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Editor’s preface

For the past twenty years I have been working at a programme drawn
up along much the same lines as the programme outlined in the Introduc-
tion to Being and Time, and comprising a phenomenological philosophy
(constructed on ontological foundations and employing what I call a
‘genetic’ methodology) and an epochal interpretation of the history of
modern philosophy. I am therefore committed to the view that it is far
too early to relegate Heidegger (even, and even especially, first Heideg-
ger) to the status of a historical philosopher, that the source represented
by the Gesamtausgabe holds a resource which is very far from being
exhausted and that therefore, in a certain critically significant sense,
phenomenological philosophy still operates within a framework whose
basic parameters were laid down by the thinking to which this collection
of papers is devoted. It is for this reason that I have sought to bring
together papers which treat Heidegger’s work as a living body of thought
rather than a historically determined corpus. ‘

Despite, or even perhaps because of, my involvement in a programme
inspired by the Heideggerian example, my personal acquaintance with
Heideggerian scholars and thinkers was, prior to this editorial venture,
quite limited. Perhaps the most agreeable aspect of my task has been
the opportunity it afforded me to get to know those working in the field
and to do so in the most satisfying manner, by publishing the work they
so generously made available to me.

By far the most laborious feature of my editorial task has been the
extraordinary number of translations (over one volume’s worth!) I have
had to do from the French and the German in order to make it possible
to include papers from the two cultures which have contributed most to
our understanding of Heidegger. I have however also been helped by
the readiness of certain of my English-speaking contributors to do trans-
lations of their colleagues’ papers as also by the efforts of several of my
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foreign-language authors to get their papers into an English version. My
task has also been greatly assisted by the willingness of so many of my
contributors to write original pieces for this collection, thereby circum-
venting permissions problems while, at the same time, throwing fresh
light upon the scene. It is not an exaggeration to say that, without the
assistance and encouragement of so many of my authors, so many that
it is impossible for me to name them individually, this huge collection
could never have been put together.

At least two, entirely unforeseen, circumstances prompted me to
undertake this work and made it possible for me to complete it on
schedule. In the Summer of 1989, I returned to London after a Heidegger
conference in Bonn, sponsored by the Alexander von Humboldt Foun-
dation, to find my mother critically ill with cancer and in need of constant
attention. Critical Assessments was a suitable labour for me to undertake
while attending to someone who, however, did not live long enough to
see the completion of the task that her condition made it both necessary
and possible for me to take on. Richard Stoneman, the editor of the
series, not only first proposed this project to me but, in the period of
financial insecurity which followed upon my mother’s death, advanced
me a sum of money without which I should not have enjoyed the freedom
to complete the project on time. To my mother goes the dedication of
this work, while thanks are due to Richard Stoneman (and to his editorial
assistant Heather McCallum, to Adrian Driscoll, Maria Stasiak and Vir-
ginia Myers) for the support he has shown over the two-year period
when this project moved, sometimes with seemingly imperceptible slow-
ness, from idea to reality.
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Introduction

Christopher Macann

To think is to confine yourself to a
single thought that one day stands
still like a star in the world’s sky.
(Heidegger, Aus der Erfahrung des Denkens)

In 1989 the world celebrated the centennial of Heidegger’s birth. And
already, within twenty years of his death in 1976, we are in a position
to say that the one thought to which Heidegger dedicated his life (the
thought about Being) stands still like a star in the world’s sky.

How does thinking of this order arise? Heidegger gives us plenty of
clues. ‘Out of long guarded speechlessness and out of the careful clarifi-
cation of the cleared ground arises the utterance of the thinker.”* What
a warning to those who today, and by virtue of the pressures imposed
by the institutional environment in which they are obliged to work, feel
compelled to rush into print at the earliest opportunity! ‘To know how
to question means to know how to wait, even for a whole lifetime.’> The
great danger is then surely that this patient, life-consuming thinking will
be perverted in a manner with which we are only too familiar and against
which Heidegger constantly warned us. In a poem from the same text
as that previously cited we find the following, poetically voiced, warning:
‘Few are experienced enough in the/difference between an object of/
scholarship and a matter of thought.”

This difference between philosophical thinking and academic scholar-
ship is to be found all over his corpus. ‘It is not a matter of knowing
philosophy but rather of learning how to philosophize’,* he says in one
of his earliest texts, the Grundprobleme. Or again, more forcibly and
critically still:

We no longer think but simply busy ourselves with philosophy. In the



2 Christopher Macann

kind of competitiveness which such a business demands, philosophy
is openly done as an ‘ism’ and each ‘ism’ seeks to outdo the other.
The pervasiveness of such a conception of philosophy is not accidental.
It rests, and especially today, upon a real dictatorship on the part of

publicity.’

Never has Heidegger’s comment been more pertinent than today, not
the ‘today’ to which Heidegger himself refers but our today. For there
have never been more ‘isms’ than today. We have existentialismm and
structuralism and de-constructivismn and relativisrm and post-modernism
and Marxism and critical realism and so on and so forth, so many schools
of philosophy which, more than anything else, are schooled in the art
of promoting their cause by getting their own works published and their
own men into the available university positions.

‘All this’, Heidegger tells us elsewhere, ‘would be highly comical, were
it not deeply sad, showing as it does that philosophy no longer reflects
upon the things and problems themselves but upon the books of col-
leagues.’”® And how? By encouraging and even requiring that philosophers
run from conference to conference, from symposium to symposium, from
seminar to seminar, using for this purpose instruments of international
travel and communication which were barely conceivable in Heidegger’s
day, no matter how keenly he might already have felt the inauthenticity
of

people today who travel from one conference to the other and get
the feeling that something is really happening, as if they had been
really doing something. But in fact they have just relieved themselves
from work, and have tried to conceal their own helplessness under
the cover of idle talk.’

It is astonishing that some fifty years ago, and in a university environment
very different from (and in certain respects much healthier than) our .
own, Heidegger should have anticipated a state of affairs that has become
quite characteristic of our own time. Nothing seems to me to sum up
our present situation more poignantly than this last citation: ‘The most
thought-provoking thing about this, our most thought-provoking, age is
that we are still not thinking.’®

It is the underlying objective of this collection of papers on the thinking
of Martin Heidegger to remain true to this vision of philosophical think-
ing as an on-going enterprise which will never be completed, which at
all times exhibits an inherent tendency to lapse back into mere scholar-
ship and so has constantly to be dragged back into the light of thinking
by, amongst other things, reawakening the original, living meaning of
the basic questions and doing so with a view to assuming the burden of
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thinking as one’s own and carrying it on to whatever conclusions are
implied by the single thought under whose star any and every thinker is
born.

To put it in other words, I have tried to remain true to the very
wording of the series to which this particular four-volume set belongs:
Heidegger: Critical Assessments.

Two major obstacles face any attempt to arrive at a critical assessment
of the philosophical significance of Heidegger’s philosophy. The first is
that of uncritical dismissal, either in the form of more or less deliberate
ignorance of his work (largely operative in the analytical circles in which
I was originally introduced to philosophy) or in the form (for which the
historically famous example is provided by Carnap’s critique, briefly
referred to in Gadamer’s paper) of a rigorous application of alien criteria
of validity, from which it readily transpires that Heidegger’s philosophy
is not worth bothering with since it fails to conform to even minimal
requirements of truth and meaningfulness. In view of the ever-increasing
importance ascribed to Heidegger’s thinking in certain circles, such a
dismissal is barely sustainable today and reflects more discreditably upon
those who attempt to voice it than it does upon Heidegger himself. But
there is a second danger, that of uncritical allegiance, a danger to which
Heidegger’s thinking seems peculiarly susceptible despite the fact that it
is so obviously contrary to the spirit in which he conducted his own
philosophical inquiries — as the accumulation of citations at the beginning
of this Introduction clearly and unequivocally attests.

Surely, the greatness of a thinker is to be measured by the fruitfulness
of his thinking, the range and diversity of the thinking to which his own
inquiries gave rise, and this even when the philosopher may himself not
have intended any such deviation from the norms established by his own
work. The classical case in point is that of Kant, who naively supposed
that the Critical philosophy had solved all outstanding problems in the
discipline and that nothing more remained for philosophers to do but
rigorously apply his own canons to the various branches of thought to
which they might apply and who, consequently, looked askance at
attempts by such varied thinkers as Fichte and Schopenhauer to carry
on the Kantian tradition in ways which the master never approved. To
make matters worse, though both Fichte and Schopenhauer claimed to
be true inheritors of the Kantian philosophy, neither could find anything
of value in the thinking of the other, a discrepancy enshrined in Schopen-
hauer’s cryptically witty dismissal of Fichte’s principal work as Wissen-
schaftsleere. And yet, despite Kant’s barely suppressed exasperation at
the ‘misguided’ labours of his disciples, the Critical philosophy did not
bring the richness and variety of German philosophy to a close but
rather marked the beginning of one of the,most astonishing outbursts of
philosophical creativity the world has ever known, a phenomenon which
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led Heidegger, in his own highly unorthodox Kant interpretation, to turn
against Kant a remark which he (Kant) had himself directed at Plato:
‘it is by no means unusual, upon comparing the thoughts which an author
has expressed in regard to his subject, whether in ordinary conversation
or in writing, to find that we understand him better than he has under-
stood himself’ (A 314 = B 371).

In the mouth of a Heidegger this remark is no haphazard and perhaps
grudgingly conceded admission. For Being and Time laid the foundations
of a hermeneutical method which refuses the very possibility of definitive
and conclusive results in favour of an open-ended approach to the ‘mani-
fold meaning of being’ (part of the title of the book by Brentano which
served to awaken him from his theological slumbers). When Heidegger,
in that famous passage from the Introduction to Being and Time, spoke
of the possibility of phenomenology standing higher than actuality’ he
had a quite specific target in mind. For the actuality of phenomenology
at that time was marked by the thinking of his master, Edmund Husserl.
In placing possibility above actuality Heidegger was surely creating for
himself (and others) the leeway needed to question Husserl’s conception
of phenomenology and to recommend another, quite different, concep-
tion.

It might be argued that, in his later thinking, Heidegger rejected, as
‘metaphysical’ the kind of phenomenological thinking in which he had
indulged at the outset of his career and that, consequently, such a project
should not be attempted again. But this would lay Heidegger open to
the charge that, having forced open the royal gate of metaphysics in
order to secure admission for himself, he then took care to slam it shut
behind him - so that no one else could come in after him. And this
charge would be doubly incriminating. For not only did Being and Time
win for Heidegger the audience which would later follow him down the
far more esoteric paths of his later thinking and which he might have
been condemned to pursuing in more or less Nietzschean isolation had
it not been for the enormous success of his first published work; this
later thinking was itself more personal and idiosyncratic than his first
philosophy and therefore fell even more conclusively under the sway of
that ‘multiplicity of meaning’ already acknowledged as a ruling principle
in his hermeneutical philosophy, to the point that, in the end, philosophy,
for Heidegger, is brought ever closer to poetry.

No doubt it was in view of the danger of uncritical allegiance that
Heidegger himself chose as the motto for his Gesamtausgabe (the prep-
aration of which occupied the last years of his life and the editorial
responsibility for which he assigned to one of our contributors, Friedrich-
Wilhelm von Herrmann) the following words: Wege nicht Werke (Ways
not works). Authoritative pronouncements are enshrined in works. They
cannot be captured in writings which are indicative of ways, ways of
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thinking, ways which thinking might take, ways which do not necessarily
lead anywhere, ways which are taken to set thinking in motion, not to
get somewhere. It was surely also for this reason that Heidegger refused
to permit his massive eighty-volume Gesamtausgabe to be accompanied
by the kind of critical apparatus which has become customary today in
scholarly circles. Heidegger wanted his Complete Works to feature as a
source from which philosophers would draw not information but inspir-
ation, the kind of inspiration which would set them on their own path
of thinking.

But if Heidegger’s thinking was designed to awaken in his readers a
response which would direct them down the same path as that which he
himself had pursued, we run up against a paradox. For paradoxically,
though inevitably, ‘same’ means here ‘different’, that is, a path which
would bring his students to their own thinking just as Heidegger had
been brought to Ais own thinking by an obstinate, and often deliberately
reticent, refusal to tread the beaten track. It is this inspirational response
which is threatened by the second of the two dangers mentioned earlier,
that of uncritical allegiance.

It is worth noting that uncritical allegiance is rarely, if ever, accorded
to one thinker by another thinker. For example while, in general, Being
and Time was received with immense enthusiasm by the philosophical
public, this enthusiasm was by no means unqualified when it came to
the leading spokesmen of the day. We know that Husser!’s initial reaction
to Being and Time was one of disappointment at the ‘unscientific’ direc-
tion phenomenology had taken with Heidegger (though this did not
inhibit him from promoting the publication of the work in his own
journal). Similarly, Jaspers intended to undertake a careful study of the
work but found the labour insufficiently rewarding (for his own purposes)
to justify the effort involved. Cassirer’s objections to Heidegger’s Kant
interpretation are very clearly and effectively reproduced in the paper
by Pierre Aubenque (see chap. 23, vol. II of the present work). And if
we move on a generation to philosophers who were deeply influenced
by Heidegger’s first philosophy (I am thinking of figures like Sartre and
Merleau-Ponty), we find thinkers whose works are not only cast in a
very different mould but cast in a mould which Heidegger is sometimes
constrained to reject as a mis-understanding of his own work — and I am
thinking principally of Heidegger objections to the ‘existentialism’ Sartre
claimed to find in Being and Time and which he (Sartre) worked out
along quite different lines. In other words, those best qualified, by virtue
of their own creative achievements, to judge the original quality of
Heidegger’s work have been those most likely to express reservations,
or to develop Heidegger’s thinking in directions he himself could not
approve.

So, by a critical assessment of Martin Heidegger’s work at least four
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things will be meant. First, and most obviously, a critical appraisal of
the value and validity of the various Heideggerian themes covered by
the contributors to this collection. This involves bringing out the limi-
tations as well as the strengths of the positions Heidegger assumed.
Second, and less obviously, many contributors have sought to follow up
their own critical intuitions and so to indicate, within the space available,
alternative directions in which Heideggerian thinking might profitably be
taken. Third, I have sought to solicit contributions from authors who
have worked out their own philosophical positions, often in reaction to
Heidegger. In this connection, I am particularly happy to be able to
print a section from Michel Henry’s Essence of Manifestation. Finally, I
have also sought to trace the cross-cultural impact of Heidegger’s think-
ing, sometimes upon thinkers who rejected, or who were never subjected
to, the Heideggerian influence.

Nothing speaks more conclusively in favour of the legitimacy of such
a critical approach to Heidegger’s thinking than the fact that he himself
adopted just such an approach, and not just to the thinking of others
but also, and more importantly, to his own thinking, reproaching himself
in the later course of his development for having written his first philo-
sophy under the superseded, if not discredited, banner of ‘metaphysics’.
Hence the so-called Kehre, the ‘turn’ or ‘turning’ which both turned
Heidegger away from the path indicated in the general programme out-
lined in Being and Time and returned him to beginning philosophy, to
an ever more primordial quest for the origins of Western thinking in
Greek thought.

The simplest, and therefore for this reason also perhaps most simplis-
tic, way to present this reorientation is in terms of a shift from human
being (Dasein) to Being (Sein). In a book on Heidegger’s later philo-
sophy, Kockelmans argues that, in Being and Time, ‘Being’ and ‘World’
are to some extent employed as equivalent terms and that therefore the
task of investigating the meaning of Being, as such, had still not been
satisfactorily completed in his first major work.

But there is more to the Kehre than just this recognition of a task
which had been assumed and never really carried through conclusively.
More seriously, certain initial decisions carried his thinking in directions
which were later to prove contentious. For instance, a great deal follows
from his early decision to adopt Aristotle as his ontological guide. Had
he chosen instead to follow up his genial insight into the primordial
nature of the imagination (the insight developed at length in the Kant
book and which forms, as it were, the core and the foundation of this
unique interpretation) and to pursue this line of thought down the path
which it had taken in German Idealism through Fichte to Hegel (the
Hegel, say, of the Anthropology, which is the text in which Hegel comes
closest to something like a Dasein’s analytic), the primordial conjunction
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of feeling and imagination would have brought him much closer to the
researches being conducted by such contemporaries as Scheler and Cas-
sirer (and anticipated the researches of a thinker like Michel Henry) and
would have made it possible for him to establish a link between his own
ontological investigations into the pre-objective, pre-predicative domain
and investigations concurrently being undertaken in fields such as psycho-
analysis, child psychology, anthropology, mythology and so on.

Instead, he chose to go back to Greek philosophy and, moreover, to
that version of it embodied in Aristotle’s theory of praxis; which led him
to the rather strange conclusion that the ‘saving grace’ (in his early
philosophy, the uncovering- of an ontological domain against the ontic
has something of the character of a ‘saving grace’) resides in such basic
and familiar activities as tool using, driving cars, making use of communi-
cations systems; more generally, operating systems (whether mechanical
or human) in the manner to which we have become accustomed in
our present, technologically oriented, industrialized society. Undeniably,
functioning in this practical way does lead to an overcoming of the
distance and detachment implied in theorizing. But then the systems in
question are all of them systems into which a large component of theoreti-
cal reason has already been invested. Worse, they are systems which are
both the result of, and which confirm, an attitude of manipulation and
control which it was one of the tasks of his later thinking to call in
question. As he watched the world being transformed, in a seemingly
irreversible manner, through the multiple and apparently limitless appli-
cations of science and technology, and as he watched the human and
natural destruction which these same applications wreaked upon the face
of the earth, it must have become ever clearer to him that the ‘saving
grace’ had become the ‘devil incarnate’.!

When the ‘saving grace’ becomes the ‘devil incarnate’ a massive adjust-
ment is clearly called for. But it is absolutely characteristic of Heidegger’s
‘turn’ that it should not have taken the form of a renunciation of his
earlier position but rather that of a reorientation (see the paper by von
Herrmann). The primacy initially accorded to human being (Dasein) is
never entirely given up, in favour, tor instance, of a logic of Being.
Rather, the residual persistence of human being is evident in the very
terms employed to characterize the new articulation of the Being-relation
- as openness, clearing, gift, mittence, en-ownment. Dasein is no longer
the one who ap-propriates, makes own (see Poggeler’s ‘Being as appro-
priation’). But, as ap-propriated by Being, en-owned, the recipient of
the gift of Being, Dasein is still there, nevertheless.

But if the initial commitment (which called for this elaborate detour)
is not one which we, who follow after, need make, it also follows that
the conclusive realignment need not be one with which we have to fall
in line. By taking our stand in a reassessment of the full potential of
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ontological phenomenology (the field opened up with Being and Time),
we are free to assume an alternative foundation which will not call for
the elaborate ‘destruction’ which Heidegger performed upon his own
earlier thinking, as well as upon the history of philosophy.

But why should one attempt such a reassessment? Obviously, only if
it is possible to identify certain striking limitations inherent in the position
assumed at the outset. Is it possible to identify such limitations? And if
so, how can they be ‘overcome’ in such a way as to recreate, within the
general field of ontological phenomenology, the same latitude (possi-
bility) that Heidegger, the founder of this way of doing phenomenology,
claimed for his own enterprise when he placed the possibility of his own
(ontological) phenomenology above the actuality of Husserl’s (transcen-
dental) phenomenology? Here are some suggestions, suggestions which
are by no means intended to be exhaustive.

First, the refusal of Husserl’s transcendentalism seems to me not only
unjustified, but unnecessary. Heidegger’s reaction to Husserl’s transcen-
dental phenomenology and his determination to develop phenomenology
along alternative, ontological lines led to a situation which Merleau-
Ponty, in his Preface to The Phenomenology of Perception rather inaccur-
ately portrayed in terms of a both-and (both a philosophy of essences
and of existence/a philosophy which reduces the world and a philosophy
for which the world is always already there/a rigorous science and an
interpretation of lived meanings); inaccurately, because the very incom-
patibility’> of Husserlian and Heideggerian phenomenology means that
these two ways of doing philpsophy can only legitimately be presented
in terms of an either—or, not a both-and — at which point the question
necessarily arises: with what right can they both then be taken to fall
under the same classificatory heading of phenomenology? Is it indeed
possible both to distinguish and to clearly demarcate the respective
spheres of transcendental and ontological phenomenology (and without
such a preliminary clearing of the ground, confusion will reign) and to
reconcile and reintegrate these very different, and indeed incompatible,
ways of doing phenomenology?

I believe that a positive answer can be given to this question. Indeed,
my own ontological phenomenology is devoted to laying the foundation
for just such a task of reintegration. At this point however, it is much
more appropriate to consider the problems that arise when a disjunction
of the kind indicated above is not resolved. First, as Husserl understood
only too well, the replacement of transcendental with ontological
phenomenology of the Heideggerian variety carries with it the possibility
(if not the necessity) of a depreciation (if not a dismissal) of rationality,
both of the philosophical and of the non-philosophical kind. Nowhere is
this reservation better expressed than in Krisis, that extended cry of pain
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emitted by Husserl between 1934 and 1937 as he watched his cherished
ideal of rationality fall into the abyss of Nazi irrationalism.

A second conundrum follows hard upon the first, the depreciation, if
not the dismissal, of Ethics. Here the classic case in point is Kant rather
than Husserl. It is one of the objections brought by Cassirer against
Heidegger’s Kant interpretation that a strict, and unqualifiedly ontologi-
cal, interpretation of Kant’s transcendental philosophy could not hope
to come to terms with the significance of Kant’s contribution to Ethics
which, as we know, Heidegger himself was inclined to dismiss as a
derivative discipline (along with logic, aesthetics, politics and so on).

A third implication follows hard upon the first two, a deeply ambiguous
relation to what might be called ‘voluntarism’. Perhaps the most critical
failing of Heidegger’s own critique of the voluntarism inherent in the
‘philosophy of subjectivity’ is his refusal to recognize the difference (or
at least the relevance of the difference) between what might be called
‘empirical’ and ‘transcendental’ subjectivity. In as much as Heidegger
refused to recognize that, in transcendental philosophy, an alternative
conception of subjectivity (inwardness/consciousness) had been developed
which already brought with it the ‘saving grace’ which he was seeking,
the grace of a subjectivity which had learnt to ‘overcome itself’ by taking
a further and conclusive ‘step back’ out of empirical subjectivity and into
a sphere variously entitled ‘transcendental’ or ‘noumenal’, he was obliged
to seek the ‘saving grace’ in question along other lines, lines leading
back to a more primordial relation with Being, and so leading on, inevi-
tably, to a critically ambivalent relation to the ‘primitivity’ of the ‘will
to power’. Out of the frying pan into the fire!

A second limitation, or delimitation, one which arises out of the first
(the refusal of transcendentalism), is Heidegger’s initial (and perhaps
also conclusive) commitment to the finitude of human being. The Kant
book brings out better than any other early text the extent of Heidegger’s
commitment to this principle. But is it as obvious as some contemporary
philosophers would have us believe that this principle is self-evident, or
even universally assumed to be such? With the possible exception of a
certain interpretation of Buddhism (and such an interpretation is itself
highly ambiguous), this assumption implies, even if it does not explicitly
avow, a wholesale dismissal of religion as a peculiar, and pathologically
engendered, illusion, whose survival can only be justified on the grounds
that, in some instances at least, it does seem to prompt more considerate
social behaviour on the part of its members. Precisely because, in the
context of an all-pervasive materialism which itself underwrites our con-
temporary ‘faith’ in technology, the finitude of human being has virtually
taken on the proportions of a self-evident assumption it should surely,
today, be subject to the same rigorously critical scrutiny to which the
religious thinking of past ages has already been subjected. For with
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regard to nothing should philosophy be more critical than toward that
which appears to be self-evident. For this reason, I am very happy to
be able to include two contributions (by Richard Kearney and Joseph
O’Leary) in which the theological implications of Heidegger’s thinking
are explored.

That a rethinking of the relation of philosophy and theology does not
need to mean a dismissal of Heidegger’s contribution to philosophy is
evident in the light of the impact Heidegger’s thinking has had upon
theology, despite his relative silence on the subject. Rahmer, Bultmann
and Tillich are the names of just three theologians who have been deeply
influenced by Heidegger. To take only the third of these, the starting
point of Tillich’s Systematic Theology is to be located in an interpretation,
and theological reorientation, of Heidegger’s first philosophy. It is
interesting to note that in this, his seminal work, Paul Tillich should
have felt obliged to appeal to the Fichtean notion of ‘Being itself’ in
order to accomplish his synthesis of Heideggerian ontology and theology.
It is also noteworthy that although Tillich published his Systematic The-
ology late enough (1951) to be able to take account of the Kehre (and
some at least of its theological implications), he chose to go back to
Heidegger’s first philosophy for his philosophical grounding.

A third limitation can be identified in Heidegger’s refusal to counten-
ance any attempt to make the connection between ontological phenomen-
ology and other relevant branches of the human sciences. I say ‘refusal’
not ‘failure’ because, on several occasions, he does explicitly refuse to
make this connection despite its obvious relevance to the directives of
primordiality. And yet, in his study of Heidegger’s theory of being-with
(Der Andere), Theunissen will talk of an ‘anthropological turn’.®®* And
with some justification. For, towards the end of his Kant book, Heidegger
does talk of the laying of the foundations of metaphysics as ‘philosophical
anthropology’.

And so on to psychology. In his paper on the psychological implications
of Heidegger’s ontology (see chap. 60, vol. IV of the present work),
Charles Scott shows how fruitful Heidegger’s thinking has also proved
to be for such psychoanalysts as Medard Boss and Binswanger. Merleau-
Ponty’s own investigation of the being-in-the-world of human being not
only relies heavily upon the findings of behavioural psychology but is
obliged to do so in so far as the being of human being is now determined
in accordance with the fundamental principle of embodiment — as Christ-
ina Schiies’ paper shows. To these two instances, it would be appropriate
to add a third, the opening up of the whole field of child psychology,
primarily through the work of Jean Piaget but also through the labours
of researchers such as Anna Freud and Melanie Klein. Moreover, this
concern with the primary in connection with the psyche readily leads on,
and especially through the work of Carl Jung, to a more general reassess-
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ment of human spirituality — for instance, as exhibited and attested in
the discipline of mythology. In this last connection I would mention
especially Eric Neumann and the Swiss cultural anthropologist, Jean
Gebser.

If the direction of Heidegger’s first philosophy is regressive (and this
directive is, to some extent, maintained throughout the course of his
development), a movement from the derivative to the primary, from the
grounded to the grounding, from the outcome to the outset, then surely,
those branches of the humanities which are concerned with precisely this
domain (of the primordial) must have a bearing upon the ontological
revolution introduced by Heidegger into phenomenology? In this connec-
tion, I would strongly recommend the current work of Hermann Schmitz,
whose ten-volume System der Philosophie* is full of insights gleaned
from acareful consideration of empirical research bearing upon human
reality.

Thus far, we have taken into consideration only those delimitations
which refer to possible ways of doing (or of orienting) phenomenology
which Heidegger explicitly took account of in order precisely to be able
to discount them. Two further limitations deserve to be mentioned,
limitations which refer to ways of doing philosophy which Heidegger
never himself seriously entertained and which, for this reason, remain
excluded from the province of his consideration: analytic philosophy, on
the one hand, and Eastern philosophy, on the other.

Heidegger’s refusal of analytic philosophy, in particular, or the philo-
sophy of the English-speaking world, in general, was, though rarely
referred to, quite deliberate. In his Introduction to Metaphysics, in one
of those rare passages in which he talks of the forgetfulness of being in
terms of the emasculation of spirit, of a spiritlessness engendered by a
utilitarian intelligence which skims over the surface of things, Heidegger
lumps America (by implication the Anglo-Saxon world) and Russia
together as the enemies of a spirituality whose high point is to be located
in German Idealism.’” But a case for the exact opposite position can
readily be made, as we all know, from the example of Karl Popper
whose intellectual career encompasses a massive attack (to my mind, by
no means as convincing or as conclusive as it appears) on German
Idealism (The Open Society and its Enemies and The Poverty of Historic-
ism) as the most important source (traceable to its roots in Platonism)
of totalitarianism.®

More generally, I think it is appropriate to point out that the ‘spirit’
in which analytic philosophy is conducted is, in certain respects, ‘health-
ier’ than that which prevails in continental philosophy. In analytical
circles there is no such thing as an unassailable theory or an unassailable
theorist. Rather the contrary, progress in the field is measured by a
procedure of ‘challenge and response’ from which no one is exempt and
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from which no one can withdraw, without discredit, into genial immunity.
Admittedly, the cut and thrust of analytical philosophy has much to do
with a somewhat naive, because epistemologically biased, criterion of
validity and with a marked reluctance to attempt anything like the elabor-
ation of a complete philosophy. For all that, Heidegger’s dismissal of
the epistemological concept of truth does not merely reduce the scope
of his theory, it confuses the issue in so far as it leads to an (ontological)
extension which borrows much of its conviction from that which it seeks
to surpass — as Tugendhat has shown.

Finally, Heidegger’s determination to think the meaning of being strict-
ly out of the Western tradition, beginning with the Greeks, deliberately
overlooks the more original contribution of Eastern philosophy. Greek
culture was not, in fact, the beginning of philosophical culture here on
earth. Long, long before the Greeks came the Indians — and possibly
also the Chinese. It is indeed astonishing that of all the great Western
philosophers only one, Arthur Schopenhauer, should have shown a
proper appreciation of the indispensable significance of Eastern philo-
sophy — in his case, Indian philosophy. It should however be said that
although Heidegger never sought to directly address (let alone assimilate)
Eastern philosophy as such, he did at various points enter into a dialogue
with Japanese philosophers, a subsidiary connection which I have been
fortunate enough to be able to follow up through the good offices of
Graham Parkes, the editor of a volume on Heidegger and Asian
Thought.V

But, it will be objected, this attempt to recuperate, with a view to
further developing, the general field opened up by Heidegger’s ontologi-
cal phenomenology only means that one has not read, marked, learnt
and inwardly digested the implications of his later philosophy, that one
has not come to terms with the claim, as it is so often voiced, ‘that the
only question which philosophers are permitted to address today is the
question of the “closure” or “end” of philosophy’.

First, as Samuel IJsseling’s paper reminds us, the so-called ‘end of
philosophy’ is not an end fout court but is also the ‘commencement’ of
something else which Heidegger called ‘thinking’. But second, it seems
doubtful to me that it is possible for us to start out where Heidegger
left off, with the thinking that came after the Kehre. The very fact that
the Kehre took place, in part, as an auto-critical reaction means not only
that we have grounds (furnished by Heidegger himself) for being wary
of Heidegger’s own starting point but also grounds for thinking that what
follows the Kehre cannot itself, and without further qualification, form
a starting point for the development of any further thinking about Being,
at least not unless, and until, we too have made our own move ‘through
phenomenology to thought’. The more I read the productions of those
who have taken late Heidegger as their point of departure, the more
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convinced I become that it is not possible to start out from the Kehre
without the risk of lapsing into arbitrariness and unassailable, because
inaccessible, idiosyncrasy.

‘By their fruits ye shall know them.’ Thinkers who have returned to
the source from which Heidegger originally drew his inspiration have
taken Heidegger at his word and produced phenomenological pro-
grammes of their own inspired by the Heideggerian example, have
proved to be amongst the most fruitful thinkers of our time, even when
the course of their thinking has adopted a very different trajectory. The
two figures who spring most immediately to mind are, of course, Mer-
leau-Ponty, whose own concept of being-in-the-world (partly inspired by
Husserl) led him towards an investigation of embodiment, and Sartre,
whose dualistic ontology (harking back to Descartes) permitted him to
offer a graphic portrait of the existential implications of alienation. But
there are others. In his seminal work, Essence of Manifestation, Michel
Henry chose to suspend the primacy accorded to transcendence in the
Heideggerian ontology and so found himself in a position to work out
the implications of an ontology of immanence. In his massive, ten-volume
work, System der Philosophie, Hermann Schmitz chose to suspend the
primacy accorded to the future in the Heideggerian ontology and so
found himself in a position to work out the implications of an ontology
whose existential watchword might be: live more presently! Emmanuel
Lévinas not only refuses the subordination of ethics to ontology (as Jean
Greisch point out in his paper) but chooses to radicalize the alterity of
the other with a view to promoting a sense of the irreducibility of
personal relations. With regard to the many topics with which his thinking
has come to terms, Professor Ricoeur has never ceased to hold in tension
the three (for him mutually supportive), parameters of empirical investi-
gation, transcendental critique and hermeneutical interpretation.

How one thinks is in part determined by what gives itself, at any given
time, as having to be thought — the gift of being, the offer of which,
Heidegger said later, would depend upon being, not upon us. But surely,
of one thing we may be fairly certain. There will be no lack of themes
in the years to come. To take only one example; from the very earliest
times, and certainly before Plato, the word ‘being’ has been linked with
that of the ‘One’ or unity. But never before has unity meant what it is
coming to mean today, the global unification of the human species under
the compulsive thrust of contemporary technology. Epictetus already
talked of himself as a ‘citizen of the world’, but largely on the tragic
grounds of his own uprootedness and enslavement. Today, we see the
unity of the globe through satellite pictures beamed down from space.
Corporate capitalism thinks of the world as a whole and already operates
on a global basis, regardless of national frontiers. In fact, these fron-
tiers are becoming ever less viable, whether they are dissolved through
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agreement (the European Community) or forcibly overriden (the contem-
porary reaction against communist domination in Eastern Europe/the
black revolt in South Africa).

The unification of the world is not however likely to proceed smoothly.
In fact, I suspect that the next decades will prove to be amongst the most
turbulent the world has ever seen. Momentarily, we are congratulating
ourselves on the suspension of the Cold War. But this suspension can
always itself be suspended. More realistically, the proliferation of nuclear
weapons throughout the Third World makes it likely that a nuclear
confrontation of some kind is going to take place before very long. In
the meantime, the apparent withdrawal of the threat of world war is
matched by an equally apparent advance in the scope and scale of local
wars, wars whose barbarism surpasses that of the world wars themselves.
Countries which, like Peru or Mexico, were historically (the Inca and
Aztec empires) always able to feed their people adequately are now
unable to provide for a rapidly increasing population despite the
resources of agricultural technology (or perhaps because of them).
Famine on a scale never before known faces Africa, and epidemics on
a scale rarely seen before now confront not only the undeveloped world
but its fully industrialized leaders. And even if all these dangers are
overcome, or circumvented, by the intelligent use of technology, this
very technology threatens to bring with it an environmental destruction
for which there exists no parallel in past history.

The times ahead are going to be turbulent and, for this very reason,
dangerous times. In times of danger, Nietzsche claimed, philosophers
are needed. But surely not to debate the question of the ‘end’ or the
‘closure’ of philosophy, or to indulge in meta-theoretical assessments of
the actual situation in the discipline, still less to fall back upon a scholarly
examination, or critical deconstruction, of the texts which go to make
up what has come to be known as the history of philosophy. Is this not
the very moment to revive the time-honoured slogan: To the things
themselves! The endless discussion of the ‘end of philosophy’ at a time
when philosophers are needed to address the very real dangers that face
humanity today seems to me one of the strangest acts of professional
irresponsibility since Nero fiddled while Rome burnt.
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1
The beginning and the end of philosophy

Hans-Georg Gadamer

Heidegger’s influence has always been linked up with well-founded and
entirely intelligible countervailing forces. This has to be understood from
the very beginning if we are to come to terms with Heidegger’s talk
about the end of philosophy and the commencement of thinking. The
first major objection which can be brought against Heidegger is, of
course, his relation to logic. This is not so much a matter of logic having
made astonishing progress in the last decades while Heidegger, as with
all those of my generation, was brought up on the old Aristotelian school
logic. It is a matter of a deeper conflict which not only concerns Heideg-
ger but continental philosophy in general. It is for instance always possi-
ble to tear apart statements by Heidegger in the manner we have become
familiar with through Rudolf Carnap. In a paper which has become very
well known, Carnap dismantled Heidegger’s inaugural lecture at Freiburg
entitled ‘Was ist Metaphysik?’ by a scrupulous application of the logical
rules of the game. In that text Heidegger speaks openly of an annihilation
of nothingness. If one sets out with Carnap to write this statement on
the board, using for the purpose the instruments of mathematical logic,
it becomes perfectly clear that it doesn’t work. In this formal language
in which everything is supposed to have an unambiguous meaning, no
symbol can be found for ‘nothingness’. One only finds a symbol for the
negation of an expression. Heidegger’s talk thereby becomes an inacces-
sible mystification. From the standpoint of predicative logic, an objection
of this kind may very well be legitimate. But what then becomes of
philosophy?

In the eyes of modern logic, Hegel is just as badly off. And what
about the dark Heraclitus? We will have to ask ourselves what philo-
sophical discourse is and with what right it can claim to flout the laws
of predicative logic. Furthermore, this holds not only of philosophical
discourse but of any form of inter-human discourse which falls under the
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aegis of rhetoric. So it remains a matter of the primary importance for
philosophy to determine why that which is allowed by language and
forbidden by logic cannot simply be put down to feeling or to a poetic
game, as Carnap surmised.

The second objection, which goes together with the specific theme of
the commencement of philosophy, comes from the side of philology. We
will find it difficult to rule out as unjustified the complaint brought by
classical philosophy (to which I belong to some degree) against the
violence of Heidegger’s interpretations or even the incorrectness of cer-
tain of his interpretative strategies. We shall have to ask ourselves
whether, for this reason, we can claim the right to overlook this great
thinker or whether, on the contrary, we might ourselves be missing
something important when we close ourselves off from Heidegger on
account of the unwelcome impact of his thinking.

The third objection is that of science. On the one hand, we have the
social scientists, who find that their field has been ignored by Heidegger
or at least only addressed in piecemeal form. To dismiss ‘society’ as das
Man is for them unwarranted. On the other hand, we have the natural
sciences, who cannot understand what Heidegger means when he says
‘there is no thinking in the sciences’. But perhaps such a claim demands
thinking of a quite different kind from that of the empirical sciences.

All this can be summed up in the ruling prejudice to the effect that
what Heidegger has to say after Being and Time is no longer provable,
is a kind of poetry, or better still a pseudo-mythical thinking. Here we
find Being talked about in such a way that ‘it gives’, that ‘it sends’, that
‘it reaches’; goodness knows what else is said of this mysterious some-
thing which is Being. Relative to the annihilating nothing of the Freiburg
inaugural lecture to which Carnap took exception, this is something
different again, by comparison with which the above-mentioned ‘nothing-
ness’ indeed appears almost harmless. We come up against a question
here which cannot be so easily evaded and which, in particular, requires
that we take account of the role that art, and above all Holderlin’s
poetry, took on in the thinking of late Heidegger.

If I mention these objections brought against Heidegger in an introduc-
tory way, it is in order to make room for the comprehensive urgency of
the theme in question. This is a question which has to be posed by our
civilization. Brought into being by the West, it has nevertheless spread
its net over the greater part of the world. It concerns the world view
which lies at the root of science and scientific theorizing, a world view
which is characteristic of our epoch. The inner drive towards ‘progress’
which lurks therein is slowly beginning to exert its influence as something
that merits attention. It was forty years ago that Heidegger wrote his
paper on the end of philosophy, and this paper reads today as though
he had come to grips with precisely what has preoccupied us everywhere
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in the meantime. Thus the topic of this paper, ‘The beginning and the
end of philosophy’ is something that refers back to Heidegger’s work.
What does it mean to say that philosophy is at an end and that, at best,
it has been dissolved into a number of specialized disciplines, disciplines
which will perhaps be tolerated alongside the other sciences within the
complex of our scientific culture? What contemporary trend is it that is
being described with the formula: The End of Philosophy?

To be sure, this does not mean that nothing else is effective except
the technological frenzy. When Heidegger talks of the end of philosophy,
we all understand what he means. For this way of talking can only
proceed from the West. In other parts of the world, philosophy was
never set off so dramatically against poetry or religion, not in East Asia,
nor in India, still less in the less well-known parts of the earth. ‘Philo-
sophy’ is an expression of our Western destiny. To speak with Heidegger:
an ontological destiny which, as a matter of fact, has become our fatality.
Contemporary civilization strives to fulfil this destiny, or so it seems, a
destiny which will bring the whole of humanity under the sway of the
industrial revolution. Whether the latter is linked to this or that economy
plays a subordinate role. A centralized economy, like that of the Russian
five-year plan, seems to be extraordinarily similar to our own in its
subjection to the necessities of capitalistic society. If we are hearing talk
of the end of philosophy this has to be understood along the above-
mentioned lines. We are becoming conscious of the fact that the distinc-
tion between religion, art and philosophy and perhaps also the distinction
of science and philosophy, is not the same for all cultures but rather
places its stamp upon the particular history of the Western world. One
is forced to ask: what kind of a destiny is that? Where does it come
from? How did it come about that technology was ever able to exert so
autonomous a sway that it has today become the distinguishing mark of
human culture? If we pose questions such as these, Heidegger’s at first
sight surprising and paradoxical thesis sounds, all of a sudden, astonish-
ingly plausible; that it is Greek science and metaphysics the outcome of
which has commanded the emergence of present-day world civilization.

To be sure, by comparison with earlier epochs, the technical civilization
of today imparts a different stamp upon our history. In a well-known
paper on technology, Heidegger himself admitted that technology does
not represent the simple extension of a once-familiar handicrafts culture
or even the perfecting of instrumental reason but has rigidified into a
self-sufficient system.

Heidegger thought about this system under the provocative aegis of
the name das Gestell (the frame or the set-up) — a truly Heideggerian’
concept. We will have to talk later about Heidegger’s tendency to devise
new concepts. But in order to get closer to the concept of das Gestell,
one has only to think about a familiar application of the word. We talk,
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for example, of the signal-box. That is, the regulative installation in
every station which directs the tracks into the different platforms. From
this standpoint, anyone can understand Heidegger’s concept. Das Gestell
is a key concept, the sum of such setting-up and directing, such ordering
and securing. Heidegger has shown convincingly that we are confronted
here with an all-determining thought structure which is by no means
restricted to the industrial economy in the narrow sense. His thesis is
that philosophy is coming to an end because our thinking takes place
under the final direction of the Gestell.

Now Heidegger asks:” where does all this come from? What is the
beginning of this history? Obviously, the beginning is not to be located
at the point where modern science becomes more and more dependent
upon technological progress. Rather, modern science is itself already
technology. This means that its relationship to natural entities is an
assault which aims at breaking down a resistance. In this sense science
is aggressive in that it compels entities to respond to the conditions of
‘objective’ knowledge, and this whether these entities are natural or
social in character. To take an example with which we are all familiar
because we belong to society: the questionnaire. The questionnaire is a
document which attests to the fact that questions are forcibly demanded
of one, questions which one is supposed to answer. Whether one does
or does not want to answer, whether one can or cannot answer respon-
sibly, we are nevertheless obliged to respond in the name of science.
Social science needs its statistics just as natural science applies its quanti-
tative methods to nature. In both cases it is the predominance of a
method which defines what is scientific and worthy of scientific investi-
gation, which means that what is to count as knowledge is controllable.
No matter how complex and elaborate the concepts developed by scien-
tific theorizing, it cannot be denied that the great breakthrough of the
seventeenth century is still operative today. It emerged initially out of
the physics of Galileo and Huygens and found its first fundamental
articulation in Descartes’ reflections. It is well known how the West
managed to ‘demystify the world’ as a result of this breakthrough in
modern science. The industrial exploitation of scientific research even-
tually made it possible for the West to emerge as the dominant planetary
power by installing an all-powerful economic and communications
system. But that was not the first beginning.

There is an older, so to speak, first wave of ‘enlightenment’ through
which science and scientific research developed the world - and that is
the beginning which Heidegger has in mind and which is always at the
back of his mind when he speaks of the end of philosophy. This is the
Greek discovery of theoria. Heidegger’s provocative thesis is that this
beginning of scientific enlightenment is the true beginning of metaphysics.
To be sure, modern science arose as a result of a conflict with
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‘metaphysics’, but is it not, for all that, a consequence of Greek physics
and metaphysics? In this way Heidegger posed a question which has
preoccupied modern thought for a long time. It can be illustrated with
reference to a particular, well-known case. At the beginning of modern
science in the seventeenth century, philosophers turned to the least well-
known of the great Greek thinkers, Democritus. This led to Democritus
being set up as our great predecessor, especially in the nineteenth century
when the victory of modern science had taken hold of consciousness in
general, a predecessor moreover who had been overshadowed by the
obfuscating style of a Plato or an Aristotle. And so Heidegger was able
to pose the question of our Greek origins in a much more radical fashion.
He uncovered a deeper continuity in Western history which was initiated
earlier and persists until today. This tradition led to the splitting up of
religion, art and science and even survived the radicality of the European
Enlightenment. How did Europe get on to this path? What is this path?
How did it begin and how did it go on, until it finally found its most
dramatic expression in Heidegger’s Holzwegen?

