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Foreword

By Hubert 1. Dreylus

I'here are already hundreds of books on Heidegger, why add once more? Because no
one has successfully employed Carol White’s strategy of interpreting Being and
lime i the light of Heidegger’s later works. White has taken up the most fundamental
and difficult aspect of Heidegger's thought and has presented a coherent and plausible
retrospective reading of his development. Her approach turns out not only to cast
new light on the origin of Heidegger’s later ideas but also to illuminate Being and
lime as groping towards them. Thus, her account enables White to relate what Being
and Time says about human time to Later Heidegger’s talk of the time of heing,'
therehy reconstructing for us the phenomenon, from beginning to end, Heidegger
was struggling to describe. As Whilte says:

I quote [reely from the whole chronological range of Heidegger's works since one of my
basic premises . . . is that he spent his life saying. to use his term, ‘the Same.”
(Preface)

O1 all the books written on his work, Heidegger would probably have preferred this
one, since he himself was constantly reinterpreting his earlier works as attempts to
articulate the one thought he was all his life trying to put into words.

White shows that, from his unfinished first attempt in Being and Time to the late
essay, Time and Being, Heidegger is trying again and again to find the right way to
deseribe the basic structure of finitude that makes possible our access to the world and
to everything in it. Her book follows Heidegger’s path of thinking by showing how he
worked out the structure of finitude in terms of death and time. White argues convineingly
that Heidegger’s thought is unified by the insight, elaborated in detail in this book,
that being human is historical, and, that, in the West, being itsell has a history.

White's basic insight is that in Being and Time Heidegger alrcady had a dim sense
ol what he was later to call the history ol being, even though in Being and Time the
Instory of our understanding of being is presented simply as a decline from the pre-
Socraties” understanding ol being as presencing through a series of metaphysical
tnis)understandings of being as pure presence. Heidegger already had the idea that
Parmenides’ understanding of being was an originating leap that defined the history

U Dntranshing Heidegger's technical terms, Fve followed the editor's recommendations.
Pve also moditied all quotations from Hlerdepper™s exts o make them consestent with this
decivion
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of the West, but he later saw that this originating leap gave rise, not just to a gradual
loss of the pre-Socratics’ insight but, rather, to a series of radically reconfigured
worlds. That insight, White contends, led him from an analysis of the finite timeliness
of human being to the finite temporality of being itself.

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

But first, to prepare to understand White’s masterful analysis of death and finitude,
we need Lo turn to her account of what Heidegger means by being and how being
can itsel! have a history.

I. 'The Phenomenon of Being

White is able to see Heidegger whole in spite of his constantly changing neologisms
wnd higher and higher levels of abstraction, because, through it all, she keeps her
cye on the phenomenon - the “matter for thought,” as Heidegger would say. She sees
that, from the start, what Heidegger means by being is not some super entity, nor
some general property of all entities, but the intelligibility that makes entities
accessible. And that, as he later saw, for us in the West, what counts as intelligibility
depends upon the style of each particular cultural epoch.

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

2 Martin Heidegger, Being and Time, trans. J. Macquarrie and E. Robinson (New York:
Harper and Row, 1962), pp. 25, 26. Henceforth page references to this translation appear in
parentheses after the quotation.
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That wherein Dascmn aleeady inderstands el s always something with which it is
primordially familiar, Flus fanhanty wath the world -0 goes to makeup Dasein’s
understanding of bemng.

(119)

Heidegger sees that this familiarity is so pervasive that it is easily passed over. As he
puts it, it is nearest to us and so furthest away. White and [ share the idea that to
hegin to see our own sense of familiarity and how it works we need a contrasting
case of the style of another culture.

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

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

‘I'he babies, of course, imitate the style of nurturing to which they are exposed. It
may at first seem puzzling that the baby successfully picks out precisely the gestures
that embody the style of its culture as the ones to imitate, but, of course, such success
v incvitable. Since all our gestures and practices embody the style of our culture,
the baby will pick up that pervasive style no matter what it imitates. Starting with a
style, various practices will make sense and become dominant, and others will either
hecome subordinate or will be ignored altogether.

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

Once we see that a style governs how anything can show up as anything, we can
see that the style of a culture does not govern only the babies. The adults in cach
culture are shaped by itas they respond to things in the way they show up for them.
I'he style of coping with thinps, out of which all conceptualizing grows, determines
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what it makes sense to do, and what is worth doing. 1t should come as no surprise,
given the picture Fhave just presented of Jupanese and American culture, that Japanese
adults seek contented social integration, while American adults are still striving
willfully to satisfy their individual desires. Likewise, the style of enterprises and of
political organizations in Japan serves to produce and reinforce cohesion, loyalty,
and consensus, while what is admired by Americans in business and politics is the
aggressive energy of a laissez-faire system in which everyone strives to express his
or her own desires, and where the state, business, or other organization’s function is
to maximize the number of desires that can be satisfied without destructive instability.

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

Our cultural style is invisible both because it is manifest in everything we see and
do, and so is too pervasive o notice — like the water to the fish — and because it is in
our comportment, not in our minds. And this is not a disadvantage or limitation.
Like the illumination in a room, a cultural style normally lets us see things just in so
far as we don’t see ir. That is, like the background in perception, the ground of
intelligibility must recede so we can see the figure.* As Heidegger puts it, the mode
ol revealing has to withdraw in order to do its job of revealing us and things, and it
is the job of phenomenology to make it visible. In Being and Time he says:

What is it that phenomenology is to ‘let us see’? What is it that must be called a
‘phenomenon’ in a distinctive sense? . . . Manifestly, it is something that proximally and
for the most part does nor show itself at all: it is something that lies hidden, in contrast to
that which proximally and for the most part does show itself; . . . but at the same time it is
something that belongs to what thus shows itself, and it belongs to it so essentially as to
constitute its meaning and its ground.

(59)

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

3 For an argument to this effect, sec Hubert and Stuart Dreyfus, Mind over Muchine: The
Power of Human Intuitive Expertise in the Era of the Computer (New York: Free Press,
revised paperback edition, 1988).

4 The exception, according to Heidegger. is cultural works of art like temples and
cathedrals, the acts of great statesmen, and the writings of thinkers, cach of which shows the
style by articulating and glamorizing it. Sce Martin Heidegger, “The Origin of the Work of
A1, in Poetry. Language, Thought, trans. Altred Hofstadter (New York: Harpee and Row,
1971).
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I'To Lay bare the honzon within which something like bemy i pencral becomes intelligible
is tantamount to clanlying the possibility of having any understanding of being atall - an
understanding which itsell belongs to the constitution of the entity called Dascin,

(231

Heidegger is still saying the same thing in his last work: Time and Being.” Being
holds itself back *in favor of the discernability of the gift,” that is, of being in regard
to the grounding of what-is.* As White puts it: *“The contribution of the background
practices recedes unnoticed in favor of the things that are.” (5.4)

We come a step closer to White's analysis of death when we see how she draws
on this account of being to explain human finitude. One of White’s most original
and valuable insights is to see that our inability to spell out the understanding of
beng inour background practices is one important aspect of what Heidegger means
by human finitude. Heidegger calls this condition ontological guilt, which he defines
as the structural condition that Dasein cannot get behind its thrownness.” White
jrlosses this as the claim that *our finitude prevents us from . . . turning the background
practices into explicit knowledge.” (5.1) And she adds:

|'T'fhe finitude of knowledge is a matter of its grounding in an understanding of being
which cannot be taken up in conceptual judgments. We should give up our quest for not
only an absolute knowledge of things in themselves, as Kant thought, but also for explicit
knowledge of the source of our knowledge (KPM 245/2291.). The goal of knowing the
presuppositions of our knowledge, so devoutly pursued by Kant, Hegel, Husserl, and
cvery other metaphysician, is unattainable.

(5.1)

Rut, as Heidegger insists, there is nothing wrong with this structural condition that
we can’t make the background of our thought and action explicit; indeed, it serves a
positive function in enabling us to make sense of things at all.

I'rom this *limitation’ there follows a second important aspect of finitude. Alrcady
in Being and Time Heidegger stresses that the practices on the basis of which entities
are understood cannot themselves be justified or grounded. Once a practice has
heen explained by appealing to what one does, no more basic justification is possible.
As Wittgenstein later puts it in On Certainty: *Giving grounds [must| come to an
cnd sometime. But the end is not an ungrounded presupposition: it is an ungrounded
way of acting.™

This view is antithetical to the philosophical ideal of rotal clarity and wltimate
mtelligibility. Heidegger in An Introduction to Metaphysics suggests that there can
he o such metaphysical grounding:

o Martin Hedegger, On Time and Being, teans Joan Stambaagh (New York: Harper and
Row, 1972).

O dhid, poo.

7 Martin Heidepper, Beingg and Tane, po 430

N Ladwip Wittpenstem, On Certainty, cdied by G TEMAnscombe and Gl von Weight
aned transbited by Denes Pauland GENM Aecombe tNew York - Fharper and Row, 1909),
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1t remains to be seen whether the ground arrived at is really a ground, that is. whether it
provides a foundation; whether it is an ultimate ground [Urgrund]; or whether it fails to
provide a foundation and is an abyss [Ab-grund]; or whether the ground is neither one nor
the other but presents only a perhaps necessary appearance of foundation — in other words,
it is a nonground [Un-grund].’

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

So profoundly does finitude entrench itself in existence that our ownmost and deepest
limitation refuses to yield to our freedom (WIM 108/118).
(5.1)

This understanding of finitude leads White to take Dasein, Heidegger’s technical
term referring to us, not as naming individual human beings, but as referring to a
way of being of all human beings, in other words that they live in a world that is
made intelligible by their shared background practices and that these background
practices cannot and need not be made explicit and justified. White, therefore, warns
against all individualistic readings of Being und Time. For her, Heidegger is not an
existentialist emphasizing subjectivity and personal choice, nor is he a romantic
holding that there is a deep inner self to which Dasein is called to be true. Heidegger
s an ontologist interested in the conditions of the possibility of intelligibility, and he
understands that the practices that make people and things intelligible can be pointed
out and their general structure described but that the understanding of being in those
practices cannot be spelled out in detail and given a transcendental or metaphysical
grounding.

I1. The History of Being

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

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

9 Martin Heidegger, An Introduction 10 Metaphysics, trans. Ralph Manheim (New York:
Anchor Books, Doubleday, 1961), pp. 2, 3.
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Entities became objects that could be controtted and secn througeh by caleulation, At cach
time @ new and essential world arose '

It follows that cach time a culture gets a new understanding of being, human
beings and things show up differently. For the Greeks, what showed up and solicited
atiention were heroes and followers along with beautifully crafted things: for the
Christians, it was saints and sinners, and things showed up as temptations and
allegories of God’s plan. There could not have been saints in Ancient Greece; at
hest there could only have been weak people who let others walk all over them.
l.ikewise, there could not have been Greek-style heroes in the Middle Ages. Such
people would have been regarded as prideful sinners who disrupted society by
denying their dependence on God and encouraging everyone to depend on them
instead.

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

As Later Heidegger puts it, world-disclosing is not the creation (schaffen) of a
yenius, but the drawing up (schdpfen) as from a well.'? World-grounding takes place
when a person or a work of art takes up and makes central some marginal practices
alrcady in the culture. A new style does not arise ex nihilo. Marginal practices of
various sorts are always on the horizon. As Heidegger says: ‘In the destiny of being,
there is never a mere sequence of things one after another . . . There is always a
passing by and simultaneity of the early and the late.’'* For example, the printing
jness and Luther were already moving the culture in a new direction, which Descartes
saw as a new individualism and freedom from authority. That idea became central in
his attempt to take over his life and education from the ground up, and made possible
Kint's definition of the Enlightenment as humanity reaching maturity, that is
amtonomy. Heidegger adds:

‘That which has the character of destiny moves, in itself, at any given time, toward a
special moment of insight which sends it into another destiny, in which, however, it is not
simply submerged and lost.™

10 Martin Heidegger, “The Origin of the Work of A" pp. 76, 77.

I Martin Heidegger, Being and Time, Section 1)

1 Martin Heidegger, “The Ongin ol the Work ol At p. 70,

14 Martin Heidegger, “The Thing," in Poctrv, Langaye, Thought, teans, Allved THofstadier
(New York: Haeper and Row, 1971) pp T84 TRS

10 Martin Heidepger, “The question concernmg technolopy,” in The Question Concerning
lechnology and Other Exsavs, tanee Willinn b ovitt iNew York: Thrper ‘Torchbooks, 1977),
p L/
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fails to make clear where his analysis of the inauthentic misunderstanding of death
ends and the authentic ontological understanding of finitude begins."

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

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

The mauathentic anyone sell .. L is dispersed, distracted, and fleeing in the face of its own
death, To be authentic is to recognize the gravity of the task to which one is delivered over
and to ke Tull responsibility for one’s life. Authentic Dascein lives resolutely, coherently,
with “saber oy’ expressing in cach ol its actions a sense of its being-toward-the-end."?

Taylor Carman’s excellent book, *Heidegger’s Analytic: Interpretation, Discourse,
and Authenticity in Being and Time’, offers a profound critique of such moralizing
views. Carman points out that according to this edifying interpretation,

17  White focuses on this basic misunderstanding in Paul Edwards’ ridiculing of Heidegger's
account of death. She rightly dismisses all such interpretations in her article [Paul Edwards,
‘Heidegger on Death: A Deflationary Critique,” The Monist, Vol. 59, No. 2 (April, 1976),
pp. 161-168]. As White says succinctly: ‘T want to argue that the problem which Heidegger is
addressing has been fundamentally misconceived by both these authors as well as many others
... To understand what Heidegger is saying we must make a radical distinction between the
death of a person and the existential death of Dasein.” [ Carol J. White, ‘Dasein, Existence
and Death,” Philosophy Today, XXVIII (Spring 1984), p. 53.]

But the mistake is still being made. For example, Taylor Carman does a careful and
devastating job of showing that Herman Phillipse’s recent discussion of Heidegger on death
in Heidegger'’s Philosophy of Being: A Critical Interpretation (Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press, 1998) is an ‘astonishing misreading’ of the text. See Taylor Carman,
Heidegger's Analytic: Interpretation, Discourse, und Authenticity in Being and Time
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003), p. 278.

18 Jean-Paul Sartre, Being and Nothingness: A Phenomenological Essay on Ontology. trans.
Hazel E. Barnes (New York: Pocket Books, 1966).

19 Charles Guignon, Heidegger and the Problem of Knowledge (Indianapolis: Hackett
Publishing Co., 1983), pp. 135, 136.
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la] concept of death minimally appropriate to hunsn heings as such must be a biographical
notion, a notion of the conclusion or resolution of o human lite understood as a series ol
actions, cvents, episodes, life experiences, and so on. Biographical dying is the ending of
a life inasmuch as that life can be understood retrospectively as a whole, perhaps narrated
in part as a story. Dying, biographically understood in this way, is what Heidegger calls
‘demise’ (Ableben) (291).20

Carman, in contrast, sees clearly that:

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

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

| What Heidegger] is primarily interested in is not the being-at-its-end of human life, but a
sense of end that is tied exclusively to the conceptual framework of Dasein’s originary
way of being, to existence and understanding. Human life stops: neither existence nor
understanding can be said to stop as such, however.2

Blattner thus distinguishes between ‘demise, which is the stopping of Dasein’s
life, and death, which is the end of Dasein in some other sense.”** He goes on to note
that fear of demise is a cover-up of death, which Heidegger says is ‘the possibility of
no-longer-being-able-to-be-there’ (294), the possibility ‘of the utter impossibility of
existence’ (307).

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

Dascin’s being . . . is an ability-to-be. The end or limit of this ability is the inability-to-be.
The condition Heidegger calls “death” is a limit-situation for that ability-to-be, one in
which one confronts this Fmitation . .. This situation occurs when Dascin is beset by

20 “Taylor Carman, op. cit., p. 279.

21 bidi, p. 2720

2 William Blatner, “The coneept of deatlvin Bewg and “Time™, Man and World, 27 (Kluwer
Academic Publishers, 19090 ppo 1970 Repunted i Hubert Dreylus and Mark Wrathall
teds), Heidegser Reexamined, Vol 1 Dasewn, Authenin iy, and Death, (London: Rouatledge,
000), p. 323

"3 Abid, 324 my italies).
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anxiety, in which none of its possibilitics matters to it differentially, in which all are cqually
irrclevant to i

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

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

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

Indeed. it's not clear that Heidegger holds that Dasein can be ready for the sort of
anxicty attack that Blattner equates with death. The text Blattner cites is about how
resolute Dascin is ready for the anxiety of conscience. It turns out that, rather than
being ready for anxicety, the highest form of resoluteness, forerunning resoluteness,”’
is constantly anxions without its world falling apart. Heidegger brings forerunning,
resoluteness, death, and anxicty together in the following summation:

|Forerunning | brings [Dascin] face to face with the possibility of . . . being itself in an
impassioned freedom towards death — a freedom which has been released from the illusions
of the “anyone’, and which is factical, certain of itself, and anxious.?®

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

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

24 Ibid.. p. 325.

25 Ibid., p. 314.

26 William Blattner, Heidegger's Temporal Idealism (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1999), p. 88.

27 For a discussion of Heidegger’s distinction between resoluteness and forerunning
resoluteness, see Hubert L. Dreyfus, *Could anything be more intelligible than everyday
intelligibility? Reinterpreting division I of Being & Time in the light of division 11" in
Appropriating Heidegger. ed. James E. Faulconer and Mark A. Wrathall (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2000).

28  Martin Heidegger, Being and Time. p. 311 (Heidegger's italics removeds my italics added).
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say thatan anxiety attack, for which one cannever be ready, and which one therefore
Hees, is the nearest experience an iauthentie Dasem can have to death.

lnany case, as we shall soon see when we return to Blattner after discussing John
Havgeland's and White's views, the kind of sudden and unmotivated world collapse
experienced in an anxiety attack is the wrong sort ol phenomenon to count as the
ontological breakdown Heidegger calls death.

Taylor Carman’s account of death offers an answer to how one can be constantly
dying, not just ready for death, but it runs into its own problems. Carman sces, like
White before him, that, with his ontological/formal understanding of death, Heidegger
wiants Lo cover,

not just persons but projects, loves, hopes, epochs, cultures, and worlds dying ofl. Loves,
hopes, and worlds die, and not just in a secondary metaphorical sense transferred from a

A}

more basic literal concept of the perishing of organisms or the demisce of persons.?

And Carman, therefore, suggests that death is ‘the constant closing down of
possibilities, which is an essential structural feature of all projection into a future.”™
He adds:

|S|uch things die by dying to us, or rather by our dying to them as possibilities.*!

Our possibilities are constantly dropping away into nullity, then, and this is what Heidegger
means when he says — what might sound otherwise hyperbolic or simply false - that
‘Dascin is factically dying as long as it exists’ (295). To say that we are always dying is to
ity that our possibilities are constantly closing down around us.*?

‘I'his, however, is a very implausible view. Possibilities are also always opening
up. Morcover, as a reader of Kierkegaard, Heidegger could not have had such a
narrow understanding of possibilities. It would be like saying that by making a
Jdetining commitment such as marriage, you close down all the other possible
marriages you might have had. But if your commitment is wholehearted, you sense
it as closing down trivial possibilities to gain ones worth living for.

Besides, the constant closing of possibilities could not be the kind of ontological
dying Heidegger has in view. Carman, like White, is right that the dying of a culture
oralove, like the loss of one’s identity, are ways in which a particular way of being
can il to make sense. As such, each is the total collapse of a current world and
nithes possible the arrival of another. But, for this very reason, Heidegger could not
aceept Carman’s assimilation of death to the constant loss of possibilities cach time
we ke achoice. The gradual closing down ol possibilities does not have the right
ontological structure (o deal with the death of one world and the birth of another. A
campe of worlds, according to Kierkepard and Herdegger, happens ina kind of
decontinuity or leap. Carman’s loss of specilic possibilities is something that happens

Y Taylor Carman, op. et p. 8
WO Thad, p. 285,
o, p. ORI
U dbud p K2
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on the background of a stable world. His interpretation can’t account for Heidegger’s
claim that death is ‘the possibility of the impossibility of any existence at all’ (307),
since this suggests a closing down to the zero point, which the nullity of choice
doesn’t involve. As something that happens in the world, choice simply does not
have the structure of ontological dying — the total collapse of the world that Heidegger
has in mind.*

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

[Wlhereas Charles Guignon ascribes to Heidegger what seems to me an overly robust or
metaphysically optimistic account of the ontological structure of the self, Hubert Dreyfus
sees in the account of forerunning resoluteness what I think is an overly impoverished or
pessimistic conception of authentic existence.* What anxiety reveals, he suggests, is “that
Dasein has no possibilities ot its own and that it can never acquire any.’ * Hence, “anxiety
is the revelation of Dascin’s basic groundlessness and meaninglessness.”

It’s true that in my Commentary 1 avoid all reference to demise by claiming that
death means that Dasein’s identity can never be definitively settled. That is, that
33 Asan explanation ol Heidegger's view of existential dying, or death as a way of life,
Carman’s account faces not only phenomenological difficulties but exegetical ones as well.
Heidegger does, indeed, mention the sort of nullifying of possibilities Carman describes.
Carman quotes the crucial passage:

Having an ability-to-be | Dasecin] always stands in one possibility or another: it constantly
is not other possibilities, and it has waived these in its existentiell projection (331).

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

That this nullity of choice has nothing to do with dying should also be clear from its place
in Heidegger’s exposition. The nullity of choice is mentioned only once and then only in the
guilt chapter; never in the chapter on death. Recognizing this problem leads Carman to the
implausible and unjustified assertion that death is a subcategory of guilt, something Heidegger
never says. In fact it’s clear from Heidegger’s placement of this mention of freedom and
choice in the chapter on guilt that the nullity of choice is a sub-specie of guilt if it is to be
subsumed under any other nullity. More likely, the nullity of choice is supposed to be a third
nullity — the nullity of the present — as opposed to the nullity of guilt, which is the nullity of
the past, and of death, which is the nullity of the future.

34 Ibid., p. 271.

35 Ibid., p. 286. Sec Hubert L. Dreyftus, Being-in-the-World: A Commentary on Heidegger's
Being and Time, Division [ (Cambridge. MA: MIUT Press, 1991), p. 305,

36 Ibid., pp. 286, 310.
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Dasein can never have an “cternal” identity in the sense proposed by Kierkegaard in
I'ear and Trembling, one that defines Dascin for its whole life,” and that alone rules
out the Zimmerman and Guignon interpretation. In my Commentary 1 take this to be
a serious structural lack in Dasein’s way of being. Heidegger does, indeed, hold that
one has to be constantly ready to give up one’s defining commitment, but, as Carman
sces, this vulnerability looks like a negative feature of Dasein’s finitude only to
those with a metaphysician’s longing for absolute certainty.*®

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

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

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

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

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

(194)

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

37 Seren Kierkegaard, Fear and Trembling, trans. Alastair Hanny (Harmondsworth: Penguin
Books, 1986).

38 Carman rightly notes that I made the same mistake in assuming that ontological guilt in
Being and Time means that there is something wrong with Dasein, that is, that it can’t get
behind its thrownness; whereas it is precisely the metaphysical demand that we overcome our
finitude and achicve total clarity about our taken for granted understanding of being that
Heidegger rejects.

39 Julian Young, Heideggers Philosophy of Art (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2001), p. 127.

A0 Ihide, pp. 130 142
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No longer is |death] to be thought of as the “abysmal’, ‘empty’ or ‘negative’ nothing.
Rather, it is to be understood *positively” as the nothing of “plenitude’, the nothing that is
to be sure ‘something completely and utterly Other (Anderes) than entities, but, for all
that, undoubtedly *something (etwas)’ (Gesamtausgabe 15, 363) . . . [A]s Schopenhaucr
succinctly put it, that the ‘Other” of entities is not an ‘absolute’ but only a ‘relative’
nothingness.

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

Understanding one’s (in Kantian language) ‘membership’ [in] the mystical realm of
‘plenitude’ abolishes anxiety, cstablishes one as ultimately secure in one’s world because
one understands, now, that that which surrounds the clearing is no longer abysmal but is,
rather, the richness of all those concealed (and unintelligible) possibilities of disclosure
which, in addition to onc’s cgo, one is.!

But this is & view White would certainly not accept. Young’s idea of plenitude
reifies the worlds that may some day arrive as if they were already fully formed and
waiting in the wings. I, thereby, misses the finitude that White so well shows to be
essential to world-disclosing. Heidegger denies the metaphysical plenitude of other
worlds waiting to be born, and offers, instead, a down-to-earth, finitist account of
that plenitude:

[A [bsenee is not nothing: rather it is precisely the presence, which must first be
appropriated, of the hidden fullness and wealth of what has been and what, thus gathered,
is presencing, of the divine in the world of the Greeks, in prophetic Judaism, in the preaching
of Jesus.

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

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

41 Ibid., pp. 132-133.

42 Martin Heidegger, ‘The Thing.’ op. cit., p. 184.

43 Michel Foucault, ‘Nietzsche, Genealogy and History,” in Foucault Reader. cd. Paul
Rabinow (New York: Pantheon Book, 1984), p. 84. Not all marginal practices. however,
need come down to us from what Heidegger calls our heritage. As my mention of the printing
press suggests, some new practices are introduced by technology: others might be introduced
by cultural invasions, and so forth.
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uncritically to be Heidegger's own views since Heidegger thinks that Rilke is, in the
last analysis, still in the grip ol metaphysies, ™

Liven more implausibly, Young, like Schopenhauer, wants to use this metaphysical
conception of relative nothingness to ground a sort of immortality for Dasein. As he
tells us:

One feels safe, that is dwells, in one’s mortality because, knowing that one helongs also to
the realm of immortality, one can, in the words of Rilke that Heidegger quotes, “face . . .
death without negation’ (Poetry, Language, Thought, p. 125).%

fust as the will, for Schopenhauer, is what is essential while the self is an illusion so
that the will survives the death of individuals precisely because it has nothing to do
with sclves, so Young claims that, for Heidegger, what is essential about cach
individual Dasein, that is, being a world-discloser, somehow survives the individual
vpo's death. He says:

Understanding one’s transcendence transforms one’s world into an unconditionally *safe’
place because one knows that nothing that happens in it can annihilate one’s essential
el e

Hu this talk of a substantive essential self is not at all Heideggerian. Being a world-
discloser is, indeed, what is essential about Dasein but, since Dasein’s openness
ot tinscendence arises from the finite stand it takes on itself through its activity
m the world — that is its essence is its existence — it cannot suffer the loss of its

11 As evidence that Rilke has not worked his way out of the metaphysics of the subject,
Hewdepger cites the very claim to deep inwardness that Young would like to think of as
Hewdepper's own view.

Hewdegger quotes Rilke as suggesting that however vast the world of space and time may

he: ithardly bears comparison . . . with the dimensions of our inwardness, which does not

cven need the spaciousness of the universe to be within itsell almost unfathomable.”
(Julian Young, Heidegger's Philosophy of Art, p. 146)

Another hint that Young mistakenly attributes Rilke’s views to Heidegger is that, alter
duoting o passage on Rilke’s angels, Heidegger says, that the angel is “metaphysically the
s as the figure of Nictzsche's Zarathustra,” [Mactin Heidegger, *What are Pocets For?.”
Pocoy, Langnage, Thought, trans. Alfred Holstadter (New York: Harper ad Row, 1971),
P (Hedegger's italies).

Wihate anticipates Young's mistake when she aphtly observes that “Some remarks that
1tk mithes obviously strike o responsive chord i Plewdepgper, but 1 have resisted quotiag
them un the body ol the paper sinee sortimy out the difference between the two thinkers would
voguire oo muach space.” | Carol ) Winte, " Dasem, Eastence and Deatl,” po o5 Reprinted i
Heowlevper Reexamined, Vol 1, Dasewm, Nathent oy, and Dearh, pe 34030,

o dabian Young, Heddeggers Plddosopdiy of e 143
oo had
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ability-to-be without total annihilation. Or to put it another way, Heidegger never
takes back his claim in Being and Time that Dasein’s essential feature is its
mineness.

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

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

47 John Havgeland, “Fruth and Finitude: Heidegger’s Transcendental Existentialism,” in
Heidegger, Authenticity, and Modernity: Essays in Honor of Hubert L. Dreyfus, Volume 1, ed.
Marh Wrathall and Jefl Malpas (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2000).

AR See John Haageland, Heidegger on Being a Person.” in Heidegger Reexamined: Vol. 1,
Dascin, Authenticity, and Dearh and “Truth and Finitude.” op. cit., footnote 6.

Haugeland points out that Dascin is always a public way of life. According to Haugeland,
then, Heidegger's essential pointis not that death is the death of an individual, but that Dasein
can take over its death in a way that individualizes it. A resolute individual therefore dies to
the extent that his or her way of life does, but that’s far from the whole story. For Haugceland,
then, the Kuhnian account of scientific revolutions is more than an analogy; it is a correct
description of the life and death of scientific Dasein as a way of life.

In this foreword, I’ve limited myself to one aspect of Haugeland’s published account of
death in Being and Time. (I've also left aside his promised account of historicity in Being and
Time and the history of being in Later Heidegger.) I'm thus restricting and distorting his view
in order to bring out an important opposition between an account of world-collapse restricted
to individualized being-in-the-world, on the one hand, and, on the other, White’s claim that,
one can see in retrospect that Heidegger’s account of the death of Dascin was never meant to
be about individuals at all but was supposed to be exclusively aimed at describing the death
of cultures.

49 Haugeland, op. cit.. 73. I would have preferred he said ‘lucidly’ rather than ‘explicitly,’
since lucidly avoids making it secem that this way of life is conscious or reflective, and so it
better captures Heidegger's Kicrkegaardian notion of transparency, that is, letting one’s
unconditional commitment become apparent in every aspect of one’s life.

50 Haugeland, op. cit.. p. 352, footnote 9. One might think that world-collapsc is an event
in the future that, like any possibility, can turn into actuality. If so, it would suffer from what
Carman criticizes as the assumption that death is some possible future event that could become
actual. But world-collapse escapes this objection because the possibility of the annihilation
of a world is the annihilation o «// possibilities, not the actualization of any possibility in the
world.



Feonewaond by Hulwart 1. Drevfuys XXVII

This interpretation makes sense ol Dascin’s forerunning into death as o way of
hle that is constantly ready for radical transformation. It fits Heidegger's remark
that:

|FFlorcrunning discloses to existence the uttermost possibility of giving itself up and thus
shatters any rigidity in the existence rcached at any time.
(308)

Iaugeland explains:

| Tjolding itself free for taking it back belongs just as essentially to existential responsibility
as does sticking to it as long as one reasonably (responsibly) can. The cexistential
understanding that belongs to resoluteness —. . . just is perseverant being toward death.™

‘I'hus, on Haugeland’s account, ‘being-towards-death’ in Being and Time means
working steadfastly to preserve one’s identity and world, while also being able to
yrive them up. For example, I have to be open to the possible collapse of my identity
~hould my marriage fail or should my project to change my culture be no longer
relevant. As Haugeland once said: ‘Resolute Dasein sticks with its identity without
petting stuck with it

Haugeland’s use of Kuhn supports the interpretation that resolute Dascin must be
wnsilive to anomalies in its life and, moreover, be ready for a possible crisis in
which these anomalies reveal that its identity is no longer livable.’ In the face of
«ichaerisis, resolute Dasein must lucidly accept the collapse of its world, its *way
ol lite.” so as to be open to disclosing a new world in which these anomalics make
sense and are central.

Haugeland has not yet published the obvious extension of his analysis of Dasein’s
death as world-collapse to cultural epochs. In her book, White explicitly makes the
move |laugeland is poised to make, and applies the Kuhnian model not just to
imdhvidualized ways of life but also to cultural styles. She also takes an exegetical
“lep beyond Haugeland in grounding the analysis they share in the relevant texts.
she notes the following suggestive passage from an essay by Heidegger on
I"armenides:

| VIhe essence of mortals calls upon them to heed the call which beckons them toward
death. As the outermost possibility of mortal Dascin, death is not the end of the possible
but the highest shelter (the gathering sheltering) of the mystery of calling disclosure
(G 101/248),

0.4

o Haapeland, op.cit, p 7L

o more detarled account of the vale ol anomiabies, see Charles Spinosa, Fernando
Uloves and Hlubert Deeylus, Disclosing New Worlds D otrepaencursing, Democratic Action,
cnd the Cultivation of Solidariy (Cmbodpe NP RIEE Press 199 7y especially Tootmote 25
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Young would no doubt give this passage a metaphysical, quasi-Schopenhauerian,
interpretation according to which the gathering sheltering that calls for disclosure
would be other possible worlds, somehow waiting in the wings to be actualized. If
one remembers, however, that gathering is for Heidegger the way the practices collect
together to call to thinkers and artists to bring a new world into being,* one can
understand the ‘gathering sheltering’ calling for disclosure as the marginal practices
themselves moving towards a new coordination and thus bringing forth a new style.

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

As White points out, already in Being and Time we hear that human beings sense
(anxiously) that they live in a finite, ungrounded, and vulnerable world so that it is
always possible that their world will cease to make sense. Human beings as cultural
preservers therefore feel called to work hard to preserve the intelligibility of their
current world. Indeed. they cannot preserve what they would otherwise take as fixed.
They could not actively preserve marriage, for instance, if they thought that it was
divinely ereated and preserved in heaven. They could only honor it. Only by knowing
that everything hnman, cultural, and so forth is vulnerable does preserving or
transforming, it make sense. Thus, only if there is the constant possibility of their
waorld becoming impossible is there room for human begins to fulfill their essential
nature as world-disclosers. In Later Heidegger, the cultural world is seen to be
ungrounded and so constantly threatened. Thus everyone is called to understand his
or her self as a world-preserver, which also means each one must be ready to accept
the pain of the collapse of the shared world and to begin anew.

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

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

53 When Heidegger wants to emphasize this nonmetaphysical sense of how new
understandings of being arise, he calls the way practices gather into a new style to bring
things out into their own, "Ereignis,” usually translated as ‘the event appropriation.” Thus, in
Time and Being he can say that the Ereignis sends being (op. cit., p. 19).

54 Evenin very late Heidegger when he is talking of things thinging, mortals are described
as those who die, which presumably means those who while contributing to the temporary
world set up around a thing such as a celebratory meal, at the same time accept its
ungroundedness and vulnerability. See Hubert Dreyfus and Charles Spinosa, *Highway bridges
and feasts: Heidegger and Borgmann on how to affirm technology,” Man and World, Vol. 30
(1997).
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teuth of being [ie., being able 1o pve up one’s Linnlen world while being receptive to a
strange new understanding of bewy HIED Phis sacrihiee as the purest experience of the
voice of being” (P 166172491

2.0

This passage also bears on Blattner's understanding of death as an anxiety attack.
Readiness for anxiety would be readiness for a sudden and unmotivated breakdown
ol the world. It is hard to see what such readiness could be. How is it humanly
possible to commit oneself to one’s world (or identity) and at the same time envisage
that at any moment it could stop making sense? It seems clear that, in the case of
death, readiness for world collapse cannot mean imagining what it could be like and
heing ready to give up one’s world, but, rather, being open to the vulnerability of
one’s world, and that means not building up defenses, that is not resigning onescll o
living in the world of the Anyone. So far, Blattner, Haugeland, and White could all
apree.

The important difference between Blattner and Haugeland/White is that, for
Blattner, death as an anxiety attack is an unmotivated and sudden collapse of all
meaning, whereas for Haugeland and White death or world-collapse is motivated
hy anomalies and takes place gradually, although, like any world transformation
like falling in love or grieving, for example — world-transformation, like a gestalt
swilch, takes place in a special temporal way that Kierkegaard calls an Instant
(Angenblick). One can’t experience it in incremental steps. Such a transformation
1equires a willingness to let the old world go, to make a sacrifice as Later Heidegger
sitys above, which is not like being hit out of the blue. Blattner’s account is true to
carly Heidegger’s description of the phenomenon of anxicty, but that precisely
precludes it being an account of the phenomenon of the death of cultural worlds — a
phenomenon that both Haugeland and White argue Heidegger is groping towards in
Reing and Time. According to White, this is the phenomenon that Heidegger only
linally succeeds in describing when he talks of the sacrifice involved in letting go of
one’s current cultural world to make way for another.

‘Thus, White goes beyond Haugeland’s published account of death in Being and
lime by seeing that comparing being-towards-death with revolutionary science is
not just a way of getting a grip on what Heidegger means by Dasein’s authentic
being-towards-death as a way of life, as if being-towards-death were always
someone’s way of life. Rather, coming back to the death chapter in Being and Time
f'rom her reading of Later Heidegger, White sces both the parallel and the difference
hetween individual being-towards-death as accepting the vulnerability ol an
individual identity, and world-preserving in (he face of the vulnerability of « whole
cultural world. She says:

|'T [hroughout Heidepger's discussion ol the nanthentie and authentic views of death he
tacitly relies onan analogy o propottion between my demise as i personsimd my exastential
death as Dasein, Fam o my death quarpecaonae Dasem [bemp o the world s o s death
quirDase | thatis, world collapeas | Tobothespececbeontrontanothmgness unpeneteable
tomy understmdimg sod deathe consntonea st ol Cothes side ™ 1o what s The tent
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analogy, which lets him say similar things about both conceptions, actually hinders the
distinction from being as clear as it should be?s

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

What, then, for White is death as a cultural way to be? A culture is an
ungrounded world. (1) Ungrounded worlds harbor the constant ‘possibility of the
impossibility of any cxistence at all’. (2) Thus cultures require world-preservers
who make sacrifices o keep them alive. But (3) being-towards-death is a world-
preserver’s readiness to give up a culture and let the world go, when the culture no
longer makes sense. (4) This is a prerequisite for receiving a new understanding of
being.

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

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

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

(2.5)

55 Carol J. White, "Dascin, Existence and Death,” p. 63 op. et p. 341
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V. Summary

We have now examined cight dilferent ways to interpret Heidegger on death and
dving. To sum up, I'll group them by category in the order of their increasing
plausibility.

I Death is the inevitable event that ends a human life. an event that Heidegger

culls demise.

) The simplest and most clearly mistaken way to understand Heidegger on
death is to think of death as the event at the end of a human lite when that life
is annihilated, and to think of dying as the name for this process. (Sartre,
Edwards, Philipse)

Ih) More sophisticated, but still repudiated by the text, is the view that, while
demise is the end of Dasein’s possibilities, dving is a way of life that takes
account of the certainty of that final event. Thus, dying, or being. towards
death, as a way of life gives life seriousness, and a narrative structure, and so
makes possible a life that makes sense in terms of a beginning, middle, and
end. (Zimmerman and Guignon)

Death is not demise at all.

i) Death is the closing down of possibilities. Each choice I make makes some
other courses of action impossible. (Carman)

I Dascin is essentially an ability-to-be and death is having an anxicty attack in
which Dasein loses its ability to be. Dying would then be readiness for anxicty.
(Blattner)

Vo Hewdegger is formalizing death and dying, and so treats death as a structural
feature of all human lives.
a1 The negative version sees death as the structural condition that an individual s

wlentity can always be lost. Dying is, then, the resigned, heroic acceptance
ol this condition. (Dreyfus)

I The positive version holds that what is essential about human beings  that
they are world-disclosers — survives individual death. So identifying oneselt
with one’s capacity as a world-discloser makes possible a *good death.” (Young)

I Death s equated with world-collapse, and dying is understood as readiness for
winld collapse.

A Death is equated with the sort of world-collapse that can befall individual
human beings, and dying is staking all on one’s current world, while sensing
its vulnerability and being ready and able to give itup il it can’t be made 1o
work. (Haugeland)

by Death s equated with the sort of world-collapse that can befall o cultural
cpoch, and dying is striving to preserve the culture’s understanding of being,
while being ready to sacrifice it when conlfronted with anomalous practices
that portend the arrival ol a new cultural world. (White)

White sees the individual and the cultard accounts of death as opposed, and holds
et Hlerdepger fmally aroves anthe Batter view Aathentie Dasenns o lacCa harhinger
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of & new understanding of being,”™ she contends, and she cites texts that clearly
show that Later Heidegger thinks more and more about the death of cultures, and
hardly at all about the death of particular human beings. Still, Haugeland is right
that, while Heidegger in Being and Time is never concerned with the physical death
of particular persons, he is, nonetheless, describing a possible way of life of individual
human beings in the face of death.

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

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

2.7

According to White, once we see how the dying of individuals relates to the death of
cultures, we are in a position (o grasp the understanding of death and dying Heidegger
is groping for.

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

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

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

56 Ibid.. p. 64, op. cit., p. 342.
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the culture open o the anomalies that may eventually ead 1o its collapse, at the
satme ime remaining receptive (o the niarginal practices that may become central
and ground a new world,

Once we appreciate the different phenomenon revealed by cach interpretation,
we can see that these phenomena are isomorphic so that one does not have to choose
one interpretation at the expense of the other. Rather, we can abstract the structure
ol death and finitude from each interpretation and so sce that, for cach, death is
world-collapse, and authentic dying means both resisting world-collapse by
preserving and trying to make sense of anomalies, while at the same time remaining
open to possible world-collapse, thereby being able, should it happen, to accept it
« making possible a new beginning. If we are authentic, we are always actively
pneserving or transforming. Indeed, preserving and transforming cach imply the
other. One can only preserve what is transformable. One can only transform what
equires preserving.

V. Conclusion

“o b, all contributors to the above discussion of Heidegger's understanding of
death cither identify death with demise, or else deny that death as a structure
weantiated in individual or cultural world-collapse has anything at all (o do with
the event at the end of a human life that Heidegger calls demise. But, if one is to do
(mhice to the phenomenon and to the text, it is important to be clear that those who
wlentily death with world-collapse need not deny that the structure of world-collapse
canalso be instantiated in a terminal condition coextensive with the event of demise

m wlieh, as in all instances of world-collapse, *Dascin is no longer able to be
there " (19,

We must bear in mind that, when Heidegger says that death is “the possibility of
the abmalute impossibility of Dasein,” he is not making the biographical point that
I s carrent world will some day collapse. Heidegger is clear that the existential
eecability of death is a possibility that can never become actual in the way something
mnderdood as potential can finally be realized. Yet Dasein does finally ccase to exist
Lo pronnd.

Lhe, there seems to be an important difference between terminal death, so (o

pealand all other forms of existential breakdown. Even if, as White so convincingly
anraen, by their very nature as disclosive, both an identity and a world must be
cednerable, still, an individual might be lucky enough never to experience the fuilure
of s on heridentity, and the members of culture need not experience culture-collapse,
Vodconversely, one can actually experience identity and world: collapse only if the
collapre e question is not the terminal one,

One G, of course, abstract from these didferences and areive at a lormal’
caedental ontological conception ol death that covers both the repeatable and the
fval verstons, What makes death “possible,” ne specral sense ol possible, then, s
ned that it can never become actual, but that, ke all fonms af exastential ontological
culnerability, st has o be taken up by Duescnsand Tived mea way that alfects its life
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from beginning to end. Heidegger tells us that, “The authentic possibility of the
being of death is grasped only when the relationship to this possibility is such that it
is thereby understood as a certainty of my being.’" Death, then, becomes, as White
puts it, a way of life. In this sense, all forms of ultimate vulnerability are equally
certain. Still, there is something special about the final collapse of being-in-the-
world; terminal death, unlike other forms of world-collapse, is inevitable.

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

Here death as cerrain and death as inevitable part ways. 1 can be certain of my
vulnerability to identity or world-collapse as a possibility without ever experiencing
it, but the terminal death that is co-extensive with demise, while, indeed, an instance
of vulnerability, is inevitable, not just possibly inevitable. Thus, the existential death
co-extensive with demise must be lived with a paradoxical combination of putting
cverything at stake in living one’s identity, while at the same time acting in a way
that is open o its inevitable (not just possible) final collapse.

Thus, something like demise comes buck, requiring some interpretation. Even
when we are clear that death can’t be a future event, we are left open to Sartre’s and
Camus’ conviction that, however one describes the non-event that terminates our
lives, it might well make all our previous commitments seem absurd. Just how is
one supposed Lo live steadfastly putting one’s identity at stake while at the same
time being open to its inevitable utterly final collapse? This is where phenomenology
seems to leave off and ontology or faith must take over.

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

57 Martin Heidegger. History of the Concept of Time: Prolegomena, trans. Theodore Kisicl
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1985), p. 317.

58 Piotr Hoftman, ‘Dasein and “its” Time," Blackwell Companion to Heidegger, ed. Hubert
L. Dreyfus and Mark A. Wrathall (forthcoming) points out that Heidegger says in Being and
Time that “a “time” has been allotted to Dasein,” (463) and uses this quotation and others like
it to support his claim that the sort of death Heidegger is analyzing in Being and Time must,
like demise, be individual, inevitable, and terminal. But this notion of an allotted time alone
does not distinguish individual death from cultural death. Cultures too have their allotted
times and invariably die. But neither does the notion of an allotted time support the counter-
claim that both the inevitable and final end of a human life and the contingent collapse of an
identity or of a cultural world are instances of the same structure. Indeed. since Heidegger
can’t say that terminal death is necessary but only that itis inevitable, i is hard (o see how 1o
state the distinetive differences among the ways cultures imvariably die,adentities possibly
diccand individual teemmal death s wevitable.
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ancability-to-be does, indeced, coltapse, but something remains aware of the collapse
and survives o open a new world.™ In terminal breakdown, as far as we can tell,
awateness and world-disclosing are over for good.

The deep confusion in the death chapter in Being and Time — a confusion that
White notes but that her single-minded focus on cultural world-collapse docsn’t
allow her to see — is that sometimes Heidegger is proposing a formalized account of
the essence of existential-ontological collapse in general,® and sometimes he is
yving an account of the distinctively final character of terminal death, which, if
ewential, would prevent it from being merely another instance of existential-
ontological breakdown. What White’s approach does enable one to see, however, is
that Heidegger may well have thought of distinctive, terminal, individual death as
the essential or paradigm case, in Being and Time, but that Later Heidegger came to
thik of the death of cultural epochs as essential or paradigmatic.

I'hus the complexity in the phenomenon itself leads Heidegger to lay out two
caistential-ontological accounts of how to live in the face of death that arc in tension.
e one White brilliantly works out and defends takes world-collapse as essential
aned so gives an account of demise merely as an instance of existential-ontological
hieakdown, ignoring the distinctive character of physical death’s inevitability and
hinality. In White’s version of Heidegger’s account of finitude, one is called constantly
to experience one’s vulnerability with anxiety, but one also senses that this
vulnerability is a necessary condition of the joy of being a world-discloscr, so that,
lar from fear of my inevitable demise, Dasein’s authentic attunement to the world
while disclosing it is anxious joy. As Heidegger says: ‘Along with the sober anxiety
which brings us face to face with our individualized ability-to-be, there goes an
mishakable joy’ (358).

But Heidegger is rightly unwilling to take a stand on whether there is an afterlife
waiting for something like Dasein. He is clear that *if *death” is defined as the “end”
ol Dascin —that is to say being-in-the-world - this does not imply any ontical decision
whether “after death” still another being is possible’ (292). Heidegger is therefore
not poing to give us advice as to how to live our lives in the face of the inevitability

"9 This raises the difficult question: just what survives world or identity-collapse so as (o
he aware that collapse has occurred? Clearly. Dasein, as being-in-the world is preciscly no
longer there. Heidegger would certainly resist the Cartesian claim that what survives is
consciousness. What must survive, then, is what survives the breakdown of Dascin in an
anxacty attack, the lack of a world, or what Heidegger calls naked thrownness or the that it is
and has-to-be (174). Heidegger says all that is left in an anxicty attack is an “individualized®
solus ipse’ (233). which we must presumably understand not as a sell-sulficient Cartesian
subject and not as part of some larger AllL but as pure. isolated, world-needy minencess, But,
here, even a master phenomenologist like Heidegger may have run up against the limits of
phenomenology.
o0 Rlatner claims, i eltect. that we should treat anxiety attacks, although they are neither
mevitable nor terminal, and are not a response (o the anomalies i the current world, as
another torm ol world collapse refated o deah That seems to be i plaastble proposal, but it
nithes Herdepper's job ol tindimy a tormal ontologacal level of deseription that COvers the

caential features of all ways that Daeem becomes impossible, even moe didfiealt
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of the terminal collapse ol our being-in-the-world. He can say that we are called to
live the possibility of this final collapse, as we are called to live the possibility of all
forms of world-collapse, by breaking out of the inauthenticity of the Anyone that
sces death as a future event that can be ignored for now. Thus, *the analytic makes
forerunning resoluteness basic as an ability-to-be which, in an existentiell manner,
is authentic’ (360). But, in the end, Heidegger was enough of a phenomenologist to
realize that there was nothing positive he could say about how to live a life taking
account every moment that it is bound to end in total annihilation. He does not claim
that in this case existential-ontology can give us binding guidance. ‘Existential
Interpretation will never seek to take over any authoritarian pronouncement as to
those things which, from an existentiell point of view, are possible or binding’ (360).

