Thus in anxiety the world 

is disclosed as mcaningless - at lest relative to the tenns in which we usually 

understand it. We usually locate meaning in objects in the world; when these fade into 

the background. what remnins is something (the worldhood of the world) which does not 

appear to have any meming. These features taken together cidd up to the Unheimliclikeit 

that is associated with anxiety. 

The no-thingness. no-whereness. and rneaninglessness that Dasein experiences in 

mxiety are akin to the no-whereness and no-oneness of the caller and the no-thingness of 

the cal1 itself. In fact, the cal1 of conscience is what Heidegger refers to as the ontic 

is [il y a], which may only subsequently be interpreted ris nothingness in the Heideggerian sense. As such. 
mxiety is not a fearof the possibility of no longer king, but of the impossibility of such n possibility. It is 
nor that we fenr death; we desire dearh for the freedom and the reprieve it repnsents. I disagree with Levinas' 
incerpretation of the nothing in Heidegger. That which Dasein is anxious before is nothing definite and 
identifiable (unlike in fear where it is definite), and this is precisely why it is a no-thing; it is anxiety before 
Being-in-the-world itself in its no-thingness and no-whereness which is precisely an everywhemess. 



attestation of Dasein's Being-towards-death. This means that conscience bem witness 

to Dasein's Being-towards-death and provides evidence for it. This is importantly related 

to the fulfiliment of Dasein's empty intention of its own Being and the experience of 

truth. Dasein's Being is a Being-towards-deatth. even in everydayness where Dasein does 

not redize it. Dasein's Being-towards-death is expressed in its very Being-in-the-world. 

in the cd1 of conscience. intuitive content is given which affirms this empty intentional 

orientation towards death. thereby fulfilling it. Dasein experiences this affirmation or 

attestation as truth. Understood phenomenologicaily, truth is revealed when evidence is 

given via categonal intuition for that which previously was only emptily expressed or 

grasped. The self which calls Dasein - yet is other than Dasein - is Dasein's anxious 

self thrown towards death. The cal\ both discloses to Dasein its own not-ness. and 

summons Dasein to be this not-ness in a more immediate. lived way through its anxious 

Being-towards-death and its Being-guilty. The cal1 of conscience discloses to Dasein 

that it is a Being-towards-death and that this Being-towards-drath burdens it with a 

certain responsibility to assume the task of  its existence. This burden cannot be foisted 

onto another because it  is part of Dasein's existentid guilt. Dasein is responsible before 

itself as the other which cails i t  through conscience. but Dasein is also responsible before 

its death due to the relmionship to its death which signifies its monaiity." In both cases 

Dasein finds itself held responsible before an other that it canot understand in the usual 

way, that outstrips Dasein's familiar realm of meaning. In this sense. what Dasein 

encounters presents itself as a radical altenty.7 Because of the impenetrability of this 

other to Dasein in its everydayness. Dasein's relation to it retûins the chvacter of a 

discontinui ty . 

it is Dasein's Being-towruds-derith which cillows death to assume this position where it cm exact 
responsibility of Dasein. If Dasein were not Beinp-towatdsdeath. death could not do this. This is why 
animrilsdo not die; they merely demise. However, this Being-towrtrds-deoch is not sornething Dasein chooses: 
it is something with which its existence burdens it. 1 am not the originator of my relation to death, and so 1 
am not responsible for the hold it has on me. although once thrown to ic, 1 am required CO assume this task. 

This point is reinforced through the observation that Heidegger describes resoiuteness ris both ri readiness 
for mxiety and a wmting to have a conscience, so an openness to king approached by the same other - 
Dasein's self in its radical dterity. 



If the place wherein Dasein usually dwells - namely its everydayness - is 
understood to be the realrn wherein things are possible. wherein things have meaning, 

and if this is the sphere wherein Dasein iives. then naturally the region of al terity will 

appelv as beyond meaning, beyond possibility, beyond life and existence: hence, it is 

death. However, this death. this region which seems to be so radically discontinuous 

with Dasein. actually belongs to Dasein and Dasein to it. The cal! of conscience shows 

this very clearly . Conscience discloses Being-towards-death as belonging to Dasein 

because of the way the cal1 singles out Dasein. In singling out Dasein, the cal1 reveals 

the demand which Dasein's existence places upon it. This demand is not arbitrarily 

exacted by the call. but already has been placed upon Dasein because Dasein is an 

existing entity thrown towards its death. Conscience singles out Dasein for something 

for which death has alredy singled it out. Conscience reveals a responsibility to be its 

Being-towards-death. a responsibility with which Dasein's Being qua existing, finite. 

Being-in-the-world h a ~  already burdened it. Death is not simply irnpossibility; it is 

Dasein 's impossibility ; it is a possibility of Dasein's Being. Therefore. Dasein possesses 

but is also possessed by a possibility of its own impossibility, namely its death. In this 

way. a continuity is established between this death. this olterity. and Dûsein. because 

death is Dasein's possibility and remûins so from the moment Dasein enters existence 

until the moment it draws its Iast breath. 

In anxious Being-towards-death. Dasein finds itself encountered by a radical 

alterity, which has singled it out and thereby belongs to it. This alterity threatens 

Dasein's existence. thereby throwing the meaning of that existence into question. 

Although Dasein's usual ways of understanding things may not assist it in understanding 

the alterity with which it is presented. this does not imply that Dmein does not 

understand what is expressed through the encounter. The cal1 pronounces Dasein's guilt 

which is given to Dûsein to understand through a disclosure of its not-ness [Ni~htigkeit].~ 

This is the meaning of the d l .  As we have seen on the bais of the discussion in 

9 The fact that Dûsein can understand this suggests a tiinher way in which it may be consmed as continuous 
with the caller. 



Chapter 3, Heidegger phenomnologidy discloses existentid guüt by unpacking the 

mots of guiït as we understand it in everydayness. That is. Being-guiity means being 

responsible for some lack; it is Being the basis of a lack. Heidegger understands Iack as 

the not-Being of somthing. In existentid te-, then, guilt aansiates into Being the 

basis for the not-Being of something. What Heidegger means is that Dasein's existence 

detennines it as not-king what it is. As thmm Being-in-the-world. Dasein is not the 

basis of its own existence. Dasein is not responsible for the fact that it is thtown into the 

world; it has not chosen to be born; it has not chosen to be an entity whose nature it is to 

exist. Yet, Dasein's thrownness is the basis of its existence: if it w e n  not thrown, it 

would not exist; and as existing, Dasein always exists as thrown. Since its Being is its 

existence, Dasein always is its basis. but in a diffemt seme than the fïrst. Because of 

the paradoxical way io which Dasein is the basis of its existence and thus responsible for 

it, but yet aiso is not the basis for its existence and hence unable to be responsible for it, 

Dasein always has a responsibility which it h a  somehow never been able to discharge or 

iive up to; for this m o n ,  Dasein is guilty.9 

The sense in which Dasein bo<h is what it is not and is not what it is, f o m  the 

kemel of du: not-ness which Heidegger identifies. and is cniciaiiy nlated to Dasein's 

deah. Death, also somewhaî paradoxicaiiy, is the possibiiity of Dasein's own 

impossibility, but is also the gmund of ali possibiüty for Dasein. In so far as Dasein is 

possibility and death is irnpo~sibility~ Daiein is not death; that is, Dasein is discontinuous 

with death. However, death is not just impossibility, but Dasrin's pssibility of 

impossibiüty; death belongs to Dasein, and Dasein belongs to it. In so far as Dasein 

always is its possibilities, it thezcfon also is its death. Hen we can see that Dasein both 

is and is not its dea.  Tbc c d  of conscience which pronounces Dasein's guilt is 

supposed to disclose Dasein's &hg-towards-death. Consquentiy, the not disclosed 

relative to Dasein's Being its o m  basis in conscience is impiicatcd with tbe not wbich is 

involved in Dasein's paradoxicai relationship to its death. Tbe not of Dasein's 



impossibility and the not of Dasein's guilt are the same. 

The disclosure of the not-ness which lies at the hem of Dasein's Being throws 

Dasein's existence into question and thereby discloses its questionability in a variety of 

ways. Fint, that Dasein's Being is disclosed as not king what it is mises doubts for 

Dasein about what its Being is at dl. Second. and ciosely related to the first, the 

disclosure of Dasein's death in its anxious Being-towards-death also renders its Being - 
narnely. existence - questionable in that the disclosure throws into question the whole 

meaning and purpose of thût existence, as well as any kind of certainty with respect io the 

future of Dasein's factical existence. In the cal1 of conscience. the questionability of 

Dasein's existence is similady disclosed in terms of a challenge. The cal! has a certain 

urgency which demands a response. and in this way Dasein finds itsclf questioned. 

perhaps even threatened. 

In summary, then, we have exnrnined the phenomena of Dasein's anxious Being- 

towards-derith and the cal1 of conscience for traces of the constellation of dialogical 

concepts in order to ascenain whether these phenomena may be understood diaiogicaily. 

Dialogue is understood as r relation to alterity rnarked by both continuity and 

discontinuity. in which a panicular responsibility and questionability are disclosed. 

and which bem a relation to meaning. These concepts reveal themselves in the 

following way: Dasein's responsibility shows itself in the phenornenon of conscience in 

which Dûsein finds itself called upon by an other to take up the tûsk of its existence. This 

other - this alterity - is at one ruid the same time both Dasein's self and its own 

nothingness. its not-ness ot  Nichtigkeir. indeed its own death. In so far as this not-ness is 

other than Dasein, Dasein is discontinuous with it; in so far as this not-ness belongs to 

Dasein and vice versa. Dasein is continuous with it and cannot be separmd from it. The 

cal[ of conscience and the disclosure of Dasein's existence against the horizon of its 

death discloses Dasein's Being as questionable. The meaning which belongs to this 

disclosure is that of Dasein's guilt. We can see that the diaiogicai constellation is at work 

in this dimension of authenticity . 



. . 
il .  Anxious Being-towards-death and the dialogic encounter 

To enrich our understanding of the form that didogue takes in anxious Being- 

towards-death and the cal1 of conscience. we rnust take a closer look at the particular 

features of the situation itself. I will consider how movement. participation. the in- 

beween. and opcnness show themselves in the situation of the participants relative to one 

another in this context. And 1 will consider the relationship between these features and 

the particular axes of spatiaiity. tempordity, and significance to which they are related. 

My aim is to demonstrate that mxious Being-towûrds-death and its disclosure through 

conscience bear the chmcter of a dialogic encounter. 

Movement is the aspect which shows the spatial orientation of the participants 

relative to one another. 1s any element of rnovement apparent in the phenomenon of 

anxious Being-towards-death? The predominant metaphor of movement throughout 

Heidegger's text can be found in his characterization of existence in tems of thrownness. 

projection. and falling. Dasein is thrown into its world, projects upon its possibilities. 

and is always falling back into inauthenticity or at least everydayness. In each case. it is 

Dasein who is in motion. and this motion is charted or measured relative to Dasein's 

possibilities in the world. l n  so far as the world cnn be seen to be constituted by these 

possibilities - which would. in a sense, not be incorrect to say - then Dasein's 

rnovement is always to be judpd relative to the worid. However, we should be careful in 

so chuacterizing rnovement not to attribute to the world a kind of spatiality, in terms of 

three-dimensional geometry, which Heidegger would explicitly renounce. The world is 

where Dasein dweIls: in so far as we cm describe this world as a rhere which has a 

where. a certain spatiality does penain to it, but it is not the sarne as the one known to the 

physicist. 

Ultirnately, Heidegger's position is that Dasein's spatiality is derivative of its 

tempordity. That is, the hanging together of space into a world - a rhere which has 

meaning - is due to the ecstatic movement of Dasein's temponlizing. For this reason. 

we must quaiify whn is meant in correlating movement with spatiality. The space 

wherein Dasein dwells is a situation which cm be described with respect to the spatial. 

temporal. and significative matrices which give definition to that dwelling. For the 



purposes of my analysis. 1 will try to discuss each of these separately, but it is important 

to see that they remain closely bound up with one mother. 

The idea of movement is implied in Heidegger's application of the terminology of 

thrownness. projection. and falling to the phenornenon of Being-towards-death. In 

anxious Being-towards-death. Dasein is thrown towards its death: it projects towards the 

possibility of its death. Nevertheless, in  so far as death singles out Dasein. disclosing 

Dasein's deah as its ownmost possibility, this possibility throws Dasein back upon itself. 

The motion suggested here is rather like that of something (Dasein) running headlong 

into something (death) which resists it, causing the colliding object to bounce off. Upon 

fint inspection. this seems somewhat different from what occurs in the ontic attestation 

of Being-towards-death through the cal1 of conscience. In this phenornenon what is more 

explicitly themaiized is the way in which this Being-towuds-death is disclosed to 

Dasein, how Dasein expenences this call that is equiprimordial with its anxiety. To say 

that Dasein finds itself to be called is to Say that Dasein feels itself summoned. This 

means that, in  the fint instance, Dasein expenences an approach by an other. Since this 

approaching is a summons. it calls Dasein fonh: that is, i t  asks Dasein to draw near in 

response. Here the movement appears to be taking on the kind of reciprocity of 

participation that characterizes the flow of conversation. However, in king cailed 

forward, Dasein is also being called back to itself. This shows itself with panicular 

clarity in  so far as what is disclosed in  the cal! is Dûsein's guiit. its not-ness. and thus 

also its questionability. In this sense the calling fonvard which occun through the call 

also results in Dasein being thrown back upon itself. So considered. we can see a 

resernblance with the movement identified in anxious Being-towards-death as a 

rebounding off a stationary surface. But as the discussion of the call illustrates, Dasein 

does not experience that surface as stationary; Dasein experiences the other as 

approaching it. This is no doubt largely due to the degree to which Dasein is mostly 

inattentive to the fact that it is itself hunling toward that Iimit. 

This illustrates that the movement suggested by anxious Being-towxds-deûth and 

its disclosure thmugh the call resembies the coming together which I described in 

Chapter 6 as king the movement which belongs to the dialogic encounter. This corning 



together could occur in one of two WYS. Either Dasein collides with another moving 

entity - Le. their individual trajectories meet at sorne point - or Dasein collides with 

something stationary. ln This pertains to spatiality in that, in the first instance. two entities 

are seen to dwell in the same place. md in the second. the limits of that space itself are 

experiencrd. The latter most closely resembles the kind of situation to which we are 

refemng in Being-towards-death; the former more closely resembles what Buber tdks 

about in terrns of the standard 1-Thou encounter. 

Two important features of the spatidity (and also temporality) involved here are 

reveded through the collision with the lirnit which Dasein's death a d  impossibility 

present to Dasein. Firstly. in  running up against its limits. Dasein gains a better sense of 

the confines of its tl~ere. That is. the possibility of its irnpossibility discioses Dasein's 

Being as possibility in a way that Dasein could not previously appreciate. This limit 

experience discloses Dasein's finitude. Secondly, in this collision the distance between 

Dasein's self and its other is collapsed, and they suddenly find themselves face-to-face 

before one another. In the disclosive moment of anxiety, and in the moment where 

Dasein h e m  the call. Dasein finds itself presented with itself in its alterity. Dasein finds 

itself in a simultaneity of presence with that which it is not. In this ecstatic moment. the 

temporal distance which sepantes Dasein from itself is trriversed: this is Dasein's 

anxious Being-towards-death. The other does not maintain itself at a respectful distance 

from Dasein. but penetrates to the core of Dasein's Being; the only way Dasein c m  

regain some distance from the other and what it discloses is by fleeing it. 

Closely related to the orientational aspect of rnovement and spatiality is 

participation. which I have noted tends to be either reciprocd or simuitaneous. depending 

upon the mode of dialogue. Participation has 3 distinctly temporal sense to it which 

penains to whether the interaction proceeds by turn-taking over a penod of time. or 

whether it is compressed into a moment of simultaneity. The structure of the cal1 

suggests a reciprocity of participation between the cailed and the d e r  which seerns to 

i0 A third option would be the coilision o h  moving ihing with a stiitionary Dasein. but that option is mled out 
here because Dasein is taken to be non-stûtionruy. 



imply that the call belongs to the convenational variety of dialogue. However. a give- 

and-take between participants does not appear to be a feature of anxious Being-towards- 

death. Instead. Dasein bumps up ûgainst a lirnit; this resembles the convergence or 

collision of partici pan ts w hich L have said characterizes encounter. Dasein finds itsel f 

face-to-face with the possibility of its death, and in k i n g  brought into a simultaneity of 

presence with it, Dasein is rnomentarily paralyzed by anxiety. This moment of dismption 

shows itself in the cail as well. Al1 of a sudden Dasein finds itself called. This cd1 

intempts Dasein's usud activity, arresting it: the cal1 intercepts Dasein on its trajectory. 

In anxious Being-towards-death, Dasein cornes before itself as thrown Being-in-the- 

world and thrown Being-towards-death. The Unheimlichkeir which accompanies this 

experience involves a falling away of the world which leaves Dasein hovenng in  an 

ambiguity between the possibilities of fleeing in the face of itself or embracing its Being- 

towards-death in resoluteness. This moment of ambiguity suggests a temponry 

suspension of action. 

Another aspect of simultaneity penains to the tempordity of phenomenological 

disclosure and its manifestation in anxious Being-towards-death and the call of 

conscience. On a cenain level. dl such disclosures involve a simultnneity. This shows 

itself clearly in the way Heidegger descnbes events or moments of disclosure. 

puticulûrly in the early pan of Division II. For instance. the call of conscience is only 

disclosed in Dasein's hûving heard it. Dasein does not first heu it and then drcide 

whether or not to respond; nct responding is an indication that Dasein hos not heard the 

d l .  for the cal1 is an appeal and demands a response. There are a number of other 

phenornena that are similarly disclosed only in Dasein's response to thern. Additionai 

examples are: wanting to have a conscience. which discloses itself in Dûsein's hearing 

the cd!: k ing  ready for anxiety, which discloses itself in k ing  anxious: and 

resoluteness, which discloses itself in a resolution. The signifîcance of this is that 

moments which might ordinarily be thought to succeed one another or to give nse to a 

subsequent moment are compressed into a simultaneity in an event of disclosure. This is 

consistent with Heidegger's discussion in HCT of the experience of uuth. Generaily 

speaking, one experiences tmth when evidence is given which provides the intuitive 



content which fulfills an intention. However. usually we do not experience the sequence 

of first having the intention and then receiving the intuitive content. Often we are not 

explicitly aware of these intentions and our attention is only drawn to them when they are 

fulfilled. This is why Dasein's readiness for anxiety only manifests itself in its being 

anxious. In king anxious, it  is disciosed to Dasein that it was ready for anxiety. 