There can be no doubt that this development goes together with what
in Germany is called a Begriff (concept). To say what a Begriff is seems
almost as difficult as it was for Augustine to say in what time consists.
We all know the answer and still cannot say in what it really consists.
When it is a question of a Begriff, words always betray us. In a Begriff
something is grasped together (zusammengegriffen), put together. In the
very word Begriff, we find it implied that a Begriff apprehends (zugreift),
comprehends (zusammengreift) and so conceives (begreift). Thinking in
Begriffen (concepts) is therefore an actively appropriating (eingreifendes)
and expropriating (ausgreifendes) thinking. Thus Heidegger grasped the
history of metaphysics as the expression of an original Greek experience
of Being, and moreover as that development of our experience of think-
ing which grasps beings in their Being, so that one can get a grip on it
and, to this extent, hold it in one’s possession. His formulation of the
task of metaphysics thereby becomes one of grasping beings, as such, in
their beingness. This is the definition, the Horismos, through which what
is gets conceptualized. That was the genial achievement of metaphysics
and not just a deviation from the straight and narrow path which the
ancient atomistic philosophy was supposedly pursuing. It was the transfer
of Greek metaphysical thought to Rome and so into the Christian Middle
Ages which finally led to the emergence of the modern epoch with its
humanistic renewal of the Greek tradition. This is a long story. Since I
am also acting here in the role of an eye-witness, I should give notice
that, by 1923, Heidegger had already described the modern epoch as the
‘concern with indubitable knowledge’. This still unknown literary formula
from Heidegger means that the truth (Veritas) has been suppressed by
certainty (Certitude). It is, so to speak, the moral of this method that
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small, even if modest, steps are to be preferred, provided only that they
are absolutely controllable and certain. One sees how the Anglo-Saxon
analytical philosophy of today has remained truer to this scientific moral
than Hegel or Heidegger himself. Heidegger’s claim, a claim which he
advanced with the whole weight of his imaginatively rich thinking, is
simply that of having clarified the destinal unity of Western history, a
history which began with Greek metaphysics and which has ended in the
total domination of industry and technology.

A claim of this kind implied the need to go back behind propositional
logic. It is very difficult to accomplish this so long as philosophy remains
in competition with religion and art and poses questions which cannot
be avoided but for which, nevertheless, there exist no demonstrable
answers, for example, the question: ‘what was there in the beginning?’
The physicists cannot ask questions of this kind. If we ask them what
there was before the Big Bang, they can only smile. From their own
scientific standpoint, it becomes meaningless to ask such questions.

In spite of that, we all do this. We are all of us philosophers, bent
upon asking questions even where there is no answer, or even where
there.is_no clear way of arriving at an answer. This is what I meant
when Ftalked about going back behind propositional logic. A going back
behind what can be formulated in valid propositions. Such a going back
has nothing to do with logic itself, with its validity and its indubitability. It
does however have something to do with the fact that this monologically
consequential argumentative procedure is incapable of laying to rest our
imaginatively questioning thinking. The step back which takes place in
such questions goes back not only behind the proposition to what we
cannot avoid going on to question in everyday life; it even goes back
beyond what we are able to ask and to say in our language. We continu-
ally find ourselves caught in a tension between what we are trying to say
and what we are not really entitled to say. This is a constitutive linguistic
need which pertains to humankind and which is assumed by every genu-
ine thinker who, as such, finds himself unable to forgo the rigours of
the concept (Begriff).

Language was not made for philosophy. So philosophy has to take
words out of the language in which we live and confer upon such words
a quite peculiar meaning. This results in artificial constructions which, in
an ever-extending collegiate culture, lapse more and more into ghostly
symbols behind which it is no longer possible to glimpse any hint of a
living linguistic intuition. What follows therefrom is that tendency to
Falling which Heidegger identified in Being and Time, a tendency which
pertains to human existence as such. We make use of forms and norms,
schools and institutions without thinking about them in an original way.

In our modern scientific age a new task arises, a task of a kind German
Idealism was already familiar with but only resolved in part. I learnt
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how to conceptualize this task from Heidegger. It consists in becoming
conscious of the concepts which one employs to think. Where do such
concepts come from? What do they contain? What is unintended and
‘unconscious in such concepts when, for example, I use the word ‘subject’?
Subject is the same as substance. Subject and substance are both of them
confirmations of the Aristotelian expression Hypokeimenon, which means
‘foundation’. This Greek concept has admittedly nothing to do with the
thinking ‘I’. We readily and quite self-evidently (even if we underestimate
what is at stake) speak of a fatal subject. We also, as ‘philosophers’,
speak (with nervous overestimation) of the transcendental subject in
which all objects of knowledge are constituted. How far philosophical
concepts have been detached from their original usage! This is the task
the young Heidegger resolutely set himself when he set about the destruc-
tion of the metaphysical conceptual tradition. Within the limits of what
we are capable of, we have learnt from him how to work our way back
along the path from the concept to the word, not however with a view
to giving up conceptual thinking, but in order to restore to it its
intuitional potential. In doing this we are doing no more than was done
by the Greeks before us and, in particular, we are following Aristotle
who, in Book Delta of his Metaphysics, set about the analysis of funda-
mental concepts and sought to build up their multiple meanings from
ordinary linguistic usage. In other words, it is a question of reopening
the way from the concept to the word, so that thinking speaks once
again. Given the burden of a two thousand-year intellectual tradition,
this is no mean task. It is very difficult to draw the boundary between
a concept that has been developed with some precision and a word which
lives in speech. We are all taken in by a conceptual terminology which
stems from the metaphysical tradition and which lives on unthinkingly
in thought. Heidegger had to make use of an extraordinary linguistic
facility in order to make the language of philosophy speak again. Such
an undertaking brings a great deal back to life. Indeed, a great deal still
waits to be done along these lines, above all, an assessment of the
Christian mysticism of a Meister Eckhart, Luther’s bible and the expres-
sive power of those modes of speech which have remained inaccessibly
ensconced in a discourse which employs picture language.

What was new about Heidegger was that he not only disposed of an
extensive linguistic mastery, as did the shoe-maker Jacob Bohme, but
that he also commanded that entire Latin School tradition which belongs
to our conceptual language and, moreover, broke through this tradition
by going back to its Greek origins. In this way he succeeded in rediscover-
ing the intuitive word which lurked in the concept. This was his special
contribution from the very beginning. By this we do not mean to deny
that the development of a concept makes it necessary, in the interests
of unequivocal definition, to reject some of the implications that have



The beginning and the end of philosophy 23

accumulated in the course of its history. Even Aristotle did this. Simi-
larly, it was a new Aristotle, an Aristotle with a new voice who, in the
person of Heidegger, and from the time of his writings on the Rhetoric
and on the Ethics, threw a new light upon metaphysics by going back
beyond the neo-scholastic and Thomistic conceptual language and Aris-
totle interpretations. And so, in the end, it becomes understandable that,
when one evokes a linguistic potential whose meaning cannot be written
up on the board, one is not indulging in poetry or day-dreaming.

The potential inherent in language should serve the cause of thinking.
This means that a concept should finally capture the meanings disclosed
in a word through analysis. The analysis of a concept will distinguish a
multiplicity of meanings all of which are operative in speech but which
at the same time are restricted to a specific determination in any given
discursive context, so that, in the end, one meaning takes the lead while
the others are, at best, simply implied along with it in an auxiliary way.
This is the thinking use of words. It is slightly different in poetry but
not very different. Here it is also a matter of establishing the regulative
meaning of a word so broadly that a meaningful unity emerges in poetic
diction. Indeed, it is precisely through the ambiguity and multiplicity of
meaning which words possess that language comes to acquire a depth.
This can also happen in philosophy. The conventionally established uni-
vocity of an expression which, in itself, possesses several meanings, can
let the other meanings which lurk in a word be articulated along with
the former, and this can be carried so far that thinking can be thrown
out of its habitual tracks. Heidegger often did this deliberately. He even
called this the ‘leap’ (Sprung): thinking must, so to speak, be compelled
to leap, in as much as the subordinate meanings of words or sentences
are emphasized until they fall into explicit contradiction with the former.
This can be of the first importance in a philosophical discussion as, for
example, when a habitual meaning acquires an entirely new meaning
through the multivocity of the word with which it is associated. Thus
when Heidegger posed the question: ‘Was heifit Denken?’ he did not
pose it in the conventional sense of heifff, where it means ‘mean’ but
with an unexpected twist which brought out the subordinate meaning of
heift as ‘offer’. This procedure should not be imitated even though, with
Heidegger, it is always worth taking the new direction. Another example:
in Heidegger’s paper on technology, there is an explanation of causality
and origin. Heidegger says there: in truth there is a rationale (Veranlas-
sung). In connection with his presentation one suddenly becomes aware
of what Veranlassung can mean. One discovers that a Lassen lurks
therein. To bring something out (Arhebenlassen) always includes the
implication that one lets it be (/¢ff). This is the kind of way in which
Heidegger will encumber a normal German word so that it begins to say
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something different. In this case, it says: something is allowed to be in
its being, and in such a way that it stands out.

To be sure, when it is a matter of texts, trafficking with language in
this way implies, in a certain sense, selling out the text. The text has its
unitary intention even if the latter is not necessarily a conscious intention
on the part of its author. In any case the recipient, the decipherer, is
directed to what the text means. It is clear that Heidegger sometimes
stands the underlying intention of a statement on its head. The word
suddenly transgresses the normal ranges of its application and thereby
begins to render visible what was not originally thought. Heidegger often
mobilized etymology in this way. To be sure, if one appeals to scientific
etymology in this fashion, one becomes dependent upon an ever-changing
procedure of scientific validation. In such cases, etymology begins to lose
its conviction. In other cases, on the other hand, etymology can bring
to light what is implicit in our feeling for language and so confer confir-
mation and plausibility upon it. In such cases, Heidegger does succeed
in tracing words back to the original experience from which they sprang.

In any case, it is clearly not so much a matter of statements as of
words whose meaning potential can be recognized and brought to
expression. Such a procedure has its precursors, above all Aristotle. The
best known example is the Greek word for Being, Ousia, which acquired
the meaning of essentia in Latinized metaphysics. This was the translation
of Ousia which was taken over from Cicero. But what did this word
mean in the spoken Greek of that time? In German we are well equipped
to reproduce the configuration. Ousia means das Anwesen, the lie of the
land, as we still say, a house or an individual domain. A farmer can say
of his property: ‘it’s an attractive prospect [Anwesen].” The Greeks could
say this too and they can still say it today. Those who know Athens well
will appreciate the following confirmation. After the exodus of Greeks
from the Middle East at the beginning of the twenties, the former Athens
was increased by about one million refugees and spread out into the
countryside. But everyone was housed in their own little property. So
everyone still had his Anwesen, his spread. So that which as Ousia made
up the Being of beings is still preserved in an actual intuition. The
Anwesen is what is there and so makes up the essence (Wesen) of country
living. He is in his own Oikos, his own domain, conscious of his own
being, so to speak, and is so still. And so the word Ousia shows us that
the genuine conceptual meaning can be clarified in the light of the
original meaning of the word.

If one is aware of the entire verbal configuration consisting of ousia,
parousia, apousia, one cannot but find Heidegger’s employment of the
concept Vorhandenheit unsatisfactory. I do not have a better proposal,
but in the expression Vorhandenheit one is either too influenced by the
connotation of simple existence in the sense of existentia as that term
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was used in the School philosophy of the eighteenth century (which then
takes the concept in the direction of the conceptual complex which
belongs to modern experimental science), or else one is forced to rely
on common parlance which, in any translation of the term into a foreign
language, then makes it almost impossible to distinguish vorhanden from
zuhanden. Neither of these two senses is to be found in the concept of
Anwesen, which means something completely different from any exist-
ence of the object which is susceptible to weights and measures but
which, nevertheless, cannot be assimilated to any behaviourally directed
procheiron. In any case, when Heidegger decided on the expression
Vorhandenheit, he neglected the difference between the understanding
of being which belongs to modern natural science and that which pertains
to the Greek Meta-‘Physik’, and therewith made it difficult to capture
the presence of the divine in ‘Being’. This is what happens when one
tries to let words speak — the attempt sometimes by-passes the genuine
conceptual intention. From Heidegger one can learn both the risks and
the opportunities which attach to using language in a new way.

Especially instructive is Heidegger’s translation of Aletheia as unhid-
denness (Unverborgenheit). Greek usage would actually have made it
more acceptable to say ‘unconcealedness’ (Unverhohlenheir). This is also
how Humboldt translated it. When Heidegger thought of it as unhid-
denness he was being true to his own vision, which carried his reflections
back to the ever dimmer, because ever earlier, origins of Greek literary
testimony. Hiddenness speaks in unhiddenness. In this way an association
is brought to light which Heidegger wanted to release and whose content
we are now in a position to grasp. In unhiddenness a suspension of
‘withdrawal’ (Geborgenheit) can also be found. What emerges through
speech and reflection and so presents itself is precisely what lies buried
(geborgen) in words and perhaps remains buried even if something of it
is brought out, is unearthed (entborgen). We find lurking here in Heideg-
ger’s conceptual ambitions the experience of Being as the counter-play
of revealing (Entbergung) and concealing (Verbergung).

What follows from all this for language in philosophical thinking? Can
we not glimpse herein the secret of the word, and even more, of the
word-concept, namely, that it not only refers to something else in the
manner of a sign but burrows ever deeper into itself? It pertains to the
very nature of signs that they should refer away from themselves. It is
quite an achievement to be able to understand even signs as signs. Dogs
can’t do it. They don’t look there, where one is pointing but snap at the
finger that points. We are already thinkers even when we only understand
signs. How much more so is this the case when we understand words?
This holds not only of the understanding of individual words but of how
they are spoken in the unity of a melodic flux of speech which acquires
its capacity to convince from the articulation of the whole discourse. They
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always stand in the connections established by discourse, and discussing is
not just a running-through of a complex of meaning-bearing words. It
suffices to consider the vacuity of those illustrative phrases we find in a
good foreign grammar book. They are intended to be empty of meaning,
so that one will not be distracted by their content but attracted to them
as words. This is not genuine discourse. A language is used to speak to
someone and speaks through the tone in which it is voiced. And so we
find genuine and specious tones, ways of talking which are convincing
and which are unconvincing, true or false — and much of this is not
dragged up out of concealedness and re-presented in language.

Heidegger also sought out an etymology for the word Logos. He held
it to be the legende Lese. When I read this for the first time, I disap-
proved, found it a forced reading of the hidden meaning of the word.
But it began to take hold nevertheless. For if one follows the unearthing
of the semantic field which is in question here and then goes back to
the well-known concept Logos, one finds this background working its
way back into one’s own intellectual and linguistic intuitions about the
Logos. And so I would like to make the following avowal: the Logos is
the lesende Lege. Legein means read, read together (zusammenlesen)
and so bring together (zusammenlegen), so that it is brought together
and gathered in as a harvest, like grapes from the vine. So what is
brought together in the unity of the vintage (Lese) are not merely words
which make up sentences. It is the very word itself, a word in which a
multiplicity is brought together into the unity of the Eidos, as Plato will
say.

This issue is of special significance in connection with Heraclitus. Hera-
clitus was for Heidegger the most attractive of all the early Greek think-
ers. His sentences are like riddles, his words like hints. In Heidegger’s
little hut over Todtnauberg, we find etched into the bark of the door
the inscription: ‘Lightning steers everything’. In Greek of course. In this
statement, as a matter of fact, Heidegger’s basic vision is to be found,
namely, that what is present is brought out in its presentness in the
lightning stroke; for a moment everything is as clear as day, but only in
order to sink back suddenly into the darkest night. This instant in which
the ‘present’ is there was disclosed by Heidegger as the Greek experience
of Being. This lightning stroke which allows everything to manifest itself
at one blow is preserved as present for a short while. One can understand
why Heidegger was so fond of Heraclitus’ sayings. Here we find an entire
statement which lets the belonging-together of uncovering and covering
over become apparent as the basic experience of Being. Truly, what is
brought to words here is a basic human experience. For we live in the
knowledge that even the absent is present, nooi (in spirit). All thinking
is like a streaming out and a projection out beyond the limits of our
brief existence. We are, so to speak, unable to recognize — and can never
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really forget — that it only lasts for a while, until the infinitude of spirit
is limited by the finitude of death. Again, Heidegger gives expression to
his experience in a quite simple word: ‘It gives’. What is this It which
gives here? And what does it give? All this swims in an unclarified haze
and yet everyone understands perfectly well what is meant. ‘This is it.
It is this.” Heidegger did no more than find words for this straightforward
expression.

To be sure, the colossal task of thought consists in trying to preserve,
to incorporate in words, in readily accessible discourse, this lightning
stroke in which everything suddenly becomes clear. One day I was with
Heidegger up in the hut. He read me a work by Nietzsche, which he
happened to be writing about at the time. After a few minutes he
interrupted himself, bringing his hand down on the table, so hard that
the teacups rattled, and cried out in despair: ‘This is all Chinese.” This
was certainly not the manner of someone who wanted to be dark and
difficult. Clearly Heidegger suffered from the need to find words which
could move out beyond the language of metaphysics. How is the whole-
ness of a vision to be elicited from the dazzling clarity in which the
lightning stroke shatters the night? How can a sequence of thoughts be
put together in which words yield a new mode of discourse?

What are we to think, for example, of the ‘ontological difference’? It
is still for the most part being misunderstood as though someone — we
- made this difference. This is quite out of the question. The ontological
difference is the outcome which emerges from Being itself and which
makes it possible for us to think. This is what will be at issue later and
what is certainly stated in the perspective of the Kehre, or the ‘Turn’.
But if I may be permitted once again to draw upon my fund of knowledge
as a contemporary witness I would like to report that in 1924, as Gerhard
Kriiger and I accompanied Heidegger back to his first Marburg home
after the conference and asked him about the ontological difference, he
definitely rejected the idea that it might be we ourselves who make this
difference. One sees then that the Kehre came before the ‘Kehre’.
Further, 1924 was not the moment of its first appearance. While I was
still a student, at the beginning of the 1920s, we heard in Marburg that
the young Heidegger had said in a lecture: ‘It worlds.” This was really
the Kehre before the ‘Kehre’.

One final question: how, in the perspective of the later Heidegger, are
we to think the experience of death, an experience which in Being and
Time, and in the context of his analysis of anxiety is so flexibly
developed? How can the duality of covering and uncovering be thought?
As the ‘range’ (Gebirg) in which death is buried? Is that not a way of
talking about death which is reproduced in every-human culture? Even
where something like an after-life religion is installed? Certainly the
description given in Being and Time is one which is drawn from Christian
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sources. Our Western way of thinking is certainly not the only way of
thinking about the experience of death. Other after-life religions, for
example Islam, seem to think differently. Did the later Heidegger think
his way out beyond his own Christian experience? Perhaps. In any case,
he certainly thought his way back to its Greek origins. If one has not
come to terms with the meaning of this Greek origin for Heidegger, it
becomes virtually impossible to understand late Heidegger. This is not
because of Heidegger himself but because of what we mean by philo-
sophy and what our culture has demonstrated along the way to knowl-
edge. We are still determined by this tradition and must allow ourselves
to be empowered by it to ever new possibilities of thinking.

And in the meantime this should be said: what is so vital about Greek
philosophy is that it went its way, the way of the spoken and responsive
word without reflecting on what speaking is or who the speaker is. The
Greeks had no word for the subject. The Logos is what is said, what is
named, what is brought together and laid down. This is not seen as an
operation on the part of the speaker but rather as an operation on the
part of that from which everything comes together. A typical phrase by
Socrates runs: ‘it is not my Logos’. This holds for Heraclitus as well as
for Socrates. The Logos is in common. Thus Aristotle rejected any theory
which attributed to words a natural relation to things. Word signs are
kata syntheken; that means they are conventions. But this does not mean
unities which are arbitrarily put together at any time. They are unities
which precede any differentiation in these or those words. This is the
origin which has never begun but is always already effective. It grounds
the indissoluble proximity of thinking and speaking and so survives the
question concerning the beginning and the end of philosophy.

Translated by Christopher Macann
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‘Time and being’, 1925-7

Thomas Sheehan

It is very significant that Heidegger chose Die Grundprobleme der Phino-
menologie, the lecture course he gave in the summer semester of 1927,
to be the first publication in his monumental Gesamtausgabe.® The text
is rich in many ways, but one of its major claims to fame may rest in a
footnote, taken from Heidegger’s own manuscript of the course, that
appears on page 1 of the published version. This elliptical footnote,
which in fact functions like a subtitle for the whole volume, asserts that
the lecture course represents a ‘New elaboration of Sein und Zeit, Part
One, Division Three’.?

This footnote promises quite a bit indeed. It is well known that when
Heidegger published Sein und Zeit in February of 1927, the book was
lacking its crowning section — Part One, Division Three — entitled ‘Time
and being’. The absence of this section, coupled with Heidegger’s
announcement in 1953 that it would never appear, has raised doubts’
about the feasibility of his philosophical program and has led to an
abundance of speculation, much of it misleading, about the so-called
‘turn’ from the work of the early Heidegger to that of the later Heideg-
ger. But now it would seem that the problem can be solved. The lecture
course Die Grundprobleme der Phinomenologie, which Heidegger began
on Saturday, April 30, 1927, just over eight weeks after the publication
of Sein und Zeit, would appear to fill out the missing section that was
to be the climax of Heidegger’s magnum opus. Indeed, on the second
day of lecturing Heidegger provided his students with an outline of the
course, and Parts Two and Three of that outline promised to be a
complete elaboration of ‘Time and being’.®> And if we required further
confirmation of the hypothesis that Die Grundprobleme der Phdnomenol-
ogie fulfills the promise of Sein und Zeit, we would seem to find it in
the new, 1977 Gesamtausgabe edition of Sein und Zeit. There Heidegger
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has annotated the title of all of Part One of his treatise in the following
way:

The Interpretation of Dasein in terms of Temporality [notation: ‘The

published portion covers only this much’] and the Explication of Time

as the Transcendental Horizon for the Question of Being [notation:

‘For this, cf. the Marburg lecture course of 1927, Die Grundprobleme

der Phanomenologie’].*

But, for better or worse, the matter is not all that simple. To begin
with, Die Grundprobleme der Phidnomenologie (hereafter: GP) makes
almost no advance into the uncharted territory of what Sein und Zeit
(hereafter: SZ) called ‘Time and being’. To be sure, if in the lecture
course Heidegger had covered all the material that he outlined for his
students, he would have filled out ‘Time and being’, albeit in a different
order from what he had promised in SZ. But in fact the very few pages
in GP that push into the area of ‘Time and being’ (on a strict reading,
GP, 441-5) were reserved to the second half of the second-to-last meeting
of the course (July 23, 1927) and, on the whole, are among the least
satisfying of all the lectures. We are faced, then, with a paradox, or
perhaps even with an error. The footnote at the beginning of GP prom-
ises us an elaboration of ‘Time and being’, but the text itself delivers,
on a strict interpretation, only four pages of such an elaboration or, on
a very broad interpretation, only 28 pages (GP, 441-69), most of which
provide only schematic hints.

What are we to make of all of this in terms of the philosophical
program that Heidegger outlined in SZ and that he claimed to have
fulfilled over the course of his philosophical career?

Heidegger’s one and only topic from beginning to end — what he called
the issue of philosophy — was the kinetic structure of the disclosure of
entities, that is, the movement that constitutes the analogical unity (or
meaning) of the being of entities. At various points in his career Heideg-
ger called this kinetic structure of disclosure the ‘time-character’ of being
or the ‘truth’ of being or the ‘clearing’ of being. What all these titles
point to in common is the bivalence that is intrinsic to the movement of
disclosure. The ‘being’ or disclosive structure of entities is a phenomeno-
logical movement made up of a dimension of relative absence and a
dimension of relative presence. Now, whereas traditional philosophy had
always known about the presential dimension of entities, Heidegger took
upon himself the task of pointing out the absential dimension of such
disclosure. This absential dimension (in Greek: léthé) is intrinsic to the
presential dimension (in Greek: aletheia) of the kinetic disclosure of
things. To put this in an imperfect neologism, we may say that Heideg-
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ger’s one and only topic was ‘pres-ab-sence’, the kinetic bivalence that
makes up the disclosive structure (or ‘being’) of entities.

- Now, whereas Heidegger had always intended to work out pres-
ab-sence as the meaning of being, in his early works — and especially in
SZ and GP - he approached the problem from within a transcendental
framework. He did so specifically from an analysis of Dasein’s projection
of temporal schemata that would provide the horizon for the meaning
of being. In his later works, however, Heidegger shifted away from the
language and viewpoint of the transcendental framework and showed
that the movement intrinsic to the disclosive structure of entities was
responsible for the projective movement of Dasein. This shift constituted
a regaining and a deepening of the archaic Greek viewpoint, where the
autodisclosure of entities requires and governs the disclosive movement
of man.

The main importance of GP for our purposes is that it did not complete
the vector of SZ, indeed that it hardly advanced beyond the analyses
contained in that work. That is, GP represents Heidegger’s last effort to
work out the kinetic meaning of being from within a transcendental
framework. In the last part of this essay I shall use the incompleteness
of GP as an occasion for discussing how Heidegger shifts away from the
language and viewpoint of transcendental philosophy and effects the
‘turn’ into the pres-ab-sential structure of being.

On the way to that issue we notice some important questions that
emerge with the publication of GP. If GP was intended to be a ‘new’
elaboration of “Time and being’, what happened to the first draft of that
section? Were there other early programs for working out the kinetic
meaning of being? What is the relation between the transcendentalism
of GP and the very different approach of Heidegger’s later thought?
These are not just historical questions. They touch on the major issue
of philosophy, the meaning of being.

In order to work out these questions and to arrive at the heart of
Heidegger’s thought, I divide this essay into four parts: I. Discussion of
the history of the writing of SZ; II. Comparison of the structures of
various programs for elaborating the meaning of being, from 1925
through 1927; III. An analysis of the argument of GP; and IV. Clarifi-
cation of the significance of GP for the major issue, the meaning of
being as pres-ab-sence.

1 History: the genesis of Being and Time
Whatever the conditions of its gestation, SZ in the form we know it is

a premature work, rushed into print under publish-or-perish conditions.
Heidegger himself once spoke of the ‘strange publication’ of his ‘long-
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guarded work’, and some 30 years after its appearance he remarked:
‘The fundamertal flaw of the book Sein und Zeit is perhaps that I
ventured forth too far too early.”> The haste is revealed in a number of
ways. There is, for example, the laundry list of topics, scattered through-
out the published pages of SZ, that Heidegger promlses to treat in the
unpublished part. One has the sense that Heidegger is just postponing
these problems without having a clear idea of how he will answer them.
Above all, the haste of composition can perhaps be seen in Heidegger’s
inability to bring the work to completion. What, then, were the academic
pressures that gave.us this truncated work?

A The politics of publish-or-perish®

The history of Heidegger’s academic promotions between 1923 and 1927
is a story of books that he promised but never published or that he
published but never completed. For example, he was called from Frei-
burg to Marburg in 1923 on the strength of some chapters of a projected
book on Aristotle, which in fact never got into print. What he did in
that instance was to rewrite his 1922 Freiburg course on Aristotle and
submit it to the philosophy faculty at Marburg. This draft received rave
reviews from Paul Natorp and Nicolai Hartmann, both of Marburg, and
in recommending Heidegger for a position there they called this essay
absolutely astonishing (vollends etwas iiberraschends). With high scientific
quality, they said, it shows how the history of philosophy from the Middle
Ages through Luther to modern thinkers is determined by Aristotle. Its
method and careful etymologies, they went on, show a philosophical
delicacy which step by step discovers heretofore unnoticed connections
between issues. His method sheds light even for experts in the field,
especially on decisive points passed over by nineteenth-century scholars.
Needless to say, Heidegger got the job. And two years later, when
Heidegger was applying for promotion, Hartmann would again remark
on the powerful achievement, philological exactness (Akribie), antd pen-
etrating interpretation that characterized this manuscript on Aristotle,
and he would emphasize how it illuminates whole epochs of thought in
a way long unknown in philosophy.

But the work never appeared. Although in the summer of 1925 it was
declared ready for the press, Heidegger’s interest now lay in the new
project that was to make his name. SZ had been maturing for some
while. In his last two lecture days as a Privatdozent at Freiburg (July 18
and 25, 1923), Heidegger had read material that would become Part
One, Division One, of SZ, and a year later at Marburg, in July of 1924,
he presented the ‘Urform’ of SZ as a 6000-word lecture entitled ‘Der
Begriff der Zeit’, which contained most of the essential theses of SZ
from being-in-the-world to within-time-ness. Another year later, in the
summer of 1925, he read the first draft of SZ in the Marburg lecture
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course, Geschichte des Zeitbegriffs. But just as this course got underway
there began the politics of publish-or-perish.

On May 1, 1925, Nicolai Hartmann, then Ordinarius in the chair that
had been vacated by the recent death of Paul Natorp, informed the
University of Marburg that he would leave in October for Cologne. On
May 19 Heidegger told the dean of his availability for Hartmann’s posi-
tion, and at a faculty meeting the following week Hartmann proposed
Heidegger as his successor. ,

Then the trouble began. On June 24, after Hartmann had rec-
ommended to the faculty that Heidegger’s name be the only one (unico
loco) that they propose to the Ministry in Berlin as fitting for the position,
Professor Rudolf Wedekind of the philosophy faculty raised the issue
that would block Heidegger’s promotion for two more years: his dearth
of publications. Hartmann responded that, beside the still-promised book
on Aristotle, the young scholar had a new and absolutely outstanding
work (eine neue und ganz hervorragende Arbeit) in manuscript and ready
for publication. To the best of my knowledge these words of Hartmann
on June 24, 1925, are the first public mention of SZ, even though
Hartmann gave the work no title. In any case, the faculty that day voted
against an unico loco nomination. Instead, they proposed a three-person
list with Heidegger’s name in first place. On July 8, 1925, they briefly
reversed themselves and proposed Heidegger unico loco by a vote of 6
in favor, 4 opposed, and 1 abstaining, but on July 18 they reverted to
their former decision. The choice of Heidegger, incidentally, was not
without opposition from the theology faculty, which used Rudolf Otto
as its spokesman against Heidegger. )

Between July 18 and August 3, 1925, Hartmann in the name of the
faculty drafted in his own hand an extraordinary document to be sent
to Berlin to the Minister for Science, Art and Education in support of
Heidegger’s nomination. In that document he calls Heidegger a
researcher and teacher of the first rank, one who, besides his work on
Aristotle, which is yet to be published, has recently produced a systematic
work, now in press (sic), which is entitled — Zeit und Sein! (It seems
impossible to ascertain whether that title, Time and Being, was a slip of
the pen on Hartmann’s part or actually the first title that Heidegger may
have proposed for the work.) The book, says Hartmann, does nothing
less than to broach the ultimate and basic questions of ontology in a
synthesis of phenomenology — here for the first time freed from all
[Husserlian] subjectivism — with the great tradition of metaphysics that
stretches from the Greeks through the medievals to the moderns. Hart-
mann remarks that whereas older practitioners of phenomenology see it
as a preliminary laying of foundations and thereby frequently give the
impression of one-sidedness or narrow-mindedness, Heidegger’s work
gets right down to basic problems, breaks through stalemated positions,
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and opens new horizons. There is simply nothing comparable to it in
the broad field of Heidegger’s contemporaries, he writes. Therefore,
Heidegger’s nomination, even though it is accompanied by that of Heim-
soeth and Pfiander, stands far above the other two.

With a recommendation like that, Heidegger should have had the job
in a walk. But it was not to be so. All through 1926 and most of 1927
the philosophy faculty at Marburg fought a running battle with the
Ministry in Berlin over Heidegger’s nomination. On January 27, 1926,
the Minister wrote to the dean that, with all due respect for Heidegger’s
success in the classroom (which by then was somewhat legendary), the
historical significance of the chair of philosophy at Marburg precluded
Heidegger’s being appointed to it until he had gained the respect and
recognition of his colleagues by more publications. The Minister called
for a new list of nominations.

On February 25, 1926, the faculty met and unanimously voted that
Heidegger be urged to have SZ typed in several copies and given to the
dean so that it might be submitted to a group of scholars for their
evaluation. At the same time they underlined the urgency of having
Heidegger produce the text at least in galley proofs. The dean paid a
personal visit to Heidegger’s office to pass on this news, and Heidegger
replied that he was prepared to have the text in press by April 1, 1926.

In a little over eight weeks — until early March in his first-floor study
at Schwanallee 21, Marburg, and thereafter at the farmhouse of Johann
Brender near his retreat in Todtnauberg — Heidegger pulled together his
lecture notes of Geschichte des Zeitbegriffs into SZ. On April 2, 1926,
six days before Husserl’s birthday celebration in Todtnauberg (see the
dedication in SZ), Heidegger wrote to the dean that the work was now
in press and that by May 1, 10 to 12 signatures (160-92 pages) would
be ready - that is, roughly the material up to the chapter on Sorge, or,
in other terms, the material on Dasein that was covered in Geschichte
des Zeitbegriffs. However, it was June 18 before the dean forwarded the
galley pages to Berlin in the face of the Ministry’s renewed call for other
names and an expanded list. Finally, on November 26, 1926, came the
Minister’s reply. Having examined the proof sheets, he still cannot give
Heidegger the job. The pages were returned, as Heidegger recalled, '
marked ‘Inadequate’.

Three months later, in February of 1927, the book was published ‘as
the fragment we know, minus ‘Time and being’ and all of Part Two,
‘Phenomenological destruction of the history of ontology’. Heidegger had
published and perished. He had rushed his ‘long-guarded work’ into print
and in so doing had ‘ventured forth too far too early’, perhaps chiefly
in an effort to get a job. That venture was to block the fulfillment of
his philosophical program for years to come.
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B The missing sections of Being and Time

What was the status of the ‘second half’ of SZ when its ‘first half’ was
published in February of 19277 Had Heidegger completed by then a
draft of ‘Time and being’, and, if so, what form did it take and why did
it not appear? My purpose in raising and answering these questions is
to search out what is unique about GP.

(N.B.: In the rest of the essay I shall abbreviate references to the
structure of SZ in the following way. The whole of SZ was to be
comprised of two Parts, each of which would contain three Divisions. I
shall abbreviate the Parts of SZ with Roman numerals and the Divisions
of SZ with Arabic numerals. Thus, SZ I.1 means SZ Part One, Division
One. SZ II.3 means SZ Part Two, Division Three, and so on. As
everyone knows, the only published sections of the work are Part One,
Divisions One and Two, i.e., SZ I.1 and 1.2.)

Much of SZ II (‘Basic features of a phenomenological destruction of
the history of ontology, using the problematic of Temporalitit as a clue’)
was sketched out by the spring of 1926. Specifically, a first draft of SZ
II.1 (‘Kant’s doctrine of schematism and time, as a preliminary stage in
a problematic of Temporalitit’) was delivered in the lecture course Logik
from January 28 through February 26, 1926. And a first draft of SZ II.3
(‘Aristotle’s essay on time, as providing a way of discriminating the
phenomenal basis and the limits of ancient ontology’) was hinted at in
SZ §81 and was read on July 6 and 13, 1927, in the lecture course of
GP. But what of SZ 1.3, ‘Time and being’?

Heidegger’s letter to the dean, written from Todtnauberg on April 2,
1926, merely said that the work was in press, but neither that it was
completed as a whole nor how much beyond the 160 to 192 pages was
finished at that time. Two weeks later, on April 16, 1926, Mrs. Malvina
Husserl wrote to Roman Ingarden about Heidegger’s ‘just completed
work’ (‘seines eben vollendeten Werkes’), and on April 28 Edmund Hus-
serl wrote to Gustav Albrecht about Heidegger’s ‘book which is now in
press’ (‘seines eben in Druck befindlichen Buches’). But many years later
Heidegger remembered showing Husserl at this time the ‘nearly finished
manuscript’ (‘das nahezu fertige Manuskript’) of SZ, and in 1963 he
claimed that 15 signatures (ca. 240 pages) were forwarded to the dean
and eventually to the Ministry in Berlin, that is, up through §47 of the
chapter on death.” On the basis of Heidegger’s letter of April 2, 1926,
I believe that it is most likely that during that month he sent off to
Niemeyer Publishers something like the first 190 pages of SZ (i.e., up
to around chapter vi of SZ I.1). While it is conceivable that he had
finished all of SZ I.2 by this time, I think that it is not probable, just
as it is very unlikely that he had actually completed SZ 1.3 by the spring
of 1926. :
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However, there are three bits of evidence that attest to the possibility
that Heidegger completed a first draft of SZ I.3 sometime between April
and December of 1926. None of these reports, however, is very strong;
at best they provide clues or hints.

First: Concerning the famous footnote at the beginning of GP, F.-W.
von Herrmann, the editor of GP, has written: ‘The designation “New
elaboration” means that an older one preceded it. The first elaboration
of the Division “Time and Being” came about in the train of writing
Divisions One and Two. As Martin Heidegger has communicated to me
orally, he burned the first draft [die erste Fassung] soon after he wrote
it.’® But was this first draft anything more than a sketch? We cannot be
sure.

Secondly, Heidegger informed H.-G. Gadamer that SZ 1.3 was ready
to be printed along with I.1 and 1.2 in early 1927, but it was held back
because Volume VIII of the Jahrbuch fiir Philosophie und phinomenolo-
gische Forschung had to be shared with (besides SZ) Oskar Becker’s
370-page treatise on ‘Mathematische Existenz: Untersuchungen zur Logik
und Ontologie mathematischer Phdnomene’.®

Thirdly, a footnote in the first edition of SZ (but omitted in later
editions) at p. 349 refers the reader ahead to SZ 1.3, chapter two for a
clarification of the origin of Bedeutung and the possibility of Begriffs-
bildung (the latter being a topic that Heidegger covered in his seminars
of 1926-7 and 1927-8). This is the only reference to a specific chapter
within SZ 1.3, and it would seem to indicate that Heidegger had at least
some kind of outline of ‘Time and being’ when he wrote the footnote.

But what about the content of this famous missing section? Thanks to
an exchange between Heidegger and Max Miiller, we have a sketch of
some of the material from the first draft of SZ 1.3. Miiller writes:

In the first elaboration of Sein und Zeit, Part One, Division Three,
which, as I mentioned above, was to bear the title ‘Zeit und Sein’ and
was to bring about a ‘turn’ in the treatment of being itself, Heidegger,
according to a personal communication, attempted to distinguish a
threefold difference.

(a) the ‘transcendental’ [‘transzendentale’] difference, or ontological
difference in the narrower sense: the differentiation of entities from
their beingness.

(b) the ‘transcendence-related’ |[‘transzendenzhafte’] difference or
ontological difference in the wider sense: the differentiation of entities
and their beingness from being itself.

(c) the ‘transcendent’ [‘transzendente’] difference, or theological dif-
ference in the strict sense: the differentiation of God from entities,
from beingness, and from being.

But because it was not experienced but only set up speculatively,
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this attempt at a draft was given up as itself being ‘onto-theological’,
because it ventures an assertion about God which even now in the
experience of ‘essential thinking’ is not immediately made.®

Moreover, in a marginal note to SZ 39 (published in the Gesamtausgabe
version of SZ), where Heidegger gives the projected outline of his treat-
ise, he glosses the title “Time and being’ with the following: ‘The trans-
cendence-related difference./The overcoming of the horizon as such./The
turn around into the origin./Presence from out of this origin.’** While
cryptic in many ways, this_gloss allows of the following interpretation.
When one makes the-transcendence-related difference between the being-
ness of entities and being itself, then one has overcome horizontal per-
spectives, which in fact are based on the correlativity of subjectivity and
beingness, and has turned around into the origin, léthé, whence arises
alétheia. (We shall return to this towards the end of the next part of this
essay.)

What might have made Heidegger destroy the first draft or sketch of
SZ 1.37 Besides the dissatisfaction that Heidegger reported to Miiller,
there is other evidence that soon after SZ went to the press he had
hesitations about his program or at least about its formulation. On
February 13, 1952, exactly 25 years after SZ appeared, Heidegger told
the students in his Aristotle seminar at Freiburg that immediately after
the printing of SZ he was startled (ich habe . . . einen Schrecken bekom-
men) to realize what while, as regards the issue, being was indeed alluded
' to and present in In-der-Welt-sein, nonetheless, as regards the formu-
lation, being, as it were, only ‘limped along behind’ (hinkt es gleichsam
hinten nach). Perhaps the shock of this realization is what prompted
Heidegger, in the spring of 1927, to reformulate ‘Time and being’ all
over again with GP’s new draft focused on what he called the four ‘basic
problems’ of phenomenology, namely, the ontological difference, the
whatness and howness of being, the unity and multiplicity of being, and
the truth-character of being. This outline of the crowning section of
Heidegger’s treatise held up at least through the following summer, his
last semester at Marburg, when he repeated that fourfold division in his
course on Leibniz (July 10, 1928), although he rearranged the outline
slightly. In the Leibniz course, what was the fourth section in GP (it is
now called ‘The veritative character of being’) is made to precede what
was the third section in GP, which is now called ‘The regionality of
being and the unity of the idea of being’. But the whole program seemed
to be in trouble. That fall (October 14, 1928), during his first semester
as Husserl’s successor in Freiburg, Heidegger told W. R. Boyce Gibson
that it would be ‘some little time’ — not likely by the next issue of the
Jahrbuch - before the rest of SZ appeared.*

After the spring of 1929 we hear nothing more about the completion
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of Heidegger’s magnum opus. The project of SZ, which basically remains
enclosed within the Marburg period, had apparently ground to a halt.
In the 1953 Foreword to the seventh edition of SZ we read: ‘While the
previous editions have borne the designation “First Half”, this has now
been deleted. After a quarter of a century, the second half could no
longer be added unless the first were presented anew.’?

II Structure: three outlines of the program

Over a span of exactly two years (May 4, 1925-May 4, 1927), Heidegger
offered three different outlines of his treatise on the meaning of being
(cf. the accompanying chart):

1. May 4, 1925: The outline of the course Geschichte des Zeitbegriffs
(GZ), which appears on p. 10f. of the published version.*

2. April, 1926: The outline of SZ, published on p. 39f. of that work.

3. May 4, 1927: The outline of GP, published on p. 32f. of the text.

History of the Concept of Time (GZ), 1925
I. The phenomenon of time; the concept of time

1. Preparatory description: the field where time appears (=SZ I.1)
i. Phenomenology and the being-question .
ii. Dasein and th%:ybeing—questiorgl ! i(= $Z Introduction)
iii. Everydayness and being-in-the-world (= SZ 1.1, chaps. i-iv)
1) Introduction
2) Descartes
3) Worldhood of the world
4) Reality of the outer world
5) Spatiality
6) The ‘who’
iv. Being-in and care (= SZ 1.1, chaps. v—vi)
1) Entdecktheit (Befindlichkeit, Verstehen, Auslegung, Rede,
Sprache)
2) Fallenness
3) Fear and dread
4) Care

2. The laying-free of time itself (= SZ 1.2, chaps. i-iii)
i. Death
ii. Conscience and guilt
iii. Time as Dasein’s being*

* The course ends here.
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3. The conceptual interpretation of time (= SZ 1.2, chaps. iv-vi)

II. History of the concept of time from today backward (= SZ II)

1. Bergson
2. Kant and Newton
3. Aristotle

ITI. The question of being-in-general and of the being of history and
nature in particular (= SZ 1.3)

Being and Time (SZ), 1926
I. Dasein as temporality; time as the horizon of the being-question

1. Preparatory analysis of Dasein
i. The task of this analysis ‘
ii. Being-in-the-world as Dasein’s basic state
iii. The worldhood of the world
1) Introduction
2) Worldhood
3) Descartes
4) Spatiality
iv. The ‘who’ and the ‘they’
v. Being-in
1) The ‘there’ (Befindlichkeit, Verstehen, Auslegung, Rede,
Sprache)
2) Fallenness -
vi. Care as Dasein’s being
1) Dread
2) Care
3) Reality of the outer world
4) Truth

2. Dasein and temporality
i-iii. The laying-free of temporality (cf. p. 436b)
iv—vi. Temporal interpretation of Dasein: first repetition of the pre-
paratory analysis*

3

3. Time and being
i. Working out Temporalitdt
ii. Answering the question of the meaning of being
iii. Thematic analysis of Dasein, or renewed repetition of the pre-
paratory analysis of Dasein
iv. Methodology

* The text (‘First Half’) ends here.
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II. Destruction of the history of ontology

1.

Kant’s doctrine of schematism and time

2. Ontological foundation of Descartes’s cogito sum

3.

Aristotle’s essay on time

The Basic Problems of Phenomenology (GP), 1927

1. Discussion of four traditional theses on being

1.
2.
3.
4.

Kantian: being is not a real predicate
Medieval-Aristotelian: being comprises essentia and existentia
Modern: being’s basic modes are res extensa and res cogitans
Logic: being as the ‘is’ of the copula

II. The fundamental ontological question about the meaning of being in

2.
3. The problem of the modifications of being and of the unity of being’s

4.

general; the basic structures and modes of being
1.

The problem of the ontological difference
i. Common time and temporality
ii. Temporality as self-transcendence and as horizon
iii. Time as the horizon for the question of being
iv. Being and entities*

The problem of the basic articulations of being (whatness, howness)

multiplicity
The truth character of being

III. The scientific method of ontology and the idea of phenomenology

1.