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



Editor’s Preface

Carol White died suddenly on 1 October 2000 from pneumonia. Before her death
she was preparing to resume work on this book, which she started more than twenty
years ago.

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

At the time of Carol’s death I was working as her research assistant and typist. In
hindsight it seems I was really working as Carol’s student. That is, having a student
worker in the house allowed Carol to do what she loved most: write about and teach
lcidegger. One of her favorite passages in Heidegger’s corpus was the following,
from the ‘Letter on Humanism’:

To embrace a ‘thing’ or a ‘person’ in its essence means (o love it, to favor it. Thought in a
more original way such favoring [Mdgen] means to bestow essence as a gift. Such favoring
is the proper essence of enabling, which not only can achieve this or that but also can let
something essentially unfold in its provenance, that is, let it be. It is on the ‘strength” of
such enabling by favoring that something is properly able to be.

(L1 220)

This passage might serve as a perfect epigraph for this book. On the one hand, il
scems to express the goal of most scholars: namely, to serve the very essence ol
one’s subject. On the other hand, it also expresses an ideal important to most teachers:
to enable one’s students, as Pindar and Nietzsche would say, to become who they
are, to develop the capacities and characteristics unique to them. Carol may
accomplish both of these lofty goals with this book.

Mark Ralkowski






Heidegger’s Texts and Translations

‘This two-part section provides the key both to the works by Heidegger cited in my
discussion and to the translation of his important terms clustering around the German
verb “sein’ (to be) and those related to ‘Zeit’ (time).

I. Translating ‘Being’ and ‘Time’

('hoosing a vocabulary in which to write about Heidegger’s work is the most difficult
decision facing an English-speaking author. [ introduce most ol my attempts to capture
Heidegger’s meaning as I need them, but I must begin with a few remarks about the
words that cluster around the keynotes of his constant theme: being and time.

English versions of Heidegger’s works translate the terms derived from the verb
“sein’ (lo be) in different ways. I translate these terms as follows:

Nein (the infinitive made a noun by capitalization) = being, to he

seiend (participle) = being

days Seiende (participle used as a noun) = what-is or (less frequently) the entity,
depending on grammatical context

cin Seiendes = something-which-is'

To remind the reader that we are talking about the significance of a verb when
we ask the question of being, I will sometimes use the paraphrase ‘what it is to
be’, although it is awkward English. The reader should be warned in advance,
however, that, despite its usefulness in countering some misunderstandings of

I [In her original manuscript, following what was once standard practice in Heidegger
scholarship, the author translates Sein as *Being’ (with a capital B). However, as she hersell
warns, the upper-case initial can casily “mislead one into thinking that Heidegger is talking
about seme kind of super-substance or thing, ¢.g. God." That crror is insidious and persistent,
as Heidegger himself is often at pains to point out. Morcover, it should be recalled that all
nouns are routinely capitalized in German; the only reason translators ever capitalized “Bemg!
in English was o differentiate it from (lower-case) *being’ for Seiende. Many English
anslations and scholarly works now dispense with the convention of capitalizing, the word
and instead seek alternatives for Seiende so as to avoid that lexical ambiguity. Since, as she
cxplains below, the author translates that fatter term by “what-is,” we have changed *Being " to
heing” throughout, to conform to current practice and to avoid onnecessary confusion, Finally,
since the author hersell sometimes uses “entity " to teanslate Seiende, we have subsgituted thit
term for those few mstances in which she has wroitten (lower case) “hemg,” Fditor's note. |
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what Heidegger means by “Sein,” this paraphrase tends to lead us into the basic
assumption of metaphysics which Heidegger is trying to counteract: the assumption
that the meaning of ‘to be’ turns out to be a ‘what,” that is, a thing, a property. and
SO on.

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

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

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

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

However, translating ‘das Seiende’ with ‘being’, as Terrence Malick does in his
translation of The Essence of Reasons, frequently seems grammatically unclear and
awkward. My translation of ‘das Seiende’ as *what-is’ tries to capture the singular
reference of ‘Seiende’ as well as the fact that we are saying that this something ‘is.”
This translation is also used by William Lovitt in his translation of the Heidegger
essays collected in The Question Concerning Technology and Other ssavs. At the
risk of alienating those people who arc already offended at Heidegger's hyphenated
jargon, I insert the hyphen to remind the reader of the technicalness of the term and
to help grammatically in such sentences as “The being ol what-is s revealed ina
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MNash ol insight.” When grammar requires it occasionally Tuse ‘entity " as a substitute
lor “what-is.™

Another key group of words relates o the issue of time, or “Zeir.” These terms
also require a special note, particularly for this book’s discussion. | shall translate
“Zeitlichkeit® as ‘timeliness’ and ‘Temporalitét’ as *Temporality.” The latter translation
is standard, but I propose the former at the risk of some confusion.

“Zeitlichkeir’ has been traditionally translated as ‘temporality,” but 1 have a
number of reasons for preferring my proposed translation of ‘timeliness.” First,
the distinction between ‘Temporalitit’ and ‘Zeitlichkeit,” and hence an important
aspect of the architectonic of Heidegger’s framework of analysis, has gone
unnoticed when the English terms are distinguished only by the initial capital
letter. Indeed, perhaps this slight typographic distinction has encouraged the
obliteration of the important conceptual difference. A recent translation has failed
to distinguish the terms at all, translating both with ‘temporality.” (Sce Theodore
Kisiel’s translation of Prolegomena zur Geschichte des Zeithegriffs, HCT, pp. 154/
196 and 158/201.)

Not only does my translation make the distinction orthographically obvious, but,
my second reason, it parallels the etymology of the German terms. “Zeitlichkeir’
literally means timeliness, but our term ‘temporality’ is derived from Latin, as is the
German ‘Temporalitdt.”

Thirdly, the ordinary sense of the term ‘timeliness’ captures an important feature
ol Dasein’s Zeitlichkeit in its relation to the Temporality of being, as I will explain in
the text. And finally, the use of ‘timeliness’ will continually remind the reader that |
am advancing a new account of Zeitlichkeit which, unlike so many interpretations
ol Heidegger’s notion of temporality, does not view it as simply an experience of or
attitude about time.

I lcave the initial ‘t’ of “Temporality” capitalized. following the practice of the
common translation of *Temporalitit,” in order to help prevent confusion of my use
ol the term with the usual translation of ‘Zeitlichkeit.” When I speak specifically ol
the *“Time’ that characterizes the Temporality of being I also will capitalize the term
in order to differentiate it from clock-time or the “primordial time’ of Dascin’s
timeliness. When quoting, paraphrasing, or referring to Heidegger’s comments,
however, 1 will leave the ‘t’ uncapitalized. In Heidegger’s works the *7z” of *Zeit" is,
of course, always capitalized as the initial letter of a noun. Thus Heidegger's own
vocabulary does not differentiate these different sorts of *Zeir® except indirectly.

1. 'Texts

References to works by Heidegger are included in the text in parentheses. When
sueeessive quotations or paraphrases in a paragraph come from the same passage,
the reference is given after the last one. Al emiphasis in quotations is Heidegger's,

2 IWe have substituted “entity” Tor the aathor™s ortpinal “the being ™ See note Labove,
Lihitor's note. |



xin Time and Death

Since so many of the references are to Being and Time, and since the pagination
of the twelfth edition of Sein und Zeit is given in the margins of both the Macquarrie
and Robinson translation and Joan Stambaugh’s recent attempt, references to this
work will simply give the page number of that German edition in parentheses. A
numeral followed by an asterisk indicates the page number from the Appendix of
the fourteenth German edition of Sein und Zeit where Heidegger’s marginal notes
on his own copy of the work are collected.”

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

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

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

List of Abbreviations for Heidegger’s Works

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

‘Vom Wesen und Begriff der Physis. Aristoteles, Physik B, 1,” Wegmarken,
Vol. 9 of the Gesamtausgabe, edited by Friedrich-Wilhelm von Herrmann.
Frankfurt am Main: Klostermann, 1976.

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

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

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

Gelassenheit. Pfullingen: Neske, 1959.

3 Niemeyer republished the fourteenth edition of Sein und Zeit in 1972 and added the
Appendix of Heidegger’s marginal comments in 1977, Harper and Row published the
translation by John Macquarric and Edwin Robinson in 1962; Joan Stambaugh’s effort came
out through SUNY Press in 1996. The latter includes Heidegger's marginalicin their original
location in his copy of the text.



LGT

IR

w
HCE
!

HCT

HS

mn

Heidegger's Tevs and Translations xlin

Furly Greek Thinking, translated David Farrell Krell and Frank A, Capuzzi.
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‘Der Spruch des Anaximander,” Holzwege, Vol. 5 of the Gesamtausgabe (1977).
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Pfullingen: Neske, 1978.
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and Row, 1973.
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Northwestern University Press, 1969.
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‘On the Essence of Truth,” Basic Writings, edited by David Farrell Krell.
New York: Harper and Row, 1977.

‘Vom Wesen der Wahrheit,” Wegmarken.

Hegel's Concept of Experience, no translator identificd. New York: Harper
and Row, 1970.

‘Hegels Begriff der Erfahrung,” Holzwege.

History of the Concept of Time: Prolegomena, translated by Theodore Kisiel.
Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1985.

Prolegomena zur Geschichte des Zeitbegriffs, Vol. 20 of the Gesamitansgabee,
edited by Petra Jaeger. Frankfurt am Main: Klostermann, 1979.

Heraclitus Seminar 1966/67, translated by Charles Seibert. University ol
Alabama: University of Alabama Press, 1979.

Heraklit: Seminar Wintersemester 1966/67. Frankfurt am Main:
Klostermann, 1970.

Identity and Difference. Translated by Joan Stambaugh. New York: Harper
and Row, 1969.

Identitéit und Differenc. The German text appears at the end of the above
cdition,
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Yale University Press, 1959,

Einfiihrung in die Metaphysik. Tiibingen: Niemeyer, 1953.

Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics, translated by James Churchill.
Bloomington, Indiana: Indiana University Press, 1962.

Kant und das Problem der Metaphysik. Frankfurt am Main: Klostermann,
1973.

‘Letter on Humanism,’ translated by Frank Capuzzi, in Basic Writings, edited
by David Farrell Krell. New York: Harper and Row, 1977.
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‘Preface’ (Letter to Fr. Richardson), translated by William Richardson.
Heidegger: Through Phenomenology to Thought. The Hague: Martinus
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facing the translation.

The Metaphysical Foundations of Logic, translated by Michael Heim.
Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1984.

Metaphysische Anfangsgriinde der Logik im Ausgang von Leibniz, Vol. 26
of the Gesamtausgabe, 1978.

Nietzsche: Volume One, The Will to Power as Art, translated and edited by
D.F. Krell. San Francisco: Harper and Row, 1979.

Essays drawn from Nietzsche I, 3rd edition. Pfullingen: Neske, 1961.

Nietzsche: Volume Two, The Eternal Recurrence of the Same, translated
and edited by D.F. Krell. San Francisco: Harper and Row, 1984.

Essays drawn from Nietzsche I and Vortrige und Aufsditze.

Nietzsche: Volume Three, The Will to Power as Knowledge and as
Metaphysics, translated by D.F. Krell, J. Stambaugh, and Frank Capuzzi,
and edited by D.F. Krell. San Francisco: Harper and Row, 1987.

Essays drawn [rom Nictzsche I and Nietzsche 11, 3rd edition. Plullingen:
Neske. 1961.



N4

OWA

OWL

PDT

PLT

QCT

Heidegger's Texts and Translations xlv

Nietzsche: Volume Four, Nihilism, translated by Frank Capuzzi and edited
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translated by Albert Hofstadter. New York: Harper and Row, 1971.

‘Der Ursprung, des Kunstwerkes,” Holzwege.

On the Way to Language, translated by Peter Hertz. New York: Harper and
Row, 1971.

Unterwegs zur Sprache. Pfullingen: Neske, 1959.

Parmenides, translated by Arthur Schuwer and Richard Rojcewicz.
Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1992.

‘Plato’s Doctrine of Truth,” Philosophy in the Twentieth Century, Vol. 3,
edited by William Barrett and Henry Aiken. New York: Random House,
1962.

‘Platons Lehre von der Wahrheit,” Wegmarken.

Poetry, Language, Thought, edited and translated by Albert Hofstadter. New
York: Harper and Row, 1971. This collection of essays includes:

“The Origin of the Work of Art,” pp. 15-87, translation of *Der Ursprung
des Kunstwerkes’ in Holzwege.

‘What Are Poets For?,” pp. 89-142, translation of ‘Wozu Dichter?” in
Holzwege.

‘The Thing,” pp. 163-186, translation of ‘Das Ding’ in Vortrige und
Aufsdtze.
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Sprache. Pfullingen: Neske, 1959.
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‘The Age of the World Picture,” pp. 115-154, translation of ‘Die Zeit des
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The Piety of Thinking, translated by James G. Hart and John C. Maraldo.
Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1976.

‘What Are Poets For?” in Poetry, Language, Thought, edited and translated
by Albert Hofstadter. New York: Harper and Row, 1971.

“Wozu Dichter?,” Holzwege.

‘The Way Back into the Ground of Metaphysics,” Existentialism from
Dostoevsky to Sartre, 2nd edition, edited by Walter Kaufmann. New York:
New American Library, 1975.
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Metaphysik?”,” Wegmarken.

What Is Called Thinking?, translated by J. Glenn Gray and Fred Wieck.
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Was Heisst Denken? Tiibingen: Niemeyer, 1961,

‘What is Metaphysics?” Basic Writings, edited by David Farrell Krell. New
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‘Was Ist Metaphysik?,” Wegmarken.,
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Author’s Preface

Thomas Kuhn reports offering the following maxim to his students:

When reading the works of an important thinker, look first for the apparent absurditics in
the text and then ask yourself how a sensible person could have written them. When you find
an answer, I continue, when those passages make sense, then you may find that more central
passages, ones you previously thought you understood, have changed their meaning.!

Reading these remarks, I realized in retrospect that this is what happened (o me in
trying to understand Martin Heidegger’s Being and Time and the works that came
after it.

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

I looked at Heidegger’s text again with Edwards’s criticisms in mind, but, unlike
Edwards, I was operating under the assumption that Heidegger was a scnsible man.'

| Thomas Kuhn, The Essential Tension: Selected Studies in Scientific Tradition and Change
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1977), p. xii.

2 Paul Edwards, Heidegger and Death: A Critical Evaluation, Monist Monograph Series
(La Salle, Illinois: Hegeler, 1979). This monograph combines and expands two carlicr essays:
___. ‘Heidegger on Death as Possibility,” Mind, LXXXIV (1975), pp. 548 500.

____. ‘Heidegger and Death: A Deflationary Critique,” The Monist, Vol. 59, Nao. 2 (April
1976), pp. 161-186.

3 See the following essays:

Lawrence Hinman, ‘Heidegger, Edwards, and Being-toward-Death,” Southern Journal of
Philosophy, XVI (Fall 1978), pp. 193-212.

John Llewelyn, *The “Possibility” of Heidegger’s Death,” Journal of the British Society for
Phenomenology, Vol. 14, No. 2 (May 1983), pp. 127-138.

Jamshid Mirfenderesky, ‘Concerning Paul Edwards™ “Heidegger on Death™ A Criticism,”
Jowrnal of the British Society for Phenomenology, Vol. 13, No. 2 (January 1979), pp. 120 128,
Dan Magurshuk, “Heidegger and Edwards on Sein-zum-Tode.” The Monist, Vol. 62, No. |
(anuary 1979), pp. 107 118,

- Recent revelations about his political and social views may mike me question his good
sense in that reahn, but his peasp of omtological issues and the history of philosophy is not so
ohviously brased and petty
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As a result, I noticed remarks to which T had never really paid attention before and
confronted head-on a problem about the structure of Being and Time which had
always vagucly bothered me.

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

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

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

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

This new interpretation of Heidegger also short-circuits many traditional criticisms
of Heidegger’s views, something which T occasionally indicate in the course of my
exposition. Such eriticisms are often the verdiet ona view that s read into Hewdepgper
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only to be then dismissed as wrong-headed, a process we might call circular
criticism. While I may claim the virtue of greater consistency for my account, Falso
cheerfully acknowledge that Heidegger's own philosophy would suggest that we
are all in a better position to understand his insights after fifty ycars because they
have now become a part of the conventional wisdom of “the Anyone,™ Heidegger's
personification of the common opinion. His view shows up in accounts of knowledpe
in the physical sciences, in the assumptions of social sciences, inart and film, perhaps
even in popular culture in general, but does so in ways ignorant of their origins.

Now that these insights into the nature of culture and history have filtered down
into the culture at large, we can make Heidegger intelligible in a way that perhaps he
himself could not. I have chosen to try to make the best possible case for Heidegger
that I can, and, in doing so, to make him more intelligible to those people with a lony
acquaintance with his work, to those with a long aversion to i, and 1o (hose, most
hoped for of all, who are just starting to pursue an interest in it. In the Introduction,
I briefly place the problems with which Heidegger is dealing in the context ol issues
in contemporary Anglo-American philosophy in order to locate him for the Latter
two audiences. The approach and language of the book accommaodate the novice,
but the content offers food for thought for the Heidegger scholar.

My aim in this book is to make Heidegger’s position as clear and as convineing s
possible. I try to rest my case on works by Heidegger that are available in Linglish
translation in order to make him accessible to this wide range of readers. Many
quotes are provided not only to back up my case but to show that Heidegper's
convoluted remarks can be explained, even simply so. I quote freely from the whole
chronological range of Heidegger’s works since one of my basic premises, justificd
cxplicitly in Section 1.4 and tacitly throughout my whole analysis, is that he spent
his life saying, to use his term, ‘the Same.’ There is no distinet “carly” and “Lute’
Heidegger, in my view, only earlier and later ways of saying the same thing.,

[t would be easy enough to criticize Heidegger repeatedly for his murky and cryptic
writing and perhaps even his willful obscurantism. But in the end such eriticisms
are rather boring and beside the point if a philosopher has something interesting (o
say. Kant once remarked: “There is no art in being intelligible if one renounces all
thoroughness of insight.’® Heidegger does have something insightful o say, and Ins
dense writing results from the complexity and depth of the issues with which he is
dealing.

I do think that Heidegger has a very interesting vision of the nature and Iistory of
philosophy, and I think that this is the issue with which he is primarily concerned,
even in the discussion of death and time. Reading him as any sort of an existentiahist
was a mistake on our part, as he himself repeatedly said. So that the reader has some
taste of what is to come, let me say that 1 read Heidegger as being much less hike
Sartre and much more like Hegel and Marx than most commentators do. Neither s

S Hewdegger's termois “das Man.’
O Tmmnuel Kant, Fandeamental Principles of the Metaphysic of Fthics, ansbved by Thonas
Abbott, 10t edion (honpgmans, Green and Co F9 p 30 T hike this Enprhish teanslation’s

prthy version ol this sentencee,
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Heidegger much like Husserl, in whom an interest in the history of philosophy and
culture is almost totally missing.

I do not present my view of Heidegger’s analysis of time and death as a
comprehensive or final interpretation of his thoughts on these issues. In any
philosopher worth his salt, and Heidegger is, there will always be something more
and something new to see. As Heidegger himself says, there is no final interpretation
of a thinker, no Plato or Kant ‘in himself.” Such a Plato or Kant would be ‘something
dead’ (MFL 71/88) — dead in a sense which this interpretation tries to clarify.
Commenting about Parmenides, Heidegger amplifies: ‘The dialogue with Parmenides
never comes to an end, not only because so much in the preserved fragments of his
‘Didactic Poem’ still remains obscure but also because what is said there continually
deserves more thought’ (EGT 100f./248). My work pushes forward into the future
the dialogue with Heidegger.



Introduction

Before we can deal specifically with Heidegger’s analysis of death and the finitude
of time we need a general account of Heidegger’s philosophical project. In the first
introductory section I discuss Heidegger’s notions of *being’ and ‘Dascin® and why
he finds it necessary to pose the ‘question of being.’ In sections 2 and 3 Lindicate the
role that an understanding of being plays both in everyday life and in philosophy.
The last section of the Introduction provides a glimpsc of the issues of time and
death on which our investigation will focus.

0.1 Being and Dasein

Throughout his philosophical career Heidegger posed what he calls “the question of
being.” We could also say that Heidegger poses ‘the question of what it is “to he.™!
As Heidegger suggests in the first section of his major work Being and Time, published
in 1927, this now seems to us to be a curious, superfluous question. Do we not know
what we intend to say when we use the various conjugations of the verb “to be™! He
points out, however, that the question did indicate a lively issuc for debute amonpst
the ‘giants’ of Greek philosophy. Indeed, Heidegger begins Being and Time with
one of Socrates’ sly comments to an interlocutor: “obviously you have long heen
aware of what you intend to say when you use the expression “*being.” We, however,
who used to think we understood it, have now become perplexed’ (1). Like Socrates,
Heidegger wants to raise questions that will perplex us when we think about whit
things ‘are.” He asks, what is the meaning of being?

Heidegger argues that we are distinct from other sorts of things precisely in that
we ask the question of what it is to be. Other things just are; they do not reflect on
their being. But we make an issue of both what it is to be them and what it is to be us
In fact, Heidegger says, in our ‘very being, being is an issue’ (11). Our very way ol
being places being in question. Furthermore, we do not just ask the guestion of
being, we propose an answer to it by taking a stance toward the matter. Heidepper
calls us *Dasein,’ or literally ‘being-there,” playing on the ctymology of the term.
We are the “there” where being or what it is to be is revealed.”

I The word *being” translates Heidegger's inlinitive *Sein.” Sce "Hewdepger's “Texts and
Translations™ for an explanation of my translation of “Sein” and related tens.

2 In Heidegger's words, the *Da” where "Sein” on the “to be’is reveaded. His term " Dasem’
has been imported into Enghsh to captore this meaning,
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This unique way of being Heidegger labels “existence,” again playing on the
supposed etymology of the word.* The prefix ‘ex-’ indicates ‘out’ or ‘from,” and the
root of the word comes from the Latin verb “sistere’ which means ‘to make stand.’
Dasein both ‘stands out’ from being or makes an issue of it and takes a stand toward
being or answers the question of being in a particular way. In Heidegger’s vocabulary,
only Dasein ‘exists’ as taking a stand toward or understanding being. Other creatures,
for example, rocks, trees, horses, and God, are, but they do not ‘exist’ (Way 272/
374f.). To emphasize the technical meaning of the term, Heidegger will later spell it
‘ek-sistence.’ As we shall see, Dasein has given various answers to the question of
being since it was first raised in ancient Greek culture.

Heidegger’s notion of being does not refer to some ethereal, other-worldly
substance or property or to something independent of our ways of dealing with
things. Being is the being of the things we find around us. As Heidegger puts it,
being is always ‘the being of something-which-is’ (9).* ‘Das Seiende,” Heidegger’s
term for ‘something-which-is’ or ‘what-is,” is one of Heidegger’s more crucial terms,
and a term which is difficult to translate and to grasp.® We will discuss its meaning
in detail in the second section of Chapter 1. Roughly put, the term refers not just or
simply to individual things, such as a rock or a tree or a hammer, but to a thing or
kind of thing distinguished by a certain way of being. Thus, for Heidegger, nature,
history, God, space, and number are each a type of ‘what-is’ (BPP 10/13). When we
ask the question of being, we are asking both what makes things distinct from one
another and what makes them the same.

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

3 His term is *Existenz.

4 Heidegger’s phrase is “das Sein eines Seiendes.”

5 See ‘Heidegger's Texts and Translations’ for an explanation of my translation of ‘das
Seiende.’

6 Inadiscussion of this leading question of metaphysics in An Introduction to Metaphysics,
Heidegger comments that a claim such as *In the beginning God created heaven and carth’ in
no way answers the question of why there is what-is rather than nothing, and it is not even
related to it. Cf. IM 7/6.

7 Perhaps this is unfair to animals. Heidegger usually takes the position that animals do not
have any understanding of being or language, or any “world® in his technical sense. (See PET
T3/61, LH 206/326,. WIT 221/ 1711 WICT G127 and IM K2/6210) At other places, however.,
he remarks that while plants ine Sworld Tess, ammials are “world poot,” suggesting that animals
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Only humans say ‘is’: we say, for example, “The catis on the mat,” *Her house is
yellow,” “The ship is moving at ten knots,” “This portion is equal to that one,” *Mary
is like her mother,” and *Venus is the Morning Star.” In saying “is” we desceribe things
in certain positions, attribute properties to them, cquate them with other things,
identify them, and so forth. Individual things, such as cats, houses, portions, Mary,
are not the only things which ‘are.” So are the characteristics which we attribute (o
them, for example location, color, motion, equality, resemblance, identity, and so
on. Of course, the different senses of ‘is” used in these sentences have long been
discussed philosophically. Heidegger is well aware of the different semantic uses ol

‘is,” but this is not the only issue he has in mind when he asks what it is *to be!’

Heidegger wonders why we encounter things which are — things in the broad
sense which includes properties, activities, processes — rather than the *no things” of
the animal’s life. The question that guides metaphysics is a question about the
character of such things and our relationship to them. Why do human beings encounter
what-is, raising tacit or explicit questions about what things are, while animals merely
eat things, climb them, and so on?

Heidegger answers this question by suggesting that a distinctively hunian activity
lets us encounter what-is rather than ‘no thing.” Most philosophers immediately
assume that this distinctive characteristic of human beings is our apparently unique
form of self-conscious consciousness and our ability to formulate thoughts. We not
only are aware of things; we are aware of our own awareness and can conceptualize
it into explicit thoughts such as ‘the cat is on the mat.” However, Heidegger denies
that consciousness is the most basic, original way that we encounter things. He says:
‘Consciousness is only possible on the ground of the there, as a derivative mode of
it.” The ‘there’ is the ‘there’ of ‘being-there,’ of the Da-sein in which being is revealed.
Heidegger insists Dasein’s ‘existence’ involves at its most basic level a ‘standing
open for’ things which is quite different from being conscious of them. He comments:
“The there is the clearing and openness of what-is, as which a human stands out.
Representation, the knowledge of consciousncss, is something totally difterent’
(HS 126/202f.).

The knowledge of consciousness is the explicit representation or thinking, that “x
is y.” Heidegger claims that both explicit consciousness itself and its representative
power are only possible on the ‘ground’ or against the ‘background’ ol an
understanding of being as it reveals itself in the ‘there’ of Dasein. We understand the
being of things not primarily by thinking about them explicitly but rather by dealing
with them in our everyday activity. In his Basic Problems of Phenomenology
Heidegger gives us his most concrete description of this activity. He suggests that
philosophers tend to overlook its occurrence because they focus on our conscious
representation and explicit thinking. Heidegger comments that FFichte's philosophical

do have some sort of minimal context of signilicance. (See his extended discussion i Die
Grundbegriffe der Metaphysik, Vol. 29730 of the Gesantausgabe (1983), Part Two, Chapters
2 and 3: 261-293. Compare PET AS/350) Animals may have a radimentary network ol
significance grounded in their “practices” (or oms), but they do not have a Linpuape which
pives them an understanding of bemy
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advice to his audience to “think the wall and then think the one who thinks the wall’
indicates the typical approach of philosophers. He remarks:

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

(BPP 162/231)

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

Heidegger describes this context of activity:

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

(BPP 163/231f.)

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

This context of activity is ‘unthought’:

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

(BPP 163/232)

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

This understanding of being is, Heidegger claims, a priori both in refationship to
our dealings with specific things and our explicit thinking about them. That is, it is
a necessary precondition of such individual relationships, Calling upon Kant's
notion of the a priori for support, he adds that “a priori means that which makes
what-is as what is possible nehar and how iis" (BPP 3244161). But for Heidegger,
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the a priori arises out of the requircments of involved activity, not, as tor Kant,
those of knowing objects as a spectator. Elsewhere, in the context of a discussion of
Plato, he explains:

... from the point of view of being itself — that is, vicwed from the presence ol what
endures in the unconcealed - likeness or equality, for cxample, is proteron, previous,
compared to things that are alike. Equality already unfolds cssentially in the unconcealed,
likeness ‘is” before we, with our perceiving, explicitly view, observe, and indecd consider
like things as alike. In our relationship to similar things, equality has alrcady come into
view in advance.

(N4 1611./217)

In Heidegger’s terminology, the ‘unconcealed’ is the recalm of practical activity where
things can show themselves as doorknobs, seats, walls, and so on. Heidegger arpues
that our ability to deal with things indicates an a priori or *in advance” understanding
of what they are. Explicit perception of the likeness of things or of their being can only
occur on the basis of our relating to things ‘in advance’ as equal or as things with a
certain sort of being, as, for example, we do when we use doorknobs in the sime way.

0.2 Cultural Background Practices

Heidegger calls Dasein ‘being-in-the-world’ in order to indicate how cssential this
involved, practical ‘know how’ is to its way of being. As being-in-the-world Dascin
*stands open’ for the being of what-is. What-is reveals itsell” as, for example,
‘ready-to-hand’ as doorknobs, seats, walls, steps, and so on, when we turn them, sit
on them, find our way about, and accomplish our projects.* Even hefore we explicitly
think of what they are, things reveal themselves as rich with significance. Doorknobs
refer us to doors, keys, movements of our bodies, possibilitics of privacy, and so on,
Heidegger calls this feature of Dasein’s being ‘transcendence.” Having specific
conscious beliefs, desires, and so on, about things derives from our activitics in this
network of significance. Intentionality, which involves specific conscious
relationships to represented states of atfairs, is ‘founded on Dascin’s transcendence
and is possible solely for this reason’ (BPP 162/230). We use doorknobs as doorknobs
and on this basis come to have certain beliefs about them.

Heidegger would agree with Wittgenstein’s remark that ‘children do not lein
that books exist, that armchairs exist, etc. etc., — they learn to fetch books, sit in
armchairs, etc. etc.” When Wittgenstein asks two paragraphs later, *Does a child

& What-is is ready-to-hand’ as we use it as a tool 1o accomplish our tasks. The sime thing
becomes “present-at-hand’ when simply observed as a discrete, independent object. Anitem
of nature such as a rock is ready-to-hand when used as, for example, a hammer, but is present
at-hand when viewed as just an isolited entity. For further discussion of this distinction, see
Chapter 1. Section 1.2,

9 Tudwig Wittgenstein, On Ceptaingy, edied by GEM Anscombe and GLHE von Wi ht and
translated by Denis Paul and GUEML Anscombe (New York, Tharper and Row, 1909), p.62¢,
cntry /6
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belicve that milk exists?,” he seems to find the alternative answers puzzling.'” The
child has not formulated conscious beliefs about the milk, and it is pointless and
misleading to say that the child cither believes or does not believe that milk exists.
The child simply drinks the milk. And, as we shall see, according to these two
philosophers, the adult’s behavior is also not appropriately described as founded
upon a running commentary of beliefs, either conscious or unconscious oncs.

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

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

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

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

10 Ibid.. p. 63e, entry 478.

11 1T am using the word ‘cultural’ simply to locate and identify the scale or scope of the
social practices. Heidegger himself uses the term “culture’ to refer to a particular epoch in the
history of being when the arts and ‘cultured’ life were taken to be the “crowning glory’ of
social activity. See ‘Mectaphysics as History of Being,” EP 13/412f. and 22/423f.

12 See Helmut Morsbach, ‘Major Psychological Factors Influencing Japanese Interpersonal
Relations,” Studies in Cross-Cultural Psychology, Vol. 11, edited by Neil Warren (New York:
Academic Press, 1980), p. 320. The two main studies to which Morsbach refers are:
W.A. Caudill and H. Weinstein, ‘Maternal Care and Infant Behavior in Japan and America,”
Psvchiatry, 32 (1969), pp. 12-43, and Caudill and C. Schooler, *Child Behavior and Child
Rearing in Japan and the United States: An Interim Report,” Jowrnal of Nervous Mental Disease,
157 (1973), pp. 323-338. Lam indebted to Hubert Dreylus for this reference,

13 T am also indebted to Hubert Dreylus for this anccdote. The remark was made (o him in
a conversation,

14 Wittgenstein, On Certainty, po15¢, enry 98,
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doing, not by explicit and formal instruction. Indeed, what we learn tacitly and
informally is more essential to our acquisition of an understanding of being, than
anything we can learn by conscious deliberation or a process of rational inference.
Iiven Aristotle, who is associated with the view that human distinctiveness consists
of rationality, commented that ‘Man differs from other animals in that he is the one
most given to mimicry and learns his first lessons through mimesis.™”

We may not think about, or even be able to describe, activity we engage in
constantly. For example, we learn very quickly that the socially appropriate distance
between two persons in a conversation depends on the age. sex, and relationship of
the people who are talking and the nature of the conversation, for example whether
it is a matter of business, gossip, discipline, or courting. Most of us are not ¢ven
aware of the variation of distance and would be hard put to conceptualize itin all its
nuances even if it is pointed out to us.

Pierre Bourdieu, a French anthropologist who studies North African cultural
groups, provides examples that illustrate Heidegger's notion ol an understanding, of
what it is to be human. He says succinctly: *“What is essential goes without saving
because it comes without saying.”'® No onc is ever old what the appropriate
conversational distance is. An outside observer like an anthropologist. or sociologist,
or psychologist, can formulate a rule which describes a person’s actions, for example
that Mary stands twice as close to family members as (o fcllow workers. However,
Bourdieu suggests that such talk of rules hides, even from the people themselves,
the fact that their practical mastery is a ‘learned ignorance,” *a mode of practical
knowledge not comprising knowledge of its own principles.”'” To support his point,
Bourdieu notes that the ‘moves’ in the ‘game’ of maintaining one’s honor in such
societies are not formally or explicitly learned. Bourdicu comments about this “panme’
of honor:

... the driving force of the whole mechanism is not some abstract principle (the principle
of isotimy, equality of honour), still less a sct of rules which can be derived from it but the
sense of honour, a disposition inculcated in the carlicst years of life and constantly reinforeed
by calls to order from the group, that is to say, from the aggregate of individuals cndowed
with the same dispositions . . .1

‘This notion of a ‘disposition” is similar to Heidegger's concept of “foundedness” on
“situatedness,” which refers to how things matter to Dasein or how it finds itself
caring about things." In response to the situation, Dascin’s ‘understanding” projects
the types of actions that are possible responses to the demands of one’s sense ol
honor.* As Bourdieu suggests, a set of rules or a “mechanical model” constructed by
1S Aristotle, Poetics, 1448b.

16 Pierre Bourdieu, Qutline of a Theory of Practices, transhated by Richard Nice (Cambiidype:
Cambridge University Press, 1984), p. 167.

17 Ibid.op. 19

1IN Ibid., p. 141

19 Hewdegper'stermos “Befindlichhen,” which Dwill transbine as Ssiatedness.”

200 Heidepper's termis “Verstehen.”
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an outside observer *would at best be to the man of honour’s regulated improvisation
what an etiquette handbook is o the art of living or a harmony treatise to musical
composition.””!

Such practical activities not only do not arise out of conscious or explicit thinking
or knowledge of rules; the activities in fact underlie and make possible the particular
concepts we use. The well-known relativity of language to culture provides simple
illustrations of this point. The old saying that Eskimos have two dozen words for
different types of snow, which seem indistinguishable to people in warmer climates,
tells us something about the cultural activities and ‘situatedness’ of this group of
people. The Paiute Native Americans have a language which allows them to
discriminate topological features in a highly refined and exact way, much more so
than in English. Their life depends on such descriptions since in their barren, desert
homeland ‘complex directions may be required for the location of water holes.’* It
is also not surprising that the Navaho, another desert people, would use the same
word for our ‘gray’ and ‘brown’ and another single word for our ‘green’ and ‘blue.’*
Their activities take place in a world where grays and browns run together in infinitely
subtle shades and plant life is severely restricted. Why would they need to discriminate
these colors? What use would such a discrimination have? Wittgenstein comments:
‘A child must learn the use of color words before it can ask for the name of a color.”
The need for the discrimination of colors arises in our cultural practices.

In regard to a more sophisticated level of practices, Thomas Kuhn has pointed out
that a scientist’s use of a particular apparatus in his attempts to discover the nature
of things ‘carries an assumption that only certain sorts of circumstances will arise.”*
For example, Kuhn suggests that Priestly’s commitment to his original test procedure
was ‘simultaneously a commitment to the non-existence of gases that behave as
oxygen did.’** Only a change of procedure allowed oxygen to reveal its nature.
Heidegger makes this point but at a much more general level. Our cultural practices,
the tools we use, and how we use them in even the most mundane things like cooking
dinner or driving a car, carry with them a commitment to what and how things will
reveal themselves to be.

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

21 Ibid., p. 11.

22 Paul Henle, editor and author of the sections from which these quotations come, Language,
Thought, and Culture (Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press, 1958), p. S.

23 Ibid., p. 7.

24 Wittgenstein, On Certainiv, p. 72¢, entry S48,

25 Thomas Kuohn, The Structure of Sciemtific: Revolutions, 2ud editton (Chicago: The
University of Chicago Press, 1970), p.So

26 Ibid.. p. 00,



Introduction I}

have any literal meaning apart from such a background context, John Scale
comments:

For most sentences of the *Cat is on the mat’. *Bill is in the Kitchen®, "My car has a (Tat tire”
variety, the background assumptions are so fundamental and so pervasive that we don’t
see them at all.?’

Here Searle suggests that ‘assumptions’ about, for example, the working of gravity,
which keeps cats on mats and not floating half an inch above them, make us contident
that in the normal context of life on Earth we do not have to examine more closely
what we seem to see before we assert that ‘The cat is on the mat.” However, in the
context of rocket ships in outer space or stage props and cats rigged for Peter-1"an - like
feats, the meaning of our sentence changes.*®

In his more recent book Intentionality Searle argues that it is mislcading (o suppest
that this background context is made up of ‘assumptions,” as if it consisted of o sel
of beliefs which become unconscious through long duration. Scarle suggests thi
terms such as ‘assumptions’ or ‘presuppositions’ must be ‘literally wrong, because
they imply the apparatus of representation with its propositional contents, logical
relations, truth values, directions of fit, etc.” Still, Searle uses the label *preintentional
assumptions’ or ‘preintentional presuppositions,” which he himself regards as
‘apparently oxymoronic,” in order to avoid terms like ‘practices’ or ‘stances’ which
he considers inadequate because they do not indicate that the phenomenon in question
is mental.” Now Heidegger would disagree with Searle on this point. Since his
notion of Dasein is intended to undercut the traditional mind/body dualism, he would
not argue that the phenomenon is mental as opposed to bodily. But otherwise, their
notions of the background and its relation to explicit conscious or representational
thought are quite similar.

For example, Searle distinguishes two important theses:

I am claiming first that Intentional states are in general parts of Networks of Tntentional
states and only have their conditions of satisfaction relative to their position in the Network.
Versions of this view, generally called ‘holism’, are quite common in contemporary
philosophy; indeed a certain effortless holism is something of a current philosoplienl
orthodoxy. But I am also making a sccond, much more controversial claim: in addition to
the Network of representations, there is also a Background of nonrepresentational mental

27 John Searle, ‘Literal Meaning,’ in his Expression and Meaning (Cambridge: Cambradpe
University Press, 1979), p. 133. Searle articulates an increasingly Heideggerian view in lus
works. His philosophical discussions with Hubert Dreyfus, who developed the interpretation
of Heidegger which connects the understanding of being with cultural background practices,
have proven very beneficial to both the analytic and the continental strands of contemporary
philosophy. For a similar analysis applicd 1o the issue of artificial intelligence, see the
‘Introduction to the Revised Edition™ ol Drevius® What Computers Can't Do vevised edition
(New York: Tharper and Row, 1979),

28 Ibid., p. 131

20 Scale, huenttonaluy (Cambridpe: Cambodpe Uimversity Press, 1988 po 150,
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capacities; and in general, representations only function, they only have conditions of
satisfaction that they do, against the nonrepresentational Background.0

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

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

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

It takes a conscious effort to prise them off and examine them, and, incidentally, when one
does prise them off it tends to produce an enormous sense of annoyance and insecurity in
philosophers, linguists, and psychologists — or at any rate such has been my experience.*?

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

30 Ibid., p. 20f.

31 Ibid., p. 142.

32 Secarle, ‘Literal Mcaning.” p. 133.

33 Inthe carlier essay, Scarle’s view sounds at times more like Husserl's than Heidegger's.
asstmptions”

.

He seems to suggest that one can achieve some sort ol solid ground by making the
explicit, as if they were behiels that provided the support Tor one’s cartent assertions or acts,
but that the assumptions are ifinte and sooas the tash ol analyzae theme e leaves open the
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In another recent work Richard Rorty acknowledges the cmotional response to
another, similar discovery. He suggests that the ‘horror which greeted Quine’s
overthrow of the dogmas and Kuhn’s and Feyerabend’s examples of (he
“theory-ladenness™ of observation’ was a result of the fear that we could no longer
use ‘contact with the real as the touchstone of truth.” Rorty cxplains:

For if we once admitted that Newton was better than Aristotle not because his words
better corresponded to reality but simply because Newton was better able to cope, there
would be nothing to distinguish science from religion and politics. It was the ability to tell
the analytic from the synthetic and the observational from the theoretical that was all that
stood between us and ‘irrationalism.”*

This ‘horror’ arises from a fundamental question about how words relate to the
world, how concepts and theories let us talk about things, how beliels about what
things are relate to how things are.

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

Ever since idea and category became sovereign, philosophers have tormented themselves
in vain, seeking by every possible and impossible stratagem to explain the relation between
statement (thinking) and being - in vain because they never again carricd the question of
being back to its native ground and soil, thence to unfold it.

(IM 1901./1-15)

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

question of whether such an analysis can be carried out to any significant degree. Fora similar
view about the infiniteness of the endeavor but amore positive view about its feasibility and
importance, see Husserls comments in " Phitosophy and the Crisis of European Man® abot
the “infinity of tasks™ that await a philosophy thit would become the foundation of the scientitic
cndeavor, CEPhenomenology and the Coses of Plulosophy, tanslated hy Quentin Lauer
(New York: Harper and Row, 190%), pp 162 E and 171

W Richard Rovty, Philosophy and the Mo of Nature (New Haven: Yale University Press,
19K ). p. 287
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0.3 Philosophy and the Understanding of Being

For Heidegger philosophy in its traditional garb as metaphysics rests on a particular
cultural understanding of what it is to be. Philosophy is a unique endeavor which
began in Ancient Greece because of the understanding of being which arose there.™
To this day both philosophy and Western civilization have remained within the circuit
set up by that understanding.

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

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

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

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

35 Inaremark about “Western-European philosophy,” Heidegger comments in an aside that
‘there is no other, neither a Chinese nor an Indian philosophy.” Western-European philosophy,
he suggests, is defined by its concern with the differencee between what is and its being (WICT
224/136).

36 Sce Scetion L3 for a discusston ol Herdegper's notion ol authenticty.
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development. Life in them could go on in the same routines century after century,
millennium after millennium.

Of course, in Western culture we are not always explicitly making an issuce ol
what it is to be. In Heidegger’s view most of us never do so consciously. To be
Dasein is to have an understanding of being, but most of the time a particular
understanding of being is taken for granted. In his Introduction to Metaphysics,
Heidegger comments that the question of what it is to be is *a hidden ground of our
historical Dasein. This it remains even, and particularly, when, self-satisficd and
busy with all kinds of things, we move over this ground as over a flimsily -covered
ubyss” (IM 93/71). However, the questionable character ol things can hecone
manifest at any moment. Suddenly, in anxiety, we wonder what things «are.

But what starts people questioning what it is to be? How did Dascin receive o
‘foundation’ in Ancient Greece which nevertheless kept it in continual suspense for
the following 2500 years? How does philosophy arise out of such questonmg?
Hcidegger’s answer to these questions depends on one of his most important but
most obscure notions, that of ‘the ontological difference.’

Heidegger talks about ‘the difference between being and what-is’ (11 50/116).
The context of our cultural practices differs from the things that show up in it. Such
a difference is, he argues, ‘pre-ontological.’ It is apparent in Dasein’s understanding
of being as we go around the world in our daily business, whether or not we formulate
aconception of what it is to be or explicitly develop an ontology. However, since the
distinction is latent in Dasein’s way of being, it ‘can become an explicitly understood
difference.” When the distinction between being and what-is is explicitly prasped,
Heidegger calls it the ‘ontological difference’ (BPP 319/454). The ontological
difference both inspires and grounds ontology or thought about the being of what is.

The difference between being and what-is is, put another way. the difference
between the ‘unthought’ context of activity and things as we think about them. ™ For
Heidegger the relationship underlies the history of the understanding of ey and
the history of philosophy which responds to it. In “The Onto-theological Constitution
of Metaphysics,” Heidegger contrasts his position with Hegels in a way thal
illuminates this point. He suggests Hegel sees the impetus for thinking abowt the
nature of what-is as lying in what has already been thought about it while he hinisel!
‘does not seek that force in what has already been thought” but rather looks for it *in
something that has not been thought and from which what has been thought recerves
its essential space’ (ID 48/114).

Hegel thinks that the force of each thinker’s thought lies in the ways it can be
incorporated into Absolute Spirit as one of its stages. What has been thought has
significance in so far as it can be taken up into the next stage of thought, just as, for
cxample, the contradictions of stoicism were taken up and resolved by skepticism,
37 The word “Abyss™ transhtes Heidegpger's “Ab-grund,” losing some ot its etymologcal
connections and richness of meantg i the process, includiog its connection with “Grand,”
which is translated as “pround” at the bepmnimg ol the quotation,

3 Unthought” does not oean “ticonscions " We are quite conscions of the doorknob, chanrs,
and so ons otherwese we wonld never bind oue way around.



14 Time and Death

which in turn was taken up and transformed by other-worldly Christianity. What
cannot be thus taken up falls by the wayside on the march of Spirit.

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

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

Heidegger makes the point with the metaphor:

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

(Way 266/366)

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

The background practices go unnoticed despite their fundamental role in
articulating our world into constituents about which we can explicitly think and
ltalk. What is ‘unconcealed’ is what we deal with in various ways: doorknobs, seats.
walls, ways of maintaining one’s honor, and so forth. Being itsclf is not what shows
itself; it is concealed, not ‘unconcealed.” But Heidegger calls being the “unconcealing’
since it lets what-is show up.

This point leads us to the more controversial aspect of Heidegger's general thesis
about philosophy’s relationship to an anderstmding. of being. Thus Far we have a
point with which, at feast onits most peneral level and divested ol its obscure
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language, Wittgenstein, Searle, and Rorty might agree. But Heidegger thinks that
there is more to the relationship between being and what-is than this distinction
between background practices and explicit thought about the nature of things. Here
we get a more distinctively Heideggerian point, and one that is harder to buy. He s
comimitted to the notion of a history of being.

Heidegger believes that half way between the phenomena of being and what is,
neither unconcealed nor irretrievably concealed, lies the being of what-is. Being
bridges the difference between being and what-is by manifesting itself as the being
ol what-is, something which changes historically. After suggesting that Dascin
receives its ‘foundation’ in ‘the West for the first time in Greeee,” Hewdepper
comments:

What was in the future to be called being was set into work, setting the standard. Fhe
realm of what-is thus opened up was then transformed into what-is in the sense of God's
creation. This happened in the Middle Ages. This kind of what-is was again transtonmed
at the beginning and in the course of the modern age. What-is became an object that could
be controlled and seen through by calculation. At cach time a new and essential world
arose.