Phenomenological disclosure displqs a distinctive rniddle-voice character, in which the 

strong distinction between the acts of signification which generate intentions, and the rcts 

of intuition which fuifiil them. becorne blurred; one is left with events of disclosure 

which cm only Iater be analyzed in t ens  of pyticular acts. l 1  

This middle-voice aspect marks an interesting sirnilarity between the encounter in 

Buber's spirit of the I-Thou and certain aspects of Heidegger's text. In his discussion of 

the M'hou, Buber talks about the encounter as a union of grace and will. In discussing 

Buber's work. Theunissen olso emphasizes the extent to which Buber is looking for 

something which goes beyond the eitherlor of activity and passivity. Heidegger, too. is 

interested in a region beyond xtivity and passivity which is characterized by the 

ambiguity of the middle voice. lndeed the ambiguity between subjectivity and 

objectivity which surrounds Being-in-the-world is such a case. But the middle-voice 

phenomenon occurs in other places as well, most notably in the equiprimordial pairings 

Heidegger uses to describe Dasein's existence and its Being-in - specifically Dasein's 

thrown-projection and the CO-disclosures of Befindliclikeir and understanding. In this 

regard it is worth recalling the Imguage of the clearing: that Dasein clean. is cleûred. and 

is indeed the location of the event itself. This ambiguity - what we might cal1 the multi- 

voicedness of Dasein's disclosedness - lies not just in the pairing of active and passive 

dimensions of phenomenological disclosure. but also in the interplay between the static 

and active chxactenzations of the clearing ûs both the event of phenomenological 

disclosure and the place where it occurs. This ambiguity is heightened in anxious Being- 

towards-death and the call. In this case, disclosure, which consists in the middle-voice 

moments of being anxious and hearing the call, occurs through both active and passive 

l 1  In this vein, see Scott's work. 



comportments on the part of Dasein. 

As 1 mentioned. on a certain level. al1 phenomenological disclosures involve this 

ambiguity of the middle voice and a simultaneity of what is given in significative and 

intuitive acts. Genenlly. however, this simultaneity passes without notice." However, 

there are certain cases where what is given intuitively is so arresting that one experiences 

the simultaneity in a far more intensified way (perhaps as a king approxhed). I would 

suggest that anxious Being-towuds-derith and the cal1 of conscience are such cases. In 

everydayness. Dasein is iis Being primarily in the mode of an empty intention, and so its 

Being rernains Iargely other to it. In authenticity - the pinnacle of which is reached in 

the moment of vision - Dasein's empty intention of its Being is rnomentarily fulfilled 

when Dasein is brought before its own nor. Through this simultaneity of presence. 

intuitive content is given which fulfills Dasein's intention. This is not a fulfillment 

which completes Dasein. but one which rzps Dasein apart. The disclosure of Dasein's 

Being-towards-death exposes Dasein to its altenty and makes it vulnerable. The 

disclosure is shattering enough to d n w  attention to the simultaneity. resulting in a 

moment of suspension in which Dasein loses its momentum and is brought to a pause. 

The hesitation lasts but a moment and it  resembles the suspension associated with the 

moment of vision, in which the various movements of Being-in-the-world - thrownness. 

projection. and fdling - and the conesponding disclosive moments of Befindliclzkeir. 

understanding. and discoune converge into a single moment. This convergence is at 

once the integration of the various ecstases of temponi existence (and thus a bringing 

together of moments that are other h m  within the perspective of existence) as well as a 

bringing together of Dasein with its own aiterity. 

In anxious Being-towûrds-death. Dasein and its other move toward each other 

12 If all phenomenoiogicd disclosurp features this simultaneiry. then in what sense can engagement with 
objects ever be ncipmcd and conversationai. as 1 have rnaintained they cm be in Chapter J? There, 1 noted 
that a single exchange of meaning with an object does indeed resembie an encounter. but chût the engagement 
rakes on ii certain reciprocity when extendeci remponlly. Because I am constandy changing and because the 
networks of meaning against which the object appears is subject to dtention. what the object gives to 
undentand can also change over the.  In this sense. the engagment with objects that one encounters 
repeatedly cm assume a conversationai chancter, and the simultmeity involved in the disclosure is masked 
by the familiarity of the object. 



into a simultaneity of presence. This engagement is full of significance. As described in 

Chapter 6. the in-between is always the region of meaning which exists between self and 

other and is sustained through their interaction. It envelops them and holds them in their 

orientation relative to one another. Anxious Being-towards-death hm an ontological 

significance in that it says something about Dasein's Being. Here. self and other are 

Dasein and its altenty. as represented by its death. What binds them together and otients 

them is Dasein's Being-towards-deah. in puticular its anxious Being-towuds-death. 

Being-towards-death is an intentional directedness for Heidegger. lndeed it is just 

another way of expressing the intentionality of Dasein's Being-in-the-world. Although 

this intentional directedness is largeiy covered over and empty in everydayness. in 

anxiety it is fulfilled and expenenced in a greater immediacy as an openness to the 

othemess and uncertainty of death. and to Dasein's Being as possibility. Moreover. we 

know that for Heidegger. intentionality is the structure of lived expenence: thus. anxious 

Being-towards-death is characterized by an immediacy of lived experience which binds 

Dasein to its derith and orients Dasein relative to it. 

The meaning of this intentional imrnediacy is given to Dasein through the cd1 of 

conscience as Dasein's guilt. nûmely cis its Being the basis for its own not-ness. This 

not-ness expresses Dasein's groundlessness - that Dasein has no absolute foundation or 

basis which justifies it and to w hich it cm abdicate responsibility. In this sense. the 

altenty which Dasein encounters in anxious Being-towards-death gives Dasein nothing to 

understand and throws Dasein back upon itself. Dasein has no excuses; it has only its 

guilt. One might Say thût this guilt represents the thematic unity around which the - 
dialogical structure of the cal1 tunis. But this would suggest that Dasein hûs a 

conversation with the caller about this guilt. which is not exactly accurate. Rather, the 

cûller pronounces Dasein's guilt and thereby gives Dasein to understand that it is 

responsible for its existence. and that its existence places certain burdens and dernmds 

upon it.13 The flow and reciprocity characteristic of conversation are absent here; guilt is 

1' This suggests an interesting resemblmce with Levinas' encounter of the I-You (je-vous), For Levinas, the 
Other (You) speaks to the I fkom a height and commands it. This is an asymmeaicai relûtionship in which 
it does not nppear that the Ispedcs Co the You. Similady, Daseindoes not seem to speûk to its caller. although 



disclosed in a singular momentaiy revelntion which defines the relationship that exists 

between Dasein and its self in its altenty. In this way guilt is what binds Dasein to itself. 

This is an important aspect of the Ni-berween as it shows itself in the beiween of 

encountrr. The i n - b e ~ e e n  acts as a bond which both orients the participants relative to 

one another and preserves their difference. For exmple .  in Buber's work the 1-Thou 

relation is the between which defines the participants as 1 and Thou. A sirnilar 

phenornenon manifests itself in the particular case of  Dasein's Being-towards-death, in 

that this relation to death is that which albws Dasein to be mortal. Dasein is what it is 

because of its relation to its death. and this relation also allows it to be guilty. to both be 

what it is not and to not be what it is, 

Moreover. the meaning that is given to the not-ness which is disclosed both in 

Dasein's anxious Being-towards-death and its ontic attestation in the cail of conscience is 

expressed extra-linguisticall y and is le ft sornew hat indeterminate. The pronouncement of 

guilt is handed down like n judgment. but it does not specify whût Dasein is guilty of. 

Indeed. if it did, the guilt would be open to being misinterpreted as a judgment of some 

f o m  of  ontic guilt and so would lose its ontological significance. For this reason, the 

significancr of Dasein's guilt lies primarily in its revelation. Only in the pronouncement 

itself is the meaning seen. This is Iargeiy due to the fact that the pronouncement occurs 

in silence. Language maintains meaning outside of the specific and particular individual 

it heeds the pronouncement of its own guilt. This may present us with a bit of a problem. for I have tried CO 

chmcterize the encounter with death as an [-Thnu. not an 1-Ynu. My primsiry reason for doing so is that i t  
is important that the 1 k evoked in its particularity and specificity, otherwise the mineness of Dasein's Being 
which rnust be disclosed in authenticity cûnnot becorne manifest to it. The I-Tilou. as opposed to the I-11. 
involves such an address. As I have noted exlier, in so frir as the I-You is a third-person mode of address. it 
resembles the i-lt. This sugpests that the You cannot address Dasein in the specificity which belongs to the 
first person. However, Levinas seems to conceive of his i-You differentiy than Buber would. Part of the 
asymmeuy of the refationship seems to be that the You addresses the I in its particulririty (like an adult 
addressing a child). but the I is noc accorded a similar privilege. Thus. if the cd1 of conscience resembles 
Levinas' I-You, this does not imply that it falls within the range of the I-11. However, this leaves us with the 
problem of whether it is really an I-Thou or an I-You in this second sense. I would suggesc that it is both, and 
thet the ambiguity of the relation to the d e r  stems from the simultrinei ty of continuity and discontinuity wi th 
the other which characterizes that relation. In so far as the cdler is a no-one cdlinp from no-where sliying 
no-thing, it is discontinuous with Dasein. and its cal1 issues h m  a height. This characterizes Levinas' 1- 
You, But in so tjr as the d e r  is Dasein's self* it is continuous with Dasein; it is an other which is familiar, 
close, It is a Thou. 



contexts in which it is used. but a silence c m  only be meaningful in the specific instances 

in which it occurs. The point here is that the meaning is inaccessible to Dasein outside of 

the context of its revelation. l4 For this reason it more closely resembles the meming 

associated with the benveen of the encounter than the thematic unity of a conversation 

(the meaningfulness of which seems to maintain a certain degree of independence 

relative to the actuai uttennces through which it is revealed). 

Finally, it would not be possible for the participants to be oriented relative to one 

another if they were not open to one another. The openness characteristic of diaiogue 

cm be seen in Heidegger's formulations of Dasein's attitude with respect to the ca1I. 

namely that Dasein is ready for anxiety, that it wants to hear the call. that it opens itself 

to a ihreat. What al1 of these expressions indicate is that Dasein would not experience 

anxiety, heu the call. or feel threatened by the questionability of its existence as 

disclosed against the horizon of death. unless it were open to the alterity with which its 

death presents it. The openness that belongs to the encounter is not significmtly different 

from that associated with conversation. so my pointing out this openness only strengthens 

the position that the disclosure of anxious Being-towards-death in the cal1 of conscience 

is dialogical. although it does not go any further towards specifying the mode in which it 

is dialogical. However, as I have demonstrated. the other features of movement, 

participation, and the in-between are evident in this phenomenon in a way which is more 

generatly characteristic of the encounter than of conversation - despite the resemblance 

which the structure of the call of conscience bean (at least superficially) to conversation. 

The extent to which the dialogicality which belongs to anxious Being-towards- 

death occurs as a bracketing of another mode of cornportment strengthens the point that it 

is a type of encounter. In Part II. I argued that the dialogical encounter is in some ways a 

surpassing of a previous and ongoing engagement. That is, anxious Being-towards- 

death - as n bracketing of and thus a "transcendence" of everydayness - bem a 

resernblmce to encounter's bracketing and "transcending" of conversation. For 

This is quite similsir to the point made exlier with respect to the cidl oniy revealing itsetf in the phenomenon 
of conscience. 



Heidegger, this kind of transcendence onginates in Dasein's ecstatic temporality. 

The bracketing that occun within the context of the encounter is, as noted in 

Chapter 6, primarily chancterized by a transcending of Our usual engagement with the 

other dong the lines of spatidity. temporaiity, and significance which generally orient 

Our interaction. One way in which this transcendence - this exploding beyond the 

boundiines of the everyday self - is experienced is through ecstasy. In ecstasy. the self 

reaches out beyond itself towards the other, leaving itself behind, metaphoncaily 

speaking, through a self-forgetfulness. IJ This ecstasy is both a fascination with the other 

and a disruption of the self in its usual state. 

This sense of rupture with the self is evident in Heidegger's description of 

anxious Being-towards-death. in which the meaningfulness of the world and of Dasein's 

self as positioned within that world is thrown into question. disnipted. or  broken. This is 

refiected in the Unheirnlichkei~ w hich is part of anxiety. Dasein is no longer at home 

with itself: it no longer dwells with itself; it has been othered. But Heidegger also. 

interestingly enough, characterizes this rupture with everydayness - which reaches its 

fulfillment in the moment of vision - as king  one of ecstatic rapture.16 

This rem [the moment of vision] must be understood in the active sense as an ecstasis. It 
means the rrsoIute mpture with which Dasein i s  cmied away to whatever possibilities 
and circumstimces are encountered in the Situation sis possible objects of concern, but ri 

rapture which is izcld in resoluteness. (SZ 338) 

Heidegger mûy not mean here the sense of ecstasy which would be associated with an 

erotic encounter. but it does seem that he is interested in a type of absorption which 

carries one beyond oneself. This is consistent with the sense ofecstasy that I have 

associnted with the diaiogicai rncounter. What is most important for the Heideggerian 

sensr is the ec-static dimension of ecstasy. Heidegger emphasizes this as an essential 

part of existence. ris evidenced not only by his later formulations of existence as an ek- 

l 5  This is a self-forgetfulness in the sense thût in the moment of ecstasy, Dasein forgets its everyday self. This 
is not to be confused with the seIf-forgetfulness wirh which Heidegger often refers to everydayness which is 
a forgetfulness of Dasein's authentic self. 

l6 On ecstasy in Heidegger, see Krell58-59 and John Sdlis, Echoes: Afler Heidegger (Bloomington: Indima 
University Press, 1990) 190-205. 



sistence, but also in his use of the term 'ecstasis* in the context of the temporal moments 

of the future. present. and pst. 

Dasein's ecstatic temponlizing is what enables it to be towards the other, where 

that other c m  be understood as other objects, other Dasein, or other moments in Dasein's 

own life. This ailows Dasein to be other than or more than what it materially is in the 

physical world. In its ecstatic movement towud the other, Dasein is able to bring the 

other close, or allow the other to approach. As 1 have stressed throughout, this drawing 

near has spatial, temporal. and significative dimensions. But this ecstatic movement aiso 

allows Dasein to distance itself and move away from that with which it had a proximity. 

This distancing occurs dong the same lines of orientation. The surpassing or bracketing 

which has been noted ûs a charûctenstic of cncounter is this type of distancing. it is 

important to see. howevei. that the movement of approach and withdrawd. and the shihs 

in proximity and distance between self and other, are relative. Every drawing new to one 

other is a distancing from a different other. Al1 of these movements are rooted in 

Dasein's ecstasis. Dasein is oriented in its there according to the relations of nearness 

and distance which it bears to other entities which figure in the tlzere. The set of relations 

within which Dûsein 'proximally dwells' is the there of its everydayness. The distancing 

which occurs in encounter. when Dasein allows its death to draw near. constitutes the 

bracketing which I will investigate more closely here. 

In the moment of vision. Dasein expenences an rxploding beyond itself which 

involves the falling away of the meanings within which it usually dwells. This perrnits 

the fulfillment of the intentional cornportment toward Dasein's own Being as mortal 

Being-in-the-world which those other meanings obscure. This disclosure occurs in the 

first instance in anxiety. through the disclosure of the no-thingness of the world. In 

everydayness the locus of the meaningfulness of the world is taken to rest in entities 

themselves. When these entities become devoid of meaning and slip away, what remains 

is a no-thingness (the worldhood of the world) which de fies Dasein's ordinary way of 

understanding the world and. importantly, itself. It is in this last sense that Dasein's 

Nichfigkeit is revealed. This is Dasein's guilt, which is expressed not just in the mute 

recalcitmnce of the world, but dso in the silence of the cd1 itself. The message that the 



call bears outstnps the powen of signification of Our usual discourse. Discoune does not 

terminate in anxious Being-towards-death: Dasein does not remah locked within itself. 

as is clear frorn the emphasis on ecstasis. but h a  surpassed the usual medium of 

discourse (language). This is refiected in the way in which the indeterminacy 

sunounding the cd1 (due to its extra-linguistic chuacter) does not compromise the 

determinacy of the meaning of its message. What the cal1 says. on the one hand. is 

indeterminate in so fm as it occun in silence and thus does not participate in the 

objective meaning associated with language. The cd1 lacks a determinate fom. Yet the 

content of the cdl. the meming it conveys. is undeniable; indeed Dasein is left with no 

doubt in its mind as to the call's significance. In this sense. the cal1 is extremely 

determinate. In its silence. the call tnnscends propositional assertox-iai structure (the 

structure which Heidegger associates in HCT with empty intentionality); with these 

trappings suipped away, Dasein can be certain of the c d ' s  immediate rneaning. 

The ecstatic rupture with everydayness also hm a spatio-temporal dimension. 

This rupture cames Dasein beyond the world and places it face-to-face with the 

worldhood of the world as it is rooted in Dasein's Being. In this sense, Dasein's 

everyday spatial orientation in the world is disrupted: Dasein is transponed inio a no- 

where: it is displaced and uprooted. But since Dasein's understanding of the world and 

of the spritiality of the wortd is. for Heidegger, rooted in Dasein's temporality, the rupture 

wi th everydayness implies that Dasein transcends its everyday temporality . Heidegger 

maintains that, in everydayness. Dasein primarily tempordizes itself out of the present. in 

pmicular out of an impoverished understanding of the present as Gegenwart - a 

moment of 'now' . Accordingly. in everydayness the other temporal modes corne to be 

understood in ternis of the present: the future is û 'not-yet now'; the past is a 'now' that 

has gone by. Consequently, Dasein's temporality is understood as a series of points, 

indeed a line of points. that extends into the future and back into the past. This particular 

concept of temponlity is lvgely entwined with an understanding of Dasein's Being in 



terms of the present-at-hand; this, h m  Heidegger's point of view, poses a problem.17 

In coatrast to this linear picture of tim, which denotes the present as a particuiar 

point on a he, authentic temporality is meant to be more circular - or as s o m  would 

Say, kairological.la Dasein's tempraüzing becoms an anticipation of the future and a 

repeating of the past, which are brought togetkr in the instantaneous cla&y of the 

moment of vision. It is this moment that Heidegger describes, as I have noted above, as 

king the ecstatic moment, and it renders everyday ternporality other. l9 This moment 

resembles the transcendence of conversation involved in the encounter, partiy because of 

its momentary chamter (which 1 noteû was the way in wbich an outside observer would 

likely characterize the temporality of the encounter) and partly because of the sense in 

w hich it is "outside of' tirne. That Heidegger intends the moment of vision to be inhised 

with a cemin degree of eternity, and hence timelessness, is perhaps not very obvious on 

the basis of the text itself. However, his nference to Kierkegaard's conception of the 

Augenbfick (as discussed by Jaspers) suggests be has diis in rnind-rn In my view, 

although Heidegger takes issue with the terms in which Kierkegaard has defïned the 

moment of vision and ûelieves it must be explained in tenns of a finite temporality, he 

does not hold that the moment of vision is expMenced any differently than it has 

historically been describai. Thus, the Augenblick as a moment wherein a fhte being 

experiences infhity or eternity docs not seem to be in dispute. For this nason. one can 

17 Dasein's undcrsranding of Being in tams of the tempord muii? of tbe prcsent leads it ta uodcrstand the 
Being of cntitics in tcrm8 of tbe v a t  as well, ounely as pnsence-at-haad. This in turn affects Dasein's 
understaocihg of spaîiali~: it reduces ouriinAna-g of the tkre to somthing appro.ching tbe occucrence 
of substances in threedimnsionai space. 