2.

3.

4.

The ontic foundation of ontology and the analysis of Dasein as
fundamental ontology

The apriority of being and the possibility and structure of a priori
knowledge

The basic elements of phenomenological method: reduction, con-
struction, and destruction

Phenomenological ontology and the concept of philosophy

By comparing these three outlines we shall be-able to see concretely the
following: what SZ intended to accomplish but did not: whether and
how GP promised to complete SZ; and above all what the so-called
‘turn’ in Heidegger’s thought means. Because the outline of SZ is fairly
well known, I will begin with that and then compare it with the earlier
outline (in GZ) and the later outline (in GP).

*The course ends here.
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A Being and Time, 1926

SZ was projected in two Parts. Part One, which as a whole was called
‘fundamental ontology’, was to use a new understanding of human tem-
porality (Zeitlichkeit) to determine the nature and structure of the time-
character (Temporalitiit) of being in general and of its possible variations.
Part Two, which was to be devoted to the destruction of the history of
ontology, would use the time-character of being, which had been worked
out in the fundamental ontology, as the clue for reducing the content of
traditional ontology to the primordial and implicitly temporal experiences
in which being has always been understood. It is worth pointing out that
words like ‘temporality’ and ‘time’ had almost nothing to do with natural-
istic chronos. Rather, they referred to the phenomenological movement
of disclosure (what the Greeks called alétheuein), both in that part which
human nature contributes to disclosure and in that part which is intrinsic
to the nature of disclosure itself.s

Each Part of SZ had three Divisions, and in its published form the
treatise got no further than Part One, Division Two. Part One as a
whole bears the title: ‘The interpretation of Dasein in terms of tempor-
ality [=SZ 1.1 and I.2] and the explanation of time as the transcendental
horizon for the question of being [=SZ 1.3, unpublished].” That is, SZ
I.1 would establish that the structure of human existence is care (Sorge);
S$Z 1.2 would interpret the meaning of care to be temporality or existen-
tial movement (Zeitlichkeit); and SZ 1.3 would show how Zeitlichkeit, in
its horizon-forming function called Temporalitit, determines the ‘tem-
poral’ or kinetic meaning of being.

SZ 1.1 reads human being as constituted by three moments: (1) existen-
tiality: human being is ahead of itself; (2) facticity: human being is ahead
of itself by being already in .a world of meaningfulness; (3) fallenness:
human being’s already-ahead-ne€ss opens up the realm of intelligibility
within which man is present to — and for the most part absorbed in -
the things of his concern. Now, these three moments which make up the
structure of care can in fact be reduced to two. Existentiality and facticity
are but two faces of one phenomenon: man’s already-ahead-ness, his
being in excess of himself and other things. In turn they make possible
man’s encounter with wordly things. Thus, Dasein is (1) already projected
possibility, which (2) renders possible the encounter with entities. Da-
sein’s relative self-absence allows things to be present, or his excess
allows him access to entities.

In SZ 1.2, after showing what Dasein is already-out-towards (namely,
his ownmost possibility of death) and how Dasein is called to accept that
aheadness (namely, in conscience and by resolve), Heidegger goes on to
spell out the temporal or kinetic structure of care.

(1) As ahead of himself, man is becoming his ownmost possibility. The
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moment of existentiality is grounded in man’s existential futurity whereby
he is becoming (or coming towards) himself.

(2) But to become that possibility means that, in going forward, one
is returning to and indeed is reappropriating what he ‘already is’, his
finitude. The moment of facticity is grounded in existential Geweserheit.
This word does not refer to the ‘past’ (Vergangenheit) but to one’s own
‘alreadiness’, to one’s essential and already operative possibility which
one can appropriate anew. i

(3) The two moments of becoming what one already is make it possible
that man encounter things as meaningful. The moment of having access
to worldly entities is grounded in the present as a letting-be-present.

Thus, human temporality — or better, existential movement — is the
unifying ground of the structure of care, and it is generated (zeitigt sich)
in the aforementioned three moments of self-transcendence (called the
‘ekstases’). In fact, man is nothing other than this transcendence. Just
as we collapsed the three moments of care into two, so we may do the
same for the three moments of existential movement or temporality. (1)
By becoming what he already is,-(2) man lets things be present. Or, (1)
because we are in kinetic ‘excess’ of ourselves and things, (2) we have
meaningful ‘access’ to ourselves and things. In fact, these two moments,
in which one can hear distant echoes of ‘potentiality’ and ‘actuality’, are
rooted in Heidegger’s retrieval of the hidden meaning in the Aristotelian
notion of movement (kinésis) as a phenomenon of actual presence (ener-
geia) grounded in a hidden but dynamic potentiality (dyramis). In Heid-
egger’s retrieval, the moment of ‘potentiality’ (man’s relative self-absence
in the sense of his already being out towards his nothingness) releases
from itelf the moment of actual presentness in which entities are met in
their being. In its own way, then, human temporality or movement is a
matter of presence-by-absence or pres-ab-sence.

While that is as far as the published form of SZ got, the next Division,
SZ 1.3, was to take the crucial step. The one and only issue of the
treatise is the movement of disclosure. From one perspective this move-
ment, which Heidegger called primordial time, is that which unifies
Dasein’s self-transcendence, and here it is called ‘temporality’ (Zeitlich-
keit). But from another perspective this movement opens up and shapes
the horizon that gives all modes of being their kinetic-or temporal
character, and here it is called the ‘time-character’ (Temporalitit) of
being. Zeitlichkeit and Temporalitit are the same primordial movement
of disclosure seen on the one hand as human self-transcendence and on
the other hand as the transcendental horizon that conditions the kinetic
meaning of being. In SZ 1.2, §69, section ‘c’ (SZ 365), Heidegger did
make a stab at showing how Zeitlichkeit forms the horizonal schema for
understanding man’s being, but he did not spell out how it shapes the
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horizon for understanding other modes of being. That task was reserved
for SZ 1.3.

By carefully noting hints that are scattered throughout the published
portion of SZ, we can see that SZ 1.3 was to unfold in four steps. The
following is an effort to reconstruct the format of those four steps. The
numbers in parentheses refer to the pages and paragraphs in SZ where
the hints can be found.

The first step is usually called the ‘working out’ (Ausarbeitung) of
the being-question or the ‘laying free of the horizon’ (Freilegung des
Horizontes). This initial step was to show simply that the most primordial
mode of the generation of temporality as the movement of self-transcend-
ence is the horizonal schema of presence-by-absence which possibilizes
the understanding of being in terms of time (cf. SZ 231b, 437c). What
is here called the ‘time-character’ of being is only a preliminary name
for that movement which Heidegger would later prefer to call the ‘truth’
or ‘clearing’ of being: disclosure as presence (alétheia) by absence (léthe).

The second step, closely bound up with the first, was to be the ‘answer-
ing’ (Beantwortung) of the being-question by an elaboration of the tem-
poral or kinetic determination (presence-by-absence) of being in general
and of its possible variations: readiness-to-hand, presence-at-hand,
Dasein, and subsistence (SZ 231b, 333b). Here too Heidegger was to
have worked out much of what we called the laundry list of topics
alluded to throughout SZ 1.1-2: how the intentionality of consciousness is
grounded in the unity of Dasein’s self-transcendence (363 note), how
time has its own mode of being (406a), how space and time are coupled
together (368b), the condition of notness and negativity (286a), the
distinction between the ‘who’ of existence and the ‘what’ of presence-at-
hand in the broadest sense (45a), the temporal constitution of discourse
and the temporal characteristics of language patterns (349c), the differen-
tiation between the ontic and the historical (403c), the concrete elabor-
ation of the world-structure in general and its possible variations (366d),
how the forgetting of the world leads to ontologies of entities-within-the-
world as ‘nature’ and to ontologies of value (100d), the clarification of
whatness, howness, something, nothing, and nothingness (see WG in
Wegmarken, 69). Specifically within the section on truth were to be
discussed: the existential interpretation of science (357a), the ‘is’ of the
copula and the ‘as’ scheme (349c, 360c), how Bedeutung arises (349c),
the possibility of Begrifflichkeit (39b) and Begriffsbildung (349c), and the
full treatment of logos (160a). Presumably in this section too Heidegger
would have discussed the possibility of regional ontologies, which is based
on what he called the ‘non-deductive genealogy of the different possible
ways of being’ (11b), as well as the question of the ontological determin-
ation of positive-ontic science (‘the kind of research in which entities are
uncovered’) and its kind of truth (230b).
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The third step of SZ 1.3 was to be a further repetition (within SZ 1.2,
chapters iv-vi already constituted a first repetition) of the existential
analysis of Dasein on the same and truly ontological level at which the
concept of being would have already been discussed (333b). This treat-
ment was to be the proper realization (Durchfiihrung, 13b) of the Dasein-
analytic, and it would be the thematic analysis of human existence {436b)
as contrasted with the preparatory and primordial analyses that made up
SZ 1.1 and 1.2. As contrasted with the first repetition of the preliminary
Dasein-analysis in SZ 1.2 - chapters iv—vi, which were also called the
‘temporal interpretation of Dasein’ (see 17c, 234c, 304c, 333b) - the
treatment of Dasein in SZ 1.3 would be called the ‘renewed repetition’
(erneute Wiederholung: 333b, cf. 17b). Among the topics to be discussed
here was, for example, that of ‘an adequate conceptual interpretation of
everydayness’ (371f.).

The fourth step of ‘“Time and being’ was to be methodological. Whereas
SZ §7 had offered only a ‘preliminary idea of phenomenology’ (28a), SZ
1.3 was to present the ‘[full] idea of phenomenology’ (357a). As far as
I can see, this is the only topic that Heidegger, in SZ, promises to treat
in this fourth area. The outline of GP, as we shall see below, offered a
rich panoply of topics to be covered under the rubric of methodology.

B History of the Concept of Time, 1925

If we now compare the outline of SZ with the earlier outline of the
course Geschichte des Zeitbegriffs (GZ), we discern the following issues.
(Here I prescind from Heidegger’s long introduction on phenomenology.)

(1) The world-analysis (GZ 1.1, chap. iii = SZ I.1, chap. iii). The
most developed material of GZ is the analysis of the Umwelt, a theme
which Heidegger had elaborated ever since his 1919-20 course at Freiburg
(which was also called Grundprobleme der Phinomenologie). In GZ, out
of the 25 lectures devoted to the preparatory analysis of Dasein (June 6
through July 31, 1925), 11 of them were dedicated to the analysis of the
environment (June 22 through July 13).

Within the 1925 course we notice a different order from SZ. The
Descartes section of GZ is placed before the paragraphs on the world-
hood of the world - just the opposite from SZ. Moreover, in 1925
Heidegger places immediately after the worldhood analyses the section
on the reality of the outer world, whereas this material is saved for later
in SZ (SZ §43, ‘Dasein, worldhood, and reality’).

(2) Being-in and Care (GZ 1.1, chap. iv = SZ 1.1, chaps. v and vi).
The material which SZ spreads over two chapters (‘Being-in as such’
and ‘Care as the being of Dasein’) is here lumped together under the
comprehensive heading Das In-Sein, with the four articulations: dis-
coveredness, fallenness, dread, and care.

(3) Zeitlichkeit und Temporalitit. The 1925 lecture course makes it
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clear that by ‘time’ (Zeit) Heidegger means the temporality of Dasein as
self-transcendence (Zeitlichkeit) rather than the horizontal time-character
of being itself (Temporalitdt). Time, says Heidegger on July 31 (p. 442
of the published text), is Dasein itself. It is that whereby human existence
is its proper wholeness as being-ahead-of-itself. In fact, we should not
say that ‘“Time is’, but rather that ‘Dasein, as time, generates (zeitig?) its
being’ (cf. SZ 328c). In other words, GZ did not get as far as the major
differentiation between Zeitlichkeit and Temporalitdt which is central to
SZ and whose import Heidegger stressed to Father Richardson when he
wrote that the temporality (Zeitlichkeit) characterized in SZ 1.2 is not
yet ‘the most proper element of time that must be sought in answer to
the being-question’.!® It seems that the lecture course GZ was indeed on
its way to Temporalitit as the arena of presence-by-absence that gives
all modes of being their temporal determination, but we will have to
wait until January 11, 1926, during Heidegger’s course on logic, before
that concept properly emerges (Logik, p. 199).

(4) ‘Time and being’ (GZ 111 = SZ 1.3). We notice that the projected
content of GZ III, which generally corresponds to SZ’s ‘Time and being’,
includes not only a fundamental ontology of the meaning of being in
general (die Frage nach dem Sein iiberhaupt) but also two regional
ontologies (. . . und nach dem Sein von Geschichte und Natur im besond-
ern). The whole course, in fact, bore the subtitle: ‘Prolegomena to the
phenomenology of nature and history’. The ‘Prolegomena’ cover the
existential analytic, the destruction of the history of ontology, and the
fundamental ontology of being in general — in short, the material of the
whole of §Z as Heidegger originally projected it.”? On the other hand,
neither SZ nor GP promises any regional ontologies at all. At most they
might have shown the derivability of regional ontologies from fundamen-
tal ontology under the rubric of a ‘non-deductive genealogy of the possi-
ble modes of being’ (SZ 11b).

(5) The Destruction of the History of Ontology (GZ 11 = SZ 1I).
Finally we note the different location and the different content of the
material on the history of ontology. In GZ it appears between the
existential-temporal analytic and the elaboration of the meaning of being.
That is to say, if SZ were to follow the outline of GZ, it would run as
follows: SZ 1.1-2; I1.1-3; and then I.3. Moreover, the content of this area
is different in GZ. Whereas SZ proposed to treat of Kant, Descartes, and
Aristotle, here in GZ Heidegger proposes to treat Bergson, Kant and
Newton, and Aristotle.

C The Basic Problems of Phenomenology, 1927

In our comparison of GZ and SZ, the main points of interests concern
the location and the content of what was to remain unpublished in
SZ. What SZ calls ‘Time and be{ng’ was, in GZ, comprised of both
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fundamental and regional ontologies and placed after the destruction of
the history of ontology. In SZ this section is composed only of fundamen-
tal ontology (the kinetic-temporal meaning of being and its variations),
and it precedes the destruction. As we turn now to the outline of GP
and compare it with those same unpublished portions of SZ, we note
the following: ,

(1) The kernel of ‘Time and being’ (GP II and III) now has a twofold
articulation: 1. fundamental ontology and 2. methodology.’® The section
on fundamental ontology (GP II) is in turn articulated into four basic
problems that are systematically derived from four traditional theses on
being: (i) the ontological difference, drawn from Kant’s thesis on being;
(ii) the basic articulations of being as whatness and howness (or thatness),
drawn from the Aristotelian and medieval thesis that the being of entities
is both essentia and existentia; (iii) the unity and the multiple modifi-
cations of being, drawn from the modern thesis that the basic modes of
being are res cogitans and res extensa, and (iv) the truth-character of
being, drawn from the thesis of logic that all entities can be expressed
through the ‘is’ of the copula. We have seen above that these four theses
remain operative, although in a slightly rearranged order, as Heidegger’s
outline for ‘Time and being’ as late as his course on Leibniz during the
summer of 1928. And we recall that the truth-character of being was to
be treated in the second chapter of SZ 1.3 (see SZ, first edition, 349n.),
whereas here it is relegated to the fourth chapter of GP II.

(2) The term ‘ontological difference’ makes its debut (GP IL.1) and
seems to include both the Ausarbeitung of the being question (that is, the
interpretation of Temporalitiit as temporal horizon) and the Beantwortung
(thematic answering) of the being question, but it does not include the
question of the variations of being. Moreover, within the chapter on the
ontological difference there are four steps in the elaboration of the
meaning of being, the first two of which are generally co-extensive with
the material of SZ I.1-2. Those four steps are the following:

(i) Time and Temporality (Zeit und Zeitlichkeit): Here Heidegger moves
from Aristotle’s notion of time (= SZ II.3) as the number of motion,
to the roots of original time in man’s threefold self-transcendence.

(i) Time as self-transcendence and time as horizonal (Zeitlichkeit und
Temporalitit): In this section the move is from temporality as constitutive
of man’s being, and towards temporality as formative of the horizon
which determines all experience, including the understanding of being.
It would seem from the title of this section (GP 389) that here Heidegger
advances beyond the material contained in SZ 1.2, that is, beyond Zeit-
lichkeit and into Temporalitit. However, that is not the case; indeed,
this section gets no further than the material found in SZ §69, section
‘c’. One external proof of that is found in the programmatic sentence
that opens the following section: ‘Now we must get an idea of how
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Temporalitit, on the basis of the Zeitlichkeit that grounds Dasein’s trans-
cendence, makes possible Dasein’s understanding of being’ (GP 429).

(iii) Time as the horizon for the determination of being (Temporalitit
und Sein): Here begins the new elaboration of what SZ called ‘Time and
being’. However, as I shall show below, the advance beyond SZ is quite
minimal.

(iv) Being and entities (Sein und Seiendes): Here the ontological differ-
ence was to be clarified on the basis of the distinction between Dasein’s
transcendence into the temporal ecstases and his return to the entities
rendered intelligible within that horizon. Here too there is hardly any
real advance beyond SZ.

(3) The historical-destructive part (GP 1) is again relocated before the
systematic treatment of the fundamental ontological question about the
meaning of being, just as it was in GZ. In a sense, then, GP reverts to
the pre-SZ model of GZ, where the historical-destructive part of the
treatise was contained within, rather than following after, fundamental
ontology. Furthermore we notice that the historical-destructive part of
GP (that is, GP I) now deals with being rather than with time, and that
what SZ reserved for treatment at SZ I1.3 (namely, Aristotle and time)
is incorporated within GP IL.1.

(4) In GP there is no mention of the second repetition of the Dasein-
analytic that is promised in SZ. In fact, there is not even an explicit
mention of the first repetition of the Dasein-analysis (= SZ 1.2, chaps.
iv—vi), although pages 362-88 of GP present material from SZ 1.2, chap.
vi. While it is possible, but not- probable, that GP III.1 (‘The ontic
foundation of ontology, and the analysis of Dasein as fundamental:
ontology’) might have contained such a second repetition, it is more
likely that this section would have been only methodological in nature,
as indeed Heidegger seems to indicate when he delineates the scope of
the section: ‘So the first task within the clarification of the scientific
character of ontology is the demonstration of its ontic foundation and
the characterization of this founding’ (GP 27).

D Conclusions

What may be concluded from this tedious comparison of outlines? In
the first place, it is clear enough what Heidegger intended to do, namely,
to show that the kinetic meaning of disclosure (‘being’) is presence-by-
absence. That is, he wanted to show that the presence or alétheia or
intelligibility of entities happens on the basis of a prior and possibilizing
absence or /éthé or unintelligibility. Indeed, he wanted to show that man
is correlative to both these moments of the disclosive process by virtue
of his self-transcendence. That is, man’s relative self-absence or already-
ahead-ness is correlative to the léthe-dimension of disclosure, and his
being-present-to-things is correlative to the alétheia-dimension of
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disclosure. It is also clear that in this early period Heidegger intended
to complete SZ by drawing the kinetic meaning of being as pre-ab-sence
from out of the self-transcendent and horizonal temporality of Dasein.?

In the second place it is clear that Heidegger’s conception of the
program for elaborating the temporal meaning of being is somewhat fluid
from 1925 through 1927 (and even through 1928, if we count the reshuf-
fling of the four basic questions in Heidegger’s course on Leibniz). Not
only is the program fluid; perhaps it is even in trouble. One sign of that
is the way Heidegger keeps rearranging the order of ‘Time and being’
in relation to the destruction of the history of ontology. I take these
rearrangements as a symptom of the deeper problem of the relation of
system and history in Heidegger’s program. In a word: How can a
systematic ontology be reconciled with the historicity of human existence?
If the transcendental condition which renders possible the systematics of
being in SZ 1.3 is Dasein’s own temporality and historicity, then the
inquiry into being is itself characterized by historicity. To answer the
question of the meaning of being in terms of time is in effect to show
that the question of being is itself historical and that one has to question,
historically, the very history of the question of being. It seems that
Heidegger is aware of this probem and aware that the problem of system
and history becomes the problem of relativism. Is the last word in this
matter to be veritas temporis filia?®

In the third place, and closely linked to the former two, is the question
of the relation between time as self-transcendence and time as the hor-
izon for the meaning of being. This is the problem of the relation of
priority between Dasein and being, if indeed we can speak of these as
‘two’. Does being have the structure of pres-ab-sence because of
Dasein’s pres-ab-sential self-transcendence? Or is Dasein self-transcendent
because being has intrinsically the structure of pres-ab-sence?

In the fourth place, lurking behind the above questions of history
and system, temporality and truth, self-transcendence and being-as-the-
transcendent, there is the question of the so-called ‘turn’. We must say
from the outset that the turn is not a move away from the fundamental
standpoint of SZ (being as pres-ab-sence); it is not a new phase in
Heidegger’s development after the collapse of the SZ program in all its
various forms. Rather, the turn was built into Heidegger’s program from
the start, and it always meant an overcoming of (1) the metaphysics of
actuality and (2) the humanism of subjectivity.

Re #1: From the early twenties Heidegger always conceived of the
turn as the step back from all forms of the metaphysics of actuality
(being as presence) and into not only the Greek alétheia (which is still
a matter of presence) but even further back to the possibilizing ground
of aletheia, namely, lethe (absence).? To become aware of the létheé-
dimension is not to extinguish it but to let it be. In that sense the turn
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is to be understood as ‘Die Umkehr in die Herkunft' (this is the gloss at
SZ 39, which we mentioned above) ~ that is, the return to, the awareness
and positive appropriation of, léthé as the source or origin of intelligi-
bility, so as then to see the ‘derivation’ of being-as-presence from out
of this absence: ‘Das Anwesen aus dieser Herkunft' (ibid.). To overcome
the metaphysics of actuality does not mean to abolish it but to reinsert
it into the dimension of potentiality. But actuality (energeia) embedded
in potentiality (dynamis) is what Aristotle means by movement (kinésis).
If one properly understands Heidegger’s retrieval of the problematic of
kinésis in Aristotle, then one can see how Heidegger’s turn towards the
lethe-dimension of disclosure means a regaining of being as movement.

Re #2: In so far as all modes of being human are correlative to modes
of being itself, the modern humanism of subjectivity merely corresponds
to the latest phase of the metaphysics of actuality. A positive recovery
of the pre-metaphysics of ‘potentiality’ (léthé, or dynamis properly
retrieved) would correspondingly entail the discovery of a pre-humanistic
understanding of man in terms of his living-into-possibilities (his self-
absence). The correlativity between man’s pres-ab-sence (SZ: Zeitlich-
keit) and the pres-ab-sence that is being or disclosure (SZ: die Temporal-
itit des Seins) is what Heidegger’s thought is all about. We can also
recognize here the problematic of ‘authenticity’ or proper selfhood. Man
comes into his own by resolving not to be his own but to let himself go
into the potentiality he already is. In so doing he wakes up to the fact
that his transcendence is rooted in and governed by the léthé-dimension
of disclosure. (Transzendenz aber von Wahrheit des Seyns her: das Ereig-
nis, new edition of SZ, 51 note a).

What then of the shift in language that charactenzes Hexdegger s work

'in the thirties? This does not make up the turn (Kehre) in the proper
sense but is only a shift in direction (Wendung) within the turn.? It
merely evidences Heidegger’s awareness that the turn from all forms of
the metaphysics of stable presence into the non-metaphysics of privative
absence (/éthé) could not be carried out within the language of the last
form of metaphysics, transcendental horizonality.

The turn was to come into its own in SZ [.3. Here the whole project
was to turn around, both in terms of ~ow one thinks (the abandonment
of subjectivity and ‘the overcoming of the horizon as such’) and in terms
of what is to be thought (positive appropriation of ‘Vergessenheit, Léthe,
Verbergung, Entzug . ..’).» Heidegger’s abandonment of the program
of SZ did not mean abandonment of the turn that had been built into
that program from the beginning, but only of the transcendental language
of metaphysics. SZ 1.3, he later wrote, ‘was held back because thought
failed in adequately [showing] this turn and did not succeed with the
help of the language of metaphysics’.*

Yet for all that, Heidegger claims to have carried out the turn and to
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have answered the question of the meaning of being. ‘Contrary [to what
is generally supposed], the question of Being and Time is decisively
fulfilled in the thinking of the turn’, he wrote to Father Richardson. And
he specified. The clearing of the realm of intelligibility on the basis of
letheé as withdrawal is what ‘being’ means.”

The above analyses of the various early programs for working out the
temporal or kinetic meaning of being have brought us to the point where
we can begin to study and evaluate the contents of GP. We shall see
that GP does not in any way complete SZ. However, the fact that GP
fails to complete SZ - indeed, that it failed to complete itself — has a
positive meaning. It was a distant warning of the coming shift away from
the transcendental language and framework of SZ so as finally to bring
about the turn into ‘the thing itself’.?

III Argument: an analysis of The Basic Problems of Phenomenology

GP was delivered in 22 two-hour lectures on Wednesdays and Saturdays
from 30 April through July 27, 1927, excepting June 2-15 and July
7-12. Preceding the three Parts was a programmatic Introduction which
revealed their systematic interrelation (GP 1-33).

A Introduction

The course opens with and sustains throughout (GP 2, 36, 81, 175f.,
263, 353, 467) an implicit critique of Husserl’s phenomenology. How
does one single out ‘the basic problems of phenomenology’? Not from
any current definition of the art! Not only are there widely divergent
conceptions of the nature and tasks of phenomenology, but even if these
could be harmonized into a unified definition, this would provide little
help in sorting out, much less in solving, the basic problems of phenom-
enology. For it is emphatically not the case ‘that phenomenological
research today has gotten to the center of the philosophical problematic
and defined the proper essence of that problematic from out of its
possibilities’ (GP 3).

For Heidegger, phenomenology is neither scientific philosophy itself,
nor one science among others, nor a pre-science for grounding the prop-
erly philosophical disciplines (ethics, logic, and so on). Rather, it is the
method for doing scientific philosophy at all. Accordingly, in opposition
to Husser!’s tendency to separate phenomenology, as scientific philosophy
itself, from the authority of the philosophical tradition, Heidegger asserts
that phenomenology is only ‘the more explicit and more radical under-
standing of the idea of scientific philosophy as this has been ambitioned
throughout its development in ever new and coherently unified endeavors
from the Greeks to Hegel’ (GP 3). Thus, far from allowing any ‘dog-
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matic’ (= Husserlian) definition of phenomenology to delineate the basic
problems (GP 4), Heidegger will turn to history, both to discern in a
preliminary way what scientific philosophy has claifmed to be and to carry
out a phenomenological-critical dicussion of four traditional theses on
being. This discussion, it becomes clear, is a ‘retrieve’ — ‘the disclosing
of a problem’s original and heretofore hidden possibilities so that by the
development of them the problem is transformed and thus for the first
time has its content as a problem preserved’ (KPM 195). From out of
the four traditional theses Heidegger will shape the four basic problems
of phenomenological philosophy. The circularity here is both obvious
and, for Heidegger, inevitable (cf. SZ 152f.), and it points to the funda-
mental divergence of his ‘historical’ approach from Husserl’s presuppo-
sitionless one.

A glance at the tradition shows that philosophy by its nature is scientific
(not Weltanschauung) and specifically the science of being (and not of
the acts and structures of consciousness). In a word, philosophy is
ontology, ‘the theoretical-conceptual interpretation of being, its structure
and possibilities’ (GP 15). And if phenomenology is to ontology as
method is to science, then explaining the basic problems of phenomen-
ology entails demonstrating ‘the possibility and necessity of the absolute
science of being’ (ibid.).

The three Parts of GP are the steps to accomplishing this goal. Part
One: An analysis of four traditional theses on being will point up their
one common problem: an inadequate determination of the meaning of
being due to an inadequate determination of Dasein as phenomenological
locus of the understanding of being. Part Two: Heidegger will determine
the unified meaning of being from out of human temporality by resolving
the four ‘basic problems of phenomenology’ retrieved from the four
traditional theses. Part Three was to lay out four elements of the method-
ology of ontology.

B Four traditional theses on being

Heidegger’s discussions of each of the four theses is divided into three
parts, roughly: (a) a presentation of the thesis, (b) a discussion of its
implicit problem-area from a phenomenological viewpoint, and (c) a
preliminary indication of the direction to be taken for an adequate
resolution of the problem. In the following summaries I restrict myself
to only the essential strands of the argument: how each thesis points
beyond itself to the need for a fundamental ontology.

1. The Kantian thesis (GP 35-107): Kant states his thesis on being
within the context of his refutation of the ontological argument for the
existence of God, but Heidegger’s interest is only in the ontological, not
the theological, import of the thesis. Negatively, Kant’s thesis declares
that being is not a ‘real’ predicate, i.e., does not deal with or in any
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way increase the conceptual content of a thing; it does not concern the
res (whatness, hence ‘realness’) of the thing. Positively, the thesis main-
tains that being consists in the ‘absolute position’ of the thing as object
in relation to the empirical faculty of judgment (perception). Although
Kant leaves the thesis as such at that (apart from his application of it in
refutation of the ontological argument), Heidegger pursues a double
problem inherent in it. On the one hand, what Kant means by being as
perception is unclear, for perception (Wahrnehmung) can mean either
the act of perceiving (Wahrnehmen) or the thing perceived (das Wahrgen-
ommene) or the state of perceivedness (die Wahrgenommenheit, ‘the
being-perceived of what is perceived in the perceiving comportment’, GP
79). Heidegger takes it that the last is what Kant means by being, but
the very unclarity in which Kant left the issue points to the need for a
fundamental clarification of the manifold being-structure of perception.
On the other hand, it would seem that perceivedness is not itself being,
but must presuppose the actuality or being of the thing in question as
prior to the possibility of being-as-perceivedness. This twofold unclarity
of the Kantian thesis points to the need for a fundamental clarification
of the manifold being-structure of perception.

Heidegger attempts this clarification by an analysis of intentionality.
Perception is a perceptive being-directed-towards the perceived, such
that the perceived as such is understood in its perceivedness. In this
seeming commonplace one must avoid two things: on the one hand,
erroneous objectivist readings of intentionality whereby it is taken as a
relation of two things-on-hand: an on-hand psychic subject and an on-
hand physical object. Perceiving would then be a psychic act that a
subject happens to perform when there happens to be a physical object
on hand. Rather, Heidegger shows that perceiving is intrinsically
relational, even when that to which it relates (its Wozu) is only a halluci-
nation. Intentionality, therefore, has an a priori character of relating: it
is relationality as such. On the other hand, one must avoid an erroneous
subjectivizing or immanentizing of intentionality which might express
itself in the question, ‘How do intentions reach an ‘“outside” world?’
Intentionality is neither subjective nor objective but is rooted in trans-
cendence itself. Here for the first time in the course Heidegger introduces
his term ‘Dasein’ in place of ‘subject’: man’s very being-structure
(Dasein) is transcendence; transcendence is the ratio essendi of inten-
tionality just as intentionality is the ratio cognoscendi of transcendence.
For Dasein there can be no ‘outside’ to which it must penetrate because
there is no ‘inside’ in which it can be trapped. This clarification of
perception as intentional likewise clarifies the second problem, the
relation between being as perceivedness and being as actual presence-at-
hand. As intentional, perceiving is always directed to the thing perceived
so as to discover it; the thing’s perceivedness is its discoveredness
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(Entdecktheit). But if perception really discovers the thing as it is in itself
(for such is the nature and goal of perception), then it must be guided
beforehand by a prior understanding of the way-of-being and the kind-
of-being (Vorhandensein) of the thing perceived. Perceiving must have
a prior pre-conceptual understanding of that thing, one in which its
being is disclosed (erschlossen). In the perceivedness that goes with this
understanding, there is the prior disclosedness (Erschlossenheit) of the
being of perceived things.

This discussion of the intentional character of perception opens onto
the later discussion of the ontological difference between being and
entities. Kant’s assertion that being is not a real predicate says as much
as that being is not an entity. The distinction between the perception of
a thing as the perceivedness or discoveredness of an entity and the prior
disclosedness (Erschlossenheit) of the being of the discovered thing points
to the ontological difference between being and entities which is made
on the basis of Dasein as transcendence: not just intentional transcend-
ence to entities but transcendence ‘beyond’ entities to (i.e., the prior
understanding of) their being.

This preliminary clarification of the Dasein-relatedness of being calls
for a fuller analysis of how transcendence, determined by temporality,
makes possible man’s understanding of being. Likewise, the distinction
drawn here between the disclosedness of being and the discoveredness
of entities demands an analysis of the ontological difference between
being and entities. Both tasks are reserved for GP II.1.

2. The Aristotelian and medieval thesis that the being of entities includes
both whatness (essentia) and presence-at-hand (existentia) (GP 108-71).
Just as the Kantian thesis shows the subject-relatedness of the notion of
the existence (Wirklichkeit) of things, so the medieval essentia and exist-
entia, when traced back to their Aristotelian origins, likewise reveal their
relation to the intentional comportment of man and therefore call for an
ontology of existence as a fundamental delineation of the unified meaning
of being. Kant had shown that existence entailed relation to the subject
(perception), but he took over unproblematically from scholasticism the
notion of essence (in his Realitif). Heidegger will show that essence too
points back to the subject, specifically to productive comportment or
poiésis in the broadest sense.

From Suarez’ Disputationes metaphysicae and, to a lesser degree, from
Aquinas’ De ente et essentia, Heidegger lays out a basic medieval lexicon
of essentia and existentia and traces the various words (quidditas, forma,
natura on the one hand, actualitas on the other) back to their correspond-
ing Aristotelian terms. But those Greek words all point implicitly to the
horizon of man’s productive comportment (poiésis). Why is existentia
conceived as actualitas or energeia? Because of a relation to action (Hand-
eln, praxis) or production (Herstellen, poiésis) whereby something is
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brought forth and made accessible to man. The same with essentia: The
forma or morphé of something is determined by its eidos prohaireton,
which, as priorly directing production, has the character of revealing
what something s ‘before’ it is actualized (to #i én einai, quod quid erat
esse). That which, in production, is ‘prior’ to actualization (viz., the eidos
or essentia or nature of the product) is free from all the imperfection
and incompleteness of the actual thing and so determines what something
‘always already was’, fo ti én einai, das jeweils schon voraus Wesende or
Gewesenes — used for the othérwise lacking perfect form of einai (cf.
new SZ 114 note a). -

Just as the words for existence and essence point to man’s ‘poetic’
activity of letting things come forth as they are into accessibility or use,
so too the words for entities. The hypokeimenon is what ‘lies present’
(keisthai) in the area of man’s comportment as available to his use. As
an ousia, an entity, according to the pre-philosophical use of ousia, is a
present possession or usable reality; its state of being (ousia, essentia) is
usableness based on producedness. All of this is the unthematic and
implicit horizon according to which the Greeks understood being, and it
points to the need not only for a retreat from the medieval essentia
and existentia to the Greek experience of being, but even more for a
thematization and elaboration of what was only implicit in the Greek
energeia and ousia.

A more original grasp of the basic articulation of being into essence
and existence requires, preliminarily, a discussion of the intentional struc-
ture of productive activity and, in the long run, an ontology of human
existence as poiésis and praxis. Just as perception is perception of some-
thing as it is in itself, so too production, as intentional comportment,
presupposes an understanding of the product’s being-in-itself. Producing
is at once a relating of the product to oneself and a freeing of it for
its own being. This letting-free of one’s products is essential to man’s
transcendence as intentional.

But can ‘production’ serve as the clue to all kinds of entities? What
about nature, which requires no human production? Answer: Nature is
known as such only in productive activity wherein hyle, as what is not
produced, is required for what is to be produced.

But finally, the essence-existence distinction, even if rooted in pro-
duction, does not apply to one kind of entity: human existence, where
whatness or essence is of the unique sort, ‘wWhoness’. Hence, even as
clarified thus far, the essence—existence pair remains problematic until
clarified in terms of the full meaning of being as such, its unity and
multiplicity; and this, in turn, must await an ontology of man as the
locus of the understanding of being. Not only does the second thesis
point to the need for a deeper ‘return to the “subject” ’ but it also calls
for a clarification of the meaning of being and of the basic articulations
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of being. All this is left to GP II.2. (Just how important Heidegger-
thought this analysis of the Aristotelian and medieval thesis to be is
shown by the fact that he took it over whole into his 1928 course on
Leibniz as the section, ‘Essentia. Die Grundverfassung des Seins iiber-
haupt’ — and that he referred to it again in the 1935 course Einfiihrung
in die Metaphysik, p. 140 = Introduction to Metaphysics, Doubleday/
Anchor, p. 154; Yale, p. 184; as well as in Nietzsche 11, 14.)

3. The modern thesis (GP 172-251), from Descartes to Husserl, differ-
entiates the being of the critically normative self-conscious subject from
that of its possible objects, but it misses the unique being of subjectivity.
Heidegger shows the insufficiency of the modern turn to the subject by
attacking Kant’s understanding of personhood.

For Kant the essence of the ego lies neither in the transcendental
unity of apperception (personalitas transcendentalis) and even less in
the empirical self-consciousness of the ego of apprehension (personalitas
psychologica), but rather in the moral ego, calculating, acting, taking
itself as its goal, self-conscious before the law (personalitas moralis). But
even here Kant misses the proper being of acting, wherein the moral
person is goal for himself, and instead Kant sees the existence of the
person on the model of the existence of a thing. The reason: Kant too
reads being as ‘producedness’ insofar as he takes over unquestioned the
medieval notion of finite being as createdness. Only a creative producer
can know a substance in its full being; man as a finite and therefore
receptive knower is confined to phenomenal reality. Thus Kant continues
unbroken the metaphysical tradition which reads being as produced pres-
entness (Vorhandensein).

For a more adequate treatment of the being of subjectivity Heidegger
summarizes much of SZ I.1 on being-in-the-world (GP 219-47). The
point is that even before explicit self-reflection and quite apart from
any supposed introspection, man as being-in-the-world already co-grasps
himself as mirrored in the matrix of purposefulness called world. Tran-
scending himself into that matrix of meaning, man is at once for-the-
sake-of-his-own-being and an understanding of being as such. Thus the
proper being of subjectivity can only be decided out of a proper analysis
of transcendence, and this will point not only to the unified meaning of
being but also to differentiations of being that are more basic than
subjectivity and nature. These questions are referred to GP 11.3.

4. In investigating the thesis of logic (GP 252-320) that the ‘is’ of the
copula applies to all entities regardless of their mode of being, Heidegger
selects the characteritic views of Aristotle, Hobbes, Mill, and Lotze in
order to show the rich manifold of meanings (whatness, thatness, true-
ness) that can attach to being taken as the ‘is’. But here lies a double
problem. First, the multiplicity of meanings is not systematically derived
from a prior idea of the unity of being; and secondly, the designation
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of being as copula, by taking the assertion as a series of words to be
connected, misses the priority of the sense of ‘is’ in terms of truth.

To arrive at a more adequate basis for the ‘is’, Heidegger rejects the
notion of the assertion as a series of words corresponding to ideas and
ultimately to objects, and cuts through to the logos apophantikos as
intentional comportment embodying an understanding of being. But even
this assertoric disclosure of being in apophantic predication and verbal
communication rests on a deeper foundation. Being-in-the-world is the
primordial hermeneutic (= event of interpretative understanding of intel-
ligibilities) which discloses entities in their original and non-derived synth-
eses with the lived purposes of existence. Transcendence is original truth.
The intentional structure of truth as disclosure, grounded ultimately in
temporality, alone can provide access to the unified meaning, and with
that to the truth-character, of being in GP II1.4.

C Towards fundamental ontology

Each of the four theses, when broken down to its inner problems and
possibilities, has pointed beyond itself to the need for reformulating the
idea of being in general on the basis of an adequate ontology of human
existence. Thus we are led to GP II, ‘The fundamental ontological
question about the meaning of Being in general and its basic structures
and modes’. Whereas Heidegger here proposed to present and then to
push beyond SZ’s analysis of temporality and spell out the time-character
of being by resolving the four basic problems of phenomenology, the
course (there were only six lecture days left) did very little more than
summarize the published portions of SZ.

What is interesting for our purposes are the few steps that Heidegger
takes at GP 441-5 beyond SZ and in pursuance of its promise to deter-
mine the meaning of being in general from the horizon opened up by
man’s temporal self-transcendence. The reasons for this interest are two-
fold: positively, to find out how and at what point SZ I.3 would have
built off of SZ 1.2, and negatively, to find out why and at what point
that continuation became impossible for Heidegger.

GP 389 begins the summary of the main material of SZ. Being shows
up only in the understanding of being, which is intrinsic to Dasein:
therefore, only by discovering the structures and ground of this under-
standing can we define the meaning of being in general. But all under-
standing is fundamentally the projection of possibilities into which one
lives and from out of which one understands oneself. Projective under-
standing is rooted in Dasein’s basic state of self-transcendence, being-in-
the-world; and this in turn is grounded in the generation (Zeitigung) of
temporality, or better, in temporality as self-generation in the primordial
form of authentic, self-appropriated existence. I am who I really am by
anticipating the most basic possibility which I already am, my death.
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Authentic existence is the threefold structure of self-transcendence: being
present to oneself and to things in the moment of existential insight
(Gegenwart as Augenblick) by becoming (Zukunft as Vorlaufen) and
renewing (Gewesenheit as Wiederholung) the most proper possibility that
one is.

This primary temporality underlies the derived temporal structures of
dealing with, e.g., tools in one’s environment. A tool is for attaining
some end: it has its being as ‘in-order-to-ness’. Whenever I use a tool,
not only do I already understand its being (what it is: a tool; how it is:
available for doing something), but more, I implicitly relate myself to
that being in a temporal way. I have the tool present to me (Gegenwart
as Gegenwdrtigen) by retaining it (Gewesenheit as Behalten) in terms of
an expectation of what it can accomplish (Zukunft as Gewidrtigen).
Ordinary usage overlooks these moments and their temporal base, but
when the tool is damaged or missing or just put up with, its structure,
modified but still temporal, becomes noticeable. Not only that, but the
various forms of breakdown of equipment make visible the modifications
of the temporal moments of tool-oriented self-transcendence. Three
examples will reveal the privative modifications of these ekstases.

“1. To lack or miss something. To come out of the theater and find
one’s car stolen is certainly to experience the not-there-ness (das Nicht-
vorfinden; GP 441 = SZ 335b) of the car. But not every instance of not-
there-ness is an instance of missing (we don’t miss last year’s flu attack),
rather only those in which something needed is lacking. We cannot say
exactly, therefore, that to miss means to not-have-something-present, for
it is precisely-to have something present as needed (the car) when in
fact it is not around. The experience of missing something reveals the
privative modification of the ekstasis of having-present into having-
unpresent. To express this privative character, Heidegger calls the modi-
fied ekstasis an UNgegenwdrtigen as contrasted with a NICHTgegenwidrti-
gen (cf. the Greek mé on vs. ouk on). To miss is to make present
something expected but not present.

2. To be surprised by something which unexpectedly but handily shows
up. Your car gone, you are about to step on a bus when a horn honks
behind you - your best friend is offering you a ride. Having the bus
present in terms of that expected ride means not expecting a more
comfortable ride in a car. The non-expectation, however, is not an
absolute absence of expectation (Nichtgewdrtigen) but a relative or priva-
tive un-expectation (Ungewdrtigen, GP 442b = SZ 355c), which, in fact,
is what allows us to be surprised. The experience of surprise reveals the
privative modification of the futural ekstasis of tool-use from expectation
to un-expectation.

3. Merely putting up with an implement. Say no friend offers you a
ride and you have to take the bus home. You have the bus present, you
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retain it in terms of the expected arrival home, but you really do not
‘take the bus into account’ (das Nichtrechnen mit, SZ 355d) or ‘retain’
it to that end; rather, you merely put up with it. This ‘not taking into
account’, however, is not absolute non-retention but a privative ‘un-
retention’. You ‘hold on’ to the bus by putting up with it as second-best.
This phenomenon reveals, in tool-use, the privative modification of the
ekstasis of alreadiness from retaining to un-retaining.

This is the point (GP 441 = SZ §69a) where the ‘new working out’
of ‘Time and being’ was to take off. Having seen — at least in the cases
of Dasein and tools — the elaboration of the unity of self-transcendence,
we now await the elaboration of the corresponding horizonal schemata
(the ‘whereunto’ of the direction of self-transcendence) which condition
the meaning of whatever is experienced in correlation with the ekstasis.
At one pole, the threefold self-transcendence; at the other pole, the
threefold horizonal schema — the whole constituting the ekstatic-horizonal
correlation that is primordial temporality. We expect, too, that each
horizonal schema will have both a positive and a privative moment. Out
of the interrelation of presence and absence both in temporality as a
whole (where becoming and alreadiness function as relative absence for
having-present) and within each moment of temporality (which includes
both positivity and privation) we would expect the elaboration of the
analogically unified meaning of being in general as presence-by-absence
in correlation with man’s own existential presence-by-absence.