(OWA 761./0:41.)

‘The being of what-is shows up in different ways in our history, and in this passage
Heidegger argues that the understanding of being has undergone two majm
transformations since the days of the Ancient Greeks. For the Greeks, what-is was
something that came forth and showed itself as phusis; for people in the Middle
Ages what-is was what was created by God; for the modern age what-is is what ¢an
be manipulated and dominated by the human subject. Being is *setinto work " in, fo
cxample, a work of art, to which Heidegger refers here, or pocetry, a philosopher™s
writing, or even the founding of a state, all of which serve (o focus the culture’s
understanding of the being of what-is and bring it to our attention.

Understanding the being of what-is does not necessarily mean being explicily
aware of it, any more than we are explicitly aware of the doorknob as i thing when
we deal with it. Most of the time we relate to what-is as having a certain way ol
being without explicitly recognizing this being. Heidegger says:

... itis not necessary that the relationship to what-is, even though it anderstinds the hey
of what-is, must explicitly distinguish this understood being of what s from th
something-which-is to which it relates itsell, and itis still less necessary that the distimetion
between heing and what-is should be comprehended conceptually ar all.

(BP1 3IRA Y

The being of what-is is “most apparent, and yet we normally do not see it and, i
we do, only with difficulty (WICT 110/47).

A people’s understanding ol the being ol what is is apparent in the way they deal
with things. Treating what-is as God's ereation s guute different thin treating e as
stull to be dominated and manipulited for our own purposes. According (o Heidepyer,
the different ways that things appear to usand hence mvate these diflerent responses,
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are not just a matter of our personal attitude toward them or how we explicitly think
about them. According to Heidegger, it is a matter of how being ‘comes to be” as the
being of what-is, of how it lets what-is show itself in the ‘there’ of Dasein.

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

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

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

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

Strictly speaking, Greek has no equivalent for the English word (or the German or French
for that matter) ‘thing,” and in the singular it was not easy to designate “a thing,” for *(t0)
on’ meant ‘what really exists’ and what this was depended on the metaphysics of the
speaker.

See Havelock, *“The Linguistic Task of the Presocratics,” in Language and Thought in Early
Greek Philosophy, edited by Kevin Robb (La Salle, Hlinois: The Hegeler Institute, 1983),
p. 63.

40  The awkward “heingness” translates Heideggper's “Seiendheit,” avoiding the even worse
“what-is-ness.” Heidegger notes i this quote that he uses the idea of “gathenng” to capture the
Greek notion ol Megein”
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their immediate context of signilicance and, i doing so, forgets being as the
‘unthought.” Heidegger insists that the relationship between what-is and being reniins
unthought in this metaphysical approach.

With Plato and the thinkers who came after him, being is regarded as just one
more something-which-is. Heidegger does not simplistically argue that philosophical
thought turns being into an object. The term *what-is’ refers (o universals as well as
individuals — to essences, properties, conditions, and processes as well as “things™ in
the narrow sense. For example, Plato thinks of the being of what-is as idea. Heidegper
suggests that, when being itself is thus regarded as the most universal genus, the
distinction between being and what-is appears to consist in ‘looking away from
(“abstracting™) all the particularities of what-is in order to retain the most universal
as the “most abstract™ (N4 156/211). Hence being is regarded as the most abstract
something-which-is. The verb ‘is,” in this view, appears as the most abstract, most
universal characteristic that you can attribute to something-which-is. We say ‘18’
about things as diverse as Mary, colors, motion, equality, numbers, and so on, so this
“isness’ must be something very general for so many different sorts of things to have
it in common.

In metaphysical thinking, being has ‘come to be” as the being of what-is in various
ways. Being has elicited the response from thinkers that it is idea, ousia, substantia,
actualitas, perceptio, the transcendental making possible of the objectivity ol objects,
the dialectical mediation of Absolute Spirit, the historical process of production,
and the will to power positing values (TB 7/7 and 56/62). All of these insights are
small steps within the three major epochs in the understanding of being: the Greeh,
the medieval, and the modern. We will explore them and their origin in more detinl
later in Chapters 6 and 7.*' But now I simply want to make Heidegger™s point that
the thinkers have always thought of the being of what-is by assimilating 1t to the
what-is side of the ontological difference while the background context is ipnored.

The forgottenness of being to which Heidegger continually refers is not, however,
aresult of some simple absent-minded forgetfulness or ignorance on the part ol the
philosophers. Rather ‘the forgottenness of being helongs to the selt veiling essence
ol'being’ (EGT 50/364). The ‘unthought” is the background against which all explicut
thinking about what-is comes into focus. But il the background is ipnored, then
what shows itself in the foreground scems as arbitrary and ultimately inexplicable
as Rorty thinks all philosophy is.

Heidegger believes that the distinction between being and what-is 1s both the
impetus and the ground of ontological thinking, whether or not it is recopnized as
such. Heidegger comments:

41 [Because Carol’s White's book was incomplete at the time of her death, the unfoshed
Tinal two chapters (Chapters 6 and 7) could not be included in the present edition, However,
i order to preserve as much as possible of Carol's intended argument, we have made the
unfinished chapters available online at the folowing website: htp:/ivww.sen.edu/philosopliv/
CWhite i and we have retined all o herreferences to thenvin this publication, Tn the event
that this Iink does not work at some e i the tatare, an updated hink can be found on the
Santa Clara Unversity Phalosophy Depantiment webpage Editon™s note |
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The differentiation of being and what-is - although taken for granted cverywhere — is the
unknown and ungrounded ground of all metaphysics. All enthusiasm for metaphysics and
all efforts to produce *ontologies™ as doctrinal systems, but also every critique of ontology
within metaphysics, all these attest to an accelerating flight in the face of the unknown ground.

(N4 155/210)

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

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

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

0.4 Time, Existence, and Death

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

42 Hollow the common procedare and ranslate Heidepper's S lemporalitdinr as “Temporality.”
Sce “Heidegger'sTexts and Transkations” for the explanation ol my translon ol erms related
o Zeir” or “time”
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a number of works by raising questions about the significance of the verb *to be" in
all of them he gradually shifts to quite a different, special notion of “meuning. "'
Heidegger thinks that, once we realize that the significance ol our own verb lies in
the language and thought of Ancient Greece, ‘at one stroke our scarch for the definition
of the sense of the word “being” becomes explicitly what it is, namely. a reflection
on the source of our hidden history’ (IM 92/70).

As a first approximation we can assimilate Heidegger's notion of meaning o
Kant’s idea of the transcendental.* Both refer to a “‘condition” which mikes possible
an aspect of our fundamental relationship to the world. though for Heidegger the
relationship is one of involved activity and for Kant it is representational knowledpe,
Temporality refers to ‘the way in which being and its modes and charactenstics
have their meaning primordially determined by time’ (19).

How can time serve this function? Clearly the word *time” docs not have its usual
sense. It refers neither to time as we ordinarily conceive it, for example, as what we
measure on clocks, nor to our experience of such time, although both clock time
and our experience of it are, Heidegger argues, dependent upon time in this more
profound sense. The novice entering into Heidegger’'s labyrinth of jargon should
keep in mind that for Heidegger, as we saw in the quotation above, the reflection on
time as the meaning of being turns out to be a reflection on the source of our history.

Indeed, this more profound sense of time might initially be best captured by a
notion of history. But, as we already glimpsed. this is not history in the sense of o
chronology of events, nor even an explanation of why such events happened. 1
the history of our changing understanding of being as articulated hy philosophy il
other works of Dasein’s insight. Temporality is the condition for the possibility ol
this history. In his description of the proposed but never written Part Two ol Beng
and Time, Heidegger announced that he would use “the problematic of ‘Temporality”
as the clue for tracing the history of ontology back from Kant to Descartes and the
medieval scholastics and then on to Aristotle and ancient ontology (39).

Temporality and ontology are intimately bound together. As we saw i the ast
section, philosophy responds to the way the being of what-is shows up in cultural
practices. Temporality conditions the way the “modes and characteristics” ol hemp
show up (19). Modes of being such as nature. God, and number, as well a
present-at-hand and ready-to-hand things around us, show up in viarious ways i

43 Once Heidegger clarifies the sort of “meaning’ which his question seeks, he uses twno
different words for these two different sorts of “meaning™: *Bedewtung™ and “Sion.” VFahie o
see the distinetion between the “meaning”™ CSinn™) ol being and the “sense’ CBedentng ) ol a
word leads to the mistaken view that Heidegger is seeking something like the defiition of a
word that will once and for all tell us what it is to be.

4 Heidegger's own explinitions of the seuse of is term “meaning” are L feom Tocad
For example, what is “meaning” il i s, in Heidegper's paraphease, “that wherem the
understandability of something maintains asell™ and the “apon which (Voraufiny ol aprojection”
CEST)? We can beginto getanadea ol wha he e mind i we know that the “projection” o
Taying down’ of ways of deating with things s the Tanction ol the understindimg ol bemny
The “upon whneh™ of such a projection s pronnd or s hat cnables e to be i the way that o
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difterent periods of our history. The being of what-is as a whole has shown up as, for
example, idea, creation, and will to power.

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

Just as Temporality is the meaning of being in general, timeliness is the meaning
of Dasein’s being (17). Heidegger comments that: ‘In its ecstatic character timeliness
is the condition of the constitution of Dasein’s being’ (BPP 267/378). Playing off the
Greek version of the term ‘existence’ now instead of the Latin, Heidegger suggests
that Dasein’s timeliness involves ‘standing out from’ its own being in such a way as
to make this being possible. Dasein’s existence as a ‘standing out from’ or ‘standing
toward” being requires that it be timely in response to the changing revelations of
being. An ahistorical culture or ‘primitive’ Dasein is not ‘timely’ in the same way
Western culture is, a point which I shall discuss in Chapter 5.

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

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

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

45 Heidegger's term is “Zeitlichkeir.” See “Heidegger's Texts and Transhtions® for the
explanation of my translation.
46 Wittgenstein, On Certainty, p. 1 Se.
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Heidegger makes such a distinetion, too, and perhaps for sinular reasons, I the
being of what-is is manifest in the “hed” of cultural practices, then ‘Temporality is
analogous to the movements of the river-bed which show up inits shifts and erosion,
In comparison, Dasein’s timeliness is the clear water rushing over the river-hed and
seeking its new twists and turns. There would be no river-hed withowt ariver, nor a
river without a river-bed.

One other aspect of Dasein makes possible its understanding of being: its finitude.
Heidegger comments that the finitude in man is ‘what is decisive in making the
understanding of being possible’ (KPM 24(/225), and he points to an “essential
connection between being as such (not what-is) and the finitude in man® (KPM 229/
215). That finitude should play such a role in the understanding of being, in Dascin’s
very ability to deal with things and understand them as what they are, idicates that
the finitude of Dasein’s understanding is not a matter of proneness to error, ignorance,
and prejudice, even if innately so. Finitude is the ‘constant, though pencrally
concealed, shudder that pervades existence” (KPM 247/231)." "T'his finitude 1s an
aspect of both Dasein and the being which it understands, and, as T will argue, the
way the finitude of Dasein is related to Dascin’s timeliness is similar to the way the
finitude of being is related to the Temporality of being.

Hcre we must keep in mind what Heidegger means by his special term “existencee.”
‘This shudder that pervades existence does not come in the face of any precariousness
that haunts actuality. ‘Existence’ refers to neither the actuality of the ‘ego cogito,”
that is, individual consciousness, or humankind (LH 222/343 and 207/320f.). Thus,
the finitude of existence is not a matter of coming to an end in the sense of ceasing
to be actual. Dasein does ‘not have an end at which it just stops but rather evists
finitely’ (329). As if to remind us of the technical sensc of his term, at the bepinning
of Division Two of Being and Time Heidegger comments that “The term “exists”
formally indicates that Dasein is as an understanding able-to-be which in its being
makes an issue of this being itself” (231)." We should keep this in mind when he
goes on to conclude, after some tentative and misleading preliminary discussion,
that death is the ‘possibility of the impossibility of cxistence in general” (262). The
existence which is impossible is not the continued actuality of some individual person
but Dasein’s ‘standing out’ into the openness of being.

In the second half of Being and Time Heidegger discusses Dasein’s “heing towird
death” or “being toward the end.” Long misunderstood as a matter of how we relate
to our physical death, being toward the end is a fundamental aspect of Dasem’s
being as an understanding of being. The possibility of Dascin’s “dying” in Heidepper's

47 Kicrkegaard's influence on Heidegger is evident at any number ol points in both s
theory and his terminology. Heidegger's comment about the “shudder of existence” s nide
in the midst of a discussion of anxicty. In Kicerkepaard's book on the coneept of anvicty he
discusses what he calls “objective anxiety.” He deseribes it as the Sreflection ol possibiliy”
and “shudder of complicity” which comes over ereation with man’s assertion ol his freedom
m the Fall, See Spren Kierkepaard, The Concepr of Dicad. transhated by Walter Lowrnie
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1957y po s

A8 Giving i to the pargon, D oansbne Plewdeypers " Semhonnen” as “able (o be”
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sense is grounded inits being as “care’ (252), not in the biological liabilities of the
human beings in which Dascin is embodicd. Dasein’s dying arises in its relationship
to being.

If existence is a matter of standing “out’ into the revelation of being and being
open to the openness of being (Way 2711./374), that is, letting the being of what-is
reveal itself in various ways, then the finitude of this existence indicates a fundamental
limitation in our relationship to being. There are two aspects of this limitation, one
on the side of Dasein and one on the side of being. Dasein is finite as an understanding
of being; its explicit grasp of the ground upon which it stands comes to an end at the
limits of the ‘there’ of Dasein. The background practices escape our explicit grasp,
and so do the possibilities of being beyond our limited understanding. The Greeks
could no more understand what-is as stuff to be manipulated than we can understand
it as phusis.

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

Where history is genuine it does not pass away by merely ceasing; it does not just stop
living like the animals. History only dies historically.
(IM 189/144)%

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

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

49 The phrase ‘does not pass away ' translates Heidegger's “gehit ... nicht zugrunde” which,
literally translated, means “goces not to ground.” Heidegger's wordplay on the ideaof *grounding”
is important for his conception of death, but we lose this in the translation,

50 Sce Socrates” comments i the Phaedo GAA.



Introduction 2

ol its own history as manifest in the permutations of metaphysics. As we noted in
the Preface, he comments that *“The dialogue with Parmenides never comes (o an
end, not only because so much in the preserved fragments of his “Didactic Poem™
still remains obscure but also because what is said there continually deserves more
thought.” What is significant about Parmenides’ thinking, or Greek thinking and
culture in general, is something that changes with the changing perspective in our
culture on what is at issue in our being. This need for more thinking, and for new
thinking, is not a sign of a finitude that is a failing or a lack. ‘It is a sign of the
boundlessness which . . . nourishes the possibility of a transformation of destiny’
(EGT 101/248).

This ‘boundlessness,” though, continually remains within the bounds of death.
Anyone who expects that thinking will achieve total clarity or sccurity about itselt
is, Heidegger adds, expecting thinking to annihilate itself.

The demand appears in a strange light if we consider that the essence of mortals calls upon
them to heed the call which beckons them toward death. As the outermost possibility ol
mortal Dasein, death is not the end of the possible but the highest shelter (the gathering
sheltering) of the mystery of calling disclosure.

(EGT 1O17248)

Itis being which ‘calls’ to mortals, to ourselves as Dascin, disclosing itself in new
ways and calling Dasein to its proper being.

S1 - In German the last sentence reads: “Fr ist als dnsserst Maglichkeit des sterblichen Daseins
nicht Ende des Mdiglichen, sondern day hischste Ge-birg (das versammelnde Bergen) des
Geheimnisses der rufenden Enthergung.” Hewepper is creating a new meaning for the term
‘Gebirg," which ordinarily means “mountam vange,” by playing it off against the meanmg ol
Bergen® and Enthersung.”






Chapter 1

The Existential Analysis

Before we can analyze the finitude of Dasein we must get clearer about the nature ol
this entity. For the purposes of my discussion of time and death, I do not need to po
into all the details of the first division of Part One of Being and Time, the carly work
that provided an ‘existential analytic’ of Dasein’s being and set up Heidegper's
lifelong task in philosophy. But we do need an account of the general project and
structure of the published work, which I provide in Scction 1. 1. Sections 1.2 and 1.3
examine Dasein’s selfhood and the difference between authenticity and inauthenticity.
The fourth section examines the issue of the ‘turn’ or ‘reversal” in Heidegger's thought
and the relevance of his later work for understanding what is at issue in Being and
Time.

1.1 The Project of Being and Time

In Being and Time Heidegger suggests that we should start a discussion of the nature
of what it is ‘to be’ by examining the entity that is asking the question about the
meaning of being. If we ourselves ask the question, we must have some idea, however
vague, of what can count as an answer. And it is we who understand what things
‘are’ and constantly speak of them using conjugations of the verb ‘1o be.” Indeed,
according to Heidegger's definition of Dasein, our very way of heing consists of
having this ‘pre-ontological’ understanding of what it is ‘to be.” An understanding
of being ‘constitutes’ our being (12); our way of being is ‘existence’ as a “standing,
toward’ being. In this early work Heidegger does not argue that we would fail (0
discover the meaning of being if we started by examining the being of things which
we encounter, and he does use this approach in later works when, for example, he
investigates the nature of the work of art and what it is to be “a thing.” But i Being
and Time he concentrates on the being of Dasein, since we ourselves are the ones
asking the question and hence must have some vague, “pre-ontological” understanding,
of what would count as an answer.

Heidegger calls his investigation of Dasecin ‘fundamental ontology® (13). He
later admits that the term is misleading since it suggests that he still is engaging in
a traditional kind of ontology, one which will find some hidden presupposition or
secure ground that carlier ontologies failed o discover (Way 2761./380). He does
not, however, seck some rock hottom, rock solid *foundation™ from which all
ways of being will be derived once and tor all, as il there is ultimately one right
answer 1o the question of what s to be Indeed, Tus elaim that Temporality s the
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meaning of being implies that there is no such foundation — or no such right
answer.'

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

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

A simple way to comprehend the analysis of Dasein presented in Division One
ol Being and Time is 1o see it as going through a series of layers or excavations
prompted by the question, what makes this aspect of Dasein’s being possible?’ In
the Introduction Heidegger posits what could be taken, depending on one’s
sympathies, as either a fundamental fact or a definition, perhaps an arbitrary one.
He declares that Dasein is the entity that makes an issue of being (11f.).

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

2 See Luc Ferry and Alain Renaut, Heidegger and Modernity, trans. Franklin Philip
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 1990), Chapter 2, section ‘The Orthodox Position,’
pp. 3143, especially pp. 39 and 41.

3 One could think of these steps as a series of transcendental arguments in a Kantian style,
but I should stress both that I simplify the text by fitting it into this pattern and that I am using
the term ‘transcendental’ in a simple, rather loose way. Although in some sense cach of the
structures uncarthed at cach level serves as the condition of the possibility of the next structures
of the next level and a uselul order is imposed on the text by sorting the different structures in
this way, they come as a “package deal” and the iitial claim doesn’tChave the a priori character
that Kant's arguments assume.
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If this is to be taken as an indisputable Fact, one would appreciate being told more
about how the phenomenological analysis uncovers it. Heidegger notes that science,
a particular creation of Dasein, has undergone revolutions when it has questioned
the being of the things it investigates, but he argues that Dascin in its *everydayness,”
not just its revolutionary periods, exhibits at least a tacit questioning of being. But
this is not at all obvious. On the other hand, if the declaration is offered as a definition
of what human beings are, or what they have been in Western culture, one would
appreciate some justification of its adequacy and accuracy. How does it differ from
defining humans as the rational animal or the self-conscious onc?

Since the whole of Heidegger’s philosophy depends on the truth of this initial,
foundational claim, some readers might want to block the building of Heidepger's
‘house of being’ right here. But, once this premise is accepted, Heidegger's version
of a transcendental argument can get off the ground. In the following chapters, he
proceeds to ask, how is Dasein’s way of being possible?

The ‘existential analysis’ of Part One of Being and Time examines the “ontologucal
structures’ of Dasein’s way of being, that is, of ‘existence” in Heidegger's technical
sense. Such a structure is referred to as an ‘existentiale,” the adjective turned into a
noun. Existential understanding of Dasein’s being at this level is contrasted with
the ‘existentiell” understanding of any particular Dascin in its quest to answer the
question of being (12). An existentiell understanding takes a particular stance toward
what it is to be, including what it is (o be us.! We all sharc an understanding of
ourselves and what-is: ‘Every Dasein moves in such an interpretation, which for the
most part coincides with the way the generation of a particular time has been
interpreted and which changes with the time’ (HCT 270/372).

As we read through the six chapters of Division One, Heidegger uncovers
successive ‘layers’ of Dasein’s being. Given the peculiar being of its object,
Heidegger's phenomenology cannot just describe the facts of experience: it musl
interpret something whose very being is constituted by an understanding of being:.
Heidegger claims that the phenomenology of Dascin is *hermencutical.” Hermenceuties
is the study of the principles of interpreting texts, and discovering the meaning, of
Dasein’s being is analogous to discovering the meaning of a text.

Although the ‘meaning’ of Dasein’s being and the *mcaning’ of being in general
are not equivalent to the ‘meaning’ or *significance’ of the verb ‘to be,” or the meaning:

4 I ake “existentiell” understanding to be a particular, culturally shared understanding ol
being, not a unique personal understanding of onesclf, as Heidegger's notion s usually
interpreted; it is my understanding of what-is as stuff to be manipulated, not just iy
understanding of myself as a teacher or middle-aged. The notion is posited in Being and Time
but not really explained. Later, in arguing that Kant's notion of *world’ significs “the existence
of man in the historical community,” he refers to “this existentiell concept of world™ (ER 77/
70). He also says that the concept of existenticll understanding only becomes explicit with
Schelling (EP 71/477), and he argues that “the exastentiell is merely the intensification of the
role of anthropology within metaphysies i ats completion” (EP 73/479). Al theee cliims
suggest that the cultural eeading is valid (We will discuss the signilicance of the Last remark
in Chapter 7 of this book.) ['The untineshed Chapter 7 has not beencluded i the present
cdition butis available online av iy Z2wvwese se i eduplalosopdiy/CWlate hime - Ldnor's note |
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of any words in any language, understanding them involves a similar process. The
meaning of a word must be determined in the context of a sentence; the meaning of
a sentence in the context of a paragraph: the meaning of a paragraph in the context
of a passage; and so on. Hermeneutics neither begins nor ends with what is
self-evident. The data for interpretation can only be understood against the
background of a context which can itself only be interpreted against a broader
context, that is, against its own ‘horizon.’

What is the condition for the possibility of Dasein asking the question of being?
The first regressive argument is that, to make an issue of being, Dasein is
‘being-in-the-world.” This being-in-the-world depends on ‘being-at-home-with’*
things around us, ‘being-with’ others, and ‘being-itself” as Dasein. Next Heidegger
argues that the condition for this three-faceted being-in-the-world is Dasein’s
understanding, situatedness, and discourse.® Understanding, as I suggested in the
Introduction, refers to the way that Dasein ‘projects’ its dealings with things and
people on the basis of its comprehension of what-is; situatedness refers to this
understanding’s personal and cultural embeddedness in ways of responding and
acting; and discourse refers to the way the significance of the world is articulated,
both literally in language and practically in the involved activity on which it is
based.’

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

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

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

6 Heidegger’s terms are *Verstehen,” *Befindlichkeit,” and *Rede.” *Befindlichkeit.” the term
here translated as ‘situatedness,” should not be translated as “state-of-mind’ as Macquarrie
and Robinson have it. Besides the fact that Heidegger specifically says that *Befindlichkeir’ is
prior to cognition (136) and the word *mind’ suggests otherwise, ‘statc-of-mind’ suggests a
subjective feeling determined by introspection, not a way of pre-reflectively encountering
things within the world.

7 Division One explores these subjects in the following steps. Chapter | discusses the
basic nature of Dascin and distinguishes Heidegger's approach from that of anthropology and
other social sciences. Chapters 2 and 3 explore Dascin as being-in-the-world, Chapter 4
analyzes Dasein™s being-with and bemy stsell. Chapter S examines understanding, situatedness,
and discourse.
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of time. This makes his task in Division Two much casier; in fact, he may seem to
stack the deck so that its cards will fall casily into place without much argument.

When Heidegger wants to show us that the meaning of Dascin’s being is timehiness,
he can draw directly on his earlier analysis. Understanding has been correlated with
care as being ‘ahead-of-itself,” that is, being ready to deal with whatever is yet to
come. Situatedness refers us to Dasein’s past in that care is being-already-in a context
of mattering; we always find ourselves already possessing a certain understanding,
of being and ‘attuned’ to things in certain ways. In Heidegger's lamous way ol
putting it, we are ‘thrown’ into our world; we appropriate the complex significance
of social practices as we are trained to be human according to our culture as we
grow up. Discourse is the articulation of the significance of this present world.

This anticipation of Division Two’s discussion of timeliness serves as a rennnder
that the transcendental layers of Dasein’s being do not come to an end when we
discover that behind understanding, situatedness, and discourse stands cie ‘The
second division of Part One begins by noting that, so far, the analysis has only
considered Dasein in its everydayness and inauthenticity (332-33). ‘The existential
generality of Division One’s discussion, with its focus on everyday activities, has
neglected Dasein’s authentic being-itself; the ‘layers’” uncarthed so Far are necessary
aspects of any Dasein’s being. What further conditions make possible the being ol
authentic Dasein? We now know what it means to have an understanding ol being,
but how is it possible for Dasein to make an issue of being or change its understanding
of being? These questions refer us to Dasein’s finitude and timeliness, which in turn
lead to a discussion of its historicality. These subjects occupy Division Two ol the
exte.

Before turning to a more detailed analysis of the level of Heidepger's analysis,
though, we should pause to consider its initial assumption. By analyziny Dascin in
its ‘everydayness,” Heidegger hopes to bring out structures conmmon to cvery 1 isem
and avoid any bias introduced by a particular existentiell understanding ol what it s
to be human. Certainly it seems harmless to think that any Dasein, no matter whin
its time, place, or culture deals with tools, relates to other humans, understands itsell
in a particular way, and so forth.

However, Heidegger seems to have no a priori guarantec that his own philosophy
is not another episode in the history of being, one which clearly linds its roots in the
history-conscious culture of his age. John Caputo argues that the conclusion ol
Heidegger’s analysis of culture should be the discovery that no epoch is privileped.”
So why assume that his own account of the structure of Dascin, for example, is not
biased by his own particular, historical understanding of being? This is nota problem
to which Heidegger is oblivious. It is the problem of justifying an interpretation, the
problem of the ‘hermencutic circle,” which he says we cannot get out of but rather
must ‘come into’ in the right sort of way (153). Any interpretation picks out the
cvidence it considers relevant according to the conclusion itis advancing. Hewdegper's
hermencutic of Dasein seems to aime Tor o fevel of abstraction where differences

8 Sec John Caputo, Demviholoyi ing Hewdeger (Bloommypton: ndina University Press,
199 %),
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in Dasein’s self-interpretation are irrelevant. Henee he avoids analyzing either
authentic or inauthentic Dascin, Dasein that questions being, or Dasein that takes an
understanding of being for granted, and chooses instead to focus on everyday activities
common to both and necessary in any culture.’

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

Heidegger himself acknowledges that myth-oriented culture or *primitive Dasein’
has its own distinct form of everydayness (313), thus suggesting that everydayness
is always the everydayness of a particular culture. Everyday routines of work,
cooking, eating, and so forth, take place as aspects of a whole way of understanding
being which also sets up its distinctive possibilities for non-everyday behavior such
as sacred rituals, mourning, and celebrations (51). The self-understanding of a myth-
oriented or an Asian culture may set up quite different ways of relating our activities.
Looked at from the perspective of his own later work, Heidegger’s own analysis in
Being and Time can be seen as focused on our twentieth-century understanding of
ourselves and things around us. For example, we are the Dasein that regards a forest
as timber, a mountain as a quarry, a river as water-power (70).

1.2 What-is and Individuality

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

9 See Being and Time, pp. 16-17 and 43-44, for Heidegger's justification for basing the
existential analytic on a description of Dascin’s ‘everydayness” or average, “undifferentiated’
mode of being.

10 Sce “Heidegger's ‘Texts and Translations™ for a discussion ol the translation ol “das
Seiende.”
11 Sce p. 607 of the Macquarne and Robmson tiaoslion of Being and Time
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name for “a person’ or ‘a human being.” No matter how much the scholar purports to
be avoiding this equation, the personalization shows up in what sorts of characteristics
are attributed to Dasein and to its possibilities and choices.

According to this view, the being of ‘the entities to be analyzed” is unique to cach
one, and the investigation focuses on particular things. Instead of viewing Heidepgper
as a curious admixture of Kierkegaard and Husserl, we should read Heidegger as a
descendant of Aristotle, Descartes, and Kant. His discussion moves on an ontological
level similar to that of the great traditional works of metaphysics. He focuses on
being ‘in general’'? and the being of ‘what-is” rather than what makes the hammer a
hammer and not a screwdriver, or me me and not you.

In Division One of Being and Time Heidegger analyzcs the way Dascin encounters
things in the world in three basic ways of being: the rcady-to-hand disclosed in
active involvement, the unready-to-hand manifest when things resist our use of them,
and the present-at-hand that shows up in detached reflection." The same particulin
thing can exhibit any of the three ways to be depending on the being manilestat i
particular moment. A thing is ready-to-hand when used as a tool or an item ol pear
in Dasein’s practical activities, but it can shift to being present-at-hand when regarded
as merely a discrete, independent thing. For example, a hammer pounding in i nal
is what-is ready-to-hand for the carpenter, but when regarded by a philosopher as an
discrete thing with particular properties of color, shape, and weight, a ‘mere thing’
independent of any practical involvement, it becomes what-is present-at-hand.

Heidegger distinguishes a number of *domains’ of *what-is’ with difTerent kinds
of being as well as three different ways they can be. In Being and Time he lists
nature, history, space, Dasein, and language as domains of what-is (9). In the Beasie
Problems of Phenomenology he asks:

What can be given apart from nature, history, God, spacc. number? We say of cach of
these, even though in different senses, that it is. We call it what-is.
(B 10/1°3)

In Heidegger’s vocabulary the term ‘what-is” does not usually refer direetly to o
particular thing, for example, a hammer, a rock, or the number twelve, but rather to
things with the same type of being considered collectively or as a mode of bemy
Consequently, Heidegger uses the singular term “das Seiende’ and the singular verh
“is.” Thus, Dasein, nature, or number collectively is an “it’ which we call “what
and can be disclosed as ready-to-hand, unready-to-hand, or present-at-hand.
Understanding the ontological level of Heidegger's discussion helps clanily s
account of the being of what-is. The domains of what-is arc formally analogous to
types of Cartesian substances. Descartes focused on criteria for distinguishing
thinking substance from material substance, not criteria for distinguishing, one

12 *Seincdiberhanpr might also be tendered being “above all” except that this might supypest
A highest entity or superior status.

13 Ways of bemg " transhates Hesdepypeer's teom “Seinsart.” *"Maode ol bemg” would perhaps
be s less combersome temskanon, but pechaps ot caroes oo much plolosoplical hagpape
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thinking thing from wnother, or rock from water. Similarly, Kant's a priori category
of ‘substance’ enables us to discriminate a thing as a thing, not a dog as a dog.
Something more is needed for recognizing the latter, specifically an empirical concept
acquired through encounters with different dogs. Heidegger comments that for Kant
‘what-is’ is ‘nature’ or ‘that which can be determined and is determined in
mathematical-physical thinking’ (IM 197/151). A dog is an item encountered in this
nature in so far as it has mass, falls under the laws of Newtonian physics, and so on.

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

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

(WIT 8f./81.)

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

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

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

(BPP 292/414f.)

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

Significantly, one distinguishing characteristic of what-is ready-to-hand is that it
can vanish as a separate ‘thing.” For example, the hammer in use becomes a
transparent extension of the user’s body; we are focally aware not of the hammer as
a particular thing but rather of the nail and the wall toward which our activity is
‘aimed.” And we are not even explicitly aware of the nail and wall as separate, discrete
things but only in terims of their significance inan overall project.
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In light of this, we can see how a rock used for pounding, two identical hammers,
or a hammer and a screwdriver all can have the same way of being, that is, the
being of what-is ready-to-hand. They can also all be what-is present-at-hand, but
Heidegger argues that our understanding of them as ready-to-hand is primary. Ow
understanding of things as present-at-hand derives from our grasp of what-is
rcady-to-hand since involved activity sets up our ‘classifications” of things as “things’
- as rocks, hammers, screwdrivers, and so forth — and such a thing can then be
viewed disinterestedly as a discrete object whose propertics of color, weight, and so
on, are simply observed.

Recognizing the ‘en masse’ or “as a whole™ character ol what-is ready-to hand
and present-at-hand brings us one step closer to seeing the commonalitics in what
Heidegger calls ‘domains’ of what-is and the “being of what-is.” Particular things
are not isolated in a unique atom of being. Rather, they are already joined as o type
of what-is, for example, nature, number, language. gear, and encountered as ready
to-hand or otherwise. With this idea in mind, a shorter step then takes us to the being
of what is in general, the character of historically determined ‘commonality” thi
sparked Heidegger’s interest.' Presumably the Greeks and medicval Christians
lcarned to distinguish a dog from a cat or a hammer from other tools in the same
way we do, that is, by learning how to deal with them in a context ol practical
activity as well as distinguishing the characteristics found in different Kinds of things.
And both cultures dealt in a unified way with Nature, number, language, the divine,
and other domains of what-is. But, according to Heidegger. the Greeks and the
Christians understood the being of what-is quite differently. To inquire how this is
possible is to inquire into the ‘meaning of being.’

1.3 Dasein’s Selfhood

Now that we have an idea of the ontological level of Heidegger's discussion, we
can get clear about the sort of ‘individual’ that is under analysis in most of the
published portion of Being and Time — ‘the entity” that ‘we ourselves always are’
(41)."" ‘Dasein’ is not equivalent to ‘a human being” or *a person,” any more than
‘what-is ready-to-hand’ is equivalent to ‘a hammer.” Human beings are Dascin, just
as hammers in use are ready-to-hand, but this tells us something about their bemy
and not what differentiates a particular human being from another or o particulin
hammer from another. The quantifying ‘a” demands other criteria of difTerentiation
than just a characterization of the thing’s being. Heidegger very rarely speaks of i
Dasein’, or of “Dascins’ in the plural, and the few times he does he seems to be
speaking of interrelationships between things with the being of Dascin cather than

I T use the term “commonality” with reservitions, T suggests i common property o
character, and, while this is how the bemy of whint is has been understood in the history ol
philosophy, Heidegger's aimis (o bring thas assumption into guestion.

15 Hewdepper anmounces, "Das Seiende, dessen Apalvse e Aufsabe steht, sind win e
selbar®
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simply a person or a collection of them.'® Later he writes of ‘the Dasein in man,’ as
if to correct the misunderstanding that the term ‘Dasein’ is equivalent to ‘a person.’
For example, he comments that the Dasein in man ‘is the essence that belongs to
being itself” (N4 218/358). Pluralizing ‘Dasein’ in this usage would be like pluralizing
a property or feature just because more than one thing exhibited it. Yet Dasein is ‘thc
entity’ we are, not just a way of being; its way of being is ‘existence,’ to stand
toward being (BPP 28/36).

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

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

actual Dasein.
39)

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

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

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

16  For example, in lecture notes from a class in the summer semester of 1927 Heidegger
occasionally uses the expression “ein Dasein® (BPP 27/36. 208/296, 210/299) and of
communication between ‘Daseins’ (BPP 210/299, 277-79/392-96) but not in a way that
diminishes the communality of “the entity” that we are or suggests that we become who we
are (or an ‘I" becomes a person) by the accumulation of individual experiences building from
an impersonal but still subjective 1" 1o a personal *LT We begm and end as “being i the

world.” See discussion below.
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world we come to experience ourselves as an individual personality. The “it” ol the
world is not ‘an experience proper to me,’ as opposed to anyone else, or unique to
‘my life, my full historical 1, but the context of significance. of roles, goals, and
ways of comportment in which we first discover ourselves.'” In Being and Time
Heidegger tries to express this relation not, as Kisiel says, by claiming that “Dascin
is at once One and the Other,”'® but by saying that ‘proximally and for the most part’
Dasein’s self is ‘das Man,” the Anyone.

Division One of Being and Time considers the ontological character of Dasein as
the entity that understands being by examining its manifestation in our usc of tools
and dealings with other people. The analysis of being toward death, timeliness, and
historicality which follows in Division Two is an investigation of what makes onr
being possible and not just of what makes personal individuality possible, as Farpue
in the following chapters. Such notions as ‘repetition” and “guilt” do not refer us to
the uniquely personal events of an individual’s life but to the “existence”  the standing
toward being — of Dasein, a way of being that extends from Ancient Greeee 1o today
In Heidegger’s ‘fundamental ontology’ we investigate the historicality of *the entity
that we are,” not primarily or even simply the individual personality. Getting clein
about this would enable us to see Heidegger’s project as unfolding and deepening
from 1919 onward; no retreat from or retraction of the basic points of Being and
Time is necessary."

Heidegger notes the difference in these levels in a remark about Nictzsche's
philosophy: ‘.. . Ecce Homo deals neither with Nictzsche’s biography nor with the
personality of “Mr. Nietzsche.” It deals with a “destiny™ — not of the [ate of an
individual but rather of the history of the modern era as the end of Western culture.” ™
Similarly, as I will go on to argue at length, Heidegger’s own analysis ol *bheiny
towards death,” ‘destiny,” and ‘fate.” does not deal directly with the individual
personality. Heidegger quotes one of Nietzsche’s own remarks, perhaps aprecig
with his goal: ‘Enormous self-reflection! To become conscious not as an individual
but as mankind. Let us reflect, let us think back: let us go all the small and prei
ways!” (WIT 43/41).»!

Of course, I do not want to deny that Dasein is personal in the sense that, in
speaking of Dasein, we are always speaking of particular people. Dascin is, Herdeppe

17 Theodore Kisiel, *“The genesis of Being and Time.” Man and World, 25 (1992), p. 24 |
quote from Kisiel’s article for its succinct way of expressing the points T address. For fns
fuller account of this issue, see his The Genesis of Heidegger's *Being and Time™ (Berkeley:
University of California Press, 1993), for example Part One, “The Breakthrough to the ‘Topne,”
pp. 15-20.

I8 Kisiel, ibid., p. 29.

19 Kisicl suggests that Being and Time is an abervant” path leading away from Heidegper's
mitial insights of 1919, and that, realizing its Filure, Heidegger™s famous “turn®is actarn back
to those carlier probings. Kisiel, ibid., pp. 33 3.4

20 Heidegger, *Nictzsche as Metaphysician,” tianshied by Joan Stambaaph, in Nietosche:
A Collection of Critical Fxsavs, edited by Robeor Solomaon (Garden City, New York: Anchen
Press/Doubleday, 1973), p. 10K,

2 The passipre appeins i Nietzsche s Wil o Povweer as aphionsm 985
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says, “always mine” (41).* Unlike other things, whose being can change from, for
example, ready-to-hand to present-at-hand, we are always Dasein, even when we
think of ourselves as present-at-hand. Hence Heidegger constantly refers to Dasein’s
‘jeweils’ or ‘jemeinig’ character. Correlatively, Dasein is always the Dasein of
particular people; it is not something beyond them, or over and above them, as some
Absolute Spirit or transcendent ideal. Thus, Heidegger can use the term to refer to
persons or personal activities, for example, he can speak of Dasein taking a trip
(250). Dasein itself must always be addressed, Heidegger comments, by personal
pronouns such as ‘you’ and ‘they’ (42). This latter point would not need to be made,
indeed it would be a very odd point to make, if ‘Dasein’ simply denoted ‘a person.’

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

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

This notion of ‘mineness’ is not new with Heidegger. He seems (o borrow it
from Kierkegaard, who says in The Concept of Anxiety that *At every moment, the

22 Hecidegger’s phrase is ‘je meines.” Macquarrie and Robinson translate it as *in each case
mine.” and other translators follow their lead. This translation re-cnforces the view that *Dascin’
means “a person,’ that is, Dasein occurs in discrete ‘cases.” 1 think that translating ‘je' as
‘always’ captures a different meaning in the text since *je’ also means “ever,” “at all times.” as
well as “at a time,” “cach” “apicce.” and is in keeping with the discussion in the paragraphs
following the introduction of the term, as T explain below.

23 Heidegger's termiis “Jemeinighkeir® o literally “always mineness.” | sometimes shorten
the term to avoid jargon: s meaning should be clear from the sarrounding discussion.

24 Surrounding world” substitutes for Plewdepper s teom S Honeelr
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individual is both himself and the race.™ Kierkegaard is protesting Hegel's neglect
of the particular person in favor of the Spirit working through him or her, For
Heidegger, too, the particular person is always the one who understands, makes
decisions, and acts, whether these decisions and actions simply define us as individual
people or help bring about a change in significance for the culture as a whole, as did
Nietzsche’s self-reflection. Only in the latter case they arc decisions within the realm
of authenticity.

Comments in later works about the ‘je meines’ character of Dascin scem prompted
more by a desire to correct misunderstanding than to go back and fill in the idea. In
his Introduction to Metaphysics Heidegger says that “always mine” does not mein
‘posited through me” or ‘apportioned to an individual cgo’ (IM 28(./22). By then he
had realized that such terminology would inevitably be interpreted through the modern
understanding of human beings as subjects or particular consciousnesses, and he
preferred to drop the word.

Dasein’s character as ‘always mine’ is closely related to its selfhood, another
notion that we must see in a new light. The term “self.” like “existence,” has an
accepted meaning in both ordinary speech and more theoretical investigations, but
it is another term to which Heidegger gives his own particular meaning. The “sell”
of Dasein is not identical with the self of a particular person in the sense of the
personality or the unity of characteristics that a person manifests. Just as Dascin is
something we all share in common, Dasein’s self is not something which differentiates
one person from another but rather what makes us both Dasein. Using the t(erm
‘man’ instead of ‘Dasein,’ in the Introduction to Metaphysics Heidegger comments:

Man’s selthood means this: he must transtorm the being that discloses ttself to him o
history and bring himself to stand in it. Selthood does not mean he is prinarily an 1 and
an individual. This he is as little as he is a we. a community.

(IM 3/ ™

Dasein is neither simply an individual ‘I’ nor a collection of such *I's.” even closely
interacting ones, but rather the being of such ‘I's.” At a point in the text of Being aned
Time where Heidegger refers to Dasein existing ‘as itself,” he later added the marpinal
notation ‘However not qua subject and individual or qua person™ (146 and 14344,
He will also comment in his ‘Letter on Humanism’ that it is a mistake 1o pose the
question of Dasein’s being in such a way that we expect (o find s our answe
‘something like a person or object.” He adds:

25  Saren Kierkegaard, The Concept of Anxiety, translated by Reidur Thomte (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1980), p. 28(. Perhaps this borrowing accounts for the obliqueness
of Heidegger's comments on the subject. In Being and Time he mentions “mineness” but does
not really develop the idea. In a footnote in the book he admits that one can “learn
philosophically”™ from The Concept of Anviery, and one thing he evidently learned was the
cultural charvacter ol the personal sell. See Being and Time, pp. 235 and 494,

20 Ideally. il not by the conventional rules of cither German or English gramumar, the “hims?
and “hes™ should be replaced by “#s™ sinee the persomal pronoun only obscures the reniirk's
point.
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... the personal, no less than the objective, misses and misconstrues the way of being of
ck-sistence as being-historical.
(LH 207/327)7

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

In The Essence of Reason Heidegger explains:

Only because Dasein is determined by selfhood can an I-self relate “itself” to a thou-self.
Selfhood is the presupposition of the possibility of being an ‘I’ which is revealed only in
the ‘thou.” Selfhood is never related to a thou; it is neutral toward I-being and thou-being,
and even more toward ‘sexuality,” since it is what makes them all possible in the first
place.

(ER 87/86)

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

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

27 The phrase ‘way of entity’ translates Heidegger’s term “das Wesende.’

28 In his Metaphysical Foundations of Logic, composed shortly after Being and Time,
Heidegger calls this sort of self ‘neutral Dasein” (MFL 136-138/171-173) and the
‘metaphysical self” (MFL 188-190/242-245).

29 In the cited passage in the Metaphysical Foundations of Logic Heidegger calls for a
‘metaphysics of myth’ before describing ‘metaphysical individuation® as the *presupposition
for the primordial commerce between Dasein and Dascin® (209/270). These remarks are further
confirmation of the ontological character of individuation and the collective character of
Dasein. Pcople in our society can understand a myth-oriented culture because of the similarity
of basic human practices, although, of course, that understanding may be more or less accurate,
more or less biased by our own worldview.

30 Wittgensten, Philosophical Investigations, p. 20 3¢
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ol the body in the acquisition and expression ol an understanding of being. Fven
just the use of the terms ‘body’ or ‘embodiment’ suggests this dualism by implymy
that consciousness is the other feature of human beings and one which somchow
gcts absorbed in a body. In Being and Time Heidegger’s only comment about the
body is that Dasein’s *“bodily nature™ hides a whole problematic of its own, though
we shall not treat it here’ (108).

A more likely reason for Heidegger's silence about how sexuality can be the
precondition for personality is his direct reliance again on Kicrkegaard's idcas from
The Concept of Anxiety. Kierkegaard suggests that the “lall” into personal sell
awareness involves the recognition of one’s sexuality, but his remarks on the subject
arc even more obscure than Heidegger’s, especially since they are couched in the
imagery of the Biblical story of Adam and Eve. But for both philosophers, at the
most fundamental level personal self-awareness involves an understanding ol onesell
as female or male and, more exactly, femininity or masculinity. Such understanding
is culturally dependent. Understanding onesclf involves understanding, the “race’
through an appropriation of the roles and goals, the practices and responses,
designated as appropriate to being feminine or masculine. However, unlike
Kierkegaard, Heidegger has little interest in the details of a person’s understanding
of herself. He aims at ‘suggesting, mcthodologically, an cxtreme existential
ontological model’ (MFL 190/245), not giving his rcaders advice on how to hive, as
Kicrkegaard did.”!

Once the existential character of Heidegger’s analysis of Dascin’s selthood is
grasped, or, more to the point, once the cxistential character of Dascin’s sell is
recognized as well as the nature of its “individuality” as a domain of what-is, i connmon
criticism of Heidegger's early work falls by the wayside. Calvin Schrag asks whethier
an ontology which ‘takes its point of departure from a singular Dascin unqguely my
own’ can ‘arrive at an adequate sense of the communal?™* But there s sumply no
such point of departure in Heidegger's work. Ross Mandel suggests that many ol
the defects of Heidegger’s view ‘arisc from the fact that Dascin is identificd with the
self of each of us and the understanding which reveals ourselves and things within
the world.” He suggests that “the transcendental structures are largely centered abont
the individual . . . there persists a sense of numerically distinet worlds with no visible
means of coordination.”* On the contrary, Dascin is not identified with the peraon
or the individual in Mandel’s conception of this. Heidegger's universe ol existential
discourse has only one world, and we arc all Dasein as being-in-the world, even il
that world changes historically with time. Heidegger distinguishes butalso connects

31 Inthis passage from his lectures in the summer of TO28 THeidegger rails agaimst epocenting
misconceptions ol his notion of the “self” evidently already plaguing Being and Time and
passed along the academic grapevine disseminating his thought. He tikes pains to difterennate
s existential project from Kierkegaard's existenticll investigation,

32 Calvin Schrag, “Heidegger on Repettion and Historical Understndmy,” Plulosophiv Fast
anted West, Vol XX, No. 3 (uly 1970y, p. 291,

33 Ross Mandel, “Hewdeggper and Wittgeenstem: A Second Kantian Revolution, i Hevdesieer
and Modern Philosophy, cdied by Michacl Muooay (Nesw Flaven Yide Uhaveraty Press, 1978),
. 200
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Dasein’s self and the self which says *1,” and no numerically distinct worlds need to
be coordinated. Heidegger himself, though, realized that the distinction and the
connection was far from clear in the early work.™

1.4 Authenticity

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

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

(42)

When Dasein ‘chooses’ itself, it is authentic and makes its being its own.*® Dasein is
authentic precisely when it ‘chooses’ its ‘ownmost’ being and makes an issue of
what it is to be. The scare quotation marks which Heidegger puts around ‘choose’
(“wahlen’) in the text should be carefully noted since he is warning us that his notion
of *choice” is not the ordinary one. In questioning what it is to be, we ‘possibilize’ an
understanding ol being (268) and open ourselves up to new possibilities of the being
ol what-is, which for Heidegger amounts to ‘choosing’ ourselves as Dasein.*
When Heidegger introduces his notion of authenticity and inauthenticity he warns
us not to jump to any conclusions hinging on the ordinary use of the words or on
popular conceptions.’’” Authentic Dasein is ‘essentially’ or ‘intrinsically’ Dasein,

34 In his marginal notes on his own copy of Sein und Zeit he reminds himself: ‘schdrfer
klaren: Ich-sagen and Selbstsein.’ (318/445%).