19 "The tcmporality of authcntic hiatoricaiity, as the momcllt of vision of anticipatory rcpetition, &prives the 
'today' of its characttt ~spmsent, and wans one fiom the conveotionalitim of the 'they'" (SZ 391). 

l0 Heidegger c i t h  (SZ 338) îo Kad J@s text, Dic Psychologie &r WeI~cIsorivngrn in wbich several 
paga are &voted to the concept of the AugenMick and how it hu bœn auoed hhoaically by Kierkegaard 
aadodiar. T h t A u g e n M ~ , ~ g m J r u p e r s , b ~ y ~ m a m , m c l l t w h i c b ~ o f  
etanity. It is somehow somptd with etedty, but b not iWfebemity. It is also wt to be d v e d  as an 
empy eoernity, but a nilbOai cderaity, an cdanity pindoxidy hhed wich ficticity a d  nniaide. Sec 
Jaspers, Die Psycblogu &r Weltonrchungen, 4th ai. @miin: Sprhger V*, 1954) 10û-17. 



comctly state that the moment of vision is characterizeâ by etemity; as 1 bave noted, 

etemity is an important aspect of the temporality of the encounter. Thus. the temporaiity 

of anxious Being-towards-death, as npnsented by the moment of vision. coasists in a 

particular bracketing of Dasein's everyday temporalizing. 

In the c d  of conscience. Dasein's self as d o u s  Being-towards-death 

pronounces its guilt. It discloses to Dasein thef as thrown Dasein both is and is not its 

own foundation. The paraâoxical ambiguity here is tbat Dasein's bais both is and is not 

other; Dasein both is and is not continuou with it. A similar ambiguity lies in the idea of 

anxious Being-towardsdeaîh as disclosed to Dasein ihrough the c d .  As Being-towards- 

death, Dasein is its death. yet it is also not-yet its death. Drawn before itself as Being- 

towardsdeath. Daseia is ecstatically drawn out of the everydayaess of its there towards 

the no-thingness and no-whereness of its king in aruiety; Dasein encounters its own 

alterity, but is dso countered by it, for that dtcrity is s u  what Dasein is not; it is still 

impossibility; it is SU inassimilable. 

The anaiysis in this chapter Wustrates the way in which Dasein's anxious Being- 

towards-death and its disclosun through the cal1 of conscience can be understood in 

dialogicai tem,  specifically in those terms which pertain most particdady to the 

dialogic encounter. This bas been demoristrated by exploring the way the constellation of 

dialogid concepts appears hem, as weil as by examinhg the features of the dialogic 

situation which p e r d  us to more cîoseîy associate it with encounter. Findy* 

considering that encounter cm be regarded as a bmketing or surpassing of conversation, 

the degree to which amcious Being-towards-ûeath partakes of such a bracketing seems to 

support the view that it can be appropriately characterizeâ in terms of encounter. If this 

is so, however, it impLits tbaî thcrc is a convtrSIitiou which becornes bracketed h u g h  

the happening of the encounter. That is, encounter always occurs on the basis of an 

existing conversation which has an ontical priority. Thus, if Dasein's amious Being- 

towardsdeath is to be undtrstood as an encounter, it mut bc possible to characterizt tbat 

which is bracketed - n ~ r ~ ~ i y  evcrydayncss - in tmns of the conversational figure of 

dialogue. 'Ihis is the task of the next chapter. 



Chapter 8 

Conversation and Dasein's EvergdPy Being-in-the-world 

In the foregoing chapter, I iîiustrated the affinity between anxious Being-towards- 

deah and the dialogic encounter. But in the discussion of encounter in Part II, 1 argued 

that encounter - although perhaps enjoying an ontological priority - is only facticaliy 

possible on the basis of a conversational dialogue which is aiready underway and which 

is bracketed in the happening of the encounter. To smngthen the position, then, that 

aDxious Being-towards-death has the character of an encounter, 1 must demonstrate how 

that which gets bracketed - namely Dasein's everydayness - can be chcterized in 

t e m  of conversation. 

I will illustrate this in the foiîowing fashion. Foiiowing the pattern established in 

Chapter 7.1 will first consider the way in which everydayness cm be understood as 

diaiogicai in terms of the consteilation of dialogicai concepts. Then 1 will demonsuate 

how this diaiogicality can be characterized as conversational with reference to the 

particular features of flow, reciprocity, thematic unity, and openness. In this discussion, 1 

will focus on everydayness as a general phenomenon. However. in order to sharpen out 

understanding, 1 will also consider a specific example of an everyday interaction in 

which greater attention can be given to specific exchanges between specinc dialogic 

partners. Throughout, 1 wül be anentive to how the conversationaüty of everydayness 

prllnarily occurs in the mode of the third person and as an empty intentiodity. These 

issues wiU receive greater considcration in Cbaper 9. 

i. The dialogicaüty of everydayncss 

We shouid begin by bnefiy recomidering the phenomenon we intend to analyze, 

that is, Dasein's Being-in-the- wosld in its everydayncss. Being-in-the-world is the 

concept Heidegger uses to express Dasein's intentioarility. Although 1 have alrcady 

argued that intentiodty is dialogid according to the mode of conversation. more 

shouid be said to demonstrate that &hg-in-the-word in puticular can be characterized 

as didogue. We must examint this king-in-tk-wodd mon closcly. My stratcgy in this 



section will be to briefly consider, in Heidegger's own t e m .  Dasein's Being-in-the- 

world in geaeral and with nference to a specific exampie. 1 wiii then arialyze, first, the 

exampie, and second Dasein's Being-in-the-world in general. with reference to the 

consteliatioa of dialogical concepts. 

Although intentionality is a Being-towards. this is not to be understood in the uni- 

directional sense it is otten thought to imply. Dasein's Being-towards is a Being-in, 

wbere that Being-in is not intended to imply a spatial nlation that pertains to the- 

dimcnsional. geornetrical space. 'in' pettains to a 'dwelling' or perhaps we couid 

Say a belonging. For Heidegger. the world is not a random collection of entities but is 

always a meaningfui context in t e m  of which entities cm be seen to belong together in 

a particultu way, to stand in certain relations with respect to one anothcr. That Dasein is 

in such a world meam that Dasein too is orientai toward these eatities by virtue of this 

context. Dasein too beiongs to the structure of rneaninghil relations that make up the 

world. Dasein not ody understands that these entities hmg together in a particular way, 

it understands how (by Whie of what) they hang togethet as they do. This is what it 

means to say that Dasein understands the totality of significations, the refenntial 

structure of the world, the world's maning [Sinn]. 

The maningful context of the world and Dasein's situatedness thenin underlies 

the possibility of Dasein's understanding and being affccted by the world in any way. As 

modes of disclosedness, Brfindichkeit, undemtanding, and discourse at once disclose 

Dasein as situaîed in a particdar way within a particda, meaningful context, and imply a 

particular understanding of this Being-in ovedi. That is, the disclosure of a particular 

situation as meaningful depends upon Dasein's antecedent undersrandhg of its Being as 

a d w e h g  in a wodâ, even tbough such an understanding is largely obscun to it. 

This involvemni in the world bas both active and passive aspects, as suggested 

by the movemnt implicit in BefinùlichAcit and understanding, in pdcuiar. Dain's 

The idea that Ebidegger emphuizes ben is thc diffacria between 'in' and 'kt, the sccond M g  wbat he 
waats to imply. Unfoiainatoly, boîh iermi tmsiatc to 'in' in Enghh 'Bei* ntains tbe sense of the Fnnch 
'CM ad hcluda the d g  of 'in' cbit wc have wbm w my 'in Heideggdr work' or 'in the concept 
of Being-io-cbe-wodd' . 



disclosedness means that Dasein's situatedness in a particular context is always disclosed 

in some way. This implies that Dasein is always aware not only that it has certain 

possibilities with respect to the entities which surround it. and that it can effect change in 

the world or be an actor in the world. but also that it is in turn affected by the world. 

It is important to emphasize that the undentanding of the world that Dasein 

exhibits in its Being-in-the-world is at the same time an understanding of itself reldve to 

that world. an understanding of its own Being as Being-in-the-world. Implicit in al1 of 

this, as we know from our discussion in Part 1. is an understanding of the sense [Sinn] of 

Being in generd. It is with reference to this sense or meaning of Being that the world is 

able to hmg together in a meaningful way, that the world makes sense. In our 

engagement with the world, we expect it to make sense, and we interpret specific 

phenornena in such a way that they fit in with the whole. It is important to emphasize the 

sense of meaning as Sinn in this context. 

The point to be highlighted here is that Dasein experiences its Being-in-the- 

world as meaningful [sinnvnl[l (even if that meaning is a cenain meminglessness). 

Dasein experiences this meming through the modes of disclosedness. In BeJindlichùeit 

Dasein finds itself disposed towards the world in one way or another; it discloses itself as 

already involved in some project which orients it toward entities in the world. The 

understanding w hich accompanies Befindlichkeit discloses possibilities from out of this 

involvement. How 1 find myself situated in the world penains to the kinds of 

possibilities that understanding discloses. How 1 tend to be affected and how 1 tend to 

understand possibilities in the world is largely govemed by discourse. Discourse 

provides the tems in which things have previously k e n  understood and expressed. and 

the world and Our specific situation usually disclose themselves to us in these terms. 

That is, because Being-in-the-world is a type of intentiondity, the disclosure which 

occurs through this intentionaiity involves a type of categorid intuition. The cotegories 

through which the intuition occurs are possible on the basis of the discourse which 

establishes and maintains the terms that may be used to ûpprehend the Being of objects. 

The objectivity of categonal intuition depends upon the "independence" of discourse. on 

its king  public. Its terms are widely used and shared, mediating the interaction of many. 



In this way. the discourse takes on iui objective character. lying outside of any particular 

subject, able to govem the way in which we understand the world and disclose 

possibilities.? 

To hirther the point. let us imagine an everyday situation. k t  week I received a 

birthday gift from my grandmother, and although I have written a short thank-you note, 1 

have not gotten around to buying any stamps. The letter has been sitting on rny desk 

seaied in an envelope for several days, and 1 still have not mailed it. Finally. 1 cannot 

procrastinate any longer; 1 take the letter to the post office, where I stand in line and, after 

a lengthy wait. reach the window. 1 ask the clerk for severd stamps. pay with a $5 bill, 

and receive change. 1 put one of the stamps on my gnndrnother's letter, drop it in the 

mail box, and proceed down the Street feeling that 1 have had a very productive morning. 

Although this example is entidy banal - and we do things like this al1 the time 

without any reflection - it is a phenomenologically rich situation. We will begin by 

considering how this situation can be described in t e n s  of Being-in-the-world. We 

immediatetely notice that there are sevenl practices or networks of significance which are 

brought together in this one example: the practice of gift-giving, the practice of 

purchasing something, and the practice of mailing letters. Because it is unclear whether 

any of our engagements in the world are ever tnily reducible to one practice, it is 

important to appreciate the way in which even the most mundme of our activities 

involves a complex interweaving of 'equipmental contexts' which refer back and forth to 

one another. 

Let us consider the purchashg situation in ienns of concem. Here we could s q  

that the for-the-sake-of-which in ternis of which everything is illuminated is the goal of 

sending this letter. 1 go to the post office in order ro purchase the stamps in order to mail 

the letter. I stand in line at the post office in order tu ask the clerk for the stamps, and 1 

give her money in order tu pay for them. Heidegger would say that the particular end 

ZThis issue of objectivity was an important point of emphmis in Heidegger's discussion of categorial intuition 
in HCL He was quite insistent that Being was notsomething projected over objects by the subject but chat 
it had an objective ctilincter chût w u  apprehended by categorial intuition, although not, admi ttedly, accessible 
to simple perception. 



that I have in mind illuminates a whole network of possibilities. The money, that had the 

rather vague in-order-to of king for buying things, now bas a specific in-order-to - to 

buy the starnps 1 need. The mûilbox, which previously had a rather vague possibility, 

now shows itself as king able to be used to mail my lener. The point is that my 

possibility, namely the possibility of mailing this letter. towards which 1 have projected 

myself, f ~ e s  the various objects I encounter for certain possibilities relative to that for- 

the-sake-of-which. 

It is important to see that the for-the-suke-of-which which govems my particular 

action of buying stamps is itself something that is located in another context. from which 

it denves its significance and importance. The mailing of the letter itself has its own for- 

rhe-sake-oFwhich - which is t~ thank my gnndrnother - and that too takes its meaning 

from the practice that we have of thanking people when they give us gifts, which itself 

refea to the practice of recognizing birthdays by the giving of gifts and so on. My point 

is that these pmctices are intricately imbedded in and intertwined with one another. They 

refer in multiple ways to one another to such a degree that any son of ontic ûnalysis of 

the networks of signification at play would likely never reach completion. 

This situation also involves Dasein's solicitude. I approach the postal clerk as a 

postal clerk, as someone who has the ability to sel1 me the stamps I need to send my 

letter. This is the possibility for which I free the clerk, and it tdces its reference from the 

for-rhe-sake-of-wlzich towards which I am oriented.3 This is not lirnited to my interaction 

with the clerk. but extends to the way she approaches me. I am approached as a 

customer; 1 am freed for this possibility relative to the for-rhe-soke-+which which 

belongs to the clerk, namely that of getiing through this day at work. Thus. the clerk 

does not ded with me in my singularity any more than I deal with her in her singularity: 

we are both interchangeable, both easily represented by others. The imponant feature of 

the situation, from both of our perspectives. is the function we perform, the possibilities 

which we represent, the means to which we are each an end. This kind of interaction is 

3 This kind of interaction is highiy characteRsUc of dus Man. "In that with which we concem outselves 
envimnmentaüy the Othus ;ut encounared as what ihey are; they ore what they do" (SZ 126). 



interaction in the third person; we do not. by and large, address one another in our 

particularity. Our interaction is govemed by pmiculu niles of conduct which apply in 

such situations; we have certain expectations regarding how the other will behave and 

how we ought to behave. and we generally abide by these. But these rules are established 

by Dasein as dm Man. Thus. when we conduct ourselves in a way which conforms with 

these established practices of interaction. we apprwch both the other und ourselves as 

king interchangeable in this regard; we act in the third person. as representatives of dm 

Mm.' In this way, we are both disclosed by the situation in accordance with the 

possibilities that cm primarily be said to belong to dus Mon. 

It is also interesting to consider the way in which 1 compon toward the other 

people in the line. This is a perfect example of what Heidegger means when he snys thm 

others are those from whom one does not genenlly distinguish oneself. in that they are 

generally given as 'Being-there-too' . Indeed. 1 see the other people in the line as also 

being customers, dso waiting in line in order to conduct some sirnilm business at the post 

office. I see them as being there for reasons sirnilar to my own. This demonstrates not 

only that I have disclosed them only relative to one particular possibility of their Being, 

but that 1 have also disclosed rny own Being in ternis of this same possibility. otherwise 1 

would not have this sense of them 'Being-there-too. with me'. This is not true sirnply 

because 1 do nor know these people. or do not know their names. Indeed. the fact that 1 

have written a thank-you note to my gnndmother in response to a gift that she ha sent 

me is also governed by a set of practices in which it has been established that this is the 

appropriate response to such an act. Indeed. 1 send thûnk-you notes to anyone who sends 

me a gift. Even in this situation, there is a sense in which the situation discloses us in the 

third penon. 

The situation described here is govemed by the publicness of dos Man, which 

shows itself in the expectations that we have regarding the behavior of the other, and the 

noms which we follow in conducting ourselves. We behave as 'they' behave. Such 

This raises the nrher involved question of what distinguishes first-person from third-person interaction and 
modes of address. This will k ddressed at greater length in Chapter 9. Suffice it to say for now that it 
penains to the specificity of interaction rehtive to the individuaiity of the pûrticipanis. 



behavior displays the features which Heidegger cdls distmtinlity, in which Dasein 

mesures itself against the behavior of others and modifies its cornportment accordingly. 

1 would not do anything while standing in the line which would draw attention to myself 

as anything more thui a postd customer. Distantiality results in a certain averageness, 

for we ail act according to the same model. This unifonnity constitutes a levelling down 

of the possibilities of Being, not only for myself, but for the others involved in the 

situation. Because of this publicness and third-person character of the involvement. 

Dasein becomes disburdened of its Being as possibility, for it sees its possibilities as 

lying outside of it, given to it by dus Man. and does not disclose to itself that possibility 

belongs to its Being. In this way, Dasein evades its existentid responsibility. 

Heidegger spe l s  of a11 of this in pejorative terms, but it is imponant to see that 

he is critical of this. not because it is immorai, but because it is empty and band. There 

is nothing wrong with behaving this way while buying stamps. However, it is also 

important io see that what mmy of us would consider to be û moraily appropriate thing to 

do - writing a thank-you note Co one's grandmother - is largely govemed by the same 

kind of publicness, and hence is often a ritual which is just as band and empty. The d a  

Mon mode of componment is a fonn of empty intentionality. This is true in part because 

of the way in which the interaction assumes. but does not grasp. the possibilities which 

the situation discloses, well as Dasein's own Being qua Seink8nnen. It is also true in 

that this dm Man type of componment is directed at another without intuiting that other 

with any degree of specificity and imrnediacy. This is why the other appears as 

interchangeable, or sirnply refers to the end in view. It is in this sense that the lived 

experience involved in this kind of interaction cm be construed as empty and lacking in 

intuitive ful fiIlment. 

1 have emphasized that it is the situation, rather thm my projection of a 

possibility, which discloses. It might be vdid to say that. in a pûrticuldy Iimited action. 

it is the projection of a particular possibility that orients the situation in a pariicular way 



and allows the structure of in-order-to's to show up.5 However, this is more difficult to 

maintain once we situate a particulu act in the Iarger context in which it occun. where 

the act cm be seen as a response to something else. Thus, it is more appropriate to Say 

that the situation is what discloses; the situation discioses me as having certain 

possibilities. This is what Heidegger's own discussion of Being-in suggests. If 

disclosedness rested pnmarily in Dasein's projection of its possibilities. then it would be 

constituted by understanding alone. But understanding is only one facet of disclosedness. 

dong with Befindlichkeit and discourse. Al1 three are associated with the disclosure of 

any situation. 