In fact, however, the further step Heidegger takes in that direction is
very cautious — if not downright hesitant. ‘In order not to complicate
too much our view of the phenomenon of temporality, which in any case
1s difficult to grasp’ (GP 435b), he imposes a double limit on the treat-
ment. On the one hand, he restricts himself to the experience of dealing
with tools only, and on the other he treats only of the horizonal schema
that corresponds to the one ekstasis of having-present.

Correlative to but distinct from the self-transcendent moment of having
a tool present, there is the horizonal schema whose time-character is
called presence (Praesenz). In order to show the distinctness of the
ekstatic and horizonal poles in their correlativity, Heidegger generally,
but not consistently, uses German-based words for the ekstatic pole: e.g.,
Zeitlichkeit, Zukunft, Gewesenheit, Gegenwart, and Latin-based words for
the horizonal pole: Temporalitit, Praesenz, Absenz; cf. GP 433 and
Logik, 199f. Having-present, as an ekstatical moment, has a schematic
indication (Vorzeichnung, GP 435a) of that out-towards-which transcend-
ence is, viz., the horizon of Praesenz (also called Anwesenheit). Praesenz
thus constitutes ‘the condition of the possibility of understanding readi-
ness-to-hand as such’ (434). Having-present, in fact, projects all it has
present and could possibly have present in terms of this horizon of
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presence or presentness and so understands those things as having a
‘presential sense’ (433b) and as ‘present things’ (als Anwesendes, 436a).

But recall that in the breakdown of a tool there occurs a privative
modification of having-present to having-unpresent, or, from the view-
point of the tool, a modification of its being from readiness-to-hand to
un-readiness-to-hand (Zuhandenheit, Abhandenheit, 433b), from present-
ness to un-presentness (Anwesenheit, Abwesenheit, 436a).

Thus there is in general no horizon corresponding to ‘missing’ as a
determined [mode of] having-present, but rather a specifically modified
horizon . . . of presence. Belonging to the ektasis of having-unpresent,
which makes ‘missing’ possible, there is the horizonal schema of
absence (441a).

This absential modification of the presence . . . which is given with
" [the experience of] missing is precisely what allows the ready-to-hand
to become conspicuous [as lacking] (442b).

At this point Heidegger’s advance stops. We have seen that the hor-
izonal schema of Praesenz encompasses presentness, along with un-pres-
entness as its privative modification. But this has been demonstrated only
in the one horizonal schema corresponding to the one ekstasis of having-
present in the one area of tool-use. Left undiscussed are: the other
temporal schemata-(with their privative modifications) in which tools are
experienced; all the temporal schemata of non-tools; and above all, the
analogically unified temporal meaning of being as such and in general.

But, although the advance stops quickly, Heidegger asks some weighty
and portentious questions about the ground it covered and failed to
cover. ‘Within the ontological’, he says (438b), ‘the potential is higher
than the actual’ and ‘everything positive becomes especially clear from
the privative’ (439c). Why? ‘Parenthetically we may say that the reasons
lie equally in the essence of témporality and in the essence of the
negation that is rooted in temporality’ (ibid.). However, if the rule that
the potential underlies the actual and that the privative clarifies the
positive helped to open the advance beyond SZ, it also has momentarily
blocked further progress.

The modification of presence to the absence in which that presence,
as modified, maintains itself cannot be interpreted more precisely
without going into the characterization of this modification in general,
i.e., into the modification of presence as ‘not’, as negativum, and
without clarifying this in its connection with time (442a).
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If the absential modification allows things to show up as lacking, then
we meet the

fundamental but difficult problem: To what extent is there not pre-
cisely a negative moment (if we formally call the ab-sential a negation)
that constitutes itself in the structure of this being, i.e., above all in
readiness-to-hand? To ask the question in terms of basic principles:
To what extent does a negative, a not, lie in Temporalitit in general
and likewise in Zeitlichkeit? Or even: To what extent is-time itself the
condition of the possibility of nothingness at all? (442 f.).

Time, we know, was only the first name for what Heidegger later called
the truth of being. In both cases being is seen as pres-ab-sence. The last
question above, therefore, is very close to asking: To what extent does
presence itself, which must transcend the acts in which it is performed,
contain within itself a privation (absence, nothingness, /éthé) which is
the possibility of that very presence? The question teeters there. Granted
that the modification of presence to absence has a character of negativity,

where does the root of this ‘not’ in general lie? Closer consideration
shows that even the not — or nothingness as the essence of the not —
can likewise be interpreted only from out of the essence of time and
that only from time can the possibility of the modification, e.g. of
presentness to absentness, be clarified. Hegel is finally on the track
of a fundamental truth when he says: Being and Nothingness are
identical, i.e., belong together. Of course the more radical question
is: What makes possible such a most primordial belonging-together-
ness? We are not sufficiently prepared to press on into this dark-
ness . . . (443a,b).

GP is hardly a completion of SZ. But its formal significance, apart
from the intrinsic interest of its content, lies in its incompleteness. To
be sure, it shows how Heidegger might have completed SZ if he had
chosen to continue in a transcendental framework. But more importantly
it leads to the brink from which, beyond the transcendental framework,
the absence can begin to be seen for itself.

IV Significance: ‘The thing itself’

In asking about the significance of this publication, we must distinguish
between what it may contribute to Heidegger scholarship and what it
offers by way of insight into the phenomenological ‘thing itself’, being
as pres-ab-sence.

-
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There is plenty for Heidegger scholarship. We meet the first mention
of the ‘ontological difference’, although the concept does not get
developed. (On November 17, 1925, Heidegger did speak of ‘ein funda-
mentaler ontologischer Unterschied’, but in reference to Husserl’s ideal-
real distinction in Logical Investigations. See Logik, p. 58). There are
analyses of Aquinas, Scotus, Suarez, Hobbes, Mill and Lotze. There is
a suggestive insight into the three stages of phenomenological method
(reduction, construction, destruction) some months before Heidegger’s
contributions to Husserl’s drafts for the Encyclopedia Britannica article.”
More important, the work provides a good portion of Heidegger’s Aris-
totle-interpretation, including the lengthiest analysis of Physics IV, 10-14
that we shall ever have from his courses (GP 330-61) and the first
published, but by no means last, analysis of Aristotle’s De interpretatione
(GP 255-9; cf. Logik, pp. 127-42).

Important for the ‘thing itself’ is the fact that the course gives us
Heidegger’s final attempt to work out the meaning of being from within
the transcendental framework. I take that incompleteness as more than
merely a function of ‘the limited number of lecture hours’ (editor’s
epilogue, GP 473), for on a simple extrapolation from the hours devoted
to GP I, which began in late April, GP II would have been finished
only by mid-September and GP III not until the end of October. More-
over, one must ask why the handful of pages that push into ‘“Time and
being’ were reserved to the second half of the second-to-last meeting of
the course (July 23) and, on the whole, are among the most unsatisfying
of the whole work. We have seen from Heidegger’s own indications that
his program was wrapped in some uncertainty in 1927. This uncertainty
may have a positive meaning insofar as it gives a distant warning of the
coming shift that would allow a more adequate determination of the
‘thing itself’. The following intends to give some clues for that determi-
nation.

The question that haunts GP and prompts the shift away from the
transcendental framework is this: If entities are understood in terms of
their presence, and if presence is projected in terms of privative absence,
what is the root of privative absence? This is ‘the problem of the finitude
of time’ (GP 437), which, in a later formulation, is the problem of the
lethe-dimension of aletheia: ‘Wherever alétheia emerges, léthé itself
(which is what essentially becomes present in alétheia) remains absent
precisely so that some thing can become unhidden as an entity.””® That
is: entities become present against a background of privative absence
which is intrinsic to the emergence of presence itself.?

The point where GP breaks off and Heidegger’s next phase begins is
the brink from which he sees that the /éthé-dimension is intrinsic to
being itself. The privative absence is not forged by man’s projective self-
absence, nor is it merely the unexplainedness of this or that entity (which
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finally is embedded within a claim of the total intelligibility of reality)
nor is it some occasional limit. Rather this privative negativity is intrinsic
to being as pres-ab-sence. But to speak of being hiding and revealing
‘itself’ seemingly is to fall into the worst kind of metaphysical or mystical
anthropomorphism.

How may we solve this problem? Discussion of the positive appropri-
ation of absence — which is the turn — may be aided by two prefatory
notes, one about the model and one about the language of the-discussion.

1. Clearly the major model for Heidegger’s exploration of being as
pres-ab-sence is Aristotle’s discussion of kinésis in terms of dynamis and
energeia, even though, to be sure, the model gets much transformed
when put at the service of Heidegger’s problematic.** In his seminar of
1928, ‘Phenomenological exercises: interpretation of Aristotle’s Physics, |
IT’ (thus the title, although it dealt with Physics IIT), Heidegger declared
that the horizon from which Aristotle prepared the radical grasp of the
conception of being was kinésis, movement; the point, therefore, is to
find the relation between movement and being (July 16, 1928). But being
(ousia, or more specifically -energeia) means always-being-the-same, self-
identity, presentness and completion, whereas moving entities are intrin-
sically ‘on the way’ and incomplete: every ‘now’ points to another and
different now, every moment is a ‘yes, but . . . .” Moving entities are mé
on and aoriston. Yet Aristotle’s genius is that he grasped this privative
state as a mode of being through the concept of dynamis. Dynamis, when
seen in terms of kinésis, is neither ‘potentiality’ nor ‘mere possibility’
but the positive event of appropriation-unto-energeia (Eignung, Ereig-
nung); and an entity which has its being as dynamis is on dynamei héi
dynaton, an appropriated entity that is precisely in the state of being-
appropriated-unto-energeia. Dynamis in this sense is, in effect, co-exten-
sive with kinésis as energeia atelés: presence-by-absence. As bound up
with kinésis (and quite apart from the arithmos kinéseos), energeia, Heid-
egger says, is a Zeitbezeichnung, a time-designation (July 9). Of course,
Heidegger’s transformation of this model entails the reversal of the Greek
priority of energeia over dynamis into the priority of dynamis over ener-
geia. Intrinsic to that transformation is Heidegger’s claim that the human
understanding of being is itself the Ur-kinésis.

2. Following the lead of Heidegger’s later writings, discussion of the
turn could well profit from retiring the term ‘being’ from the Heidegger-
ian lexicon. Not only does the word, especially capitalized, almost inevi-
tably suggest a metaphysical super-entity, but equally, talk of ‘being
itself’ can lose sight of its analogical character. Heidegger is not after a
univocal something subsisting on its own. Over and above the being of
Dasein, the being of implements, the being of things present-at-hand,
and the being of ideal objects, there is no second level of ‘being itself’.
Heidegger was merely searching for the analogically unified meaning of
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being that is instantiated in all cases of the being of. . . . To translate
das Sein 1 hesitantly suggest for now the term ‘givenness’, first, because
it clearly implies a phenomenologically correlative locus of experience
from which it is distinct but never separate — various forms of human
perception (Vernehmen; cf. EM 106) in the broadest sense; and secondly,
because the phrase ‘givenness itself” seems less likely to denote something
behind or in addition to the givenness of entities, but rather to connote
a shift of phenomenological focus onto the unified analogical structure
of givenness as a priori determinative of the regional modes in which
things (or one thing) can be differently given in experience.

But with ‘givenness’ we have not yet arrived at Heidegger’s problem-
atic. Givenness denotes the state of an entity as given (das Seiende als
Seiendes .= Seiendheit), whereas Heidegger’s question is not about the
givenness of the given but about the very giving of givenness itself. If
being is the givenness of entities (ontic disclosure or truth), what gives
givenness (ontological disclosure or truth)? Or: If being accounts for
(‘is’) the meaningful presence of things, what is the mode of the meaning-
ful ‘presence’ of being?

In one sense we already know the answer: Absence possibilizes pres-
ence, possibility allows actuality, /éthé is the condition of alétheia. Fur-
thermore, we already know the correlation-structure between man’s self-
transcendence and the pres-ab-sence that is ‘being’. What is still unde-
cided is the question of priority within that correlation. Let us begin by
reviewing the correlation.

In terms of the phenomenologically transformed dynamis—energeia
model, Heidegger deepens Husserl’s empty-fulfilled model. Man is pro-
jected beyond himself towards his own self-absence, thereby opening an
empty horizon which may be filled in by the entities which are given to
experience. But this means that man has two distinct kinds of experience
related to two distinct kinds of givenness. On the one hand, man experi-
ences the recessive or withdrawn horizon which is the prior condition of
the fulfilling presence of entities. On the other, he experiences the pres-
ent entities. First, note their relatedness: Just as the experience of one’s
own privative absence is the basis of the experience of things (relative
self-absence yields the realm of presence), so correlatively the experience
of the givenness of the recessive possibilizing horizon is the basis of the
experience of the meaningful givenness of present entities. Now note the
difference: The givenness of the possibilizing horizon cannot properly be
collapsed into the givenness of present entities. On comparison of the
two, the horizon has a unique mode of givenness. It remains relatively
absent or withdrawn in favor of the entities given within it. But at the
same time it still is given to experience, although in the privative mode
of relative absence. Specifically, the withdrawal or absence is given as
correlative to the experience of one’s own self-absence, whereas entities
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are given as correlative to the experience of one’s own presence. At one
and the same time, man’s presence-by-absence or temporal existence is
correlative to (1) the presence of fulfilling entities and (2) the presence-
by-absence of the conditioning horizon. In other words, any possible
givenness of entities is based on the correlativity of the temporality of
existence with the movement or ‘time-character’ of givenness itself.

The correlation established, the question now is whether the movement
or time-character of givenness, as the condition of possible experience,
is primarily due to man’s kinetic temporality. More specifically: whether
the possibility of error is rooted in man’s finitude or in the finitude of
the pres-ab-sence of givenness itself. Heidegger broaches the question in
his essay ‘On the essence of truth’.

Dasein as self-transcending has a disclosive function both with regard
to a particular entity that happens to show up and with regard to the
meaning-fraught complex of human purposes called ‘world’. But everyday
experience overlooks the world while it focuses on a particular entity: it
conceals the world that it holds open. Or is it rather that the world, the
realm of openness, ‘conceals itself’ in favor of the unconcealed entity?
Yes, Heidegger asserts, the non-disclosure of alétheia is its most proper
element. It is not something effected by Dasein’s projective self-trans-
cendence, yet nonetheless it is preserved as absential by Dasein’s self-
absence. The ‘withdrawal’ of givenness itself is prior even to Dasein’s
revealing—concealing relation to entities, yet Dasein preserves the lethe-
dimension of alétheia (= ‘the mystery’) by being projected beyond himself
into the emptiness within which entities can appear.

Whereas SZ had read the correlation of Dasein and /ethé from Dasein’s
viewpoint, Heidegger’s later position reads the correlation from the view-
point of the [éthé. The later writings speak of man as ‘drawn out’ or
‘claimed’, correlative to the ‘self-concealing’ of the dimension which lends
entities their presentness. But one experiences this withdrawal only as it
is registered in one’s being drawn into absence (Geworfenheit, Ange-
zogenheit, etc.®'), and one experiences the epochal givenness (Geschick)
of worlds of sense only as this is registered in how one makes entities
present in meaning. There can be no hypostasizing of ‘something’ that
withdraws or gives, no objectification of ‘something’ that disposes over
the movement that is one’s temporality. There is only the experience of
the self as ultimately not at its own disposal. From a Derridean perspec-
tive we might speak of man as being at the disposal of ‘meaning’.* This
is hardly to import some romantic mysticism into philosophy, but only
to take seriously and rigorously the full structure of the phenomenological
correlation.

The later Heidegger claims to have transcended the transcendental
framework and yet to have fulfilled SZ’s intentions of showing that the
meaning of being is presence-by-absence. If GP had been completed, its
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last sentence might possibly have read: ‘The meaning of being is time;
that is, givenness is given temporally because of the transcendental pro-
jection of the temporal horizons of possible experience.’ If per impossibile
GP had been completed in the late thirties, its last sentence might have
read: ‘The meaning of being is “movement” - that is, givenness is given
in the unique state of withdrawal, and thereby man is drawn out into
absence and into the finite possibilities of meaning.” In both periods the
‘thing itself’ is the same: being as pres-ab-sence in essential correlation
with man as pres-ab-sence.
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The preliminary conception of phenomenology and
of the problematic of truth in Being and Time

Jean-Francois Courtine

For Heidegger, the opening up of the phenomenological dimension
implies, from the time of Marburg on, an appropriation but also a radical
critique of the Husserlian idea of phenomenology in the form which it
assumes as transcendental idealism in Ideas. It is this critique whose
anticipation we can now read in volume 20 of the Gesamtausgabe,* which,
in leading phenomenology back to its possibility, ceases to make of it a
tendency to make it mean ‘the changing and thereby continuing possi-
bility of thinking, that is to say, of replying in its time to what has to
be thought’.2 Without going back here into the details of this critique
and of this radicalization, we will study at greater length how the Heideg-
gerian concept of phenomenology is worked out in Being and Time.

In the Introduction composed in 1949 to accompany the 7th edition
of his inaugural lecture ‘What is metaphysics? Heidegger asked:
‘Towards what, and on what basis, and in what sphere, would the inten-
tionality of consciousness be able to unfold if man did not hold himself
open ekstatically in the openness of being?® A question of this kind, a
question in which we find a critique (first expressed much earlier) with
regard to Husserl’s thematization of intentionality,* this question was
already implied in the entire enterprise of Being and Time, even if one
has to add the qualification that a formulation of this kind also hides -
retrospectively — the path actually pursued in the course of almost twenty-
five years. In fact, what underwent a change between 1927 and 1949 was
not so much the interpretation of the ekstasy or of the ekstatic as rather
that of the open itself, the openness of being. As Jean Beaufret said
himself of this development, everything turns on ayffewx. This will be
the proposition which we shall want to test here.

Can one legitimately argue in talking about Being and Time that
everything already turns on the ever more refined understanding of this
central term? Or again, formulated in interrogative terms: how is one to
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understand Heidegger’s remark in the Parmenides (GA 54, p. 42): ‘Being
and Time represents that first attempt to think being on the basis of the
fundamental experience that being has remained in a state of
forgetfulness . . . ’? Naturally, one thinks immediately of the first line of
the first paragraph of Being and Time: ‘The question [the Seinsfrage] has
today lapsed into forgetfulness.” Gerard Granel correctly emphasizes —
in a realm which bears upon the translation, that is, which develops in
depth what has been said — that, in a certain sense, the question has’
always been forgotten because if it is ‘out of Plato and Aristotle’ that
the question gets forgotten, it is also in them and through them.’

In the framework of Being and Time, how are we then to understand
the forgetfulness into which the question of being has lapsed? Why until
now — and in Husserlian phenomenology too — has this question been
‘overlooked’, ‘missed’ or ‘neglected’?¢ The basis for a first reply, already
formulated in the lecture of 1925, and which constitutes a guiding motif
for Being and Time, is furnished by the (problematic) concept of Verfal-
len, ‘fallenness’, or better, ‘falling’.” In the Prolegomena, it is Verfallen
which is employed to explain, in the final instance, the breakdown of
the Husserlian enterprise, attributable to two major ‘omissions’: the omis-
sion of the question of being as such and the omission of the question
directed towards the being of intentionality. This is not, Heidegger notes,

an accidental neglect for which philosophers can be held to account.
Rather, this history [Geschichte] of our being-there is itself revealed
across such omissions. History interpreted not as a totality of official
events but as a mode of becoming [Geschehensart] of being-there
itself. Which means that being-there, in the mode of being of falling
. [Verfallen] — a mode of being which cannot be avoided - cannot have
access to its being unless it stands opposed to the latter.
(GA 20, pp. 179-80)

Let us leave in abeyance the question of whether this concept of
Verfallen, however decisive it might be with regard to the determination
of the mode of being of Dasein, suffices to open up for us a way of
acceding to the problematic of the forgetfulness of being, and try instead
to determine more exactly the phenomenological feature of that question
which arises in connection with the meaning of being. In the debate
conducted by Heidegger with and against Husserl, the crucial point
concerns the determination of what constitutes the proper subject matter
(Sache) of phenomenology, or even of the rigorous and consequential
interpretation of its leading maxim (zu den Sachen selbst).® If the critique
directed by Heidegger against Husserl can be regarded as radical, it is
because, and only to the extent that, it is conducted in the name of
phenomenology, in full recognition of the task which belongs to it and



70 Jean-Frangois Courtine

in strict adherence to the maxim enunciated for the first time in the
Logical Investigations.® This is why, after reaching the extreme limit of
each of his attempts at a critical dismantling, Heidegger could at the end
always admit (this is a principle which still regulates the complex structure
of paragraph 7 of Being and Time, including the final note): “This obvi-
ously doesn’t mean that we are not Husserl’s disciples and intend to
remain so.’*

If Husserl’s phenomenology is not sufficiently radical, this is because
it isn’t sufficiently phenomenological, forgetful of its own guiding maxim
for which Husserl from 1913 will substitute another principle, the ‘prin-
ciple of principles’ (Ideas, §24), the ‘principle of evidence’. With Husserl,
phenomenology adopts intentionality as its special field of investigation,
but without ever raising afresh the question of the being of intentionality.
In fact, not only does Husserl’s determination of consciousness as an
absolute being in the sense of absolute givenness (Ideas, §§44—-6) make
it impossible to determine ‘what being means here’, what ‘absolute being’
means (GA 20, p. 140), it also entirely eliminates a question which, in
truth, can no longer be posed once Husserl has aligned his phenomeno-
logical investigation with a preconceived idea, the modern (Cartesian)
philosophical idea of an absolute science for which consciousness pre-
cisely constitutes the privileged object.

The fundamental question for Husserl is not at all that of the being
character of consciousness. What is fundamental for him is rather this
consideration, this question: how can consciousness in general become
the object of an absolute science? What is fundamental and directive
is the idea of an absolute science. This idea that consciousness has to
be the region for an absolute science is not invented haphazardly.
Rather, it is the idea which has preoccupied modern philosophy since
Descartes.

Heidegger draws from this the decisive conclusion that, so far from being
derived phenomenologically by way of a return to things themselves, the
elaboration and the validation of pure consciousness as the thematic field
for phenomenology remains the ‘function of a traditional conception of
philosophy’ (GA 20, p. 147).

It is because it calls in question this subordination of phenomenology
to the Cartesian idea of an absolute science — and therefore of a science
of consciousness in its irrecusable self-presence — that Heidegger rejects
the Husserlian interpretation of the reduction (GA 20, p. 151).** The
critique here is founded on the fact that, in Heidegger’s eyes, the Husserl-
ian epoché ‘deprives itself (methodologically) of the very basis upon
which alone the question of the being of intentionality can be worked
out’. The analytic of Dasein — as one knows — is precisely intended to
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furnish such a basis. By defining being-there as being-in-the-world, it
does in fact become possible to address the question of the being of
intentionality.

If intentionality is to be questioned concerning its mode of being, it
is necessary that the being which is intentional should be given in an
original way, that is to say, experienced with regard to its way of
being [in seiner Weise zu sein]. The original ontological relation to
that being which is intentional first has to be mastered.

(GA 20, p. 152)

It is therefore on the basis of the Husserlian conception of phenomen-
ology, while at the same time taking account of the fundamental omission
from which it suffers in not elucidating in advance ‘intentional behaviour
and everything implied by it’, that the question of being makes itself
known phenomenologically as the question of the being of intentionality
and the question of the meaning of being in general.

The question of being is not an arbitrary question. It is not a question
which can simply be envisaged as one among other questions. Rather,
it is the most urgent of all questions, and this in the full sense of
phenomenology itself.

(GA 20, p. 158)

In the end, the only decisive reproach directed by Heidegger against
Husserl is that of not having been sufficiently phenomenological and so,
against the very principle of phenomenology, of having failed to work
out the theme which legitimately belongs to it as its authentic point of
départure: intentionality. ‘Phenomenology - or so Heidegger would have
it — is therefore with regard to the fundamental task of determining its
own proper field of application, non-phenomenological, in other words,
only pseudo-phenomenological!’” (GA 20, p. 158).

The background constituted by the sustained debate with Husserl through
the Marburg years makes it possible for us today to situate more exactly
the phenomenological impact of Being and Time. If the fundamental
phenomenological question — the one which draws all the consequences
of the Husserlian enterprise or better of the ‘breakthrough’ represented
by Logical Investigations — is that of knowing ‘what being means’, if it
is a matter first of all of ‘working out the “phenomenon of being” which
precedes and so is determinative of the entire ontological enquiry’,”
there then arises the possibility of rereading the master work of 1927
from a phenomenological standpoint. How is it with this ‘phenomenon
“being” ’ (‘dieses Phanomen “Sein”.’)? Heidegger asked in 1925. What
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is the phenomenality proper to being and how is being phenomenalized?
Is this simply a way of talking, an approximate formula which has capitu-
_lated to the jargon characteristic of the phenomenological school? In
Being and Time certainly, it is also a matter of the phenomenon of the
world, of the phenomenon of anxiety, of care, etc.! But is it enough to
underline the ambiguity, the equivocal character of the expression? Or
does one, on the contrary, have to recognize the special right of being
to be called ‘phenomenon’? But then in what apparently peculiar sense
should one understand the word ‘phenomenon’?

With a view to trying to reply with some degree of precision to
questions formulated all too abruptly, it would be appropriate to re-
examine the way in which the being question is sketched out concretely
in the introductory chapter of Being and Time and to follow, step by
step, the movement through which the question is posed by attending to
the formal parameters of the question and of its articulation.® We will
restrict ourselves here to an examination of Heidegger’s overt expressions
rather than steps actually taken, by limiting ourselves to the elaboration
of the strictly phenomenological concept of the phenomenon.

How is the Heideggerian concept of the phenomenon to be distin-
guished from that of Husserl? Paragraph 7 of Being and Time is well
known and has been only too amply commented on. We shall have to
revert to it for a moment however because it is this paragraph, together
with paragraph 9 of the Prolegomena (Die Klirung des Namens ‘Phdéno-
menologie’), which throws light upon the novelty and the scope of the
Heideggerian interpretation of phenomenality, especially if one situates
it in the context of the Introduction. Even if, or better, precisely because,
in this paragraph, Heidegger first sets out phenomenology as a methodo-
logical concept, one has to guard against seeing in this text a development
which is essentially methodological and susceptible of being separated
without great loss from the development of the work as a whole.** To
be sure, the word ‘phenomenology’ should not be understood in the
sense of such composite expressions as theology, ontology, sociology,
etc., expressions characterizing the object of a particular field of research
and which predetermine the content or the reality (Sachhaltigkeit) of a
region or a domain of objects. Taken at this level of generality, as a
science of phenomena, phenomenology could designate any scientific
research, provided it is true that (relying upon the vulgar meaning of
the concept of phenomenon) phenomenology can legitimately qualify
‘any research which brings to light beings insofar as they make themselves
manifest’ (SZ, 35). What then distinguishes phenomenology ‘as method’
from the vulgar conception — and with a view precisely to applying a
‘direct method of showing and validating’ - is, first of all, the explicit
thematization of its research, of its ‘procedure’. But if one concentrates
in this way upon the problematic ‘formula’ of its point of departure, its
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development, its mode of access (Ausgang, Durchgang, Zugang), this is
in fact always because the guiding question is the non-methodological
question concerning phenomenality in general.

To be sure, in Being and Time, the analysis looks at first like a purely
terminological analysis (cf. also GA 20, §9), in the sense that Heidegger
interprets the very word phenomenology (which he analyses out into its
constitutive elements). But this is only a first step which comes close to
concealing the peculiar character of the movement of thought in this
paragraph, which latter only emerges if one recalls that the word to
be explained speaks Greek and that, before and above all else — the
phenomenological circle if you want — it is a matter of learning how to
listen to what is said with a Greek ear. A later remark by Heidegger is
particularly clear on this score.

Direct experience with phenomenology acquired in the course of dis-
cussion with Husserl made it possible for the concept of phenomen-
ology to be forged in the manner in which it makes itself known in
the introduction to Being and Time (§7). Here the reference to the
fundamental words of the Greek language, words which are inter-
preted in this context (Aé6yos = make manifest; daiveobar = show
itself) played a determining role.

(Qu 1V, p. 181)

In fact, listening to the Greek is already for Heidegger a matter of
making a phenomenological commitment to the business of phenomen-
ology. This is where we enter into the circle. The fundamental attitude,
which is phenomenology, permits us to reconquer for the whole of
philosophy a more original interpretation of the leading Greek words.
Conversely, the more persistently we listen to what the Greek says, the
more we are able to radicalize both the point of departure and the
concept of phenomenology. At Cérisy, in 1955, Heidegger used these
words to explain what might at first have passed for a rather scholarly
linguistic analysis.

The Greek word only opens up a path in virtue of its being Greek. . . .
In the case of the Greek language, what is said is, at the same time
and in a special way, what that which is said calls by its name. . . .
By means of the word, heard with a Greek ear, we are already directly
in the presence of the thing itself, there before us.

(Qu II, p. 20)

What are the Greek words directly questioned and conjured up
by Heidegger to elucidate ‘phenomenologically’ the very term
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phenomenology? What is, in the final analysis, the function of the con-
cept of alfifera?

The phenomenon of phenomenology can be elucidated in the first
place on the basis of the Greek word ¢awépevov, itself taken as a
synonym for 76 dv: what shows itself from itself, in itself, as itself. What
shows: itself. This is certainly a formal determination but a decisive one
all the same, since it is on the basis of this first sense of auto-manifes-
tation that the other, in fact derivative, concepts of manifestation can
be interpreted or reinterpreted. The return to the Greek, underscoring
the opposition between ¢awvépevor and dbowvépevov ayabéy for
example, allows, or indeed requires, that one make a first distinction
between phenomenon and appearance (Phdnomen—Schein). If phenom-
enon is in fact defined from the first as ‘that which shows itself from
itself’, it is nevertheless necessary to recognize ‘this remarkable possibility
that the entity shows itself precisely as that which it is not‘ (GA 20, §9).
What has to be noted here is that the appearance is itself what it is only
in virtue of the fact that it is upheld by phenomenality, understood in
the strict and primitive sense of auto-manifestation. ‘There is only as
much appearance as there is being’, Heidegger notes.* It is only because
daiveohar means, in the first instance, Sichzeigen (self-showing) that, in
the second instance it can also characterize something as passing for,
seeming to be, looking like. . . . The contraposition of phenomenon and
appearance is therefore intended in the first instance to bring out the
original and fundamental sense of phenomenon: das an ihm selbst offen-
bare Seinde selbst — ‘being itself just as it is manifest in itself’.

This first distinction is certainly decisive but it remains insufficient and
formal to the extent that it still leaves entirely open the question of
the phenomenality proper to the phenomenon as such. This elementary
proposition does however possess a second obvious merit. It makes it
possible, or so it seems, to eviscerate as secondary such Kantian concepts
as Erscheinung and blofle Erscheinung. Erscheinung — indicative phenom-
enon, appearance — in as much as, in announcing something it attests to
something else which does not appear, assumes the form of a symptom,
of an indication. The Erscheinung, qua appearance of — possesses a
referential structure. Anzeigen von etwas durch etwas anderes — an indi-
cation of something which can only make itself known mediately by way
of something else, a presentation which is both differed and destined to
remain indirect. But even here Erscheinung, in the sense of an indicative
phenomenon, is founded, in terms of its very possibility — at least if the
indicative phenomenon is to make its appearance as such, that is, fulfil
its mission, accomplish its indicative function — upon the phenomenon
in the first and most fundamental sense.

It is therefore necessary to dismantle, to untie this indicative structure
of Erscheinung (reference but also substitution, supplementation, rep-
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resentation, if one wants to isolate the ¢ouvouevov (= 76 8v) in its purity
and its specificity.

In the lectures of Summer 1927 (The Basic Problems of Phenomen-
ology), as in Being and Time, Erscheinung can always be interpreted in
terms of the Kantian distinction between the ‘phenomenon’ and the
‘thing in itself’. In this framework, which Heidegger hopes to dismiss
definitively, phenomena would conceal as much as they would reveal
something which, while remaining in the background, would be more
‘stable’, would contain more being without, for all that, the phenomena
taken in themselves being reduced to nothing. Behind the phenomena
there would always be something of which they would precisely be the
phenomenal manifestations, in the sense of appearances or ap-pearances.

We can ignore here the supplementary distinctions introduced by Hei-
degger with a view to elucidating the ambiguity of the German word
Erscheinung — in particular, the metaphysical distinction of Erscheinung
(indicative phenomenon) and of blofle Erscheinung (pure appearance) —
and so simply hold on to the basic opposition between the phenomenon
(dbowvépevov, Phinomenon) and the appearance (Erscheinung). Phenom-
enon characterizes a special mode of presentation or of encountering
something in as much as, qua phenomenon, the thing manifests itself in
itself, manifests itself in truth, just as it is. When it is a matter of
Erscheinung, on the other hand - of the appearance or the indicative
phenomenon — we are always referred to something else, to a second
reality which is no doubt announced, trans-pears or ap-pears, but which
precisely never shows itself in itself.

Such an analysis - Heidegger lays particular stress on this — unfolds
at first in a purely formal manner (formal rather than terminological).
It tends to disengage the pure concept of the phenomenon while leaving
the question of determining what is intended, qua phenomenon, entirely
indeterminate. A being or a character of being? asks Heidegger. But
before tackling this question, it is necessary to.envisage different possible
applications of the ‘vulgar’ concept of phenomenon and of the ‘pro-
visional’ (or ‘preliminary’) (Vorbegriff) conception of phenomenology,
such as is handed down to us in the obligatory, though mistaken, frame-
work of a Kantian exemplification. This also means that such an exempli-
fication is necessarily paradoxical (it would surely be possible to dispense
with the thematic of Erscheinung, since it is understood in advance as
secondary) and as such might well lead us astray.

Heidegger notes,

That which already shows itself in the appearance as prior to the
‘phenomenon’, ordinarily understood, and as accompanying it in every
case can, even though it thus shows itself unthematically, be brought
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thematically to show itself; and what thus shows itself in itself (the
‘forms of intuition’) will be the ‘phenomena’ of phenomenology.*

This first pre-determination must not be confused with the second, the
true explanation (itself no doubt still ambiguous), of the phenomenon
of phenomenology: what precisely does not show itself and which remains
hidden, covered over, without ever entering in any way into the transitive
structure of reference, of trans-lation or of trans-position. The being-
concealed of the phenomenon of phenomenology — that which, in the
first instance, and for the most part does not show itself, that which,
with regard to what shows itself, remains in retreat, that which withholds
itself — this in-apparent phenomenon, even if it can be apprehended in
the Kantian framework as ‘that which belongs essentially and simul-
taneously to what shows itself because it constitutes the meaning and the
foundation of the latter’ (SZ, 35 B), cannot be understood on the basis
of the Kantian thing in itself, since the latter is ‘essentially incapable of
ever manifesting itself’. The non-manifestation of the thing in itself there-
fore possesses a structure which is radically different both from that of
the phenomenon in the sense of the non-thematic, and from that of the
properly phenomenological phenomenon, the phenomenon in retreat or
covered over. ‘The phenomenon’ — Heidegger notes — “as the indicative
phenomenon of something, does not mean simply what manifests itself
but the announcement of something which does not manifest itself by
means of something which does manifest itself’ (SZ, 36 A). If the showing
of the phenomenon of phenomenology is not that of the Kantian
Erscheinung, the remaining concealed or covered-eover proper to the
phenomenon apprehended in its phenomenological concept (being or the
being of beings),"” can no longer be identified with the non-manifestation
of the thing in itself. What is it then which truly characterizes non-
manifestation, in the phenomenological sense? What is the reason for its
‘being-hidden’? Before returning to this important point, we shall have
to follow Heidegger in his second approach to phenomenology by way
of the key concept of the Névyos.

Here again - it has to be emphasized — the Advyos is itself interpreted
‘phenomenologically’ in its ‘veritative’ or ‘demonstrative’ dimension as
what makes things or lets things be seen, as dmwédavars. It belongs
essentially to the Aéyos, as Plato had established, to make manifest
(3n\otv).® The primordial function of the \éyos is de-monstrative or
de-clarative, not in that it is effectively preferred but because it belongs
to it constitutively to bring to light. It is Aufweisung. The \éyos shows,
or better, shows what shows itself on the basis of itself and in itself.
Why is it always necessary to show (and to show anew, as we shall see,
over and over again) what precisely shows itself? To reply to this question
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no doubt means being able to delimit (that is, trace the outlines but also
mark the limits of) the Heideggerian interpretation of phenomenality at
the time of Being and Time. Let us say, again quite crudely and provision-
ally, that what shows itself (the phenomenon) does in reality stand in
need of that self-showing which is operative in the Aéyos, to become
entirely manifest, to be manifested. The amédavois is precisely what
renders manifest. It lets things be seen in as much as it brings to light
(aufweisendes Sehenlassen). The proper task of the Aéyos is aAmBedeiv.
To show itself, to articulate itself constitutes one of the privileged figures
of a\nbBevewv? in the sense of discovering, withdrawing from its retreat,
letting the being in question be seen as aififes (dis-interred, dis-closed).
Such is, for Heidegger, the basic apophantic feature of the Aéyos, the
one which makes dwaipeois possible, just as it does the oivbeats.

It is because the function of the Néyos as amdédavols consists in letting
be seen what brings to light that the Adyos, is able to assume the
structural form of the ovBeois. . . . The oUv possesses here a purely
apophantic signification and means: letting something be seen, in its
being together, as something.?

The truth of the Aoyos as speech, discourse, judgment -always refers to
a being-true or confirmation which belongs originally to the A§yos, even
though the latter arises in its turn from aimBebelv, which consequently
assumes the form of making/letting be seen, discovering as uncovering
(c\ffes) the being in question by letting it show itself from itself. To
the extent that it dis-covers, brings to light, it can happen that the Aéyos
deceives or misleads in the sense of covering up. “To place something in
front of something else and so let it be seen and in this way to pass off
the thing covered over as something which it is not [Schein].”?* This is
the double play Phdnomenon—Schein which makes discourse possible as
true or false, on the assumption that Schein, even if it stands opposed
here to the phenomenon, nevertheless only constitutes a degraded form
of the latter.

The Néyos brought back in this way to aAmnfetewv, apprehended in all
its fullness and in accordance with its multiple guises, ceases to appear
as the privileged and primordial locus of the truth, but presupposes, in
virtue of its being the \éyos, a more original mode of dis-covering, that
of touching/seeing, pure and simple, of naming. 6iyew koi ddvon;?
awofnows as a direct grasp of the idia, the vémoiws understood as an
immediate apprehension of the dwAa, are always dis-covering, always
true.?* It’s the ovpwmAok, the v of the A6yos as Néyeww Tv kaTd TLvOS,
letting something be seen as this or that, which opens up a space for the
Schein, that of a giving itself out as — presenting itself as.

The ‘terminological’ elucidation of phenomenology, whether it takes
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its cue from the dawvépevov or the A6yos, indicates, in every instance,
that the A6yos constitutes the decisive background for phenomenality in
general, provided only that it always ends up by working out one and
the same formal concept of the phenomenon along convergent lines and
so furnishes a first, and equally, formal determination of phenomenology
(Aévew T dawbpeva = amodaivesdar Td dorvépeva).

As we have seen on the occasion of our distinction of the phenomenon
and Erscheinung, there is nothing behind the phenomena. There is no
other side to the phenomena. They don’t conceal or hide anything. One
could therefore never go behind the phenomena to find . .. what?
Indeed it belongs to the very essence of the phenomenon to show and
to show itself, to give and to give itself in itself.”® The first move designed
to recover the phenomenological acceptation of the phenomenon is a
flattening move. The phenomenon is always one-dimensional.

But if the phenomenon is self-giving and, by virtue of that very fact,
gives the thing itself — just as it is — it can however be that the phenom-
enon does not give itself or show itself. It can happen that what of its
own accord should be brought to light remains hidden.

What is in itself visible and which ought to be luminous can very well
remain hidden [verdeckf]. What in itself is visible and which is only
accessible qua phenomenon in conformity with its meaning does not
necessarily have to be accessible in fact. That which, in accordance
with its possibility, is phenomenal, may precisely not have been given
as phenomenon, but has yet to be given as such.

That which, in itself and in principle is given has yet to give itself. One
has to give oneself phenomena, that is, what gives and gives itself! Why
and how is one to give oneself what gives itself? Precisely because what
is given does not give itself in the first instance and frequently not at
all. This — the gift or the presence of the thing — remains in retreat, in
the background, concealed. ‘
One might well ask what, upon the plane of phenomenality, founds
such a reticence, such a holding back or reserve? One has to admit, I
think, that Being and Time does not throw much light on this point. The
tendency toward recuperation, the tendency which is in question here,
arises entirely out of the Dasein to which it is attributed straight off.
This tendency responds in turn to the ontological constitution of being-
there, to whom the characteristic of falling (Verfallen) belongs essentially.
It’s the mode of being of Dasein which explains why what gives itself is
in reality always already covered over and in such a way that any letting/
making itself be seen, if it is to be ‘carried through methodically’, will
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always assume the form of a destruction or better of a deconstruction in
the strict sense of that word (Abbauen der Verdeckung).

So one has to complete the first formal determination of the phenom-
enon and its phenomenality (the phenomenon is what, of itself, manifests
itself in itself) with this other not less decisive thesis: being covered over,
dissimulation is the Gegenbegriff zu Phidnomenon® - not just simply the
contrary of the phenomenon, its contradictory, but rather the counter-
concept of the phenomenon and in this sense its complementary concept,
the one which corresponds to it exactly as its vis a vis. But whatever can
be a phenomenon is in the first instance and most frequently hidden and
covered over. This covering over (Verdeckung) is itself capable of taking
many forms, from dissimulation or masking (Verstellung) through intern-
ment, veiling (Verschiittung), to complete obliteration and forgetfulness.

If the possibility, even the threat, of covering over, belongs essentially
to the very structure of phenomenality, it is because ‘phenomena which
have originally been perceived are later uprooted, torn away from what
constitutes their ground’. Detached, expropriated in this way they
‘remain unintelligible with regard to their true source’.”” The phenom-
enon is naturally exposed to loss, to an obfuscation which enters into its
transmission and becomes its tradition. This threat weighs permanently
upon every phenomenon as such.

The covering-up itself, whether in the sense of hiddenness, burying,
or dissimulation, has in turn two possibilities. There are coverings-
over which are accidental; there are also some which are necessary,
grounded in what the things so discovered consist in. Whenever a
phenomenological concept is drawn from primordial sources there is
a possibility that it may degenerate if communicated in the form of
an assertion. It gets understood in an empty way and is thus passed on,
losing its indigenous character and becoming a free-floating thesis.?®

But if it is both possible and legitimate to distinguish between coverings-
over which are accidental and coverings-over which are necessary, still
it has to be conceded that the covering-over which permanently threatens
the phenomenon in the originality of its showing is necessary. No
phenomenon can show itself once and for all. Consequently, what shows
itself must always show itself anew (on the basis of its offering source,
of the Sache selbst). Covering-over is so far unavoidable that it is ‘given
with the mode of being of uncovering, and of its possibility’.? Hence
the essential fragility of the phenomenon, tied as it is to its obliteration,
to its inevitable obfuscation. For us, the originality of the phenomenon
has therefore to be continually recuperated against its almost necessary
degradation or degeneration, since it is only the shadow thrown by
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Verfallen, which latter features as a trait constitutive of our mode of
being.

This implies naturally that the ‘specific confrontation with the mode
of the phenomenon has to be obtained in the first instance for all objects
of phenomenological research’.*® Since the phenomenon is never given
nor secured in its phenomenality, the latter has always to be painfully
reconquered, withdrawn from a multi-form covering-over. Here again, it
is the peculiar structure of phenomenality which explains the necessarily
methodical character of phenomenology. Things themselves are not
given; still less are they given immediately in intuition, made available
to a ‘pure and simple’ seeing. The phenomena have to be liberated.
They can only be disengaged at the end of a development which seeks
precisely to undo the dissimulations and disguises.

Zu den Sachen selbst — on the way to the phenomena and to the
phenomenon kat’ éoxfv, the phenomenon ‘being’!

On the assumption that this general response to the question of the
Heideggerian determination of the phenomenon has been admitted in
principle, one can still ask why, in Being and Time, Heidegger develops
a ‘preliminary conception’ or a ‘provisional’ concept of phenomenology,
itself characterized as ‘universal ontology’. Does Heidegger stick to this
preliminary conception? What would a ‘definitive’ conception of plienom-
enology be like?

It should be noted first of all that neither in the Prolegomena, whose
introductory section nevertheless establishes the context for the most
sustained debate with Husserlian phenomenology, nor in the lecture
course of the Summer term 1927 (Basic Problems of Phenomenology)
does one find this distinction between the preliminary conception and
the idea of phenomenology — even if in the latter an exposition of the
idea of phenomenology is announced - though without ever being carried
through. Why this distinction in Being and Time? The first reply which
occurs to us is the one which Heidegger presents at paragraph 69. The
complete exposition of the idea could not take place until ‘the central
problematic’ of being and of truth had been brought to light, that is,
until the close connection between being and truth had been explained
and the existential concept of science had been developed. Phenomen-
ology was in fact initially defined as the method of ontology, that is to
say, of scientific philosophy.