35 Heidegger is playing off ‘eigentlich’ (*authentic’) and ‘eigen’ (‘own’), and many of his
points tacitly appeal to the etymological connections of the ‘eigen’ words he uses. I am tempted
to translate all the ‘eigen’-rooted words with terms related to ‘proper,’ that is, to use ‘proper’
and ‘properly’ instead of “authentic’ and ‘authentically,” ‘appropriate’ instead of ‘own,’ and
‘most proper’ instead of ‘ownmost’ (‘eigenst’). This would have the very distinct advantage
of linking them all etymologically, both with each other and with ‘das Ereignis’ as
‘Appropriation,’ as they are in German.

The proposed translation would also have the advantage of emptying the words of all the
meaning associated with ‘authentic’ as the term has been used by other philosophers,
psychologists, and assorted commentators. ‘Ownmost’ in particular suggests the subjectivistic
and personalistic against which [ am arguing. However, the usual translations of these terms
are well entrenched, and 1 am already asking readers to re-set their minds for onc key word
from Being and Time, that is, to think of ‘Zeitlichkeir as ‘timeliness,” not “temporality.’

36 InIntroduction to Metuphysics Heidegger uses the terms “decision” and *will” in an even
more misleading refercnce to this same notion of choice. For an extended discussion of the
basic concept, sce my analysis ol resoluteness in Chapter 3, espectally Section 3.3,

37 Heidegger says that the expressions “Figentlichkeit® and Uneigentdichheir aee picked
for theie strict Titeral senses and, as noted above, “ergen’ means “proper’ or “own.’ so quite
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but, as he immediately adds, inauthentic Dasein does not have any lower™ or less’
heing (43). Inauthentic Dasein is not somchow delective or “notreally” Dascin (170).
Most of us are inauthentic Dasein for all our lives. And even inauthentic Dascein
makes an issue of being, but it does so in a particular way (44).

Inauthentic Dasein does not so much question being as question what-is in order
to see if things fit its presupposed understanding of what they are, the understanding
anyone has. Heidegger personifies this common understanding ol things as “dus
Man,’ or, as we shall translate it ‘the Anyone.’* Heidegger's German term is the
indefinite or impersonal pronoun used in German constructions similar to our English
‘one eats with a fork, not one’s fingers’ or ‘one shouldn’t judge a book by its cover.”

When we are under the domination of the Anyone, we do ‘what one does™ o
‘what anyone does’ according to the current understanding of things, their nature
and their purposes, that we share with others. Even the person who realizes thit
being is an issue in the deeper sense will be inauthentic, as Heidegger says, *when
busy, when excited, when interested, when ready for enjoyment” (43). When we are
absorbed in our day to day routine, when things demand our attention, we take the
particular common understanding of being for granted and are not authentically
Dasein. Heidegger thinks that “the Anyone’ is a structure ol Dascin’s being as
existence.®

Given this brief sketch of Heidegger’s notion of authenticity and inauthenticity,
we can see why in works following Being and Time Heidegger took pains to try 1o
correct a widespread misreading of his view. He specifically denied that the terms
indicated some ‘moral’ or ‘anthropological” distinction (LH 212/333). A particuliu
view about right or wrong behavior or views about how different groups of people
behave presuppose a particular conception of what it is to be human and an
understanding of being in general. This more basic phenomenon, its origin and nature,
is the subject of Heidegger’s analysis. He does not condemn inauthenticity as
something ‘wrong’ or something we should avoid," but rather shows that it is
inescapable. Inauthenticity is not some ‘bad and deplorable ontic property” which

literally ‘Eigentlichkeir’ means ‘properness,’ "own-ness.” In ordinary German “eigentlich’ mceans
‘proper.’ ‘true,’ ‘authentic,” “essential,” or “intrinsic.’

38 1 follow Hubert Dreyfus’s suggested translation.

39 Heidegger calls such a structure an “existentiale,” as we noted in Scction L Thus he
puts the Anyone on a par with such dimensions of Dascin’s being as anderstanding i
situatedness.

40 A detailed example of the morally-tinged view of inauthenticity common in the scholinly
hiterature can be found in Michael Zimmerman’s book Fclipse of the Self: The Development
of Heidegger's Concept of Authenticity (Athens, Ohio: Ohio University Press, 19K1)
Zimmerman describes inauthenticity as acgreedy,” “selfish,” cgoism.” (See especially pp. 43

49.) While this may scem to be an accurate description of the Daser immersed i the modeim
understanding of being, in which we see onrselves as conscious epos whose reliation to things
is one of dominance and manipulation, wwas cerunly not tue of the imaathentie Dasem ol
the Middie Ages, when the “epo” hid noteven been discovered yet, he devout, aseetie Chistim
of the tharteenth century, for exanmple, may be treatimgs what s with the sespectat deserven as
Giod's creanon and st be Simothentie i Hlewdeyrper s sense
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‘perhaps more advanced stages of human culture might be able to rid themselves’
(176). Unless a particular understanding of being is taken for granted, we would
have not culture but chaos.

Heidegger describes inauthentic existence as ‘fallen’ into or ‘addicted to’ a
particular understanding of being.*' Given our own cultural concerns and Heidegger’s
negative remarks about the phenomenon, it was easy for us to “fall’ into a moralistic
reading of the notion, as if it encouraged us to exhort others to escape a sheep-minded
conformity to social standards. But, in fact, Heidegger is not moralistically
condemning falling but arguing for its necessity in cultural existence. The notion
concerns not so much our personal lives or the particular things we do as the
understanding of being which they manifest. It plays an important role in an
ontological investigation, not a sociological critique of the annoying behavior of
our fellow humans. For example, in his Prolegomena to the History of the Concept
of Time Heidegger mentions ‘falling’ in connection with Husserl’s ‘assumption of
the tradition of Descartes and the problematic of reason stemming from him’ (HCT
129£./179f.). Everyone, including philosophers, has a difficult time breaking away
from old ways of looking at things. At its worst, falling levels off the ways things
can show themselves into a bland and banal sameness such that we cannot imagine
any other way of understanding them. One of the dangers of the current epoch of
heing, Heidegger thinks, is the entrenchment of banality.*

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

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

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

(127)

41 Heidegger's termis “verfallen.”
42 Sce Chapter 7, Section 7.3 tor o disenssion ol this danper of the technolopical cra.
[Chapter 7is available online at: hogpeAavwswescreeduZplalosopd/CWhae i Fdior’s note. |
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Authenticity, in contrast, reaches down into the “primordial” roots of Dascein’s being
beneath the leveled surface of the Anyone.

Heidegger thinks that this surface is especially hard to penctrate today in our age
of mass media and mass production, and therefore authenticity is increasingly ditticult
to achieve. The understanding of being which takes things as mere “stull” to be
manipulated and used for the satisfaction of our needs (which themiselves are also
determined by this very understanding) becomes more and more pervasive, spreading
from Western culture across the Earth. Practices and attitudes which still linger from
an earlier understanding of being, for example, the ‘respect for the Earth” movement,
or other attempts to break with the current technological understanding ol being,
quickly become publicized and commercialized and so acquire their own preseriptions
for ‘what one does’ in the technological world. In the second hall of the twentieth
century we can see the process at work in regard to particular roles such as beatnik,
hippie, punk, rapper, skinhead, and other such supposed nonconformists.

Given the common interpretation of Heidegger, it is worth emphasizing furthe
that the contrast he makes is not between doing *what one does™ and doing something
unique or nonconformist. Neither is he contrasting being “other-directed” and being
autonomous. For him, the ‘autonomous’ person may be following a role prescribed
by the Anyone just as much as the *other-directed’ person. The "nonconformist” may
march to the tune of a different drummer, but the Anyone still orchestrates all the
parts of this symphony of roles, goals, and standards.

I should also stress that understanding what authentic Dasein is, however, differs
from being authentic. Exhorting someone to ‘Be authentic!” makes as much sensce,
or as little, as exhorting them to be another Plato or Nictzsche. Nor should one
expect to be able to tell when somceone is authentic by the way they behave. The
difference in existence may not be visible in the personal life of any particulin Dascin
‘When busy, when excited, when interested, when ready for enjoyment,” when i
social situations of any sort, we all tend to do “what one does.” Nictzsche s cited by
Heidegger as an example of authentic Dascin, someone who has made an issoe ol
being, but yet, as is well known, Nietzsche’s new conceptualization of the bemge ol
what-is as will to power found scant manifestation in his own sickly, shy personal
life and his public persona fitted the model of the “Herr Professor’ ol the ape

In denying that authenticity indicates a moral distinction, Heidepper can
legitimately claim that he is trying to analyze a relationship that has hitherto been
concealed from philosophy. From Plato on down, philosophers have always piven
advice on how we ought to live our lives. The advice has been given from a particulin
perspective on what itis to be human. But Heidegger is trying to explain how such
perspectives emerge in the first place: what we humans must be like for this (o
happen, what the world must be like, and so forth. For the emergence ol such
perspectives, death and timeliness are necessary aspects of the being ol Dascin, as
we will see in the Tollowing chapters, not features of personhood which refer us 1o
the interiority of anisolated conscronsness o imique features of i personality

Over two decades ago James Demske arpacd e his book on Herdepper's
conception ol death that “my bewp s wgque and specifie o me alone’ aod that |
cansucceed or Gl ad the task of bempe swho Treally ame 10 succeed, Demshe arpues,
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I am authentic; if I fail and let other people determine who I am, then I am
inauthentic.** However, | am arguing that seeing myself as such a unique ‘given’
which I must discover and to which I must live up is in fact an escape from Dasein’s
ownmost being, which is not a ‘given’ but a question. More recently, John Caputo
in his 1990 book Demythologizing Heidegger claims that we each have our own
cssential being and that freedom means the freedom ‘to seize upon one’s essential
possibility, to find one’s essence, to forge one’s fate for oneself.” Even though Caputo
acknowledges that this individual fate is in some way bound up with the destiny of
a community or culture, the implication is that each person’s essence is still unique,
personal, and voluntarily chosen and that owning up to our future non-actuality
frees us to seize this fate.*

1.5 The ‘Turn’ in Heidegger’s Thought

Before I begin discussing the issues in Division Two of Being and Time, I should
justify drawing on Heidegger’s later works to illuminate his analysis there. Forty
years after Heidegger wrote his ‘Letter on Humanism,” we still find that, as Heidegger
said then, ‘it is everywhere supposed that the attempt in Being and Time ended in a
blind alley’ (LH 222/343). Years ago commentators such as James Collins and Otto
Piggeler concluded that Heidegger could find no way to proceed from the ‘existential
analytic’ of Being and Time to his projected analysis of the ‘meaning of being.’#
The view is still popular today and frequently invoked to explain Heidegger’s
attraction to the Nazi ideology.* Many commentators argue or simply assume that
Heidegger had to change his early conception of human nature in order to escape the
*subjectivism’ and ‘voluntarism’ which set up a roadblock on the path of his early
thinking."

43 See James Demske, Being, Man, and Death (Lexington, Kentucky: The University Press
of Kentucky, 1970), p. 19 and p. 22.

44 See John Caputo, Demythologizing Heidegger, pp. 78-80. He argues that freedom means
the freedom ‘to seize upon one’s essential possibility, to find one’s essence, to forge one’s fate
for oneself” (80).

45 See James Collins, The Existentialists (Chicago: Regnery, 1952), p. 175, and Otto
Poggeler, Der Denkweg Martin Heideggers (Plullingen, Germany: Gunther Neske, 1963),
p. 176.

46 Ferry and Renault describe this “orthodox position” in the passage cited in Section 1.1 in
footnote 2.

47 Both quoted terms come from Michael E. Zimmerman, who has argued more extensively
for this view. The most concise and simple statement of it is in his article ‘The Foundering of
Being and Time,” Philosophy Today, XIX (Summer 1975), pp. 100-107. In it Zimmerman
argues that Being and Time lies half way between the metaphysical thinking of traditional
philosophy and Heidegger’s later, new way of thinking (102). He contends that *Being and
Time founders for two reasons. First, it was unable to completely pass beyond the subjectivist
kind of thinking which characterizes the history of metaphysics. Second, it Failed to recognize
from the beginning, the historical nature of being and the function of Dascin to bring being: 1o
appearance” (102).
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Heidegger does speak of a “turn’ or “reversal” which occurred in his thought some
years after the publication of Being and Time (111 208/328)." Certainly the works
that follow this book exhibit a change of focus and vocabulary. Heidegger no longer
concentrates on examining everyday human activity or exploring the aspects ol Dasein
that he analyzed in Being and Time such as being-with others, death, resolutencess,
vuilt, conscience, and timeliness. Though these notions are at Icast touched upon
tangentially in his later works, he increasingly focuses on being and its history, and
his pronouncements become increasingly idiosyncratic and obscure.

Commenting on Heidegger’s 1962 essay ‘Time and Being,” Peter McCormick
says: ‘Now much of this defies critical understanding. We scem to be lost in what
Poggeler calls Heidegger’s Topologie des Seins, wandering in some imaginary country
mapped in inexhaustible detail by a philosophical Tolkein.™ I think the only way
that we can begin to find our way through the thicket of dense jargon and obscure
remarks is to take our bearings from the map sketched out in Heidegger's carly
work. Only then can we determine whether Heidegger is a philosophical ‘Tolkein o
a Columbus - or simply a cartographer of Western history who necded to develop
his own symbol system to chart the territory he surveyed.

Heidegger himself has claimed that the ‘turn® which his thought underwent in the
ycars following the publication of Being and Time was in fact prepared for in that
work and was the working out of the answer to the question of the meaning ol being,
which it posed. He says:

The thinking of the turn is a change in my thought. But this change is not a consequence
of altering the standpoint, much less of abandoning the fundamental issuc o Being and
Time. The thinking of the turn results from the fact that I stayed with the matter for thoupht,
‘Being and Time,” by inquiring into the perspective which already in Bemg and lime
(p. 39) was designated as ‘“Time and Being’.

(LR xvi/xvin)

According to the original outline of Being and Time, the section designated “lTime
and Being’ was to have appeared as Division Three of Part One. Heidegger indicited
that there, after Division Two’s explication of timeliness as the “meaning’ ol human
cxistence, he would examine ‘time as the transcendental horizon for the question ol

In the article Zimmerman arguces that Heidegger's notion of “Jemeinigheir” and Dasein's
selfhood kept him from escaping the “subjectivist” view that we are at botom isolted, Cartesian
consciousnesses. As 1 try to show in this chapter, neither coneept, properly understood, relers
us Lo the subjectivity or consciousness of the individual personality.

Zimmerman's book the Ecidpse of the Self provides a more extended, detailed aceonnt of
both the continuity and the difference in Heidegger's carly and later thought. Inat be arpues
that Heidegger's thought manifests a pradual development, not the abrupt break of o deid end
and a new direction.

A8 Heidegger's termyis “Kefoe He utilizes both s mcaning o “tuien” and of “reversal” m
the sense of a turm about, and we will use both words

49 See Peter MeCormick, *A Note on " Pane and Bemy” " Ululosophy Lodav, XTX (Sumimes
1975), . 99
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being’ (39f.). We would have gotten to the final layer explaining how being can “be’
and how Dasein can have an understanding of it.

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

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

Heidegger’s comments about the consistency of his work indicate that the turn in
his thought was projected and prepared for by the published portion of Being and
Time. Although Heidegger does acknowledge that he was “not capable of a sufficient
development of the theme designated in the title “Time and Being™ at the time he
published the truncated torso of Being and Time and that the essay published later
with that title can no longer be regarded as a continuation of his earlier work, he still
insists that the basic question being addressed remains the same (TB 83/91), and
that, if anything, the ‘fundamental flaw’ in the book was that he ‘ventured too far
too early’ (OWL 7/93). He may have set up a project more ambitious than he could
complete or at least complete fast enough to avoid misinterpretation. However, 1
want to show not only that the question of both the 1927 book and the 1962 essay
indeed is the same, which is not obvious, but also that the answer in both works
remains within the framework established in Being and Time.

50 John D. Caputo, *“Time and Being in Heidegger” Modern Schoolman. 1. (May 1973).
p. 335.

S1 Zimmernan, Felipse, p. 117

52 Joha DL Caputo, “Tone and Bemy  Hewdepper, po 449
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If Heidegger was ‘not capable’ of adequately letting the subject matter of “lime
and Being® show itself, this was not because his preliminary analysis of humian
heing sidetracked him or even derailed him from his original project of finding, the
meaning of being. Rather, as he suggests in his letter to Professor Richardson,
vood number of years are needed before the thinking through of so decisive i matter
can find its way into the clear’ (LR xvi/xvii). If the 1962 essay “Time and Being!
cannot be simply tacked on to the text of Being and Time, this is not because of i
change of mind but rather because of a change of method and a change of Linpuape
Lo one not so easily accommodating the metaphysical misrcading that has plagued
that early work.

It was not just Heidegger’s thinking that ‘failed’ in the *adequate saying ol Being
and Time. Adequate saying requires adequate listening. In *The Letter on Humanisim,’
where he admits that ‘the thinking’ (note, he does not just say ‘my thinking’) Gailed,
he also comments:

. in order to make the attempt at thinking rccognizable and at the same time
understandable for existing philosophy, it could at first be expressed only within the horizon
of that current philosophy and its usc of familiar terms.

In the meantime I have learned to sce that these terms were bound to mislead immediaely
and inevitably into error. For the terms and the conceptual language corresponding to
them were not rethought by rcaders out of the particular matter to be thought: rather the
matter was conceived according to the established terminology and its customiry meanmng.

(1.1 235/387)

The customary meaning of the current philosophical vocabulary had been established
by 2500 years of metaphysical thinking, some of the latest episodes of which were
Husserl's phenomenology and the tradition of existentialism. By using such terms
as “self,” “choice,’ *death,’ “guilt,” and *conscience,” Heidegger seemed to be oftering
another particular understanding of what it is (o be, specifically the existentialist
one emphasizing subjectivity and personal choice. Indeed, he was prompted to weile
the “Letter on Humanism,” from which many of the above quotations come, inorder
to dissociate himself from the existentialism of Sartre, with whom he had been
indiscriminately lumped by many pcople.® Perhaps in order 1o avoid such
misunderstanding as well as to express his insights more adequately, Heidepper's
use of language becomes more und more inventive and wdiosyncratic until his Fater
philosophy may scem to preclude any understanding at all.

S3 0 Sartre misunderstands Heidegger's claim that *the “essence™ ol Dasein lies inats existence’
(42). Although Sartre does have the notion that what we are is a product of oy sell
understanding, he sees this inan individoatistic and ahistorical way., His dictom that “exastence
precedes essence’ seems o presuppose the traditional notion of *existence” as “actuality”, o
what Heidegger calls “presence at hand,” rather than the wdea oo stadimg toward” bemg. In
Heidepger's view ol him, Sartee s one more metaphysician otfermy aparticubn understandimg
of what itis “to be Like Kierhepiand, Santee promanly thinks on the exastentiel lesel, nor the
existential Their philosophies are exprescaoms ol then tmes, not analyses ol what makes
these ditferent cultiral cpochs posaable
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Heidegger himself should have been the first to see that there are good philosophical
reasons why his own thinking may have been unfortunately affected by the heritage
of significance attached to terms borrowed from the traditional philosophical
vocabulary. But I also think that he is not being disingenuous when he says that he
was trying ‘to say something wholly different’ with this traditional vocabulary
(N4 141/194). Once we understand both the early and later vocabularies, especially
such notions as ‘death,’ the ‘timeliness’ of Dasein, and the ‘Temporality’ of being,
we will be able to see how the later essay ‘Time and Being’ can be regarded as the
missing section of Being and Time, at least in content if not form.

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

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

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

(147)

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

The last sentences of the published portion of Being and Time conclude its
discussion of the timeliness which makes Dasein’s being possible, but they also
pose the rhetorical questions which would have led imto that nmissing section:
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How is this disclosive understanding of being at all possible for Dasein? ... The
existential-ontological constitution of Dascin’s totality is grounded in timeliness. Henee
the ecstatical projection of being must be made possible by some primordial way in which
ecstatic timeliness times itself. How is this mode of the timing ol timeliness (o be
interpreted? Is there a way which leads from primordial time to the meaning of heing?
Does rime itself manifest itself as the horizon of being?

437

The time which is the horizon of being is not just the time of Dasein’s being but the
Time of being in general. Indeed, I shall show that Dasein’s authentic timeliness
and the Time of being arc grounded in the same basic phenomenon when viewed
from the perspectives before and after the ‘turn.’

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

One need only observe the simple fact that in Being und Time the problem is set up vutside
the sphere of subjectivism — that the entire anthropological problematic is kept at a distance,
that the normative issue is emphatically and solely the experience of Da-sein with a constant
view to the question of being — for it to become strikingly clear that the *being’ into which
Being and Time inquires cannot remain something which the human subject posits. Rather
being, stamped as presence by its time-character, approaches Dasein. Consequently, even
in the initial steps of the question of being in Being and Time thought is called to a chanpe
whose movement corresponds to the turn.

(LR xviii/xix)

With notions like ‘existence’ left underdeveloped, we might conclude that Dascin’s
being is a matter of subjectivity or attitude, as if the ‘standing out’ toward being is
just our consciousness of things ‘outside’ of us or our attitude about them. Only
later are we explicitly told that this *standing out’ is a matter of *standing open” for
the ‘openness’ of being (Way 271f./374). The openness of being is the disclosurc ol
being through the way things invite our dealings with them. Such openness makes
possible our understanding of being, our ‘standing open’ for its changing
manifestations.

Because Heidegger did not carry off the turn in the format of that carly
investigation, he expresses dissatisfaction in other works with the account of the
relation between being and human being given in Being and Time. Looking
Dasein’s relationship to being only from the point of view of Dasein gives an
‘inadequate’ conception of the relation as a whole (OWA 87/74). 1t does not capture
how Dasein’s understanding of being changes in response to the Temporal revelation
of being.

What is at issue in the ‘turn’ of Being and Time is what 1 will call the
‘phenomenological turn.” Tt is required both by the phenomenon under investigation
in the published parts of Being and Time and by the method of investigation, that
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1s, the hermeneutic phenomenology which uncovers deeper and deeper layers of
Dasein’s being. In the process of making the turn, however, Heidegger comes up
against the limits of this initial method and its language. The phenomenological turn
ultimately involves a turn away from phenomenology. In his later works he no longer
tries to provide a transcendental excavation of the phenomenon of being, perhaps
because he sees the structure and aim of his earlier argument, with its attempt to get
to the bottom of things, as a holdover from metaphysical thinking, even if its content
was an attempt to say something “wholly different.’

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

The ‘turn’ to which Heidegger refers here is not the phenomenological turn; it is
the turn which is the transformation of man’s being. This turn is, for example, the
subject of Heidegger's lecture “The Turning’ given in 1949. Some of the confusion
surrounding the notion of a turn in Heidegger’s thought is caused by his use of the
same word for both the change in perspective in his analysis and the change in the
rclationship between man and being. The former turn is carried out in his
comprehensive analysis of Dasein and being, but the latter turn is something that
has not taken place yet. This turn is “‘the turn about of the forgetfulness of being into
the truth of being’ (QCT 44/42). This turn is a turn which happens or comes to pass
in our understanding of being. The other turn is a matter for thought as interpretation
or analysis; it involves no special kind of happening. However, Heidegger thinks
that the turn which happens can only be ‘thought out of the turn” which is no special
kind of happening but rather is the change of perspective involved in carrying out
the investigation into Dasein and being.

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

Indeed, Heidegger suggested in the second part of the Introduction to Being and
Time that the interpretation of Dasein as temporal and historical would necessarily
lead us into the question of the historicality of being. We would be obliged. he
thought, to make the turn toward being. Furthermore, this section of the Introduction
set the task of investigating the history of the question of being not just tor the sake
of providing a complete, accurate representation of Dascin or being, or the relationship
between them. Heidegger sugpested that the investipation also prepares us for
positively “appropriating™ our past and brings us into “the fullest possession of the
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most proper possibilities of such an inquiry” into being (21).* This possibility is
precisely the transformation of our understanding of being and, with it, the
transformation of our Dasein. “To ask how does it stand with being means nothing
less than to repeat the beginning of our historical-spiritual Dasein in order to transform
it in another beginning’ (IM 39/29). This turn of thought, which we will examine in
Section 7.4,% is the turn away from the traditional, metaphysical understanding of
being and, Heidegger hopes, a turn toward a new beginning for Western thinking
which would be as radical as that of the Greeks.

54 ‘Appropriating’ translates the term ‘Aneignung’ which Heidegger uscs in this part of the
Introduction to Being and Time. This may seem to prematurely emphasize the word's
connection with Heidegger’s term “das Ercignis,” but Hans-Georg Gadamer thought that the
content of Heidegger’s lectures in 1919 indicated that he already had at least a sketch of the
map that would lead to his famous ‘Kelire' o turn. In them he referred to the *worlding’ ol
the world and used the expression *es ¢r eignit sich.” See Theodore Kisiel's discussion ol this
point in The Genesis of ‘Being and Time* (Beckeley: University of California Press, 1993),
p. 16. Gadamer’s remarks were made inhis Heidegeer s Wege (Tiibingen: Mohr, 1983), . 144
and *Wilhelm Dilthey nach 15O Jaheen,” s Iudthey und die Philosophie der Gegenwart, ed.
F.W. Orth, Sonderband der Phdnomenologise hen Forschungen (Freiburg: Alber, 1985), p. 159
S5 [Chapter Tas available at hop:wvww seu edu/plalosophy/CWhite iime Vditor’s note, |






Chapter 2
The Death of Dasein

As we turn to a consideration of Heidegger’s conception of death in Division Twa
of Being and Time, we must remember what the existential analysis has accomplished
in Division One. As if to remind us, Heidegger immediatcly tells us in the first
paragraph of Division Two that the preceding investigation took his technical
definition of ‘existence’ as its clue to analyzing Dascin’s being. The (erm “existence’
‘formally indicates that Dasein is as an understanding able-to-be, which, in its
being, makes an issue of that being itself’ (231). We must keep this deliniton
mind as we consider the death of Dasein that Heidegger describes as “the possibality
of the impossibility of any existence at all’ (262). With this notion of existenee, we
should be better prepared to comprehend the claim that Dascin’s *death” or its ceasing,
‘to be’ begins where its possibilities end: at the limit of its *standing toward® being.

Sections 2.1 and 2.2 recreate the immediate and historical context of Heidegger's
discussion of death by relating it to his overall project in Being and Time and to the
conceptions of death of two of his most influential philosophical predecessors, Hepel
and Kierkegaard. Section 2.3 discusses the problem of Dasein’s *wholeness™ through
which Heidegger raises the issue of death in the text, while 2.4 distinguishes the
ends of various domains of what-is as well as differentiating the six different notions
of Dasein’s end that Heidegger confusingly deploys. Section 2.5 discusses deatl as
the distinctive end of Dasein’s being, the ‘possibility of the impossibility of existence,”
while 2.6 addresses the notion of ‘being toward the end.” Scctions 2.7 and 2.8 discuss
Dasein’s two ways of relating to its existential end, that is, inauthentically o
authentically ‘dying.’

2.1 The Context of the Discussion of Death

In the traditional reading of Being and Time, as 1 indicated in the Introduction, the
book appears to consist of two quite distinct, even unrelated, analyses. Division One
is a phenomenological analysis of everyday activity, and Division Twao is an analysis
of such ‘existentialist’ themes as death, conscience, guilt, and time-conscionsness,
The mystery is how Heidegger could have expected, as he originally planned, to
address the “meaning of being in peneral” and the history of ontology alter an
investigation of how we cach should face our own death, how our conscience speaks
to us, how we are “guilty” for our personal character and actions, and how
consciousness is emporally unilicd. As we saw in Section Led, most conmmentatons
think that Heidegger realized this excurston into perssonal lile was in fact not just i
sidetrack but i dead end and consequently brake ofl Being and Tune, leaving: us
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with a truncated torso while he went on to exccute the ‘turn’ and try a radically
different approach.

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

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

(231)

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

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

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

1 This paraphrase comes from lectures given in the summer of 1926 now published as
Prolegomena to the History of the Concept of Time. In muany ways the discussion of death in
Heidegger’s lecture course is similar to but not identical with the presentation of the issue in
Being and Time, but the latter’s distinctions arc more refined and developed. But perhaps the
most important difference is that the carlier analysis sought only a “phenomenological
conception’ of death (HC'T 312/43 1) while the Later seeks an texistential” one, that is, i coneepl
capturing Dascin’s being as existence. Anaside below i Tootnote 35 i Section 2.5 points oot
one way in which the carhier approach 1o the subject s ousleading.
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our understanding reveals ‘its deepest finitude” when iclets something be an object
since then ‘it betrays in a most primordial form the neediness of a finite essence’
(KPM 79/72). His answer is ‘yes,” and his analysis of death shows our need o et
things be.

We should also keep in mind that in Being and Time the discussion of death comes
immediately after Heidegger’s explication of truth as unconcealedness at the end of
Division One and before his discussion of the timeliness of Dascin which, as he has
already told us, constitutes the meaning of its being, the condition for its possibility.
For Heidegger, truth as aletheia or unconcealedness is more fundamental than truth
as correspondence because a world must first reveal itself as a context of concern
before we can make assertions about or have conscious representations of particular
things which may then either correspond or not correspond to their properties,

Truth as unconcealedness is complemented by untruth as being closed off and
covered up, a feature connected with Heidegger’s notion of death. To truth belongs
‘the reservoir of the not-yet (the un-) revealed in the sense of concealment” (OWA
60/48). As the following argument will show, the question of the death of Dasein
explicitly addresses the issue of the ‘not-yet’ that forms an essential aspect of Dasein’s
understanding of being. Timeliness as the meaning of Dascin’s being turns out to be
the condition for the possibility of this ‘not-yet’ unfolding itsell across the centuries
of Western civilization.

Heidegger’s analysis of death serves as a bridge between the issues of truth and
timeliness. In lectures he gave shortly before the publication of Being and Tine, he
referred to his explication of death as a ‘transitional consideration” (HCT 307/42:4).
Shortly after the book came out, Heidegger may huave realized that, as L as the
reader was concerned, his approach served not to connect his train of thoupht but to
derail it. In his lectures after the book’s publication he says that he will try a new
pathway to the subject of time, and he comments retrospectively: “I'he pathway o
the interpretation of time is not simple. The one I myself have taken is not the only
one, but every pathway is Jong and runs into obstacles’ (MFL 197/254).

Certainly Heidegger’s discussion of the subject of death in Being and Time shunted
too many readers down the wrong track, though he himself continued 1o see it as
having a different aim. Heidegger could still comment late in his lile that the
discussion of death in that early work addresses ‘the question of the timeliness of
Dasein, of mankind,’? quite a different matter than an individual's attitude about
physical death. In a remark that should certainly scem curious in light of the (raditional
interpretation of his views, Heidegger adds: “This is another thought than that of
Rilke, that everyone dies his own death.™

Of course, the text left these distinctions Far from clear and indeed invited the
Existentialist misrcading by the way Heidegger posed its problems as well as the

2 Note that, once again, Dascin s cguated with mankmd,” not the conscrousness of subjects

3 These remarks, which Heidegger made nscletier wotten to Jenny Fhunmett e teansbved
and quoted by herinherarticle “Thankeand Poct Plewdepper, Ralke and Death™ i Soundings,
GOCI977), p 167 For Hewdegper's comments abont Ridke o Beonge and Tone, see Tlootnote 30
helow
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terminology it used. He admitted that his retrospective claims about what he was
trying to show presume a clarity that did not even exist in his own mind, let alone
the text. The development of his views during this period was a ‘tangled process,
inscrutable even to’ him and that both his language and his explanations do not
adequately capture his intentions (LR xiv/xiii).

2.2 Some Historical Background

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

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

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

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

However, for Hegel, and Heidegger as well, the ‘negative’ such as death is not
just an aspect of the being of particular things or kinds of things. Heidegger quotes
Hegel’s claim in the Phenomenology of Spirit that German Idealism ‘dared to think
the negative as proper to being.” The ‘monstrous power of the negative’ turns out to
be, for Hegel, especially important for us as finite creatures. He calls it, Heidegger
emphasizes, ‘the energy of thinking’ (N1 61/73). Thought creates models of reality
for itself, but then the ‘negation’ of these models by experience spurs thinking on to
develop new models of reality.

4 Werner Marx, Heidegger and the Tradition, trans. T. Kisicl and M. Greene (Evanston:
Northwestern University Press, 1971), p. 65.

5 The quotation is from Hegel's Wissenschaft der Logik, Vol. 1, 2nd edition (Leipzig: Meiner,
1948), p. 117. Sce the translation by AV, Miller, Hegel's Science of Logic (New York:
Humanitics Press, 1969), p. 129,10 is quoted by W, Maex, ibud., p. 64 The phrase “heing,
within-themselves” translates the (erm “Insichsein.”
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Heidegger quotes another passage lrom the Phenomenology which refers to the
‘negation’ of death:

Death, if we want to name that unreality so, is the most frightful thing, and to hold fast (o
what is dead requires the greatest force . . . But the life of the Spirit is not one that shies
from death and merely preserves itself from corruption; it is rather the life that endmes
death and maintains itself in death. Spirit achieves its truth only inasmuch as it finds itsell
in absolute inner strife.¢

‘Death’ in this view is an aspect of the strife within Spirit, not a person’s physical
demise. Heidegger analyzes Hegel’s notion of this inner strifc of thought as the
dialogue between natural consciousness and absolute Spirit.

Natural consciousness is the ‘Zeitgeist’ or ‘Spirit of the time,” the Spirit as it is
historically given at any particular time with its specific conception of reality. The
Zeitgeist confronts its death in the process of ‘thoroughgoing skepticism.” Heidepper
describes the process:

The skeptic sustains from the outset the irresistible pull by which consciousness is violently
carried beyond itself — by which, that is, natural is carried off into real knowledge. T this
uprooling, natural consciousness loses what it takes to be its truth and s life. Henee, the
uprooting is the death of natural consciousness.

(HCE RO/1O0)

Natural consciousness is described by Heidegger as succumbing to anxicty for its
own survival in the face of the ‘violence’ that overpowers it and ‘carrics it forth into
its truth’ (HCE 82/162). This survival is not the physical survival of i person but the
survival of a way of thinking. When an understanding of reality is contradicted,
natural consciousness loses its integrity. In this violence natural consciousness 1s
‘violated,” but the violation comes from the Spirit working through consciousness,
and Spirit is the truth or inner reality of consciousness itself. Spirit drives us to
transcend limited knowledge in order to grasp the whole. The Zeirgeist sacrifices
itself to gain itself and comprehend its own nature in the resurrection attendant to its
death. In other words, natural consciousness as a particular understanding ol reality
dies so that absolute Spirit may live.
Heidegger describes the final, Hegelian victory of absolute knowledge:

In the consummation of the dialogue of “thoroughgoing skepticism® the words are
uttered: It is finished!” They are uttered at that point where consciousness itsell dies its
own death, the death into which itis carried off by the violencee of the Absolute, Hepel
at the close of his work calls the phenomenology of Spirit “the Golgotha of absolute
Spirit.”

(HCE 116/.200)

O Heidegger quotes these reminhs o N O30 The passape is feam Hlepel's
Phéinomenologic des Geistes (Hambogy Meer, 19520 po 2910 See the translition by
AV Mller, Phenomenology of Spoa (Oxtord Oxdond Unversaty Press, 1977y p 19
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The phenomenology ol Spirit, which tests and rejects all the limited models of reality
offered up by the Zeirgeist, is the site of the crucifixion of natural consciousness but
also its means of resurrection into absolute knowledge.

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

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

I we may be permitted here to use as an expedient the language of mechanics, we might
siay: the progression in the history of the formation of consciousness is not driven forward
by the actual shape of consciousness into the still undetermined, but is drawn by the pull
of the goal which is already set. In that pull, the goal that pulls brings itself forth in its
appearance and brings the course of consciousness from its start to the plentitude of its
full status.

(HCE 79/160)

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

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

7 Hans-Georg Gadamer, Truth and Method (New York: Scabury Press, 1975), p. 307,
Hegel argues that Kant cannot both clvim that things in themselves exist and that we know
nothing about them.
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absolute knowledge in which it becomes utterly transparent to itself, knowing its
own presuppositions and limits. Thus, it is not really dead, just resurrected in
transparent ‘body’!

Werner Marx notes the difference in the relationship between the realm of untruth
— death, evil, error — and the realm of truth as Hegel and Heidegger conccive ol it
Switching from the imagery of life and death to the metaphor of light and darkness,
as we will find Heidegger doing, too, in his discussions of death, Marx comments
that Hegel ‘does not let the dark remain dark but wishes to illuminate it by thought,
by reason.” In contrast, Heidegger regards the concealed realm of death as remaining,
dark, unilluminated by Dasein’s disclosing activity. If the darkness did not remain
dark, a boundary which our knowledge cannot transcend, we would have no light.
Truth as an unconcealing presupposes a concealedness, a darkness in this metaphor.
Heidegger claims that finitude is essential to the ‘ck-sistence™ ol an understanding
of being. Werner Marx comments that, in contrast to Hegel: “The decisively new
factor in Heidegger’s conception of aletheia as well as the truth of being pencrally is
that he thinks of the “realm of darkness™ and the “realm of light"™ as cqual pariners
in the occurrence of being and that he conceives of their relationship to cach other as
a “strife” which keeps the character of the occurrence of presence radically
“creative.”’®

Spirit’s journey involves no radical creation since its path is alrcady mapped out
by its inner logic. Hence for Hegel consciousness in undergoing death does not so
much move from a lighted clearing into the dark as go from onc lighted room to
another with the lamp of reason already clearing its path. Supposcdly, Spirit's mnet
logic finally brings it into a realm of total illumination, total transparency. Dascin
will never achieve a complete self-knowledge that comprehends reality.

For Heidegger, as we shall see, we are making a leap into the dark in our bemye
toward death. Because of its very nature as finite, Dascin’s “journcy” throuph the
‘stages of life’s way’ is bought at the cost of its being, its natural tendency to seck
the safety of the Anyone. In lectures in 1943 Heidegger warns us of the “the suffenmy
in which the essential otherness of what-is reveals itself” in opposition to the tried
and usual.” He adds: ‘The highest form of suffering is the dying of death as a sacrifice
for the preservation of the truth of being. This sacrifice is the purest experience of
the voice of being’ (P 166f./249¢f.).

We should emphasize that, while Hegel promises the transparency of knowledye,
Heidegger thinks he does not deliver it in his own philosophy, no more than any
other thinker can. Heidegger playfully notes that the task of constructing metaphysics
on the ground cleared by Kant's critique of pure reason is like that of jumping over
one’s own shadow. Kant .calized that the ¢ priori forms ol knowledge cast then
shadows wherever we look, preventing any lucid knowledge of things in themselves,
Heidegger notes:

Hegel alone apparently succeeded i pumpiny over this shadow bat only i such o way
that he eliminated the shadow, that s, the inteness of man, and umped ita the san

K W M, p L1/
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itself. Hegel lcaped over the shadow, but he did not, because of that, surpass the shadow.
Nevertheless, every philosopher must want to do this. This “must” is his vocation.
(WIT 1501./153)

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

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

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

In Fear and Trembling Kierkegaard refers to the moment of the leap of faith as
the instant of ‘life and death.’'® In Sickness Unto Death he tells us that in ‘Christian
terminology’ the word ‘death’ means ‘spiritual wretchedness,” not physical dying."
Certainly he could appeal to authoritative precedent for support of his claim. St Paul
thinks that the sinner lives a sort of ‘death,’ and, like Kierkegaard, the solution that
he proposes is a ‘dying to’ the old lifc and a rebirth through faith in Christ. For

9 Seren Kierkegaard, Fear and Trembling and The Sickness Unto Death, translated hy
Walter Lowrie (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1954), p. 24.

10 1Ibid., p. 53.

11 Ibid., p. 143. A wholc book needs to be written on misunderstandings of Kierkegaard's
conceptions of death, temporality, and cternity,
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Kierkegaard the “sickness unto death® of despair does not necessarily last “unto’
physical death. Spiritual wretchedness is itsell” death, and it lasts until one “dies
from’ it, that is, dies away from it, and is reborn in faith in this life, not some world
beyond it."

For Heidegger, too, Dasein’s authentic relationship to death as being toward death
involves a transformation of self-understanding and Dascin’s being-in-the-world.
Heidegger had surely read Kierkegaard’s Sickness Unto Death before he wrote Being
and Time, and perhaps it is no coincidence that his own technical phrase *Sein zum
Todes’ (being toward death) should be reminiscent of the German title of one of
Kierkegaard’s books (Krankheit zum Todes)."* He also apparently borrowed from
the Kierkegaard book from which he said he learned the most philosophically, The
Concept of Anxiety, one of his key technical terms for the vocabulary of his notion
of authentic being toward death, ‘Augenblik’ (or literally, ‘cycs-glance”), for the
moment of insight. But while Kierkegaard’s writing focuses on the level of personal
choice and takes for granted the particular, existenticll understanding, of being of
nineteenth-century Protestant Christianity, Heidegger aims at a deeper analysis. "

2.3 The Problem of Wholeness

Heidegger begins his discussion of his own notion of the dcath of Dascin in a
roundabout and misleading way. At the end of Chapter 6 of Division Onc of Being
and Time Heidegger asks us:

But is the phenomenon of care one in which the most primordial existential-ontological
state of Dasein is disclosed? And has the structural manifoldness which lies i this
phenomenon presented us with the most primordial totality of factical Dascin’s bewng?
Has our investigation up to this point ever brought Dascin into view as a whaole?

230)

Armed with the transcendental layers of Dasein’s being which he has uncovered in
the first six chapters of the book, Heidegger now asks whether we have gotten to the
bottom of Dasein’s being and found the most primordial condition for the occurrence
of Dasein as being-in-the-world. However, much of the discussion of the probleny in

12 Abraham, Kierkegaard’s paradigm for a knight of faith, is described as having the Gaith
that he would be happy in this life. Kierkegaard suggests that faith only i a future world s
not faith at all. Sce Fear and Trembling, ibid.. p. 341,

13 This possible connection between Heidegger™s term and Kierkegaard s title was sugpested
to me by note 7 in John Llewelyn's “The “Possibility™ of Heidegger's Demh, Jowrnal of the
British Society for Phenomenology, Vol. 14 (May ¥3). p. | 3K,

14 Kierkegaard's termvis “@jeblik.” For his most compact (but also most obscure ) discussion
of his notion of the “moment” of insight, see The Concept of Anvietv, pp.8E 93 For Hewdepper's
comments about this book and the existenticll character ol Kierkepaard's works, see the
tootnotes on Bemg and Tane 235 and 338 (Knphish tansbation 194 and 19 /)
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the introductory section to Division Two and the opening sections of its first chapter
obscure the issue rather than illuminate it.

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

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

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

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

(233-234)

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

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

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

15 *Something still outstanding in the able-to-be™ Cemen Ausstand an Seinkannen’) sup pests
something outstandimg i the sense ol adebt o be padsicconnotation on whneh Herdeypper's



The Death of Dasein 04

of Heidegger's final analysis of the “end’ of Dascin, but the firstinterpretation which
Heidegger proposes suggests that what is outstanding in Dascin’s being, as long as
it is, 1s a person’s physical death. Until this event ‘closes’ the individual's life, we
will not be able to analyze his being as a whole.

Obviously, Heidegger suggests, analyzing this ‘end’ of a person presents certain
problems if phenomenology is to stick to the phenomena that disclose themselves to
our own investigation. How can we analyze what it is like for us to dic? When we
experience this end, we will no longer be around to investigate it. Arriving at this
sort of end, Dasein will have ‘no-more-being-there,” no more Dascin and henee no
more understanding of the phenomenon.'® As Dasein reaches this sort of *wholeness,”
it will lose its being-in-the-world altogether (236).

Paul Edwards has a heyday with such remarks, suggesting that Hewdegger is
posing a pseudo-problem whose solution demands the experience of having no more
experiences, a living to experience non-living."” But in these irst tentative remarks
Heidegger plants numerous red flags which should warn the attentive reader that
this is not the definitive statement of the issue he is trying (o raisc. He reflects:

We cannot cross out the ‘ahead-of-itself” as an essential item in the structure of care. But
how sound are the conclusions we have drawn from this? Has not the impossibility of
getting the whole of Dasein into our grasp been inferred by an argument which is merely
formal? Or have we not at bottom inadvertently posited that Dascin is somcething present
at-hand, ahead of which something that is not yet present-at-hand is constantly shoving
itself? Have we in our argument taken ‘being-not-yet’ and the “ahead” in a sense that s
genuinely existential?

(23061

Unfortunately, the flags are only questions, and, at this point, Heidegger does not
explicitly answer them.
Falling into the same trap as Edwards, Lawrence Hinman asserts in his reply:

My own death is something still outstanding for me, somcething which has not yet occuned;
in this sense it is a possibility. Heidegger clearly notes that this is the sense i which he s
asserting that my death is for me a possibility.'*

In support of this claim Hinman refers to Heidegger’s initial discussion and ignores
the fact that in the following passages Heidegger will repeatedly question or flatly
deny that this sense of ‘not yet’ is appropriate for Dasein’s sort of being. "

In fact, Heidegger eventually argues that the inauthentic understanding ol death
regards it precisely as such an event which has not happened yet but will in the

discussion draws and one which will link his notion of death to that of guilt. ‘The phease
*something still to be closed” transttes Hewdepper's eine stiandige Unabgeschlossenhen’
(236). The German verb *Aussiehen” suppests the comparisons.,

16 Heidegger's phrase is “Nicht mehr da semn'”

17 Bdwards, Heideggeer and Death, pp W40

I8 Lawrence Fhinman, “Hewdepper, Bdwardsand Bemp toward Death,” po 190

19 See papes 208 200 245, 240,250 0% 8 and 32 s well o the above 2360 23/
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future. He also repeatedly waves a red flag to warn us that the initial conception of
the problem may be entirely inadequate because it regards Dascein as something
present-at-hand, that is, as a subject with a succession of representations which will
eventually cease.” Later in the book he specifically says that we treat what-is as
present-at-hand when we regard it as something which ‘comes along, has presence,
and then disappears’ (389).

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

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

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

(309)

What we need to understand is not the ‘wholeness’ of Dasein as a ‘sum’ of parts
which we want to have "given’ to our analytic perspective, not even if the “parts” are

20 See pages 240, 241, 2411, 245, and 248, ax wellas the above 230 237 and Heidegger's
remark about Kant’s conception of the sell on 320421



The Death of Dasein 0N

the various existential structures of Dascein’s being. ‘The completeness ol Dascin s
not a matter of having a complete theory of it 1t is the possibility ol Dascin itseld
being ‘complete” or *whole,” thatis, of Dascin’s ability (o be as the entity that “exists’
by taking a stand toward heing.

In the Heraclitus seminar of 1966/67 Heidegger poses an analogous (uestion
about the unity of a library. Is the library simply the sum of its books, furniture, and
other items? Is the wholeness of the library jeopardized when some of these books
or chairs are removed? Of course not: it is still a library. Heidegger explains: A"
understood as summative is quite different from allness in the sense of the unity of
the peculiar sort that is not so easy to specify at first” (HS 20/37). Evidently even
forty years after writing Being and Time Heidegger still found it hard 1o specily
first this notion of wholeness.