We cm see this in our particular example. Befindlichkeit is the mode of 

disclosure which is at work in  my initial sense that my grandmother's having sent me a 

gift mems that I should wnte her a letter, and also in my feeling that 1 ought to mail the 

letter the longer it sits on rny desk. It shows itself in the annoyance that 1 feel at having 

io wait at the post office, and in the sense of ~ccornplishment and good conscience thot I 

experience upon having finally mailed the letter. My understanding of the situation 

shows itself in my knowing how to "make use" of the various objects, penons, and 

institutions in order to achieve my desired result: thus. I know what al1 these things are 

for. 1 know what stamps and mailboxes are used for. and I am able to negotiate my 

environment in relation to these. Understanding Jways pertains to the possibilities 

which 'belong to' things; it shows itself in our practical engagement with these things 

and in the "know-how" that we exhibit relative to them. These possibilities are always 

disclosed discursively. It is on the basis of discourse that 1 and the othen who are 

disclosed in this situation are able to understand the various possibilities that belong to 

the situation as belonging to it. Because we undentand phenomena in the terms in which 

they have previously been understood and expressed - as they have been represented in 

public discourse - our understanding is mediated through dm Man. Public discourse 

also influences or shnpes the way in which we con be affected by situations and our 

Indeed 1 have said this above, and Heidegger also frequently uses such Ianguage. 



environment. Thus. it also plrys a role in our Befindlichkeif. Indeed. discourse discloses 

the situation, and discloses us as oriented in a particular way in the situation, such thm we 

understand or find ourselves in it in a pûrticular way. 

Although the foregoing has by no means k e n  an exhaustive phenomenology of 

the example originally given, it has given us a picture of an everyday engagement in 

terms of Heidegger's understanding of concem. solicitude, and Being-in. We now need 

to establish the dialogicdity of this Being-in-the-world. We will begin by considering 

the nsponsibility that shows itself, most obviously. in the way ihat i feel about the letter 

that lies on my desk. As the days go by, the presence of the letter gives me to understand 

- with ever increasing urgency - that it should be mailed. The letter demands that 1 

mail it. That 1 feei this and respond in one way or another. either by putting ir off for 

another dny or by talcing it down to the post office, shows my resp~nsibiiity.~ Moreover, 

that 1 find myself responding implies that 1 have found myself to be questioned; this 

indicates my questionability. The presence of the letter on my desk continually 

challenges me, reminding me thût I need to mail it and querying me regarding when 1 

will get around to doing so. This same responsibility and questionability are found in the 

way in which the gift I receive from my gnndmother demands or asks for a response in 

the form of a thank-you note. Objects are able to give us something to understand in this 

way because a place has k e n  found for them in a redm of meaning, a world. which is 

intersubjectively constmcted and maintained. If the practice of sending thank-you notes 

did not exist, the letter would probably present itself to me with a different urgency. As 

the existential structure through which the meaningful whole of the world is created. 

Mitsein - and consequently others - lies behind the possibility of any particulw 

object's giving meaning. Nevenheless my lived expenence is that the gift and the letter 

as objects demand something of me.? This responsibility and questionability show 

This two-tiered response (feeling that ii demand has been made and then responding to it in some way) is 
similar to the two levels of responsibility noted with respect to the cdl of conscience. 

This nises the question of the role that the human others who smd behind the various objects with which 
we are involved play with respect to the didogicdicy of those relations. We experietice the letter or the gift 
as giving sornething to understand which chdlenges mi demmâs aresponse. This is possible because of the 



themselves in a less striking way in the other facets of the example as well. For instance. 

when I see the Iine at the post office, 1 get into it; when 1 see the mailbox. 1 throw the 

Ietter in it. These are very simple responses to what is given to me to understand in terans 

of the possibilities which the situation discloses. and it is from these possibilities that 1 

am asked by the situation to choose a course of action. In this way, my questionability is 

invoived as well. 

if a demand has k e n  made. it must originate with something or someone other 

because one experiences a demand as a daim king made upon oneself that cornes from 

somewhere else. sornewhere outside of me. This shows the alterity of the other relative 

to me. In the fint instance, this alterity lies in the letter itself, sitting on my desk. In its 

very physical persistence. it continues its silent dernand and also its reproach. In the 

second instance. there is the alterity represented by my grandmother who lies "behind" 

the letter as it were. elsewhere in the network of significations but not immediately 

present. not irnmediately demanding anything of me. 

The alterity of objects shows itself in everydayness in the way in which we 

typically tend to distinguish ourselves from them on the grounds that they are 

discontinuous with us. Our understanding of this discontinuity and alterity is genenlly 

reflected in our undentonding of the physical distinctness of objects. But what is mostly 

emphasized in everydayness is our continuity with objects, which lies in the imrnediacy 

with which we understand the meaning they give. and in our ability to manipulate them 

as toois. This is possible on the bais of the ovedl context of meaning within which we 

are situated and which orients us relative to one another in a particular way. However. 

the real discontinuity of the objeci - the discontinuity which is most important from the 

way the situation discloses the lener. This means that ultirnareiy, the meming that the letter gives and the 
possibility which is disclosed to me in relation to it is given largely in terms of discourse. which is dependent 
upon Mitsein. Discourse is not rui independent realm of meaning, but is created and sustained through the 
sharing of meaning which pemins to Mirsein. But the letter aiso has meaning by vime of my relation to my 
gmndmother. It is against this background, which hiu generated ri particular discourse of its own over tirne, 
chat the letter appem as hsiving a certain meaning. Although we would more comrnonly say that the 
responsibility I fed to mail the letter is aresponsibility to my grruidmother, this does not attend to what I wmt 
CO emphasize here -ntuneiy, that the objeci, the letter, is what remin& me o f  that responsibility by conveying 
tbat message to me and chaîlenging me with its presence. 



perspective of Being-in-the-world - lies pnmoriiy conceded in everydayness. This real 

discontinuity only shows itself in those moments in which our engagement with the 

object fails to function smoothly or is disrupted in some way, as when the object cûnnot 

be used for the purpose which we had intended and thus shows itself as recaicinant. 

stu bôorn, resistant, an obstacle. 

Our engagement with other people - those from whom we typically do not 

distinguish ourselves in everydayness - is similar. Because we are al1 CO-disclosed as 

k ing in the same with-world, dwelling within the same network of significations, out 

everyday engagement emphasizes how much we have in common. how much we 

understand one another: in other words, our continuity. For example, my engagement 

with the postal clerk is govemed by a whole set of pre-established rules and expectations 

concerning behavior. comportment. and interaction which - it is assumed - we both 

s h m .  These pre-established rules and expectations typically do not show themselves, 

except in the instances in which a misunderstanding occun. When our implicit 

expectations fûil to be fulfilled. attention is dnwn to them for the fiat time, thus 

disclosing thern and revealing our discontinuity. In an interesting way. these moments of 

breakdown - which simultaneously disclose our discontinuity with the other and our 

desire for a continuity with the other - cm also reved our own finitude by disclosing 

our lirnits. These limits may be disclosed through fmstrated involvements not only with 

other people but also with objects ruid institutions.g Our everyday comportment involves 

a complex system of implicit meaning and rnutual understanding; nowhere is this clearer 

thm when one finds oneself trying to funcrion in a different cultural context. In such 

instances one is 'not at home' in a way which goes far beyond the obvious spatial 

dis location. 

s For instance, it could be that 1 am fnistmted in the project of mailing my letter because the post offîce is 
closed or because 1 do not have enough money. In these cases, 1 find myseif powerless to achieve rnyfor- 
the-sake-of-which becnuse I am fnisaied in my in-order-ro. This kind of hsniition and bmkdown cm give 
rise to the experience of miety. which aiways invoives-at least to some degree -a disclosure of finitude. 
We are iuurious before possibilities md out responsibility for those possibilities. Often the disclosure of one's 
Being-passible is only irnplicit here. and is not revealed in the more extensive way that Heidegger describes 
in his own discussion of mxiety. It is nonetheless cvideat. 



Our continuity with the other. which is established through our shmd meaning 

context, is most strongly emphasized in everydayness. However, our discontinuity 

dways lies close to the surface. That we implicitly reaiize this is illustrated by the fact 

that we refer to these others as others in the first place. it also shows itself in our 

communication with the other: we comrnunicate precisely because the other is other and 

thus is not privy to our thoughts and feelings unless we somehow rnake them known. 

Communication presupposes both alterity and discontinuity, even if it covers them up or 

does not explicitly ncognize them. 

Finaily, what i s  established and sustained through the interaction with people and 

objects is meaning. When the unposted letter sitting on my desk presents itself to me as 

expressing a demand. what it gives me to understand is a meaning. It mems something 

to me; in recognizing the demand that the letter expresses, I confirm or vaiidate the 

meaning which it gives. Because this rneaning derives its sense relative to an entire 

network of signification in which it is situated. my affirmation of the meaning that the 

letter gives is actuaily an affirmation of that whole network. Thus. in recognizing the 

demmd which emmiites from the letter. I affim the practice of writing thank-you notes, 

because it is in terrns of this practice that the letter voices its demand. 

This is similarly true of my interaction with the postai clerk. In conducting 

ourselves in accordance with the established memings which govern such interactions, 

we affirm and reinforce them. What Iargely remains undcr the surface in both instances 

is the extent to which meaning is produced through this dialogical interaction. That 

meaning is produced in such cases is not dways obvious because we interact with one 

another largely on the bvis of r shared redm of meaning which dways already exists 

md which establishes our continuity. However, when the b i t s  of that continuity are 

reached. our discontinuity is reveaied. Using the background understanding which is 

s h a ~ d  between us. this discontinuity cm ui rnediated, and the redm of meaningfulness 

c m  be extended as shared understanding is bmadened. Only in so far as we are in 

dialogue with a shared realm of meaning does discourse evolve and change. 

The picture we have developed of Being-in-the-world is one of deep engagement 

and involvement. It is extremely immediate. However, precisely because we are so 



absorbed in our involvement in the worid. we tend not to disclose the Being-in which is 

the ground of that involvement. This self-absorption is. in a certain sense. a self- 

forgetfulness in which one is drawn out of oneself or loses oneself in the engagement. In 

going forward into the interaction and toward the others who are also involved there, we 

are always responding to the interaction and engagement with the other, and the wway in 

which it calls us out of ourselves. The interaction discloses a relation to alterity 

chancterized by both responsibility and our questionability. Our participation and 

involvernent in the wodd and with other entities indeed depends upon this kind of 

questionlresponse stnicture. Responsibility and qüestionability refer ais0 to our 

continuity and discontinuity with respect to the other. To the degree that we are drawn 

out of ounelves and ûbsorbed in Our engagement with the other, we establish a certain 

continuity with the other. In this continuity, in the interaction - the belonging to and 

engagement in the totdity of significations - the meaning beiween us is established. 

But this drawing close to the other is aIso only possible on the basis of our mutud 

alterity, our difference with respect to one another. and thus Our discontinuity. 

One of the more striking features of everydayness is the degree to which the 

alterity of the entities with which Dasein engages. and Dasein's discontinuity with those 

entities, is masked by an ernphasis on its continuity with them. typically expressed in 

ternis of Dasein's ability to undentand or meaningfully compon toward them. However. 

everyday interaction i tsel f presumes the very discontinuity with and alteri ty of those 

entities which it denies; in this way. Dasein's everydayness can be undentood as an 

empty intentionality. 

There is aiso a sense in which the functionality of everyday interaction is thought 

to be meaningless or, at the very lest, unproductive of rneming. However. this too is 

due to a masking of the role everyday interaction plays in sustûining meaning through 

repetition, or in undenining meming by not affirming it. The network of significations 

within which we dwell is maintined through didogue when these significations ;ire 

recognized as memingful. and repeated. But through the srune didogic interaction. the 

possibility exisu for significations not to be repeated, resulting in an erosion of the 

existing network of meaning, or a shift or change in those meanings. In this way, even 



the most banal engagements c m  be said to produce rneaning through the significations 

involved therein. 

This discussion has illustrated that our everyday interaction does have a didogical 

chmcter, that we cm identify within everyday interaction the constellation of concepts 

which are constitutive of diaiogicality. Although cenain dimensions or aspects of this 

dialogicality - particularly with respect to the altenty of the other, Our mutual 

discontinuity, and the role of Our interaction in the production of meaning - remain 

largely unnoticed in everydayness, this in no way detracts h m  its didogicaiity: these 

features are presumed in everyday behavior. They are always present as assumptions, 

and the possibility always exists that a moment of breakdown might bring them into high 

relief. The next step in Our discussion is to demonstrate that the dialogicality which 

characterizes everydayness is of the conversational variety. 

ii. The convenationality of everydayness 

The primary objective of this section is to illustrate how the diaiogicality of 

Dasein's everydayness can be understood as a didogicaiity of conversation. I will pursue 

this task by searching for traces of movement. participation, the in-between and openness 

in the orientation which characterizes everydayness, to see whether they correspond at ai1 

to the way in which these features manifest themselves in conversation - namely in 

ternis of flow, reciprocity, thematic unity, and openness. In rny investigation. I will try 

to limit my discussion to the phenomenon of Being-in-the-world in its generality, making 

specific reference to the detailed example given above only when it is useful for 

illustrating a point. 

We begin with movement. We are not looking for movement as it pertains to the 

changing of physicûl location but rather, for a movement which is appropriate to the kind 

of spatiality that belongs to Dasein's Being-in-the-worid. Such a movement is cledy 

evident in one of the fomulations that 1 have used frequently, nmeiy that of 

'approaching objects' with an expectation of meaning or understanding. This 

approaching is not a physicd approaching but an intentional one, and is expressed in the 

characterization of intentionnlity as a Being-mwurds. This towards is Dasein's 



movement in the direction of the othea in its world. whether they are things ready-to- 

hand or other Dasein. 

Movement cm be identified in yet another frequently used locution: that the other 

'gives Dasein something to understand'. The object gives something which Dasein 

receives. This is o movement from the object toward Dasein. These two movements 

combined chmctenze the way in which Dasein experiences its world: as an appmching 

and a being-approached. In this way things in the world can draw near or withdtnw with 

respect to Dasein. This approaching and being-approached - through which meaning 

flows between participants - suggests the back-and-forth form of participation 

associated with reciprocity . My Being-towards the object frees it for certain 

possibilities; but that Being-towards is also a response to what the object has given me to 

understand on the bais of the discourse which mediates our interaction. So, the mailbox 

gives itself to me as a mailbox, as a place where 1 can post a letter; my Being-towards the 

mailbox with the for-the-mke-of-which of posting this letter frees it for the possibility of 

king a place where 1 cm post this letter. 

However. 1 argued that the unitary aspect of phenomenologicai disclosure is a 

kind of simultaneity. This seerns to recommend against undentanding these two 

rnovements as related to erich other in the kind of sequential fashion which reciprocity 

would seem to require. 1 have already expiained that a peculiar feature of 

phenomenological disclosure is the simultaneity of disclosive movements through which 

the subject/object locations become blurred, resulting in a middle-voiced phenornenon. 

In order to support the point that the participation involved in Being-in-the-world 

resembles reciprocity, we must take û closer look at the kind of movement involved in it. 

Dasein's ecstatic movement manifests itseif not only as a movement outside of itself 

toward objects. but as a movement outside of itself toward the future in self- 

'tmnscendence'. For this reûson, it is possible to say that Dasein moves "through" time; 

and indeed Dasein experiences its temponlity in its everydayness in this way: as having 

a certain linearity in which the present i s  aiways king overcome as Dasein moves into 



the future. This characterization of Dasein's temporai movementV9 when combined with 

the spatid movement just described. produces a phenornenon that resembles flow. As 

described in Chapter 4. flow expresses the connection between utterances in a 

conversation. particularly the degree to which they follow upon one another and refer to 

one another. This notion of flow cm dso be used to describe the connection between 

moments of disclosure as they occur in time. Dasein does not experience a random 

sequence of disclosive hqpenings - there is a certain continuity or sense to these which 

imbues Dasein's experience with coherence. This suggests that Dasein's Being-in-the- 

world hnppens as a series of approaches and counter-approaches which penist over a 

period of time, giving the interaction a structure which resembles question and response. 

a give-and-take between pmicipants which has a certain continuity and cohesiveness. 

This kind of interactive structure requires a participation which resembles reciprocity 

more than simultaneity. 

The continuity and connection required for flow and reciprocity to appear suggest 

that there must be something in ternis of which Dasein's engagements make sense: there 

must be some way in which Dasein's engagements hang together in some kind of 

meaningful whole. Generally spedcing, this rnemingful whole is the network of 

significations which makes up the world, and which is disclosed in the situation. In the 

situation, we find the feature of the in-beween. The in-between is what lies 'between' 

the participants: it is what binds them and orients them significatively with respect to one 

another. But the in-benveen is also a product of their dialogic interaction: the in-between 

both sustains and is sustained by dialogic interaction. In any specific involvement, the 

in-benueen is the situation - the world as it is disclosed relative to the particular 

possibilities and the for-the-sake-of-wiiicit's that concem the participants at the time. If 

we consider the intenction with the postal clerk, we cm see that certain noms 

conceming the practice of mailing letten are included within the network of 

significations in which we dwell. nomely that one goes to the post office, buys stamps. 

Although in everydayness Dasein may understand its temporality as linea, Heidegger insists that it is redly 
more circular, as the ecstatic movement of surging fonvd and falling back suggests. Nevenheless, the 
temporal duration of Dasein's interaction in the worid is the determinative feature here. 



puts them on the letter, and throws the letter in a mailbox. This practice sets certain sorts 

of expectations for how the people involved are to behave. That is, certain sorts of 

questions, requests, and actions are considered to be relevant to such an interaction. 1 am 

expected to know that I have to pay for the stamps; the clerk is expected to know how 

much postage 1 need. We would both be surpnsed if either of us asked questions that 

exceeded the parameters the world sets for such an exchange. We are always guided 

beforehand by an understanding of these rules. and this understanding always lies in the 

background, brought to bear whenever a specific project that 1 have requins me to draw 

upon it. The situation is not simply the world itself: it is the particular ontic 

configuration of penons and objects that has k e n  illurninated in ternis of the world 

through a particular for-the-sake-of-which which 1 currently have. Thus. the way in 

which the various aspects of the practice of mailing a letter hang together is not itself the 

situation. Rather the situation is the illumination of these aspects in tems of the concrete 

possibility of mailing this letter which I am currenrly pursuing. Because I have this 

project, the network of in-orderoto's is illuminated in a particular way to reved the 

situation; and thus I become oriented relative to the other participants in tems of the 

situation and according to the noms which were mtecedently part of the world. This is 

precisely what it means to s q  that my interaction with the other is mediated through the 

structures of the world, and in this case in particulrir. in a manner which pertains to dus 

Man. 