Let us elaborate a little to confirm that this idea of a smentlﬁc philo-
sophy’ — phenomenology is scientific philosopy, science par excellence —
must naturally not be allowed to conceal the opposition in principle
between phenomenology, on the one hand, and the totality of the ‘posi-
tive’ sciences, on the other, that is to say, of all those bodies of research
which bear upon an entity or a region of being which has already been
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determined, brought to light. In his Tiibingen lecture (1929), ‘Phinomen-
ologie und Theologie’, Heidegger works out this radical difference
between the positive sciences which are ontic in character and a phenom-
enological enquiry which is ontological and does so by way of a concep-
tual apparatus which is precisely phenomenological and close to that of
Husserl. A phenomenological enquiry is required first of all to provide
its own theme (the phenomenon, i.e., the phenomenon ‘being’).

The idea of science in general, to the extent that it is conceived as a
possibility of being-there, shows that there are necessarily two kinds
of science which are possible in principle: science of beings, ontic
sciences — and the science of being, ontological science, philosophy.
The ontic sciences each assume as their theme a given entity which is
always disclosed, in a certain way before the disclosure effected by
the science. We shall call the positive sciences the sciences of a given
entity, of a positum. It is characteristic of such sciences that the
objectification which they assume as their theme goes straight to the
entity, by prolonging the pre-scientific attitude which already exists
towards this entity. The science of being, on the other hand, ontology,
calls for a fundamental conversion of attitude toward the entity in
question. From the entity, the attitude shifts to the being of the entity.
Nevertheless, the entity still remains the object of attention despite
the change in attitude.

Having finished with this point, let us return to paragraph 69. One can
now understand why the finished conception of phenomenology can only
be presented at the end, in the form of an idea, when the meaning of
being and of truth have been explicitly developed, when the truth of
being has been exhibited. If it is the case that phenomenology furnishes
the method which responds to what is required (the question of the
meaning of being, the question of the truth of being), one understands
that the provisional concept cannot and should not give way to the idea
until its own characteristic phenomenon has been disengaged. One can
also explain in a very (too?) general way the claim to the necessity of a
recuperation of the provisional concept by the idea, by underlining what,
in the movement of Being and Time (what therefore also belongs to the
internal logic of the enterprise which unfolds therein), is propaedeutical,
preparatory or precursory. At paragraph 5 (‘The ontological analytic of
Dasein as the laying bare of the horizon for an interpretation of the
meaning of Being in general’), Heidegger indicates for example that if
‘an analytic of Dasein remains the first requirement in the question of
being’ and if therefore the analytic, so conceived, is ‘entirely oriented
towards the guiding task of working out the question of being’, this
analytic in its turn is not only



82 Jean-Frangois Courtine

incomplete, it is also, in the first instance provisional [vorldufig]. It
merely brings out the being of this entity, without interpreting its
meaning. It is rather a preparatory procedure by which the horizon
for the most primordial way of interpreting being may be laid bare.

Once this interpretation has been carried through or, more cautiously,
once this horizon has been disengaged, this ‘preparatory analytic of
Dasein will have to be repeated on a higher and more authentically
ontological basis’.*

But this reply is undoubtedly too general and, as such, remains insuf-
ficient. In order to show this, the question at issue here will have to be
reformulated in a more topical fashion. If it is important to represent
the provisional concept of phenomenology as a methodological concept
in its role as a guiding idea, is this not because the phenomenological
characterizes, in the first instance and before all else, the initial step, -
the first move, the bias or the detour which aims at opening up an access
to being in general and, quite specifically (reading the meaning of being
off an exemplary being)* by way of the analytic of Dasein?*

At this point we would like to venture the following hypothesis: the
phenomenological method is indeed called for by the matter in hand (SZ
37 D, 38 C), in as much as the latter consists first of all — should it be
added, in connection with Being and Time alone? - in bringing to light
that comprehension of being which belongs constitutionally to Dasein,
even if only initially in a pre-ontological mode. It is because the question
concerning the meaning of being (what is at issue in this question, what
it hopes to attain — das Erfragte) can only be posed concretely by way
of the analytic of Dasein — qua fundamental ontology — that the phenom-
enological method becomes critical from the first to any ontological
enquiry designed to save the question of being from forgetfulness.

This point emerges clearly, or so it seems, in the following passage
from the Prolegomena where Heidegger does not hesitate to call the
analytic which bears upon that entity which enjoys a privileged status in
any ontological enquiry, for any elucidation of the phenomenon ‘being’,
a phenomenology of Dasein, not only because it is this entity which.
poses the question of being which already understands being, but also
because it is itself this very question, or better still, this questioning (das
Fragen).

Working out the question of the meaning of being signifies: laying
bare [freilegen] the one who questions in its capacity as a being, that
is to say, Dasein itself. For only in this way can that which is sought
be investigated in conformity with its own meaning. The one who
questions is here co-affected by what the question itself has in mind
[das Erfragte]. It belongs to the very meaning of the question of being
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itself that the being who questions should be affected by what the
question aims at. It is in the light of this meaning that it becomes
appropriate to take account of the principle of phenomenology, at
least if the question of being is going to be posed clearly. The one
who questions is expressly given at the same time as the question but
in such a way that at the same time and before all else he loses sight
of himself in the dynamic of the questioning process. What we are
going to try to do here is not to lose sight of this being, not to lose
sight of it in the very perspective of [im Hinblick auf] the question
of being itself. Thus the effective working out of the problematic is a
phenomenology of being-there. For this very reason there can never
be a definitive answer, or the answer can only be hypothetical [For-
schungsantwort], in as much as the working out of the question con-
cerns the being which includes within itself a comprehension of being.
Dasein is not just the decisive issue from an ontic standpoint; it is so
from an ontological standpoint also, at least for those of us who are
phenomenologists.

Thus, this ontological privilege of Dasein becomes apparent from a
phenomenological standpoint. And if the phenomenological method is
to be recommended, it is in the first instance because it corresponds to
the demand for a way of acceding to the being of this being which we
are ourselves, and because it brings into play that kind of demonstration
required by the manner in which this being comes to confront itself.

How does this being — both the closest and the farthest (SZ, 15-16;
GA 20, pp. 201-2) - come to confront itself? How is it given to itself?
How must it be brought to light phenomenologically with a view to a
thematization of the phenomenon ‘being’? The quite specific difficulties
which the elucidation of this being (the one who questions) with regard
to its being — and in particular its susceptibility to falling — runs up
against lie at the root of the application of a phenomenological method
(in that formal sense to which reference has been made).

One could then go so far as to say that ontology is only phenomenologi-
cal to the extent that it is a phenomenology and/or a ‘metaphysics of
Dasein’.* The expression Phidnomenologie des Dasein, an expression that
can be found in the Prolegomena, has therefore to be strictly understood.
It is because it focuses first of all upon Dasein and its disclosiveness
(Erschlossenheit), upon its existence, that the enterprise has to be under-
taken in a phenomenological fashion. It is therefore the ontico-ontologi-
cal ‘primacy’ of Dasein, the necessity of an interminable ‘detour’ by way
of the existential analytic, which calls for a phenomenological method in
the very first instance. .

Such a hypothesis immediately encounters a series of massive
objections which we cannot, nor do we wish to, overlook. In the
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‘methodological’ paragraph of Being and Time, Heidegger characterizes
the phenomenon of phenomenology as the phenomenon of being (SZ,
35 C, 35D, 37 D). Heidegger defines his research, fundamental ontology,
as ‘universal phenomenological ontology’ (SZ, 38 C). He explicitly
characterizes phenomenology as the science of being (GA 24, §23).
Finally and most important of all, he only introduces the phenomenologi-
cal method ‘formally’ with a view to bringing to light what has to consti-
tute its proper subject matter intrinsically (i.e., with regard to its ‘actual
content’ — Sachhaltigkeit), namely, the interpretation of the meaning of
being. Being therefore becomes in a sense the ‘cause’, the ‘matter’ of
phenomenology, but only to the extent that it is, in a more original
sense, the matter of thinking — Sache des Denkens.

Before attempting to reply to these textual objections, objections
whose legitimacy certainly cannot be ignored, we would like to follow
up the hypothesis for a moment, with a view to bringing out its heuristic -
value. To insist upon what in Being and Time determines, or pre-deter-
mines, phenomenology to be a phenomenology of Dasein is also to
confirm — this point, though familiar, is vital — the inextricable connec-
tion, more, the interconnection or the intimate belonging together of the
question of the meaning of being and the question of the being of Dasein
as Da-sein (being-there, or die Lichtungsein, as Heidegger will call it
later).>” It is to weld solidly - and this juncture remains critical to this
very day - being and the understanding of being. Being is given — if it
is given — as an understanding of being. Independently of this understand-
ing, being is nothing.*

To be sure, what has fallen into forgetfulness is the question concerning
being. What has to be considered and worked out with the aid of a
complex intellectual apparatus, is the question of the meaning of being.
It is nevertheless true that in the perspective of Being and Time — the
working out of the project if not the project itself — the phenomenological
uncovering which is at work has as its initial object Dasein, the prior
understanding of Dasein and of its everyday way of being. It is because,
in the first instance and for the most part, Dasein is not given that it -
becomes important to open up an access to the being of Dasein and to
the meaning of this being.

One of the fundamental features of being-there is that ‘ontologically
the closest and best known’; it is ‘ontologically what is farthest and least
known’ (SZ, 15 C, 43 D, 311 B). In other words, it is that whose
‘pre-givenness’ (Vorgabe) can so little be taken for granted that ‘its
determination constitutes an essential part of the analytic of this being’
(43 B). Far from being immediately evident, the ‘right pre-givenness’
has to be methodologically mastered by way of a development, a pro-
cedure which is as certain as possible about its point of departure and
its rite of passage. The existential analytic therefore necessarily possesses
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a methodological character (§63), given the formal structure of the
Seinsfrage, but also the mode of presentation or of de-presentation of
this peculiar being. ‘The liberation of the originary being of Dasein has
to be fought for against the tendencies of the prevailing interpretation
which is ontico-ontologically defunct’ (311 B).>* On the contrary, Heideg-
ger continues,

the mode of being of Dasein requires of an ontological interpretation
which aims at the originality of a phenomenal demonstration that it
wrest the being of this being against its own tendency toward a cover-
ing-over of its being. . . . Consequently, the existential analytic con-
stantly assumes a violent character.

(ibid.)

What are the consequences of this pre-determination of phenomenology
(as a phenomenology of Dasein) with regard to the problematic of truth
in Being and Time?

If paragraph 7 of Being and Time ends up (programmatically) with the
elucidation of the phenomenon of being, one might hold that paragraph
44, which closes the first section, responds to it and contributes no less
decisively to the elaboration of the concept of phenomenology. Not only
because the analysis of the Aéyos is taken up again and developed but
also, and above all, because the bringing to light of the phenomenon of
truth (through which the ‘originary’, or ‘the most originary’ phenomenon
of truth is pursued) contributes in a decisive way to define the subject
matter (sachlich, sachhaltig) of phenomenology.®’ As Heidegger empha-
sizes, this paragraph, designed to work out the central problematic of
truth, or better, of the essential connection being-truth, does not limit
itself to concluding and so closing the first section but gives the research
a ‘new departure’, a second wind (214 A).

If it is true, as J. Beaufret said in 1927 and throughout the later
work of Heidegger, everything turns on ahfjfeia, how exactly is the
phenomenon of truth presented in the economy of Being and Time and
of paragraph 44? The phenomenon of truth is already announced in the
context of the preparatory analytic which is the existential analytic of
the being of Dasein, that is, if, with Heidegger (and the classical problem-
atic of the transcendentals), we recognize that being goes necessarily
together with the truth. One must however emphasize that in paragraph
44 the question of the connection of being and truth is only taken up
under the much more determinate auspices of the ‘originary link’ being-
there~truth. This is moreover confirmed in turn by paragraph 69, in which
Heidegger announces the work still to be accomplished with regard to
the central question of the belonging together of being and truth. How far
therefore should we follow Heidegger when he presents this paragraph 44
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as a ‘new departure’ (214 A) in the general problematic of the Seinsfrage?
Let us recall schematically the main steps in the movement of paragraph
44: the destruction of the traditional concept of truth, designed to
recuperate a more original concept of being-true; the elucidation of the
ontological sense of the expression ‘there is truth’ and of the necessary
presupposition that there is truth. To understand the move Heidegger
makes in this paragraph and to appreciate what is really at stake, it is
important, in our opinion, to stress the examination of the traditional
doctrine of truth. This examination culminates in the discussion of the
Husserlian problematic (6th Investigation, §§36-9) of the verification of
a proposition. The identification which lies at the root of the verification
of the proposition relates to the fact that ‘the being intended shows itself
just as it is in itself; in other words, in this that it is dis-covered to be
identically the same as it is posited in the proposition’.#* This confirmation
(Bewahrung) means in turn ‘the manifestation of the being in its ident-
ity’, wherein we find once again the formal determination of the
phenomenon as ¢pawvdpevov. The proposition dmrodaivesdar is true (i.e.,
verified) to the extent that it is apophantical, that is, that it dis-covers,
de-clares the being itself. It lets the being be discovered precisely in its
being-discovered. The truth of the proposition is therefore in the first
instance that of aAmBebevewv in the guise of amodaiveahal: letting it be
seen, by disengaging it from its being covered over, the being in its
withdrawal from retreat (being dis-covered). But the amodaivecBar of
the Néyos amoddavTikos only constitutes one of the guises of armbevewv.
Being-discovering through speech is a way of being of Dasein. But the
possibility of the discovery of intramundane reality is itself originally
founded in an exchange with those beings which are, available (at hand)
and the opening up of the world which goes along with the revelation
(Erschlossenheit) of Dasein. With this openness of Dasein the most orig-
inal phenomenon of the truth is attained. Erschlossenheit (opening, open-
ness) names this fundamental modality of Dasein in accordance with
which it is its there.®

The ‘aletheiological’ teaching of Being and Time, in so far as it is °
presented in this paragraph, can be expounded in three theses. The first
thesis: ‘Dasein is in the truth.” Again, and even more explicitly, ‘Inas-
much as being-there is essentially uncovering, and inasmuch as, uncover-
ing, it un-covers and dis-covers, it is essentially “true” ’. But, for being-
there, being in the truth also and especially means being ‘in the truth of
existence’. This last proposition recapitulates the following points made
previously: if Dasein is its openness, if Erschlossenheit belongs to it
constitutionally, the latter is always the openness of Dasein in its being-
thrown (Geworfenheit). Which comes down to saying that openness is
necessarily ‘factical’. Facticity and being-thrown are therefore in the
background of that project by means of which Dasein, open to the
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potentiality for being (possibilities) and to its own potentiality for being
— if it is true that the project is always projective opening — decides and
decides for itself. Being in the truth is therewith exposed from the first
to the alternative of authenticity and inauthgfiticity. In authentic opening,
‘Dasein can be open to itself in and as its ownmost potentiality for being’.
And it is precisely this authentic openness which ‘the most originary
phenomenon of truth makes manifest in the mode of authenticity’.*

A second thesis is therefore immediately called for: being-there is in
un-truth, from the moment that falling belongs to its ontological consti-
tution. ‘The ontological constitution of Dasein is characterized by falling.
From the very first, and for the most part, being-there is lost in its-
“world”.” Caught up with intramundane beings, being-there allows itself,
literally, to be taken. Heidegger continues:

Understanding, as a projection upon possibilities of being, has diverted
itself thither. Its absorption in the ‘They’ signifies that it is dominated
by the way things are publicly interpreted. That which has been
uncovered and disclosed stands in a mode in which it has been dis-
guised and closed off by idle talk, curiosity and ambiguity. Being
towards entities has not been extinguished but it has been uprooted.
Entities have not been completely hidden; they are precisely the sort
of thing that has been uncovered, but at the same time they have been
disguised. They show themselves, but in the mode of semblance.®

The dissimulation in question here, and which arises from inauthentic
existence, which is itself certainly covering, runs the risk of being substi-
tuted for re-covering (Verdecktheir), defined in the first instance as the
‘counter-concept’ (Gegenbegriff) of the phenomenon. So one can very
well ask whether the analysis of inauthentic existence does not constitute
an impasse for a thinking which wants to be more attentive to both the
reality and the status of the appearance.*

In Being and Time in any case, it is as a function of its ontological
constitution, characterized by openness but also as being-projected, pro-
ject, falling, that one can understand why being-there, to the extent that
it is from the first in the truth or in un-truth, always has to appropriate
over again and ‘against appearance and dissimulation’ that very thing
which has already been concealed in advance.

The facticity of being-there, to which closedness and re-covery are
attached, comes to the fore in this way. If the truth has to be ‘wrested
from being’, ‘torn away from its retreat’, if ‘factical dis-covery is in every
instance, so to speak, a “seizure” ’, this is because the phenomenon of
truth is veiled from the first. Falling dissimulates the phenomenon as
such in the appearance. This is also why the mode of being of openness
is always thematized in accordance with one of its secondary
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modifications which then takes the lead over all the others, the propo-
sition and its apophantical ‘as’. In this way truth is determined on the
basis of, and in opposition to, the re-covering attributable to ‘fallen’
Dasein. At the time of Being and Time, Heidegger thought he could
even find a confirmation of this analysis in the privative expression of
the ‘truth’ with the Greeks. By way of the term aAhfeia, what makes
itself known is ‘the pre-ontological comprehension that being in un-truth
constitutes an essential determination of being-in-the-world’.4

To claim that Dasein is equi-primordially both in the truth and un-
truth, is to affirm, in addition (the third thesis), that the truth must be
counted among the existentialia. It is in fact always ‘made to Dasein’s
measure’ (daseinsmdssig), and despite the fact that it is dis-covering/re-
covering.

The connection between being and the truth, towards which the entire
undertaking in Being and Time is directed, can only emerge if one has
first established the necessary reference of the truth to being-there. In
the same way that being refers to something like an understanding of
being, the truth is always relative to a stance, an attitude or a decision
on the part of being-there. This is why Heidegger can uphold the parallel
thesis that ‘there is truth only to the extent that and as long as being-
there exists’ and ‘there is being — not beings — only as long as there is
truth’. Being and truth, if they exist at all, are ‘equi-primordial’.®® In
reality, and Heidegger makes a great deal out of this from 1927 on,
neither being nor truth exist. There is being and truth, or again, being
and truth take place. But if one tries to clarify this taking place in the
retrospective light of the problematic of the topology of being, one has
to appreciate that its proper locus is being-there itself rather than Licht-
ung, a being-there which is permanently confronted with the alternative
of authenticity and inauthenticity.

Why, one might ask, does Heidegger, in Being and Time, stick to the

preliminary conception of phenomenology without ever managing to

expound his idea? To such a question one is tempted to reply, in retro-
spect of course, in the following manner: if, in Being and Time, phenom-

enology does not arrive at its idea, it is perhaps because it is developed

under the auspices of a phenomenology of Dasein, as a result of which

it falls short in a certain fashion of its central theme, the phenomenon

‘being’.

Is it because the work remains unfinished, dedicated in essence to the
preparatory analytic of being-there, to the elucidation of its meaning of
being, and only in this way to the foundation of the Seinsfrage in the
name of fundamental ontology? No doubt; but the question still stands
whether this abbreviation, this way of proceeding, was designed to pre-
pare the way concretely for the reversal (implied by the second point of
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departure in paragraph 44), the turn that the third section of the first
part was supposed to effect.

In other words, and giving the issue a polemical twist into the bargain,
one might ask whether the later remark by Heidegger on the subject of
the analysis of the surrounding-world and of the everydayness of the
world - to wit, that it certainly constitutes an ‘essential discovery’, but
that it only retains a ‘subordinate signification’ to the extent that it only
represents a ‘concrete way of approaching the project . . . which, as such,
does not entail an analysis of this kind except as a means which is itself
secondary with regard to the project’,* — one might well ask whether
such a remark could not be applied to numerous concrete analyses
undertaken in Being and Time, including the analysis of the ‘phenomenon
of truth’. T

To be sure, Heidegger himself never says anything of this kind. On
the contrary, he is inclined to suggest the contrary, as witness for example
this indication from his UNESCO lecture: ‘In what way the attempt to
think a given state of affairs can sometimes go astray and deviate from
what has already been incontrovertibly demonstrated is attested here by
the following text from Being and Time (SZ, p. 219): “the translation
[of the term aM1iBeia] by the term ‘truth’, and in particular the conceptual
and theoretical definitions which go along with it, recover the sense of
what the Greeks considered as taken for granted in their terminological
employment of ‘aNfifewa’ ” (Qu IV, p. 134 n.).” But what had already
been demonstrated? To stick to the texts, nothing other than the eluci-
dation of the essential connection between being and truth on the basis
of the truth of existence. If, in a certain fashion, Being and Time misses
the phenomenon of being, this is also because it misses the phenomenon
of truth. It is, as we have seen, being covered over (Verdecktheit), itself
interpreted in the framework of the thematic of Verfallen, which is held
responsible for determining the counter-concept of the phenomenon.

If then, from the standpoint of its guiding idea, phenomenology, in
Heidegger’s sense, is not to be distinguished from aletheiology; one has to
push things as far as doubting whether Being and Time is still sufficiently
phenomenological because it does not confront the question of aiffeva
- understood in such a way that A1fm makes up its root meaning.
If Being and Time brings a\ffeio to light by defining the openness
(Erschlossenheit) of being-there or better still by defining being-there by
means of this openness as the one who is its ‘There’, then truth thereby
becomes an existentialia. It is in fact being in the world, as Heidegger
emphasizes, which constitutes ‘the foundation [Fundament] of the original
phénomenon of truth’.

To work out the idea of phenomenology would then perhaps amount
to deepening the phenomenon of truth, or again, thinking what the essay
‘On the essence of truth’ called the ‘non-essence’ [Unwesen] of the truth’,
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thinking to the end the forgetfulness of being (of which it would no
longer be possible to say that it represents the fundamental experience
of Being and Time), thinking being in its withdrawal, its suspension, its
reserve, its epoch, its absence.

If, in 1927, Heidegger still falls short of the ‘phenomenon of being’,
this is no doubt because he has not yet taken account of the peculiarity
of this strange phenomenon which precisely does not manifest itself.
Being remains in retreat, hidden, missing. Being is missing and not
accounted for. It has fallen into forgetfulness. If this was indeed the
fundamental experience of Being and Time, one would still have to insist
that Heidegger’s entire enterprise was aimed at drawing being out of this
forgetfulness, tearing it away from its retreat, by undoing whatever might
have contributed to the obfuscation, the dissimulation of its phenom-
enality.

In fact, it is not until much later, at the end of what might be character-
ized in a sense as a total reversal, a Kehre, that Heidegger ventures to
think that if being remains in retreat, if it is missing, this deficiency could
well be due to being itself.*® Being withdraws certainly, but such a
withdrawal is precisely the withdrawal of being.® It belongs to the
phenomenality of being to withdraw.®? What is truly ‘epochal’ is phenom-
enality itself.%

The phenomenological enterprise has to be radically modlﬁed In fact,
if ‘concealing itself belongs to the predilection of being, that is to say,
to that in which its essence is founded’,* it could no longer be a matter
of bringing to light what remained concealed, of remorselessly wresting
from its retreat what, from the first, had already slipped away. In Being
and Time, after having examined a constitutive feature of the being of
Dasein (falling) and shown how, by ‘persisting’, man devotes himself to
what is immediately accessible every day, to what is ‘practical’ and so
finds himself cast adrift by virtue of his anxious agitation,® Heidegger
was still able to appeal to a resolute conversion or better, to a resolute
commitment to resoluteness, to the release of Dasein for its ownmost
being in order that what thus remained in retreat, forgotten, should be
brought to the light of presence. Such a step, directed toward a ‘conver-
sion’, a transition from inauthenticity to authenticity based upon a strict
correlation of Erschlossenheit and Entschlossenheit,®® is thenceforward
radically insufficient from the standpoint of rigorously thinking through
the phenomenon of being as Ausbleiben des Seins — absence, the
deficiency of being itself as being itself. While offering a commentary of
Heraclitus’ fragment 123, Heidegger deliberately emphasizes that ‘it is
not a matter of overcoming the kpimreaBar of the ¢pvos and of getting
rid of it’. The task is a different one, and ‘much more difficult’. It
consists in ‘conferring upon the ¢vots, in all the purity of its being, the
kpUTTecOar which belongs to it’.
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To respond to, without obfuscating, the withdrawal of being, which is
being itself as secretive or enigmatic, this is the task which weighs upon
any phenomenology for which the Schritt zuriick constitutes the first step
or, if you will, the ultimate metamorphosis of the reduction.

It is certainly tempting to interpret Heidegger’s path of thinking as
this procedure which, oriented from the very beginning toward the
phenomenon of being, will lead from a phenomenology of Dasein to a
resolutely aletheiological phenomenology, which will really be aphanol-
ogy or, as Heidegger says himself a ‘phenomenology of the non-appar-
ent’.”® However, in order that this expression should not remain a simple
formula, it is necessary to show concretely how the mediation of the
clearing, of the gift or of Ereignis remains authentically phenomenologi-
cal, to show how the characterization of the phenomenological aspect of
Greek thinking, as its fundamental aspect, does not presuppose an
improper generalization of the concept or the pure and simple ambiguity
of the concept.

Then, but only then, Heidegger’s movement of thought can effectively
appear as a Weg in die Phanomenologie.

Translated by Christopher Macann
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Genetic phenomenology: towards a reconciliation of
transcendental and ontological phenomenology

Christopher Macann

In his Introduction to Being and Time, Heidegger sought to establish the
basic principles of a new phenomenology which would be ontological in
character. In so doing, he distanced himself from his former master,
Edmund Husserl, and from the kind of phenomenology which Husserl
had already developed.

Nowhere is both the affinity with, and the contrast to, Husserlian
phenomenology more explicitly expressed than in a passage in which
Heidegger takes up the Husserlian slogan: To the things themselves! ~
and deploys it in a new way.! For the ‘things themselves’ concern both
Husserlian and Heideggerian phenomenology in so far as both ways of
doing phenomenology require that we first get back to things just as they
present themselves with that immediacy which precludes pre-judice and
pre-supposition. That Husserl arrives at ‘immediacy’ through an ultimate
distancing (Reduction) whereas Heidegger tries to get there through a
more primordial closing of the distance (Involvement) is no more impor-
tant than the fact that, in one way or the other, they both seek to
respond to the fundamental dictum — To the things themselves!

Phenomenology, Heidegger goes on to tell us, signifies primarily a
methodological conception; that is, it concerns itself with the sow rather
than the what of philosophical research. Implied therein is the suggestion
that the question how phenomenology accedes to the things themselves
is by no means as unequivocal as Husserl might have thought, and that
there might be another way of getting back to the things themselves.
This other way is of course the way whose basic principles are set out
in the two subsections devoted to the ‘Concept of the phenomenon’ and
the ‘Concept of the logos’, from a combination of which Heidegger is
able to arrive at his own ‘Preliminary conception of phenomenology’.

That such a latitude is being sought becomes clear from a passage at
the very end of this critical section (7) devoted to ‘the phenomenological
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method of investigation’ where Heidegger re-evaluates the relation of
possibility to actuality with specific reference to Husserl.

The following investigation would not have been possible if the ground
had not been prepared by Edmund Husserl, with whose Logische
Untersuchungen phenomenology first emerged. Our comments on the
preliminary conception of phenomenology have shown that what is
essential in it does not lie in its actuality as a philosophical movement.
Higher than actuality stands possibility. We can understand phenomen-
ology only by seizing upon it as possibility.?

When Being and Time was published, phenomenology was associated
primarily, and almost exclusively, with the figure of Husserl who, in
this sense, represented the actuality of phenomenology. In subordinating
actuality to possibility Heidegger was not only claiming for himself the
right to develop a new conception of phenomenology but also intimating
that the phenomenological movement would only remain alive if such a
re-conceiving of the nature, scope and objectives of phenomenology were
constantly undertaken. What is important for philosophy, he reminds us
in the Introduction to Grundprobleme, is not to know philosophy but to
learn how to philosophize,®> which means keeping open at all times the
primordial possibilities inherent in the logos of the phenomenon.

In this paper I propose to take Heidegger at his word. By first under-
taking a careful examination of the sections of Being and Time in which
Heidegger won his freedom from Husserlian phenomenology and claimed
for himself the right to do phenomenology in a new way, I hope to find
the basis for recommending yet another way of doing phenomenology,
a way which, in particular, brings with it the advantage of reconciling
and integrating transcendental and ontological phenomenology rather
than leaving them standing as alternative, and competing, conceptions.
I shall begin by following Heidegger’s own differentiation of distinct
concepts of the phenomenon but with a view to establishing an order of
derivation between them. That is to say, not only will a basic and
foundational concept of the phenomenon be established, a second and
indeed a third concept will be recognized, as also an order of derivation
accounting for the passage from the one to the other. I shall then use
Heidegger’s own analysis of the Jogos to locate different concepts of the
logos corresponding to each of the concepts of the phenomenon which
have already been differentiated, and also to reinforce the prevailing
order of derivation.

This is the point at which my own programme will part company with
that laid out by Heidegger. For, instead of systematically eliminating the
secondary in favour of the primary, I shall recommend a re-evaluation
of the secondary and, more important still, a recognition of the ‘logic’
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of the derivation of the secondary from the primary. In this way I shall
arrive at a more Hegelian concept of phenomenology, one which traces
the genesis of the different concepts of the phenomenon, each related
and connected with its own appropriate concept of the logos. This logic
of the derivation of secondary from primary concepts of the phenomenon
will furnish the basis for a new way of doing phenomenology which
might be called ‘genetic phenomenology’. Finally, this ‘genetic’ phenom-
enology will be shown to be ontological in character.

A The preliminary exposition of phenomonology as the logos of the
phenomenon

In the section ({7) devoted to the phenomenological method of investi-
gation, Heidegger begins by splitting the expression into its two compo-
nents in accordance with its Greek etymology. In subsection A, he deals
with the ‘Concept of the phenomenon’, in subsection B with the ‘Concept
of the logos’, bringing the two back together in the third subsection
devoted to the ‘Preliminary conception of phenomenology’. We shall
follow this Heideggerian itinerary.

The term ‘phenomenon’, Heidegger tells us, is derived from the Greek
where it signifies ‘that which shows itself in itself, the manifest’. Through-
out what follows it is essential to bear in mind that, for Heidegger, this
is the absolutely basic concept of the phenomenon upon which all the
others are founded and to which they are consequently repeatedly traced
back.

From this primary Greek concept of the phenomenon as that which
shows itself in itself, Heidegger now moves on td the German concept
Schein. Schein has two uses, a privative and general and a positive and
specific. The privative use of Schein is introduced with a ‘not’, even
though this negativity has later to be distinguished from that which
characterizes the concept of Erscheinung. ‘Indeed it is even possible for
an entity to show itself as something which in itself it is not. . . . This
kind of showing-itself is what we call seeming [Scheinen].’* A little later
Heidegger confirms the privative character of Schein when he says: ‘We
shall allot the term “phenomenon’ to this positive and primordial signifi-
cation of dbawvépevov, and distinguish “phenomenon” from ““‘semblance”,
which is the privative modification of “phenomenon” as thus defined.’”
This privative concept of the phenomenon as ‘semblance’ is entirely
general, in the sense that the privative character applies, in one way or
another, to all the other concepts which will be derived from it, and in
particular to that of the appearing — Erscheinen. However, there is
another, quite specific connotation, which Heidegger has in mind when
he talks of something ‘looking like’ (sieht so aus wie). This ‘so . . . wie’
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is also presented in terms of an ‘als’, as when he talks of something
looking like but not in reality being that as which it gives itself out to
be (das so aussieht wie — aber ‘in Wirklichkeit’ das nicht ist, als was es
sich gibt). From his later discussion of the ‘as’ structure we know what
Heidegger means here. He is talking about the necessity of things appear-
ing ‘as’, whereby the semblant character of the appearing is meant not
just that they may not appear in the same way to others or to the same
person at some other time, but also, that the appearing is to be taken
as an immediate apprehension of what manifests itself, just as and how
it shows itself, without any critical reservations as to whether it might
appear differently to others or under different circumstances and so might
not really be the way it presently appears. For all that, Heidegger makes
it quite clear that this privative concept of Schein is grounded in that of
the phenomenon. ‘When dowwdpevov signifies “‘semblance”, the primor-
dial signification (the phenomenon as the manifest) is already included
as that upon which the second signification is founded.’

The concept of Erscheinung is, as such, a double derivative. First, that
of which it is the derivative, namely the concept of Schein, is itself a
privative modification of the fundamental concept of the phenomenon -
as we have already seen. The sense in which Erscheinung is a derivative
of Schein has still however to be determined. Etymologically, the deri-
vation is apparent in the very structure of the concept, since Er-scheinung
includes Schein as its root. Much more important, the concept of
Erscheinung presupposes a difference between the appearing and what
appears. What appears is, in one sense, the appearance but, in another
sense, it is not. Heidegger uses terms like announce (sich melden),
indicate, refer, etc., to characterize this difference. ‘Thus appearance, as
the appearing “of something” does not mean showing itself; it means
rather announcing itself through something which does not show itself,
but which announces itself through something which does show itself.” To
emphasize the negative character of this difference, Heidegger continues:
‘Appearing [Erscheinen] is a not-showing-itself [author’s italics]’, and
moreover goes on to confirm that the ‘ “not” we find here is by no
means to be confused with the privative “not” which we used in defining
the structure of semblance [Schein]’.” In other words, the concept of
Erscheinung presupposes both a something and its appearance or appear-
ing. And although it is by means of its appearance that the something
appears, it itself does nor appear. That through which, or by means of
which, what appears makes its appearance does actually appear. The
thing itself however does not appear but merely announces itself by way
of something else which does appear.

It is important however to note that this difference between the appear-
ance and the something of which it is the appearance does not run the
lengths of an absolute disconnection. For it is in terms of just such a
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conclusive disconnection that Heidegger then goes on to introduce a
further and final concept of the appearance which he terms blofle
Erscheinung. The difference between Erscheinung and blofle Erscheinung
is brought out with reference to a difference between a something which
does not appear and a something which cannot appear.

That which does the announcing — that which, in its showing itself,
indicates something non-manifest — may be taken as that which
emerges in what is itself non-manifest, and which emanates from it in
such a way indeed that the non-manifest gets thought of as something
that is essentially never [author’s italics] manifest.® !

Heidegger makes it clear that with this concept of ‘mere appearance’,
he has Kant in mind. For in addition to using appearance in the first
sense, Kant also uses the term appearance to talk of appearances as
appearances of things in themselves which, as such, can never make their
appearance.

In other words, this Kantian sense of the relation between appearance
and thing in itself has to be distinguished from that inherent in any
traditional substance theory such as that espoused by Locke or Descartes.
To be sure, Kant further confuses the issue by also making use of the
concept of ‘substance’, as the substrate underlying all appearances, as
well as that of a ‘transcendental object’. But in principle Heidegger is
right in arguing that the ordinary use of Erscheinung deserves to be
terminologically distinguished from that to which ke gives the name ‘mere
appearance’ (blofle Erscheinung). Indeed, he strengthens this distinction
by talking about the ‘mere appearance’ as ¢ “something brought forth”
[hervorgestellt] but something which does not make up the real Being of
what brings it forth’,” presumably because the noumenon is an intelligible
entity (possibly also, and for this very reason, brought forth by a divine
or creative intuition), whereas the phenomenon is strictly sensible.

What is noticeably missing in this critical review of the transcendental
concept of ‘mere appearance’ is the Husserlian concept of the phenom-
enon. It is entirely characteristic of his strategy here that he fights his
battle against transcendental philosophy on the Kantian terrain, rather
than upon that occupied by his former master, Husserl. However, the
omission of the Husserlian concept of the phenomenon conceals from
view the extent to which Heidegger was actually pursuing a rather similar
course, namely, the attempt to break through the historical legacy to a
more primary conception of the phenomenon which would permit philo-
sophy to get back to the things themselves. Thus, when Heidegger takes
over the Husserlian slogan, he adds the explanation: ‘It [the maxim] is
opposed to all free-floating constructions and accidental findings; it is
opposed to taking over any conceptions which only seem to have been
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demonstrated.’*® In order therefore to accommodate a Husserlian as well
as a Kantian concept of blofie Erscheinung, it will be necessary to draw
a distinction between ‘blofie Erscheinung I’ and ‘blofle Erscheinung 2’.
The former will be taken to represent the Kantian, the latter, a Husserl-
ian concept of ‘mere appearance’.

Such a distinction is all the more necessary because, in a certain sense,
a curious affinity prevails between the two, curious in the sense that one
is almost obliged to talk of an affinity of opposites. What is common to
the two is that the reality of the thing has become something purely
ideal. The purely ideal character of the thing in itself means, for Kant,
that it must be situated in a purely intelligible (i.e., noumenal) realm
lying over and beyond that of the sensible (i.e., phenomenal). For Hus-
serl, on the other hand, the ideality of the (transcendental) object means
that it does, and can only, make its appearance in and through the
phenomenal manifold as a meaning posited by intentional consciousness.
Both Kant and Husserl subscribe to the unreality of the thing in itself.
But whereas, for Kant, the noumenal unreality of the thing in itself is
to be attributed to its ultimate remoteness from the human subject, for
Husserl, the phenomenal unreality of the noematic object is to be
attributed to the absolute proximity of that sphere within which alone it
can appear, namely, the sphere of immanence. For Husserl, the thing
itself cannot appear not because it is a something which exists over and
beyond the realm of actual and possible appearances but because it is,
in itself, nothing, a no-thing, the very opposite of anything thing-like,
namely, an ideality or essence. Thus the Kantian ‘noumenon’, which is
intrinsically unknowable, becomes the Husserlian ‘noema’, which is so
constituted as to be intrinsically and pre-eminently knowable

Sartre drew attention to the significance of this step when he opened
his Being and Nothingness with the statement: ‘Modern thought has
realized considerable progress by reducing the existent to the series of
appearances which manifest it.”! A little later, and in direct relation to
an examination of the relation of appearance and essence, he says:

That is why we can equally well reject the dualism of appearance and
essence. The appearance does not hide the essence, it reveals it; it is
the essence. The essence of an existent is no longer a property sunk
in the cavity of this existent; it is the ‘manifest law which presides over
the succession of its appearances, it is the principle of the series.’

Not only does Heidegger ignore this transformation of the status of
the intelligible with respect to the sensible in the two principal exponents
of that transcendental style of philosophizing for which appearance is
reducible to ‘mere appearance’, it is significant that he presents the
different concepts of the phenomenon laterally, that is, without really
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showing how they are derived each from the other. In such a context,
what is important is to fix terminologically the bounds of each concept
so as to avoid confusion. ‘If one designates these three different things
as “appearance”, bewilderment is unavoidable.’** What is covered over
in this perfectly reasonable request for terminological clarity is the possi-
bility of effecting a derivation of the distinguishable concepts, one which
might, in the end, lead to the specification of a ‘logic’ of the genesis of
one from the other.

In his account of Heidegger’s preliminary conception of phenomen;
ology (see chap. 3, vol. I of the present work), Jean-Frangois Courtine
recognizes the absolutely fundamental character of the distinction
between phenomenon and Schein. And he is well aware that the deriv-’
ation of the concept of Schein sets in motion a series of further deriv-
ations: Erscheinung-blofle Erscheinung. But he then goes on to argue
that

we can ignore here the supplementary distinction introduced by Hei-
degger with a view to elucidating the ambiguity of the German
Erscheinung - in particular, the metaphysical distinction of Erschein-
ung (indicative phenomenon) and of blofle Erscheinung (mere appear-
ance).

But if the secondary is generated on the basis of the primary and the
tertiary on the basis of the secondary, then surely this very order of
derivation will attest to a logic of the genesis which must be of more
than accidental significance since it accounts for that very covering over
which calls for an uncovering? But the question is, whether anything can
be done with the genesis which is thereby suggested.

Before we attempt to lay out a logic of the genesis of the several
concepts of the phenomenon which Heidegger has already distinguished,
it would be best to first take account of Heidegger’s own attempt to
furnish the phenomenon with a logos. Perhaps we shall find not only
that to each concept of the phenomenon a corresponding concept of the
logos can be assigned but that the ultimate logos will turn out to be a
logic of the genesis of the secondary from the primary - logic in the
Hegelian sense of a necessary order of derivation.

Subsection B of 7 is concerned to offer a concept of the logos which
will fit together with that of the phenomenon. Heidegger’s main concern
is to resist the temptation to effect an immediate translation of the logos
into the realm of language, truth and logic, whereby it gets assimilated
into epistemology. At the same time, the new concept of the logos, a
concept which, according to Heidegger, is only a revival of the original
Greek concept, must conceive of the logos in such a way that it is
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susceptible to being brought into the realm of discourse. ‘Logos as
‘“discourse” means rather the same as dmAolv: to make manifest what
one is “talking about” in one’s discourse.’®® This double intention, freeing
the logos from theories of judgment on the one hand, and freeing it for
its expression in discourse, on the other is, at the same time, designed
to open up a concept of the logos which will fit together with that of
the phenomenon, so that phenomenology can effectively be the ‘logic’
of the ‘phenomenon’.

Heidegger proceeds about his business in two steps. First he suggests
that the logos ‘lets something be seen’. The use of a visual terminology
to express the intelligibility of what is thereby apprehended attests to
the residual, but still powerful, influence of Husserl and his ‘eidetic
vision’. Letting-be-seen is here clearly both differentiated from and con-
nected to the self-showing characteristic of the phenomenon. What lets
itself be seen is, and can only be, what shows itself. The supp}ement of
meaning inherent in ‘letting be seen’ is then brought out through the
notion of ‘seeing as’. ‘Here the o0v has a purely apophantical signification
and means letting something be seen in its togetherness with something
- letting it be seen as something.’** Only in so far as the logos has the
character of synthesis can a question of truth arise with regard to what
lets itself be seen. ‘Being false amounts to deceiving in the sense of
covering up: putting something in front of something and thereby passing
it off as something which it is not.”"’

Subsection C of {7 puts subsections A and B together in a formulation
which articulates the connection of phenomenon and logos — phenomen-
ology. ‘Thus “phenomenology” means amodaivesdarL 1¢ darvépevo — to
let that which shows itself be seen from itself in the very way in which
it shows itself from itself.”’® The self-manifestation characteristic of the
concept of the ‘phenomenon’ is put together with the letting-be-seen
which defines Heidegger’s use of the term ‘/ogos’ and in such a way that
the combination is fit for expression in a discourse which makes manifest
what one is talking about. In place of any correspondence theory of truth,
we have a letting be seen of what shows itself which finds expression in
a discourse which communicates.

But the aim of subsection C is by no means confined to simply putting
the logos and the phenomenon back into relation with each other. There
is a much more important objective in view, namely, to conceive of the
phenomenology which results in a manner sharply contrasted with that
of Husserl’s own phenomenology. Heidegger brings his new conception
into focus through a notion of covering up, a notion which functions as
the complement of that of the phenomenon. Bringing to light, uncover-
ing, always implies the possibility of covering up. What gets covered up
in the kind of regional ontology undertaken by Husserl in the name
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of phenomenology is precisely the being of those entities whose prior
demarcation (into distinct regions) serves as the point of departure for
Husserl’s own phenomenological analyses.

Thus Heldegger shifts the frame of reference of phenomenologlcal
philosophy in an ontological direction. While conceding that phenomen-
ology, as a method, remains the way of access to the theme, he insists
that the theme itself is being. Hence phenomenology is given out as
being ‘the science of the Being of entities — ontology’.” The investigation
of being in general is the science of ontology. But a further questlon
arises with regard to the proper mode of access to being in general, a
question which has in fact already been answered in the first part of the

~

Introduction where Heidegger asks: ‘Is the starting-point optional, or’

does some particular entity have priority when we come to work out the
question of Being?’® So we already know the answer. Dasein is that
being whose being must be interrogated first with regard to obtaining the
proper mode of access to being and precisely because an understanding of
being (of however indefinite a kind) already belongs to Dasein’s own
self-understanding.

So whenever an ontology takes for its theme entities whose character
of Being is other than that of Dasein, it has its foundation and motiv-
ation in Dasein’s own ontical structure, in which a pre-ontological
understanding of Being is comprised as a definite characteristic.?

From this acceptance of a Dasein’s analytic as the correct mode of
access to an understanding of being, Heidegger generates his own quite
distinctive conception of phenomenology. First, the ontological impli-
cations of a Dasein’s analytic are drawn. ‘With regard to its subject-
matter, phenomenology is the science of the Being of entities —
ontology.’? Second, the hermeneutical implications of a phenomenology
of Dasein are drawn. ‘Our investigation itself will show that the meaning
of phenomenological description as a method lies in interpretation.’®
Finally, the existential implications are confirmed.