In Being and Time the reader may feel that there is something fishy about the
problem precisely because of the misleading way it was introduced. I we heed
Heidegger’s warnings and reject the present-at-hand conception of Dascm, it is not
clear why Dasein’s ‘wholeness’ should be problematic. Is the difficulty that of how
Dasein can be a unified understanding of being across time, particularly the span
of centuries, when this understanding of being is constantly changing? This is how
the issue might appear once we adequately grasp Heidegger's notions ol Dasemn’s
timeliness and historicality which follow his discussion of death. For examiple, how
can Dasein unify itself in the past, present, and future? How can Dascin *streteh
itself along’ in history? Yet why is this to be regarded as a problem? And why do we
need to look behind or beyond the phenomenon for something that will guarantee
a unity underlies the changes? If this is the problem, it sounds suspiciously like
the one Heidegger himself dismissed as a pseudo-problem in his discussion of
Husserl’s and Kant’s arguments for the unity of consciousness bencath its changing,
representations. This supposed problem, he said, was created by a mistaken, present
at-hand view of the self, so it should not be left over after the rejection of such
misconception. We should remember Heidegger's criticism of the traditional
conception of substance as that which ‘underlies’ changes. Would we not be Falling
into a similar present-at-hand conception of historicality if we wondered how Discin
can be the same and yet change?

The real question is not how Dasein can remain a unity across time and history
but how can it be a unity at all. The possibility of existing as a unificd “whole’
mentioned in the above quote is the possibility of authenticity. How is it that we
can have an understanding of being and comprehend what-is as a whole exhibiting
a particular way of being? We ourselves are simply one more domain of what 1s.
How can Dasein make an issue of the being of everything which is and come up
with an answer to the question of being?

In the 1928 lectures constituting the text of the Metaphysical IF'oundations of
Logic Heidegger claims that the concept of death in the recently published Being
and Time is part of the analysis of Dascin’s transcendence (168/214). In the lectures
what precedes the discussion of Dascin’s timeliness is o discussion ot its “world
entry” as historical happening rather than o meditation on Dascin’s death. In this
presentation, Dascin’s “freedom towand pround” or its openness toward the being of
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what-is seems to provide the entry into the same issues that followed Heidegger’s
analysis of Dasein’s being toward death in the hastily published book. Perhaps he
was trying to avoid the misunderstanding created in the earlier work by avoiding its
misleading vocabulary in which key words are ordinary words — death, guilt,
conscience — but do not mean what they do in ordinary discourse. *“World entry’ and
‘freedom toward ground’ are more obviously a part of a technical vocabulary to be
defined at the author’s discretion.

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

2.4 The Ends of Dasein

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

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

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

21 The term ullillment” transhites Heidepges's werm Vollendung”
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limit has a form (morphe). Sounding, at this point very much like Hepel, Heidepper
argues that what-is gets its form or essence by placing itsell in its limit or having an
end (IM 60/46).

In an essay on Aristotle, Heidegger suggests that being *fully-ended” or “fulfitled
is not a matter of being concluded. Instead, it indicates a way of being determined
by atelos such that something stands ‘finitely’ before us (AP 256/284). Paruphrasing
Aristotle, Heidegger suggests that something is said to be onty when it *is” in the mode
of ‘having-itself-in-the-end’ (AP 254/282). The ‘not-yet-ness™ of what-is is not left
behind or finished but rather is brought to its realization or fulfillment (AP 258/
287).

Especially since in this essay Heidegger seems to cquate this ‘not-yet-ness’ with
hyle or the ‘matter’ of something and to equate being fully-ended with achicving a
definite form, the simplest illustration of this notion of coming to the end would he
a natural thing developing from a seed or clump of cells into a fully-fledged plant o
animal. Heidegger describes the achieving of a linite form as the thing’s appearanee
as what it is, not as something else or many things or nothing. A similar looking
seed or clump of cells could have ended up something clse or no thing at all. In
achieving its end the thing appears ‘finally and finitely” as what it is. Analogously, if
Dasein’s end lets it show itself as what it is, then it must make manilest its being as
an openness toward being.

These illustrations drawn from particular things help illuminate Heidegger's notion
of the end of what-is, but he is concerned with the being of what-is in its various
domains and not just with the particular characteristics of kinds ol things.” “Limu
and end are that wherewith what-is begins to e’ (IM 60/46). Different domains of
what-is have different sorts of ending.

In Being and Time’s discussion of ending, Heidegger gives examples of the type
of ending involved in three domains of what-is other than Dascin:

1 the end or ‘fulfillment’ of what-is in the domain of nature in the ripening ol a
piece of fruit;

2 the end of what-is ready-to-hand when a sum of moncy accumulates from the
payment of a debt and is available for use; and

3 theend of what-is present-at-hand when a road stops and is delimited as a diserete
thing (241-246).

Notice that none of these endings involve ccasing to be or vanishing from the physical
wor!d as an entity, as the piece of fruit would when caten or the road when demolished
for a freeway. These different domains of what-is have different appropriate ends
which let theny be ina particular way as nature, ready-to-hand, and present ar hand,
and that one picce of fruit could have any of these endings depending on the contexi
of significance. But what sort of ending lets Dascin be what it is? What hind ol
ending puts an end (o its existence, its taking a stand toward being?

22 Foranother discussion of the relationshp between the ontic dlusteations and the domims
of the bemny of what is, see Chapter S5, Section !
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In regard to the above examples, Heidegger comments:

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

(245)

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

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

I Because we have ‘life,” we confront the end of life which Heidegger calls
‘perishing.’

2 And, becausc we both have life and are Dasein, we confront a sort of combination
or ‘crossbreed” phenomenon which Heidegger calls ‘demise’ (or literally ‘living
out’).”

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

3 ‘dying,” which Heidegger technically defines as our way of being toward our
death (247) or a way of being our end, the inauthentic mode of which we discuss
in Section 2.7 and its authentic mode in Section 2.8;*

4 ‘being-at-the-end’ or no longer ‘being there’ as Dasein in the way we describe in
Section 2.6;*

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

6 ‘being toward the end,” a matter of the relationship between Dasein and being which
Heidegger also calls ‘being toward death,” which we discuss in Section 2.6.%°

23 The term ‘perishing’ translates Heidegger’s ‘Verenden,” which carries the sense of
completing or carrying through on ending, while ‘demise’ substitutes for *Ableben,” although,
unfortunately, it lacks the latter’s graphic connotation of ‘living out’ and hence fails to make
its etymological link to the notion of life (Leben) as obvious as it is in German.

24 ‘Dying’ translates Heidegger’s term ‘Sterben.’

25 ‘Zu-ende-sein’ is Heidegger’s phrase. See footnote 26 hetow.

26 “Sein zum Ende’ and “Sein zum Todes' are Heidegger's phrases. Note the difference
between these unhypenated phrases and *Zu-lnde-sein® which we translate above as *heing-
at-the-end.” See footnote 42 in Scection 2.0,
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It is essential to note that all six ends are distinctively human ends, although they
may not really be significantly distinct from cach other, but also that only the last
four comprehend Dasein as Dascin. So let us examine the content of the first two
notions of end for their meaning and their limitations.

(1) The ‘life’ which Heidegger attributes to us in these crucial passages is nol
mere biological life, and perishing is not the ending of life in the biological sensce.
He says that ‘Dasein’s going-out-of-the-world in the sense of dying must be
distinguished from the going-out-of-the-world of that which merely has life” (2:40).
But he is not contrasting the end of human beings with the end of non-human
creatures which have ‘mere life.” Plants and animals arc not “in-the-world™ in
Heidegger's sense of the term and thus cannot be described us ‘going-out-" ol'it.
When he adds that ‘the kind of end which Dasein can have is distinguished from the
end of a life,” his footnote reference is to his earlicr discussion of Dilthey’s notion
of ‘life’ (241).”7

Dilthey uses the term °‘life’ to indicate the web of significance that is created by
the distinctively human activity of interpretation; life, Dilthey argues, has a
hermeneutical structure because it interprets itsclf. The notion is similar 10
Heidegger’s concept of being-in-the-world, and thus this sort of life is not the
merely biological life that we share with animals. Heidegger’s text is far from clear
on this distinction, perhaps because in his own mind he was still grappling with
differentiating his views from Dilthey’s.

27 The footnote refers the reader back to Section 10°s discussion of anthropological,
psychological, and biological approaches to human life in which Descartes, Dilthey, Scheler,
and Husserl are the primary targets of criticism (pp. 45-50). The way that Macquarric
Robinson handle the references to *Leben” suggest that they fail 1o notice that Heidepper
distinguishes ‘Leben’ or ‘life’ in Dilthey’s sense trom ‘pure life” (pures Leben™y or “mere life”
(‘Nur-Lebenden’ ) as the physiological processes we share with animals. Compare the German
and English versions of the relevant passages on pages 246-247 as well as 240 241, fo
example, their use of ‘purely’ as an adverb modifying ‘considered’ rather than an adjective
modifying ‘life’ to match Heidegger's German more closcly. Hence they imply that *perishing”
(*Ableben’) is a characteristic we share with animals when Heidegger is suggesting that the
latter commonality holds no significance for an investigation of Dascin, while “perishing’
does warrant attention in so far as it is considered as having life in Dilthey’s sense. Sttistical
comparisons of human and animal longevity, for example, would get us no ncarer to understandmy
what is distinctive about human lifc or the end of Dasein as an openness to bemg (pp 246
247). In a later marginal note by this passage in his own copy of Sein and Zeit Hewdepye
emphasizes that his claim is accurate only if *life’ refers to “human life,” not the entities i the
ontic ‘world.” But his original text is far from clear on these distinctions, indeed he himsell
probably was not clear about them in his own mind when he wrote it and the readers steagp g
though the maze of old terms used in different and unclear ways casily poes astray.

28 In The Genesis of Heidegger's “Being and Time', a monumental account ol the cinly
development of Hetdegger's philosophy and the composition of his first major work, Theodore
Kisicl traces in great detil Heidegger's grappling with Dilthey s notion of life and his attcmpt
to differentiate his own notions of human existence and Facticity from it See “Fhe
Deconstruction of Life” Part 1 Chapter 3, ppe O X and “The Dilthey Dealt,” Pact 11,
Chapter 7, pp. S 301
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Heidegger says that of course death can also be regarded as the cessation of *pure
life,” a physiological and biological phenomenon, but that the medical concept of
‘exitus’ 1s distinct from what he is trying to capture with his notion of perishing as
the end of life (241). A medical conception of death as the end of biological life
processes, for example, respiration, blood circulation, and so forth, also applies to
the death of animals, indeed in a more clear-cut way. With animals, exitus seems to
be the only relevant concept of dying. However, when people perish, they go ‘out-
of-the-world’ in the sense that they lose ‘life’ in Dilthey’s sense and lose the world
as the context of significance. However, they might do that either by ‘exiting’ or by
lapsing into a permanently unconscious state.”

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

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

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

29 Of course, debates about *brain death’ were far on the horizon at the time Heidegger was
writing these remarks. He would probably see such arguments as trying to determine the
relationship between the concepts of exitus and perishing or the difference between losing all
biological functions and losing the ability to be aware, interpret, and respond in a human way.
30 In ‘What Are Poets For?” Heidegger discusses Rilke’s comment that *Death is the side of
life that is turned away from us, unilluminated by us.” Heidegger indicates elsewhere that
Dilthey had already formulated the concept of life which Rilke uses and which is similar to
his own notion of being-in-the-world (BPP 173/2461.). Heidegger suggests that for Rilke
death and the realm of the dead are just another, yet undiscovered dimension ol the being of
what-is. They are “the other side of the whole network (Bezug) ol the Open™ (PET 124/302)
only in the sense that they are another part ol it and one wlich living people have not
encountered yet.
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primordial being (247). Hence he deseribes it as an Cintermediate phenomenon,”
one that points the way from understanding ourselves as “lile” in Dilthey's sense 1o
understanding the end distinctive (o Dascin as the entity that makes an issue of
being.

If this distinction between perishing and demise is supposed to be seenas eriticism
of Dilthey that corrects a crucial fault in Dilthey’s account of human life, it may
seem unfair at this point. Heidegger indicates in a footnote - but only in a footnote
— that Dilthey ‘could not fail to recognize how life is connected with death.” He
quotes Dilthey’s remark that the ‘relationship which most deeply and universally
determines the feeling of our Dasein’ is the relationship to death *for the bounding
of our existence by death is always decisive for our understanding and assessment
of life.”*' Of course, Dilthey used neither the term “Dasein’ nor “existence’ i the
technical way Heidegger does, and Heidegger’s implied criticism in the text is that
Dilthey failed to see the role of an understanding of being in our history or ow
dealings with what-is nor how it influences our changing interpretation of oursclves
and things around us. In other words, it is preciscly Dilthey’s failure to see “life” as
‘Dasein’ and our being as ‘existence’ that is the problem in his account.

Since Heidegger’s concept of Dasein refers to human life in its role as the “there” in
which what it is to be is revealed, Dasein’s distinctive end or death can be regarded as
a phenomenon of such life (246, 444*). Itis not, however, equivalent to cither perishing,
or demise. Indeed. understanding our end as demise turns out to be an aspect of the
inauthentic understanding of the death of Dasein. This does not mean that the coneept
is invalid or inadequate as what itis, that is, as the concept referring to our understanding
of what it means to have life which will come to an end. The problen is that it doces
not capture the distinctive being of Dasein, and Heidegger regards understandimy
death in only this way indicates a flight from our ownmost being and its end.

With all these distinctions on the table, and a use of terms that predictably left his
readers thoroughly confused about what his point is, Heidegger pauses to reflect on
the derivative nature of biographical, historical, cthnological, and psychological
characterizations of death and comments that the analysis “cannot keep clinging (o
an idea of death which has been devised accidentally and at random’™ (247 2.48),
vowing to get to the ontological bottom of Dasein. The end ol Dascin qua Dascin s
the existential end which determines Dasein's wholeness as an understanding ol
being, and this is the end pointed to in the last four senses of ending indicated above,
an explication of which we shall proceed to provide.

2.5 The Possibility of the Impossibility of Existence

Bothin the text of Being and Time and ina later marginal comment Heidepger seems
to equate the meaning and significance of (3) dyig and (4) bemng-at the end .t Simee

31 See Heidegger Being and Time, p. 209 and Being and Time, p. 1940 footmote veto Chapter
Dilthey's remarks are quoted tron the bt edtvon ol Das Eelebins wnd die Dichtung, po 2 30
3 See Bew and Tine, p. 254 T his osenccopy ol the book on page B where e mtroduees
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this basic notion cannot be made clear until we fully understand his conception of
death as (5) ‘the possibility of the impossibility of existence’ and (6) *being toward
the end,’ first we should examine these distinctive ends of Dasein’s ownmost being.
This sort of “end’ is an existential, that is, a structure of Dasein’s being as existence,
the openness toward being (242). In contrast, perishing and demise refer to events
which happen to Dasein insofar as we are human beings. Dasein’s existential end
and wholeness are *ways in which Dasein gets a definite character ontologically’
(241), not simply events which happen to it or are yet to come in the course of an
individual’s lifetime.

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

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

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

the term ‘Zu-Ende-sein’ he later writes “der Tod als Sterben,’ and, as we noted above, he
defines ‘dying’ (Sterben) as a way of relating to our end. Sce Scction 2.6 for a detailed
discussion of the connection.

33 The word ‘conclusive’ translates Heidegger's term “abychliessende.” 'The phrase
‘something unscttled” translates Heidegger's teem eine Unabgeschlossenheir.” Based on the
same root verb, they graphically carry an allusion 1o the notwon ol “Erschlossenheir” or
resoluteness” which Heidegger wilt develop m the tollow iy chapters,
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relation to being (LH 222/343). Thus, we should see that when Heidegger speaks of
the ‘possibility of the impossibility” of the existence of Dasein, he is not raising
question about the actuality of either man in general or an individual consciousness.
He is not suggesting that sometime in the future such actuality may be “impossible’
or absent.* As we indicated in the last section, Heidegger claims that his investipation
of death is not in any way addressing the issue of life after death (2471.). He is no
raising a question about continued personal survival or even considering whethes
such a question can be legitimately posed, let alone assuming a negative answer to 1l
as Paul Edwards as well as Lawrence Hinman, Jamshid Mirfenderesky, and others
defending Heidegger’s notion of death against Edwards scem to think. "

Since the question that Heidegger is raising concerns the character of Dascin’s
being as existence, we should ask whether such ‘standing toward”™ being involves
‘impossibility” even for the actual, existing Dascin. Elaborating on this notion,
‘The Way Back into the Ground of Metaphysics’ Heidegger characterizes more
exactly what he means by ‘existence.” The ‘standing out” toward being is not jusl
a matter of consciousness being aware of something “outside’ of itsell. He is nol
talking of a person’s consciousness of, for example, dogs, rocks, trees, and so Torth,
as things ‘outside’ of her, although this is the level upon which many discussions
of Heidegger’s idea focus. Rather, Heidegger says that this “standing toward” is i

34 Thediscussion in the lectures represented in the Prolegomena to the History of the Coneepr
of Time is rather misleading on this matter because in some passages it seems to cmphasize
the *I,” *my,” and *myself” rather than, as in Being and Time. couching the same point i tevms
of ‘Dasein’ and its ‘ownmost’ self. For an example of this, sce the paragraph that bepins
‘With my death’ on HCT 313/433 where repeated subjective pronouns suggest that the issue
is the extinction of personal, subjective consciousness. But the attentive reader wounld have
noticed Heidegger’s carlier instruction to keep the content of the word “1" open, “not relating
it to a “subject” and the like,” so that he can let the phenomenological analysis iy ats content
(HCT 237/326).

These lectures were given before Heidegger published Being and Time, and, as 1 have

already noted in Section 1.3, in works immediately following Being and Time . Hewdepper
took pains to stress the ‘neutral,” *metaphysical’ character of Dascin’s self, perhaps trymy to
correct earlier misunderstanding and perhaps also simply becoming clearer in his own untolding
thought. In one such discussion, he stresses that we should not fill the term 17 with the notion
of the ‘isolated, egoistic subject’” (MFL 190/245). ‘The progression of Herdepper's thinkiny
about the ‘I' to his fully developed notion ol Dascin is a theme winding its way (hiouyh
Theodore Kisicl's The Genesis of Heidegger's *Being and Time'. For an example of the problem
he begins to grapple with carly in his carcer see pp. 146 148,
35 LEdwards accuses Heidzgger ol double talk™ on the issue of lite after death becanse he
assumes that the “impossibility ol existence” can only reler to the “totabity ol the destruction”
ol personal consciousness at physical death (BEdwinds, Heidegger and Deatl, p. 60). Hinnan
seems to think that the tabsolute nuthity” which Herdepper connects with the " possibility ol
the impossibility of existence™ is an anmhulation broupht about by physical death (Hmman,
pp. 198200, 210, 211, Mirfendereshy suppests that Chistian followers of Hedeypprer will
have to solve the problems of the compatthiliny ol bebiet e cternal hite wath Hledepyer s
scontention that death s e total suvmlabation o the atter nothity of existence” (Nalenderesky,
p 1K)




74 Time and Death

*standing open’ for ‘the openness of being.” The “standing out’ does not signify
getting out of some immanence of consciousness but rather being ‘out’ in the
‘openness of being’ (Way 271f./374).

This ‘openness of being’ is the disclosure of being which makes possible our
understanding of being. We ‘stand toward’ being in the sense of being open for its
revelation. Since Heidegger calls this openness of being the ‘truth of being,” giving
truth his usual meaning of unconcealedness, Heidegger also says that existence
means ‘standing out into the truth of being’ (LH 206/326). The openness of being
grants Dasein its possibilities as ‘an understanding able-to-be.” Our ability to be
human and to deal with things in various ways is a matter of our understanding of
being. Dasein can be as existing because of its ‘standing out into’ a revelation of
being. This sort of existence is ‘impossible’ when it is closed off to possibilities
instead of open to them.

This notion of limitation can be graphically illustrated with Heidegger’s metaphoric
description of Dasein as a ‘clearing’ or ‘lightening.’* The clearing is the realm of
possibilities which are revealed to Dasein by being, just as a forest clearing highlights
the things in it by setting them off against the dark background of the surrounding
forest. Beyond the clearing lie impossibilities in the realm of being’s concealment.
The brightness created by the light ‘plays in the open and wars there with darkness’
(TB 64/71). The *other side’ of the unconcealedness of the open is the concealedness
of death. As Heidegger’s seminar partner Eugen Fink indicates, death refers us to
the night which surrounds the open.”

Ordinarily we think of shadows and darkness as indicating a lack of light or its
complete denial. But, Heidegger argues, the shadow is a testimony to the concealed
cmitting of light. It is the incalculable, the unpredictable and unthinkable, which lies
beyond our capacities to represent, yet points us to being as the locus of the light
which may illuminate the dark corners one day (QCT 154/112). The clearing has its
limitation; aletheia is surrounded by lethe. ™ But the dark, too, is ‘in a certain sense
also the Open, if a light is kindled in it’ (HS 130/209). The ‘other side’ of the Open
is itself part of the Open as ‘not yet’ in being, that is, a possibility that is not yet lit
up.” Heidegger comments: *Mortal thinking must descend into the dark of the depths
of the well if it is to view the stars by day.”*

We will explore in more depth the issue of how this imagery and the view
underlying it relate to Heidegger’s vision of the history of metaphysics. But, for
now, we must remember that, as we noted in Section 1.3, if Dasein’s selfhood lies in

36 Heidegger's term *Lichrung’ plays off metaphors of light and the lightening.

37 Sec HS 130/208. Eugen Fink co-conducted the seminar on Heraclitus from which the
book is drawn and frequently speaks for Heidegger’s view.

38 This is another comment by Eugen Fink (HS 1301./210).

39 See footnote 30 above for Heidegger's comments about Rilke's notion of the other side
of the Open.

40 Heidegger, “Principles of Thanking " The Pty of Fhinkog;, tansbted by Tames G et
and John C. Maraldo (Bloomimgton: Indiana University Poesss 190700, p S,
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transforming being into history and bringing itself to stand i it, then Dasein gaves
itself up when being eludes its disclosing light. Greeks of the fifth century BC, o
example, could not understand what-is as *stuff” to be dominated and manipulated
for human purposes even though their cultural practices carricd within theny this
concealed possibility — concealed to the point of ‘impossibility’ - ina way that, for
example, the fifth-century Egyptian culture did not.

However, we should also remember that Heidegger speaks of the possibility ol
the impossibility of existence. Authentic Dasein is the onc who reaches into the
depths of this well to find the new star, a new way of understanding the being of
what-is, that becomes the culture’s new focal point as it navigates the twilight between
its old world and the new way of disclosing its world that glimmers on the horizon,
Nietzsche could see in a lightening flash that God wus dead, that will to power ruled
what-is, but it took the thunder, the shattering impact of this revelation, another half
century to reach the ears of the Anyone.

Dasein, Heidegger comments, ‘does not have an end at which it just stops, b
rather it exists finitely.” This finitude is a characteristic of Dascin’s primordial
timeliness and the way it comes ‘towards itsclf to itself” from its future (329), a
feature of its timeliness we will explore in the next chapter. As an aspect of this
existential future, death as the end of Dasein’s existence puts a limit on its being,
which lets Dasein understand being and itself’ in some particular way. Because
Dasein’s ownmost possibilities are determined from its end or limit, these possibilitics
are understood as finite possibilities (264). Dasein cannot be just any way. Our linitude
is precisely what lets us be as this understanding of being. Now we can see why
Heidegger thinks that fundamental ontology must include consideration of “the
problem of the finitude in man as the decisive element which makes the understanding
of being possible’ (KPM 240/225).*' Our finitude is not just an incidental feature ol
our being. It is established in our relationship to being, more particularly m the
relationship between Dasein’s timeliness and the Temporality of being and the role
existential death plays at their intersection.

2.6 Being toward the End and Being-at-the-end

After insisting that Dasein is always already its ‘not yet’ and its ‘end,” Heideyyes
adds:

41 Itis difficult, but not impossible, to see how such remarks could be explained under the
supposition that Dasein’s death or finitude is simply our physical mortality or an attnde
about it. Norman O. Brown’s Life Against Death (Middlctown, Connecticut: Wesleyan
University Press, 1959) and grnest Becker's The Denial of Deatl (New York: Free Press,
1973) are interesting attempts to derive something akin to an understanding of being Trom
our attitude about our physical mortality, and one might argue that some aspects of then
accounts are not universally applicable but based onattitudes toward death or,in Heidepyer's
vocabulary, demise  found in Westernenlivre: However, neither account gives us any leverage
onunderstanding the distinctive listory of Western colture Thas understandimg is aceepted as
agivens the inguiry does not extend toats possabrhiy oriis nstory, subjects Headepper hinks to
his notion ol the death of Dasemn
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The *ending’ meant by death does not signify a being-at-the-end of Dasein but rather a
being toward the end of this being. Death is a way to be which Dasein takes over as soon
as it is.

(245)

One important difference is obscured by the standard English translation: while
‘being-at-the-end’ is a phrase made by hyphenating its words, as Heidegger does
with so many of the phrases he uses to describe aspects of Dasein’s being, ‘being
toward the end’ is remarkable for its unadorned reference to being. Similarly, and
interchangeably it seems, Heidegger refers to being toward the end as being toward
death.*?

Dasein’s death does not just signify that Dasein is being-at-the-end, or simply
over and done with, finished. We have seen that Dasein’s death does not signify this
either in the sense that a person ends by perishing or that Dasein would cease to be
actual, as, for example, might happen if we blow ourselves up in a nuclear war. In
Heidegger’s initial discussion, with its confusing admixture of a present-at-hand
conception of Dasein, he had spoken of death as ‘no-more-Dasein,’ but later he
indicates that, with this entity that is its possibilities of being, the appropriate
conception of death refers not to its lack of actuality but to its lack of possibilities.
It is not that Dasein is no more but that it is not, as he corrects himself, able-to-be-
Dasein any more, that is, it is not able to be the ‘there’ through which being discloses
itself. "

The nature of Dasein’s death can be adequately determined simply by the notion
of it as being-at-the-end in the sense that its current, actual possibilities are finite or
come to an end, although we continue to live, and this point surely lies behind
Heidegger’s comments (246).

What interests us is not just that Dasein’s possibilities come to an end, and so
bring it to stand as what it is, but why and how these possibilities are thus limited.
This is a matter of Dasein’s very way of being, and, since its being is determined by
its relationship to being in general, that is, its being is an understanding of being,
ultimately this is determined by being. To understand Dasein’s being-at-the-end we
must consider being toward the end in general, which in Dasein’s case means how it
understands its own death.

42 Forexample, phrases such as ‘Sein-bei,” ‘Schon-sein-in,” *In-sein,” and ‘Sich-vorweg-sein,”
indicate existential structures of Dasein’s being. But in the case of this distinction, the contrast
is between Zu-Ende-sein, or, as Heidegger later corrects and clarifies his point, Zum-Ende-
‘sein,” and Sein zum Ende (234, 444*). Macquarrie and Robinson hyphenate both being toward
the end and being toward death, but I will maintain the parallel with Heidegger’s German and
use the phrase being-at-the-end for Zu- Ende-sein, avoiding capitalizing ‘being’ to remind the
reader of the distinction I am emphasizing.

43 In Heidegger's words, the contrast is between *Nichimehrdasein® or *‘no-more-Dasein’
(237) and ‘Nicht-mehr-dasein-kinnens® (‘no-more-able-to-be-Dasein™) (250). In between his
use of these words his reflections huve moved away from death as demise and come to focus
ondeath as a *Seinsmaglichkeir,” a possibility of being, nota fact about badies, and on Dascin’s
Seinkdnnen, its bemng as an ability (o be its possibilities,
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In regard to this distinction Heidegger comments that *beng-at-the end umphes
existentially: being toward the end” (250). How Dascin comes to an end raises the
question of its relationship to being, that is, its existence. I a revelation of being is
what gives Dasein its able-to-be as the entity which iy its possibilities, then the
point, so to speak, where Dasein’s possibilitics leave ofl'and its impossibilities begin
is also determined by its way of being. Heidegger is trying to capture the idea that
Dasein’s disclosure of being is finite because being reveals itself finitely. In later
works he will assert that being itself is finite,* but in Being and lime, he is only
insisting that there are some ways to be which being has not yet revealed. This
‘something still outstanding’ is something that Dasein “can and will be’ (233).

In being toward death, however, Dasein confronts the limits of its disclosedness.
In Being and Time Heidegger says: *“With death Dascin stands before itsell in its
ownmost possibility. In this possibility the very being of Dasein as being-in- the world
is at issue.” Death is Dasein’s ‘ownmost possibility” because in it what is at issuc 15
Dasein’s ownmost being as the entity through whom being is revealed. To he or not
to be is indeed the question. Heidegger adds: ‘Its death is the possibility ol
no-more-able-to-be-there’ (250).

In its being toward death, Dasein may either be its ownmost sell and thus be the
‘there’ in which the question of being is raised, or it can immersce itsell into s
current understanding of being and thus be the Anyone’s self, that is, we can
understand what it is to be in the way Anyone understands it.

In an essay on the pre-Socratic thinkers, Heidegger comments that the essence of
mortals — which is to be the ‘there’ in which being reveals itself — calls upon mortals
‘to heed the call which beckons them toward death.” He adds:

As the outermost possibility of mortal Dasein, death is not the end of the possible but the
highest keeping (the gathering sheltering) of the mystery of calling disclosure,
(EGTT 101/248)

Dasein’s ‘outermost’ possibility,* to which Heidegger frequently refers in Being
and Time, marks the boundary between the possible and the impossible —as Far as
Dasein’s ownmost being goes, so to speak. What lies ‘beyond’ that possibility cannot
be ‘fetched over’ by Dasein into its clearing, that is, the possibility cannot be
overtaken.*

While Descartes could see the subject/object opposition increasingly manifest in
our dealings with things and the quantification of what-is, he could not foresee the
future alienation of consciousness from its world or the way objects would he
understood as only representations for consciousness. Similarly, Nictzsche could
sce the nihilism latent in late nineteenth-century culture, the treating of nature as il
it had no inner aim, purposc, or being, but he could not foresee the technolopical

44 For a discussion of this point, sce Chapters S and /7, especially Sections 5.1 and /-
|Chapter 7 is available online at: hipe/vww soucedu/plulosophv/CWhite ume Fditor's note. |
45 The awkward term foutermost” transhates Hlewdeyper s not souncommon word “anaserst”
46 This sentence tes o capture Feadepyer s desconption of dus possitility as wmiberholbar
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orientation toward things that would regard them as merely ‘stuff’ on hand for
whatever use we make of it. At the indefinite and indeterminable limits of the
Temporal manifestation of the being of what-is, Dasein as the ‘there’ of being must
simply give itself up to the darkness beyond.*’

A marginal note that Heidegger later adds at the place he introduces the notion of
‘being toward death’ (234) clarifies what he was trying to say. He refers to this being
toward death as the ‘being of not-being’ (444*).*® This Not-being is nothing in the
sense of ‘no thing,” and perhaps Heidegger alludes to his famous musings about the
Nothing, but, in this context, we should stress that it is not absolutely nothing. Rather,
we might say, it has the curious being of the not-yet-being.

Comments Heidegger makes in later works help further clarify this initially
puzzling notion, a notion which he himself may have had to work out in his thinking
in the lectures, essays, and books that follow Being and Time. Another comment
again connects death with his famous musings about ‘nothing.” He says:

Death is the shrine of nothing, that is, of that which in every respect is never merely
something-which-is but which nevertheless still presences as the mystery of being. As the
shrine of nothing, death harbors within itself the presencing of being. As the shrine of
nothing, death is the shelter of being. We now call mortals ‘mortals’ not because their
earthly life comes to an end, but because they are capable of death as death.

Death as the shelter of being both saves it and conceals it.* In another later remark
Heidegger specifically says that ‘in death the supreme concealedness of being gathers’
(OWL 200/23). The Anyone, or those people who live as anyone, would not qualify
as ‘mortal’ in Heidegger’s sense in this passage. They are not capable of Dasein’s
distinctive death but rather view death inauthentically, always putting it off into the
future as an event that will not happen to itself.

Heidegger later refers to the ‘suffering in which the essential otherness of what-is
reveals itself in opposition to the tried and usual.’ He adds:

The highest form of suffering is the dying of death as a sacrifice for the preservation of the
truth of being. This sacrifice is the purest experience of the voice of being.
(P 166-167/249-250)

Quite obviously, Heidegger is not talking about being a martyr for the sake of
defending the facts or faith one believes in, but in letting one’s ownmost self be
transformed by letting our ordinary understanding of what it is to be human and

47 See Being and Time, p. 264 for this general idea.

48 Heidegger's phrase is “Sein des Nichtseins.’

49 The quotation comes from PLT 178/171. In this remark the odd usc of the word *Gebirg,’
translated here as ‘shelter.” is surcly intended to create a new meaning for the term by calling
upon an apparent etymological connection between “Gebirg” (which ordinarily means
‘mountain range’) and the verb “hergen.” which means “to conceal.” ‘to save,” or “to shelter.”
The term reminds the reader that Heidegger says that being both unconceals itselland coneeals
itselts it is both “Unverborgenheit” and “Geborgenheir
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what it is to be in general be transformed by being the medium for the disclosure ol
being right up to its end, its outcrmost possibility.™

Heidegger also refers to death as Dasein’s ‘non-relational possibility™ (250).'
Everything to which Dasein relates, every relation between people and relation 1o
the things with which we concern ourselves, all lie within Dascin’s ‘network” of
possibilities laid out by its existence as that ‘being toward which Duscin can and
somehow always does relate itself” (12).% But death is precisely “the possibility of
the impossibility of every relating to . . . , of every existing” (262). The non-relational
possibility of death is really an impossibility when compared with the possibilities
within Dasein’s clearing: it is the limit of Dasein’s clearing. Our relationships to
things and to people will ‘fail” when Dasein’s very being is placed at issue (203).
They are determined by this being, not vice versa. In confronting death cach particulin
Dasein is thrown back upon itself to disclose its able-to-be.!

As Dasein’s ‘ownmost possibility,” death discloses what it is for Dascin (o be ay
a disclosure of being. Hence death lays claim to Dascin as what it is; it clearly
distinguishes Dasein from what-is as nature, the rcady-to-hand, and the present o
hand. ‘This individualizing is a way in which the “there™ is disclosed for existence’
(263). Death delineates and delimits Dasein’s possibilities as an understanding
able-to-be.

As a disclosure of being, Dasein not only discloses what it is to be itself but also
the being of what-is in general. Its relation to being reveals more than its own being;;
it reveals the other domains of what-is such as nature and number. As we saw in
Section 2.4, other domains and modes of being also have an end as finite what s
Dasein’s to-be-at-the-end ultimately requires an analysis of being toward ‘ends™ i
general, not just Dasein’s ownmost end, and of being in general. Consequently,
Heidegger suggests that within the framework of his investigation ol Dascin, lis
ontological characterization of the end can only be provisional. The complete inalysis
would require a full analysis of the ends of different types of what-is, and, to achicve
this, we would have to clarify the understanding of being in general and investiyate
what makes it possible (241). For this, we would need to have an answer to the
question which the analysis of Dasein only prepares us to investigate, that is, what s
the meaning of being in general? Of course, ncither of these matters were addiessed

50 Although it may seem a far-fetched claim at this point in the analysis, perhaps Flede g
gets both his term and his conception of the “outermost” possibility from Parmenides discussion
of being. See Chapter 6, Scetion 6.3, [Chapter 6 is available online atz hup://wwsesen edu/
philosophy/CWhite.him - Editor’s note. |

S1 The term “non-relational” translates Hewdegger's word “unbeziigliche.”

52 The term “network™ is an attenpt to capture Heideggeer's etymologically richer *Beoug
53 Inhis Metaphysical Foundations of Logic Hewdegger similarly stresses the “mctaphysical
isolation” of mankind, the Tact that ow anderstandimg ol bemy s not dervitive Trom o
dependent on our understanding ot some one g or thines. tastead, caltures create
themselves, as it were, evnihiilo, or out ol beoug tosard Nothig Thas point s obscured by
the transbiion ol “Isolierinyg des Mensehen” s olion ol the human bemp, althouyh
Hewepper speabically demes he s retemmy to the cpo o sobted subjectivity: See MIEEL 13/
(WA
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in Being and Time despite Heidegger’s original intention. In Part Two we would
have become acquainted with the Temporal unfolding of the being of what-is and
presumably have come to see more clearly the role of Dasein’s undergoing of death
in this process. As it turned out, the truncated published portion of the book left
itself all too open to personalistic misreadings.

We saw that Heidegger thinks that the ‘end’ of something is what brings it to
stand as what it is. An intriguing question remains about the phrase ‘being toward
the end.” What is it that brings being itself to stand as what it is? In the case of
Western culture, what it is ‘to be’ became regarded as precisely a ‘what,’ that is, a
thing, a property, an activity — as phusis, idea, energeia, actualitas, ens creatum,
representation, will to power, and so forth. The perspective leading to these different
views was established in Ancient Greece.

Heidegger seems to use the phrases ‘being toward the end’ and ‘being toward
death’ interchangeably in Being and Time, but in the retrospective light cast by his
later philosophy we might also pause to wonder whether being toward the end is not
only what brings being to stand as what it is but whether it also points to the finitude
of the possibilities of being, a notion perhaps better captured by the notion of being
toward death. Being not only came to stand in a certain way in Ancient Greece, its
disclosure there articulated the range of possibilities of the being of what-is which
has now been depleted. The range of possibilities was very different than those
established by, for example, Chinese thought. The depletion of Western possibilities
of being leads to the death of the understanding of being within the history of Western
metaphysics, and this death calls for the new beginning for thinking that Heidegger
meditates upon in his later works.

If, as Heidegger claimed, the discussion of Dasein in Being and Time was always
oriented toward answering the question of being (LR xviii/xix), then our analysis of
Dasein cannot be complete until we address this issue, as we will in Chapter 5 on the
finitude of being.

2.7 Dying and Inauthentic Being toward Death

As we saw in Section 2.4, Heidegger uses the term ‘dying’ to indicate the way in
which Dasein relates to its death (247). Stressing the whole sentence, Heidegger
comments: "As regards its ontological possibility, dying is grounded in care’ (252).
In a later marginal note he adds: ‘However, care comes to be out of the truth of
being.’* The disclosure of being is the locus in which we understand the limits of
our existence, our openness toward that being; it makes care and hence this sort of
dying possible. On the other hand, what makes demise possible, indeed inevitable,
is quite another matter.

54 In this marginal comment on Sein und Zeit Heidegger says: “Aber die Sorge west aus der
Wahrheit des Sevns’ (252, 444%). His Later use of the archaie term “Sevi” is an attempt (o
emphasizce his special meaning for the word “Sein” and deflecthis ceaders from their tendency
to see it as a kind of thing ol any SO, cven i property or i process
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For Heidegger, dying is a particular way ol existing. Dascin can die cithe
authentically or inauthentically. As Dascin we always have (o take up being
toward the end either by taking it for granted and thus simply moving within the
possibilities of being that our culture has laid out, or by making an issuc¢ of it
thus determining where the limits of our possibilities of being actually do he.
Therefore, dying shows that mineness is constitutive of death as well as Dascin
itself (240) since only a particular Dasein can be authentic or inauthentic, can question
being or ignore it, although some stages in the history of our culture may be more
conducive to authenticity and others, like the contemporary technological cpoch,
less so.

Given Heidegger's technical — and obscure — notion of death and dying, we can
see why he claims that ‘there are many who don’t know about death’ (251) cven
though the vast majority of people over the age ol five know about demise. He
also claims that although Dasein dies ‘as long as it exists,” most ol us do so
inauthentically (251-252). The inauthentic understanding of death flees the anxicty
that overcomes Dasein when it recognizes the groundlessness of its being as merely
a possible way to be. Inauthentic being toward death flees anxicty in the face of
cxistential death by turning anxiety into simple fear and death into the oncoming,
event. It regards death precisely as demise, that is, as the end that awaits us as
particular, living things which is always, we tell ourselves, yet to come (251, 25,
and thus we keep fear at bay.

Such a ‘death,” we admit, happens to ‘one,’ that is to onesell as to Anyone, but,
we tell ourselves, not to me, not now. Inauthentic understanding takes Dascin’s
being to be precarious only in that we each face personal extinction, yet always
put it off until later. Thus, Dasein avoids recognizing the more profound, il less
frightening, dependency that invades its very being here and now and always. This
finitude arises out of its character as the ‘there’ of being (265), not out of the
biology or physical vulnerability of the living creatures embodying Dascin.

Heidegger refers the reader to Tolstoy's story ‘The Death of Ivan tlych® for an
illustration of the inauthentic conception of death (254).% Pcople lamiliar with the
story will remember it in the general outline suggested by Heidegger's context: in
confronting a fatal illness Ivan Ilych moves from accepting the belief that “one dies,”
that is, everyone in general, to accepting the belief that ‘I dic.” ‘The traditional
interpretation of Heidegger’s notions of authentic and inauthentic being toward death
sces this as precisely the move from an inauthentic to an authentic understanding of
‘death.” We have seen, however, that Heidegger explicitly denies that his messape
about death is simply that “everyonc dies his own death.”* Ivan has heard this messagre
and consequently ‘personalized’ his demise to this degree; he knows that it s he
who is going to demise and that he Faces his demise on his own, So, i this s not
Heidegger’s message, then something more must be at stake in the move from

55 See the lootmote on Being and Time p " Fand codnote s tor Division Two, Chapier 2,
i the Enghish tanslanon (195).
SO See the chum at the end of Section ' Fand the Gitation i footmote 3
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inauthentic understanding of death to authentic understanding of death than just this
recognition.”’

To understand what Heidegger is saying, we first need to remember that the
inauthentic conception of death does not necessarily involve some mistaken factual
belief. It may seem odd to call a factually accurate conception ‘inauthentic,” but
then we simply must remember what Heidegger means by ‘inauthentic.” An
inauthentic conception has not grasped Dasein’s being as Dasein, but that does not
mean that it is not based on facts about the lives of human beings. Of course we will
all “die’ in the sense of perish, and you and I are included in this ‘all.’

If Ivan initially thought he was not included in those who would demise, he was
simply mistaken about the facts. But being right about them, as he later was, does
not guarantee an understanding of existential death. If Ivan is to be considered as
authentically being toward death, a claim which Heidegger does not explicitly make,
we must look for some other element in the story.

Ivan does in fact seem to be one of those people for whom ‘cases of death,” that is,
instances of demise, are the occasion for first paying attention to existential death.*®
In confronting his demise, for the first time he really questions his understanding of
being: ‘What if my whole life has really been wrong?’ Tolstoy describes Ivan’s
musings about the meaning of life:

It occurred to him that his scarcely perceptible attempts to struggle against what was
considered good by the most highly placed people, those scarcely noticeable impulses
which he immediately suppressed. might have been the real thing, and all the rest false.”

Though there is a religious and ethical dimension in Tolstoy’s message which is
missing in Heidegger’s notion of authenticity, both involve a questioning of the
conventional wisdom of the Anyone. Ivan wonders: ‘Maybe I did not live as I ought
to have done.’

‘But how could that be when I did everything properly?’ he replied, and immediately
dismissed from his mind this, the sole solution of all riddles of life and death, as something
quite impossible.®0

For Tolstoy the sole solution for life and death is not just having the courage to face
your own demise but, as Kierkegaard puts his similar point, having the courage to

57 Heidegger's reference to ‘“The Death of Ivan Ilyich’ is more problematic than I indicate
here. Robert Bernasconi points out some of the difticulties in his essay ‘Literary Attestation
in Philosophy: Heidegger’s Footnote on Tolstoy’s “The Death of Ivan Ilyich™" and includes a
bibliography of critical articles on the significance of the story. Sec Heidegger in Question:
The Art of Existing (Atlantic Highlands, NJ: Humanitics Press, 1993), pp. 76-98.

58 ‘Die Todesfiille. here translated as “cases of death.” is another Heideggerian term for
demisc and lexically indicates the “fallen” or inauthentic nature of the conception.

59 Leo Tolstoy, The Death of Ivan Hvelr and Other Storvies (New York: New American
Library, 1960), p. 152.

60 Ihid. p. 148
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risk something on your own that gocs against the conventional wisdom ol the ape.”!
And, for both Tolstoy and Kierkegaard, this “something” is genuine Christianity, not
the banal version watered down by the Anyonc. If Ivan eventually has the courage
to risk a revolution in his understanding of himself and life, then he comes closer 1o
deserving the Heideggerian accolade of authentic being toward death, too.

At the end of the story Ivan’s deathbed epiphany occurs when he accepts that his
former way of living ‘was not at all the right thing.” A light breaks through the
darkness of death that tried to shroud him like a black sack. Now, feeling in touch
with the only One who needs to understand his change of heart (0 make it compensate
for a lifetime of error, Ivan no longer fears death because, he mutters to himsell,
‘there is no death.” And, suddenly, in place of death, joy and light enfold him.*
Curiously, however, and contrary to the traditional account’s version of the story, it
seems as if Ivan reverts back to thinking that he, too, will escape demise  but
because it is not the end it seemed and instead a beginning. However, as far as
Heidegger’s aims go, we can see that Tolstoy advances a particular existenticll view
of demise, and Ivan’s transformation brings us only a little closer to understanding
Dasein’s existential death.

Ironically, it is the Anyone who, Heidegger says, advises us to master our fear and
cultivate a *superior indifference’ to the prospect of demise. The Anyone transhates
the more primordial anxiety into fear of some specific cvent in order to master it.
The fear is then considered cowardly or gauche, and one is supposed 1o rise above it
through the mood of ‘indifferent tranquillity’ (254). In the common account of Ivan’s
‘authentic’ being toward death, he achieves no more than this.

One of the obstacles to grasping the distinction between inauthentic and authentic
being toward death is that throughout his discussion of death Heidegger continually
relies on a tacit analogy or proportion between my death as an individual person,
that is, my perishing or demise, and my existential dcath as Dascin. 1 am 10 my
demise qua person as the Dasein ‘in’ me is to its death gua Dascin. In both respects
I confront a ‘nothingness’ impenetrable to my understanding, and what is “beyond’
the end constitutes a sort of ‘other side’ to what-is."* But in the former case, the
‘beyond’ that I fear is quite specific, even if a matter of possible alternatives such as
heaven, hell, or the extinction of consciousness, and not the ‘nothingness™ tha
provokes anxiety.

61 Kierkegaard’s remarks arc worth quoting since they foreshadow Heidegger's notion ol
authenticity, especially if we remember that for Kierkegaard “death” means a vadical personal
transformation: “The fact that several people united together have the courage 1o meet death
does not nowadays mean thac cach individually has the courage, for, even more than death,
the individual fears the judgment and protest of reflection upon his wishing (o rish something
on his own.” Replace “reflection” with “the Anyone” and we have an exastentiell version ol
Heidegger's analysis of the Anyone’s role i hlockimy om recopgnition ol existential death
Sce Saren Kierkegaard, The Present Age, tanslated by A Do (New York Harper and Row,
1962), p. 53,

02 lolstoy, "Death of Tvan Hych, pp 150 1
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The traditional interpretation of Heidegger's notion of death, which never gets
beyond demise, suggests that physical death provokes anxiety because it gives us
nothing to grasp, nothing that we can compare to anything we know. Yet even the
extinction of consciousness has its parallel in life, along with the images that the
alternatives of heaven, hell, reincarnation, and so on, conjure up. Each night in
dreamless sleep our consciousness vanishes just as completely as if it were never to
return. Letting oneself drift off to sleep is like offering oneself up to such a death —
a thought sure to generate insomnia if not anxiety!

The tacit analogy between demise and existential death and the continual interplay
between the inauthentic and authentic understanding of death unfortunately only
make Heidegger’s discussion more obscure. Even the illumination that the analogy
might cast, if explicitly made, is lost. Once one realizes how existential death differs
from personal demise, one notices how frequently Heidegger puts scare quotes
around such words as ‘death’ and ‘dying’ when he is making a remark which is
intentionally ambiguous or does not differentiate between the two. The analogy,
which lets him say similar things about both conceptions, actually hinders the
distinction from being as clear as it should be.