This is as true of objects as it is of other Dasein. The letter is able to give me to 

understand what it does on the bais of the antecedently established pwctice of writing 

thank-you notes. It is thus appropriate to say that our interaction is mediated by the 

world. and that what lies between us and orients us relative to one another in any given 

exchange is the situation. The distinction between world and situation is significant 

because whereas the world represents the network of meming which we use as the means 

of dialogue, the situation is more specifc to a particular interaction or event. They are, 

nevertheless, related. The network of meanings which makes up the world is sustained 

and ptexrved (or chnnged) through what happens in the situation. What happens 

between self and other is meaningful. To the extent that this meaning coincides with the 



existing received meaning that provided the initial orientation of signincance in the 

situation, this event sustains or presewes the world. To the extent that this meaning dœs 

not coincide, it can undermine the existing structures of significance, opening up the 

possibility for the world to change or evolve. By nsponding to a gift with a thank-you 

note, I affimi that response as a maninghil one. as one that rnakes sense given the 

'query' or 'challenge' which the gift npnsents. If I did aot respond to the gift in this 

way, 1 would be denying th& this response is appropriate. If we ail stopped responding 

in this way, over time the practice would disintegrate and the receiving of a gift wodd no 

longer 'man' that one ought to respond with a note. 

The specific meaning chat evolves in the situation is what is disclosed through the 

reciprocity of the interaction and the fîow of the dialogue itself. Although the meaning 

that emerges is not exactly reducible to the meaningful expressions themselves, the 

expressions refer to this emergent rneaning and make sense relative to it. This rneaning 

is what the dialogue is about; it is its thematic unity. In our panicular exarnple, the 

meaning which unfolds in the situation is the for-the-su&-of-which' s of the two 

participants, narnely the mailllig of the letter. In this case, the for-the-sa&-ofwhich has 

been ascertaiaed or established befon the engagement itseif. I go to the post office and 

engage with the clerk with the prior aim of maüiag rny letter; and the clerk goes to work 

and engages with m with the prior airn of getthg paid for a day's wodr. The particular 

engagement between us then becornes the meam to accomplish these ends. It is no doubt 

because the for-the-sakc-ofwhich was previously ascertaiaed that the situation is largely 

governed by the anteccdently established nctwork of significations, and is not changed or 

challenged by the specific interaction. But this could be otherwise; we can easily 

imagine situations in which the fur-the-sakc-of-which is not clearly estabtiskd in 

advana but itself evolves through the dialogic engagement or else simply rests in the 



diaIopic engagement itself. l1 

in either case, what lies betwan the participants is a particular configuration of 

both the meanhg which precedes the dialogue and orients the participants relative to one 

another by establishing the parameters of the dialogue. aad the meaning wKch develops 

through the unfolding of the dialogue itseif (what the dialogue is actuaüy about). This 

in-between can be understood a~ the thematic uaity. Although the in-between as it 

appears in both the encounter and conversation modes can be construed as an event 

between participants, the meaniasfulness of the between of the encounter lies much more 

in the event itself. It is not inauenced by the preexisting wtwork of meaning in the way 

that occurs in everyday Being-in-the-world.I2 For this reasoa, the in-benveen is 

understood most appropriaîely in this case in terms of the conversational feahue of 

thematic unity. 

Etnally, the openness which belongs to this interaction is an openness to the 

meaning the othet gives. This is shown in rny interaction with the leaer no less than in 

my interaction with the postal clerk. But openness has another sense as weU. Although 

any specific interaction might have its o m  ending point - as my project of mailing the 

letter reaches fulfillment when 1 drop it in the mailbox - I aiways rnove on to other 

projects and possibilities. Since Dasein always zk its possibiiities, it is always aîready 

ahead of itself, pursuing another possibility; this series of involvernents is, in p~ciple ,  

limitless. in this way, Dasein's engagement with its world can be said to have the 

openness which belongs to the direction and duration of a conversation. 

1 would conclude tbat the diaiogicaiity which belongs to D8sei.n'~ everydaywss 

can be best characterized in terrns of conversation, on the basis of the flow and 

nciprocity which mark the patterns of movemnt and participation of Dasein's Being- 



in-the-world. Monover, Dasein' s involvemnt with entities in the worid is always about 

something that exhibits a thematic unity and always implies an opemess. The 

conversationaiity of Being-in-the-world is echoed in the equiprimorâiality of 

Befindichkeit and understanding. In particular, out Befiindlichkeiit captures the extent to 

which we are open to king affected by the world, and thereby emphasizes our opemess, 

out questionabiiity, our vukrabüity. Monover, that we always fïnd ourselves to be 

affectai in a certain way, to be alnady thmm into a pariicular rnood, illustrates the 

d e p  to which we have already been chdenged; our dialogues are always already in 

progress, ongoing. Our understanding is our always aiready knowing how to get around 

in the world, our always approaching the worid and the objects therein in tenns of 

possibility. Understanding shows the de- to which we have always aiready responded 

to entities in the worid, challenging and asking things of hem and trying to affect the 

world. Our Being-in nflects that we have always alrrady gone beyond ourselves towards 

the other. we are always aiready i m p l i d  in and affecteci by the otber. 

Generaily speaking, then, Dasein's everydayness can be consmied in ternis of 

conversational dialogue. Dasein's Being is a Being-in-the-worid, where this Being-in- 

the-world is understood to be a particular type of intentionality: a Being-towards. This 

Being-towards is a Being towards another. Thus, as a Being-in-the-world, Dasein's 

Being is always a Being beyond itself toward another, which is evidenad in the extent to 

which the convetsationality of dialogue is constitutive of Dasein's very self. This 

conversationai@ represents a nlationsbip to alterity, which typically remains conceaied 

in everydayness. The aiterity of the 0 t h  and out discontinuity with respect to one 

another - although presumcd by our interaction - are not N l y  discloseci. 

In what sense dœs this conversationality of Being-in-the-worid constitute what is 

surpassed in the dialogic encounâr of anxious king-towerds-death? As discussed in 

Part 4 the bracketing which characttrizes the intensification OC conveCS8tion into 

encounter occurs with respect to spatiaüty, tcmporality, and signifîcanœ. This 

brackcting occm at two levels. 'Ibe fbt level is tbe conversatiodty of Dasein's 

Being-in-the-world in gentrai. A particda sor& of spatirilityt temporalityt and 

significance belong to Dasein's Being-in-the-wodd Tbese axes of orientation are not 



denved from any absolute, but are rrlated to the netwoorks of significance which 

constitute the world, and to ou comporments within that netwo*. in the moment of 

Dasein's anxious Being-towardsdeath, Dasein's involvement in its Being-in-the-world 

is, as it were. amsted; Dasein is brou* to the 1 s t  of its Be@-in-the-world, and its 

orientation within its world is disrupteâ. nie axes dong which that orientation no-y 

o c c m  are transformed. Dasein's spatiality coilapses into a no-when. Dasein's 

temporality is compnssed into an instant which is beyond time and partdes of eternity. 

Language. which has always ken the realm of meaning, evaporates away into silence. 

The rneaningfulness of the world fades into obscurity. In a sense, the distance between 

Dasein and its 0th - the distance that makes possible the kiad of movernent, 

paiticipation, and in-between which can show theniselves as fiow, reciprocity. and 

thematic unity - coilapses, leaving only a colliding, a simuitaneity. and the silence of 

the bond of the between. In this way. Dasein's anxious Being-towardsdeath is a 

surpassing of its Being-in-the-world, in the way that the encounter is a surpassing of . 
conversafion.1~ 

However, a bracketing of the conversationality of everydayness also occurs with 

respect to the "tmscendingn of a third-person mode of engagement towards a k t -  

person mode. This bracketing of the thid-person-ality of everydayness is not shply a 

bracketing of Dasein's convefsationality, but a msfonnation of that conversationaüty 

into a first-person-ality via the dialogic encouter. This point wii i  be developed at length 

in Chapter 9. 

In d o u s  Being-towards-dcath, the relation to alterity that the conversationality 

of Dasein's everyday Being-in-the-world presumcs, but only emptily intends, is rendered 

hii. niis fuisumnt occm through the bracketing of the specific conveRstion and 

Anxiow &hg-towanb-deatb is not, boweva, a auqmmhg in the sase that Dasein surpasses its 
convcrsatiooaiity witb the world and otbers in favor of a &dogue witb itself. This may secm counta- 
intuitive, sinœ a dirilogic eqagemait with iîseif aami to k -ly what is missing in Dasein's 
inauthcnticity. Howevcr, oae shouldrcmembertbat Durin inbtnQ its owa Being dong with the Being of chc 
wodd d otbcr entitim in hth  ev~ydeyaesr iad authticity. Dmin's Being-in-t&-wodd b, at base, an 
inîentiod compormiEnt towsrd its OWQ m g ,  rnd so Dvcia dœs participate in a conVtIMtion witb its 
Being, evenin evaydryneu wôac it ia notexpicit Simiirriy, evea whtn DII)Cbps intenaion of h own Being 
is fUM, D d s  co~versationatity widi the wodd 0 t h ~  u pesaved in SuthCatic histOriPng. 



cornportment in the world in which Dasein is engaged, so that Daseiein cm experience its 

own Being as possibility in a more immediate way. However, the bracketing of 

conversation which occurs in the encounter of anxious Being-towards-death does not 

result in a negation of conversationality. The point is to be that conversationdity more 

fully. For this reason, it would be inappropriate to limit authenticity to the phenornenon 

described as anxious Being-towards-death; this is but one moment of becoming 

authentic. 



Chapter 9 

Authentic Historizing and Conversation 

1 have noted that authenticity cm be analytically distinguished by two dimensions 

or 'moments'. The first is the disclosure of Dasein's anxious Being-towards-death 

through the cd1 of conscience. The second is the authentic historizing which is generated 

out of this anxious Being-towards-death as a result of the cd1 surnrnoning Dûsein into the 

situation. Our understanding of authenticity would be incomplete if we defined it only in 

terms of Dasein's removd from its everyday world. as a being wrenched away from 

itself. If we are to make sense of Heidegger's daim that authenticity is an existentiel1 

modification of das Man. then authenticity must be shown to be not a negûtion of 

everydayness. but a modification or othering of it which is made possible by the 

dislocation that occurs through Duein's anxious Being-towards-death. However. to end 

Our discussion of Dasein's authenticity here would still be to end too soon. In 

authenticity. Dasein is ultimately drawn back into the conversation that characterizes its 

Being-in-the-world; this is the meaning of Dûsein's authentic historizing and of 

Heidegger's daim that the cal1 calls Dasein fonh in order to brhg it back to itseif. 

If historizing is a modification of everydayness. this implies not only that it rnust 

display the essential features of dialogue which belong to everydayness. but that it must 

display them as being modified. 1 will argue that this modification consists of a shift 

from the third person to the first person. The specificity of address which occurs in 

anxious Being-towards-death has the effect of drawing Dasein out of the third-person- 

ality of its everydayness. and drawing it into its fint-person-ality. the mode of its 

authentic histonzing. This transformation is intimately connected with the rehtionship 

between Being and tirne. Heidegger maintains that the understanding of Being which 

underlies Dasein's undentanding of the Being of entities takes its point of reference from 

time. He illustrates this by arguing that even in everydayness Dasein understands its own 

Being in terms of temporality - specifically the finite temponlity of monaiity - 
although it does not immediately grasp its Being in these terms. The disclosure through 

which evidence is given for this implicit understanding occurs in Dasein's anxious 



Being-towards-death. For our purposes, the important feature is that this evidence is 

brought home to Dasein in its particulaity. In understanding that its Being is a Being- 

towards-death. Dasein is reveded as constituted by temporal finitude. This disclosure 

occurs in the way death singles out Dasein. calling it from out of the slipperiness and 

interchangeability of its self as Man-selbst in everydayness, and pinning it down to a 

possibility that it cannot elude. 

This is one way in which temporality is important to Dasein's Being in the f i t  

penon. Another way lies in the role of Dasein's ternporaiity in the formation of the I. 

According to Heidegger, the unity of Being which characterizes the I is genented out cf 

the unity of the temporal ccstases. through the way in which they han$ together 3s 

integrated: the I emerges as an integrated w hole through temporalizing. Furthemore. in 

being dnwn back into the situation. Dasein becomes re-integrated with the network of 

significations - the meaningful whole that constitutes the world. In a sense. then. the 

unity of Dasein's 1 lies also in  the unity of its existence as Being-in-the-world. Authentic 

historizing combines the two dimensions that lend unity and wholeness to Dosein's 

Being, and through that historizing in which Dasein becornes its 1, the fint-person-ality 

disclosed in anxious Being-towards-death is preserved. For this reason. I will argue that 

the conversationality of authentic historizing c m  be understood as occumng in the first 

person. 

To demonstnte this point. this chapter will proceed according to the following 

movements. First, I will address at some length the distinction between ftrst- and third- 

penon modes of interaction and address. Second. 1 will illustrate how. in these terms, 

one c m  charactenze Dasein's rvtrydayness as occurring in the mode o f  the third person 

and Dasein's mxious Being-towards-death as occurring in the mode of the first person. 

Thirdly, I will discuss Heidegger's undentanding of authentic historizing and its 

relationship to ternporality and Being-in-the-world. I will pûrticularly focus on what 

rnakes this historizing authentic and genentive of the I in  terms of the first person. 

Finally, I will consider how the I is constructed in a dinlogicril mmner through authentic 

historizing. 



1. First- venus third-person modes of interaction 

Within the literature on dialogue. most notably but not exclusively in the work of 

Maxtin Buber. a distinction is made between the mode of interaction known as the I- 

Thou and the more impersonal interaction w hich Buber characterizes as the 1 4 .  This 

contrast denves most of its power not from the mere distinction between Thou and It, but 

fkorn the observation that the difference between the Thou (du) and the fomal You (Sie), 

is basically tantamount to the difference between Thou and 1t.i It is this distinction 

between the Ich-Du and Ich-Sie. that 1 refer to when 1 speak of the distinction between 

interaction in the fint and third penon. 

This preserves somc of the sense of Buber's distinction. I agree with Buber that 

there is a movernent between these two forrns. that the !-Thou can "degrade" into an I- 

WYou and thst the I-[flou c m  be intensified into an I-Thou. I aiso agree with Buber that 

the I which is represented in each of these pairs is not the sarne. but takes its character 

from the other with which it i s  paired and h m  the mode of that engagement. By this I 

mean that the 1 which exists in the 1-lr/You is determined as an I through this mode of 

engagement. and so compons towards itself much in the way that it compons towards the 

other. In so far as it understands the other as IVYou. it understands itsel f as Itflou; this is 

pmly due to the fact that the other understands the I similarly. In other words, in the I- 

Ir/You not only does the I address the other formally ruid indirectly, but the other also 

addresses the I this way. In this sense. the interaction is not simply unidirectionally in 

the third person, but is actually govemed by a third-person type of interaction.' A 

paralle1 situation occurs in the case of the !-Thou. It is not just the I that addresses the 

other as Thou. but the other also addresses the I this way and by doing so elicits the I in a 

different way than in the I-ItYYou. 

However, my distinction of the first- and third-person modes of intenction does 

not follow Buber's I-Thoull-It distinction in the daim that only the former is diaiogicd 

1 See my note in Chapter 7 regarding Levinas as a possible exception to this situation. 

3 In this regard, my notion of thel-ItlYou differs substantidly from that of Levinas who seerns to suggest that 
the You cm address the 1 in its specificity without the reverse king iequired or implied. 



while the latter is merely intentional. 1 have discussed rny disagreement with Buber and 

Theunissen on this point at length above. There are many features of Buber's [-Thou that 

actuaily more aptly characterize my concept of encounter, such as the degree to which it 

tends to occur in silence and the way it is stamped with a certain kind of time-suspension 

or etemity. However, I would not maintain that the first- and third-person distinction 

maps directly onto the encounter/conveaation distinction. This will become clearer as 1 

demonstrate the fmt-person-dity of the conversational dialogue of Dûsein's authentic 

historizing below. 

In what, then. does the first- and third-person distinction consist? Reflection 

upon the observation that the Icli-Es and Ich-Sie are basically instances of the same kind 

of interaction reveds that the third-person mode of interaction involves a pneric quality, 

an impersonality which the first-penon mode of address overcornes. Where the first- 

person mode of interaction involves people in their specificity and wholeness as 

individuals. the third-penon mode of interaction involves people indifferently, as 

interchangeable or replaceable. In addressing the other as replaceable. I engage him in 

so far as he performs a paniculv role in relation to me in the course of my activity. To 

the extent that I only engage the other in this superficiai way, I do not acnrally address 

him as a person. It is for this reason that 1 address him as Sie and not dri. Addressing 

someone in the third person is a peculiar way of addressing someone by nor addressing 

him - much in the way that the 'royai we' expresses a first-person perspective without 

actually expressing it. In addressing someone in the third person. I do not address thur 

person because 1 do not address him in his specificity. This is the difference between 

addressing sorneone as Sie venus du. In addressing someone as du, 1 draw that penon 

close to me in a familiarity and intimacy that is absent in the Sie. This is why addressing 

someone as Sie is a mark of politeness; the formal mode of address preserves a distance 

between oneself and the other which the du would breach. pehaps inappropriately.' 

3 It is interesting to note Heidegger's comment regarding the reiationship between personal pronouns and 
locative adverbs in certain Ianpuages as discussed by Humboldt (SZ 1 19). Aithough they disaegee regarding 
which informs the other, boih agree that there is zin issue of  distantidity in personai pronouns which is 
reflected in locative adverbs as well. 



But does this mean that the difference between tint- and third-person modes of 

interaction is reducible to the distinction between the way I treat friends venus sirangers? 

I would like to avoid this suggestion because it oversimplifies a rnuch more complicated 

issue. Broadly speaking. this may be tme, but this is not an exhaustive clarification. We 

cm certainly imagine many instances where one could experience a great ded of 

compassion for the situation of a complete stranger and therefore interact with that 

person in the fiat person. For this reason, we must undentand these notions of 

specificity and replaceability more deeply. The key to the difference lies in the breadth 

and scope of the horizon within which one contextualizes the other. The basic 

assumption is that no one is identical with anyone else. There may be many ways in 

which we are similar to one another, but we are none of us the srime: we are a11 distinct. 

The extent to which we appear to be the same, or share similarities. bevs a direct relation 

to the breadth of the context in which those w ho observe us siturite us. The narrower the 

context in which 1 am undentood, the more like everyone else 1 will appeor. The more 

like everyone else 1 appear. the more interchangeable and replaceable with those othea 1 

appear to be. The specificity of who 1 am gets covered over, and 'who' I am gets reduced 

to 'what I do', to the function I perform (because it is to this that the context in which the 

other situates me has been reduced). This is the domain of third-person interaction.' 