And finally, to the extent that Dasein, as an entity with the possibility
of existence, has ontological priority over every other entity, ‘her-

meneutic’, as an interpretation of Dasein’s Being, has the third and

specific sense of an analytic of the existentiality of existence.*

From all of the above Heidegger draws the general conclusion that
‘philosophy is universal phenomenological ontology and takes its depar-
ture from the hermeneutic of Dasein, which, as an analytic of existence,
has made fast the guiding-line for all philosophical inquiry at the point
where it arises and to which it returns’.
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B The genetic re-construction of phenomenology as the logos of the
phenomenon

Let us retrace our steps with a view to taking account of what has been
established. The key to an understanding of the new possibility opened
up by Heidegger lies in the disclosure of different concepts of appear-
ance. Heidegger begins with a (Greek) concept of the phenomenon broad
enough to cover all the various ways in which being manifests itself —

e., shows itself from itself. These alternative ways are then reduced to
three (Schein — Erscheinung — blofie Erscheinung). The question is
whether an order of derivation can be established between them and,
moreover, what can be achieved by establishing just such an order of
derivation.

We have already given reasons for thinking that such an order of
derivation can be established. Schein stands for the immediate apprehen-
sion of whatever is encountered, just as it gives itself, and without any
critical reservations as to whether or not it might be in itself as it
appears. There is no being beyond, or behind, the appearing. Being is its
appearing and nothing more. The term Erscheinung begins the work of
critical 1nqu1ry In order to allow for the possibility of the thing being
other than'it appears to be, a difference has to be presupposed between
the thing itself and its appearance. Thus the term appearance contains
a reference to something other thari itself of which the appearance is an
appearance. A step back has been accomplished with a view to determin-
ing whether or not things are as they appear to be or, in other words,
with a view to permitting a theory of knowledge to be constructed on
the basis of the epistemologically more relevant concept of Erscheinung.
The further step back represented by the term blofle Erscheinung is
one which is illustrated in very different, indeed opposite, ways by the
transcendental philosophies of Kant and Husserl. On the one hand,
things in themselves are expelled into a realm of the imperceptible, lying
beyond appearances. On the other hand, things themselves are resolved
into a succession of mere appearances which is itself then unified and
connected through the notion of a noematic object.

In the light of the re-orientation of phenomenology in an ontological
direction, our next step must be to bring out the connection between
the concept of Schein (as one of three modes of appearing) and the
specific. mode of appearing relevant to ontological phenomenology. After
that, we shall have to undertake a deeper investigation of the grounding
procedure with reference to the concept of the logos and with a view to
clearing the way for a genetic re-construction of ontological phenomen-
ology as the logos of the phenomenon.

The first sentences of subsection A of Y7 make the connection between
Schein and Phenomenon quite clear. Heidegger goes back to the Greek
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to point out that not only does the word phenomenon have the signifi-
cance ‘that which shows itself’, but that it also has the signification of
‘semblance’ or ‘seeming’. “Thus in Greek too the expression dbaivépevov
“phenomenon” signifies that which looks like something, that which is
“semblant”, ‘‘semblance” [das ‘‘Scheinbare” . .. der ‘Schein’’].’®
Further, when he goes into the structural interconnection of these two
concepts, he makes it clear that the second is founded in the first.

Only when the meaning of something is such that it makes pretension
of showing itself — that is, of being a phenomenon — can it show itself
as something which it is not; only then can it ‘merely look like so-
and-so’. When dawvépevor signifies ‘semblance’, the primordial sig-
nification (the phenomenon as the manifest) is already included as
that upon which the second signification is founded.”

Thus the concept of semblance is presented as the ‘privative modification’
of the more original concept of the ‘phenomenon’.

Relative to the concept of the phenomenon, that of Schein is deriva-
tive, and this is the reason why it is described as a privative modification.
But there are more than enough clues to indicate the ontological charac-
ter of Schein. Heidegger tells us that ‘an entity can show itself in many
ways, depending in each case on the kind of access [Zugangsart] we have
to it’.? This kind of access is indicative of the perspectival and circum-
stantial character of any encounter with things. Entities show themselves
and must show themselves from themselves in order for it to be possible
for us to have access to them. Our access ‘to’ is however a partial and
limited apprehension of what manifests itself. Ontologically speaking, it
is secondary, though for us, it is primary. Further, the ‘looking like’ of
semblance is described in terms of a ‘so-wie’ or an ‘als was’. From the
descriptions to be found later in Being and Time (especially §32), as also
in his lectures on Logik (especially J12), we know that these structures
are employed to characterize Dasein’s circumspective involvement with
things in the context of a world. Even the privative and, one might
almost say, negative characterization of Schein — the showing itself ‘as
something which in itself it is not’ -~ confirms the ontological status of
Schein. For in this privative or negative characterization we find the
origin of the mutually determining ambivalence ‘revealing—concealing’,
an ambivalence which is basic to the ontological character of disclosure.

The relation of foundation is with Heidegger always so conceived that
the derivative is ontologically less significant than the primary and indeed
effects a concealment of the primary sense of the concept. This means
that the transition first to Erscheinung and then to blofle Erscheinung is to
be understood as a movement away from the domain of the ontologically
primordial and in the direction of the ontically derivative. The Hegelian:
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presentation of the relative place of the concepts Schein and Erscheinung
in the Logic should also be borne in mind here. For, in the Logic, Schein
is the term used in so far as Being manifests itself in an immediate and
unreflected manner. Erscheinung takes the place of Schein in the course
of the transition from the doctrine of Being to the doctrine of the
Essence. For the Essence is the mediated reflection of Being in and
through itself.

It is time now to look a little more closely into the procedure of
derivation. This can most effectively be done with reference to the
concept of the logos, not merely in later sections of Being and Time but
also in other texts, especially volume 21 of the Gesamtausgabe, entitled
Logik.

It is possible to distinguish four main approaches to the ontological
significance of the logos in Heidegger’s first philosophy. Most of these
approaches are themselves divisible into substrategies of one kind or
another. And at times the borderlines between the approaches are diffi-
cult to sustain. However, for the purposes of our analysis, we shall
distinguish the approach by way of the problematic of meaning, of truth,
of language and of being. There is a sense in which these four problem-
atics are themselves laid out in an order of derivation (or, conversely,
of primordiality), with this main exception, that the approach by way of
the problematic of being is sometimes treated as the last result of the
procedure of analytical derivation, at other times, as the first condition.
There is no inconsistency here. For, as the first condition in the order
of being, it is always presupposed by any ontological analysis of meaning
truth or language even though, in the order of analysis, it is often treated
last.

Characteristically, Heidegger’s interpretative procedure combines a
regressive with a progressive analysis. The analysis starts out upon that
plane which is more readily accessible precisely because it is not genu-
inely primordial. It then inquires back into the grounding conditions.
Once these conditions have been disclosed, the direction of the analysis
is reversed with a view to accounting for the derivation of the secondary
from the primary. This characteristic method is clearly stated in a passage
from Being and Time immediately preceding Heidegger’s investigation
of truth and its ontological foundations.

Our analysis takes its departure from the traditional conception of
truth, and attempts to lay bare the ontological foundations of that
conception (a). In terms of these foundations the primordial phenom-
enon of truth becomes visible. We can then exhibit the way in which
the traditional conception of truth has been derived from this phenom-
enon (b). Our investigation will make it plain that to the question of
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the ‘essence’ of truth, there belongs necessarily the question of the
kind of Being which truth possesses (c).?

At the level of an ontological analysis of meaning, the so-called ‘As-
structure’ is by far the most important element, though there are other
elements to be taken into consideration, for example, the existential
structures and the question of validity. The analysis of the ‘As-structure’
- is most fully carried out in Y32, where it leads on into a discussion of
meaning. Heidegger first establishes the connection between understand—
ing and interpretation. In the first instance, interpretation is presented
in its most basic form as existential projection which interprets the world
in terms of possibilities of being. Only later does Heidegger move on
to the issue of textual interpretation, though even in this most basic
understanding of interpretation Heidegger does have the latter at the
back of his mind, as when he insists:

If, when one is engaged in a particular concrete kind of interpretation,
in the sense of exact textual interpretation, one likes to appeal to
what ‘stands there’, then one finds that what ‘stands there’ in the first
instance is nothing other than the obvious undiscussed assumption.*

Heidegger makes the move to a disclosure of the As-structure via a
preliminary reference back to the concept of the ready-to-hand. The
involvement character of the ready-to-hand is now brought explicitly into
view as an ‘in order to’ which lets something be disclosed as something.
‘That which has been circumspectively taken apart with regard to its “in
order-to”, and taken apart as such — that which is explicitly understood
— has the structure of something as something.’® All instrumental dealing-
with presupposes a prior understanding of what a thing is for and the
laying out of this understanding is precisely the making explicit of its
being as, or, in other words, its ‘As-structure’. Understanding something
‘as’ is then further grounded in the triple structure of a fore-having, a
fore-sight and a fore-conception. Clearly, this triple fore-structure is
arranged in an order of primordiality, somewhat in the manner of Kant’s
triple synthesis which is so ordered as to yield an analysis both from
above and from below. But even the highest level, which bears upon
the conceptualization of interpretation, is pre-predicative in the sense
that it involves a conceiving in advance which is, moreover, not to be
interpreted as an ‘a priori’.

From the articulation of the fore-structures, the analysis moves on to
the theme of meaning. Implied in this analysis is both a positive laying
out of the meaning of meaning and a negative critique of current concep-
tions of meaning. ‘Meaning is the “upon-which” of a projection in terms
of which something becomes intelligible as something; it gets its structure
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from a fore-having, a fore-sight, and a fore-conception.”® From this it
follows that meaning is an existential structure of Dasein, not a property
of things. Only in so far as Dasein is can there be meaning, and not
merely the meaningfulness of Dasein but also that of entities whose
mode of being is not that of Dasein. Again, when the meaning of entities
other than Dasein is in question, this meaning cannot be understood as
the superimposition of meaning upon a meaning-free apprehension of
the entity. There is no such thing as an as-free simply seeing® or a
presuppositionless apprehension of something.* Indeed, Heidegger warns
us that

when we merely stare at something, our just-having-it-before-us lies _
before us as a failure to understand it any more. This grasping which _
is free of the ‘as’ is a privation of the kind of seeing in which one
merely understands.®

And here we find ourselves right away on the terrain of the derivation
of the secondary from the primary. However, rather than pursuing this
theme on the plane of meaning (where it is only provisionally hinted at),
we shall leave it to the plane of truth and language where it is much
more extensively developed.

The very title of ]33 (‘Assertion as a derivative mode of interpre-
tation’) indicates that the regressive analysis is undergoing a reversal.
The first sentences of 33 confirm the derivative character of Assertion.
Interpretation is grounded in and derived from Understanding. What is
articulated in interpretation and understood in advance as articulateable
is meaning. Assertion is meaningful in so far as it too is grounded in
and derived from Interpretation.’ In turn, assertion, which Heidegger
explicitly connects ‘with. judgment (Urteil) and therefore with truth
(assertion as the primary locus of truth) sets in motion its own process
of derivation. Indeed, the three structures in terms of which Heidegger
actually analyses assertion (pointing out, predication and communication)
are themselves indicative of just such a procedure of derivation.

The formula of the Logik is slightly different from that of Being and
Time. In the Logik, Heidegger distinguishes (1) Pointing out (Aufzeigen),
(2) Determination (Bestimmung) and (3) Communication (Mitteilung).>
In Being and Time, it is Pointing out, Predication and Communication.3®
The difference here is however only nominal since Heidegger takes
predication to be the condition for determination. A second difference
in the mode of presentation is however worth noting. As befits a treatise
on Logik, Heidegger connects the Greek concept of the logos more
explicitly with the primary phenomenon of meaning and truth, and
thereby places greater emphasis upon the procedure of derivation. For
example, a great part of the material which, in Being and Time, is
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distributed around Interpretation and Assertion is grouped, in the Logik,
around two sections which deal with the difference between a primary,
hermeneutical ‘as’ and a secondary apophantical ‘as’. Moreover, since
the Logik is primarily and almost exclusively devoted to ‘the question
concerning Truth’, the regressive movement also has to operate at the
level of language, and indeed moves back from the conventional accept-
ance of the statement as the locus of truth and the definition of truth as
correspondence, back to a more primordial disclosure through which the
‘As-structure’ is brought to light.

To return to Being and Time; first, assertion is taken to signify ‘pointf
ing out’ (Aufzeigen). It is no accident that the same root concept (zeigen)
is employed here as was initially employed to characterize the phenom--
enon, with this critical difference, that in place of a self showing (sich
zeigen), a showing itself from itself of being, we now have a showing
which is a pointing out (Aufzeigen) of being. The primordial character
of this pointing out is confirmed with a reference to the ready-to-hand
way of understanding.

Second, assertion is characterized as predication. Heidegger talks of
two senses of predication. The first and most primordial signification of
predication lies in the pointing out of a unitary phenomenon - the being
too heavy of the hammer. Here the emphasis is on its unserviceability
as being too heavy. In the second sense of predication, there is not only
a splitting of subject from predicate but the focus of attention undergoes
a restriction (Einschriankung) to the hammer as such, and in such a way
that the weight of the hammer can now figure as just one among many
other possible predicates which, between them, give the hammer a deter-
minate character. In the Logik, Heidegger employs the term ‘concen-
trate’ (konzentriert) in place of ‘restrict’ to characterize the way in which
the focus of attention gets diverted to the thing itself as simply present
at hand with certain determinations. Again, in the Logik, Heidegger
talks extensively of a levelling down process (nivelliert sich das primdir
verstehende ‘als’),* a terminology which he reserves in Being and Time
for other phenomena, for example, the emergence of das Man. In place
of the language of ‘levelling down’, Heidegger talks in Being and Time
of a ‘step back’ or of a ‘dimming down’.

Finally, assertion is characterized as communication (Mitteilung). Com-
munication brings with it a whole series of derivations. As if to confirm
the derivative character of communication, Heidegger brings back the
three fore-structures in order to show just what kind of a modification
each of them undergoes. At the level of fore-having (vor-habe), the ‘with
which’ (womit — in the Logik, wozu) of the ready-to-hand turns into
an ‘about which’ (woriiber).* At the level of fore-sight (vor-sicht), the
hermeneutical ‘as’ of ready-to-hand involvement gets turned into an
apophantical ‘as’ of properties present-at-hand. At the level of fore-
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conception (vor-griff), the appropriative ‘as’ of understanding no longer
reaches into a totality of relations but gets levelled down to a simply
seeing what is present-at-hand. But the procedure of derivation inherent
in the fore-structures is only the preliminary to a more widespread deriv-
ation which leads on to discourse (Rede) and eventually to idle talk
(Gerede). What is expressed in an original articulation of what has been
seen gets communicated. And this communication of an understanding
first developed in a context of actual seeing then gets retold outside of
such a context and eventually becomes mere hearsay. In addition to this
line of degeneration which leads into the inauthentic understanding of
das Man, there is also the degeneration that follows upon the present-
at-hand way of understanding language itself, language as the being at
hand of a multiplicity of words, the binding and separating of language
(synthesis and diaeresis) trivialized down to the synthesis and analysis of
predicative judgment and eventually formalized into the purely relational
structure of conceptual combination in a logical calculus.

The above analysis is taken up again in {44. Indeed, so conscious is
Heidegger of the possible charge of repetitiousness that he calls his
earlier presentation a ‘dogmatic Interpretation’. However, the difference
lies less in a distinction between a phenomenological and a dogmatic
interpretation but elsewhere. The first analysis was conducted in the
context of the structure of being-in, the most primordial of the three
structures into which the overall structure of being-in-the-world is sub-
divided but one which still falls short of the more radical primordiality
which Heidegger has in mind with the concept of ‘care’, a concept
through which Heidegger hopes to bring the primordial totality of Da-
sein’s being-in-the-world back into view as a structural whole. This struc- -
tural need for a repetition is complemented by a change in emphasis
from the logos as the locus of meaning to the logos as the locus of truth.

Heidegger begins his investigation here (f44(a)), as he does in the
Logik,” with a statement of three theses which, he says, belong to the
traditional conception of truth and which turn out in the end to be
presuppositions without foundation: (1) That the locus of truth is
assertion (judgment); (2) that the essence of truth lies in the agreement
of the judgment with its object; (3) that Aristotle, the father of logic,
was responsible for setting up both these misconceptions. The focus of
his analysis turns on the second of these three theses and consists in an
attempt to explain how the notion of truth as correspondence got set up
in the first place. The method employed consists in a preliminary regres-
sive inquiry into the ground of what is initially and naively taken for
granted, followed by a progressive inquiry which accounts for the deriv-
ation of the secondary from the primary.

The regressive inquiry goes through two main steps. First, the ontologi-
cal investigation of truth is stated to be one which rests on being-
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uncovering. ‘The Being-true of the assertion must be understood as
Being-uncovering.’** Or again a little later: ‘The most primordial phenom-
enon of truth is first shown by the existential-ontological foundations of
uncovering.’® Being-uncovering is itself also differentiated into a more
primary and a more secondary mode. What is primarily true as uncover-
ing is Dasein as uncovering (Entdeckend-sein). What is only secondarily
true is what is thereby uncovered (Entdeckt-sein). Second, Being-
uncovering is then shown to be grounded in the world’s disclosiveness.
Moreover, we are reminded that disclosedness is that basic charactér of
Dasein according to which it is its ‘there’.

The disclosure of disclosedness as a basic state of Being of Dasein in
turn prepares the way for a progressive enquiry into the derivation of
the secondary from the primary. For since Falling, along with thrownness
and projection, also belongs to Dasein’s state of Being, what is fitst in
the ontological order gets covered up and becomes the last to be
uncovered in the order of analysis, whereas what is last in the ontological
order gets discovered as the first and most obvious ‘truth’ in the ontic
order. However, though Falling is the existential structure which accounts
for the derivation, the focus of the account now falls on the phenomenon
of Discourse. For Discourse not only expresses the truth of disclosure
in an original uncovering of inner-worldly entities, it also preserves the
truth and so makes it readily available for utilization, even in contexts
where no such disclosive uncovering actually takes place. Thus; the
ready-to-hand utilization of Discourse as a being toward the truth
becomes a present-at-hand conception of the truth, and this in a number
of steps.

First, what was originally uncovered in a Being-toward inner-worldly
entities now gets understood as something merely present-at-hand.
Assertion, as expressed in Discourse, is still a pointing out which
uncovers, but what is uncovered has a tendency to perpetuate itself as
simply being what it is. Then, and as a result of the foregoing, the
Discourse through which such an uncovering takes place gets understood
as something merely present-at-hand. This analysis is one which Heideg-
ger had already taken account of earlier and so is not repeated here.
Finally, the relation between Discourse (now understood as judgment
and as the locus of truth) and the world itself gets understood as some-
thing merely present-at-hand. Thus the correspondence theory of truth
arises on the basis of a present-at-hand conception of the relation
between language (as present-at-hand) and the world (as present-at-
hand).
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C Genetic phenomenology as ontology

Our investigation of the concept of the phenomenon led to the discovery
of three distinct (German) concepts of appearance, each of which is
grounded in, and traceable back to, a primary (Greek) concept of the
phenomenon. The subsequent investigation of the concept of the logos
served to confirm the presence of a corresponding procedure of deriv-
ation designed to show how the primary gets converted into the second-
ary and in such a way that the ontological import of the original root
meaning of the concept is lost. In the context of Heidegger’s archaeolog-
ical investigation, the aim of the analysis is to recommend a regression
to the ontological ground, a regression which at the same time would,
disqualify any derivative notion. Our intention is quite different, to let
the derivative notions stand out in their own right with a view to disclos-
ing a logic of the genesis of one from the other. More particularly, this
method has the advantage that it enables us to retain the Husserlian
conception of phenomenology rather than requiring of us that we discard
such a conception in favour of the Heideggerian. But in order that the
Husserlian as well as the Heideggerian conception of phenomenology be
acknowledged, it will also be necessary to accord a phenomenological
significance to the epistemological concept of Erscheinung, together with
whatever concept of the logos belongs to it.

Our task in this final section will therefore be as follows: we shall
establish a connection between each concept of the phenomenon and
that concept of the logos which might be said to belong to it. In so doing
we shall, at the same time, confirm the need for a new conceptién of
phenomenology with its own quite distinctive, ‘genetic’ logic, a concep-
tion of phenomenology which conceives of the latter essentially in terms
of a logic of the genesis of one concept of the phenomenon (together
with its own specific concept of the logos) from another.

Throughout what follows however, it should be borne in mind that
the original (Greek) concept of the ‘phenomenon’ is not merely the most
basic concept of appearance but, as such, one which lies at the root of
all the other derivative concepts. The logos of this most fundamental
(Greek) concept of the phenomenon may be said to lie in the disclosed-
ness of being in general. But any determination of the meaning of being
necessarily rests upon its appearing. To the several ways in which being
does manifest itself, there therefore correspond so many ways in which
the logos of the phenomenon can be determined.

The concept of the phenomenon which belongs to the first and most
primordial stage is obviously that of Schein. Semblance is the appearing
of being in its original immediacy, that is, in such a way that, inherent
in the revealing characteristic of such a mode of appearing, there lurks
a concealing. The privative aspect comes to prominence in the concept
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of ‘semblance’ or mere seeming, though, once again, it is necessary to
insist that without such ‘mere seeming’ there could not be an appearing
which could ever later be subject to the relevant criteria of validity. We
may say that, for Heidegger, the logos of such an ontological concept
of appearance, qua Schein, lies in uncovering or dis-closure. Precisely
because disclosure is not disconnected from the appearing of being but
is, on the contrary, intimately connected with the latter, this Heidegger-
ian concept of the logos gets close to the original Greek notion of the
logos as the unity of thinking and being.

Grounded in this ontological concept of the phenomenon (together
with the concept of the logos appropriate to it), and derived from it, we
find a quite different concept of the phenomenon. Only in so far as a
distinction is drawn between the phenomenon, as it appears, and that of
which it is the appearance does it become possible to talk of the truth
of the phenomenon in a sense relevant to epistemology. Such a derivative
notion of truth is, of course, that enshrined in the theory of adequation,
which itself presupposes a radical distinction between two kinds of truth,
the synthetic and the analytic. One might say that the differentiation of
substance from appearance, on the side of being, is reproduced, on the
side of language, by a distinction between two kinds of validation, one
which does require a reference to a corresponding reality (synthetic truth)
and another which requires no such reference (analytic truth). The logos
here assumes the form of the conventional epistemological concept of
truth. In conformity therewith we might also add that the felos of such
a logos is to be found in formal logic. It is in this sense that Kant
talked of the principle of non-contradiction as the ‘highest principle of all
analytic judgments’ — whereby he also insisted that synthetic judgments
must also conform to this condition as a necessary (though by no means
sufficient) condition of their being true.

Finally, we find a third concept of appearance, that namely of blofe
Erscheinung and, in conformity therewith, a transcendental concept of
the logos. With Kant, such a transcendental concept of the logos finds
its foundation in a priori synthetic judgments and the knowledge that can
be derived from them; with Husserl, in an investigation of the a priori
structures of a transcendentally reduced consciousness. It is however
critical to our use of the concept of blofe Erscheinung that we should
have chosen to follow the course marked out by Husserl rather than
Kant, a course clearly and explicitly laid out in such texts as Ideas I or
Formal and Transcendental Logic. Here, we might say, the felos of the
logos is transcendental logic. .

With this threefold connection of the concept of the phenomenon
with its own appropriate concept of the logos our genetic conception of
phenomenology is, strictly speaking, completed. To be sure, this three-
fold derivation of the concept of the phenomenon together with its
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corresponding concept of the logos is only the most summary sketch of
a theory, but one whose inspiration can readily be traced back to Heideg-
ger’s own analyses, no matter how far its conclusions may stray from
those which Heidegger himself wished to draw.

Rather than leaving things in this provisional state, it is, I think, worth
taking one further step, a step which will take us in the direction of yet
another concept of the logos, the logos as the logic of the genesis of the
several conceptions of ‘phenomenology’ which have just been distin-
guished. The model for such a final concept of the logos is, of course,
that offered by Hegel in his Logic. Critical to such a new ‘genetic’
phenomenology is not merely the recognition of a procedure of derivation
(that we find already in Heidegger) but the re-evaluation of what, with
Heidegger, is dismissed as derivative. That Heidegger is able to carry
through such a strategy of dismissal is largely due to the fact that,
effectively, he recognizes only two stages, the ontological and the ontic,
which latter can be dismissed as being of little or no phenomenological
significance. Hence the importance of accommodating the third concept
of blofle Erscheinung primarily, and almost exclusively, with reference
to Kant. As soon however as the transcendental concept of the phenom-
enon is widened to include Husserl, it becomes apparent that the devalu-
ation of the derivative implies a rejection of Husserl’s transcendental
philosophy as phenomenology, a rejection which, if it had ever been
explicitly articulated by Heidegger, would immediately have invited
vociferous objection.

Genetic phenomenology of the kind outlined in this paper is teleologi-
cal rather than archaeological in character. That is, it proceeds forward
from the ground rather than backward fo the ground. The dependence
of such a teleological genesis upon a prior archaeological genesis is
however clear. It is only possible to proceed from the ground if the
ground has first been disclosed as such. However, it is important to
appreciate that there are two ways back to the ground, one (the Heideg-
gerian way) which follows what might be called a ‘direct regression’ from
the ontic back to the ground and another, ‘indirect regression’ which
passes by way of a transcendental investigation. It is critical to the
concept of a genetic phenomenology which has been sketched out here
that any such ‘direct regression’ should be replaced by a ‘reflective
detour’. Both in my study of Kant* and my study of Husserl* as well
as in my ontological philosophy, Being and Becoming,* I have employed
the concept of an ‘ontological transposition’ to allow for a movement of
return to the origin which takes in rather than excluding transcendental
philosophy. Indeed, I would even go so far as to suggest that implicitly,
if not explicitly, Heidegger has himself adopted this very route and
that, in consequence, Heidegger’s first philosophy may be envisaged as
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‘radicalized phenomenology’, in the quite specific sense in which Tugen-
dhat deploys that phrase (see chap. 36, vol. III of the present work). -

In the light of such an alternative conception of the movement of
return it also becomes necessary to confer a phenomenological status
upon epistemology. To bring to light the phenomenological status of
epistemology is to recognize that the opposition which lies at the root
of the epistemological conception of reality, the opposition of knowledge
and its object, of words and things or, to use the older formulation, of
subject and object, is not a given opposition but one which is brought
into being by human being itself. To be sure, from within the intellectual
configuration established by epistemology, the phenomenological charac-
ter of epistemology is by no means apparent, so little so that the concep-
tion of truth with which epistemology operates (adequation or, as it is
called, the ‘correspondence’ theory) is simply taken for granted - as
Heidegger has shown. That epistemology may not recognize its depen-
dence upon a specific concept of the phenomenon and, in accordance
therewith, a correspondingly specific concept of the logos, only confirms
what appears to be in question. The non-original is precisely that which is
most readily taken for granted and so handed down as an incontrovertible
acquisition.

The advantages of such a genetic conception of phenomenology are
obvious. First, the essential insights embodied in Heidegger’s own onto-
logical conception of phenomenology can be preserved. They form, so
to speak, the original ground for the entire genesis and, as such, the
conclusive goal in which the genesis culminates. Second, it becomes
possible to accord a phenomenological significance to epistemology
(especially in its contemporary ‘positivist’ mode) and to the objectified
world view with which it operates. It is indeed strange that at a time
when analytical epistemology is coming to assume a dominant role in
philosophy, and indeed threatens to usurp the entire terrain of philo-
sophy, phenomenological philosophy should persist in dismissing what
Husserl called ‘the world of the natural attitude’ as a merely ontic affair.
Ordinary language, which is the language of what Heidegger called ‘aver-
age everydayness’, may not present us with any very extraordinary philo-
sophical insights. But it has its part to play in the construction and
preservation of that familiar world view which lies at the root of most
of our practical and theoretical activities — as Wittgenstein has shown at
great length and in the finest detail. More seriously still, any attempt to
dismiss (formal) logical analysis as a product of the technocratic spirit
and as a sign of the dissolution of all relations into relations of calculation
and manipulation will simply hasten that philosophical demise which has
already been anticipated by Heidegger and so contribute to, rather than
call in question, the universal sway of technology. If logic, in the formal
sense, is the ‘enemy’, it is an enemy which cannot be wished away but
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one which, if it is to be restrained, will have to be subjected to the most
strenuous, critical examination of the kind attempted by Husserl. In fact,
Husserl has already shown in what sense formal thought rests in an
essential dependence upon phenomenology, rather than the .other way
around; and I can see no reason why a similar kind of dependence
cannot be brought to light from a more specifically ontological stand-
point. Finally, and this seems to me to be decisive, rather than having
to opt for either the Husserlian or the Heideggerian version of phenomen-
ology, a genetic conception of phenomenology makes it possible to inte-
grate them both within one overall framework that traces the self-mani-
festation of being and truth through its constitutive stages.

We know that it is one of the signal contributions of Heidegger’s
thinking about being that he should have brought the question of truth
back into connection with the question of being and so have furnished
the basis for what might be called an ontological concept of truth. In
the last analysis however, it seems more reasonable to suppose, with
Hegel, that truth is not to be located in any given concept of the truth,
whether epistemological, transcendental or ontological (in the Heidegger-
ian sense) but rather in the process whereby being becomes the medium
in which the self-unfolding of truth occurs — genetic phenomenology.
Moreover, if being is its appearing, and if therefore the specification of
the several ways in which the logic of the phenomenon can be determined
is nothing other than phenomenology, in its most fundamental and final
sense, then there can be no essential difference between ontology and
phenomenology. The logic of the self-manifestation of being is phenom-
enology, as ontology. To borrow, and then to invert, but without intend-
ing to subvert, a well-known phrase from Heidegger: only as ontology
(and moreover as ‘genetic’ ontology), is phenomenology possible.
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Heidegger’s conception of space

Maria Villela-Petit

Space and the incomplete character of Being and Time

How is one to interpret the incomplete character of Being and Time,
the absence of this third section which should have been called ‘Zeit und
Sein’, given the further development of the Heideggerian work? Should
we not ask ourselves what this incompleteness was implicitly bound up
with? Was it simply, as appears at first sight, bound up with the question
of being and of time, which Sein und Zeit seeks to connect in one single
question? And what if this incompleteness also had to do with the third
term that the dyad being and time had, in a certain manner, obscured,
namely space and, in particular, the respective relations of space and
time in the economy of Sein und Zeit?

An interrogation of this kind does not proceed solely from my interest
in the question of space; it is also suggested by some remarks which
Heidegger himself makes in the text of the lecture ‘Zeit und Sein’ (1968),!
a lecture which adopted, let us not forget, the very title intended for the
third section of Sein und Zeit, that which, precisely, had never been
brought to completion.

The reading of this lecture calls for two acknowledgements The first
is that Heidegger names space and time together by employing the
nomenclature Zeit-Raum. This titular procedure (whereby time and space
are brought together through a common characteristic) is not to be
understood as a tribute paid to relativist science. Rather, it signals, on
the one hand, the inappropriateness of the propositional structure of
language and, on the other, the incapacity of any physical theory to
express what has to be thought here, namely, the deployment, the truth
of being apprehended on the basis of the experience of what Heidegger
calls Ereignis. But we are getting ahead of ourselves. For the moment,
let us simply note that, by way of such a nomenclature, Heidegger
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undoubtedly wanted to warn us against any attempt (including his own
earlier attempt) to effect a transcendental appropriation of space by time
or, in opposition to the former, and in the Hegelian manner, to attempt
a sort of dialectical identity between space and time.

The second acknowledgement which a reading of the lecture ‘Zeit und
Sein’ brings to light has to do with this remark: ‘The attempt in Being.
and Time, §70, to trace the spatiality of Dasein back [zuriickfiihren] to
temporality cannot be sustained’.? What is at issue in this §70, to which
Heidegger refers here? And is what he says here, in the form ofa
retraction, intended to cover this paragraph alone or does it not rather
suggest, at the same time, the unsatisfactory character of the ontologico-
phenomenological analysis of the spatiality of Dasein and of space pro-
posed in the first section of Sein und Zeit?

Let us consider the first of these questions to begin with. In what does
this withdrawal from what is no longer tenable (Unhaltbar) consist, in
Heidegger’s own words? To focus upon the title of this §70 alone: ‘Die
Zeitlichkeit des daseinsmissigen Raumlichkeit’, one is obliged to recog-
nize that there is nothing untenable to be found here. A phenomenologi-
co-existential analysis of spatiality could very well be led to take account
of temporalizing aspects, of the dominant implication of this or that
temporal dimension, in the diverse modalities of the spatialization of
Dasein.® So the difficulty will have to be located somewhere other than
in what, taken in isolation, is announced in the title of this paragraph
alone. Once one gets into the reading of the paragraph, one quickly
appreciates that Heidegger was trying to eliminate the possibility of
adding to this title an ‘and reciprocally’ which would make it possible to
write another paragraph entitled: ‘Die Raumlichkeit der daseinsméssigen
Zeitlichkeit.” It was precisely the possibility of just such a reciprocity
which it was important for Heidegger to exclude. For it would, in
addition, compromise his project of deriving historicality (Geschichtlich-
keif) and inner-time (Innerzeitlichkeit) from originary temporality (Zeit-
lichkeit) alone, to the exclusion of an element of spatiality. As Didier
Franck remarks, ‘if ‘“spatiality” has to intervene in the derivation of
inner-time from originary temporality, the whole project called Being
and Time would thereby be called in question’.*

That Heidegger himself had seen the problem preserted by spatiality
for his attempt to found the being of Dasein upon its ekstatic temporality,
is evidenced by the claim he makes at the beginning of §70: ‘Thus with
Dasein’s spatiality, existential-temporal analysis seems to come to a limit,
so that this entity which we call “Dasein’’, must be considered as ‘“‘tem-
poral”, “as also” as spatial coordinately.” However, for him it was
precisely a matter of circumventing the menace presented by ‘spatiality’
by reducing this menace to a kind of semblance against which one should
be protected. Couldn’t such a ‘semblance’ lurk in this ‘und auch’, leading
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to an alignment (Nebenordnung), to an identification of the spatiality
and the temporality of Dasein? But such an identification would have
led to nothing less than the emergence of temporality as determining, in
the final analysis, the meaning of the being of Care (Sorge) in as much
as it structures Dasein existentially. Against the risk of such an identifi-
cation, of just such a linkage (Verkoppelung), §70 is going to try and
confirm the structure of temporality as the ground (Grund) of the onto-
logical constitution of Dasein and of its modalities of being, amongst
which spatiality figures.®

It is the temporal distentia which is going to found the spatializing
dispersion (Zerstreuung) and therefore the spacing of the dis-tancing and
of the orientation characteristic of the spatiality of Dasein. At the end
of §70, this foundational primacy of time, where the out-of-itself of
existing as ‘temporality’ founds the Da of Dasein, is underlined in these
terms: ‘Only on the basis of ekstatico-horizonal temporality is the irrup-
tion of Dasein in space possible.”

But surely this understanding, moving as it does from the Da of
Dasein, stands in the way of a fuller and more complete assumption of
corporality (Leiblichkeit), a corporality implied by all the various modes
of spatialization of being-in-the-world? A difficulty of this kind was sus-
pected early on by Erwin Straus, this phenomenological outsider, for
whom: ‘The Da in which, in Heidegger’s own words [Anspruch], our
being is thrown, is our corporality with the structure of the world which
corresponds to it.’® In other words, with a view to getting rid of the
dualism of mind and body (which is certainly one of the principal objec-
tives of the fundamental ontology of Sein und Zeit), was it really neces-
sary for Heidegger to subordinate the spatiality inherent in corporality
to ekstatic temporality?

According to Sein und Zeit, nevertheless, the foundation of spatiality
upon temporality not only serves to secure the independence of space
with reference to time but also makes it possible to understand the
dependence of Dasein with regard to space and, in this way, ‘the well
known fact concerning the abundance of “spatial images” in language’.’
This ‘fact’, let us recall, had been thematized by H. Bergson in Time
and Free Will where space and language are found to be intricately
interconnected. As for Heidegger, he claims to be able to explain it with
reference to temporality itself. Does he not see in it, after all, the sign
of a dominance of the present as the temporal dimension of concern
(Besorgen),*® which is the mode of being of Dasein delivered over to its
concernful everydayness, by way of which, for him, its spatiality is also
made manifest?

Since we are not in a position to discuss this interpretation at length,
an interpretation which touches upon both language, space and time, we
will limit ourselves to pointing out that Heidegger himself will not
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hesitate later to circumvent it, even to pronounce it wrong. In fact how-
ever, referring the spatialized images of language solely to the spatiality
of everyday praxis might well have been an indication of the deficiency of
the thinking on language in Sein und Zeit and, more especially, of the
mystification of what, due to our belonging to the earth, to our habitation
between heaven and earth, ‘takes place’, leaves its trace in language.

But let us get back to the development of §70 as a whole. What does
the insistence upon designating temporality as a foundation (Grund)
mean if not the persistence of the gesture, even the qualified gesture, of
transcendental foundation?™ The allusion to Kant in §70 — and even
though Heidegger expresses a concern to take up a distance with regard
to the posing of the problem by the latter — is indicative of the surrep-
titious continuation of this gesture. For what is it in fact that Heidegger
objects to in Kant? Certainly not the intellectual gesture which seems to
assure a certain primacy of time over space. But rather that deficiency-
in the Kantian ontology which, blinded by the metaphysics of represen-
tation, fails to gain access to a true ontologico-existential comprehension
of human finitude. It goes without saying that in §70 one is very close
to the reading Heidegger will give of the Critique of Pure Reason in his
Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics. Written at the same time as Sein
und Zeit, this work praises Kant for having seen that the question of
man belongs to the question of being. The interpretative accent is placed
upon the transcendental imagination as the root of the transcendental
transcendence of the imagination which, according to Heidegger, is, in
the final analysis, to be identified with originary time as pure self-affec-
tion. As he sets it out at §35: ‘Time is the condition of the possibility
of every act which is formative of representation, that is to say, it
makes pure space manifest.” And further on, he adds: ‘To admit the
transcendental function of pure space does not in any way imply a refusal
of the primacy of time.’%?

It is impossible to overlook the fact that such an interpretation (debat-
able because unilateral) precisely tended to accentuate the primacy
accorded to time over space in Kant. For this primacy was one which, in
a certain sense, had already been accorded to time in the Transcendental
Aesthetic, that is, if one considers the criterion in accordance with which

time, as the condition of the possibility of all representations, has a -

greater extension than space, since it is a prerequisite of the represen-
tations of external as well as of internal sense. To the former should be
added his underestimation of the fundamentally spatial, as well as temporal,
power of schematization. A primacy which, however, the Refutation of
Idealism will serve to undermine. In any case, what concerns us here is
to see how the Heideggerian interpretation of Kant, at the time of Kant
and the Problem of Metaphysics, went along with (was congruent with)

A
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the way in which Sein und Zeit had envisaged the relationship between
spatiality and temporality.

From the foregoing it follows that if, as we find in §22 of Sein und
Zeit, ‘space, in a sense which has still to be determined, constitutes the
world’,® this world, which is revealed to Dasein as belonging to its own
proper structure of being (cf. Dasein as ‘being-in-the-world’), would
remain dependent upon Dasein (and not even, or at least only laterally,
upon Mitsein). One sees here a subtle continuation of the privilege of
interiority over exteriority, that very privilege which the understanding
of Dasein, as being-in-the-world, tried to place in question. . . .

These difficulties, these apories and their consequences for the question
of being were certainly foreseen, even if only in part, by Heidegger.
From the beginning of the 1930s he sets out in a direction which will be
thought through later as the ‘turn’ (Kehre), a turn which can be situated
around 1935. But this change of direction within the frame of the same
quest, that of being, is both preceded and prepared by a massive her-
meneutical investment in Greek philosophy. And so begins that interpre-
tation of Plato and of Aristotle as a function of what Heidegger under-
stands by ‘the beginning of metaphysics’. In connection therewith, he
turns his attention to the question of the ‘truth of being’, which question
now takes the place of that of the ‘meaning of being’, the question
proper to Sein und Zeit. This is also the context in which we have to
situate his meditation on physis, where he tries to rejoin pre-Socratic
Greek thinking. In accordance with this ‘initial’ comprehension, it is
being which offers itself as (als) physis, as he points out repeatedly in
Introduction to Metaphysics.'* However, the deepening of the question
of being will of itself bring with it a change of attitude with regard to
the question of space. As we are now in a position to confirm on the
basis of a reading of the Beitridge zur Philosophie, a work published in
1989 but which Heidegger composed around 1936-7. It is at this point
in time, and not simply at the time of the lecture ‘Zeit und Sein’, that
the wording Zeit-Raum fn\lpressed itself upon him.

Having made these points, we are left with two directions in which to
proceed. The first consists in going back to the analytic of spatiality in
Sein und Zeit, with a view to trying to bring out its limits; the second,
in considering the effects of the turn (Kehre) on the thinking about
space.

Space in the first section of Sein und Zeit
Let us turn to chapter III, entitled “The worldhood of the world’ (§14 to

§24). Here Heidegger refuses to envisage the world as simply subsisting in
space, therefore making a break with the classical attitude for which the
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world did subsist, reduced to being nothing but the totality of bodies in
the objective space of Euclidean geometry. In this way a critique of the
attitude of modern philosophy is implied in as much as it forgets that
geometrical space is itself constituted by an objectifying operation which
can only be carried through on the basis of a world to which we are
attached existentially and whose intrinsic spatiality we have to under-
stand.

On the other hand, the approach to spatiality is not accomplished, as
one might have expected, by way of a phenomenology of perception.
The ontological strategy of Sein und Zeit makes this impossible. For, to
isolate and privilege perception would be to abandon the concrecity of
the being-in-the-world of Dasein in favour of a subject split up into a
diversity of faculties or capacities. Heidegger, on the other hand, claims
to have disclosed the world phenomenologically in the thickness of its
concrete significations which, according to him, are first of all those
which proceed from the daily practice of Dasein as being-in-the-world.
From which it follows, as Franco Volpi has shown very clearly under
the auspices of a ‘reappropriation’, that is, a creative translation of
notions proceeding from the practical philosophy of Aristotle, that a
certain priority has to be accorded to action and to doing in as much
as, in everyday praxis, the latter both encompass and go much further
than perception.

To understand such a step with regard to the problem of space, it is
worth remembering that it has to be situated explicitly in the context of
an attack upon Cartesian ontology which, under various forms, has not
ceased to make itself felt throughout the course of modern philosophy.
The confrontation with Descartes is so decisive here that it takes up the
entire middie section of chapter III; from the very outset, it is stated
that the exposition of the Cartesian ontology ‘will furnish, by way of its
antithesis [negativen Anhalt], a theme for the positive explication of the
spatiality of the surrounding world [Umwelf] and of Dasein itself’.** Thus,
from the very beginning ontological dualism is called in question. The
distinction between res cogitans and res corporea is rejected to the extent
that this distinction would, if operative, obscure the spatiality proper to
human Dasein while reducing the beingness of every natural being to
extensia. With regard to a physical thing, all that is taken to be true is
what manifests itself as subsisting (Vorhandene) for a theoretical con-
sciousness, what can be rendered intelligible in physico-mathematical
terms; the phenomenality of the world is thus relegated to the status of
a subjectivo-relativistic appearance.

But whereas in Husserl’s Krisis the critique of the forgetfulness of the
Lebenswelt goes together with an attempt to understand the process of
idealization which underpins the ‘mathematization of nature’ in modern -
physics where the interest focuses on Galileo (cf. §9), in Sein und Zeit
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Heidegger tries above all to think the ontological legacy of such a pro-
cedure in Descartes and he interprets these ontological consequences in
terms of a ‘de-mundanization’ of the world. This term designates the
eclipse of any understanding of the effective modalities of our being in
the vicinity of things with reference to the horizon and on the basis of
the world. Correlatively, he talks of the de-mundanization of Dasein in
modern times since thenceforward the latter takes its stand vis-a-vis an
a-cosmic world, as a subject ‘out of the world’ and therefore capable of
ignoring its originary spatiality.

With a view to re-discovering the spatiality of Dasein, Heidegger sets
out from a description of the spatiality of the surrounding world
(Umweltf). He takes as the guiding thread for this phenomenologico-
ontological description, the being of those entities which present them-
selves with a primordiality which precludes their reduction to res extensa
or the in-itself of objectivist ontology. This kind of entity is one with
which Dasein is concerned in virtue of the use (Umgang) which he makes
of it in his daily life, with regard to which he is present in the mode of
concernful involvement (Besorgen). It is those things which are close at
hand (Zur Hand) which are ontologically determined by their availability
(Zuhandenheit) for utilization. Thus they present themselves as tools or
instruments (Zeuge) in their character of being-in-order-to (Um . . . zu):
for instance, the hammer for the fabrication of the table or the construc-
tion of the house. In virtue of this structure of being which carries with
it the determination of a reference to . . . (Verweisung), each instrument
is revealed as always already inserted into a whole, an instrumental
totality (Zeugganzheit).’* By way of an example of a totality of things
structured with a view to their utilization, Heidegger evokes what hap-
pens in an office. The things which are to be foundthere are not disposed
in such a way that each can be taken in isolation from the others.
Together, and on the basis of their relations with others, they determine
the ‘physionomy’ of the room. What we encounter in the first place is
the room in that susceptibility for signification which belongs to it: an
office and not just a volume geometrically defined by the four walls
which its simple things fill up. We discover the room, Heidegger also
tells us, as a residential instrument (Wohnzeug). Is it really necessary to
point out that this expression betrays a thinking about dwelling, about
housing, which does not go much further than a certain functionalism —
which latter reminds us of what Le Corbusier was to recommend a little
later, with this qualification that, in the context of an industrial civiliz-
ation, Le Corbusier preferred to talk of a ‘residential machine’.?’