Besides the continual ambiguity about what sort of ‘death’ or ‘dying’ is under
consideration, Heidegger also talks of both the (a) ‘certainty’ and the (b) ‘when’ of
death in regard to the inauthentic and authentic understanding of Dasein’s end.
But the words have a differcnt meaning depending on which sort of end we are
discussing.

(a) Emphasizing the whole sentence Heidegger says, ‘The fact that demise, as an
event which occurs, is “only” empirically certain is in no way decisive as to the
certainty of death’ (257). For demise, this certainty is the certainty of an inductive
generalization with no known exceptions, at least for mere humans; we will demise,
sooner or later. The Anyone says that ‘Death certainly comes but not right away,’
and Heidegger suggests that with this ‘but’ the Anyone denies the certainty of death
because what is distinctive about the certainty of death is ‘that it is possible at any
moment’ (258).

Yet Heidegger has switched senses of death on us by using his technical term for
the moment of insight of authentic being toward death.** With existential death,
the possibility is ever present that we will suddenly achieve authenticity and
understand being in a new way, but it is by no means a certain or inevitable actuality
or eventuality for everyone. The vast majority of people will continue to believe
what the Anyone believes and be brought to a new understanding of being only after
it has become something that anyone can accept. Nietzsche saw the dawning of
nihilism in a lightning flash, but its thunder took decades, if not a century, to reach
the public consciousness. Furthermore, Heidegger worries that the dominance of
the technological worldview may prevent such moments of insight from ever
happening again. The ‘certainty’ of this moment is found in the insight brought forth

64 Hcidegger uses the word “Augenblick™ referred to at the end o Section 2.2, a term he
borrowed from Kicrkegaard to deseribe the moment of vadical conversion.
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by the call of conscience, and Heidegger's point depends on his wordplay in German,
not any facts about the world or history.”"

(b) Along with this certainty of death goces the indefiniteness ol its *when' (258),
but again this ‘when’ is equivocal. Our demise has an indefinite *when' sinee we
ourselves will never know when it will happen even if we know that itis happening,
though conceivably someone else could fix its time at least within a brict span, s
does a doctor in order to fill out a death certificate. Everyday being toward death
evades the indefiniteness by making it definite. It does this not by calculating when
demise will happen (‘Dasein would sooner flee’ that sort of definiteness) but hy
‘interposing before it those urgencies and possibilities which can be taken inat a
glance and which belong to the everyday matters that are closest to us® (258). In
emphasizing the indefinite ‘when’ of existential death, Heidegger is not exhorting
us to be continually aware that demise could happen any time. Dascin “does not first
die and does not at all die authentically by and in an experience of factical demise’
(247). This is true both for the experience of demise and the experience ol knowing,
that we ‘certainly’ will demise.

Despite the attractiveness of the existentialist-style advice contained in so many
interpretations of Heidegger’s notion ot authentic being toward death, Heidepper is
also not saying that the authentic response to the indefiniteness of the “when' of
demise would be to live our personal lives to the fullest cach moment so that we will
have no regrets when that unknown time arrives. This advice voices the Anyone’s
view of death and only seems a variation of inauthentic being toward death: instead
of suppressing knowledge of our death, we are directed to think that Dascin’s ownmost
death is simply demise and told to ‘interpose’ between the “‘when™ of demise and our
current ‘now’ those ‘urgencies and possibilities’ which “belong to the everyday matters
that are closest to us.’

In contrast, the ‘when’ of existential death cannot he fixed by anyone, let alone
the Anyone. It is possible not at some moment measured by the time on a clock but
at an authentic moment of insight into being. This moment by its very nature cannot
be some definite ‘when’ of clock-time. Indeed. it is not a ‘moment’ at all in this
usual sense, and there is some reason to think that it may take years, if not decades,
to *happen,’ just as Heidegger described his own thinking as taking ycars to come
into the clear, or, we might say, the openness of being (LR xvi/xvii). Nictzsche's
insight into nihilism took years to come to him and decades to penetrate the
consciousness of the public.

65 Heidegger’s *Gewissheit’ is translated as “certainty.” In Chapter 3's discussion of the call
of conscience Macquarric and Robinson note that Heidegger takes pains to dissocite the
term “Gewissen,” translated as “conscience,” from the adjective “gewiss® or “certinn,” and s
derivatives such as ‘Gewissheir.” In the discussion, thouph, Heidegger took pains to dissociate
his own concept of *Gewissheir” from the ordinary notion of certainty in regaed to the “certimy’
ol death. It is also the ordinary sense ol “Gewisshien” winel Hewdeypger wimts (o keep distinet
from his notion ol “Gewissen.” See Being and Tine, pp 2910 200 and 307 and the English
translation on po 38 The attraction ot vsmy " Coewensshen” i the diseussion ol exastential
death and authentie msight also surely comes frome s cmbedded reference o " Wissen”™ o
Konowledpe ance avery speesad kind ol knosw e corequieed Tor anthentie bemy toward death
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Before we move on to complete the discussion of authentic being toward death,
and after that, to a discussion of the timeliness of Dasein, one interesting question
remains concerning the relationship between demise and Dasein’s ownmost death,
the possibility of the impossibility of existence. What is the relationship between
our physical death and our existential death? Some interpreters of Heidegger’s notion
take physical demise and our attitude about it to be simply one instance of all the
‘deaths’ of life, that is, of loss, lack, despair, misunderstanding, futility, and so forth,
and thus they take it to symbolize these other, less monumental ‘existential’ deaths.
I not only deny that Heidegger intends this metaphoric generalization but insist that
he has little interest in the ontic level of personal misfortunes. But can we completely
ignore the fact of physical death in our analysis of the existential, ontological character
of Dasein?

The answer seems to be ‘no,” although not for the typical reasons offered and not
because Heidegger’s discussion in Being and Time never sharply differentiates the
two sorts of death. Dasein’s finitude shows up not just in its possession of an
understanding of being but in the way this understanding changes because of its
response to the unconcealment of being. Max Planck commented that ‘a new scientific
truth does not triumph by convincing its opponents and making them see the light,
but rather because its opponents eventually die, and a new generation grows up that
is familiar with 1t.”* Perhaps an understanding of being “dies off” for similar reasons.
Perhaps one of the key factors of Dasein’s timeliness and historicality and the changes
they bring is that older generations clinging to an earlier understanding of being die
off. If so, it seems that ‘exitus’ and perishing are important, if not essential, to Dasein’s
historical way of being. This, I think, should be Heidegger’s answer, though he does
not directly address the question.*’

Then what about Dasein’s relation to the opposite state of affairs, that of
immortality? In saying that he does not address the question of life after death,
Heidegger mentions that he is also not speculating on whether there could be a
‘higher being’ after death or whether Dasein itself could ‘live on’ or be immortal
(247). But the reasons he gives supporting the essential finitude of Dasein suggest
that such a being would not be ‘Dasein’ at all, which perhaps is why he refers to a
‘higher being.’ In his 1966/67 Heraclitus seminar, Heidegger commented that, in
the terminology of Being and Time, ‘immortality is no category, but rather an
existentiale, a way that the gods relate themselves to their being.'® Not a matter of

66 The remark is quoted in Thomas Kuhn’s The Structures of Scientific Revolutions, p. 151.
It comes from Planck’s Scientific Autobiography and Other Papers, translated by F. Gaynor
(New York: Philosophical Library, 1949), pp. 33-34.

67 The issue is left unsettled by Heidegger's comments about Nietzsche’s notion of the
‘dying out’ of those who cannot grasp the authentic insight into the ‘eternal return of the
same.” This "dying out’ could be either literal, physical death or being *dead to” how things
are. Heidegger seems to opt for the latter when he equates the *flecting” ones with the “fleeing
ones.” See N2 122/383 and 131/394.

68 See HS 111/178. The dialogue character of the text makes it dufticult 1o determine whether
Heidegger is speaking for himself here or rather is just trying to clanity the remarks of his
seminar partner, Eugen Fink. T assume he is doing both
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Just living forever, thus Heidegger's notion of immortality, too, denotes o way of
existing not the extent of a lifespan, but onc appropriate to the gods, not (o finite
Dasein. Only humans are mortal in Heidegger's sense, certainly not gods and not
even animals: ‘Only man dies’ (PLT 150/144). Mortals, us who they are, are “present
in the shelter of being’ (PLT 179/171) in a way that other domains of what-is are not.

In contrast to mortals, who are ‘capable of death as death’ (PLT 1 78/171), divinities
are immortal. They represent a contrast with our finite understanding ol being, neither
dependent on skills to sustain their lives nor subject to the history of being. Heidegger
argues that Heraclitus saw that what we are becomes manifest only when we contrast
ourselves with divinity. Independently confirming this point, Jean-Pierre Vernant
suggests that in contrast to the Greek preoccupation with defining our nature and
that of what-is, Babylonian myths such as the ‘Enuma Elish’ and the rituals based
upon them do not ‘clearly distinguish between man, the world, and the gods. Divine
power is concentrated in the person of the king.’®” The beginning of Greek
philosophical thought and its reflection on human capacities represents for Heidegger
a clear break from mythic thought, as we will see in Chapters 5 and 6."

2.8 Authentic Being toward Death

If authentic being toward death were simply a matter of relating appropriately to our
own demise, it is hard to see why Heidegger would think that, along with the *sober
anxiety’ in which we confront our individual ability to be, ‘there goes an unshakable
Jjoy in this possibility’ (310). Surely we would all *sooner flee’ this experience. Liven
the joy of those who believe in life after death is surely not ‘unshakable,” and
Heidegger does not even attempt to offer us such hope. However, as we have seen,
anxiety in the face of death is very different than fear in the face of demise. It is
anxiety before the ‘ownmost, non-relational, outermost able-to-be’ (251). The
unshakable joy that is experienced in relating to this possibility is the joy of Dascin’s
profound creativity; its ability to let things be and thus release both itself and them
into the open realm of human activity.

In contrast to the inauthentic relationship to death, in which we are merely the
‘Anyone’s self,” authentic being toward death manifests Dasein’s ownmost self as
the entity through which being is revealed. So far, our discussion has cinphasized
the meaning of the word ‘impossibility” in the phrase ‘the possibility of the
impossibility of existence’ by, for example. contrasting it with non-actuality. However,
in order to understand Heidegger’s notion of authentic being toward death we need
to bring out the significance of the use of both the terms “impossibility™ and
‘possibility’ in this crucial phrase. Why doesn’t Heidegger just speak ol the
‘mpossibility of existence™? As we saw in Scections 2.5 and 2.0, his pointis that,
GV Sce Vermant's Alvile and Thought amony the Grechs (Londons Routledpe and Kepan
Paul, 1983), p 410
10 1Chaptes O ecavailable online ac by 20w s edu/phidosoph/CWinge hime - Editon ™
note. |



88 Time and Death

since Dasein is its possibilities. since it is what it can be, it must in some sense
already be its ‘not yet,” that is, what it will be. If it was not, it could never come to be
this.

Dasein is its ‘not yet’ as a possibility of its existence. It is open for what is ‘still
outstanding’ in its ability to be. Dasein’s understanding of being can change, and
new ways of being are not always impossible. Being can reveal the way of being
which was formerly concealed, as happened in the shift from the Greek to the
medieval and from the medieval to the modern worlds. Each time, as Heidegger
says, a ‘new and essential world arose’ (OWA 77/65). Referring to Trakel’s notion
of death in the poem ‘Seven-Song of Death,” as we noted in the Introduction, he
says that ‘death is not decay’ but rather that in death we ‘leave behind the form of
man which has decayed’ (OWL 167f./46). The world made sterile and banal by the
Anyone’s reduction of its possibilities to a bland sameness is transformed by the
new insight into being. Possibilities are unconcealed which were not illuminated
before.

Considering Heidegger’s penchant for playing with the etymological connections
of words, it is not too far-fetched to suggest that when he describes death as the
‘measureless impossibility of existence’ (262) and when he italicizes the “im-’ of
‘impossibility’ in the phrase ‘the possibility of the impossibility of existence’ (306),
he is playing on the fact that this prefix can mean ‘excessive amount’ as well as
‘not.”"" Heidegger may be taking advantage of this double meaning and capturing
an important feature of our finite yet open existence when he says that, in authentic
being toward death, possibility ‘becomes “greater and greater”; that is to say, the
possibility reveals itself to be such that it knows no measure at all, no more or less,
but signifies the possibility of the measureless impossibility of existence’ (262).

Our particular understanding of being precludes some possibilities of being as
not possibilities, but yet we are open to new possibilities just as the Greeks and
medieval Christians were. The possible ways that being could reveal itself may
seem ‘measureless,” unfixed and unfixable, when regarded in the light of Dasein’s
finitude, as they are in Being and Time, but we will see that Heidegger's conception
of the finitude of being, as well as his claim that we have now run through the
possibilities opened up by the Ancient Greek understanding of being, place limits
on what Dasein may become, that is, what we may understand ourselves to be.

However, within the history of Western culture from Ancient Greece until the
present day, and within the language of the analysis of Being and Time, authentic
being toward death is the relationship to being that opens up Dasein for such new
possibilities of being. Being toward the ownmost possibility of death discloses
Dasein’s ownmost being as the entity which makes an issue of being, and it frees
Dasein from its current cultural understanding of human nature and the things with

71 Inthese phrases, Heidegger italicizes the *Un-" of *Unmidglichkeit.” Compare the cognate
English prefix ‘in-" in the word “inflammable.” which means not non-flammable but highly
flammable, or consider the German words “Unmasse” and “Unsumme,” both of which mean
not ‘nothing” but an cnormous number or vast quantity, Simibarly, an “Untier” is not a

non-animal but o cvery anmmmal” animal, that 1s, o brate, aomonster
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which we deal; as Heidegger puts it. Dascin is freed fromits lostness in the Anyone.
Heidegger comments: ‘Here it can become manifest to Dasein that in this distinctive
possibility of its own self, it has been wrenched away from the Anyone’ (26.3), Dascin
is thrown back upon its ownmost self to determine what can be: the Anyone no
longer protects it from its being.

Heidegger describes authentic being towards death as ‘forcrunning’ into the
possibility of death.” His word literally means ‘to run ahead’ or “to run in front” and
might also be translated as ‘outstrip’ or, with Macquarrie and Robinson, “anticipate.”’
However, we can capture his meaning better with the archaic English verb “to torerun,’
especially since the still common term ‘forerunner’ parallels a derivative German
term which also means ‘forerunner’ or “harbinger.” Authentic Dascin is indeed a
forerunner or harbinger of a new understanding of being. It *forcruns’ to the edge of
its current clearing in order to disclose what “can be in a time’ (338). Heidepper
notes: ‘Being toward death as forerunning into possibility for the first time possibilices
this possibility and makes it free as such.” Forerunning possibility is contrasted with
merely expecting the actualization of something which is already a well-known way
of being of, for example, nature (262). Authentic Dasein as the forcrunner ol
possibility sets the possibility free as possibility in a way it was not before. The
possibility was not ‘there,” illuminated in the clearing us possibility, before authentic
Dasein’s insight into being.”* For example, things came (o be scen as essentially
characterized by number thanks to thinkers such as Descartes and Galileo, and
therefore available to be treated in certain new ways that were heyond the ken ol
people in the Middle Ages.

As 1 indicated above, Heidegger thinks that we cannot [ix the exuact time when
such a change in the understanding of being occurs. It is the "‘moment of insight” of
authentic existence. Heidegger can comfortably say that in such a moment both “the
utter impossibility of existence becomes possible’ (265) and “possibility turns into
impossibility” (308). Either phrase would seem odd if we were simply talking about
the occurrence of demise. Isn’t the impossibility of existence, that is, our prospective
non-actuality, totally lacking in possibilities of living, supposed to be possible all
along? In what sense then does its ‘impossibility” become possible at some indelinite
‘when’? And, instead of talking about the possibility of demise turning into
impossibility, we would more intelligibly say that its possibility is realized, that is,
demise becomes actual.

However, Heidegger is talking about the possibility of existential death. It
occurs when old worlds die and new ones are born. A change in the understanding:

72 Heidegger's term is “Vorlanfen.” related 1o Yorlkiufer, the term for “forerunner” o
“harbinger.” T avoid using the Macquarrie and Robinson term anticipation” 1o translate
“Vorlaufen® because it only suggests a mental expectation of i known possibility, While this
might be a useful term o deseribe a waiy ol relating to one’s demise, which is precisely how
it is understood mthe common interpretition ot Hedepper's conception of ey towand
death, ites nothelpful w capturing what he mcans by “Vorlanfen.” While the suchae oddity of
Horerun” miay make it awhward, at least as coymolopcal oddiy natches Herdepgeer's tenm

73 Thes s the way newhich Dasein " chooses” possabihities i Headepper's atypical noton o

choree See Section T2 and the discussaon ol resoliteness o 3048
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of being leaves old possibilities behind and lets new ones take their place in the
‘there’ of being. Hence, impossibility becomes possibility and possibility turns into
impossibility. When the medieval world died and was transformed into the modern
one, that is, when the new vision of the being of what-is became that of the Anyone,
there was no going back to the old understanding again.™

Death, then, is the possibility which most precisely reveals Dasein’s character as
possibility (248-249). What Dasein understands itself to be is only a possible way
to be, and what it will be is only a possible way to be. These changes in the
understanding of being, however, do not indicate that Dasein escapes the limitation
of its existential death. Dasein does not ‘run ahead’ of death in the sense of getting
beyond it. ‘As able-to-be, Dasein is not able to overtake the possibility of death’
(250).7 Dasein does not ‘run ahead’ of death; it ‘runs ahead’ ro death. Death
remains a limit against which Dasein shatters itself (385).

In his Introduction to Metaphysics Heidegger comments:

All violence shatters against one thing directly. That is death. It is an end beyond all
fulfillment, a limit beyond all limits. Here there is no breaking out or breaking up, no
capture or subjugation.

He adds that this ‘uncanny’ limit ‘banishes us utterly and especially from everything
with which we are at home’ (IM 158/121).7 No matter how ‘violently’ Dasein tries
to wrest being from its concealment, some possibilities of being will not give way to
unconcealedness, at least not yet because it is not their time. Someone questioning
being in the twelfth century could not free the being of what-is as mere stuff for
human use. In that sense, death as the ‘utter impossibility’ of being remains a limit
beyond which Dasein cannot go. Heidegger also puts his point another way by saying
that Dasein ‘shatters against being’ (IM 177/135). Dasein is ‘without a way out’ or
‘without an opening’ in the face of death (IM 158/121) when its disclosing light can
project no illumination into this every constant ‘beyond.” For Dasein there is no sort
of final, Hegelian or Kierkegaardian overcoming of death.

If Dasein is able to reveal new possibilities of being, it is because these possibilities
have already tacitly, ‘pre-ontologically’ unveiled themselves in Dasein’s world. They
occupy the ‘space,’ so to speak, between the well-trodden territory of the Anyone
and the ‘utter impossibility” which limits that world. In forerunning to death Dasein
breaks out of the shelter of the Anyone’s superficial, familiar understanding of being
and becomes ‘liberated in such a way that it can for the first time authentically

74 We can see the similarity between Heidegger's notion and Kierkegaard’s conception of
dying to an old self-understanding in the leap to a new one, but, while Kierkegaard’s discussion
focuses on the personal level, Heidegger looks to the cultural context in which such personal
changes take place.

75 The term ‘overtake’ translates Heidegger's word “iiherholen.”

76 The term ‘uncanny’ translates Heidegger's word “unhieimlich.” His meaning plays off
the adverb *heim,” which means home or homeward, and *heimlich,” which means seeret or
concealed. When we are no longer at home with things, they strike us as uncanny,
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understand and choose the factical possibilitics lying before the possibility which is
not to be outstripped.” Running ahead to shatter itself against death Dascin also
shatters the stage of existence it had alrcady reached and thus is prepared (o take a
new stance toward being (264).

However, Dasein must look to the disclosure of being for these new possibilities:
we do not and cannot invent them, that is, make things be in just any way we
choose. Our finitude makes us dependent on the unconccalment of being; it is our
‘neediness.” In this sense, Dasein must ‘give itself up’ to a new disclosure of
possibilities. The primordial certainty of authentic being toward death is a primordial
disclosure of Dasein’s own being precisely as being-in-the-world (205). This
primordial disclosure ‘individualizes’ Dasein as what it can be, not just what it is,
but that does not mean that it can be in just any way. Heidegger comments;
‘Forerunning utterly individualizes Dasein and allows it to become certain of the
wholeness of its able-to-be’ (266). Thus, authentic Dascin understands the possibility
of its clearing right up to its ‘end.’

How is it that possibilities of being can be unveiled in Dascin’s world before it
comes to disclose them explicitly in its authentic being toward death? We already
know that the being of what-is reveals itself in Dascin’s dealings with things, but
now we must address the question of how that being can change and reveal itsell in
new ways when the time is right — ‘time” in Heidegger's sense. The rest of this book
examines the relationship between Dasein’s authentic timeliness and the Temporality
of being. Only when we understand what is at stake in this relationship will we be
able to fill in the rest of the details of Heidegger’s account of the finitude of Dascin.






Chapter 3

The Timeliness of Dasein

The first section of this chapter provides a general discussion of the nature of Dasein’s
timeliness as the ‘meaning’ of its being, that is, as what makes its being possible,
distinguishes it from simple consciousness of events and objects in time, and indicates
why Heidegger describes this basic condition of Dasein as ‘timeliness,” with all the
word’s connotations.' Section 3.2 introduces Heidegger’s general notion of *cestatic’
timeliness and his technical vocabulary while Sections 3.3 and 3.4 discuss inauthentic
and authentic timeliness as its two concrete modes. Section 3.5 examines Heidegger's
existential notions of conscience and guilt, and Scction 3.6 previews Dascin's
historicality by examining Heidegger’s formal analysis of it in Being and Time.

3.1 Timeliness as the Meaning of Dasein’s Being

Heidegger warns us that, given the dominant understanding of being as well as the
common notion of time and the standard philosophical reflections upon it, his notion
of the timeliness of Dasein may seem strange. This timeliness does not “correspord
to that which is accessible to the ordinary understanding as “time.”” Neither the way
time is conceived in our ordinary experience nor the problems arising from our
consciousness of it can function as starting points for Heidegger's analysis of time
(304).

As Iindicated in the Introduction, the time of Dasein’s being is more a matter ol
kairos, the time of opportunity, than of chronos, the time of clocks, although one ol
Heidegger’s goals is to show that the latter is derivative from the former. As we will
see, timeliness puts Dasein ‘in time with’ the disclosure of being in cultural practices;
itis the ‘horizon for the understanding of being which belongs essentially (o Discin’
(BPP 228/324). To comprehend Heidegger's analysis in Being and Time, we must,
as he will later say, keep in mind that he is ultimately and always attempting o
attain ‘the transcendental horizon of the question of being.” All of his analyses, and
‘above all the interpretation of time, should be cvaluated strictly as they aim at
making the question of beiug possible’ (KR 97/96). Heidegger can legitimately arpae
that even in Being and Time he was aiming beyond the timeliness of Dasein and
toward the Temporality of being (TB 32/34). We will sce his target more clearly as
we work our way (o Chapter 5's account of ‘Temporality as the meaning of beinge.

I Foran ctymolopcal explimation of the tnsdatoom ol “Zedhchkenr” as “imeless,” wee
UTexts and Tomsbatone”
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Never in Being and Time does Heidegger descend to the level of a detailed analysis
of the particular aspects of time-consciousness similar to the one offered by Edmund
Husserl, or, for that matter, Kant’s or Bergson’s analyses, although his discussion
has almost universally been read as a sort of ‘Existentialist’ version of the Husserl
lectures which he himself edited, The Phenomenology of Inner Time Consciousness.?
Supposedly, he added to Husserl’s discussion some advice on how the individual
person should live his life; for example, he should be nonconformist, open to change,
and perpetually aware of his perhaps imminent demise. This recommended ‘authentic
timeliness’ is, it seems, no more than a heightened awareness of events in time and
a more responsive attitude toward the people and things that one encounters.* Most
commentators failed to find any route from such claims to the promised investigation
of the meaning of being and hence concluded that Being and Time was sidetracked
into a dead end of subjectivity.

The ‘transcendental horizon’ for the understanding of being which Heidegger
seeks, however, is not the “fringe’ of expectations belonging to time-consciousness,
as it was for Husserl, and Being and Time neither started nor ended with such
subjectivity. The horizon, Heidegger later says, is ‘not that of subjective
consciousness, but rather it is defined as the existential-ecstatic timeliness of Da-
sein’ (IM 18/14). As we saw earlier, Dasein’s existence, its standing toward being, is
the condition for the possibility of consciousness, not vice versa. Consciousness does
not create the openness to what-is but is derivative from it (Way 272/375). Similarly,
time-consciousness or the consciousness of things and events in time does not create
timeliness but is derivative from it. We are ‘timely’ in our skillful dealings with
things, not just our explicit awareness of them, and these dealings show Dasein’s
dependence on a disclosure of being. In lectures and works immediately following
Being and Time Heidegger took pains to contrast his own approach and subject
matter with those of Husserl and Bergson. He asserts that, from Aristotle and

2 A long history of scholarship assimilates Heidegger’s concerns with notions of time-
consciousness found in Kant and Husserl. For example, see Charles M. Sherover’s book
Heidegger, Kant and Time, first published in 1971 by Indiana University Press and reprinted
in 1988 by University Press of America and Daniel O. Dahlstrom’s ‘Heidegger’s Critique of
Husserl® published in 1994 in Reading Heidegger from the Start: Essays in His Earliest
Thought, edited by Theodore Kisiel and John van Buren (Albany, NY: State University of
New York Press, 1994), especially pages 239-244.

3 Commentators have suggested that the character of Chance in Jerzy Kosinski's Being
There is an amusing parody of this conception of Heidegger’s authentic being-there. In Chance’s
life of wide-eyed openness the television screen plays the role of the truth of being. The
subjective voluntaristic view of authenticity can be found in some of Kosinski's descriptions
of Chance. For example, he says: ‘by changing the channel he could change himself . . . he
came to believe that it was he, Chance, and no one else who made himself be.” The irony of
Chance’s name only gives a more close approximation of Sartre’s view since this philosopher’s
supposed radical voluntarism frequently sounds more like a radical spontaneity over which
the individual has no control, Kosinski docs capture the role of the television as the central
work of art in the middle of the twentieth century. See Being There (New York: Harcourt,
Brace Jovanovich Inc., 1970), p. 5.
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Augustine down through Kantand on (o these carly twenticth-century thinkers, the
philosophers all take time as something present-at-hand, even when they locate it
‘in’ the soul, and they all operate with an unexamined, inadequate conception ol
subjectivity. However, what Heidegger said was too late and did too little to
counter the misunderstanding already imposed upon his thinking by the pervasive
presuppositions in traditional and contemporary philosophy.’

We must recall the preceding analysis in Being and Time to situate Heidepper's
discussion of timeliness. Heidegger has already laid out the essential dimensions of
Dasein and traced them back to their origin in care. At the beginning of the timely
reinterpretation of the structures of care, Heidegger reminds us that, ‘Dascin’s being,
whole as care indicates: ahead-of-itself already-in (a world) as being-at-home-with
(what-is within the world).” He adds that the ‘primordial unity of the structure of
care lies in timeliness’ (327).

In Division One Heidegger had already argued for a priority in the existential
structures of Dasein’s being, placing understanding as always ahcad-of-itselt as
the most important dimension, the one which releases Dasein’s ability to be “already
in” a world, at home with the roles, goals, and everyday items of the everyday
environment. Timeliness, as the meaning of Dascin’s being, is the condition for the
possibility of the existence of this entity that understands being. As Heidegger puts
it in The Basic Problems of Phenomenology, emphasizing the whole sentence, “1The
ontological condition of the possibility of the understanding of being is timeliness
itself* (BPP 228/323). Such timeliness, Heidegger says, ‘times itsell,” that is creites
its own unity as it manifests itself (350). We will explore this idea thronghowt the
rest of the chapter.®

The ‘timing’ does not happen most fundamentally in a moment to moment flow
of consciousness. In lectures given shortly after the publication of Being and Time
which present the subject of timeliness in a different context, one which bypasses an
analysis of death and thereby avoids its diverting tendency, Heidegger comments
that ‘world-entry’ only happens when timeliness times itsellf (MEL, 211/274). Such
world-entry does not happen, say, when an individual consciousness iwakens (o
start the day. Rather world-entry is characteristic of Dascin’s timely, historical
‘happening’ (MFL 194/251).

In Heidegger’s explanation of world-entry, the concrete illustrations he uses e
the ‘metaphysics of myth’ (MFL 209/270) and the end of the history of philosophy,
not, like Husserl, the consciousness of a melody or the meaning of i sentence miade
possible by retention and expectation of its absent elements. Consciousness (inds s
unity in the significance of the world “timed™ around it, a world in which melodies

4 Sce, for example, MFL 149 150/188 190, These remarks oceur inasection dealing
with “The Problem of Transcendence and the Problemy of Being and Time," an issue which
Heidegger never clarified enough to keep readers from adentitying “transcendence” wath
consciousness's contact with the “outside” world, i total misconceeption of our beny
Hewdepper's view,

S Esubsttute “tmehness times" tor ewepper s Zeadichhent ceiger . See discussion below
fora tuller expliamanion.
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and sentences are paid such attention, and Dasein’s world is the phenomenon for
which we are trying to account.

Thus, we need to see how timeliness makes possible the understanding of being
that we all share, not just how it makes possible a person’s consciousness. We may
well ask at this point, why call this phenomenon, whatever it is, ‘timeliness’ at all?
What has it got to do with time in the ordinary sense such that we should call it
‘primordial time’? Heidegger thinks that if he shows that ‘the “time” which is
accessible to Dasein’s common understanding is not primordial but arises rather
from authentic timeliness, then, in accordance with the principle “a potiori fit
denominatio,” we are justified in designating “primordial time” the timeliness we
have just laid bare’ (329). The ordinary conception of time as a series of ‘nows’ is
supposedly derivative from inauthentic timeliness, which in turn is derivative from
authentic timeliness. Both modes of timeliness are thus primordial in comparison
with ordinary time. After completing our account of timeliness in this chapter, we
will examine the ‘derivation’ of ordinary time in the next.

3.2 The Ecstases of Timeliness

Heidegger distinguishes three “ecstases’ of timeliness. This new term, like ‘existence,’
indicates a ‘standing out’ manifest in Dasein’s being, but this time the etymological
play is from Greek, not Latin, although the literal meaning is similar: ‘to stand out
toward’ or ‘to stand out from.” The usual definitions of ecstatic as ‘blissful,’
‘overjoyed,’ or ‘astonished’ have no relevance to Heidegger's use, and neither does
the more closely literal Greek sense of *displacement’ if this is taken as indicating a
need to get out of some momentary now of consciousness and certainly not a
displacement from self as in religious ecstasy. The creation of a field of possibilities
for Dasein’s activities by ecstatic timeliness is precisely what makes possible its
unified selfhood and the consciousness of each particular Dasein.

The specific dimensions of timeliness are labeled, in order of priority: (1) the
‘future,” or in German literally the ‘to come,” (2) ‘having-beenness’ or the
‘having-been,” and (3) the ‘present’ or the ‘pre-sent.” The latter term Heidegger
frequently turns into a verb (translated as ‘making-present’ or ‘waiting-toward’) to
emphasize that the present is an active process of making things present, dealing
with them as objects of our everyday concerns (326).°

6 The German term for ‘future’ is ‘Zukunft’ or literally ‘to come,’ a meaning Heidegger
frequently plays on, and I will substitute ‘to-come’ for *future’ when this meaning is prominent.
Heidegger’s term for the past dimension is ‘Gewesenheit,” and “having-been’ or ‘having-
beenness’ is the standard though awkward attempt to capture this verbal tense used as a noun.
The ‘present’ is ‘Gegenwart,’ aterm Heidegger frequently turns into a verb as *Gegenwdirtigen’
or, as we will put it, ‘making-present,” to emphasize that the present is an active process of
making things present (326). When Heidegger hyphenates the latter term as *Gegen-wiértigen’
to emphasize the meaning of the prefix and root, the more literal term “waiting-toward” is
substituted. The translation ol “present” as “pre-sent” is explained in the text. See Section 3.3
on inauthentic timeliness tor turther explanation of these terms,
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The second term is obviously part ol a technical vocabulary, but we should regard
all three as such. To reinforce their distinctive meaning, we will use the following
terms:

the having-been the pre-sent the to-come

While not paralleling the German term or its etymology, calling the “present’ cestasts
the ‘pre-sent’ indicates the way in which the significance of Dascin’s activities in
this dimension originates from the ‘to-come’ and the ‘having-been” and the way in
which all three dimensions are tied to the ‘destiny of being’ sent from Ancient Greeee
by the way the question of being was posed and subsequently answered. Although |
have tried to avoid using jargon too frequently, in this case, as with the term
‘timeliness,’ resorting to it helps break down the reader’s attachment to the assumption
that we are merely describing elements of time-consciousness corrclated with *parts’
of time or that a person’s experience of time constitutes the subject of Division Two
of Being and Time.

The ecstases do not represent parts of the time which is measured hy a clock or
calendar, nor do they have any time-measurable relationship to one another. Heidegper
says: ‘Timing does not signify that the ecstases come in a “succession.”™ The to
come is not later than having-been, and having-been is not earlier than the present’
(350).7 Despite the way the chart might be read, we should not think that the to
come starts tomorrow or five minutes from now; neither does having-heen ocewn
before today.

The dimensions of timeliness are intertwined: ‘Timeliness times itsell as the
future making-present as having-been’ (350).* In this tortuous jargon Heidegper
characterizes the phenomenon of timeliness as having a particular kind of unity. The
dimension of ‘having-been’ arises ‘from the future and in such a way that the future
which has been, or, better, is “beening,” releases the present from itsell” (326). 'T'he
odd English matches Heidegger’s neologistic German. We will need the rest of the
chapter to unpack its meaning.

The description indicates the priority Heidegger grants the cestases: the future is
the most fundamental dimension; from it arises having-been; and together they release
the present. The priority of the ecstases matches the priority involved in the existential
structures of Dasein’s being which Heidegger had laid out in Division One of Bemyg
and Time. In the timely reinterpretation of the structures of care, Heidegger reminds
us that, *Dasein’s being-whole as care indicates: ahcad-of-itself already-in (o world)
as being-at-home-with (what-is within the world).” He adds that the “primordial
unity of the structure of care lies in timeliness’ (327).

Dascin’s ‘ahcad-of-itself” dimension, rich with concealed possibitities, is correlated
with the future; its “being-already in® o world s correlited with having been as the

7 The term tamslated as Stiang” as D Zewein:
8 The awkwird phease “the futuee makogy present as having been™ sabstitates fo
Herdepper s equally awkwand, neolopeaie “als gewesemd wegenwartigende Zukunft”
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tradition of understanding being into which it is thrown; and its ‘being-at-home-with’
what-is within the world is correlated with the ‘making-present’ of the present world
of its concern. The unification of this care structure is accomplished by the
self-unifying character of timeliness.

Although we shall use an example below of personal everydayness to illuminate
the phenomenon that Heidegger is investigating since, after all, the person is Dasein,
and such an example helps illustrate the priority of the dimensions of timeliness, it
is a mistake to understand Heidegger’s discussion as dealing only or even most
directly with the personal level. As [ argued above, he is interested in the entity that
we are and its being. Thus, we need to focus on the peculiar character of Dasein as
the entity that makes an issue of what it is to be in general, not just Dasein in its
everydayness and certainly not just the individual person living within the realm of
the Anyone.

We can understand the priority of the ecstases of the timeliness of Dasein at the
ontological level by first examining the most important dimension of Dasein’s time.
The future as the ahead-of-itself makes possible Dasein’s being as existence, that is,
as a standing open toward being. Thus, Heidegger says that the ahead-of-itself
indicates ‘the future as of a sort which would make it possible for Dasein to be such
that its able-to-be is at issue’ (327).

The future makes possible Dasein’s “essential characteristic of existentiality’ (327).
This is not to say that we need a future span of time in order to ‘debate’ about what
itis to be. Right now we are the entity that makes an issue of what it is to be, whether
or not we are actually doing so. As we have seen, the future is ‘still outstanding’ not
in the sense of something yet to come but of something still unsettled. Dasein is the
‘dis-closedness’ which is always ‘un-closed,’ always unsettled or at issue.’ Dasein
exists in such a way that it encompasses the debate yet to come, that is, in such a
way that its ‘not yet’ belongs to it and makes it the entity that it is.

As I noted in the Introduction, Heidegger thinks that ‘the existence of historical
man begins at that moment when the first thinker takes a questioning stance with
regard to the unconcealment of what-is by asking what it is” (ET 128/189).
Heidegger’s remark about this beginning in Ancient Greece proves enlightening:

A genuine beginning, as a leap, always is a head start in which everything to come is
already leaped over, even if as something covered up. The beginning already holds the
end concealed. The genuine beginning has nothing of the neophyte character of the
primitive. The primitive, because it lacks such a bestowing, grounding leap and head start,
is always futureless. It is not capable of releasing anything more from itself because it
contains nothing more than that in which it is caught.

(OWA 76/64)

Dasein acquires a future when it acquires an understanding of being such that being
is in question. In this respect, ‘primitive Dasein’ has no future. As the future which
is the ‘to-come,” what Western Dasein will be comes to it from its concealed end, the

9 In Heidegger's own wordplay, he describes Dascin®s Erschlossenheit as always having
something unscitled (Unabgeselilossenheir).
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realm ol death. For Heidegger, being toward the future is being towind this end,
either authentically or inauthentically. We will not pause here to consider the parochial
or Eurocentric character of Heidegger's dismissal of “primitive’ Dascin, but just
point out that cultures such as Ancient Egypt, the Kalahari bushmen, Australian
aborigines, or some Native American groups continued in the same basic form of
everydayness for thousands of years.'” Heidegger is trying to account for what he
sees as the inner dynamism of Western culture, which he does not identify with
progress or cultural superiority, but the manifestation of a unity and continuity within
dramatic change that needs explanation.

The future releases to Dasein its dimension of having-been as the understanding,
of being into which it is thrown. Dasein always already has an understanding of
being. In the initial leap, that first insight into what-is, the Greeks find themselves
with such an understanding already and do not suddenly acquire it. And, without
the world of the Greeks and the Middle Ages on which it builds, the modern world
would not be what it is. Not that the past is over and done with, a *given” with which
we are confronted or which determines what we are. We understand the past through
the projection of a future with certain concerns, and hence our understanding ol our
‘already having-been’ changes as our understanding of oursclves changes. What
matters about the past depends on what matters about the future. Indeed, as we shall
soon see in more detail, Heidegger argues that Dasein’s authentic projection of its
future requires it to ‘repeat’ the possibilities of its past by transforming them in its
new understanding of being.

At the end of the Introduction we noted Heidegger saying that the dialogue with
Parmenides never ends. We might also think of how the interpretation of Parmenides’
poem or Plato’s dialogues changes with every epoch and how that interpretation
arises from current cultural concerns. Will we ever achieve the right account ol
what such thinkers meant? Heidegger asks us if we could come to the final essence
of a great thinker. Could we “distill the Kant and the Plato by cleverly calculating
and balancing off all Kant interpretations or all Plato ones?” He answers *“No." There
is no ‘Kant as he is in himself.” Such an idea ‘runs counter to the nature of history
and most certainly to philosophical history.”

This historical Kant is always only the Kant that becomes manifest in an original possibility
of philosophizing, manifest in part, it you will, but in a part that carrics the iipact ol the
whole.

(MEL.T1/8R)

Similarly, there is no way we are in ourselves, no “initself” of human being or being
itself. But neither is a manifestation - a disclosure or unconcealment — of cither
human nature or the being of what-is just some imaginary slice of an indeterminate
and indeterminable pic in the sky. Tty the way things show themscelves to be in o
changing cultural practices. We will come back 1o this point in Chapter 5°s discussion
of the Temporality of being, but tor now we are interested in Dasein’s ability to be.

10 See Chapter 5 Tor further discussion ol this issue.
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To explain the priority of the ecstasis of the future and its relation to the other two
ecstases of timeliness, we can look at another concrete but limited and derivative
example of the timing activity of Dasein. This is the way the timely structure manifests
itself in the inauthentic everydayness of the individual. To understand oneself as a
teacher or student, for example, is to project certain roles, goals, and tasks; it is to
have a certain understanding of oneself that determines one’s aims in life. This is the
‘ahead-of-itself” dimension, and out of it arises a certain understanding of one’s past
or what has happened and its significance. These dimensions in turn ‘release’ a
present and determine the activities that one is engaged in right now, such as preparing
a class session or doing homework.

Perhaps the most dramatic personal illustration of the interaction of the ecstases,
which we borrow from Kierkegaard, is that of a person who undergoes a radical
conversion and comes to a new self-understanding. Here, too, Heidegger ‘learned
from’ Kierkegaard. Because he projects a new future for himself, for example, that
of a Christian, he comes to a new understanding of his past as despair and sin, no
matter how happy he seemed at the time. The new understanding of his future and
his past determines what he does in his life at present." This example anticipates the
authentic timing of timeliness in the way a change in the understanding of being
reconfigures future, past, and present.

We might also recall Jean-Paul Sartre’s example of the young man who has to
choose whether to join the Free French Forces or stay home and help his mother, or
the young Jesuit who had decided that his lack of academic success, botched love
affair, and failure in military training meant he should become a priest.'” But the
contrast between Kierkegaard's and Sartre’s analyses highlights an important aspect
of Heidegger’s position.

For Sartre these individuals’ interpretations of the meaning of their past and the
facts about it they remember, as well as what they choose for the future, is ultimately
arbitrary, a convenient fiction imposed on indifferent data to fend off anguish in the
face of our spontaneous freedom. For Kierkegaard God’s grace grants a path from
sin to salvation if only the individual will be open to the eternal at work in the self.
Once the leap is made the hindsight view of the previous life as sin and despair is an
accurate grasp of its nature, not a retrospective illusion or arbitrary fiction. On the
side of Kierkegaard but from a different perspective and on a quite different
ontological level, and of course with no personal will attached, Heidegger sees the
revelation of being guiding authentic Dasein’s timely insight into the being of

11 The “dialectic” of such conversions and the manifestation of ‘the eternal’ in them has
been explored with great insight by Kierkegaard. He describes the way that an individual
receives a new understanding of his past, present, and future in the ‘leaps’ from the aesthetic
sphere to the ethical and the ethical to the religious. For the notion of the “dialectic™ of the
eternal, see Sickness Unto Death (Lowric translation), p. 157. For various “case studies’ see
the brief sketches of lives in this book under the different types of despaic or the more extended
creations in both volumes of Fither/Or.

12 Jean-Paul Sartee, “The Homanism ol Existentialism,” Fssavs i Fvistentialisin, edited by
Wade Baskin (New York: Citadel Press, 1908), pp. 12 4s
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what-is, a subject we will explore in Chapter 5. For now, we are looking at such
insight from the historical character of Dascin.

As we see from both the ontological and personal examples, the pre-sent that is
released by the to-come and having-been does not refer to some instantancous
moment of consciousness; nor are the ecstases of future and having-been simply the
dimensions of attention that enable us to have an experience of an enduring, if
specious, present. The term ‘now,” as the term “present,” points to an indefinite
dimension of disclosure. The ‘present’ can refer to what I am doing at this minute,
or this day, or this week or month or even a period of ycars, for example, "Al
present | am writing a book on Heidegger.’ As ecstases, the dimensions of the to-he,
having-been, and pre-sent are a disclosure matrix which cannot be measured or
delimited by the time that we can measure on a clock.' Indeed, the time that we
measure on a clock is a feature of a world disclosed by a particular understanding of
being. This does not make time a fiction or in any sensc unreal, as it might scem for
Kant, Husserl, and Bergson, but its revelation, its presence in our lives, is dependent
on the concerns originating in Ancient Greece and continuing in our understanding,
of being.

Although the example of personal everydayness illuminates the phenomenon that
Heidegger is investigating since, after all, the person is Dasein, and furthermore, we
can call upon such an example to help illustrate the priority of the dimensions of
timeliness in the next section, it is a mistake to understand Heidegger’s discussion
as dealing only or even directly with the personal level. As I argued above, he is
interested in the entity that we are and its being. Thus, we need to focus on the
peculiar character of Dasein as the entity that makes an issue of what it is (o be in
general, not just Dasein in its everydayness and certainly not just the individual
person.

We need to distinguish the timeliness of, to use the phrase that Heidegger sometimes
does, ‘the Dasein in man’ and the timeliness of « man or ¢ woman or any one.
Another passage in Basic Problems seems to make this contrast. Heidegger first
refers to the futural dimension of Dascin but then makes the parallel with individual
behavior:

In thus relating itsclf to its ownmost able-to-be, it is ahead of itself. Expecting a possibility
I can come from this possibility toward that which I myself am. Dascin, expecting its
able-to-be, comes toward itself. In this coming-toward-itself, expecting a possibility, Dascmn
is futural in a primordial sense.

(BPP 205/374 375)

As a person, [ project a particular possibility for myself, forexample, being a teacher,
a woman, and so on, in understanding who I am. As Dascin, 1 also project the
fundamental, comprehensive pre-ontological understanding of the being, of what is
of a world in which mstitutions, ways of life, professions, and child-rearing make
such roles available. These personal projects oceur with the realm of the Anyone

13 This ternmmolopy wis Lust suppested to e by Professor Peter Manehester
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and are immersed in the general phenomenon of inauthentic timeliness. Their
parameters and goals are laid out by the significance-structure of the world. My
selfhood is based on the Anyone, not Dasein’s ownmost being, no matter how creative
and unique I might be in the way I take up these roles. I may make an issue of what
it is to be me, but this is not the same as making an issue of the being of what-is.

For Dasein ‘at present’ to encounter what-is within the world and deal with things
in its daily activities, being must be already understood (315). When our stance
toward being itself is brought into question, the significance of our present world
falls away and we find ourselves in anxiety. Only then does the possibility of authentic
timeliness arise, and we may either flee it, turning anxiety into fear, or become open
to the unconcealment of the possibilities of being and to understand the being of
what-is in a new way, for example, to see the order of things as not a divine hierarchy
gathered around God but as material interconnected by quantifiable mass and motion.

When Heidegger makes claims such as ‘timeliness times’ one should not forget
the ordinary meaning of his German verb." Ordinarily, his use of words as technical
terms with their own invested significance requires us to prescind from their common
meanings. But with this phrase the ordinary connotation adds a resonance which is
missing in the translation of it as ‘timeliness times,’” specifically a sense of ‘maturing’
or ‘ripening.” Dasein’s timeliness is what lets Dasein ripen toward its end and what
lets its understanding of being change and grow. Heidegger comments: ‘Time times
- which means time makes ripe. makes rise up and grow. Timely is what has come
up in the rising’ (OWL 106/213)."* Dasein’s authentic insights keep ‘in time with’
the epochs of the revelation of being in our dealings with things. The impetus for
and direction of this ‘timed’ growth, though briefly mentioned in Section 3.5, ought
to be discussed more fully in the context of Heidegger’s analysis of the history and
finitude of being.

Before moving into a detailed characterization of the specific ecstases of inauthentic
and authentic timeliness, a map of the wealth of new jargon would be helpful.'® The
following chart relates the specific terminology to Heidegger’s general names for
the ecstases of Dasein’s timeliness:

14 His phrase ‘Zeitlichkeit zeitigt’ uses the verb ‘Zeitigen.’

15 Heidegger’s ‘Das Zeitige’ is translated as “Timely.’

16 Heidegger’s discussion of these technical terms is scattered throughout Division Two's
first four chapters, but see section 68, ‘The Timeliness of Disclosedness in General® (335-
389). for the most compact comparison of their usage.