However, if one takes a broader perspective on me and situates me against a wider 

horizon, I appear in a richer context, and thus more fully in my specificity. I am not 

rnnintaining that in first-person interaction there is any kind of active situating of the 

other against a wider background in order to get a better sense of who one is. It seems CO 

me that this is precisely the wrong approach. The other has to emerge against this wider 

horizon. 1 canot will this emergence, I cm only be receptive or open to it. 1 cm only be 

open to it if 1 have not succumbed to the narrowing of the horizon which chuacterizes 

our usud interaction with people. Phenornena only show themselves as whst they are 

agiiinst a horizon; similarly, only against a horizon do people show themselves in 

hdeed, Heidegger describes interaction in das Mun in similar terms (SZ 126). 



themselves.5 The scope of the horizon within which they are disclosed is important to 

how they are undentood. When 1 s p e l  of specificity and replaceability or 

interchangeability as the definitive features in the distinction between first- and third- 

person modes of interaction. 1 am refemng to the relative breadth of the horizon against 

which the entities involved in a situation are disciosed.6 

ii. The f i t  and third person in relation to everydayness and anxious Being-towards- 
death 

Dasein's everydayness may be understood as an interaction in the third person in 

terms of the concept of replaceability or interchangeability just described. Our point of 

access for this view is derived from the insights that Dûsein's everyday self is the Man- 

selbst and that Dasein's engagement with the world occurs in terms of dus Man 'Man' 

is the impersonal third-person pronoun in German. To sûy that in everydayness Dasein's 

self is r Man-selbst is therefore to say that Dasein is its Being in an impersonal, third- 

penon way. Yet Dasein is ontologically characterized by Jemeinigkeit which establishes 

that it is not impersonal, that it is personal in a first-person mode. Thus, Being in the way 

of the Man-selbst compromises Dasein's authenticity. 

In everydayness Dasein is engaged in its world in the wûy that 'one' is engaged. 

Dasein compons toward others as dus Mun not only in that it undentands others to be 

representatives of dus Mun. but also in so far as it understands itself in terms of dm Man 

and compons itself accordingly. This implies that Dasein not only fails to address others 

in their specificity. but fails to understand itselfin this wny. For this rerison. a 

5 I am not advocating thnt this whole interaction is limited to the redm of the interhuman or socid, mther it 
is simply the prototype which is extended to other domains. 

But C O U I ~  one noc argue the exact opposite? Couid one not say that people seem radicalty different from 
each other when taken entirely out of context, and that the more one contexruaiizes them, the more it becomes 
apparent that they redly are al1 the srime. thrit they a11 operate according to the same motives, that they a11 
share in a common 'human nature'? We cm appeal to Heidegger here. In our everydriy engagement with 
people, we typically do not ripprorich them ris if they were dl different. We approzich people with various 
rissumptions about how people behave, and we develop expectations regluding speciik individuels relative 
to those assumpaons. As we come to know someone better, we are able to deveIop expectritions based upon 
their own specific patterns of behûvior, and we come to judge them accordinp to those. As such, the move 
to see similririty in people is a generalizing one which must strip away context in order to achieve its goal. 



phenomenon such as the distantiality which Heidegger describes cm appear. Because 

Dasein sees othen as representatives of dm Mun. it sees them as interchangeable: any 

specific, phcular  Dasein could easily stand in for any other. We saw this in Chapter 8 

in Our example of the postai clerk and the other people waiting in line ût the post office. 

The people were disclosed relative to the rather generic possibilities for which the 

situation freed them (by vimie of the way in which I was open to the possibilities which 

the situation disclosed). The horizon within which they were understood was quite 

narrow; it was limited to the specific instance in which I interacted with them. largely 

guided and informed by the antecedent expectations and rules of behavior which shaped 

the situation and set the parameten of our interaction. This is not just true for the way in 

which we comport towards other Dasein. but dso holds for the way in which other 

entities are disclosed. Objects are disclosed according to what they are usually used for. 

ngainst a horizon which is not paiticularly broad. Al1 mailboxes are the same relative to 

my for-the-sake-of-whhi ; dl stamps. as long as they provide sufficient postage, are 

adequate to meeting my end. Al1 of these features recommend characterizing the 

everydayness of Dasein's Being-in-the-world in terms of a third-person interaction. 

Dasein's anxious Being-towards-death, by contrast. is better understood in terms 

of a first-penon interaction. The pnmary reason for this is the way in which the cd1 of 

conscience singles out Dasein, disclosing that death has marked this particular Dasein. 

Dasein's understanding of the possibility of its death clearly undergoes a radicai 

transfomation. In everydayness Dasein understands its death as a possibility which 

happens to everyone. hence to no one, and cenainly not to itself specifically. However, 

in anxious Being-towards-death, Dasein understands its death as its ownmost possibility, 

as revealed to it by the cal1 of conscience. Dasein's Jemeinigkeit is disclosed to it. 

Dasein is called upon to take up this Jemeinigkeit, or more precisely, it is revealed that 

Dasein hm no choice but to be this Jemeinigkeit. The cal1 c m  be said to single out 

Dasein in that it calls Dasein individually and cails Dasein to a possibility which is not 

representable. and which canot be taken up by another on Dasein's behalf. Despite the 

fact that death visits everyone equally, it is nonetheless something which is specific to 

each Dasein: no one dies my death but me; the cal1 is not transferable. 



In everydayness, Dasein undentands itself in ternis of das Man, and thus 

undentmds the possibility of its death in a general way as something which happens to 

everyone. Dasein's self is thus disclosed against this relative1 y narrow horizon. 

However, in anxious Being-towards-death, Dasein's self is disclosed against the broader 

horizon of its overall existentiality. Through this widened perspective, Dasein is able to 

recognize the way in which it specifically i s  assigned to its death by its existence, md by 

the mineness of that existence. The issue of nmowness and breadth of the horizon in 

which Dasein sees itself situnted has a particularly temporal significance as well. In 

undentanding itself largely in ternis of the nmow horizon of the present. Dasein cm 

simply say of its death that it is not 'now'. Taken against a wider temporal horizon, of 

course. Dasein rnust realize that its death is a definite, inescapable eventuality. 

Dasein's anxious Being-towards-death is constituted by an encounter with the 

alterity of its deûth which is more appropriate to the first person than the third. This is 

readily seen by cornpanson with the way in which Dasein understands the possibility of 

its death in everydayness. Dasein is called out of the third-person-ality of everydayness 

through the cd1 of conscience. The cal1 of the other - which is Dasein's self as thrown 

towvds death and thus other from the perspective of Dasein's everyday Man-selbst - 
acts as the Thou which elicits Dasein's Being in the fint penon and cdls it from the 

region of a formal Jemeinigkeit into an Eigentlichkeit. As 1 discussed in Chaptet 7, death 

is able to act as the Thou because of the way in which Dasein's Being-towards-death 

functions as the primary relation that orients Dasein and its death relative to one another, 

and allows them to take on the significance they have relative to eûch other. Being- 

towards-death allows death to corne into relation with Dasein in such a way that death 

ciin single Dasein out, challenge it, and cal1 it forth. 

iii. Authentic historizing 

Dasein is cailed to its Being in the first person through the cal1 of conscience. but 

it maintains itself in this first-person mode in anticipatory resoluteness. In anticipatory 

resoluteness Dûsein h o l h  itself open to its Being as possibility and dlows itself to be 

drawn into the situation - its there - where it becomes historical. The specificity of 



Dasein's I is retained in authentic historizing. To understaad this better, we need to 

understand how Dasein's I - as a Being-possible - is generated through the UILities of 

both temporalizing and Being-in-the-world. 

Heidegger argues thet the meankg of Daseid s Being-in-the-world - that Ui 

temu of which it is inteUigible - is temporality. Although implicitly p r e s d  in ail of 

Dasein's engagement in the world, Dasein's understanding of itself as temporal - as 
mortal and historieal - nevertheles rexnains far fimm it. This understanding is bmught 

close, however, in &OU Beiag-towards-death. 

Temporality is ecstasis (ec-stasis). Ecstasis permits the entity who possesses i t 

and is possessed by it to go beyond mere substantiality and physical pnsence. Ecstasis is 

always an already king more than what one is, an alnady king beyond what one is, an 

aîready king othcr than what one is. Ecstasis is what brings difference into sameness; it 

is what rnakes anything like the Being-toward of intentionality possible. Ecstasis is the 

primordial relation to altenty. Although Heidegger emphasizes ecstasis as a 

characteristic of Dasein's temporality, it is also dennitive of Dasein's existence as Being- 

in-the-world. This c m  be seen in his description of existence with reference to ecstasis 

in tenns of the c m  structures of thrownncss and projection. In so far as Dasein is always 

sirnultaoeously thrown projection. Dasein is alway s outside of itself in its worid. This 

ecstatic dimension of Dasein's existence and of its tcmporality is its Being-possible, its 

Seinkomn. à its Behg-possible, Dasein is already ahcad of itseif, towardr its 

possibilities as exhibitai in at least two rclated ways. Fust, Dasein is always thmwn 

towatds the possibiiity of its d e a .  Second, Dasein is always thrown towarâs the 

particdu ontic possibilities which arc disclosed in the particular situation wherein it 

h d s  itseif. Dasein's Being-possible. then. is implicated both in its Being-towardsdeath 

and in its Being-in-tbworid. 

The ecstatic charactcr of Dasein's existence and its tcmporality - which an 

refiected in its Being-possible - can only be pknomnoIogicaiiy discIoscd against a 

horizon which dows it to stard out in high relief, namely the hwzon of Dasein's 

impossibiiiîy. This horizon is Dssein's Being-towardsdeath, the possibility of iîs no 

longer existing, its no longer Behg able to be. Dasein's Being is discloscd to it 



authentically through its anxious Being-towards-death. 

In Heidegger's analysis. tempordity is the ground of Dasein's possibility becûuse 

possibility is a relation to what is not yet. Temporality must be conceived as  ecstatic 

because that which is not yet is beyond oneself and other: a relation to this other can only 

be established through an ecstatic movement. Ecstatic temporaiity, then, is what allows 

death to become a possibility for Dasein; it is what allows Dasein to relate to its death 

and also to disclose death as the horizon of its Being-possible. 

kath cm become Dasein's ownmost possibility because of the role that 

tempordity piays in establishing Dasein's Jemeinigkeir. The ecstases of tempordity are 

not simply erntically ecstatic in random directions in a never-ending chain which goes 

nowhere nnd comes from nowhere. The ecstases are coordinated, and the point at which 

they hang together with respect to one ûnother is what comes to be called the I. Thus, the 

disclosure of Dasein's tempordity amounts to r disclosure of its 1.7 The I is the locus of 

Dasein's ternporalizing; it is the place where the various ecstases of past, present. and 

future are coordinated into a temporal whole. In its ecstatic movement, Dasein is 

transported toward its past as 'having ken '  ruid its future as 'ahed of itself, and is 

brought back to its present. In this way. Dasein 'suetches itself dong' between its birth 

and its death, creating coherence and continuity for itself out of the disparate and 

disunified moments that constitute its life. In this way Dasein gives its existence an 

overall shape and meaning. Dasein's ability to do this is grounded upon its tempordity, 

and its ecstatic movement allows it to go beyond what it is rit the moment to pull together 

its past and future. However. it should also be noted that through this same ecstatic 

movement. Dasein constantly surpasses these integrated and rnemingful wholes which it 

has already fashioned for itself. The process of "unifying" itself into a whole is never 

complete. 

The temporalizing involved in authentic historizing discloses Dasein's I in the 

Heidegger argues that tempordity does not hang together because of the i, but d e r  that the unity of 
temporality is what mûkes it possible for the= to k a unitary I. This sounds odd. but 1 sugpst that he means 
that an existing entity. by virtue of  its existing, is d d y  tempomi, and it is this phenornenon of an existiag 
temporality which grounds the 1- 



fmt person because in anxious Being-towards-death. Dasein's Being is disclosed as a 

Being-possible against the horizon of its rnortaiity, the possibility of its impossibility, of 

its no longer Being able to be there. Dasein understands this possibility to be its own 

when it irnrnediately discloses this possibility as singling it out and eliciting its existentid 

responsibility. This more explicit understanding of its own Being will affect the way in 

which it is drawn into the situation and the way it will be open to what is disclosed there. 

Thus, it becomes pdcularly important to recognize b t  the ecstatic character of 

Dasein's existence not only transports it ahead of itself towards its death, but also beyond 

itself toward the world and the entities disclosed therein. Every time Dasein expresses 

itself using the pronoun '1'. it expresses its Being-in-the-world and Being-with Others 

(SZ 321). Dasein is always already involved in the world, immersed in a series of 

projects set against the background of a network of significations in terms of which 

various possibilities are disclosed. This. too. is part of Dasein's Being-possible: Dasein 

always is its possibilities. In k ing  drawn back into the situation, Dûsein is drawn back 

into this involvement. back into the meaningful whole that is the world. 

The world is a whole of significance in which entities are disclosed as having 

meaning in relation to other entities and particular possibilities. Heidegger argues that 

the world is able to hang together as such a cohesive whole because of Dasein's ecstatic 

temponlity and the coordination of the horizons towards which its ecstatic movement 

caries it. Dasein always understands itself as faced with some set of circumstances with 

which it must ded (pst). as having certain possibilities towards which it cm project 

(future) and as having various means at is disposcil for achieving those ends (present). 

Through Dasein's ecstatic movement beyond itself towards other entities, these features 

hang together in a unity which constitutes Dasein's there. But this there is also Dasein's 

Being as Da-sein. We c m  Say, then. that the unity of Dasein's I is partiy derived from 

the unity of this there and the significance with which it is imbued. Moreover. when 

Dasein undentands its Being, it understands its rhere. This understanding fonns part of 

the horizon of significance within which whatever is disclosed in the situation is 

reveded. Consequently, Dasein's more authentic understanding of its own Being has a 

direct impact on the way it discloses other entities in Being-in-the-world and Being-with 



others. 

This point might be clarified with nferenœ to the p s t  office example h m  

Chapter 8. In everydayness Dasein primarily undent8nâ.s its situation within a fw 
narrow horizon; we might Say a horizon of the 'now'. nie Being of things is understood 

as presence-at-hand. This might even be said of othem as weil, in so far as they are seen 

as 'there too with me' in a mrely 'present' sense: we an ali  waiting in the line together, 

doing the same thiiig. This undentandingis large1y due to the de- to which Dasein has 

not grasped its k i n g  as possibility. Dasein tends to understand possibility as klonging 

to objects much in the way that properties belong to objects; this implies that the 

possibilities an object is understood ta have do aot depend upon the situation. For this 

reason, objects can present Dasein with possibilities, but these possibilities are 

understood to befd Dasein and to be fairly independent of Dasein's Being. The 

implication is that possibiüties exist for Dasein in its everydayness only w i h  the rather 

namw scope of Dasein's specific encounters with the entities which are thought to 

'have' these possibilities or to avail themselves to Dasein. Dasein tends to understand 

the entities it encouaters as being sekontained and closed off relative to other entities in 

the context wherein it is situated. 

In authentic historiPng, however, Dasein's ecstatic temporality carries Dasein 

beyond the 'now' of the situation in an explicit way, allowing it to see the horizons of 

that situation and of the entities encountend therein with greater breadth. Thus, the 

others who en in the line are not mrely 'thcrc too'. but are people with lives that go 

beyond their being pesent in the lise. This dlows us to be together in the ihe in a more 

signifiant way, and is what Heidegger means by authentic bondedness. The broadening 

of the horizon of significance also dows me to see the maiiing of this letter as something 

1 shouid do, not by rate or out of habit, but ôccause it wiil mcon something to my 

grandmother and because 1 want to maire thaî mcaninghil gcshae towards her. In 

authentic ternporalipllg, the horWns withia which entities and situations are âisclosed 

- and within which we do wbrt we do - are extendcd so that we have a greater sense of 

what king ~ I C  maas and why it is signifiant. This SM canna be obsemd 'hm the 

outsi&'; it is an inner modincation. 



Authentic histonzing dnws Dasein into the situation with a renewed 

understanding of its own Being. Objects are disclosed as having possibilities relative to 

the situation as a disclosive whole. The ability of the situation to hang together in this 

way (or to disclose itself as hanging together in this way) depends upon the unity of 

temporality. It is. in a sense, the tempordizing of temporaiity which dlows something 

like a situation to emerge for Dasein. In responding to the possibilities which its 

situation discloses. Dasein temporalizes itself in a way that it does only obliquely in 

everydayness, where Dasein is focused less on the situation itself in t e n s  of which 

possibilities are disclosed. and more on the possibilities thernselves considered 

independently from the context which allows them to appear. 

Understanding its Being now as possibility, Dasein entes the situation with a 

horizon that extends ternporally, as well as significatively, fûr beyond the borders of the 

'now'. In fact. this is why it makes sense to refer to this context as a 'situation'. because 

it has now been siruated against a wider background. This wider horizon Iocates Dasein 

within its particular context with o greater degree of specificity because the scope in 

which the event is understood is expanded; more information can be brought to bear to 

distinguish the situation and the entities involved therein from others. In everydayness 

the narrow horizon of disdosure tends to reved entities as closed off. The broadening of 

the horizon in authentic historizing cm be seen as an opening up of objects and othen to 

the situations wherein they are disclosed. The expansion of the horizon dong 

orientationai axes of spntiality, temporality, and signif'cance allows Dasein to see this 

particular engagement as fining into a Iarger context. and to undentand the possibilities 

disclosed there relative to this whole. These situations themselves cm also be seen as 

open to the Iarger contexts in which they are imbedded. This increuse in 

contextuafitntion decreases the genenc character of possibilities as they are disclosed in 

everydayness and reduces the indiflerent or impersonai way in which Dasein pursues 

them. Dasein becomes more specifically engaged in the genenting of possibilities - 
and so aiso of its Self - not so muc h in the sense that Dasein "makes" its own 

possibilities. but in that the situation wherein possibilities are disclosed takes on a richer 

and more paiticularized hue, involving Dasein in a more personai way. 



The ontic possibilities disciosed in the situation cm evoke Dasein's I in the first 

person and demand responsibility of it. When Dasein allows itself to be dnwn into the 

situation in resoluteness, the first-person-ality of its Being-in-the-world manifests itself. 

Dasein's resolve to rernain open to its Being as possibility opens it up to the situation, the 

pacticular possibilities disclosed within it, and the others who share thrt situation. Dasein 

develops a richer sense of its there and the m d n g  of the there. Dasein's openness to 

the situation and other entities heightens its receptivity to being drawn into authentic 

action, to king called. and to responding in the fmt person. 