In sum the uncovering of the environment in Sein und Zeit shows it
to be a totalization of meanings and objectives, the same as those consti-
tutive of the connection linking instruments one with another (Zeug-
zusammenhang, Zeugganzes). The analysis never ceases to implicate both
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the spatiality proper to the being of an instrument and that inherent in
the whole into which it is inserted. Those entities which are available
for utilization are entities whose ‘proximity’ cannot be determined pri-
mordially by any system of measurement, but with reference to an ori-
ented proximity which arises out of that concern which characterizes-
Dasein in its everydayness. The being of the instrument only acquires
its meaning with reference to a practice and its proximity is therefore
that of its instrumental accessibility. This does not mean that, as it were,
it has to be dragged around, for it does have its place, a place where it
can be found, and this implies that it is not to be regarded as a simple
thing subsisting somewhere in a space which is unqualified and which
has not been differentiated into subsidiary places. And just as an instru-
ment is never encountered in an isolated fashion so a place is only what
it is with reference to other places together with which it constitutes a
network or a ‘totality’ of places (Platzganzheit). ’

In turn, since it has itself to be situated, the condition of the possibility
of a totality of places lies in a wherein (Wohin) in general, a wherein
which concernful involvement has in mind from the first. Thus every
place has to be referred to a ‘region’, to a ‘side’, all of which is already
implied every time one specifies the place of a thing from ‘this side’
rather than from ‘that side’. The word we are translating by ‘region’ or
by ‘side’ is Gegend. At the time of Sein und Zeit, Heidegger is still far
from having thought about Gegend or Gegnet, as he will do, on several
occasions, after the Kehre. Here these Gegende are still thought as a
function of the spatiality inherent in everydayness. However, for the
determination of these regions which, for their part, confer a more
general orientation upon the space of the surrounding world, one being,
the sun, plays a privileged role. For its places, though changing, are
places which are constantly and regularly available for the diverse and
variable uses to which we put the light and the heat which they yield.
They serve to differentiate the celestial regions which furnish pre-estab-
lished points of reference for the terrestrial regions which these places
occupy and articulate.®

That such a purely pragmatic consideration of the sun and its orlents
by no means exhausts the existential meaning that its course has for us
is clearly recognized by Heidegger when he adds: ‘Churches and tombs
are disposed according to East and West, the life and death parameters
which determine Dasein in its inalienable possibilities of being.’® But
should he not then have gone on to question this availability, the Zuhand-
enheit of entities as the privileged leit motif of the uncovering of the
spatiality of the world? Before trying to do justice to this question it is
worth pointing out that the spatiality of the surrounding world is only
existentially relevant because it is founded on the spatiality of Dasein.
In other words, the spatiality of the surrounding world presupposes the
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being of Dasein, to whose spatiality it belongs essentially to adopt an
orientation and to make distances disappear. Its encounter with intra-
mundane entities implies a making space (Raum geben), an arrangement
(Einrdumen) which makes possible a range of places upheld by gestures
such as ‘displace’, ‘remove’, gestures which do not require the inter-
vention of a theoretical attitude or the constitution of a geometrical
space.

The analyses of §22 to §24 proceed as we have seen, in a regressive
fashion, on the basis of an uncovering of the spatiality of the world in
the direction of its ontological presupposition, namely, the spatializing
being of Dasein. This now permits us to formulate more exactly the
questions which the approach to spatiality in Sein und Zeit raises.

Without recurring to the importance of highlighting the existential
primacy of the practical over the theoretical, there are grounds, neverthe-
less, for asking ourselves whether our way of encountering the spatiality
of the world and of intra-mundane entities really should be restricted to
that mode of involvement which Heidegger takes account of here which,
obviously, takes as its paradigm the labour of the craftsman and the
world which corresponds to it. To take only one of the essential features
of the Umwelt disclosed by Heidegger’s analysis of spatiality, ‘totaliz-
ation’: Zeugganzes, Platzganzheit. It is a matter of integrating each
instrument, and the place which belongs to it, in a sort of system of
reciprocal reference on the basis of which each can be uncovered in its
usefulness for . . . , in its pragmatic significance. This was already implied
in the Um of Umwelt, which has to be understood in its double meaning
of um - ‘surrounding’ and of um - ‘in order . . .. But what then becomes
of our exposition of the open space of a countryside which suspends,
‘disorients’, even if only for a moment, the prevision which characterizes
‘everyday praxis’? Is it not the case that concernful preoccupation (pro-
moting the ‘hold’ and the hand as-the organ of prehension), even if it
does make possible a revealing of the spatiality of the world of everyday
praxis, nevertheless puts into effect something like a ‘reduction’, to wit,
a ‘neutralization of its phenomenal appearance’? What are we to make
of the presentation or of the donation of nature in its ‘grandiose spec-
tacles’ (sky, sea, mountain, waterfalls, etc.), those very aspects which
Kant takes account of in his analytic of the sublime in the third Critique,
where it is already a question of poetic vision??

But it is not even necessary to leave the space of the home? with its
affective and identificatory investments to recognize the limitations of an
analytic which only considers the spatiality of the world from the stand-
point of its significance and of its practicality as a function of that specific
existential which is involvement.

Besides, what is one to say of those worlds in which instrumentality can-
not be isolated in as much as the available entity (the tool) incorporates
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from the start other determinations and references than those of its utility
alone? And how, on the basis of its configurational aspects, can one fail
to attribute to the spatiality of the world a metaphorical and symbolic
tenor which, to some extent, already encompasses and surpasses the
pragmatic significance which is uncovered across our daily praxis?

Last but not least, the analytic of spatiality in Sein und Zeit suffers
from the absence of any investigation bearing on the constitutive spacing
of Mitsein, which latter impacts not only upon our understanding of the
space of the world (spaces and distances of a social order), but also upon
any consideration of the spatiality of Dasein itself as well as upon the
question of Jemeinigkeit, that is to say, the question of selfhood or
identity.?? How is one to understand Dasein’s character of being ‘mine’
if one does not take into consideration the ‘here’ and the ‘there’ constitut-
ive of intersubjectivity which, from the start, manifests itself as an inter-
corporeal phenomenon - as Husserl made amply clear in his Vth Car-
tesian Meditation? Once again we rejoin the question of embodiment
which the very project of Sein und Zeit failed to articulate more exactly
in its connection with the question of spatiality and of the Mitsein. The
articulation of this question is however anticipated, but in a largely
negative way, as emerges from §10 of the Summer 1928 lectures on
Leiblichkeit, entitled ‘The problem of transcendence and the problem
of Sein und Zeit', where Leiblichkeit, Mitsein and the phenomenon of
Raumbedeutung as the primary determination of every language (Spra-
che), are presented as having to be understood on the basis of spatial
dispersion (Zerstreuung).?

However, if, at the heart of the Heideggerian meditation, this tangle
of crucial questions remains undeveloped, this is not true of other issues
which we shall now go on to mention. Two digressions which, in Sein
und Zeit, follow upon the course of the analyses of the spatiality of the
world will serve to confirm the above. The first of these digressions arises
in the context of entities which are not produced, natural beings the
recognition of which is presupposed by any product whatsoever. This
recognition of non-produced goods arises, Heidegger points out, as a
function, or in view, of (Wozu) the work to be produced. ‘But when
this happens, the Nature which “stirs and strives”, which assails us and
enthrals us as landscape, remains hidden.’?* It is therefore not always
possible to reduce nature to the Zuhandenheit, as is explicitly underlined
in §44.% These remarks in their turn relativize the choice of the Umwelt
or of the instrument (Zeug) as the only available clues to any elucidation
of the spatiality of the world and of Dasein.

The other digression goes in the same direction. It takes into account
the hypothesis of a ‘primitive world’. In this regard Heidegger remarks
that ‘what is ready-to-hand within the world just does not yet have the
mode of Being that belongs to equipment’. And he adds: ‘Perhaps even
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readiness-to-hand and equipment have nothing to contribute as ontologi-
cal clues in interpreting the primitive world. . . .”» But if these remarks
place his interpretation of everydayness in a new perspective they do
not, for all that, suffice to dissuade Heidegger from treating entities
encountered within such a world under the negative sign of a ‘not yet’.
‘It does not yet have the mode of being that belongs to equipment.” And
he does not even bother to ask what ‘reduction’ (of symbolic attributes,
etc.) might correspond to just such an ‘accession’. However, in the
Second Section of Sein und Zeit (where the analytic of the First Part is
reconsidered from the standpoint of the foundational element of tempor-
ality), intra-mundane entities, together with nature itself (as landscape,
field for agricultural exploitation, etc.), are uncovered in their historical
(geschichtlich) character, which latter goes along with, and is indeed
inseparable from, the historicity (Geschichtlichkeit) of Dasein as being-
in-the-world.?”

Nevertheless, the assumption of the historical character of the world
of everyday life in this Second Section, entitled ‘Dasein and temporality’,
an assumption which could not remain without its consequences for the
question of the spatiality of the world, does not bring Heidegger to
return to the disclosure of the latter; and that, as we already pointed
out, because it pertained to the very project of Sein und Zeit that
historicality should be derived from temporality alone. Be that as it may,
it is no less true that the two digressions of chapter III from the First
Section, that on nature and that on the primitive world, appear ‘sup-
plementary’ with regard to the elucidation of spatiality as already
exphcltly carried through.

It is however worth noting that in Vom Wesen des Grundes, Heldegger
tried to explain, even to give, in his own words, ‘precise reasons’ for the
exclusion of nature from the analytic of spatiality. This is because, he
tells us, the question of nature could only be introduced on the basis of
the analysis of Befindlichkeit,”® which latter is only pursued later on,
namely, in the context of the analysis of that fundamental existential
structure which is Care (Sorge). But these ‘precise reasons’ leave the
real question entirely on one side: what of the spatiality inherent in
Befindlichkeit, that is to say, in each of the affective moods (Stimmungen)
by way of which Dasein experiences itself and finds itself in its being in
the midst of beings? The absence of any interrogation on the spatiality
of moods such as anxiety, joy, fear, boredom® can only be explained as
a function of the very project of Sein und Zeit to found spatiality upon
temporality. . . . But then, in what concerns the thinking about space,
the incompleteness of this project, as well as leading to a deepening of
the question of being, is going to mean, at one and the same time, an
opening and the opening move of a new attempt.
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Space after Being and Time

Even though it is always possible to find several ‘turns’ along Heidegger’s
path of thought, the critical shift is that executed in the famous turn,
the Kehre, around 1935. With regard to what concerns space, it makes
itself known in the lecture: “The origin of the work of art’ and in the
course of lectures: What is a thing? (Die Frage nach dem Ding), and
especially as it is only now possible to appreciate, in the text which has
remained unpublished for so long, Beitrdge zur Philosophie. Let us con-
sider the course of lectures first of all. In the first part, Heidegger reviews
the different ways in which philosophy has attempted to determine the
being of the thing. He questions the relationship between the identity,
the particularity of the thing and the categories of space and of time.
To summarize: what is the relation of the this to the here and the now?
Is space a simple framework, a system of co-ordinates making possible
the determination of the spatial position of one thing relative to others?
What are we to make of the limit, in things, between a without and a
within? In the second part of the course Heidegger tries to characterize
the field, the historical ground upon which the determination of the being
of the thing rests in the Critigue of Pure Reason; which determination
now appears to Heidegger as the metaphysical centre of Kant’s work.
The point to stress concerns the gap between the Greek conception of
movement and of locus and that of ‘modern times’, the position estab-
lished by Galileo and Newton and on which Kant himself relies. For the
Greeks, Heidegger recalls, thinking especially of Aristotle, ‘the type of
movement and the locus of the body are determined by the nature of
the latter’. ‘For any characterization and any estimate of movement, the
earth is the centre . . . the stars and the heavens in general move peri
to meson, around the centre, their movement being circular.”®® On the
other hand, with Newton, ‘any body left to itself moves in a straight line
and in a uniform fashion’.®! It is important to appreciate the consequences
of such a transformation. For it not only affects the understanding of
movement and of nature but also the position of Dasein at the heart of
being. Among the consequences mentioned, let us consider, in particular,
the change which the concept of locus undergoes. ‘The locus’, writes
Heidegger, ‘is no longer the place to which a body belongs in virtue of
its intimate nature but simply a position which it assumes from a purely
relative standpoint, that is to say, in relation to other positions.” Hence-
forward, ‘the difference between terrestrial and celestial bodies becomes
otiose’.* What could this mean if not that the gap between the sky and
the earth is abolished and that loci are now only neutral positions? The
result is a flattening of physical space which, in accordance with a purely
geometrical representation, is, from now on, nothing but a homogeneous
medium whose attributes can only be derived from mathematical rep-
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resentation. Conceived in this way, space does not have much to do with
the spatiality of the world in which we find ourselves. What is more, it
conceals this spatiality. This concealment, which touches both the spatial-
ity of the world and that of Dasein, was thought by Heidegger in Sein
und Zeit, on the basis of the Cartesian ontology and its dualism. In the
course of lectures Die Frage nach dem Ding, on the other hand, where
the interpretation of the history of philosophy is tied together around
Kant, he envisages it on the basis of classical physics while at the same
time recognizing, as Catherine Chevalley’s paper (chap. 63, vol. IV of
the present work) shows, that this physics is itself, at least in part, called
in question by the new physics. Such then is the hermeneutical back-
ground against which Heidegger takes command, little by little, of a
thinking about dwelling which proceeds along the same lines and con-
jointly with his thinking about being.

In addition, the lectures already announce two themes which are absent
from the analysis of the spatiality of the surrounding world in Sein und
Zeit, namely, that of the Earth and that of place (Orf). While in Sein
und Zeit it was above all a question of ‘place’ (Platz), and of a ‘network
of places’ (Ganzheit von Plitzen) seen as a function of the readiness-to-
hand (Zuhandenheit) of an equipmental whole, it will from now on be
a question of place (Ort) and of the relation between space and place.
He goes back to the lecture, ‘Der Ursprung der Kunstwerk’, contempor-
ary with the course of lectures, to deepen these themes. In this lecture,
Heidegger further pursues his investigation into the thinghood of the
thing and into the equipmental being of equipment but with this differ-
ence, that he now does this with a view to bringing to light the truth of
the thing, or of equipment, on the basis of its manifestation in the work
of art.

The inadequacy of the traditional determinations of the being of thing
stands out most evidently when one questions the work of art. Thus
the different philosophical conceptions of the thing stemming from the
tradition, whether as ‘informed matter’ (geformter Stoff), or as ‘support
of qualities’ (Trdger von Merkmale, substantia + accidens), or as the
‘unity of a multiplicity of sensations’ (Einheit einer Mannigfaltigkeit des
in den Sinnen Gegebenen) give themselves away as so many obstacles to
any approach to the true being of the thing, and a fortiori to the truth
of the being of the work of art. This obstacle has to be set aside as the
condition without which it is impossible to open the way to an alternative
approach to the question of truth. Normally tackled as arising out of the
domain of science, as an epistemological affair, the question of truth is
here paradoxically posed in terms of the work of art. Art is going to be
set up by Heidegger as the phenomenological site where the truth of the
being of entities makes its appearance. But if, as he says, art is the
realization of truth, this can only be because the truth is not first and
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foremost the object of a theoretical attitude, that it does not consist
initially in an adequatio rei et intellectus. Rather than being conveyed by
an objectifying judgment, the truth takes place as an event in the work
of art. Thus Heidegger offers an alternative to the dramatic Nietzschean
opposition between art and truth, ‘an opposition summed up in The Will
to Power with the adage: ‘We possess art lest we perish of the truth’,
namely, an alternative which might be expressed as follows: art as the
realization of the truth.

This occurrence, this taking place of the truth is in turn set in relation
to what Heidegger identifies as structuring the work of art. This ‘struc-
ture’ is not something internal to the order of ‘representation’ and which
would be connected with the formal aspects of the work. It is identified
by way of a contrast with what in Sein und Zeit was said on the subject
of production: equipment (Zeug) or work (Werk). Here, what is
produced refers back to what is not produced as to a simple material;
for such is the understanding of natural beings brought to light from the
standpoint of everyday praxis. The forest is considered as wood, the
river as yielding hydraulic energy. The ‘material’ is absorbed into the
product, the work itself being grasped in its being-for . . . depending on
the use to which it is put. But in breaking the chain of utilitarian
references in which the ‘product’ is caught up, the work of art opens up
a more essential access to the truth of the product, a truth which is also
the truth of the world to which the product belongs; in other words, that
of the site to which it bears witness. As a guide to his meditation
Heidegger chooses a canvas of Van Gogh in which shoes are depicted,
shoes which he takes, in a way which is both debatable and has been
largely debated,* for the shoes of a peasant. This meditation, which
neglects the aesthetic aspects of the work in order to come to terms with
its theme, to the point of making it impossible to identify the work in
its singularity, can be summed up in- two affirmations: ‘Across these
shoes’, Heidegger writes, ‘there passes the silent appeal of the earth.’
And further on: “This product belongs to the earth. It harbours the world
of the peasant.™

By relating to the thing in this way, the shoes are made to appear in
the work and in relation to what is co-signified in the work, that is, an
Earth and a world. Thus Heidegger’s meditation on Van Gogh’s canvas
makes Earth and world appear as the polarity which both holds open
and furnishes\our dwelling space with its dimensions. It does therefore
point towards the rootedness of dwelling in a soil, a theme which, at the
time, was not exempt from ideologically ambiguous connotations but
which, at least in Heidegger’s writings, was not associated explicitly with
the theme of blood or with racism.3¢

The second example of a work of art invoked by Heidegger will permit
him to give a further and more adequate account of his thinking about
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dwelling while at the same time furnishing him with an opportunity to
consider the nature of the relation of place and space. Now the work in
question is a Greek temple. This is what he has to say.

It is precisely the temple as a work which disposes and collects around
itself the unity of the ways and relations through which birth and
death, misery and prosperity, victory and defeat, endurance and ruin-
ation confer upon human being the shape of his destiny.*”

It is clear that the ‘Greek temple’, taken with this kind of generality,
is not being considered from an architectonic standpoint but as a place
that unites around itself an entire network of ways and significations
which articulate its space and give a meaning to dwelling. This meditation
invites the reader to move beyond the point of view of what would be
an aesthetic objectification and so to see the temple at work in its
efficacity as a work. The temple installs a mortal world, that of the
Greeks, in as much as it articulates its topology and its signifying con-
figuration at the same time as it makes the Earth manifest and, without
annihilating its obscure face, makes manifest its power of withdrawal, its
reserve, the gateway opening upon being. The temple therefore consti-
tutes the link, the unifying trait between an Earth and a world. It is
thanks to this landmark that an earth can manifest itself and appear as
native soil (der Heimatliche Grund), and that a space of dwelling is
thereby outlined. To sum up, a space qua dwelling, has to be thought
on the basis of the places which it articulates. ~

Starting from the lecture: ‘Der Ursprung des Kunstwerkes’, dwelling
impresses itself as one of the most constant of Heidegger’s meditative
themes. This is attested in a much later text which merits our attention
not only because it condenses a number of previously conducted analyses
but also because it rings the changes on the terms employed in the
lecture of 1935. We are talking of the lecture ‘Building dwelling thinking’,
given in 1951 at the ‘Second Darmstadt Symposium’, a symposium
devoted to ‘Man and space’.

Before we begin, let us note that in the period between the lecture of
1935 (‘Die Ursprung der Kunstwerk’) and that of 1951 (‘Bauen Wohnen
Denken’), Heidegger’s thinking on space is nourished by considerations
stemming from the notion of chora. This is a very typically Heideggerian
move. Greek thought, and especially pre-Socratic thought, provides him
with the occasion for a remarkable meditative prolongation but one
which, in reality, takes him further away rather than bringing him closer
to the Greek text. Moreover, to all appearances the meditation sets out
from a pre-Socratic expression while leading to something else, without
this something else ever being consciously assumed. To take Heraclitus’
fragment 109: in his course of lectures Heraklits Lehre vom Logos
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(Summer term 1944), while criticizing the usual translations of kechoris-
menon, Heidegger remarks that in chorizein, chora is to be found. This
furnishes him with a pretext to ‘translate’ the Greek in a creative fashion,
that is to say, not only to find in it a linguistic equivalent, namely,
Gegend or Gegnet in the sense of surrounding world (Umgebung, die
umgebende Umgegend), but, on the basis of this ‘finding’ to develop a
meditation taking as its guide the distinction between topos (Ort) and
chora (Gegend, Gegnet).*

The meditation on die Gegend and its old form Gegnet is developed
and deepened in ‘Conversations along a country path’ (‘Feldwegge-
sprach’), written a little after the course on Heraclitus to serve as a
‘commentary’ on Gelassenheit. In this work, the accent is placed hence-_
forward on the opening of Gegend. It names the opening which surrounds
us (das umgebende Offene) and on the basis of which everything that is,
is able to make its appearance. It is the Gegner as ‘free extent’ (die freie
Weite), with which we can enter into a relation of resonance, provided
only that the things (die Dinge) which appear therein ‘should have lost
their objective character’.** The thinking about the Gegend is therefore
the passage required in order to leave the terrain of representative
thinking to which, according to Heidegger, Husserl’s thinking about the
transcendental horizon still belonged. In this sense, to take up again
Heidegger’'s own words, it has to be seen as signifying ‘the end of
philosophy’ and inaugurating (as the title ‘conversation on thinking’ sug-
gests), ‘the beginning of thinking’, one might even say, of poetic thinking.

What distinguishes the region, the Gegend, is its gathering character. It
holds together (versammelt) and unifies a plurality of places. Heidegger’s
thinking experience around the notion of Gegend, an experience which
marks a break with an objectifying representation of space in favour of
a meditative (rather than contemplative) approach arising out of concrete
(non-abstract) language, must not be lost sight of when one tries to
understand the lecture ‘Bauen Wohnen Denken’. As its title indicates, -
this lecture is directed towards the question of dwelling. But the activity
of building will have to be taken account of in a manner quite different
from that implied by the means-ends schema which, he now tells us,
‘closes off any access to essential relations’.* We are certainly far from
Sein und Zeit. . .

What then does ‘building’ mean? To this question the answer would
seem to be obvious: to construct according to a plan. But the answer
undertakes a detour which brings to light the several layers of meaning
encompassed by the word ‘build’. For the root of the word bauen, buan
means ‘to dwell’. If thiy is so, the normal order of understanding (one
builds to dwell) has to be inverted, and not because dwelling, or bauen,
would come first chron loglcally but because, in bauen, building,
wohnen, or dwelling is alr question. By that is meant that we
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build according to the manner in which we dwell which is, in turn, the
manner in which we are on the earth. By means of bauen, in the sense
of dwelling, an unusual link is instituted between dwelling and being.
Just such a link had already been outlined in the context of §12 on In-
Sein. . . . But the implications of this link in what concerns space had
not been drawn. Here, it is thanks to the etymological resources of
language that the link can be made.

‘I am’ [ich bin], ‘you are’ [du bist] mean: I dwell, you dwell. The
manner in which you are and in which I am, in which we other
humans are on earth is dwelling. To be human means to be on earth
as mortal, that is to dwell.#

It is clear that ‘being-in-the-world’ is henceforward to be understood
in terms of dwelling and that, in consequence, our dwelling and the
spatiality which belongs to it can no longer be uncovered on the basis
of everyday praxis alone. It encompasses all the dimensions of our human
sojourn here on earth. It is therefore the configuration essential to that
very sojourn which it is a question of clarifying. ‘Bauen Wohnen Denken’
refers back to the lecture ‘Das Ding’ which precedes it by about one
year. In the two lectures, the configuration of dwelling is thought as a
fourfold game. To dwell is to sojourn here ‘on earth*and ‘under heaven’
which is its overhang. But to be on earth and under heaven means, in
addition, ‘to dwell in the presence of Gods [Géttlichen]’ and to belong
‘to the community of men’. Such are the names given to the terms in
accordance with which the game of the world takes place and which
have to be thought not separately but in line with the unity which they
constitute. This is what is expressed by the prefix ge of the singular form
Geviert. Dwelling now appears in the light of the game which gives it
its dimensions, which is its measure. The polarity earth-world from ‘The
origin of the work of art’ gives way to the world no longer understood
as one of the terms of this opposition but as the unity of that game
which joins earth and heaven, mortals and divinities.

From a schematic point of view one sees here a kind of ‘square’,
which, by the way, is one of the most ancient figures of space, referring
back as it does to the four cardinal regions (Gegende). All the same, for
Heidegger, the Geviert is not a spatial representation. It signifies the
gathering, the non-separation of terms which are distinct but between
which a dwelling is played out. Unquestionably, though he makes no
such allusion, Heidegger’s meditation on the world reminds one of that
passage from the Gorgias where Plato has Socrates say:

Wise men, Callicles, say that the heavens and the earth, gods and
men, are bound together by fellowship and friendship and order and
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temperance and justice, and for this reason they call the sum of things
the ‘cosmos’, the ordered universe, my friend, not the world of dis-
order or riot.® )

But what with Plato was motivated by considerations pertaining to
equality, the harmony necessary to instil wisdom in the individual and
justice in the city takes on with Heidegger the meaning of an implicit
critique of uni-dimensional dwelling, that kind of dwelling which no
longer accords a place to the sacred in as much as it reduces the truth
within the limits of scientific objectification. The figure of the Geviert
allows him to break down what he himself had called the ‘spherical
character’ of modern metaphysics, meaning that sphere of subjectivity
which absorbs the world into the sphere of representation, thereby pre-
venting Being from being considered on the basis of the Openness of
Being.* ' '

Let us get back to building and to dwelling. Once dwelling has been
thought in the light of a world-play, of Geviert, which latter stands
opposed to Gestell, that is to say, to any imposition of technico-scientific
rationality upon the world as a whole, it becomes possible to address
the question of the constructed thing without running the risk of missing
the belonging of building to dwelling. The constructed thing is in this
case the bridge, any bridge. The meditation does not take it into account
as might the engineer or the architect but in such a way as to let the
totality of relations which attach it to the earth stand out. For the bridge
gathers together the banks (while still permitting the river to flow) and
the heavens (from which it receives its waters). Furthermore, it gathers
together men (to whom it affords a passage) and the Gods (whose patron
saint dwells there in effigy).* Only in this way, that is to say, provided
one takes account of the plenitude of its signifying relations is the bridge
truly thought on the basis of dwelling. The constructed thing has as its
essence the management of places or, as he writes: “The place does not
exist before the bridge.” In other words, a place qua dwelling place
cannot be defined by simple geometrical co-ordinates and on the basis
of a homogeneous representation of space. It is not in space. On the
contrary, it is on the basis of such places as a bridge that ‘places and
the various ways in which space is managed can be determined’.“

This way of thinking about space on the basis of place was already
present in ‘The origin of the work of art’ in the considerations relative
to the subject of the Greek temple. However, the text ‘Building dwelling
thinking’ places the main accent upon the specificity of the constructed
thing which, qua place (Ort), is capable of generating space. As one of
his recapitulative proposals puts it: “The spaces we negotiate daily are
“managed” by places whose being is founded on things like buildings.’#
The simplicity of the meditation should not be allowed to obscure the
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displacement which it aims to put into effect. It is a matter of tearing
our thinking about space away from the horizon of a mathematization
which reduces it without, for all that, going back to a ‘physics’ in the
Aristotelian sense of the term. What he has in mind is another way of
thinking place, whereby it is both given and expressed at one and the
same time as dwelling place. For what was said of the thing is also valid
of place, namely, that, from all antiquity, our thinking has been habitu-
ated to assess its being too poorly.

In 1969, in one of his last texts, Die Kunst und der Raum, Heidegger
returns to the necessity of thinking the space installed by art in terms
other than a subjectively conditioned transformation of the objective
space of a physico-technical project. The key here are the plastic arts, a
term which, in accordance with the German aesthetic tradition, applies
equally well to architecture as to sculpture. Once again he appeals to
that comprehension of art which emerged from ‘The origin of the work
of art’, namely, art as the work of truth, in as much as truth means here
the non-retreat, the uncovering of being (die Unverborgenheit des Seins).
But if space managed or installed by a work of art can be called true in
the sense that it is-the place where an uncovering of being takes place,
the question arises whether it is possible to discover what really consti-
tutes the reality (Figentiimlichkeit) of this space. For Heidegger, this
comes down to asking what lies concealed in the word Raum. He finds
in the latter the dynamic trait of spacing, of das Rdumen, in the English
sense of ‘making room’. This spacing is a liberating, a detaching with a
view to the establishment of a dwelling. It is therefore a liberation with
a view to the emergence of a dwelling place, of an apportionment of
places. This meditation on spacing does not invert the relation place-
space as it was thought in the previously quoted texts but brings out yet
more forcibly the necessity for an inhabited space, founded on con-
structed things, to take place on the basis of the open space of a region
(Gegend). Thus Die Kunst und der Raum interweaves the two threads
of Heidegger’s meditation on space: that which, starting out from an
investigation of the being (Wesen) of the work of art, renews the thinking
of the relation place-space and that which considers the region (Gegend),
the free Extent (die freie Weite), on the basis of Ereignis. We shall return
to this.

But what does the ‘plastic’ bring to the thinking about place and
space, subject, of course, to the qualification that, as we stressed above,
Heidegger’s analyses are never directed toward a phenomenal appearing
of individual works but attempt to read across art and its works a
common structure of truth? While admitting the inadequate character of
his remarks Heidegger attempts to think-the plastic arts (architecture
and sculpture) as ‘places which become embodied and which, by opening
a region and taking it into their safe-keeping gather together around
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themselves a free space which accords to each thing a sojourn and to
man a dwelling amidst things’.# In this way, the abstract character of an
approach which makes of a work a simple volume with an enveloping
surface which brings out the contrast between an interior and an exterior
space is called in question. This point of view is abstract in the sense
that it separates the edifice or the sculpture from the dwelling and ignores
its capacity to gather man together at the very heart of a region. In
addition, the work makes the place appear in its relation to the void. A
void which is not a lack or a defect but whose productive efficacity has
to be shown in the coming into being of a place.

Leaving architecture behind (the Greek temple) and turning towards
sculpture, could we perhaps find a body of work which corresponds to
Heidegger’s meditation? Even though his text does not include any refer-
ence to a specific work, we shall at this point risk the name of Henry
Moore. Surely the works of Moore are able to play with the void 'in
such a way that, by defying the principle of organic continuity, they
often introduce a discontinuity into the body, even a void? In addition,
surely they resist the enclosure of a museum and seek to give birth to
a place which gathers around itself the space of a region? This at any
rate is what Roland Penrose suggests when he writes:

No site seems to defy sculpture more radically than the sky and the
open horizon of a countryside and yet it’s here that Moore finds the
greatest affinity between nature and his own works. The wild slopes
of the Scottish moors where several of his bronzes have been erected
reinforce the grandeur and the dignity of this presence.®

At the end of Die Kunst und der Raum, thie reference to the plastic
arts is revoked. The realization of the truth which reveals space in the
work of art can do without any support, any plastic incarnation, and
simply float in the air or vibrate in song, in the voice or in the sound
of church bells. This is the meaning of the quotation from Goethe with
which this meditation comes to an end:

Es ist nicht immer notig, dass das Wahre sich verkorpere; schon
genug, wenn es geistig umherschwebt und ubereinstimmung bewirkt,
wenn es wie Glockenton ernst-freundlich durch die Liifte wogt.®

Other passages by Heidegger from about this same period are in
agreement with this saying by Goethe. So, for example, we find him
writing in ‘“The end of philosophy and the commencement of thinking’:
‘However, the clearing, the open, is not only free for brightness and
darkness, but also for resonance and echo, for sounding and resounding.
The clearing is open for ‘va]erything that is present and absent.’
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Texts such as these insist upon an experience of space as the Openness
which is revealed just as well by the place instituted by the work of art
(whose surface vibrates to the play of light and shade) as by the resound-
ing of sound (the church bell, for example) or of the voice. The possibility
of thinking about art without resorting to the banal opposition of the
temporal and the spatial arts is hereby subtly announced, since sound or
voices call for that very openness of space which they at the same time
bring to light.

The formula Zeit-Raum refers to just this experience, this temporal as
well as spatial proof of the Open, as the medium in which the donation
of being occurs. Already employed in Beitrige zur Philosophie, that is
to say, in the earliest outlines of a thinking about Ereignis, it is in ‘Zeit
und Sein’ that this formula takes on its full meaning. In fact, it is in this
text that there arises the equivalence: Es gibt Zeit, Es gibt Raum: an
equivalence which itself refers back to the experience of the donation of
being: Es gibt Sein. Since for Heidegger it is the primary task of thinking
to be the guardian of being, this task requires that the relation of space
to Ereignis be taken care of.

As regards the nomenclature Zeit-Raum, a question remains as to
whether it has anything to do with you-zhou, the term by means of
which Chinese thinking calls ‘space-time’ the universe. Is the posing of
such a question an underlining of the necessity of what Heidegger himself
terms the ineluctable dialogue with the East? But such an unavoidable
alignment also seems to mean that the thinking of the donation of
being with Heidegger definitely turns its back on any thinking about a
transcendence beyond space and time. This is all the more evident in
view of the fact that Heidegger, in his project of the ‘destruction’ of
metaphysics, abolishes any philosophical distinction between cosmology,
psychology and theology, thereby wishing to suppress any ‘creaturely’
dependence between cosmos and theos, between the cosmos and the
creative logos.

Let us leave these questions in abeyance, no matter how critical they
might be and conclude more modestly with the question of inhabited
space. There can be no question that the Heideggerian meditation frees
the question of space from the disciplinary boundaries within which it
used to be incarcerated (geometry, physics, geography, cosmology) or
the limits which continued to be assigned to it by transcendental philo-
sophy and by the philosophies of interiority. In this sense it still remains
to be shown how Heidegger distanced himself little by little from the
kind of Augustinian thinking which was so near and dear to him right
up to Sein und Zeit, especially in what concerned time. As we have tried
to show, thinking about space in its inseparable connection with time
became with him a thinking about dwelling, which latter is in itself a
thinking about Being. To get to this point called for a conversion of the
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utilitarian and controlling viewpoint into a viewpoint consonant with the
Opening of Being, a Being which is announced in every being but to
which only poetic speech and meditative thinking is capable of respond-
ing, of appropriating in the manner required by Ereignis.

It nevertheless remains true that in his path of thought, his Denkweg,
Heidegger left to one side all the social and political aspects of the
space of dwelling. He missed their hidden dimensions. Moreover, the
transformation in our ways of dwelling, of communicating, brought about
by the scientifico-technical complex, were only envisaged by him from
the negative standpoint of the forgetfulness of Being, the inverse of the
positive standpoint of the domination of beings. It was Heidegger’s per-
sonal idiosyncrasy that he refused the experience of the city, no doubt
seeing in cosmopolitanism and cultural pluralism nothing but a rootless-
ness which might be captured in the expression ‘the desert extends’. One
certainly has no right to object to his preference for country paths and"
little towns like those German university towns in which he taught. And
yet, without minimizing the defects of the cities and their degradation
of our civilization, can one not also see therein the crucible of a unique
experience, that of a plural society in which a new consciousness of self
and of humanity might eventually emerge? This too deserves to be
thought. Without wishing to underestimate the significance of his thinking
about dwelling and the experience appropriate to it, should we not
nevertheless recognize that, in the cities too, not to mention the planetary
village, the Gods, as well as poets, may very well be present?

Translated by Christopher Macann
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Heidegger on time and being

Joseph J. Kockelmans

Introduction

On January 31, 1962, Heidegger gave a lecture at the University of
Freiburg in a Studium Generale directed by Eugen Fink. The title of
the lecture, ‘Zeit und Sein’,! is a reference to the third section of the
first part of Being and Time, which was originally announced under that
title in 1927, but not published at the time. The first part of Being and
Time was devoted to an interpretation of Dasein in terms of temporality,
and to an explanation of time as the transcendental horizon for the
question concerning the meaning of Being.? In 1927, however, Heidegger
felt he was not able to deal adequately with the theme indicated by the
title of the third section of Part I of the book and decided therefore to
publish his work in incomplete form.? In 1962 Heidegger stated explicitly
that the lecture, ‘Zeit und Sein’, represented an attempt to solve the
question which had been left unanswered in Being and Time; what he
said in his lecture on the issue, however, is substantially different from
what he would have said about it, had the essay been written in 1927,
‘That which is contained in the text of this lecture, written 35 years later,
can no longer be linked up with the text of Sein und Zei’, Heidegger
wrote. ‘And yet the leading question has remained the same; however,
this simply means that the question has become still more questionable
and still more alien to the spirit of the time.™

A first reading of the text shows that in 1962 Heidegger continued to
subscribe to the basic ideas developed in Being and Time. Therefore,
however new this essay may be in many aspects, one must read it so
that its interpretation will remain in harmony with the basic conception
of his original view.5> On the other hand it is clear, also, that the text of
the lecture contains many elements which transcend the general perspec-
tive of Being and Time. This is due mainly to the fact that Heidegger’s
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investigations from 1927 to 1962 on the meaning of Being (Sein) opened
up new insights which could not have been expected on the basis of
Being and Time in 1927. One sees in the Time-lecture, too, that whereas
Heidegger’s view on the meaning of Being and the aboriginal Event
(Ereignis) is the same as that found in the main works written from 1935
to 1962, the conception of time defended in it is relatively new, and the
explanation of the relationship between time and Being and their mutual
relationship to the aboriginal Event (which constitute the main themes
of the lecture), again move along lines which are new and partly even
surprising.

The questions I wish to deal with in this essay are the following:
1) Precisely what does the Time-lecture say about ‘time’? 2) How does
Heidegger conceive of the relationship between ‘time’ and Being?
3) What does he say about the relationship between ‘time’ and Being on
the one hand and the aboriginal Event on the other? But in order to be
able to compare the later view with the view found in Being and Time,
I wish first to add a few reflections on Heidegger’s original conception
‘of time and attempt to present an idea of what Heidegger might have
said in the section ‘Time and being’, if it had been published in 1927.
It seems to me that this way of approaching the Time-lecture is the one
which will best enable us to appreciate the new ideas suggested here.

I am well aware of the fact that all of these questions are difficult as
well as of far-reaching importance for a genuine understanding of Heideg-
ger’s thought. Obviously, I shall not be able to deal exhaustively with
them within the space limitations set for this essay. But I hope, nonethe-
less, to be able to bring to light the elements which are vital for a
preliminary understanding of the contributions Heidegger wished to make
in his 1961 essay.

I Heidegger’s original conception of time (1927)

As the title of the book would suggest, the concept of time occupies a
privileged position in Being and Time. Already in the book’s brief preface
Heidegger presents his view on how Being and time are to be related.
‘Our aim in the following treatise is to work out the question concerning
the meaning of Being. . . . Our provisional aim is the interpretation of
time as the possible horizon for any understanding whatsoever of Being.”
In the title of the first Part of the book Heidegger returns to this
relationship: the interpretation of Dasein in terms of temporality (Zeit-
lichkeit), and the explication of time as the transcendental horizon for
the question concerning the meaning of Being.’

The first part of the Book consists of two major divisions: A prepara-
tory analysis of Dasein and a second division on the relationship between
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Dasein and temporality (Zeitlichkeit). In the first division Heidegger takes
as his guiding clue the fact that the essence of man consists in his ek-
sistence, that toward which man stands out is ‘the world’, and thus that
for this reason man can be described as ‘Being-in-the-world’. The main
task of the first division is to unveil the precise meaning of this compound
expression; but in so doing the final goal remains the preparation of an
answer for the question concerning the meaning of Being. Heidegger
justifies this approach to the Being-question by pointing out that man
taken as Being-in-the-world, is the only being who can make himself
transparent in his own mode of Being. The very asking of this question
is one of this entity’s modes of Being, and as such it receives its essential
character from what is inquired about, namely Being. ‘This entity which
each of us is himself and which includes inquiring as one of the possibili-
ties of its Being, we shall denote by the term ‘“Dasein”.’®

A preparatory analysis of Dasein’s Being can only serve to describe
the Being of this being; it cannot interpret its meaning. As a preparatory
procedure it merely tries to lay bare the horizon for the most primordial
way of interpreting Being. Once this horizon has been reached, the
preparatory analytic of Dasein is to be repeated on a higher, genuinely
ontological level. Heidegger repeats here that this horizon is to be found
in temporality, taken as the meaning of the Being of Dasein. That is
why on a second level all structures of Dasein, exhibited provisionally
in the first division, must be re-interpreted as modes of temporality. But
in thus interpreting Dasein as temporality, the question concerning the
meaning of Being is not yet answered; only the ground is prepared here
for later obtaining such an answer.’

If it is true that Dasein has a preontological understanding of Being
and if it is true that temporality is the meaning of the Being of Dasein,
then one can show that whenever Dasein tacitly understands and inter-
prets Being, it does so with time as its standpoint. Thus time must be
brought to light as the horizon for all understanding of Being and this
horizon itself is to be shown in terms of temporality, taken as the Being
of Dasein which understands Being. It is obvious that in this context our
pre-philosophical conception of time is of no help and the same thing is
true for the conception of time which has persisted in philosophy from
Aristotle to Bergson. This traditional conception of time and the ordinary
way of understanding time have sprung from temporality taken as the
meaning of the Being of Dasein.!°

Normally we conceive of time as an endless succession of ‘nows’,
whereby the ‘not-yet-now’ (future) passes by the ‘present now’ to become
immediately a ‘no-longer-now’. The future thus consists of the ‘nows’
that have not yet come, whereas the past consists of the ‘nows’ that once
were but no longer are; the present is the ‘now’ which at the moment
is. On the basis of this conception we can make a distinction between
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temporal and non-temporal entities; ‘temporal’ then means ‘being in
time’. Thus time, in the sense of ‘being in time’, functions as a criterion
for distinguishing realms of Being. No one has ever asked the question
of how time can have this distinctive ontological function; nor has anyone
asked whether the authentic ontological relevance which is possible for
time, is expressed when time is used in such a naively ontological manner.
These questions must be asked here and it will be clear that if Being is
to be understood in terms of time and if its various derivatives are to
become intelligible in their respective derivations by taking time into
consideration, then Being itself must be made visible in its ‘temporal’
character; but in this case ‘temporal’ no longer means ‘being in time’.
From this perspective even the non-temporal and supra-temporal -are
‘temporal’ with regard to their being, and this not only privatively but
also positively. It is this temporality of Being which must be worked out
in the fundamental ontology whose task it is to interpret Being as such.™

Temporality is furthermore the condition which makes historicity possi-
ble as a temporal kind of Being which Dasein itself possesses. Historicity
stands here for the state of Being which is constitutive for Dasein’s
coming-to-pass (geschehen) as such. Dasein is as it already was and it is
what it already was. It is its past, not only in the sense that its past is,
as it were, pushing itself along ‘behind’ it, and which Dasein thus pos-
sesses as a kind of property which is still present-at-hand; Dasein is its
past in the way of its own Being which, to put it roughly, ‘comes-to-
pass’ out of its future on each occasion. Dasein has grown up in a
traditional way of understanding itself interpretatively. Its own past,
which includes the past of its generation, is not something which just
follows along after Dasein, but something which already goes ahead of
it. But if Dasein itself as well as its own understanding are intrinsically
historical, then the inquiry into Being itself is to be characterized by
historicity as well. Thus by carrying through the question of the meaning
of Being and by explicating Dasein in its temporality and historicity, the
question itself will bring itself to the point where it understands itself as
historical (historisch).?