To some degree [ have had to choose which term to use when Heidegger gives us too many
or uses two terms interchangeably, as he apparently does with ‘Gegenwart” and *Gegen-
wart.” For example, in contrasting the authentic and the inauthentic future Heidegger suggests
in one place that, if we need a formal, gencral term for the future ecstasis we could use his
phrase *ahead-of-itself” by which he had already designated this aspect of the care structure
(337). But since he himself continually uses “the future (Zukanft)™ in reference to this eestasis
and plays off its literal meaning of “to come” 1 prefer to iy to capture this meaning in our
term and leave “ahcad-of-itself™ 1o label o dimension of the cine stracture. See footnote 22 in
Scction 3.3 for the ambiguity surrounding “Gegenwart
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HAVING-BEEN PRE-SENT TO-COME
INAUTHENTIC forgetting waiting-toward awaiting
AUTHENTIC repetition moment of insight | forerunning death

3.3 Inauthentic Timeliness

The two modes in which timeliness times itself make possible the fundamental modes
of Dasein’s being, that is, authentic and inauthentic existence (328). In this section
we will discuss inauthentic timeliness with its three ecstases of “awaiting,” *forgetting,’
and ‘making-present.’ In inauthentic existence Dasein loscs itself as the entity whose
ownmost being is to make an issue of being; it ‘falls” away from its ownmost sell
and is absorbed by the objects of its concern. In the timing of inauthentic timeliness
a particular understanding of being is taken for granted. In this mode of timeliness
the ecstasis of the future, now specified as ‘awaiting,” still has priority, but it involves
a projection of a particular existentiell understanding of the being of what-is rather
than a plunge into the questionableness of being.

Although Heidegger labels the future ecstasis of inauthentic timeliness “uwaiting,”
the verbal use of his term suggests a more active stance such as “to he prepared
for.”'” Dasein’s inauthentic future dimension is “awaiting’ in the sense that Dascin is
prepared to deal with the objects of its concern. finding their being comfortable and
assured. Heidegger says:

Inauthentic understanding projects itself upon that with which it is concerned, what 18

feasible, urgent, or indispensable in everyday activity . . . Dascin comes toward itsell from

that with which it concerns itself. The inauthentic future has the chaviacter of aweanting.
(337

Dasein ‘comes to’ itself from that which is ‘to-come.’

Though the term may suggest a conscious intention, the “awaiting” of the
inauthentic future is a mode of existence, that is, of having an understanding of
being according to which we deal with things, and not necessarily ol explicit,
conscious awareness. It indicates our ready skills for dealing with things, even objects
we have never encountered before. Heidegger says that “awaiting” the “toward which’
of some project which we aim to accomplish is “neither a considering of the
nor an expectation of the impending linishing of the work (o be produced. Tt has by
no means the character of thematic grasping.” Many times we ourselves e quite
unaware of the details of our dealings with things, as, for example, when we are

roal”

17 Heidegger's term s “Gewartigen.” The verh “warten” does mean "to wait for' or "o
awail,” and the adjective “gewdrtig” does mean sowining " But the verh "Gewartigen” suppests
an ability to deal with what is to come, whether it happens atter the inal stcoke ol a himimner
ot alter enrollment m collepe
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driving a car and adjust our stecring to the banked slope of the road. We let our skills
put tools to work for us. This *awaiting’ combined with the two other dimensions of
inauthentic timeliness will make ‘possible in its ecstatical unity the specifically
manipulative way in which equipment is made present’ (353).

Heidegger also speaks of a futural way to be that he calls “expecting’ which comes
closer to being a type of reflective activity.” However, his notion of ‘expecting’
seems general enough to cover both conscious and unconscious expectations. It
may indicate an orientation toward a specific project or circumstance, not just our
general ability to deal with things. Heidegger remarks that ‘expecting’ is ‘founded
upon awaiting.” He adds that only because Dasein awaits its able-to-be in terms of
that with which it concerns itself can it expect anything and wait for it (337).
Unfortunately, Heidegger provides no concrete examples to illustrate the contrast
between awaiting and expecting and their derivative relationship.

I can suggest two examples which I think capture the distinction. Again they will
be examples on the level of particular things since these are more immediately
understandable. Contrast the difference between ‘awaiting’ a ringing telephone, or
being able to deal with one when it does ring, and actually ‘expecting’ a phone
call, an expectation which may be evident in both reflective awareness (‘I wonder
when he is going to call?” or ‘I wish he would call’) and unconscious physical
behavior (drumming one’s fingers, tapping one’s toes) while one’s conscious
thoughts are on what to fix for lunch. Similarly, contrast the difference between
‘awaiting’ when one enters a stranger’s house, that is, having a general familiarity
with what one may find there and being able to deal with it, and ‘expecting’ to
see certain things when one enters one’s own house. The latter expectation can be,
and probably almost all of the time is, quite unconscious. Its operation and its
difference from awaiting is indicated by one’s surprise at finding the furniture
rearranged or changed or missing. Both conscious and unconscious expectations
are made possible by the more fundamental ‘awaiting,” that is, being able to deal
with things.

These examples do not just illustrate the inauthentic ecstasis of the future but also
that of having-been and the present since the three dimensions organize a unitary
phenomenon. Thus, we can see ‘forgetting’ and ‘making-present’ (or ‘waiting-
toward’) at work in them, too.'"” How Dasein exists as futural releases these particular
modes of having-been and the present. In regard to the past:

The inauthentic self-projection which is making-present and producing possibilities out
of that with which it concerns itself is, however, only possible because Dasein has forgotten
itself in its ownmost, thrown able-to-be. This forgetting is not nothing, nor is it just a
failure to remember; it is rather a ‘positive’ ecstatical mode of having-been, a mode with
a character of its own.

(339)

18 His term is “Erwarten.” which has ctymological ties with *Gewdirtigen™ (awaiting),
*Gegenwart® (the present), and “Gegenwdirtigen”™ (making present or waiting toward).
19 For the use of “miaking present” and “waiting toward.” see footnote O Section 3.2
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Heidegger is using ‘forgetting” as a technical term, and its ordinary meaning, should
be set aside. What we are ‘forgetting’ are not events that have happened 1o us or
facts that we might try to remember. We are “lforgetting’ what it is (o be Dascin i its
ownmost being, but this is something of which we may never have been aware in
the ordinary sense and therefore cannot ‘forget’ in the ordinary scnse. The cestasis
of forgetting has ‘the character of self-closing backing away before its ownmost
“been’ (339). Dasein closes itself off from the questionablencess of its being and the
past from which this stems and thereby closes itself off to its ownmost self, too. The
experience of the forgottenness of being, that is, the recognition that heing was
forgotten, was, Heidegger said, the fundamental expericnce prompting the writing
of Being and Time (TB 29/31). It provided the motivation for raising ancw the question
of being.

Heidegger refers to a ‘retaining’ a number of times in a way that suggests that,
despite the opposition in common meaning, it could be used as a substitute term for
‘forgetting.”* For example, he correlates retaining with the future as “awaiting” in
such phrases as ‘awaiting retaining.”*' This, too, indicates that in the inauthentic
past ecstasis nothing is being ‘forgotten’ in the ordinary sense. What is “retained ™ is
Dasein’s existentiell understanding of being, its understanding of how to deal with
things, but this requires ‘forgetting’ being in its questionablencss.

Only on the basis of such forgetful retaining can we ‘remember” or “forget” anything
in the ordinary sense. Heidegger comments:

Just as expecting is possible only on the basis of awaiting, remembering is possible only
on that of forgetting and not vice versa. For in the mode of having-forgotien, the having been
“discloses’ primarily the horizon into which Dascin, lost in the *superficiality” of the objects
of its concern, can bring itself by remembering.

(449)

We could say that when we remember events or the characteristics ol things, we
take their being for granted and recollect the details of their particularity, Such
recollections are evoked by our current concerns and the things with which we are
dealing. Thus, remembering as the derivative mode of the inauthentic past also
indicates an absorption in the things with which we concern ourselves. Our cultural
remembrances, too, for example, Memorial Day or Black History Month, are only
kept alive by our current concerns. In anxicty, when we do not forpet the
questionableness of being, remembering is precisely what we do not do. Ow
understanding of familiar ways of being recedes and new possibilities can mahe
their way to the foreground.

Correlated with the inauthentic future and pastis the particular kind of present
which they release. Dasein’s carrent ability is Lid out in terms of the things with
which it concerns itsell. Whether the project Lasts aominute, o day, a week, orayear,
itis articulated by the web of significance that constitates Dascein’s world. Heidepyper

200 ths s Beladeen”
MSee o esaunple, Beang and Tane, ppe 399,301 and 30K
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comments: ‘Corresponding to the inauthentic future (awaiting) there is a specific
being-at-home-with things of concern’ (337). This way of being-at-home-with
things is a ‘making-present’ or ‘waiting-toward’ activities in the current context of
concern that is ‘pre-sent’ by the understanding of being which we project in “awaiting’
the future.”? Heidegger's use of the notion of ‘waiting-toward’ suggests a more
specific involvement in particular projects than the more general comfort of being-
at-home in the world, perhaps correlating with the other derivative ecstases of
inauthentic timeliness, remembering and expecting. We can formalize the vocabulary
to specify both a primary and derivative mode of the ecstases of inauthentic
timeliness:

INAUTHENTIC HAVING-BEEN PRE-SENT TO-COME
primary mode forgetting making-present awaiting
derivative mode remembering waiting-toward expecting

Moving on the ontological level in Being and Time, Heidegger is interested not
just in how we relate to things such as telephones or living room furniture, of course,
but in how we take what-is in general as having a specific being. We await what-is
ready-to-hand, present-at-hand, nature, and so forth, as, for example, God’s creation
or stuff to be manipulated, and this shows up in our expectations about specific
things and the way our understanding lays out the ecstatic context of the roles, goals,
and standards according to which we deal with them.

Cultures, like individuals, can be more or less immersed in an understanding of
being which is taken for granted. Revolutionary periods such as the early modern
epoch are rich with possibilities, and sterile periods such as the Dark Ages are addicted
to actualities. The cultural givenness of an understanding of being involves more
than just a collection of individuals going about their particular daily lives. The
interaction of people within the culture produces the effect which Heidegger calls
‘leveling,” making the breakthrough of a new paradigmatic work of art or
philosophical thought difficult. The more we deal with things in the same old ways,
the more we reduce the way that they can appear to us to the bland sameness which
Heidegger calls ‘averageness.” Dasein, as the entity which we are, can be more or
less entrenched in this averageness, more or less locked into an understanding of
being, in different periods of its history. The timeliness which makes possible Dasein’s

22 Heidegger initially suggests using ‘waiting-toward (Gegen-wart),’ not ‘making-present
(Gegenwdirtigen),” as the term for the ecstasis of the present (Gegenwart) correlated with the
general inauthentic future of ‘awaiting (Gewdirtigen)’ (337-338). But in the discussion that
follows he says that *making-present” is the more general or fundamental term or simply
seems to use the terms interchangeably (338). The resulting ambiguity scems to stem from
Heidegger's preoccupation with the etymological wordplay in German which we cannot
capture in English, a problem apparent in the translators™ strugple with these words,
Conscquently, T use the English terms in the way that scems to miake the most sense in o
vocabulary as well as the interpretation this book ofters.
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being has, one might picture, a topography of peaks and plains, a thythm of crescendos
and murmurs.

3.4 Resoluteness, Conscience, and Guilt

In the first two chapters of Division Two of Being and Time Heidegger frequently
acknowledges a need for an existentiell ‘attestation’ of the existential ways of being
he claims to uncover, for example, inauthentic being toward death. But he found the
attestation or concrete manifestation of this phenomenon in literature in the character
and musings of Tolstoy’s Ivan Ilych.?* At the end of the chapter on death he admits
that the question of Dasein’s being-a-whole, its authentic being toward death, *still
hangs in mid-air’ and needs phenomenological justification. The abstract, ontological
analysis needs to be attested by concrete realization of an authentic ability to be.
The next chapter asserts that this ‘authentic able-to-be’ is found in resoluteness, the
phenomenon he proceeds to analyze and, in the process, uncovers Dasein’s conscicnee
and its being-guilty.

Since Heidegger seems to describe resoluteness as both a preparation o
authenticity and a full achievement of it, we can bring some clarity to his dense
discussion by distinguishing these two forms of authentic disclosedness, preliminary
and completed, and even extract a third form that is a ‘philosophical’ resoluteness.,
In this section we will discuss resoluteness as not the final completion of authenticity
but as a way of disclosing Dasein’s being which only — but importantly — prepines
us for the existentiell possibility of authentic insight into being. We should emphasize
at the beginning, though, that the discussion of resoluteness remains on the level ol
a search for an ability or potentiality to be, not for a concrete exemplar of being such
as we found in Ivan in the case of inauthentic being toward death.

Although we may be making the text of Being arid Time more systematic than it is
and giving Heidegger more credit for architectonic design than he deserves, we can
preview Heidegger’s analysis of all three stages of authentic resoluteness by
suggesting a tripartite structure of preliminary resoluteness that is related to the
existentiell concretion of authentic timeliness according to the following parallels:

RESOLUTENESS as:  HAVING-BEEN PRE-SENT TO COME
philosophical ready for anxicty | wanting a conscience | questioning bemyg
preliminary anxiety call of conscience I)Cil_lg plty
authentic resolution repetition moment of insight I'(;rcmmniuy death

We have yetto explore the meaning of some ol these technical terms, but while we
have the architectonic before us, Eshould note it might be tempting to reverse angicty
and being - guilty as modes of the “to come ™ and “having. been.” However, Heidegyper

24 See Secton 0Dy and Teaathentie Bemy toswand Death
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clearly describes anxicty as a mode of situatedness and thus of having-been (340,
343) and being-guilty as a matter of understanding involving a projection and thus
of the ‘to-come’ (296-297). However, Heidegger reminds us that the structure of
timeliness is an integrated whole, not three distinct parts strung together, and that
hence, even though each aspect of Dasein’s being may be primarily manifest in a
particular ecstasis, in each we find the whole of timeliness implicated (346). Thus
‘anxiety springs from the future’ even though, as a particular instance of situatedness,
it is manifest in having-been (344), and being-guilty demonstrates Dasein’s
‘thrownness,’ its finding itself in an inherited understanding of being, even though it
points us toward the possibility of forerunning Dasein’s death as its ownmost
existentiell modality (305).

Heidegger speaks of ‘readiness-for-anxiety’ and ‘wanting-to-have-a-conscience’
as if they were precursors to actually being in anxiety and heeding the call of
conscience. Although his text offers little leverage to distinguish these modes, such
a way of being seems to indicate the philosophical or theoretical stance toward
authenticity, a matter of knowing what it is rather than, at that moment, being
authentic. Hence it seems well worth distinguishing from the other two modes. If
preliminary resoluteness and full authenticity both involve new although different
disclosures of being and if ‘proximately and for the most part’ Dasein is caught up
in inauthenticity ‘when busy, when excited, when interested, when ready for
enjoyment’ (43), then we can see that even the great thinkers and creators will live
like Anyone most of the time, before or in between their episodes of creative insight.
They are no longer ‘addicted’ to the Anyone, lost in fallenness, or fleeing the anxiety
in which the current understanding of being is brought into question, but neither are
they engaged by a new disclosure of being. We can supply the description of this
way of being’s futural dimension as a questioning of being or an openness toward
being though one that is only this; genuine authenticity may never be subsequently
achieved.

Such a preliminary ecstatic matrix may underlie what Heidegger much later calls
‘interpretive thinking,’ the sort of thinking his own reflections provide. He did say
that he never intended to ‘preach’ a variety of existentialism, or, for that matter, I
would say, offer any specific new existentiell understanding of being. Rather, he
was always only concerned with renewing the question of being. But such questioning
can only take us to the verge of making the leap of insight to a new understanding of
being, which he himself only claims to try to prepare us for, not actually supply.* To
paraphrase Heidegger’s comment about philosophical thinking in general and turn
it against him: To ‘philosophize’ about being shattered by death is separated by a
chasm from a thinking that is so shattered (LH 222-223/343).

Understanding that being is questionable and laying out the existential structures
of Dasein’s being as existence does not inevitably lead one to make the authentic

24 See the discussion in Section 7.4 of Heidegger's distinction between preliminary
‘interpretive thinking’ and the *understanding thinking” which makes the leap olinsight (TB 35/
38). [Chapter 7 is available online at: hup:/Avwwascwedu/philosophy/CWhite. i - Editor’s
note. |
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leap across the chasm to a radically new understanding of being. One cannot beconie
an authentic creator by, for example, rcading Heidegger's works or those ol the
great thinkers of history. Far from theory-produced, it makes as little sense to exhort
someone to ‘Be authentic!” in Heidegger’s view of this achievement as it would (o
exhort them to be another Plato or Aristotle, let alone expect them to become authentie
by reading Being and Time. However, the reader who understands the book might i
least achieve this philosophical level of resoluteness.

In Being and Time Heidegger’s own reflections on resoluteness as it way ol being
focused on the preliminary resoluteness which is not just a philosophizing abont
Dasein’s being as an openness toward being but rather a specific disclosure of bemy,
although not one in which Dasein actually reaches fully-fledged authenticity i the
moment of insight. Resoluteness involves the anxiety in which being is called mito
question. In resoluteness Dasein discloses the indefiniteness of its being as suspended
over an abyss of possibilities.

To understand Heidegger's notion we must make onc ol our rare textual
excursions into his own German terms rather than lcaving his wordplay for the
footnotes. The etymological connection between *Erschlossenheit” or *discloscdness’
and ‘Entschlossenheit’ or ‘resoluteness’ is lost in the translation but is crucral tor
Heidegger’s meaning. ‘Schliessen,’ the verb forming the root of both *Erselilossenheir’
and ‘Entschlossenheit,” means ‘to close’ or ‘to lock.” Although the prefix “er-"usually
indicates the beginning of an action or the carrying through of the action,
‘erschliessen’ means not ‘to close’ or ‘to lock” but, quite the opposite, “to disclose’
or ‘to make accessible.” Dasein is characterized as disclosedness beciuse b lets
things come forth and show themselves as what they arc.

Ent-schlossenheit or resoluteness is a completion of LErschlossenlien o
disclosedness that reveals Dasein as the entity that itis, something which perpetually
escapes our attention when we take an understanding of human nature for paanted
as God's image or conscious subject — and direct our attention to the things with
which we deal everyday. The ‘ent-" prefix attached o ‘schlicssen’ suppests cntry
into a new state or the abandonment of a previous state, appropriately indiciatimy
that Entschlossenheit is a disclosure of Dascin’s being as *lrschlossenheit’ wnd s,
as such, a new mode of disclosedness: Heidegger describes itas a *distinctive mode
of Dasein’s disclosedness’ (297). Indeed, as the preliminary authentic disclosedness,
resoluteness ‘limns’ Dasein’s “distinctive” being as the entity that makes anissue ol
being. If Dasein remains inauthentic, it is closed off to any new revelation ol beny
and never comes up against the boundary of its particular understanding of bemy . In
contrast, resoluteness reveals the clearing of being for what itis. Resoluteness reveals
the limits of the clearing — “the thin wall by which the Anyonce is separated, as ot
were, from the uncanniness ol its being’ (278). As we were frequently reminded m
Hetdegger™s discussion of death, Dascein’s being always has “something: still 1o be
closed.” something unsettled and not-yet, “cine stindise Unabsesclilossenheir” (2300,
a factof its being disclosed in resoluteness.

The ctymolopacal reverberation of “Futsclilossenhen”™ s, 1 would say, the nunn
reison why Hedeyper preks this word tor the pretmmary auathentic mode of Dasem's
beng since he specibically regects s ordimary meanimg o Later, clantymyp comment



110 Time aned Death

In English, too, we ordinarily describe an individual as ‘resolute’ when he or she
exhibits a single-minded striving toward a goal. But, in response to misunderstanding
of his concept, Heidegger writes:

The resoluteness intended in Being and Time is not the deliberate action of a subject but
rather Dasein’s opening out of the prejudice in what-is to the openness of being.?

He adds that resoluteness is not a matter of ‘a subject striving toward himself as his
self-set goal’ (OWA 67/55). Though Heidegger uses words such as ‘choice’ and
‘decision’ in conjunction with the notion of resoluteness, he gives them a distinctive,
ontological significance. For example, he describes *decision’* as ‘not man’s
judgment and choice’ but a separation in the “togetherness of being, unconcealment,
appearance, and non-being’ (IM 110/84). A *decision’ lets the being of what-is appear
in various ways.

By speaking of resoluteness as a matter of ‘self-being’ or of Dasein being itself,
Heidegger misled many of his readers about the level of his discussion.”” We failed
to grasp the existential character of this ‘self.” Resoluteness is not a characteristic of
an individual’s personality nor a way of setting particular life goals and facing one’s
demise.® and it has little similarity to Kierkegaard’s notion of life in the ethical
sphere, though many commentators have found the two concepts nearly identical.
As Heidegger himself points out, Kierkegaard’s analysis remains within a particular
existentiell understanding of what it is to be human.*® Accepting a contemporary
Christian understanding of existence, Kierkegaard can then instruct the individual
on how to achieve this version of personal selfhood which, at least as far as the
ethical sphere goes, can aptly be described as a matter of deliberately striving toward
self-set goals.

25 Heidegger's phrase at the end is ‘aus der Befungheit im Seienden,” which is difficult to
capture in English. I assume that he is referring to the fallen understanding of what-is belonging
to the Anyone. In English it would be more natural to say that Dasein opens out of “its prejudice
about what-is,” but the correlate preposition *im’ of the German phrase is also uncommonly
awkward.

26  Another ‘ent-" word, that is, ‘Entscheidung.’

27 Heidegger’s term is ‘Selbstsein.’

28 Foran indication of the usual account of the sorts of things that are chosen in resoluteness
such as a career or getting married, see, for example, Michael Zimmerman, The Eclipse of the
Self: The Development of Heidegger’s Concept of Authenticity (Athens, Ohio: Ohio University
Press, 1981), p. 80. Zimmerman also discusses resoluteness as a matter of ‘steeling oneself’
to face physical death in this book as well as his article *The Foundering of Being und Time’
in Philosophy Today, X1X (1975), p. 104.

29 The conflation of Heidegger’s position with Kierkegaard’s notion of the ethical sphere
can be found in, among other works, Calvin Schrag’s Existence and Freedom (Evanston:
Northwestern University Press, 1961) and Michael Wyschogrod's Kierkegaard and Heidegger
(New York: Humanities Press, 1969).

30 Sce Being and Time, pp. 235 and 494 in the English transhation, foomote vito section 45,
the introduction (o Division Two,
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Heidegger, however, is operating at a level of existential generality which explores
the conditions for the possibility of such a particular existenticll understanding of
what it is to be. He is interested in how we come to have a particular understanding
of our being and of being in general, and resoluteness is a step along the way in the
formation of this conception. Resoluteness prepares Dasein for a new disclosure of
being, but the definite ‘content’ of this disclosure — or, as Heidegger calls it the
‘resolution’ — depends upon Dasein’s “situation” and has varied accordingly. One
such situation is that of a Christian in nineteenth century Denmark. Another is that
of a German in the 1930s."' Some people who argue that Heidegger’s philosophy
led to his affiliation with the Nazis hold the mistaken view of resoluteness as an
attitude about one’s personal life, for example, a stecly determination, choosing i
goal and marching toward it. Correcting the mistaken view, however, does not
eliminate the connection betwecen Heidegger’s thought and the Nazis. ‘The issue
then becomes whether Heidegger thought that the Nazis had an authentic insyht
into German culture in its contemporary situation, one rooted appropriately s
tradition and taking the path pointing toward its future fulfillment of its historical
mission. Apparently he did, at least until 1935 and perhaps beyond. ™

Heidegger says that ‘the term “irresoluteness™ merely expresses the phenonmenon
we have explained as being-surrendered to the way things have been prevalently

31 A good example of such a position can be found in Werner Dannhauser’s comments
about Heidegger in his article *The Trivialization of Friedrich Nietzsche,” The American
Spectator, Vol. 15, No. 5 (May, 1982), p. 8.

For years articles such as Karsten Harries’s *Heidegger as a Political Thinker” and Karl A
Mochling’s *Heidegger and the Nazis,” seemed to settle this issue to Heidegger™s credit. Fon
Harries’s article see Heidegger and Modern Thought, edited by Michacl Murray (New Haven:
Yale University Press, 1978), pp. 304-328, especially pp. 318-328; for Mochling's sce
Heidegger: The Man and the Thinker, edited by Thomas Shechan (Chicago: Precedent
Publishing Co., 1981), pp. 31-42, especially pp. 40-42. But controversy recently has swirled
again with the publication of Victor Farias’s book on Heidegger and Nazism in a number of
languages. Heidegger and Nazism, edited by Joseph Margolis and Tom Rockmore (Philadelphia:
Temple University Press, 1989). Heidegger's dubious behavior and statements are documented
in detail, although perhaps taken out of context in many cases and their meaning distorted in
many others. Sce Heidegger and Nazism. edited with a forward by J. Margolis and 'T. Rockmore
and translated by P. Burrell and G. Ricci (Philadelphia: Temple University Press, [989). See
the next note for references to scholars who have entered the post-Fartas debate.

For Heidegger’s own comments about the ditficulty of telling when one has authentie
insight into being see Section 3.6 as well as the discussion in Section 7.4, [Chapter /s
available online at: hep:/fwewwescuedu/philosophy/CWhite.inm — Editor’s note. |
32 For a wide varicty of views on this subject, see The Heidegger Case on Philosophy and
Politics, edited by Tom Rockmore and Joseph Marpolis (Philadelphia: Temple University
Press. 1992). For an account which sammiarizes varous alternative views of Heideggper's
political involvement, see Luce Ferry and Abnn Renat, Heddeseer and Moderniy, trans,
Franklin Philip (Chicago: The University ol Clucago Press, 1990) For one which most
thoroughty places the “Herdegper atbe” mots histoneal and social contest, sec Plans Sloga,
Heidegeer s Coisis: Philosoply and Poline s o0 Naca Gevmany (C amboddpe: Flaevind Uhimversity
Press, 1998 Foraconcalreview ol Hlewdepper owork as a whole wotten abter the henrht ol
the Nazedebate see Tohm D Capato, Demveholone e Hendese
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interpreted by the Anyonc’ (299). As its opposite, preliminary resoluteness involves
the recognition of the abyss of possibilities over which existence is suspended and
thus is characterized by indefiniteness. not the definiteness of a particular way to be.
In anxiety the significance that things usually manifest becomes blurred and
indeterminate. We no longer know what things are; they are no longer present with
a ‘pre-sent’ significance.

Now we must ask, how do ‘conscience’ and ‘guilt’ fit into this rather abstract
picture? Once we understand the ontological level of Heidegger’s discussion, that
is, that he is talking about our mutual being and not the personal lives of subjects,
we can see that his analysis of ‘conscience’ and ‘guilt’ bring out important aspects
of authentic resoluteness and timeliness. Heidegger takes pains to dissociate his use
of these terms from their ordinary, ethical employment, but his efforts have been to
little avail since commentators have persisted in giving the notions moralistic
overtones. However, what is at issue in both notions is not personal responsibility
for individual actions or character traits but rather Dasein’s relationship to being.

Conscience, says Heidegger, is the phenomenon that attests to Dasein’s ‘ownmost,
authentic able-to-be’ (279). To show us the ownmost self of the entity that discloses
being, conscience must call us out from the hiding place of the Anyone (273) and
into the uncanniness of anxiety. Since conscience is supposed to show us that authentic
existence is possible, we can think of it — putting the point much more simply than
Heidegger ever does — as what has kept Dasein continually questioning what it is to
be for over 2500 years and has prevented us from remaining satisfied with any one
answer. Western culture has been driven by a desire to know what things are.
Heidegger’s own experience of the forgottenness of being which prompted him to
write Being and Time might be considered ‘attestation’ of this phenomenon.**

Why refer to this as a matter of ‘conscience’ when it bears so little relation to
what we ordinarily mean by conscience? Perhaps his use of the word was bound to
mislead, but Heidegger plays off the etymological connections of his German terms
in a way that we can begin to capture in English by noting the root of ‘conscience’ is
‘science,” especially if we keep in mind the latter’s traditional meaning of any
systematic knowledge. In his preceding discussion of being toward death, Heidegger
had spoken of the kind of ‘certainty’ in which Dasein maintains itself in the truth of
its authentic disclosedness.* He distinguished this kind of certainty from the certainty

33 See the remark from TB 29/31 in the last section’s differentiation of Heidegger’s special
use of ‘forgetting’ in regard to inauthentic timeliness.

34 See Being and Time, p. 264. Heidegger draws on the graphic connection between
‘Gewissen’ (conscience), ‘wissen’ (know), ‘gewiss’ (certain), and "Gewissheir’ (certainty).
Heidegger’s ‘Gewissheir’ is translated as ‘certainty.” Macquarrie and Robinson note that
Heidegger takes pains to dissociate the term ‘Gewissen’ from the adjective “gewiss” and its
derivatives, for example, ‘Gewissheir.” Earlier in the book, though, Heidegger took pains to
dissociate his own concept of *Gewissheir” from the ordinary notion of certainty in regard
to the “certainty” of death. Itis also the ordinary sensc of *Gewissheir which Heidegger wants
to keep distinet from his notion of Gewissen as conscicnee. See Being and Time, pp. 291--292
and 307 and the English translation p, 338,
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of reflective knowledge or empirical matters of fact, and the distinction corresponds
Lo the difference between truth as “unconccaling” and truth as correspondence. This
primordial certainty, like the primordial truth, indicates an understanding of Dascin’s
being that comes from existing, something akin to ‘know-how™ but on the level of
ontological insight. The ‘voice of conscience’ calls us from the depths of Dascin's
being and to Dasein’s being. It calls us to break through the “thin wall” of the Anyone
and touch Dasein’s ground in the revelation of what it is to be. But what does conscicnee
tell us? Especially since Heidegger eliminates any moral connotations of the term
and says that it calls us not in words but through silence, its function is mysterious
until we consider the third ecstatic dimension of resoluteness: its futural maode.

Conscience calls Dasein to its ‘being-guilty.” Once again Heidegger uses i term
which misleads and then must repeatedly insist that his use of the term has no
immediate moral significance. He comments:

The idea of “guilty’ must be sufficiently formalized so that those ordinary phenomeni ol

‘guilt’ which are related to our concernful being-with others will drop our it imust also

be detached from relationship to any law or *ought’ such that by failing to comply with o

one loads onesclf with guilt.

('8 3)
The formal content Heidegger abstracts from the concept of guilt is twolold: gl
indicates being defined by a ‘not’ (as in not having done something required, being
lacking, being indebted to someone or something) and being the “ground” ol
something (as in having responsibility for something) (282--283).

These conceptual clues lead Heidegger to define being-guilty as both *being- ground
for a being which has been determined by a not’ (283) and *the null being-ground of
a nullity’ (305). Both descriptions indicate Dascin’s relationship to being and not
something characteristic of individual actions or personalities. That Dascin is *puilty’
in its being indicates that this way of being is both limited by and indebted (o a
revelation of being. Dasein’s existence is a ‘not-ness’ or ‘nullity” because it must
always understand itself out of a possibility of being into which it has been thrown
and which is not of its own making. This way ol being precludes other possibilities
of understanding itself’ and its world. We cannot, for example, escape understanding
ourselves as conscious subjects by voluntarily returning to the medieval or Ancient
Greek conception of human being. In his discussion of guilt, Heidegger says of Diasem
that, as an ability to be, it always stands in one possibility or another; it constantly
is not another possibility and has waived it in existenticll projection” (285).

Not just a nullity in this way, Dascin is also a “null being-ground of w nullity’
because it does not have *power over its ownmost being from the ground up® (281
For its ownmost being as an understanding of being, Dascin s indebted to adisclosure
of what it is to be. Dascin does not “invent” being but rather s the “there™ in which
being is revealed. Dasein’s prownd is beinp, and its own being s what it diseloses
both in the sense of understanding iselt as human mea particulin way but also as
Dascin, as it does inresoluteness,

3 O Hewdepper's obsenre way of expressang thespomt Erasem s not the pronnd ol
heny vther, as bemy el s the Deare o the pronmmd 71 '85)
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3.5 Authentic Timeliness
Heidegger comments:

To resoluteness necessarily belongs the indefiniteness characteristic of every able-to-be
into which Dasein has been factically thrown. Only in a resolution is resoluteness sure of
itself. The existentiell indefiniteness of resoluteness never makes itself definite except in a
resolution; but yet all the same it has existential definiteness.

(298)

Preliminary resoluteness limns the indefiniteness of Dasein’s being and the being of
what-is in a way that living in the Anyone does not. But it also manifests the world
of Dasein’s time, not a limitless expanse of possibilities with no claim on us. Dasein’s
projection of its self-understanding upon its being-guilty keeps it tethered from such
free flights of fancy. The completion of authenticity, the realization of Dasein’s
ownmost being for which preliminary resoluteness prepares us, is the disclosure of
the new way to be already becoming apparent in this world: the resolution achieved
in the moment of insight brings us figuratively and literally in Heidegger’s
terminology, back down to ‘earth,’ to the limits of our world, as well as to the new
possible ways to be showing up within it. It discloses Dasein’s ‘situation,” how both
its own being and the being of what-is can be in its world.*
Let us focus on this last stage of resoluteness:

RESOLUTENESS as: HAVING-BEEN PRE-SENT TO-COME

authentic resolution repetition moment of insight | forerunning death

The authentic pre-sent is the ‘moment of insight.” As we noted at the end of
Section 2.2, in ordinary speech his German word means ‘moment,” but Heidegger is
drawing on its literal meaning of a “glance of the eyes’ to indicate a special kind of
insight as well as its timely character. This special moment is a flash of insight. In
the moment of insight, we are not absorbed in dealing with particular things whose
being is taken for granted. Rather the insight discloses the being of what-is. As
Heidegger puts it, the authentic present as the moment of insight ‘lets what can be
“in a time” as ready-to-hand or present-at-hand be first encountered’ (338). What
can be present-at-hand and ready-to-hand, or nature, number, or language, shows
up. In different moments of insight being has revealed itself as phusis, as God's
creation, as subjects and objects, and as stuff for manipulation, plus numerous
philosophical variations on each theme.

The resolution which arises out of resoluteness and makes Dasein’s able-to-be
definite again is not simply a return to the previous, commonplace existentiell
understanding of being; it is not an anxiety-fleeing return to the conventional wisdom

36 For Hcidegger's discussion ol the “situation.” see, for example, Being and Time. pp. 299
300, 307-308. and 328, The term “carth”is used in Biter works suchas “Origin of the Work of
Art o indicate the limiting factor of Dasein’s world and i dependency on heing,
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of the Anyone. Neither is it the ex aihilo invention of some “other worldly ™ possibility
created by abstract thought. A resolution “is precisely the disclosive projection of
what is factically, actually possible™ (299), and for this a revelation of the being ol
what-is is required. Galileo, for instance, could not have seen things as numenically
quantifiable unless the cultural background practices were already letting them show
themselves in this way.”’

The resolution discloses possibilities of our world which were not recognized as
such by the Anyone. After anxiety, preliminary resoluteness can cither fall back into
the Anyone’s world or take a ‘stance toward’ being by making a “resolution” that
unconceals the being of what-is lying behind its fagade. ™ As Heidegger says, using,
‘exists’ in his own technical way, ‘Resoluteness “exists™ only as the understanding,
and projecting of the resolution’ (298). In the leap of insight which takes place in the
resolution, Dasein escapes the superficial understanding of being cmbodied in the
Anyone and comes to understand its own being and the being of things inits world
in a new way by ‘appropriating anew’ the possibilitics offered by the Temporality of
being as the being of what-is unconceals itself in new ways. The resolution is the
point at which the timeliness of Dasein and the Temporality of being interseet, as we
shall see in Chapter 5.

To be resolute, Heidegger says, it is necessary to ‘recover a choice” of being. His
point is not that a choice has not been made.* The prevalent understanding of the
Anyone, with which Dasein always first, ‘proximally and for the most part,” finds
itself, as well as the new possibilities tacitly coming to be in the background practices
are both ‘choices’ in Heidegger’s atypical scnse. Dasein has always made o chowee
of being whether the choice is explicitly recognized or not. lts choice is whit
determines it as this possible way to be (42) rather than some other, for example, as
conscious subject rather than specaking animal or image of God. The ‘recovery” of
the choice of possibilities of being means, Heidegger claborates, that Dascin “chooses
this choice, determining itself as an able-to-be out of its own self”™ (208).

Although even authentic Dascin does not completely escape the choice of being
already made, starting with, for example, the understanding of the Middle Aypes,
choosing this choice explicitly involves something other than just accepting it as
‘given.” Heidegger says, ‘In choosing the choice Dasein first of all possibilizes its
authentic able-to-be’ (268). Recognizing being as a ‘choice’ in this atypical sense,
and hence as only possibility, frees Dascin to make an issuc of being and thus (o
reveal possibilitics of being which have been covered over by (he superticil

37 For further discussion of this issuc see Chapters 5,0, and 7 of this hook on the Temporaliy
of being. [Chapters O and 7 are available online at: hetp:/ivwsvosca.edu/philosopl/CWhite him
- Editor’s note. |

I8 See Being and Time p. 344 for the supypestion that these two alternatives e the options,
for preliminary resoluteness.

39 Inkeeping with their imphied mterpretation of authenticity as a repection ol contornity,
Macquarrice and Robinson tinshue the phease “Nachholen coer Wall™ (o recover o “hold
again” o choree) as Smakmy ap for not choosimge” with the pratotons isertion of o not’
chaping the meanmug of the pheise to s conteny



116 Time and Death

averageness of the Anyone. In this way, Dasein determines its able-to-be “out of its
own self.’ By ‘appropriating anew’ the possibilities of understanding being that have
been covered up by the Anyone, Dasein makes them available as possibilities (270).
In making possibilities available as possibilities, authentic Dasein is ‘choosing’
possibilities rather than merely actualizing given ones. It frees them from their
concealment in our everyday understanding of things so that we can explicitly see
the world in a new way.

If we think again about Heidegger’s German terms, we can now see more clearly
why he labels authentic disclosedness ‘Entschlossenheit’ or resoluteness and its
outcome the ‘resolution.” As ‘ent-’ suggests, Dasein does enter into a new
disclosedness: the peculiar disclosedness of anxiety in preliminary resoluteness is
followed by the resolution’s new insight into being. In English we should ignore the
meanings of ‘resolute’ and ‘resolution’ connected with strong-willed determination,
since neither anxiety nor insight into being can be willed, and consider the optical
meaning of ‘resolution.” A microscope may disclose something as an indefinite blur,
which is analogous to the way anxiety discloses what-is, but then adjusting its
resolution will enable us to see what the thing in question is. We can also think of a
resolution as re-solving the question of being, that is, a re-solution. Resoluteness
places the question of being before us, and then the resolution brings a new answer
into focus.

Being resolute requires recovering a choice, but in order to make a resolution it is
also necessary to *forerun’ Dasein’s death and ‘repeat’ its possibilities of being.* To
understand how such insight is possible, we must look to the authentic ecstases of
the to-come and having-been which ‘release’ it, or in other words, to the ‘forerunning’
of death and ‘repetition’ of Dasein’s historical possibilities. The anxiety of
resoluteness which brings Dasein face to face with the necessity of choosing to be
itself does ‘not imply that existence is already taken over in the resolution by
repetition. On the contrary, anxiety returns to thrownness as possibly repeatable’
(343). This return is the rebound of forerunning death. Resoluteness thus refers us to
the other dimensions of authentic timeliness.

Although its importance may be obscure initially, especially in the standard
accounts of being toward death, Heidegger assures us that the forerunning of death
as the future and most important ecstasis of authentic timeliness is not something
incidental or ‘tacked on’ to resoluteness as an ‘after thought.™' Rather the forerunning
of death is necessary for a disclosure of a new existentiell understanding of being
which in turn can only come when Dasein frees itself from the conventional wisdom
of Anyone through preliminary resoluteness. Hence, resoluteness ‘harbors in itself
authentic being toward death as the possible existentiell modality of its own
authenticity’ (305). The ‘ecstatical character of the primordial future lies precisely
in the fact that the future closes the able-to-be, that is to say, is closed itself” (330).
The forerunning of death puts an ‘end’ to the indefiniteness of resolute Dasein’s
able-to-be. There are some ways Dasein cannot be.

40 ‘Repeat’ translates Heidegger's “Wiederholen® or, diterally, to hold again.
41 Sce Heidegger's various demures on Beimg and Time, pp. 301 303 and 309,
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The cquation of the future cestasis ol suthentic timeliness with authentic bemy
toward death has been carefully prepared for by Heidegger's exposition, but it has
still remained rather mysterious in most commentaries. As suggested betore, this
has been the result of a personalistic misrcading of the whole textof Being and Time
and, in particular, a failure to distinguish the existential death of Dascin from the
demise of a person. Now that we understand that death is a limitation on ck-sistence
imposed by the concealedness of being, we can begin to see why the authentic future
involves a ‘forerunning’ of death and why its analysis would lead Heidegger to an
investigation of historicality and then, at least as projected in the originally proposed
format, to the meaning of being in general.

About the function of forerunning Heidegger says:

In forerunning, the freedom for the proper death is freed from the possibilitics which press
upon Dasein in its accidental falling in such a way indeed that the factical possibilities,
which are laying before the one that cannot be overtaken can be understood and chosen
The forerunning discloses to existence the uttermost possibility of giving itsell up and
thus shatters any rigidity in the existence reached at any time.

1o

How Dasein takes itself to be in its inauthentic fallen state is an “accident’ in the
philosophical sense or just one particular possibility of its being, onc we fall into
depending on when and where we were born.* Clinging to this particulin
understanding of being closes Dasein off to its essential being as the site throuph
which being reveals itself. The authentic Dasein that understands its limit as the
‘there’ of being is ready to give itself up to the disclosure of being.

Through forerunning, Dasein first acquires the ‘wholeness™ that Heidegger soupli
in investigating its death. ‘In forerunning Dasein can first make certain ol its owniost
wholeness — a wholeness which is not to be overtaken’ (265). Heidegger's notion of
‘certainty’ here is not a matter of explicit knowledge or indubitable propositions.
Rather, ‘the explicit appropriating of what has been disclosed or discovered is
being-certain’ (307). The explicit appropriating may be disclosed through the Gireck
temple or the symbol of the cross, not primarily or necessarily in propositional
thought. Even the appropriating at work in the texts of poetry or philosophy, such as
Plato’s dialogues or Kant’s Critigue, is not so much present in the particulin
propositions or arguments as in the ‘unsaid’ or ‘unthought’ understanding, ol the
being of what-is manifest through them.

Heidegger describes the nincteenth-century poet Holderlin, for example, as o
‘precursor” for our modern period.”* ‘The *precursor’ cannot be “outstripped” i his
vision of being. He does not “po ol into o future” but rather “arrives out of thit
future” in such a way that the futore comes o be through him. He stands at the lin
420 boeansbate tonfeillic” wy the paeape above as Sacodental Galling” i order to captine hoth
s common meaning ol “acodental” s s praploe conmection with “verfallen” o *alling

AV Thas e his wordos  Vorednee e cathor than Vorfaafer . the foreraunnmy that he spoke
ol m Being and Time, but the adea ecthe - ann
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of the clearing but facing us, not the darkness beyond, and lets that future come to us
through his insights into being. The authentic poet — or philosopher — also cannot be
characterized as ‘passed away’ because his poetry takes its place as what-has-been
(WAPF 142/320) and is continually re-appropriated by future authentic Dasein.**
Heidegger also speaks of Nietzsche’s thought of the ‘eternal return of the same’ as a
moment of insight that brings us into the appropriation of the modern epoch. In both
cases, Heidegger grants a special privilege to these creators’ insights because he can
see them as anticipating his own account of Dasein and its unique historicality.*

The notion of Dasein’s forerunning of death as its end can be illuminated from
another direction if we recall Heidegger’s notion of the primordial leap in which
being became an issue in Ancient Greece which we described in Section 3.2. This
leap is pictured as a beginning which contains its concealed end, and the forerunning
of death is the forerunning of this end. What was concealed becomes revealed.

The notion of Dasein’s ‘beginning’ and ‘end’ provides us with a ready image for
its authentic way of existing as past, that is, the ecstasis of have-been called
‘repetition.” Where does Dasein get the possibilities that it reveals in the moment of
insight? Heidegger says ‘those possibilities of existence which are disclosed are not
gathered from death’ (383). The forerunning of death is a way of freeing us for a
revelation of being, but the horizon from which we draw the inspiration for the
specific, factical possibilities of existence is not that of the unfathomed and
unfathomable future. ‘Forerunning of the uttermost and ownmost possibility is
coming back with understanding to the ownmost “been” (326). Thus, this future
intrinsically involves Dasein in a ‘coming to’ itself by ‘coming back to’ what has
been. Heidegger’s verbal play depends on the notion that the future is a ‘to come’
which ‘comes back.’#¢

We can forerun Dasein’s end only by coming back to its beginning — the primordial
leap which contains the end concealed within itself. The preparatory anxiety of
resoluteness does not just leave us facing forward into the void of death or the realm
of the concealedness of being. It turns Dasein back to the way it is thrown into a
disclosure of being as the source of possibilities which can be repeated (343). This
notion naturally leads Heidegger into a discussion of Dasein’s historicality, to which
we will turn in Section 3.5.

If Heidegger’s discussion of the nature of Dasein’s insight or what it ‘resolves
upon’ in the resolution seems vague, making it all too liable to a personalistic
misreading in terms of individual decisions and actions, we can at least partially

44 The phrase ‘passed away’ translates Heidegger’s ‘vergdnglich.” Unfortunately, it
obliterates Heidegger’s etymological allusion to ‘Vorgdnger.’

45 Heidegger may seem to have a particularly ambivalent relationship to Nietzsche’s
philosophy, which is why it is often difficult 10 differentiate who is saying what in his huge
tome on Nietzsche’s philosophy. Of course, Heidegger does not agree with Nictzsche that life
is will to power or accept such other, specific metaphysical or historical claims Nictzsche
makes. But his own interpretation of such doctrines as the ctenl return of the same mike
them close to his own views.

46 His wordplay is between Zuhunft” and " Zuriichkommen
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defend him by appealing to the difference between the existential analysis and
existentiell understanding. Heidegger remarks:

In the existential analysis we cannot, in principle, discuss what Dascin cver Lactically
resolves. Our investigation excludes even the existential projection of the factical
possibilities of existence. Nevertheless, we must ask where in general Dasein can draw
these possibilities upon which it factically projects itself.

(384

The issue of where Dasein draws its possibilities is existential, but the issuc of what
possibilities the actual Dasein draws, or has dealt to it, is a matter for Dascin’s
existentiell understanding in its ‘standing toward” being. The investigation in Being
and Time only attempts to uncover the ‘existential condition for the possibility ol its
factical existential able-to-be’ (280). In the existential analytic of Division One ol
Being and Time Heidegger only aimed to ‘outline the formal structure” of Dascin in
a way that would not presuppose or ‘bind’ it to any existenticll view. His discussion
stays on an abstract level (363).

Unfortunately, because of his desire to keep the existential analysis of Being and
Time distinct from any existentiell investigation of a particular understanding ol
being, in the chapters of his discussion of these structures Heidegger does not provide
us with any detailed examples of Dasein ‘repeating’ its historical possibilitics by
projecting an actual resolution. Writings coming after Being and Time indicate more
clearly that Heidegger regards authentic disclosedness as something quite rare and
that it is not just a matter of adopting a certain attitude toward one’s life or behaving,
in a certain way. For example, in his Introduction to Metaphysics he suggests that
authentic Dasein creates great works of art, the political organization of a state, and
poetry as well as ‘thinking’ or philosophy.”” Such ‘works’ come (o focus a new
understanding of being.

Presumably, Heidegger would have gone on in the unfinished Part Two ol Being
and Time to give us some concrete examples of Dascin ‘repeating” its possibilities
of understanding being when he discussed the existenticll understanding expressed
in the philosophy of Kant, Descartes, and Aristotle. We can glimpse what he would
have had to say when he notes that Kant uncritically takes over Descartes™s coneeption
of the subject, that Descartes applies the concepts of medieval ontology to the notion
of res cogitans when he conceives of it as ens creatum, and that the ancicnt ontolopical
interpretation of what-is as ‘presence’ is based on Aristotle’s conception ol time
(24-26). Heidegger comments: “The scemingly new beginning which Descartes
proposed for philosophizing has revealed itsell as the imposition of a fatetul prejudice’
(25). Such a “pre-judgment” of what-is can only be fully understood after we
“destructure’ the ontological tradition, and only then can we fully understand what it
means to ‘repeat’ the question of being (20)."