Authentic historizing is to be distinguished from historizing in gened in that the 

intentionality invoived in the former i s  rendered full. In so far as Dasein's Being is an 

issue for it. the object of Dasein's existentid intention -and therefore also of its 

historizing taken at an ontologicd level - is its Being, its existence. The I-ness of this 

existence is disclosed in anxious Being-towards-death, when Dasein's Being as 

possibility - its Seinkiirinen - is disclosed through the calling forth accomplished by 

the cail. However. through the cd1 Dasein is also cailed back to itself as rhrown Being- 

in-the-worfd, in which it is dways already involved in ongoing dialogic engagement with 

the world. Dasein is thrown back upon itself as possibility, not in an abstract way, but 

rather Dasein is thrown back upon those possibilities which its situation discloses. 

Authenticity is always a projecting upon possibilities which show up in the world. These 

possibilities are disclosed discursively. As such, discourse is not trmscended in 

authenticity. lndeed the kind of continuity or coherence Heidegger describes as king a 

component of historizing would not be possible if a relationship to the past were not 

maintained, in particular to the way in which the past has ken  previously uriderstood and 

expressed. It is largely by drawing upon these common terms and by situating oneseif 

relative to some common sphere of meaning that this coherence c m  be established. Here 

we cm see one aspect of the significance of Mitsein for Dasein's authenticity. 

Through authentic historizing, Dasein is able to hand its hexïtage down to itself in 

an authentic repetition of its possibilities, an authentic taking up again of its possibilities. 

Only in taking up its factical possibilities is the intentionality which Dasein is emptily in 

everydayness redered Ml; the ownmost possibility disclosed to Dasein in Being- 



towards-death is starnped with the concretion of ontic possibility in the world only with 

authentic historizing. Dasein's ontological openness as possibility is disclosed as an 

openness to sornething in particular. and Dasein ' s fonnal Jemeinigkeit is aans formed 

into a pioper Eigentlichkoit. This very language also suggests that the authenticity of 

Dasein's historizing involves an engagement in the mode of the first person. 

We can understand historizing as the process of fashioning a whole out of 

disparate temporai moments; it is a way of making things make sense by giving them a 

coherence. The language of wholes and unity which Heidegger uses here cm be easily 

misunderstood. Dasein's Being is marked by a structural whole which c m  be expressed 

in the existentid structure of Being-in-the-world or Being-towards-death. When Dasein 

grasps itself 'as a whole', it discloses its stmcturd wholeness or integrity, but this 

'wholeness' should not be confused with complehon. Completion suggests that the 

'parts' which are brought together into the whole cornpiement each other in such a way 

that any tension or confiict between them is resolved or neutralized in their coming 

together. The whole (completeness) that results is finished and closed off; this kind of 

completion is not a feature of Dasein's Being. The structural whole with which we are 

deding here is more appropnately characterized as an integration of parts that remain in 

tension with one another. The ecstatic movements of Dasein's temporalizing and of its 

engagement in the world - as thrownness. projection, and falling - do not resolve one 

another; they resist one another. This resistance lends a certain dynamism io the 

structural wholes of temporality and significance which they fonn. In authentic 

historizing these two wholes intepnetrate and generate Dasein's I within a broader 

horizon which allows its Being as Being-possible to be disclosed more fully and to Iay 

claim to Dasein in the first person. 

My claim is that while everydayness is a third-person conversationality, authentic 

historizing is a conversationdity in the first peaon. To avoid unnecessary repetition of 

what has already been addressed in Chapter 8, 1 will not pursue a lengthy discussion of 

the dialogicality and conversationality of authentic historizing. That it is meant to be an 

existentieii modification of everydayness, which 1 have already shown to be 

convenationally dialogical, should remove the need to do so. 1 have focused instead on 



the distinction between fint- and third-person interaction because this is the most 

significant difference between everydayness and authentic historizing. However, 1 want 

to stress the idea that authentic historizing be understood as a dialogical constituting of 

Self. In so doing, it will become apparent how historizing displays the features of the 

conversational mode1 of dialogue. 

iv. The dialogical constitution of Self 

In anticipatory resoluteness and authentic historizing, Dasein is drawn back into 

the conversationality of its Being-in-the-world in a first-penon mode. In being drawn 

into the situation, Dasein becomes located in a context which has spatial. temporal. and 

significative features: Dasein's there is a dialogic situation as described in Part II. 

Dasein finds itselforiented towards other entities in an involvement that is aiready 

unfolding, with particular possibilities for f ' h e r  developrnent which are related to the 

specific means available at the time. Dasein's disclosure of its Being ûgainst the broader 

horizon of its Being-towards-death and Being-in-the-world singles it out in the fmt 

peeon. Dasein's existence situates it relative to its death in such a way that it cannot 

evade it. Similarly, Dasein is situated within its context in its engagement with the world 

and others and towards its possibilities in such a way that it occupies a space which is 

unique. and in this wry Dasein's situation and the other entities disclosed within it can 

single Dasein out and bestow upon it a special responsibility. Dasein's heightened grasp 

of its there involves an accentuated sense of its openness to the situation and what cm 

unfold there. Desein is more deeply involved in the situation, and in disclosing other 

entities against a wider horizon, Dasein becomes more engaged with them in their 

particularity. 

There are two senses in which historizing entails a diaiogical constitution of 

Dasein's Self, and these correlate with the wholes of temporality and significance just 

described. The B a t  may be understood as a dialogue between different temporal 

moments through which a Self that has temporal unity can be forged. The second is the 

fashioning of Self through Dasein's engagement with other entities disclosed with it in 

the situation. Just as the whdes of teiaporality and significance become intertwined in 



historizing, so are the dialogic interactions which shape Dasein's I imbedded in one 

ano ther. 

It is important to note the middle-voicedness of Dasein's historizing. Dasein 

shatters itself against its death; in encoutering its death, Dasein is thrown back into its 

factical thcre, back into the context in which it always already was, but which can now be 

understood as a situation. Dasein's Being-towards-death discloses Dasein's Being as 

possible, thus aUowing the fBiCticai possibilities in Dasein's situation to maaifést 

themselves as such. In repetition, Dasein s e h  hold of some faaicd possibility in its 

anticipatory resoluteness. In this way, Dasein "kutds itseif dom to itself, fiee for death, 

in a possibiiity which it has inherited and yet has chosen" (SZ 384). This is Dasein's 

resolving upon its fate. The play between tbrowmess and projection in this situation 

However, it is important to distinguish the repetition of authentic historuiag from 

a mechanicd repeating or blind fatalism: 
... wbtn one has, by tepetition, hanclcd dowu ta O ~ K S C ~ ~  a possibility tb8t h85 ben, the 
Dasein that has-ban-thert is not disdosed in order to be actuaüzeâ over again. The 
npcariag of that which is possible dots not bring again somcthing that is 'past' , nor dots 
it bind ibc 'Preseat' back to that which has alrcady bccn 'outstrippcd'. Arising, as it 
dots, &om a resolute projection of onescif, nptition does not let itself be pcrsuoded of 
somethiog by what is 'past', just in or& thaî this, ae something which was formcdy 
amai,  rnay ctcur. Rattitr, thc repctition makes a &procal njoiDder to ibe pssibility of 
that existence which has-ben-tbcre. But wbeo euch a tcjoiader is mnrL. to thh possibility 
in a rcsalution, it is msk in a nromcnt of vision; und as suchit is at tbc same tim a 
disuwwui of thai which in tbe "todayn, is wding itscif out as the 'past'.' (SZ 386) 

This repetition is as much agahst the past as it is with it; it is a nsponse to the past, to 

the c d  of the pst .  indeed it is a response to the appeai of the cal1 of conscience9 

The c d  calls Dasein back to itself as thrown. In so far as Dasein heeds the c d ,  it 

responds to it. This is disclosed through the taking up of the possibilities which are 

disclosed within the situation into which Dasein's tempodty daws it. It is important to 

"Die Wiedaholung ewtdcrt vieImebr die Mllgüchkeit cier dagewesenen Existcnz. Die Etwidcniag der 
MOglichLeit im EntscbluB ist aôer zu@eich als angdicUkhe der Wrdrmrfcks~~n, waa irn Heute sich als 
"Vcrgangenbeit" awwirlt" (SZ 386). 



keep in mind, however, that Dasein's response to the call is only revealed through its 

Being-in-the-world in some way, namely through its taking up possibilities which are 

disclosed in the situation. Dasein's responding to the call amounts to its responding to its 

situation and the possibilities disclosed therein. It is significant that in authentic 

historizing, Dasein does not simply respond to possibilities in terms of s specific 

situation, but tries to do so in a way which helps it to foshion an integrated whole of its 

self and its involvernent in the world. In its historizing. Dasein responds to others which 

are temporally other, to different moments in its life - indeed other selves, past selves, 

future selves. In forging some sort of continuous whole out of these, Dasein dso 

responds to these others and the challenges which they give. 

The responsibility that Dasein shows with respect to the forging of a temporal 

whole reveals a certain questionability. Dasein clearly feels chllenged to create sorne 

son of unity for itself (otherwise it would not respond in the w q  that it does). This is no 

doubt due to the fact that the unity of its existence is repeatedly thrown into question by 

the ecstatic chancter of that existence. Because of Dasein's existential temporality, any 

wholeness it establishes is constantly king overcome and surpassed. In this way Dasein 

is challenged; Dasein's historizing is itself a response to that challenge." 

The extent to which temporality keeps rendering obsolete the wholes which 

Dasein shapes in the course of its historizing. thereby making them questionable. points 

to the degree to which these wholes are seen as meaningful. The dialogue in which 

Dasein engages in its historizing is one in which it gives meaning to itself through 

establishing some sort of unity or coherence from these 'disparate' moments. But this 

meaning is itself only created and maintained through the specific didogical interactions 

that occur al1 the time in Being-in-the-world, in the engagement with entities in 

accordance with the way the situation discloses Dasein in relation to them. In this way, 

l0 It is dso worth noting that this construit chmging and evolving-this Jmost obsoIescence- of unity (and 
meaning) is not only something which occws with respect to Dasein, but a h  with respect to otber entities 
and the world overdl. It is for this remon that they can become questionabte rhemselves. This is the other 
side of questionability: that Dasein is not only able to be questioned, but is itself able to question. This is of 
particular significance if we consider the whole ontological priority that Dasein is said to have with respect 
to the Seinsfiage. 



the meaning given at the very particular and specific level of any given disclosive 

situation is important in the fashioning of a larger meaning at a broader level. Because 

authentic historizing entails a sharpening of Dasein's attunement to its situation, the 

meaning given therein is undentood to be much more specific to the interaction and the 

situation. much in the way that the possibilities to which Dasein responds in such a case 

are more specific to the interaction. 

We have already noted that the ecstatic nature of temporality underlies the 

character of existence as thrown projection. but thrown projection is aiso linked to the 

tension between continuity and discontinuity. In finding itself thrown into the world, 

Dasein experiences its abandonment to what is other. This is an experience of dienation 

and discontinuity, both with respect to the world and with respect to itself. But Dasein is 

also aiways projecting beyond itself ecstatically towards the world and its self (in so las 

as it strives to become itself); this is a striving for continuity. This dynamic is evident in 

Dasein's historizing as well. As we have said, the ecstatic dimension of Dasein's Being 

which shows itself in its Being-in-the-world is founded upon this more primordial 

ecstasis of Dasein's temporality. An entity which is identical with itself cm be neither 

continuous nor discontinuous with either itself or another: it simply is in its identity. 

Such identity is not a feature of Dasein's Being. Dasein. because of its Being-towards, is 

aiways beyond itself and thus more thadother than itself. This introduces an aiterity into 

its Being, and it is this fenture which allows us to speak of continuity and discontinuity 

relative to Dasein's Being in the first place. Dasein's Being as a historizing is the 

coordination of ecstatic moments into a certain integrity. Heidegger maintains that this 

kind of continuity could only be established out of the dispeaed moments of Dasein's 

existence if there were sorne ontological structural whole (namely temporality as a 

whole) which made this possible. This suggests that the discontinuity which Dasein tries 

to overcome in its historizing - in its fashioning of a certain continuity - is not itself an 

absolute discontinuity. but is antecedently related to a lost ontological wholeness. In 

There is a sense in which Dasein's continuity (identity) is grounded in the fact that its existence is 
chmcterized by mineness. But thût its essence lies in its existence - and therefore is stretched out 
temporally and marked by finitude - is the aspect of Dasein's Being that is largely responsible for its 



this way, Dasein's historizing can be understood as a dialogical constituting (or 

reconstituting/recovery) of Self.'= 

However, it must be remembered here that this structural whole, as the ground 

upon which Dasein is able to reintegrate itself out of discontinuous moments, is one of 

openness, and therefore is never complete. Dasein's Being-towards-death and its 

temporalizing are ecstatic; they consist in a relation to the other. This relatedness to the 

other (a discontinuity) paradoxicdly constitutes Dasein's continuity. Being-in-the- 

world is only possible on the bais  of Dasein's temporality. That Dasein has such a 

temporality is what is Iargely conceaied from it, and so the nature of its Being-in-the- 

world is largely misundentood. When Dasein understands its tempordity differently, 

however, it c m  be the Being-in-the-world which it always already is in a more imrnediate 

way. This is accomplished through Dasein's appropriation of its temporality and its 

submission to an appropriation by it. But what Dasein experiences is not only itself in its 

unity and identity; it is also itself in its disunity, in its relation to dterity, indeed in its 

own alterity. 

This discussion so far has focused primarily on the dialogicality of Dasein's 

fashioning of a Self that has temporal unity. But we should draw more explicit attention 

to the way in which this Self is shaped through a dialogic engagement with the world and 

discontinuity. Dasein's Being is the combining of both of these aspects. 

l t  The degree to which this c m  be seen as specificdly conversation ai  may be supported as follows. The play 
of rnovement which shows up in authentic historizing is multiple. On the one hmd, Dasein is drawn into the 
situation, wherein possibilities are disclosed to it upon which it can project. fn doing so, Dasein goes beyond 
itself ecstatically in the projecting, but in a way which also brings the past closer in so far as this projecting 
also consists in handing one's heritage down to oneself. This movement is shmd with evexydayness and 
involves Dasein's approaching possibilities and king approached by them. This is the reciprocity which 
belongs to this engagement. But the flow consists in the fact that these are not isolated incidents, but thiit 
Dasein in its tempodizing ritternpts to estabfisb a continuity or coherence between the past and future. 
Because this continuity is constantly k ing surpasseci due to Dasein's temporal ecstasis, it is perpetually k ing 
re-constituted. This adds to the phenomenon of flow, but also to that of reciprocity in chat a 'back and forth' 
is established between the Dasein which tries to constitute itseif and the other which eroâes i t  When 
considering the dialogicality of authentic historizing overall, the thematic unity is r d \ y  the continuity of 
Dasein's self, the self which is constituted through the coordination of the various temporal moments. The 
unity is, in a sense, Dasein's very existence. Diisein's openness shows itself not just in its openness to the 
situation and the possibilities disclosed therein, but dso, more specificdly, in its vulnerability in the face of 
this continuai surpassing of itself and indeed the disintegraion of its wholeness which occurs due to its 
temporalizing. 



others. 

It is crucial to recognize that dl meaning for Dasein is bound up with the network 

of significations which constitutes the world. Things mean something because they are 

related to other things in a particular way: they are configured together into meaningful 

wholes. Something takes on meaning with reference to these configurations and the 

particular contexts within which that thing appears. This is similarly true for Dasein's 

Self. Dasein is able to find meaning for itself through becoming integrated or 

establishing connection with the networks of signification which d e  up the world. 

Through its dialogic engagement with the wotld and others, Dasein finds its place ~ i t h in  

that whole, and it derives its meaning with reference to it. 

When Dasein is drawn into the situation in resoluteness, it is thrown into its there 

and its engagement with others. As I have shown in Chapter 8. this engagement is 

conversation al. Dasein finds itself onented toward other entities dong axes of spatiality, 

ternporaiity, and significance. Dasein and the other entities are mutually disclosed as 

sharing a particular spatio-temporal location. They are also situated relative to a 

cornmon background of meaning against which they emerge as memingful and 

undentandable. The dislocation, alienation, and meaninglessness which Dasein 

expenences in the fdling away of the world in anxiety is overcome as Dasein finds itself 

reintroduced to the world. Meaning is re-established through a renewed connection with 

the world and others. The dislocation effected by anxious Being-towards-death functions 

as a phenomenological reduction which broadens the horizon against which other entities 

are disclosed; Dasein's relation to them is unconcealed against the horizon of Dasein's 

Being-in-the-world and Being-with Others. 

Against this brorder horizon, the entities with which Dasein is engaged and that 

very engagement itself manifest themselves in a greater specificity. They too show up in 

the first peaon and draw Dasein into the situation. Dasein is open to this approach in 

resoluteness, allowing its Being to be elicited in the f i t  penon. and it responds through 

taking action in the f h t  person. nirough the flow and reciprocity of this engagement, 

Dasein's Self is reconstituted. It is, in elfect, part of the thematic unity which unfolds 

between the participants in the conversation. 



The two instances of dialogicd constitution of Self which 1 have described are 

dependent on one another. Neither occurs without the other. The I which is implicitly 

expressed in Dasein's everyday Being-in-the-world and Being-with Others and the 

temporalizing which belongs to them becomes more explicitly disclosed when Dasein 

allows itself to be appropriated by its Being. It accepts its responsibility to and for that 

Being - as a Being-in-the-world and a Being-with Others thrown towards death. 

When Dasein encounters its own Jterity in its anxious Being-towards-death, the 

conversational dialogue of Being-in-the-world in which it was engaged and which was 

only possible on the basis of this relation, is bracketed. However. the disclosure which 

occurs in anxious Being-towards-death does not remove Dasein from the world, it 

suspends Dasein's engagement therein for an instant. In this instant, Dasein recognizes 

its own Being-able-to-be against the horizon of its no longer Being-able-to-be; the barrier 

of its own impossibility tums it back upon itself as a thrown Being of possibility. In this 

way the encounter pulls Dasein back into the conversation with its world. its Being-in- 

the-world, but now in the manner of a first-person engagement. Dasein feels itself 

addressed by its possibilities and sees those possibilities as its own. It hm rnoved into the 

mode of the first peson. 
* ?r S 

Dasein is an entity which is ontologically constituted by two features: first, that 

its essence lies in its existence; and second, that that existence is its own, it is 

chmcterized by mineness. The fint feature indicates that Darein is, that Dasein is a 

concrete entity. As such, Dasein is finite. Because it is finite, it is limited; Dasein is not 

dl .  But we dso know that for Heidegger, this existence is dso an ek-sistence; it is a 

k ing  out of itself towards; therefore, it is nlso an intentionaiity. The second featm 

indicates that this Being-towards is always mine: that is, it is experienced as my Being- 

towards. 