After making these preliminary remarks which merely describe what
is to be accomplished by the analytic of man’s Being, Heidegger does
not return to the question of temporality and time until the last chapter
of the first division which is devoted to care (Sorge) as the genuine Being
of Dasein. In trying to explain just what is meant by the compound
expression ‘Being-in-the-world’ Heidegger first focuses on the ontological
structure of the world,”® then he tries to answer the question of who it
is that Dasein is in its everydayness,™* and finally proceeds to explain
what is meant by ‘Being-in-as-such’.’ In the introduction to this last
issue Heidegger explicitly repeats that that being which is essentially
constituted by its Being-in-the-world, is itself in every case its own ‘there’
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(Da). When one speaks of the lumen naturale in man, one refers to this
existential-ontological structure of man that he is in such a way that he
is his own ‘there’. This means among other things that Dasein carries in
its ownmost Being the character of not being closed off; Dasein because
of this ‘there’ is to be characterized by its disclosedness. By reason of
this fundamental disclosedness Dasein, together with the Being-there
(Da-sein) of the world, is ‘there’ for itself. In the existential constitution
of Dasein’s disclosedness three equally constitutive components are to be
distinguished, namely original understanding, original mood, and logos
(Rede).*®

After explaining the meaning of the compound expression ‘being-in-
the-world’ along these lines by describing its basic constitutive elements,
Heidegger sets out to account for the unity of Dasein’s Being: How are
the unity and totality of that structural whole which we have pointed
out, to be defined in an existential-ontological manner??” Heidegger tries
to answer this question by pointing out first that care (Sorge) is the
unifying factor which integrates into a unity the multiple elements of the
Being of that being whose Being is precisely such that it is concerned
about its own Being. By taking his point of departure in a descriptive
interpretation of anxiety (Angsf) Heidegger is able to show that Dasein
is a being who has the inexhaustible potentiality of transcending beings
into Being; but, if Dasein has the ek-static nature of ek-sistence, it is
always ahead of itself. Dasein’s ek-sistence, however, is essentially co-
determined by thrownness; Dasein is like a process which is not its own
source; it always is already begun and yet it is still to be achieved.
Finally, Dasein in its essential dependence upon world is fallen to the
‘world’, to the intramundane things of its everyday concern and thus
caught by the way things are publicly interpreted by the ‘they’. Ek-
sistentiality taken together with thrownness and fallenness explains why
the very Being of Dasein is to be understood as care.’®

In order to be able to show Dasein’s Being in its totality Heidegger
turns to Dasein’s final term, death. He describes death as a genuine, but
also as the ultimate possibility of man’s Being. It is that possibility in
which man’s own Being-in-the-world as such is at stake. Death reveals
to man the possibility of his further impossibility. In other words, death
is that possibility which makes the potentiality which Dasein is, limited
through and through. Man is thoroughly and irretrievably finite because
his own death is that fundamental possibility which from the very begin-
ning leaves it mark upon man’s life and, thus, is a manner of Being
which Dasein must assume as soon as it begins to ek-sist.'?

In his fallen condition Dasein tries to forget the authentic meaning of
death so that the question now becomes one of how one is to come to
an authentic interpretation of the meaning of death, and thus to genuine
authenticity. In Heidegger’s view this can be shown by interpreting the
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basic constituents of care (ek-sistence, facticity = thrownness, and fallen-
ness) in terms of an existential-ontological conception of death.

Dasein which has come to authentic Being knows that death is consti-
tutive for all of its possibilities and that the ultimate possibility of its
own ek-sistence is to give itself up.? If Dasein genuinely realizes this
then it no longer flees from the definitiveness of its end and accepts it
as constitutive of its finitude and thus makes itself free for it.” Now at
the moment that Dasein understands death as its ultimate possibility, as
that possibility which makes its own Being impossible, and at the moment
that it accepts this final possibility as its very own by listening to the
voice of conscience,”? Dasein begins to become transparent to itself as
that which it is in itself, in its own Self. For death does not just appear
to Dasein in an impersonal way; it lays claim to it as this individual
Dasein. By listening to the voice of conscience, by really understanding:
the genuine meaning of death in ‘guilt’, and by accepting it as its own
death, Dasein breaks away from inauthenticity in resolve.?

Now it will be obvious that if all of this is to be true, then man’s
Being must be intrinsically temporal and temporality, in the final analysis,
must constitute the primordial ontological basis of Dasein’s ek-sistential-
ity.?* For what does the authentic man do? He realizes his radical finitude
by anticipating death, by including it in advance in every project. By
anticipating death in all its projects Dasein receives its Being precisely
as its own, as its ownmost ‘personal’ ek-sistence so that it really comes
to itself.” But this coming-to-itself is what is meant by ‘future’, if the
term is taken in its primordial sense: This letting itself come towards
itself in that distinctive possibility which Dasein has to put up with, is
the primordial phenomenon of Zu-kunft, coming-towards, future.?

But Dasein’s temporality extends not only to the future; it has also-
the character of a ‘having been’. Dasein can project itself towards its
own death only insofar as it already is. In order to realize its ownmost
Being, Dasein has to accept, together with its own death, also its thrown-
ness, its facticity, that which it is already. Death cannot be its death if
it has no relation to what Dasein already is. Authentically futural, Dasein
is equally authentically ‘having been’ (Gewesen). To anticipate one’s
ultimate and ownmost possibility is to come back understandingly to
one’s ownmost ‘having-been’.?

Thus far we have seen that Dasein’s coming is a coming to a Self that
already is as having-been; on the other hand, Dasein is what it has been
only as long as the future continues to come. We must now turn to
temporal nearness, the present. According to Heidegger, the genuine
meaning of the present consists in a ‘making present’ (Gegenwirtigen).
Dasein, as temporalizing, makes things present; this is the essential mean-
ing of the present as it primordially appears to Dasein. Anticipating
resolve discloses the actual situation of the Da in such a way that ek-
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sistence, in its action, can be circumspectively concerned with what is
factually ready-to-hand in the actual situation, that is, letting that which
has environmental presence be encountered, is possible only by making
such a being present.®

The ‘making present’ of what has presence presupposes, on the one
hand, the future as anticipation of Dasein’s possibilities and, on the
other, the return to what has-been. By virtue of Dasein’s understanding
of its own Being, thus, Dasein is able to understand the human situation
as a whole; at the same time intramundane beings can manifest them-
selves to it in their belonging to a world. Thus, what Heidegger calls
‘making-present’ presupposes the ‘having been’ and the ‘future’. The
present is as the resultant of the two other ek-stases of time. ‘Having
been’ arises from the ‘future’ in such a way that the future which has
already been releases the present from itself. What is meant by tempor-
ality is precisely the unity of this structural whole; the future which
makes present in the process of having been. Only insofar as Dasein is
characterized by temporality can it realize its authentic Being. Thus
temporality reveals itself here as the meaning of authentic care.?

From all of this, it becomes clear that Dasein can realize its total unity
only by temporalizing itself. This ‘becoming temporal’ includes at the
same time future, having-been, and present. These three ‘phases’ of time
imply one another and nonetheless are mutually exclusive. For this
reason Heidegger calls them the ‘ek-stases’ of primordial time. We must
now examine the nature of the relations which connect these ek-stases
of time with the structural elements of care. According to Heidegger,
care must be characterized by ek-sistence (having to be ahead of itself),
facticity or thrownness (already being in the world), and fallenness (being
absorbed in intramundane things). As basically Being-able-to-be (Sein-
kdnnen), Dasein is always ahead of itself, ahead of what it actually is.
That is why its understanding has the character of a project. It is precisely
because Dasein possesses the ontological structure of projecting (Ver-
stehen) that it can always be ahead of its actual being. However, being
ahead-of-itself, Dasein always is already in a world and is of necessity
involved in it. Thus, Dasein cannot go beyond itself without being
‘thrown’ into the world. This means that ek-sistence as Being-ahead-of-
itself always includes facticity. Finally, Dasein, which is in a world into
which it has been thrown, always discovers itself there as absorbed by
that which immediately manifests itself there and with which it deals
concernfully (fallenness). But now the relationship between Dasein’s
essential temporality and care will be clear at once. Heidegger expresses
it as follows: “The ‘“ahead-of-itself” (ek-sistentiality) is grounded in the
future. The ‘being-already-in” (facticity) makes known the ‘“having
been”. ‘“Being-at” (fallenness) becomes possible in “making-present’.’®

After showing that the very Being of Dasein consists in care whereas
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care, in turn, is understood in terms of temporality, Heidegger tries to
explain how man’s temporality in its modifiability is the principle for the
distinction of his possible modes of Being. Dasein is essentially temporal;
it temporalizes time. If it takes the temporalization of time upon itself,
it Zs in an authentic way; however, if it takes itself as a temporal thing
which finds itself in a temporal horizon, it is in an inauthentic manner.
One has to realize, however, that Dasein would not be able to temporal-
ize time authentically, if man did not always find himself already in a
temporal openness, somehow connected with his own ‘inner-temporality’.
In other words, man can ek-sist authentically only if in his historicity he
expressly endures his destiny of having to temporalize time as finite, that
is as a mortal being. But this means that ‘inner-temporality’ and histor- -
icity are inseparable. When man turns toward historicity, he is able to
ek-sist authentically; however, if he turns to his own ‘inner-temporality’
he forgets himself in his concern for what is ready-to-hand or in his
presentation of what is present-at-hand.*

Ek-sistence, Being-present-at-hand, and Being-ready-to-hand, thus, are
intrinsically connected with man’s temporality. But this means that the
temporality of Dasein is not only the principle for the division of Dasein’s
modes of Being, but the time which is temporalized by Dasein is also
the principle of the division of the meaning of Being into possible signifi-
cations of Being (namely Being as ek-sistence, as present-at-hand, as
ready-to-hand, etc.). But this means, in turn, that a description of the
various interplayings of the three dimensions of temporality can give us
a guiding-clue for the division of the significations of Being.*

We have defined Dasein’s Being as care and found that the ontological
meaning of care is temporality. We have seen, also, that temporality
constitutes the disclosedness of Dasein’s there. Now in the disclosedness
of this ‘there’, the world is disclosed along with it. But this means that
world, taken as Total-meaningfulness, must likewise be grounded in
temporality. The existential-temporal condition for the possibility of the
world lies in the fact that temporality, taken as ek-static unity, has
something like a horizon within it. For ek-stases are not simple ‘raptures’
in which one gets carried away; rather, there belongs to each ek-stasis
a kind of ‘whither’ to which one is carried away. Let us call this whither
of the ek-stases the ‘horizonal schema’. The schema then in which Dasein
comes toward itself futurally is the ‘for the sake of which’; the schema
in which Dasein is disclosed to itself in its thrownness is to be taken as
that ‘in the face of which’ it has been thrown and that ‘to which’ it has
been abandoned; this characterizes the horizonal schema of what has
been. Finally the horizonal schema for the present is defined by the ‘in
order to’.

The unity of the horizonal schemata of future, present, and having
been, is grounded in the ek-static unity of temporality. The horizon of
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temporality as a whole determines that wﬁereupon each ek-sisting being
factically is disclosed. With its factical Being-there, a Being-able-to-be is
projected in the horizon of the future, its being-already is disclosed in
the horizon of having-been, and that with which Dasein concerns itself
in each case is discovered in the horizon of the present. The horizonal
unity of the schemata of these ek-stases connects in a primordial way
the relationships of the ‘in order to’ with the ‘for the sake of which’ so
that on the basis of the horizonal constitution of the ek-static unity of
temporality, thére belongs to Dasein in each case something like a world
that has been disclosed. Just as the present (Gegenwarf) arises in the
unity of the temporalizing of temporality out of the future and the
having-been, so in the same way the horizon of a present temporalizes
itself equiprimordially with those of the future and the having-been.
Thus, insofar as Dasein. temporalizes itself, a world is. In temporalizing
itself in regard to its own Being, Dasein as temporality is essentially in
a world because of the ek-statico-horizonal constitution of his tempor-
ality. The world, therefore, is not ready-to-hand as a piece of equipment,
nor present-at-hand as a thing, but it temporalizes itself in temporality.
It is there with the outside-of-itself typical for the ek-stases. If no Dasein
ek-sists, then no world is ‘there’ either.

In all forms of concern and in all objectification the world is always
already presupposed; for all of these forms are possible only as ways of
Being-in-the-world. Having its ground in the horizonal unity of ek-static
temporality, the world is transcendent. It is already ek-statically disclosed
before any entities-within-the-world can be encountered. Temporality
maintains itself ek-statically within the horizons of its own ek-stases and
in temporalizing itself it comes back from these ek-stases to those entities
which are encountered in the ‘there’. Thus the Total-meaningfulness
which determines the structure of the world is not a network of forms
which a worldless subject lays over some kind of material; Dasein, under-
standing itself and its world ek-statically in the unity of the ‘there’, rather
comes back from these horizons to the entities encountered within them.
Coming back to these entities in understanding is the existential meaning
of letting them be encountered by making them present.®

There is finally a relationship between Dasein’s spatiality and its tem-
porality. Dasein must be considered as temporal and ‘also’ as spatial
coordinately. In clarifying this relationship, Heidegger says, it cannot be
our intention to explain Dasein’s ‘spatio-temporal’ character by pointing
out that Dasein is an entity which is ‘in space as well as in time’.
Furthermore, since temporality is the very meaning of the Being of care,
it will be impossible to ‘reduce’ temporality to spatiality. On the other
hand, to demonstrate that spatiality is existentially possible only through
temporality is not tantamount to deducing space from time. What we
must aim at is the uncovering of the temporal conditions for the possi-
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bility of the spatiality which is characteristic of Dasein — a spatiality upon
which the uncovering of space within the world is to be founded. When
we say that Dasein is spatial, we do not mean. to say that as a thing
Dasein is present-at-hand in space. Dasein as such does not fill up space,
but it rather takes space in, this to be understood in the literal sense.
In ek-sisting Dasein has already made free for itself a leeway (Spielraum).
It determines its own position or location by coming back from the space
it has made free to the place which it occupies.

When Dasein makes room for itself it does so by means of dlrectlonal-
ity and de-severance (by making distances disappear). How is this possi-
ble on the basis of Dasein’s temporality? Let us give an example of our
everyday concern with things. When Dasein makes room for itself and
the things with which it is concerned, it has first to discover a region in
which it can assign places to the things in question. In so doing it must
bring these things close, and situate them in regard to one another and
in regard to itself. Dasein thus has the character of directionality and
de-severance. All of this, however, presupposes the horizon of a world
which has already been disclosed. But if this is so, and if it is essential
for Dasein to be in a mode of fallenness, then it is clear also that only
on the basis of its ek-statico-horizonal temporality is it possible for Dasein
to break into space. For the world is not present-at-hand in space and
yet only within a world does space let itself be discovered.>

It seems to me that this brief resumé of some of the basic ideas of
Heidegger’s original conception of time should suffice to explain what
Heidegger intends to say in his 1962 lecture. But before turning to the
lecture itself I wish first to reflect for a moment upon the intrinsic
limitations of his original view of time, particularly with respect to the
problem concerning the meaning of Being.

II From Being and Time to ‘Time and being’*

In Heidegger’s view Being and Time (1927) was meant to be a ‘fundamen-
tal ontology’ which was to prepare the way for a ‘genuine ontology’
whose main task it would be to focus on the question concerning the
meaning of Being. Fundamental ontology consists substantially in an
analytic of Dasein’s Being as Being-in-the-world, to be developed by
means of a hermeneutic phenomenology. In the first part of the book
Heidegger conceives of Dasein in terms of care, whereas in the second
part care is understood as temporality: The meaning of the Being of
Dasein is temporality. All of this was to prepare the answer for a more
basic question concerning the temporal character (Zeithaftigkeif) of the
meaning of Being itself. ‘In our considerations hitherto, our task has
been to interpret the primordial whole of factical Dasein with regard to
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its possibilities of authentic and inauthentic Being, and to do so in an
existential-ontological manner in terms of its very basis. Temporality has
manifested itself as this basis and accordingly as the meaning of the
Being of care. . . . Nevertheless, our way of exhibiting the constitution
of Dasein’s Being is only one way which we may take. Our aim is to
work out the question of Being in general.”® In other words, once
temporality is laid bare as the meaning of Dasein’s Being, the decisive
step is still to be taken: The step namely which leads from this kind of
temporality to the temporality characteristic of the meaning of Being.
This last step is not taken in Being and Time. Heidegger published the
book in an incomplete form and in the last sentences of it pointed to
the work that in his view remains to be done: “The existential-ontological
constitution of Dasein’s totality is grounded in temporality. Hence the
ek-static projection of Being must be made possible by some primordial
way in which ek-static temporality temporalizes. How is this mode of
temporalizing temporality to be interpreted? Is there a way which leads
from primordial time to the meaning of Being? Does time itself manifest
itself as the horizon of Being?’®

By publishing the book in an incomplete form in 1927 Heidegger
admitted that he had not completely succeeded in the task he had set
for himself. The basic question he encountered was the following: Once
the temporality of Dasein is grasped in the unity of its three ek-stases,
how can this temporality of Dasein be interpreted as the temporality of
the understanding of Being and how is the latter, in turn, related to the
meaning of Being? Originally Heidegger thought he had found a way to
answer this question, but it appeared almost immediately that that way
led away from what he really wished to accomplish, namely to show that
time is the transcendental horizon of the question of Being.*® For on the
basis of the analyses as they are actually found in Being and Time it is
still not yet clear precisely what is to be understood by ‘transcendence’
taken as the overcoming of beings in the direction of Being. In addition
there is the question of the exact relationship between Dasein’s tempor-
ality and time as the transcendental horizon for the question concerning
the meaning of Being. Exactly what is meant here by ‘transcendental’?
This much is clear: The term ‘transcendental’ does not mean the objec-
tivity of an object of experience as constituted by consciousness (Kant,
Husserl), but rather refers to the project-domain for the determination
of Being as seen from the viewpoint of Dasein’s there.®® But even in this
supposition it is still not yet clear what the precise relationship is between
the temporality of Dasein and time as the transcendental horizon for the
question of Being, because it is not clear how Dasein’s understanding of
Being is to be related to the meaning of Being. Heidegger says that
meaning is that in which the intelligibility of something maintains itself.*
The meaning of Being then is that in which the intelligibility of Being
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maintains itself. But what is the precise relationship between Being’s
intelligibility and Dasein’s understanding of Being? In the introduction
to the second part of the book Heidegger argues that ‘to lay bare the
horizon within which something like Being in general becomes intelli-
gible, is tantamount to clarifying the possibility of having any understand-
ing of Being at all — an understanding which itself belongs to the consti-
tution of the being called Dasein’.“ But precisely what is meant by ‘being
tantamount to’? If one takes this statement literally, it means that Dasein
has an absolute priority over the meaning of Being and then relativism
seems to be the final outcome of the investigation. Heidegger saw this
danger and it took him a number of years to find a way to avoid it
without being forced into a position of having to appeal to a ‘God of
the philosophers’, regardless of the concrete form in which this ‘God’
might be proposed. '

There are a number of other issues which did not receive final answers
in Being and Time, problems such as the idea of phenomenology, the
relationship between ontology and science, the relationship between time
and space, a further determination of logos, the relationship between
language and Being, the relationship between Being and truth, etc.” But
rather than focusing on any one of these, let us turn our attention again
to the problem concerning the relationship between Dasein’s temporality
and time as the transcendental horizon for the question of Being, and
this time from a slightly different point of view.

In Being and Time Heidegger was guided by the idea that in the
ontological tradition Being was understood mainly as presence-at-hand®
as continuous presence, and thus from one of the dimensions of time,
namely the present. Heidegger wished to bring the onesidedly accentu-
ated ‘continuous presence’ back into the full, pluridimensional time, in
order then to try to understand the meaning of Being from the originally
experienced time, namely temporality. In his attempt to materialize this
goal, he was guided by a second basic idea, namely that each being can
become manifest with regard to its Being in many ways, so that one
has to ask the questions of just what is the pervasive, simple, unified
determination of Being that permeates all of its multiple meanings. But
this question raises others: What, then, does Being mean? To what
extent (why and how) does the Being of beings unfold in various modes?
How can these various modes be brought into a comprehensible har-
mony? Whence does Being as such (not merely being as being) receive
its ultimate determination?*

Heidegger had studied some of these modes of Being in the interpret-
ative analyses of Being and Time, and thus, at the very end of the book,
found himself led to consider the question of whether or not there is a
basic meaning of Being from which all other meanings can be derived
by taking time (understood as temporality) as a guiding clue. In view of
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the fact that man’s understanding is intrinsically historical, the further
question must be asked of whether man’s understanding of Being’s mean-
ing is intrinsically historical, also, or whether the understanding of Being
can perhaps in some sense have a ‘supra-temporal’ character. In Being
and Time Heidegger was unable to answer the first question adequately
because he had not been able to find a satisfactory solution for the
second. For upon closer consideration his conception of historicity as
found in Being and Time seems to be ambiguous. Historicity is described
in the book first as the genuine temporalization of time and the principle
of the distinction between Dasein’s modes of Being, and then later it is
said that historicity is the medium in which all ontological understanding
must maintain itself.* It does not seem to be possible to defend both
theses simultaneously; and even if there should be a position from which
one could defend both, even then it would still not be clear in what
sense the meaning of Being itself is affected by historicity.

In the decade following the publication of Being and Time Heidegger
eliminated part of the initial ambiguity by first examining more carefully
how different significations of Being become differentiated in the funda-
mental meaning of Being and how temporality, indeed, is the principle
of these distinctions. In so doing, he could maintain his original view
that the meaning of Being is the ‘Ground’ in which all significations of
Being are to be grounded and from which all understanding of Being
nourishes itself. On the other hand, however, the meaning of Being
cannot be understood in terms of an eternal standard being (‘the God
of the philosophers’); rather it must be conceived of as an abysmal,
groundless ‘ground’. For the fact that Being comes-to-pass in the way it
does, and for the fact that an understanding of Being emerges in the
way we actually find it, no one can indicate a ground, because each
process of grounding already presupposes the meaning of Being. When
the meaning of Being lets a determinate signification of Being become
the standard signification, then it ‘groundlessly’ bars other significations
and even itself as the ground of the manifold possible other significations.
It is in this sense that Being shows and hides itself at the same time and
why the meaning of Being is to be called ‘truth’, unconcealment, whose
coming-to-pass is and remains a mystery and whose ‘happening’ is histori-
cal in a sense which cannot be understood on the basis of what we
usually call history.

Furthermore, the world taken as the building-structure of the truth of
Being is that organized structure which is stratified in many ways and is
constructed according to the manner in which-time temporalizes itself.
This temporalization of time itself is historical and thus the stratification
of the organized structure of Being’s truth is historical, too; as such it
can be distinguished in various epochs. In each epoch we find in the
world as the building-structure of the truth of Being manifold organized
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and systematized ‘layers’ of meaning all of which refer to basic forms of
‘experience’ between which there is a tension, and concerning which it
is difficult to see how they can all belong together. Heidegger’s main
concern is to explain how in a certain epoch (particularly our own) all
these ‘layers’ can belong together in a whole, the world, and how in this
world as the building-structure of Being’s truth for this partlcular era the
‘courses of Being are already traced out’ and how therefore Bemg can
encounter us in these particular, different ways, and not in others; thus
how in this world Being itself shows and hides itself at the same time.*

But between 1927 and 1962 Heidegger never explicitly returned to the
main question underlying the basic idea which directed all of these
investigations: The nature of time. It is obvious that the conception of
time as temporality, found in Being and Time, is not adequate to account
for all of this. Whereas in Being and Time, where Being and time are
concerned, the priority is attributed to man, in the later works the
privileged position is given to Being. If the original relationship between
Being and time is to be maintained, then it would seem logical to
attribute a privileged position to time in the coming-to-pass of truth,
also. But if both Being as well as time do not depend upon man in the
final analysis, do they then perhaps refer to ‘something’ else which
precedes them in some sense? This is indeed the main theme of the
Time-lecture which we shall now consider.

I “Time and being’ (1962)

The ‘Zeit und Sein’ lecture begins with a short preface in which Heideg-
ger explains that he intends to say something about the attempt ‘which
thinks Being without any reference to a foundation of Being from the
side of beings’.“’ In other words, in this lecture there will be no reference
to a summum ens taken as causa sui which could be conceived of as the
foundation of all that is; nor is Being to be understood here within the
perspective of the metaphysical interpretation of the ontological differ-
ence, according to which Being is thought of merely for the sake of
beings.“ Heidegger believed such an attempt to be necessary for at least
two reasons. First of all, without such an attempt it will be impossible
to bring to light in a genuine way the Being of all that which we today
encounter in the world as beings and which are fundamentally determined
by the essence of technique (Ge-stell).¥ Secondly such an attempt is
necessary if one is adequately to determine the relationship between man
and that which until now has been called ‘Being’.* <
Many people believe that philosophy should be oriented toward ‘world-
wisdom’. According to Heidegger, philosophy today finds itself in a
position in which it must stay away from useful ‘life-wisdom’, and must
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abandon immediate understanding, because a form of thought has
become necessary from which everything that makes up the world in
which we live receives its determination (works of art, complicated physi-
cal theories, technical instruments, computers, etc.)

What is contained in the lecture to follow, Heidegger says, is no more
than an attempt and a venture. The venture consists in the fact that the
essay is formulated in propositions whereas its theme is such that this
way of ‘saying’ is incongruous. What is important in the essay, therefore,
is not so much the propositions of which it consists, but rather that to
which the questions and answers by means of which Heidegger tried
to approach that theme, point (zeigen). These questions and answers
presuppose an experience of ‘the thing itself’, and it is for this experience
on the part of the reader that Heidegger’s essay tries to prepare.*

1 Being and time

The first part of the essay deals with the relationship between Being and
time. These two themes are mentioned together here because, from the
very origin of Western thought, Being has been interpreted as Being-
present (Anwesen), while Being-present and Presence (Anwesenheit)
refer to the present (Gegenwart) which, in turn, together with the past
and the future constitute what is characteristic of time. Thus as Being-
present Being is determined by time. But in how far is Being determined
by time? Why, in what way, and from what is it that time re-sounds in
Being? It is obvious that any attempt to think about this relationship
with the help of our everyday conceptions of Being and time is doomed
to failure.

In our everyday life we say that things are in time; or also that they
have their time. This way of speaking, however, does not apply to Being,
for Being is not a thing. And since Being is not a thing it is not in time
either. And yet Being is determined by time. On the other hand, what
is in time we call the temporal. The temporal refers to what elapses with
time. Thus time itself elapses; but while elapsing continuously, time
nevertheless remains as time. Now ‘to remain’ means ‘not to perish’,
and thus ‘Being-present’. But this means that time is determined by a
kind of Being. But how then can Being be determined by time? We
must, therefore, come to the conclusion that Being is not a thing and
thus not something temporal, although as Being-present it is determined
by time. And on the other hand, time is not a thing and thus not
something-which-is, and yet in elapsing it permanently remains, without
it itself being something temporal. Therefore, Being and time determine
one another in such a way that Being is not something temporal and
time is not something-which-is.

By adopting Hegel’s dialectic approach one could try to overcome
these contradicting statements by transcending Being and time toward a
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higher and more encompassing unity. But such an approach would
certainly lead away from the °‘things themselves’ and their mutual
relations; for such a procedure would certainly no longer deal with time
as such nor with Being as such, nor with their mutual relationship. The
genuine problem with which we are confronted here seems precisely to
consist in the question of whether the relationship between Being and
time is a relationship which results from a certain combination of Being
and time, or whether perhaps this relationship itself is primary, so that
Being and time result from it. In order to find an answer for this question
we must try to think circumspectly about these ‘things themselves’, that
is about Being and time, which are perhaps the two main themes of
thought. The labels ‘Being and time’ and ‘Time and being’ refer to the
relationship between these two themes, to that which keeps these two
themes together. To reflect circumspectly upon this relationship is the
theme of thought.*

Being is a theme of thought, but it is not a thing; time is also a theme
of thought, but it is nothing temporal. Of a thing we say: It is. With
respect to Being and time we are more careful; here we say: There is
Being, and there is time.** ‘There is’, this English expression stands for
the German ‘Es gibt’. This can be understood to mean: ‘It gives’ in the
sense of ‘there is something which grants’.> If we follow this suggestion
then the question is one of what this ‘It’ is which grants Being and time.
And also: What is Being which is granted here? What is time which is
given here? Let us first try to think about Being in order to grasp it in
what is characteristic of it.

Being which marks each being as such means Being-present (Anwesen).
In regard to that which is present, Being-present can be conceived of as
letting-something-be-present. It is on this letting-be-present that we must
focus our attention here. It is characteristic for this letting-be-present
that it brings something into unconcealment. Letting-be-present means
to unveil, to bring into the open. In the process of unveilment there is
a kind of granting at work which grants Being-present, while it lets-be<
present that which is present, namely beings. In this process we come
again upon a granting, and thus upon an ‘It’ which grants.* We do not
yet know precisely what this granting means, nor do we know what this
‘It’ refers to. One thing is clear, however. If one wishes to think about
what is characteristic of Being as such, he must abandon the attempt to
understand Being from the viewpoint of beings, to conceive of Being as
the ground of beings. On the contrary, he must focus his attention on
this typical granting and that mysterious ‘It’ which grants. Being somehow
belongs to this granting; it is the gift of the It’ which grants. Being is
not something which is found outside the granting, as is the case with a
common gift. In the granting Being as Being-present becomes changed.
As letting-be-present it belongs to the unveilment itself, and as gift it
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remains contained in the granting. For Being is not. Being as the unveil-
ment of Being-present is granted by a mysterious ‘It’.%’

Heidegger is of the opinion that the meaning of this ‘It grants Being’
can be explained in a clearer way by means of a careful reflection on
the various changes which have taken place in what has been called
‘Being’. As we have mentioned, since the origin of Western thought in
Greece, Being has been referred to as Being-present. And even today,
in the era of modern technique, Being is still pointed to as Being-present,
namely as Being-present in its availability on which one can continuously
count (Ge-stell). The fact that Being must be referred to as Being-present
manifests itself in an analysis of what is ready-to-hand and present-at-
hand. We find the same thing back when we reflect on the meaning of
Hen, Logos, Idea, ousia, energeia, substantia, actualitas, perceptio,
monad, objectivity, Reason, Love, Spirit, Power, Will-to-will in the eter-
nal return of the same.

The unfolding of the fullness which shows itself in these changes
manifests itself at first sight as a history of Being. However, Being has
no history in the way a city or a nation has its history. The history-like
character of the history of Being is determined only and exclusively from
the way Being comes-to-pass, that is from the way in which ‘It’ grants
Being.®

Now from the very beginning people have reflected on Being, but no
one has ever thought about the ‘It’ which grants Being. This ‘It grants’
withdraws in favor of that which it grants, namely Being. And Being
itself, in turn, was almost immediately thought of in terms of beings,
that is in its relationship to beings.

According to Heidegger, the kind of granting which grants only its gift
but which itself withdraws should be called ‘sending’ (Schicken). This
becomes immediately clear when one compares the case in which some-
one gives someone else a present with the case in which he sends it to
him. Viewing it from this perspective, one may say that Being which is
granted is that which has been sent and which (as sent) remains in each
one of the modifications which we find in history. Thus, the historical
character of the history of Being must be determined from that which is
characteristic of this sending, and not from an undetermined coming-to-
pass.

History of Being, therefore, means mittence of Being. And in the
various ways of sending, the sending itself as well as that mysterious ‘It’
which sends, hold themselves back in the various manifestations in which
Being shows itself. To hold oneself back means in Greek epoché. That
is why we speak of epochs of Being’s mittence. Epoch does not mean,
therefore, a certain period of time in the happening, but the basic
characteristic of the sending itself, that is to say this holding-itself-back
in favor of the various manifestations of the gift, namely Being with
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respect to the discovery of beings. The sequence of the epochs in Being’s
sending is neither arbitrary nor can it be predicted with necessity. And
yet what is co-mitted manifests itself in the mittence also, just as well as
that-which-belongs-to manifests itself in the belonging-together of the
epochs. These epochs overlap in their sequence so that the original
mittence of Being as Presence is more and more concealed in the vfarious
modifications of the unveilment. Only the ‘demolition’ of these conceal-
ments (destruction) will grant to thought a provisional insight into what
then manifests itself as the mittence of Being.

When Plato represents Being as Idea, when Aristotle represents it as
energeia, Kant as positing, Hegel as absolute Concept, and Nietzsche as
Will to power, then these are doctrines which are not just accidentally
brought forth. They are rather the ‘words’ of Being itself as answers to
an address which speaks in the sending but which hides itself therein,
that is to say in that mysterious ‘It grants Being’. Each time contained
in a mittence which withdraws itself, Being is unconcealed for thought
in its epochal variational fullness. Thought remains bound to the tradition
of these epochs of Being’s mittence. This is true also, and particularly
so, when thought reflects upon the question of how and from what Being
itself receives the determinations which each time are characteristic of
it, namely from this mysterious ‘It grants Being’. For this granting mani-
fests itself as mittence.

But how are we to conceive of this ‘It’ which grants Being? From the
preceding pages as well as from the title of this essay, Heidegger says,
one might expect that this is to be found in time.*

Briefly summarizing this part of the lecture, we may say that Heidegger
for the greater part repeats his view of Being as contained in Letter on
Humanism (1947) and later works. Just as in Letter on Humanism,
Heidegger states here that the basic conception of Being and Time is to
be maintained in this new perspective, although he warns explicitly that
we should not confuse Dasein’s historicity with the ‘historicity’ of Being
itself. Finally, in this part of the lecture many references are made to
the aboriginal Event (Ereignis) under the guise of that mysterious ‘It’
which grants. Heidegger is to return to this in the last part of the lecture.
But let us first look at his view on time.

We all know what time is and just as was the case with Being we have
a common sense conception of it. It will be clear once again that this
common sense conception is of no help here. We do not yet know what
is characteristic of time as such. We have just seen that what characterizes
Being, that is to say that to which it belongs and in which it remains
contained, manifests itself in that mysterious ‘It grants’. That which is
characteristic of Being is not something being-like (Seinsartiges). Trying
to understand what Being is, we are led away from Being toward the
mittence which grants Being as a gift. We may expect that the same
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thing will be true for time and that is why our common sense conception
will be of no avail here, either. And yet the titles ‘Being and time’ and
‘Time and being’ suggest that we try to understand what is characteristic
of time, the moment we try to understand what is characteristic of Being.
For, as we have seen, Being means Being-present, letting-something-be
present, Presence.

Presence is not the present, although the former almost immediately
leads to the latter. Present (Gegenwart) suggests past and future, the
earlier and the later in regard to the ‘now’. Usually time is described in
terms of the ‘now’, assuming that time itself is the ‘sum’ of present, past,
and future. We seldom think of time in terms of Presence. The concep-
tion of time in terms of the ‘now’, as a series of ‘nows’ which succeed
one another, of a one-dimensional continuum, was suggested by Aristotle
and has since been defended by many thinkers. It is this time which we
refer to when we measure time, when a ‘temporal interval’ is to be
measured.®

But obviously all of this does not answer the question of precisely
what time is. Is time and does time have a place? Time is obviously not
nothing. If we wish to express ourselves more carefully, we should say
here again: There is time (Es gibt Zeit). Time must be understood from
the ‘present’ and this must not be taken as ‘now’ but as Presence.

But what is to be understood by Presence (Anwesenheit)? Presence is
that which determines Being as letting-be-present and revealing. But
what kind of thing is this? In Anwesen (Being-present) we find wesen
and wesen means wihren (to last, to continue). But by realizing this we
much too often jump immediately from wdhren to dauern (to last, to
endure); this duration, in turn, conceived of in the light of our common
sense conception of time, is mostly’ understood as an interval between
one ‘now’ and another one. However, our speaking about An-wesen
demands that we become aware of a staying and lingering (weilen) and
dwelling (verweilen) in this wdhren as Anwdhren (continuous lasting).
This An-wesen concerns us men. But who are we? In trying to answer
the question we must again proceed carefully; for it could very well be
the case that man is to be defined in terms of what we are trying to
reflect on; man himself is affected by the Presence while this ‘goes on’
and it is because of this that he himself can be present to all that is
present and absent. Man stands in that which thus goes on (Angang)
and in which Presence takes place; it is man who receives the Presence
which that mysterious ‘It’ grants as a gift, while he learns what appears
in the letting-be-present. If this were not so, man would not be man.5

It seems that by talking about man, we have lost the way, Heidegger
says; for we are trying to determine what is characteristic of time. In
some sense this may be true, and yet we are closer to what we are look-
ing for than it may seem at first sight. Presence means: The continuous
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lingering-dwelling (verweilen) which concerns man, reaches him, and is
granted to him. But from where does this granting reaching come? We
must realize here, Heidegger continues: 1) that man is always concerned
with the presence of something which is present, and that he never
immediately heeds the Presence itself; 2) that which is no longer present
still concerns man and as such it is still present to him; in what has been,
Presence is still granted in some sense; 3) that which is not yet presented
is present in the sense that it approaches man; in that which approaches
man, Presence is already granted to him. From this it follows that Pres-
ence does not always have the character of the present.

But how are we to determine this granting of the Presence in the
present, past, and future? Does this granting consist in the fact that it
reaches us, or does it reach us because it is in itself a granting? There
is no doubt that the future grants and adduces the past, whereas the
past grants the future. And this mutual granting gives the present at the
same time. In this way we attribute a temporal character to this mutual
granting. And thus it is not right to call the unity of this mutual granting
time, for time is not something temporal; nor can we say that present,
past, and future are there ‘at the same time’. And yet their mutual
granting of one another to each other belongs together in a unity. This
unity which unites them must be determined from what is characteristic
of them, namely from the fact that they grant one another to each other.
But what is it that they grant to each other? Themselves, that is to say
the Presence which is granted in them. That which comes to light in the
mutual granting of one another to each other of present, past, and future
is the Open, or also the time-space. This time-space precedes what we
commonly call space and time. It is a three-dimensional Open in that it
comes to light by means of a three-fold granting of present, past, and
future.s?

But from what are we to determine the unity of the three dimensions
of this time-space? We know already that a Presence is at work in the
coming of what is not-yet-present as well as in the having-been of what
is no-longer-present, and in what we usually call the present. This Pres-
ence does not belong to one of these three dimensions to the exclusion
of the others. While the three dimensions give themselves over to one
another and precisely in this passing of the one to the other (Zuspiel)
still another granting manifests itself which opens up a fourth dimension.
It is this latter granting which is characteristic of time itself and which
brings about the Presence which is typical in each case for the coming,
the having-been, and the present. It keeps these latter dimensions sepa-
rated, and nevertheless it keeps them in each other’s proximity, also, so
that these three dimensions can remain close to one another. This is why
one can call the primordial granting in which literally everything begins
(anfingt) and in which the unity of genuine time precisely consists, a
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proximity which brings near (nahernde Nihe). It brings close to one
another the coming, the having-been, and the present by keeping them
apart. For it keeps open the having-been by denying it its coming as
present, just as it keeps open the coming by withholding the present in
this coming, that is by denying it its being present. Thus the proximity
which brings near has the character of a denial and withholding.%

Time is not. ‘It’ gives time. The granting which gives time is to be
determined from the proximity which denies and withholds. ‘It’ grants
the Open of time-space and guards that which is denied in the having-
been and that which is withheld in the coming. This granting thus is
revealing and concealing at the same time; while granting the Open of
time-space it hides itself as granting.

But where now is this mysterious ‘It’ which grants time and time-
space? Obviously this question is not correctly formulated, for time has
no place, no ‘where’. Time is that pre-spatial ‘place’ which makes each
‘where’ precisely possible. Since the beginning of Western thought,
people have asked this question and many of them have said with Aris-
totle and Augustine that ‘time is in the soul’. Thus, time cannot be
without man. The question, however, is one of whether or not it is man
who gives time, or whether it is man to whom time is granted. In the
latter case the question still remains of who or what ‘It’ is which gives
time. One thing is clear, however, man is what he is only and exclusively
because he stands within the three-fold granting and ‘endures’ the prox-
imity which denies and withholds, and determines this granting. Man
does not make time, and time does not make man. Expressions such as
‘making’, ‘producing’, and ‘creating’ do not make sense here.®

Notwithstanding the great differences, the preceding passage on time
undeniably is strongly reminiscent of what was said in Being and Time
about the ‘horizonal schemata’ and spatio-temporality. It seems to me
that the last paragraph of the Time-lecture which we have just considered
refers to these sections of Being and Time and reminds us that the
perspective of Being and Time is and remains pre-understood in the
current reflections on time. Dasein plays an essential part in the coming-
to-pass of Being as well as in the coming-to-pass of time as the transcen-
dental horizon of Being. It is clear by now, however, that in this complex
process Dasein is not the one who grants, but rather the one to whom
all of this is given. But this still entails that without Dasein the granting
would not have taken place. In that sense it remains true that if no
Dasein ek-sists, then no world is ‘there’ either. On the other hand, if it
is true that Dasein does not have the priority in the coming-to-pass of
Being and time, then all that which Being and Time tried to describe
from Dasein’s point of view, must now be described from the viewpoint
of that mysterious ‘It’ which grants Being as well as time. Where, in
Being and Time, the horizonal schemata were understood as that which
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Dasein’s understanding projects, it is now said that ‘It’ gives time in such
a way that in time the ek-stases grant one another to each other. In
other words, where in Being and Time the ek-stases were determined by
the ‘for the sake of which’, the ‘in the face of’, and the ‘in order to’ of
Dasein’s projecting, they are determined now by the Open which is
granted by the ‘It’ while the three dimensions give themselves over to
one another.

2 ‘It’ grants Being and time

We have seen that we must say: There is something which grants Being
as well as time. But what now is this ‘It’? In answering this question,
Heidegger suggests, we must not think of this ‘It’ as a ‘power’ or a
‘God’. We must try to determine it from Being as Presence and. from
time as the transcendental domain in which the clearing of the multiform
Presence is granted.

The granting which is found in ‘It grants Being’ manifests itself as a
mittence of Presence in its epochal transformations, whereas in the
expression ‘It grants time’, it appears as a lighting presenting of a four-
dimensional domain, the Open, time-space. Taking into consideration
that in Being as Presence time manifests itself, one could expect that
genuine time, the four-fold granting of the Open, constitutes that mysteri-
ous ‘It” which grants Being as Presence. Genuine time would then be
the ‘It we have in mind when we say ‘It grants Being’. The mittence in
which Being is granted, would then consist in the granting of time. But
is it really true that time is that mysterious ‘It’ which grants being? By
no means, for time itself, too, is the gift of an ‘It grants’. Thus this
mysterious ‘It’ is still undetermined. 7

Heidegger points out that perhaps we find ourselves in a very difficult
situation here in that we have to use sentences of Indogermanic languages
which do not have a clear theory about ‘impersonal propositions’. He
invites the reader, therefore, not to pay too much attention to the
propositions, but rather to the ‘thing itself’ to which they refer. What is
meant by the ‘It’ must be determined from that granting-process which
belongs to it, that is the granting which at the same time is mittence
(Geschick) and lighting presenting (lichtendes Reichen).

In the mittence of Being and the presenting of time there manifests
itself an ap-propriation making Being as Presence and time as the Open
that which they properly are. That which makes both, namely Being and
time, what they properly are (Eigenes) and makes them belong together,
is what Heidegger calls Ereignis, aboriginal and ap-propriating Event.
The Ereignis makes Being and time belong together and brings both to
what they properly speaking are. In other words, that mysterious ‘It’
about which we have spoken is the Ereignis. And this Ereignis is ontologi-
cally prior to Being as well as to time, because it is that which grants
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to both what they properly are. — This expression is correct and yet it
is not completely true, because it hides the original relationship between
Being, time, and the Event.

But what then is this ap-propriating Event? Before trying to answer
this question we must point once again to two difficulties connected with
this question. We have already seen that this typical Event is such that
it cannot be captured in a proposition. Furthermore, in asking the ques-
tion: What is this ap-propriating Event we ask about the quiddity (Was-
sein), the essence, the mode of Being, the way in which the Event abides
and is present. But this presupposes that we already know what Being
is and how Being is to be determined from the viewpoint of time. We
have already seen that the mittence of Being rests on the revealing-
_concealing presenting of the pluriform Presence in the Open domain of
time-space. But this presenting as well as that sending belong within the
Event, and thus cannot be presupposed in the determination of the
Event.%

That is why it is perhaps better to say first what Event does not mean.
The word ‘event’ does not have its common meaning here. It usually
means occurrence, whereas in this case it means the ap-propriation taken
as a presenting and sending. In other words, whereas it does not make
sense to speak about the occurrence of Being, it does make sense to
speak about Being as Event.

In the past people have tried to conceive of Being as Idea, actualitas,
Will, and so on. One could think that Heidegger is suggesting here that
it is now time to think of Being as Event. That this is not so becomes
clear the moment one realizes that any attempt to understand Event as
a modifying interpretation of Being is tantamount to trying to understand
Being in terms of a typical kind of being, namely an event. One might
proceed here along the following lines. Until now we have tried to think
about Being in terms of Presence and letting-be-present in its relation
to the showing-and-hiding presenting of genuine time. In this way it
became clear that Being belongs to the Event. Thus it is from the Event
that the granting as well as its gift (Being) must be determined. In this
case one could say that Being is a kind of Event, but Event is not a
kind of Being. Such a solution of the problem, however, is too cheap in
that it hides the original relationship. Event is not a summum genus
under which one must distinguish Being as well as time. As we have
seen, Being has manifested itself as the gift of the mittence of Presence
which is granted through the presenting of time. As such Being remains
a property (Eigentum) of the ap-propriating Event; Being vanishes in
the Event. And the same is true for time. In the ap-propriating Event,
Being as letting-be-present is sent just as time is presented there. In the
Ev7nt, Being as well as time are ap-propriated (ereignet im Ereignis).
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But what about the Event itself? Is there anything more we can say
about it?

Heidegger is of the opinion that, indeed, one cou