Being-towards is d w q s  a Being-towards another, and so Dasein's lived 

experience is that of Being-towards the other. in a certain sense, what is other is 

understood by Dasein as possibility because it is not Dasein, but something which lies 

outside of Dasein and towards which Daseia compoits. However, that what is other can 



be a possibility for Dasein lies in Dasein's own Being as a Being-towards. It is Dasein's 

own Being as intentionality that makes possibility possible for it. This in tum is rooted in 

Dasein's finitude. namely in the fact that it is limited. In pwticular. this limitation 

pertains to Dasein's temporal finitude. namely that it is mortal. Mortality represents the 

possibility of impossibility. Thus, it is Dasein's Being. as the possibility of impossibility. 

which is the ground for any of its possibilities; since this Being is aiways Dasein's own, 

it is Dasein's awnmost possibility . 
Dasein's expenence. then. is one of Being-towards possibilities, and it is in terms 

of these possibilities that the world is by and large illuminated. So Dasein's Being-in- 

the-world. which is the way in which Dasein's Being-toward is experienced, is also 

rooted in Dasein's temporal finitude. This Being-toward is the presupposition w hich 

underlies that Being-in-the-worid, although it is mostly only emptily intended; that is, it 

is not immediately experienced. Thot Dasein's Being is a Being-towuds what is other 

and which is its own is implicit in everydayness. where Dasein dwells in a world wherein 

it is CO-disclosed with other entities as standing in a rneaningful context. Dasein 

experiences this dwelling as a Being-in (a world) in which it always, in one way or 

another, finds itself to be already situated alongside entities. involved in vruious projects. 

and understanding its context. This Being-in-the-world is dialogicd in the way of 

conversation between Dasein and other entities. in that the interaction is ongoing and 

coherent (flow), is characterized by a give-and-take between entities (reciprocity), is 

typically about something (thematic unity). and is indeterminate in its direction and 

duration (openness). The Being-in is the dialogue (the conversation) and the participants 

are those which that Being-in discloses as king oriented toward one another. To the 

degree that Dasein participates in this conversation of Being-in-the-world in its mode of 

Man-selbst. it is a conversationality in the third person. 

As 1 have said. al1 of this implicitly rests upon r relation to altenty which is the 

ground of al1 possibility for Dasein. This relation to alterity is the ground for the 

meaningfûl context that we have cailed the world. This relation is more immediately 

experienced in anxious Being-towards-âeoth, where it is made explicit to Dasein in the 

disclosure of its death as the possibility of its own impossibility. The implication is that 



Dasein cornes to experience, in an immediate w q .  the possibility of its impossibility, and 

experiences it as its own. This experience. which resembles the dialogical encounter, 

involves a bracketing of certain features of the convenationality of everydayness and 

transports Dasein into the redm of the fust person because of the way in which the cd1 

singles it out. 

Yet anxious Being-towards-death is not the only feature of authen ticity . 
Authenticity is, for Heidegger, an existentiel1 mode; it is a modification of what goes on 

in everydayness, not a destruction or negation of it. In anxious Being-towards-death, 

Dasein discloses its Being-towards immediately; it experiences its own Being-towards 

the other, indeed its Being-possible. This occurs because in its Being-towards-deûth, 

Dasein runs up against an other which resists it, resists its undentanding. and can only be 

undentood in its un-undentmdability, as a possibility in terms of impossibility. This 

resistance throws Dasein back upon itself and represents the hotizon rgainst which 

Dasein's own Being as an understanding Being-towards, as a Being-possible, discloses 

itself. Furthemore, Dasein discloses its Being in its mineness, as something for which it 

must take responsibility. This disclosure occun in a specific context in t e m  of specific 

possibilities. Dasein does not experience itself as empty or abstract possibility but as 

possibility to do sornething specitic. That is, this disclosure draws Dasein into a situation 

with a more immediate attunedness to its own possibility. This understanding of its own 

Being is incorporated into the horizon of significance within which other entities in the 

situation become disclosed. In the situation, Dasein's conversation continues in a 

diferent register, in the mode of the fint peson. 

In this way the two modes of dialogue - conversation and encounter - can be 

undentood in the context of Heidegger's existential phenornenology in SZ. The central 

distinguishing feature between authenticity and inauthenticity is the immediacy of the 

experience of Dasein's Being. both in terms of its mineness and in terms of its being a 

relation to alterity. These two ontologically constitutive features are in tension with one 

another and minor the distressed relationship between continuity and discontinuity which 

permeates dialogue. Because Dasein's essence lies in its existence, its essence is 

decentered, ecstatic. If we undentand identity in terms of the substantidity of 



something present-at-hand which appears or is in the present moment, then Dasein is not 

identicai with itself. The moments of existence are disparate, yet they hang together in 

terms of the mineness of that existence. The ground of this I is Dasein's temporality, as 

expressed in the unity of the temporal entases which is forged through Dasein's 

temporalizing and in the unity of the network of significations in which Dasein is 

irnmened in its Being-in-the-world. Thus, Dasein's Being is marked by a continuity as 

well as a certain discontinuity. It never endures unchanged, but is always in motion. 

always altering. becoming other with respect to itself. Al1 of these changes, these Iittle 

ruptures between the self that it was and the self that it is becoming, dl of these linle 

discontinuities nonetheless admit of coordination under the rubric of the I in terms of 

Dasein's mineness. 

This tension between continuity and discontinuity has its root for Heidegger in 

Dasein's tempodity. As an existing entity Dasein will die; this death is radically other 

for Dasein and so represents what is most discontinuous with oneself. Yet this death also 

belongs to Dasein and singles it out. The mineness of this death establishes my 

continuity with it. Death is my aiterity because it has called me and drawn me into a 

reckoning with it. This tension between the continuity and discontinuity which lies at the 

h a r t  of Dasein's Being, its temporality, and its Being-in-the-world, remains obscure to 

Dasein in its everydayness. Dasein views itself, "abjects", and others primarily in ternis 

of persistence (self-continuity). Although Dasein tends to demarcate itself from these 

entities, in its everyday cornportment it actually presumes a continuity with them in so Far 

as it unreflectively orients itself toward them according to the structures of rneming that 

make up the world. Dasein aiways already understands and implicitly expects that 

understanding to continue. Our discontinuity with others - as rnarked by their dtency 

and opacity - is precisely what is not generally apparent in everydayness, and neither is 

the aiterity which belongs to Dasein itself in its death. Even where death is recognized as 

the other, it is not recognized as Dasein's own other. The openness to the other and 

death, understood as a relation to the other, is what is neglected. In anxious Being- 

towards-death, this hidden discontinuity, and the connection between this discontinuity 

and Dasein, are the primary disclosures. Indeed. the historizing demanded by 



authenticity requires an engagement with that discontinuity. In this way Dasein is cded 

upon to be the tension between its continuity and discontinuity.13 

Because of the ecstatical natun of Dasein's temporality, Dasein is always going 

beyond whatever continuity it has succeeded in establishing, and thus ceasing to be 

continuous with itself. Any continuity which Dasein fashions is constantly d e r a b l e  to 

erosion and must be perpaually maintaineci and won again. Hem too, we see the tension 

between continuity and discontinuity in the majlltemce of Dasein's sense of self. Every 

time this discontinuity is reinaoduced, the effect is one of throwing pncstablished 

continuity into question. Discontinuity is reintroduced not only with every temporaiiy 

ecstatic surpassing, but ais0 with every encounter with alter@, in every dialogic 

engagement when the alterity of the other which undedies that engagement becornes 

revealed.14 Thus, the potentid for the erosion of self-continuity is great indeed. 

nie tension between continuity and discontlliuity is an essential component of the 

dialogical relation, and has not received the attention thaî it ments in the literature on 

dialogue. A great many tIiinlrers of dialogue, and I would include among these Buber 

and Theunissen, tend to emphasize a certain contiiiuity or comection with the other as 

king a particularly distinctive feahuie of the dialogical relation. Sometimes this is 

characterized in terms of an over-mmanticized 'loshg meself in the 0th' in eroticism, 

while at other times the emphasis is on shend understanding. What these theories 

overlook is the extent to whicb one must be discontinuous with the other in order to seek 

continuity, that the ongoing searrh for continuity with the other implies the pupehial re- 

emrgence of our discontinuity. Even fewer thinken facus on the discontinuity between 

self and otber as king a key feature in dialogue; one of these wouid be Levinas. 

Tbe nlatioozahip betwan tûis continuity and discocitinuity qeat8 itaeif ia the peculiar Nichzigkit which 
lies at the kart of Dasein's Being. D&n, qua tbrown, ia not the basir of ita Being, yet its thmumess is the 
basis of iûi Being, ad in w fir u it is h w n  it ii ils b i s .  Tbus Dasein's t i m o n ,  although not d i y  
foundatiouai for Win's e x k m ,  llCVCLthCh bmmm its fhdatioa oacc that existence is undtrway. 
Thus, porhopi it is bst to my thu continuity ir foundsd oa dibcontinuity, but dimntinuity only bas its 
nu.nning in tam of the mtinuity whicb U fwnded upoa it. 

I4 Note that mrny didogic en(rpmeaa aear in the ma& w b  Q altaity anci discmtiauity of tbe other 
persist in collctalment, and tbeae e n g q p m t i  in 'safé' kcrPv &y me not perceid to be thhatc~g.  



However, he tends to stress discontinuity at the expense of continuity. His insights an 

crucial, in so far as they draw attention to the 'other side' of dialogue, but they do mt, in 

my view, capture the enthe pknomnon any more th= the others. My criticism of both 

approaches is that they fail to appreciate the necessity of both continuity and 

discontinuity betwecn self and other in the dialogid relation. 

This double aspect of continuity and discontinuity is captured in the idea of 

ecstasy. Io Part II 1 argueci that ecstasy is most notaôly a feature of encounter. but can 

also be seen to be at work in conversation. The latter point is particularly afnnned by the 

conversationality which shows itself in Dasein's existentiality, and by Heidegger's 

linking of this to Dasein's ecstatic temporality. In ecstasy one surges out of oneself, 

beyond oneself towards the other, in an attempt to nach that other and merge with it. A 

contiauity with the other is sought. Yet the discontinuity between self and other is 

preserved; one falls back fiom the other, rebuned by its alterity. In the moment of 

ambiguity, in the h o v e ~ g  before f m g  bacl, the encounter occurs. Conversation can 

be undeatood as the entirev of the monment toward and bacWaway fiom the other. In 

this sense, ecstatic rnovement is involved in both, encompassing both continuity and 

discontuiuity between self and other. 
Many people reaâ Heidegger as stresshg continuity, understanding authenticity to 

k Dasein's grasping its Being as a whole on tbe b i s  of its temporalizing. However, 

aspects of discontinuity an equaüy present in Heidegger's phenomenological desaiptioa 

of Dasein's Being and its becoming authentic. 'Ibey lie at the very heart of his concepts 

of ecstetic temporality and of falling, and in his cbaractcrization of existence as thrown 

projection. The tgdical teasion in Dasein's ebentiality goes largely under-appnciated 

by critics and comnir!ntators. 

Is the coanection elaborami h m  ktween Dasein's existcntiality and dialogue 

anything moit than a fmciful ~~ncoction. tk prOdoct of wishfiil thking? 1 believe so. 

The mot of the connedion lies in ccstasis. Dasein's existeatiaîity is eatatic - an dways 

king beyond itseif (as pmjcction), king outsidc of itself (as thrown), and king away 

h m  itself(as fallcn). The dynamism of ecstasis is un&rstood within the context of 

time. Heidegget maintains that Dasein comp~hends ihc ecotiitic chmztcr of its 



existentiaüty in temu of temporality. 

&tasis is also an aspect of dialogue which is captumi in the tension between 

contiouity and discontinuity with the other. We are at once apart h m  the other, not 

identical with the other, and yet ako beyond ourseives toward the other. We are always 

aiready outside of ouneIves in the engagement with the other. This is cleariy rnanifested 

in the orientahionai feahuies of dialogue, in temis of movement and participation (spatio- 

temporal ecstasis), the between (ecstmis of signification), and die openness which is an 

aspect of a i i  three. 

It is through diaiope that meaning is mated and sustained, but ais0 destroyed. 

for it is through the agreement of the otber that meaning gains validity. In the absence of 

validation from the other, meaning =mains inherently questionable. The possibility of 

being challenged is always prcsented to us in dialogue, with an accompanying need to 

nspond to that challenge. The ecstasis of dialogue also appears in the dialectic of 

question and response, and the role that the exchange plays in creating meaning, which 

never lies in entities, but between them. This Being-towd the other and Being-toward 

meaning in dialogue an ecstatic. Because of the dynamic character of dialogue, the 

meaaings which are constructed through dialogue are always vulnerable to erosion. 

The conneaion of dialogue to the ecstasis of temporality is particularly poignant, 

for it is Dasein's ecstatic ternporality, ~11dctstood as a Being-towards-death, which 

throws not just the meaning of specinc diirigs into question. but the meaning of Dasein's 

existence overall. In fact, it wouid no doubt be Heidegger's daim that Desein's ecstatic 

temporaüty lies at the root of aU questionhg and aU sufpassing of estabiished meaning, 

while at the same tim constituthg the openaess for the modification, affhmtion, and 

creation of meaning. Ecstasis is the condition of the possibiiity of both the d o 1 1  and 

destruction of maning. For Heidegger this ecstash orighacs in Dasein's temporality. I 

prefer to think of it as lying in Dasein's CXjStenti4üty. Heidegger iaterprets existentiality 

as a temporaiity, but it muid also be intcrpscted as a âiaiogicaüty. as 1 bave intupnted it 

here. Dasein does not mnly understand itscif as mortai; it fin& itscif qutstioned by thaî 

mortality, chaiienged to jastify its existence in the face of a f e  wbich renders that very 

existence nuU Dasein sesponds to this chueagc, not by dwelling on the sceming 



absurdity of existence, but by taking up that which challenges it, by embracing its 

ecstasis more fuüy in its own practice of questioaing. It is h m  hem that the Seimage 

and ail  other philosophical questions depart; and fkom the dialogid mots of this 

questioning, they assume a tenewed significance. 



Epilogue 

Dasein is the entity who questions. In questioning Dasein asks about something. 

On the one hand, Dasein does not know that about which it asks. otherwise it would not 

be necessq for it to ask. On the other hand, Dasein must have a sense of that about 

which it asks, otherwise it would not be able to fornulate the question in the first place. 

This initial sense that Dûsein hm of that about which it asks sets the parameters for what 

would constitute a satisfactory response. When the response comes. it provides the 

content which, in a sense, fulfills the question. 

In asking a question. Dasein holds itself open to the other. It awaits a response 

from the other to whom it has directed the question. The fulfillrnent that comes. then, 

comes from the other who responds. But the question itself is also inspired by the other 

(though it need not be the same other). Thus. the whole practice of questioning involves 

a relation to the other. This relation is ecstatic because it is a Being-towuds the other. 

That Dasein is the entity who questions implies that Dasein not only asks questions, but 

is questioned. Dasein is toward the other; the other is toward Dasein. That is. Dasein's 

subjectivity is equally receptive and projective. Dasein is thoroughly involved and 

imersed in its world. Its Being-towards is a Being-in. Accordingly, we say that one is 

in ecstasy. Ecstasy is a movement, and also a dynarnism and flux, into which we are 

thrown. Ecstasy, then, is a Being-towards which is a Being-in. In questioning the other 

we are also in question. 

Dasein asks about Being and about its own Being, because it implicitly 

understands the possibility of not-Being, the possibility of its impossibility. Dasein's 

finitude gives it the possibility of questioning and lies behind its concem for Being. in 

encountering its not-ness in anxious Being-towarâs-death, Dasein encounters a radical 

alterity. What Dasein is given to understand is its own existence; it is thrown back upon 

its existence by the muteness and resistance of the other. This king thrown back upon 

myself singles me out. and thus addresses me specifically, in a non-transferable way. 

The muteness of the other challenges me and lays me open. It is to this challenge that I 

respond, and this is the responsibility experienced in pilt. 



The encounter with radical alterity is not merely the cessation of a conversational 

dialogue although such a disruption rnay set the stage for the encounter. which is itself a 

positive phenornenon. Encounter involves a bracketing of 'everyday' space- and time- 

consciousness and meaning which represents the crossing of a border. In the event of 

encounter, 1 experience radicd dterity in its othemess; 1 experience it crossing my 

borders. violating me. trespossing upon me. rendering me at once vulnenble and not 

alone. This experience is immediate; it is not mediated by Iringuage or other meaning; it 

occurs only when these have been dismpted. Moreover. this invasion is beyond my 

control. In crossing my borden. the other challenges me. and rny sense of who 1 am is 

ruptured. The approach of the other puts those borders into question; after all, a border 

which cm be crossed offen little prote~tion.~ The disclosure of my death challenges me 

in a way which requires a response. I am answerable to this othemess. and although 1 

must smggle to respond in the wake of this challenge. I do not do so without also 

questioning that othemess. 

The challenge has a two-fold character. That I encounter the other as unyielding 

to rny undentanding implies that 1 have approached it with a question to which I seek an 

answer. In so far as subjectivity is constituted by a dialogicality and is chmcterized by 

the structure of question and response. this should corne as no surprise. In existing, 1 

query entities. receive responses. and nspond to the queries of othen. This is the 

structure of our everyday existence. Thus. it is naturai that 1 approach radical alterity in a 

questioning way, expecting a response. But it gives none, or none thût 1 find suitable as 

an answer. The unanswered question gnrtws at me. the urgency that it be mswered ever 

growing. Here. existence has met its limit. The meaning that is given in response to my 

inquiry is there only in its impenetrability. We always ask after the radically other - 
about the divine, about death, about what cornes &et deah And since we cannot 

definitiveiy get an mswer to these questions, we are thrown back upon ourselves. This is 

the second part of the challenge. The muteness of the other chailenges us to reckon with 

This is actually an interesting point to considet relative to Derrida's discussion of aporia We set up an 
uncrossable border between ourselves and death, but we aiso discover that it is not a border behind which we 
cm seek refuge. This discovery lerives us wondering where to go next. 



our Being as possibility - to fiee it or to be open to it. On the one hand, this Being is a 

burden; it is heavy, filled with responsibility and guilt. Dasein has no foundation that it 

c m  assimilate, but neither cm it foist its responsibitity off on another. On the other hand, 

this Being is libenting. It opens us up to the world and to one another in a way that 

ailows us to enjoy existence, to be adventurous. to be pliiyful. and to be creative. 
* S *  

1 have tried to re-think the notion of subjectivity in a way that opens it up to the 

other. challenging those views which insist on the isolation of the subject. But in 

thinking subjectivity diaiogically, I have also tned to Ioosen up our thinking about 

dialogue, by challenging the frmeworks within which it is usually undentood. This 

attempt does not trivialize the notion by dlowing us to "see dialogue everywhere"; rather. 

it illustrates the potential for a richer understanding of ourselves. a greater openness to 

the other, and a fuller experience of our relations with the other. 
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