47 See IM OV One nght now shudder o think Hewdepper may have been thinkimg ol
Hitler as such a founder of a new political state, not Eycurpeus and Solon,

A8 Hedeypper' swerms Wiederholune, but the tiansbators obliterie its possible connection
1o his notion of repettion Lter i the book by asing Srestate
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The resolution made in authentic timeliness is also the first step on the road back
to inauthentic timeliness. Later calling inauthenticity ‘errancy,” Heidegger comments:

... letting what-is as such be as a whole occurs in a way befitting its essence only when
from time to time it gets taken up in its primordial essence. Then re-solute openness toward
the mystery is on the way into errancy as such.

We arrive in errancy when the new understanding of being becomes commonplace.
Heidegger also suggests that the glimpse into the mystery of being remains such a
glimpse only when being remains a question (ET 137/198). To answer the question
is to take one stand or another and thus to close oneself off to Dasein’s special
character as the entity that makes an issue of being.

3.6 Historicality

Dasein’s history is intimately tied to the history of being, but the truncated existential
analytic of Being and Time only examines Dasein’s activity as it takes up and projects
an understanding of being. In this section we, too, will focus our attention on the
connection between Dasein’s timeliness and its historicality, though ultimately both
are only made possible by the Temporality of being.* More fundamental than the
historicality of Dasein is the history of being which is manifested through it. The
fact that Dasein’s historicality is only made possible by the ongoing history of
revelations of being is not explicitly discussed in the Dasein analytic, but we can
glimpse the path to the phenomenological turn from Dasein to being on the horizon
of the discussion. The phenomenological turn is the turn or ‘Kehre’ required to
complete the analysis of the relationship of being and Dasein.

The history of being will be discussed in Chapters 5, 6, and 7 of this book,* and
our discussion of Dasein’s historicality will not be complete until we place it in that
context. Until then, the notion that being reveals itself remains rather mysterious.
But perhaps the connection between the two histories — really two sides of the same
coin of history — should be emphasized further at the start of our discussion of
historicality in order to clarify what is ultimately at issue. To neglect this connection
is to leave ourselves immediately liable to Husserl’s misunderstanding of Heidegger’s
project in Being and Time. Husserl, Heidegger said, in the seminar on ‘Time and
Being,’ understood that early work as the regional ontology of the historical (TB 45/
48). Husserl took this ontology as fitting comfortably within his own conception of
the regional ontologies which investigated the nature of various types of things.
Such a regional ontology is precisely what you would end up with if you failed to
see the connection between Dasein’s historicality and the history of being as well as

49  The term *historicality’ substitutes for Heidegger's “Gesehiclulichkeir.”
S50 [Chapters 6 and 7 arc available online at: hip:/iwwwescicedu/philosoplin/CWhite iim
Editor’s note. |
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the distinction between the two. Failing to see this, Husserl, Heidegger says, remamed
oblivious to the historicality of thought (LR xiv/xv). Thought, especially whit
Heidegger calls ‘foundational thought,” is dependent on the history of being. Husserl
accepts a particular understanding of being as an ahistorical given, not realizing
how thought and its world can change. He assumes that the historicality of human
being will have no effect on the being of other regions of what-is. An analysis ol
these other regions of being, such as the one which Husserl offered, could thus be
done quite independently of any analysis of human historicality. Numbers, space,
and nature all have a way of being that is independent of all culture and history
which can be revealed by a method of descriptive thinking that is also independent
of such conditions.

The connection between Dasein’s historicality and the history of being also
indicates the peculiarity of Heidegger’s notion of historicality. As I mentioned in the
third section of the Introduction, civilizations which are not vehicles for the revelation
of being are not historical in his sense. The Ancient Fgyptians or Mayans, for example,
were not historical peoples. In fact, it seems that all civilizations other than Western
are ahistorical in his sense; for Heidegger, they are *primitive’ Dascin in the sense
that they have no future and hence may go on in the same way for centuries o
millennia.

Timeliness is the condition for the possibility of Dasein *happening” ian “historical
way.”*" All Dasein ‘happens,’ but the Dasein of Western culture has a distinctive
authentic timeliness which makes it happen in an historical way. Perhaps we could
say that the Dasein of many ancient cultures happened in a ‘mythological way' i
reality articulated by the logos of their gods. Now, when, according to Heidepyper,
the history of being is coming to an end, perhaps Dascin happens in a “technological
way.” None of these three labels seems particularly appropriate for Eastern cultures
so we need yet another. Given the direction of the exposition of Heidegper's thought
provided so far, it should come as no surprisc to the reader that Heidegger can
announce that ‘authentic being toward dcath — that is, the finitude of timeliness s
the concealed ground of Dasein’s historicality” (386). If it does come as a surprise m
the context of Being and Time's discussion of historicality, the reason may be that
Heidegger has again, as with the initial discussion of death, rhetorically shunted the
reader onto a sidetrack and left the route back to the main line of analysis not clearly
marked. However when Heidegger begins to speak of Dasein’s birth, he refers us (o
cultural artifacts.

Heidegger's discussion begins by asking how Dascin can *streteh out” inaunilied
way between its *hirth” and its “death.”™ We already know how unusual his notion of
death is, but the comment about *hirth” may again throw us back ito a personal
interpretation, as i Heideggeris asking how a person can be born, have apersonality
which manifests unity across time, and then demise. However, when Hedepyer
goes on o discuss the past that hies between Dascein and s “birth,” he does not talk

ST Forms of the verh happen” will substiute tor Hewdepper' s wses of “Geschelen” winle as
usual, lustoncal teansbtes “vescluchilic -
S Herdeyper s tenmos Censtiechen
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about the events of childhood and our personal scrapbooks and mementos. He talks
about artifacts found in museums and the ruins of Greek temples. Though Heidegger
never says so explicitly, we can infer that the ‘birth” of Dasein at issue is its beginning
in Ancient Greece.” And the question is, how is it that the history of Western
civilization can exhibit continuity and yet also profound changes? Not a matter of
some enduring actuality of substance, this movement happens within a range of
possibilities already laid out. It is a matter of a ‘sub-stance’ as a fundamental stance
toward being, originating with the Greeks, which set up this range in advance.

The unity of Dasein’s ‘stretching out.’ that is, the unity of its history, is made
possible by the fact that authentic timeliness is a ‘coming toward’ that ‘comes back,’
or, in other words, that forerunning necessarily includes repetition. Dasein’s ‘history’
is not ‘the past’ as something gone by and over with.* Rather, the history in question
is a matter of how Dasein ‘comes from’ its past (378). Because of the interplay of
the ecstases of authentic timeliness, Dasein can, ‘by handing down to itself the
possibility which it has inherited, take over its thrownness and have the moment of
insight into ‘its time.” Only authentic timeliness, which is at the same time finite,
makes possible something like fate, that is, authentic historicality’ (385).

Heidegger describes Dasein’s authentic historicality as ‘fate,” but he is careful to
indicate that his term does not indicate any sort of ‘fatalistic’ determinism but rather
the way that being has been “sent’ to Dasein.”® Successful sending requires successful
receiving. Resoluteness makes manifest to Dasein its inheritance of an indeterminate
range of possibilities which Heidegger calls its ‘heritage.’*® The heritage of Dasein’s
history does not specify some one resolution, some one particular new understanding
of being, as the only possible one for Dasein in some particular period. Dasein’s
heritage has the indefiniteness of its general able-to-be. In fact the ‘situation’ which
will be brought into focus in a resolution is not something present-at-hand which is
waiting to be grasped. It ‘only gets disclosed in a free resolving which has not been
determined beforehand but is open to the possibility of such determination’ (307).

Heidegger believes that Dasein’s history and hence its successive resolutions have
been determined through the creative contribution of its own grasp of being. Taking
up possibilities from the unarticulated range offered by being through the cultural
background practices involves an active response on Dasein’s part, not a passive
determination.”” In authentic historicality Dasein’s possibilities are ‘inherited and
yet chosen’ (384). Dasein’s ‘repetition’ or ‘fetching again’ always includes a

53 Alternatively, the issue could be that of when an individual acquires an understanding of
being such that being is in question, even just tacitly as in the everydayness of an individual
brought up in Western culture. The issues are in fact connected, but, given Heidegger’s
comments about temples and muscums, I think that the conclusion I draw in the text is morc
convincing.

54 Heidegger’s term “Vergangenheit’ suggests these connotations.

55 Histerm is ‘Schicksal,” which derives from the verb “schicken™ or “to send.”

56 Heidegger's term is ‘Erbe.’

57 Inlight of the claim that Dascin’s authentic choice first *possibilizes™a possibility, perhaps
this range should not be described as a range of possibilities, as il the possibilities are all laid
out beforchand, but rather as Dasein's idetermimate able (o be
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‘counterclaim’ upon its past (280).™ Indeed. 1 this were not true, then Dasemn's
understanding of being would not have changed since Ancient Greek times ind we
would not be trying to account for the continuity of its “stretching out.’

The continuity of Dasein’s existence enables us to see our age as the product ol its
past. But for Heidegger the motivating force behind this history is, of course, nothing,
mechanical or material but rather the creative insight of Dascin as the vehicle for the
changing disclosure of what it is to be. The continuity of existence was prepared for
by the primordial leap which disclosed being as at issue in Ancient Grecce. Heidegger
seems to think that all Dasein’s possibilities for understanding being within the
horizon of presence, that is, all the possibilities of metaphysical thinking, were laid
out by the way the Greeks posed the question of being and the stance they took
toward it. He comments that ‘In resoluteness lies the existentiell constancy which,
by its very essence, has already taken up beforehand every possible moment of
insight springing from it’ (391). Giving up a ‘resolution’ by making another one,
that is, ‘countermanding’ one existentiell understanding of being by disclosing «
new one, is not an arbitrary or haphazard process but is called for by, to use
Heidegger’s word, the ‘situation’ in which Dasein finds itself. This situation is a
product of Dasein’s relationship to being as existence. Ultimately situations arc made
‘possible’ by revelations of being, though they are made actual by Dascin’s creative
insight.

In Heidegger’s Introduction to Metaphysics he notes some examples of the
‘world-building’ which is ‘history in the authentic sense.” The ‘creators, pocts,
thinkers, and statesmen’ are the ones who build worlds, the authentic Dascin who
make the leap of insight that brings Dasein’s history from its future. They ‘run forward’
into death, reach into the shelter of being in order to uncover what ‘can be in a time’
and bring it to light in the clearing. ‘Against the overwhelming chaos they set the
barrier of their work, and in their work they capture the world thus opened up® (IM
62/471.). Later in that book Heidegger claborates:

We know from Heraclitus and Parmenides that the unconcealment of what-is is not
simply given. Unconcealment happens only when it is achieved through work: the work
of the word in poetry, the work of stone in temple and statue, the work of the word in
thought, the work of the polis as the abode of history in which all this is grounded and
preserved.

(IM 191/140)™

58 The wordplay is between *Wiederholen® (repetition) and *Widerrnf™ (counterclaim). The
term *Widerruf has sometimes been transhated as “revocation.” Taken inits ordinary sense
the word fails to capture the way that a resolution draws on Dascin’s previous understanding,
of heing and instead suggests a complete rejection of it But if we thought of the term as
meaning ‘re-vocation,” indicating i repeated commitiment to i vocation, theu we come closes
1o Heidegger's meaning, 1 the “Widerraf® Dasein reaflinms its role as the “there” of being,
59 Hewdegger's “vorhanden” is transtated here as “simply piven.” The bemg of what s s not
built into thenps as il it were simply o propetty of an object sitting before us present at hand
such as color or shape
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In the Greek state all of these ways of world-building worked in harmony to let the
being of what-is reveal itself in various ways, that is, to reveal itself, as we shall see
in Chapter 6, first as chreon, phusis, and aletheia, and then, in the philosophy of
Plato and Aristotle, as idea and ousia. The ‘working of the work’ lies ‘in a change,
happening from out of the work, of the unconcealedness of what-is, and this means,
of being’ (OWA 72/60). The significance lying unarticulated in the cultural practices
suddenly comes into focus in the Greek temple or the *saying’ of a thinker and the
cultural dealings can begin to take on new shape, as we will see in Section 6.3.%

In Being and Time Heidegger labels Dasein’s ‘happening as being-with others’ its
‘destiny’ (386).°' This notion is called forth by the realization that Dasein’s authentic
historicality takes place in a community. Solitary creators, the artists, poets, thinkers,
and statesmen, cannot make Dasein historical alone.

But if fateful Dasein as being-in-the-world exists essentially as being-with others, its
happening is a happening-with and is determined as destiny. This is how we designate the
happening of a community. a people. Destiny is not put together out of individual fates
any more than being-with-one-another can be conceived as the occurring together of several
subjects. Fates have been already guided in advance in being with one another in the same
world and in resoluteness for definite possibilities. Only in communicating and struggling
does the power of destiny become free. The fateful destiny of Dasein in and with its
‘generation’ makes up the full, authentic happening of Dasein.

(384f.)

Heidegger admits in a later interview that the concept of destiny in Being and Time
is left underdeveloped and consequently what he was trying to express in such
passages is not clear.®

Some points can be drawn from his scant remarks. First, this contrast between
‘fate’ and the happening-with of ‘destiny’ does not indicate that fate is ‘personal’ in
the sense of being manifested in the events of one’s personal life, for example, one
was ‘fated’ to meet a particular person or be hired for a particular job, or that the
Dasein to whom a particular fate is ‘sent’ is only an individual person. Neither is the
collective destiny something independent of fate. In addition we can note that
Heidegger does not call destiny itself ‘authentic historicality,” which was the title he
gave to fate. Rather the last sentence above says that fate and destiny go together to

60 [Chapter 6 is available online at: http://www.scu.edw/philosophy/CWhite.hrm - Editor’s
note.]

61 The word ‘destiny’ translates Heidegger's *Geschick.” Note its connection with ‘Schicksal’
and ‘schicken.” (See footnote 54 above.) Under this specific definition, mythological and
other ahistorical cultures could be considered as having a ‘destiny,” although it would kecp
them moving in the same circuit rather than down the path of a history. However. such cultures
would lack ‘fate’ as authentic historicality since they do not explicitly make an issue of being
and their understanding of being does not change. In later works, though, Heidegger clearly
ties the term “destiny’ to the history of being in Western civilization.

62 Sec Zygmunt Adamczewski's report on Heidegger's remarks in his *On the Way to Being
(Reflecting on Conversations with Martin Heidegger)' in Heidegger and the Path of Thinking.
edited by John Sallis (Pittsburph: Duguesne University Press, 1970), p. 24,
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make up Dasein’s “authentic happening.” Dascin’s Lte as authentic Justonicality
depends on having a community of like-minded people.

To understand the relationship between Fate and destiny and the process in which
they cooperate, we can use the example of the authentic thinker since Herdepper
makes some relevant remarks about this way of world-building. First of ull,
philosophy is ‘based on the mysterious ground of frecdom, on what we have called
the leap.” Thus it involves the repetition of the primordial leap in Ancient Greecee,
Heidegger’s added remark that *all essential philosophical questioning, is necessarily
untimely’ may seem to go against the notion that the authentic present involves an
insight into what ‘can be in a time.” However, the emphasis in the latter phrase
should be on the word ‘can.” Authentic thinking is a break with the current Anyone’s
conception of what it is to be, and, as such, it may be regarded as outrageousty
wrong by the philosopher’s contemporarics. ‘Philosophy is essentially untimely
because it is fated to be one of those few things that can never find an immediate
echo in its actual day’ (IM 8/6). Especially since Heidegger consuders Nietzsche
such an authentic thinker, one is reminded of the madman crying out *God is deid’
and finding ridicule and disbelief as the response. Nietzsche could see that the cultural
practices of the late nineteenth century were eliminating the place ol God in human
existence. The drama of life had shifted from salvation to acquisition. But, it takes
time, after the flash of lightning, for the thunder to reach the cars of the man in the
street.

How does authentic thinking build a world, then? Heidegger says that authentic
thinking can never directly supply the cnergies and create the opportunities thi
bring about historical change because such thinking is only the concern of the few
creators, the profound transformers (IM 10/8). But philosophy’s insipht, af at s
authentic, neither comes in a void nor is sent out into one. It must be an imsipht mmto
what can be ‘in a time,” and it must strike a responsive chord in others who can
come to share in the insight. This is why fate as authentic historicahty involves
destiny as a happening-with others. Machiavelli expressed a view of human nature
similar to the common modern, Nietzschean conception, but no one in sixtecnth
century Italy took him up on it."* *“The preservers of a work belong (o its ereatedness
as essentially as its creators’ (OWA 71/58). Initially, the work’s preservers, that s,
those who do have ears for its message, seem to deserve the title of “authentic Dasein’
as much as the creator. If this preservation is lacking, there is no authentic creition.

As suggested before, the Dasein that is authentically historical need not be
isolated, individual person. The artisans who planned and built the Gothie cathedials

63 As we will see in Section 7.4 Javailable online at: hup:/mewascuedu/philosopliv/
CWhiteinm  Bditor’s note|, Heidegger also thinks that attempting (o mstitute a4 new
understanding of being is risky and difticuft. Machiavelli himselt commented: nothing e,
more difficult o handle, more doubtiul of suceess, nor more dangerous o nnage, than (o
put onesell at the head of introducing new orders.” He Sleaped™ (oo B for others 1o Tollow,
and henee his insight tailed o cateh the pubhic’s atteoation. Hhis words, atter all, were stended
for the cars ol princes, not the Anyone Niccolo Machiavelle, The Prince, transhiaded by
HLC Manshield, e oChicago. hversity of Chicapro Press. TORN), pL 23
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worked as a group to express a shared new insight into what itis to be. However, the
‘destiny’ referred to in Being and Time does not scem to indicate this kind of joint
authentic historicality as much as what must be the case if a particular, newly projected
understanding of being is to be taken up by society at large. Take the example of the
insight of philosophy again: ‘It spreads only indirectly, by devious paths that can
never be laid out in advance, until finally at some indefinite “when,” after it is forgotten
as primordial philosophy, it sinks down to a commonplace self-understanding’ (IM 10/
8). The ‘when’ in which insight into being ceases to be authentic and becomes
commonplace is as indeterminate as the ‘when’ in which authentic insight happens.
The process in between is the happening-with of destiny, and we could say it ranges
from being authentic or what preserves authentic insight, when it still involves the
same fundamental questioning of what it is to be, to being fallen inauthenticity.
Thus, Dasein’s full ‘authentic happening’ involves both authentic historicality, either
individual or collective, and the happening-with of destiny that preserves. Both are
necessary for Dasein to be the ‘there’ in which being reveals itself.

The fact that the history of Dasein is indeed that of its changing understanding of
being is far from obvious in the published portion of Being and Time. We have to be
aware of what Heidegger intended to accomplish in both the projected section ‘Time
and Being’ and the missing Part Two on the destructuring of the history of ontology.
The thought of human beings does not create ex nihilo an understanding of what it is
to be. As mentioned above, just as an insight into being is not cast toward a void but
rather ‘toward the coming preservers, that is, toward an historical group of men,’ it
never arises in a void either. Using ‘poetic’ in a broad sense to cover all the modes of
authentic disclosure, Heidegger adds:

What is thus cast forth is, however, never an arbitrary demand. Truly poetic projection is
the opening up or disclosure of that into which Dasein as historical is already cast.
(OWA 75/63)

Hence authentic Dasein finds the being of what-is already revealed in a certain way.
We find that things have started to show up in new ways. A new understanding of
being comes as a discovery of the being of what-is — a dis-covering — and not an
invention. As Heidegger remarks in another work: ‘What a curious leap, presumably
yielding the insight that we do not yet sufficiently reside where authentically we
already are’ (ID 33/97). Without our explicit recognition, our cultural practices had
already started letting things show up in new ways; the creator only brings this
being into focus. Curious as well, perhaps, is that, in Heidegger’s view, when we do
come to reside ‘there,’ that is, when Dasein does become ‘at-home-with’ a disclosure
of being, it ccases to be authentic and becomes inauthentic.



Chapter 4

The Derivation of Time

Electric lights and Dasein’s consequent ability to turn night into day must have
seemed a wondrous, practical development in Heidegger’s childhood. Einstein's
theory that time is a fourth dimension of the universe which should he added to
space’s three for an accurate physical theory and his conclusion that space is finite
made their concepts more difficult to fathom when he was an adult. The infinite
vistas opened up by Newton contract into an dubiously real present moment whose
measurement depends on consciousness. Our contemporary debates about the
difference between the qualitative and quantitative time of parenthood and turning,
homes into workplaces and workplaces into homes magnify Western culture’s
obsession with the passing of time.' Seizing the moment becomes vital in everything,
we do.

In the first section of this chapter | show why Heidegger thinks that the finitude ol
timeliness does not preclude the infinitude of time as we ordinarily conceive ol it,
and the second section contrasts timeliness with this sort of time. Section 4.3 examines
the relationship between the time of our daily activities and the time that we measure
on clocks. Heidegger’s attempt to ‘derive’ the time of clocks (rom the timeliness ol
Dasein is explored in Section 4.4. The concluding section shows how Heidegger
was preparing for the phenomenological “turn’ to the Time of being even in the
published portion of Being and Time.

4.1 Finite Timeliness and Infinite Time

After arguing that Dasein’s primordial timeliness is finite, Heidegger imagines a
reader objecting:

But ‘does not time go on’ in spite of the no-longer-being-there of my self”? And can there
not be an unlimited number of things which still lie “in the future’ and come along ont of u?

Heidegger replies that both questions are to be answered affirmatively. Lven so,
they pose no objection to his conception of the finitude of timeliness *because this is
something which is no longer handled by these atall” (330).7

I Forexample, see The Time Bind: When Work Becomes Home and Home Becomes Work
by Arlic R. Hochschild (New York. Metropolitan Books, 1997).

2 The phrase ‘no longer being there of iy sell vanslates “Necliimelrdaseins meinen
selbst. As we noted o the chaptes on death, Hewdepper makes a distinetion hetween
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Heidegger’s response indicates how sharply we must distinguish the finitude of
timeliness from any finite character of our time, even our personal time. His claim
that timeliness is finite in no way implies that ordinary time or clock-time is finite:
indeed, he thinks that our concept of infinite time is derived from the primordial,
finite timeliness of Dasein. Even though Heidegger sometimes refers to the
distinctively authentic timeliness as well as timeliness in general as ‘primordial time,’
finite timeliness and infinite time are not conflicting qualities or phenomena measured
on the same scale. His triply equivocal use of the word ‘time’ only obscures what is
at stake. The dispute over the finiteness or infiniteness of ordinary or scientific time
is quite a distinct issue and one not handled in the simple contrast between authentic
and inauthentic timeliness or the discussion of primordial time, that is, timeliness, in
general.

The sharpness of the distinction between timeliness and time makes the derivation
of infinite time a more complicated matter than the one depicted by traditional
commentaries. In particular, it is not a matter of a false, ego-flattering belief as if
inauthentic timeliness lets the individual believe that she lasts for an infinite time
while authentic timeliness makes her own up to the fact that her life span is finite. If
we came up with our notion of infinite time in an attempt to conceal an essential
characteristic of our own life, then why isn’t infinite time an illusion, a bit of wishful
thinking? And if finite timeliness was simply a matter of an individual occupying a
finite span, then why isn’t infinite time the more basic phenomenon with finite time
just a limited partition of it?

Heidegger insists that neither of these suggestions is true. Their appeal arises out
of a failure to make a sharp distinction between demise and existential death as well
as ordinary time and timeliness. Both assumptions take death and the finitude of
timeliness to correspond with demise.

In Heidegger's view of things, our ordinary conception of time refers to a genuine
phenomenon and not an illusion created by either self-deception or the conflation
of the concepts of time and space. Our idea of time arises from and is revealed by
‘an essential kind of timing of primordial timeliness.” Heidegger adds: ‘The fact
that this is its source tells us that the time “in which” what is present-at-hand arises
and passes away is a genuine phenomenon of time; it is not an externalization of
a “qualitative time” into space as Bergson’s interpretation of time — which is
ontologically quite indefinite and inadequate — would have us believe’ (333). We
will return to the question of the confusion of time and space later, but here I only
want to emphasize that, in trying to determine the origin and derivation of our
ordinary concept of time, Heidegger is trying to explain our idea but not explain it
away.

For Heidegger the problem is not how the infinite time in which objects arise
and pass away becomes primordial timeliness. Rather we must understand how

‘no-longer-being-there” or “no-longer-Dasein.” which refers to a person ceasing o be, and
‘no-longer-able-to-be-there™ or “no longer able to be Dascin.” which indicates the finitude
of existence as a standing open for-being. I this passage he talks about the relationship
between o person’s demise and ifimite time,
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inauthentic, finite timeliness gives rise o infinite time. He claims that *Only because
primordial time is finite can the “derived™ time “time™ itsell as infinite’ (3301.). We
already have an indication of how inauthentic timeliness arises out of authentic
timeliness and of how in general inauthenticity is founded upon authenticity, We
could not take an understanding of being for granted unless one already “exists.”
Now we need to address the question of how inauthentic timeliness can in turn
produce the conception of infinite time. At the end of the discussion we will return
to the issue of how the derived time is ultimately dependent on primordial finite
timeliness.

4.2 Timeliness and Within-time-ness

Because of the way Dasein occupies time and lets time occupy it, Heidegger suggests
that Dasein can also be called ‘timely’ in quite a different sense than that of the
ecstatic timeliness described in Chapter 3. In spite of his insistence on his technical
use of the term ‘timely,” Heidegger admits:

Nevertheless, Dasein must also be called ‘timely’ in the sense of being “in time.” Even
without a developed historiology, factical Dasein nceds and uses a calendar and a clock,
Whatever may happen ‘to it,” it experiences as ‘in time.’

(376)

In order to avoid confusion with his technical term, Heidegger refers to this sort of
being ‘in time’ as ‘within-time-ness.”* Within-time-ness is also a characteristic of
the things that are present-at-hand and rcady-to-hand within the world. ‘Innerworldly’
things come to be, occupy a span of time, and cease to be. However, as Heidegger
indicates above, Dasein finds itself *in time’ in this way, too. We want o know,
though, how it is that, with our fundamental being-in-the-world as involved activity,
not just our ‘innerworldly’ presence, we find ourselves with time on our hands?

Heidegger starts with the phenomenon of our everyday cxistence as project-making
and tool-using, not with time-consciousness as Husserl did. He makes the connection
between inauthentic timeliness and time in the following passage:

The circumspective, common sense concern is grounded in timeliness — indecd i the
mode of a making-present which awaits and retains. Such concern, as concernfully
reckoning up, planning, preventing, or taking precautions, always says (whether andibly
or not) that something is to happen “then,” that something clse is to be attended (o
*heforehand,” that what failed or escaped us “on that former occasion” is something that
must ‘now’ be taken hold of again.
In the “then,” concern expresses itsell as awaiting: in the “on that former occasion,” as
retaining; in the “now,” as making. present.
(-106)

3o The word “timely ' substitutes for Herdepper's “ceitlich” while *within time ness" tramslates
“nner ceitlichhen .
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Thus the three ecstases of inauthentic timeliness, that is, awaiting, retaining (or
forgetting), and making-present, are correlated with the ‘then,’ the ‘on that former
occasion,” and the ‘now.™

What Dasein ‘awaits’ in its future dimension of ecstatic timeliness is what it can
deal with in some ‘then’ yet to come. What Dasein ‘retains’ is what it has been able
to deal with on some ‘former occasion,” and what it makes present is what it deals
with ‘now.’ Everyday Dasein does not encounter time as a succession of bare instants.
Our everyday time is always occupied by the things with which we concern ourselves,
and out of our projects arise the essential features of the ‘world-time’ that we encounter
as being-in-the-world. Dasein’s experience of things happening to it ‘in time’ involves
three fundamental characteristics: datability, significance, and spannedness.

Datability and significance seem to be closely connected aspects of the same basic
feature of world-time. Every ‘then’ is a ‘then, when’ such and such will happen; every
‘on that former occasion’ is an ‘on that former occasion as’ such and such happened;
and every ‘now’ is a ‘now that’ such and such is happening. Moments are given
significance in relation to our involved activity. The relational structure pinning
moments of time to events in the world Heidegger calls ‘datability’ (407). Thus datability
is not a matter of events being pinned to moments of time but quite the opposite.

Not only is a moment of time pinned to an event, but moments of time gain
significance and refer beyond themselves through the web of projects to which they
are thus connected. “Ten o’clock’ is ‘my class at ten,” ‘after 1 read my mail,” and so
on. This relational structure is an aspect of the structure of significance of the world
which lays out all our projects in terms of time. Even the simplest project is laid out
as a series of successive actions. For example, if we want to swim across the pool,
first we walk to its edge, now we dive in, and then we begin stroking. And such
particular projects arise in the context of other projects, for example, learning how
to swim, setting up a plan for getting in shape. Significance sets up the way that
projects are interconnected with each other ‘within time.’

The spanned character of world-time, in which moments flow one after another
with no gaps, and the spanning character of Dasein’s everyday being both arise out
of the significant interconnection of Dasein’s activities. Heidegger explains: if in
awaiting we understand ourselves in the ‘then’ and in terms of making this present,
that is, in terms of realizing our projects, then the ‘and-now-not-yet’ has already
been implied when we assign the ‘then.’ The ‘now not yet’ lies between the current
‘now’ and the “then’ at which we are aiming. It is the “until then’ whose significance
and datability are given by the steps we must take to realize our goal. For example.
it is the swim across the pool which lies between our ‘now’ on the deck and our goal
of reaching the other side. This ‘until then’ itself has its carlier and later cpisodes in
the sequence of diving and stroking. The whole series is ‘embraced’ as a ‘during’
when we awaitingly project the “then’ (409). We project the “span’ of intermediate
steps which must be taken to realize our goal and *embrace” the span ol world-time
in embracing the activities we project.

4 Note that “then™ (danmy is used 1o refer to some Tuture tane and that “on that former
occasion” lunctions as an awkward substitate tor “dameds” and relers (o past time.
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Most explications of Heidegger’s notion of cestatic timeliness focus on how Dasein
can ‘span’ a stretch of time in a unified way. But notice that in Heidegger's treatment
of this phenomenon, it is (1) a derivative phenomenon and not the heart of cestatic
timeliness; (2) a phenomenon of inauthentic timeliness insofar as it manifests within
time-ness; and (3) a phenomenon unified by the significance articulated in the world
and our skill at dealing with things rather than by consciousness.

4.3 World-time and Now-time

In inauthentic timeliness, says Heidegger, we interpret ourselves as stretched atong
within-time (409). During our everyday activities we understand ourselves as moving:
along through time, realizing first this project and then that project. Heidepper
considers time in general to be ‘the making-present which interprets itsell i other
words, that which has been interpreted and addressed in the “now™ (408). In other
words, time is disclosed to us when we interpret ourselves as located in i ‘now,’
surrounded on both sides by a span of time. Timeliness itsell is Cannliar to us m
everyday concern as its by-product, world-time. But this phenomenon appears upon
reflection when consciousness dirccts itself upon a certain feature of our activities,
Involved activity is its underlying basis.

Time, however, can appear in two different ways: it can be disclosed as the
significant, datable, spanned world-time discussed above, or it can be disclosed as a
succession of ‘nows.” The latter, which is itself derived from the world time ol
involved activity, is what we call ‘time’ in the ordinary sensce. This is the time that
we measure by a clock. Heidegger proposes to call the world-time which is “siphted”
by the use of clocks ‘now-time’ (421).

Our conception of time as an infinite, irreversible succession of “nows” thus anses,
Heidegger argues, from the timeliness of fallen Dascin. This conception of time 1s
justified as long as it does not present itself as the sole possible horizon within
which time can be interpreted (426). As Lindicated above, for Heidegger the ordinary
conception of time is quite valid, not illusory or imaginary, as long as itis recopnized
for what it is.

As noted in the quote at the beginning of the preceding section, Heidepper thinks
that, because Dasein is also ‘timely” in the sense of being “in time,” it needs to make
use of calendars and clocks. Even the isolated individual such as a hermit may need
to refer to some sort of calendar and clock to organize activities such as planting
garden or beginning a journcy, but obviously we need these measuring, systems i
order to make group cooperation possible. Even in the caltures of “prinntive’ Dasceimn,
which lack any cxplicitly developed interest in time, calendars were needed for
public activities of hunting znd planting, and clocks were needed to sehedule dinly
activities. Of course, a primitive calendar may only chart the eycles of the moon and
the scasons, and the most primitive clock is simply the movement ol the sun.

All such time reckoning arises out ol Dascin’s concernful involvement in the
world. This sort of techonmyp “precedes any use of measuring cquipment by which
time can be deternmmed. The techommp s proos o sach equipment and s whit miakes
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anything like the use of clocks possible at all’ (404). At bottom this reckoning is a
matter of reckoning with projects and their sequential order, but its basis is ignored
or disguised when we consider only the time that a clock manitfests. When we focus
only on clock-time, we shear world-time of its datability and significance and empty
its span of the filling which originally elicited our embrace, leaving it just a bare
succession of ‘nows’ (422). Heidegger argues that datability and significance ‘are
not permitted to “come to the fore” when time is characterized as a pure succession.
The ordinary interpretation of time covers them up’ (422). He goes on to suggest
that this cover-up is ‘no accident,” but we will discuss the motives for it in the next
section.

Here we need to get clearer about the nature of the time that clocks reveal. First of
all, as I indicated earlier, the now-time which clocks reveal is not a time which has
been confused with space, as Bergson argues. Heidegger suggests instead that what
is ‘ontologically decisive’ for this sort of time ‘lies in the specific kind of making-
present which makes measurement possible.” He adds:

Measuring time is essentially such that it is necessary to say ‘now’; but in obtaining the
measurement we, as it were, forget what has been measured as such, so that nothing is to
be found except a number and a stretch.

(418)

The ‘making-present’ involved in the measurement of time is remarkably different
from the ‘making-present’ involved in the measurement of space. With space, the
thing measured remains present or can be made present again and can be measured
again. But in order to measure time, it must vanish as we measure.

What we measure with an analog clock is not the stretch of space between two of
its marks but rather the span of time during which the ‘traveling pointer’ moves
from one to the other. Yet when we retlect on our measuring, we may not notice
what we have measured. The only ‘stretch’ that seems to be there to be measured is
that of the space on the clock. Similarly, if we are counting seconds by saying ‘now,’
we forget that the second is the span of time that lies between our repetitions of
‘now’ and hence think that the resulting number only indicates the number of times
we said a word. It does indicate this as well, of course, but this is not what we are
measuring when we measure time.

Such measuring is a very abstract and reflective way of encountering time. We do
not use the clock to coordinate our projects but rather look at it as measuring some
curious, independent thing. In contrast, world-time, the time encountered in our
everyday involved activities, is, we could say, ready-to-hand time. Like the hammer,
it is transparent in use: we are not aware of time per se but of our class at ten, the
appointment at two, and so forth. The now-time measured by the clock and abstractly
looked at as some sort of thing is present-at-hand time, which, curiously. is only
evanescently present. In detached reflection, “time is understood as a succession, as
a “flowing stream™ of nows, as the “course of time™ (422).

In this detached reflection, both time and things in the world lose the significance
given by involvement. Time becomes detached from activities and simply “present-
at-hand with™ things and events. They are not present at hand in exactly the same
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way, but “they still get “seen™ ontologically within the horizon ol the idea of presence

at-hand.” The ‘nows’ which pass away make up the past, and the ‘nows” which come
along define the future.® Unlike a tree or hammer viewed as present-at-hand, the
‘now’ must be continually passing and coming along. *Yetas this thing which changes,
it simultaneously shows its own constant presence’ (423).

Heidegger argues that ‘“The principle thesis of the ordinary way of interpreting
time — namely, that time is infinite — makes manifest most impressively the way in
which world-time and accordingly timeliness in general have been leveled of 1 and
covered up by such an interpretation.” Every ‘now’ can be divided into a “just-now’
and a ‘now-forthwith,” or a ‘now’ which is just past and a ‘now’ which is yet to
come. ‘If in characterizing time we stick primarily and exclusively fo such a sequence,
then in principle neither beginning nor end can be found it ... Time is endless on
“both sides™’ (424).

This argument depends on the picture of time which Heidegger is eriticizing and
on the fact that time, when pictured this way, appcars Lo be infinitely divisible as
well as ‘endless.” As Heidegger puts it, “The sequence of nows is uninterrupted aid
has no gaps. No matter how “far”™ we proceed in “dividing up™ the now, it is alwitys
now’ (423). Each ‘now’ can be sliced by an even sharper blade of the instantancous
present, it in turn divided, and so on. Each moment of the past and the future can
also be mentally refined. Then the span of cach ‘now’ is shorter, and in this abstract
representation, we can continue the division indelinitcly.

Such infinite divisibility is probably not what people mean when they say that
time is infinite. But Heidegger applies the same line of reasoning in regard 1o om
picture of time going on forever. ‘If “one thinks™ the sequence of nows “to the end”
by directing attention to being-present-at-hand and not-being-present-at hand, then
an end can never be found. In this way of thinking time through to the end, one niist
always think more time; from this one infers that time is infinite’ (424),

This abstract representation of the infinitude of time depends on ignoring the
limitations of our actual means of measuring, and this is part of Heidepper's point
in saying that, in such a conception, we regard time as present-at-hand. We can
currently measure picoseconds by the vibrations of clectrons, a technique involving
sophisticated instruments and relying on the web of modern scientific practices. But
the detached representation of infinite time ignores all the ways we do actually
measure time in favor of an abstract theorizing which knows no limits at all.

4.4 Deriving Time

Now that we see how the ordinary conception of time relates (o world time next we
need to examine in further detail the relation between this imlinite time and Tinite
primordial imeliness. The popolar interpretation of Heidepger's supposed derivation
takes the finite character of timeliness as simply a matter of individuals ceasing o

S That which “passes away ™ (vereeheny makes up the past (Vergangenhein, and the “nows”
which come along ¢die ankunftieeny detine the tatae Glie Zuhunf.
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be at certain points in time. Conceiving of time as infinite is then taken as a way of
denying this fact; we want to believe that time is infinite in order to believe that we
are not going to cease. This interpretation may be accurate as far as it goes, and it
does fit the above picture of time as infinite. We would like to believe that there is
always going to be more time between the current ‘now’ and the ‘now’ of our demise.
However, what usually is not noticed in this line of argument is that we are dealing
with only the inauthentic conception of death. Indeed, infinite time is disclosed
‘only in Dasein’s inauthentic timeliness’ (426), and inauthentic existence regards
death as the physical demise which will happen in the future. The conception of
finitude in this understanding of timeliness does amount to ‘just stopping’ in contrast
to the authentic timeliness which ‘exists finitely’ (329). Furthermore, if authentic
timeliness amounted to just consciously accepting the fact that  am going to demise,
rather than believing that ‘one dies,” it is hard to see why we could not say that the
infinite time described above arises in this mode of timeliness, too. My death would
still lie in a future ‘now,” and, by the above line of argument, I could conceive of
infinite ‘nows’ between me and it.

To get clear about what Heidegger’s point really is, we should keep in mind that
when Heidegger talks about the conception of time in relation to Dasein’s flight
from death, he is talking about inauthentic existence and its conception of death as
demise. Heidegger comments:

.. . the Anyone, which never dies and which misunderstands being towards the end, gives
a characteristic interpretation of fleeing in the face of death. To the very end ‘it always has
more time.” Here a way of ‘having time’ in the sense that one can lose it makes itself
known. ‘Right now, this! Then that! And that is barely over when . . .” Here it is not as if
the finitude of time were getting understood; quite the contrary, for concern sets out to
snatch as much as possible from the time which keeps coming and still *goes on.’

(425)

The finitude of timeliness is not understood even if we take quite the opposite stance
but still focus on our demise. The opposite of thinking that one always has more
time is thinking that one has no time, but yet this, too, is a form of inauthentic
timeliness. Heidegger remarks that we say we have ‘no time’ when irresoluteness
completely dominates our existence (410). The future ecstasis of awaiting becomes
contracted until Dasein is totally absorbed in the most immediate concerns which
are pressed upon it by the Anyone. With too many things to do and not enough time
to do them, we feel as if we have no time.

As Heidegger suggests above, always ‘having time’ indicates a way of having
time in which we can also lose it. In neither case is the primordial finitude of timeliness
adequately grasped. Though Heidegger claims that inauthentic existence involves
both thinking that one always has more time and thinking that one has no time, the
apparent contradiction is resolved when we sce that these are different ways of dealing
with the same sort of time and are not mutually incompatible. That is, the person
who lives life from moment to moment, absorbed in the present “now” in such a way
that the future seems to vanish, may also act as if these nows™ will go oo infotely.
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We fail to embrace a wide span ol time, and henee have no time but the present now,
but yet we could occupy oursclves with activities as if they will go on forever,

The demise of a person can scarcely have any effect on the infinite succession of
time. Taking the part of thc Anyonc, Heidegger asks:

How is ‘time’ in its course to be touched even the least bit when a man who has been
present-at-hand ‘in time’ no longer exists? Time goes on, just as indeed it alrcady “was'
when a man ‘came into life.” The only time the Anyone knows is the public time which
has been leveled off and which belongs to everyone - and that means, (o no one.

(+125)

The representation of the infinitude of this sort of “time” is strengthenced by the fact
that *the Anyone never dies because it cannot dic’ (424). Individual people denuse,
but the Anyone can neither demise, since ‘one’s death™ is always yet to come, no
undergo authentic death, since it is never ‘mine.’

Unless we keep in mind that time can be understood in very dilferent ways, it
may also seem odd or even contradictory that Heidegger asserts that authentic
existence, which experiences its timeliness as finite, “always has time.” Botin this
case, resoluteness ‘has time for what the situation demands of it and has it
“constantly”’ (410). The time which authentic existence ‘has’ is not a succession of
‘nows’ nor the order of particular projects in the world. It is the primordial time in
which it stands open to the revelation of being and gains its authentic self. Dependent
as Dasein is on being, resoluteness makes time for a moment of insight. Only in
resoluteness does the finitude of Dasein’s primordial timeliness authentically manifest
itself.

At least on a superficial reading, some of Heidegger’s comments about funte
timeliness in his discussion of the derivation of time lend themselves to the common
interpretation that Heidegger is simply saying that we occupy a finite time spin Fon
example, Heidegger comments that because the timeliness of Dascin “is Tinte, s
days are already numbered.’ This docs sound like the proclamation of a death o
rather demise — sentence. However, il one places the remark in context and notes
what Heidegger goes on to say, the sort of “numbering” of days at issuc s uite i
different matter. He adds that “concernful awaiting takes precautions o determme
the “thens” with which it is to concern itsell = to divide up the day™ (413). Dasen's
time is numbered because in its involved activity it divides its time up into hours,
days, wecks, and so forth. In particular, its days are numbered because the sun provides
us with the most natural way of measuring our time, giving us the dayhight in wihich
we can work. With clectricity and all the gadgetry of the twentieth century, Heideppe
notes our ‘advanced” Dasein has the “advantage” of being able to turn night into day
(415). and thus to work at any time, but his own quotation marks indicate tha he
regards (his as a rather dubious achicvement,

In contrast, the finitude of timeliness shows up notin the fength of Dascin's “span’
but in its dependency on i network of sipnthicance anstg out of s understandimg
ol bemyp, a network Cleveled ot mthe ordimary conception ol time, Liven an
inauthentie trmelmess, Herdepper anroes, the foantade of Dasem’s being s nimlest.
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Our insistence on three particular characteristics of now-time shows our tacit
understanding of this grounding: we think that time (1) is irreversible, (2) will not
let itself be halted, and (3) passes away.

Why is time considered (1) irreversible? Heidegger notes, as many philosophers
have, that ‘Especially if one looks exclusively at the stream of nows, it is
incomprehensible why this sequence should not present itself in the reverse direction.’
He suggests that our notion of the irreversibility of time arises out of the priority of
the future in ecstatic timeliness (426). We project a future which determines the
significance of the past and the present activities in which we are engaged. We
cannot reverse the structure of significance any more than we can reverse the process
of swimming across the pool as in a film run backwards.® Our time, like our projects,
only points one way.

We also think that (2) time cannot be halted. Heidegger suggests that talk about
time ‘passing away’ expresses our experience of the inexorable march of time. Such
an experience ‘is in turn possible only because the halting of time is something we
want’ (425). The desire to halt time is based on the inauthentic awaiting of the future,
an awaiting in which we forget the opportunities for authentic existence as they
glide by. We do not want to place our understanding of being in question so we try to
keep things the way they are, maintain the status quo, and ignore the changing
understanding of being even if we are in the midst of it. We want to halt time because
we want to avoid the changes it brings.

Finally, why do we think of time as (3) ‘passing away’ when, to just the same
degree, it also arises? With regard to the sequence of ‘nows,’ the one idea is as
legitimate as the other. For every ‘now’ that passes away, another one arises. But, as
Heidegger suggests, we usually seem to think of time as sweeping everything into
the past, being over and gone, rather than springing forth and carrying us into the
future. Heidegger argues that the timeliness on which this conception of time is
based shows through in such assumptions (425). In inauthentic existence this finite
network of significance binds us to the comfortable, familiar past. We prefer to
think of the present as a ‘going by’ that takes its place with the ‘gone by’ past, not as
the fountainhead of novelty and creation.

Heidegger argues that, if we start with a conception of time as a succession of
‘nows’ or if we start by thinking of ourselves as simply moving along in world-time

6 Bertrand Russell suggests that it is an accident that memory reveals our past instead of
our future. George Whitrow notes that this view implies that our relations to past and future
would be symmetrical were it not for an arbitrary quirk of mind. Whitrow, like Heidegger,
counters this line of thinking by pointing out that even in memory our thinking is oriented
toward the future, that is, that we think of events in the order in which they happencd, an
order which proceeds from past to present to future. To reverse the sequence of remembering
by remembering “backward’ requires a great mental cffort. Whitrow takes this as showing
that the intrinsic nature of mental activity involves reaching out toward the future. (Sce
G.J. Whitrow, The Natural Philosophy of Time, 2nd edition (Oxford: Oxford University Press.
1980), p. 87.) For Heidegger, it would indicate both that the eestases of future, past. and
present are the disclosure matrices for any mental activity and that the future dimension has a
special priority.
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from project to project, that is if we start with cither the ordinary conception of time
or the understanding of world-time in inauthentic timeliness, we will not be able to
understand Dasein’s authentic timeliness. ' we start with the notion of cither an
empty, shorn ‘now’ or a present whose significance is just “given” by the significance
of things, how can we explain the radical shifts in which old worlds die and new
ones come to be? How can we explain the ‘fullness’ of time? The ‘now’ cannot
account for the moment of insight (426f.).

Thus, Heidegger makes the same point about the relation between world-time
and now-time that he made earlier about the relation between what-is ready-to-hand
and what-is present-at-hand. If we start with an understanding of the former, we can
comprehend the change to the latter, but if we think that things just are in themselves
the latter, then we cannot explain the former.

If Heidegger succeeds in showing that the ordinary conception of time arises out
of inauthentic timeliness and that inauthentic timeliness arises out ol authentic
timeliness, and also shows that we cannot provide an explanation of these three
things in reversed order of priority, has he justified his use of the term “primordial
time’ to refer to authentic timeliness (405, 426)? His own rationale scems rathet
feeble since to explain one concept by means of something clse, for example, (o
explain our notion of time by means of ecstatic timeliness, does not justily using the
same word, ‘time,” for both. Heidegger only promotes confusion by using the simie
word to refer to two quite different notions, or even three if we include his notion of
the ‘Time of being” which we will discuss in Chapter 5. The common term quite
predictably misleads the reader into thinking the issues center around time in the
ordinary sense and our experience of it. Nonetheless, his use of the same word mihes
possible a neat architectonic and a catchy title, that is, ‘Being and Time.”

Leaving questions of terminology aside, we can ask: is Heidegger's “derivation’
of the ordinary conception of time successful? Answering this question immediately
involves us in other questions which take us beyond Heidegger’s discussion in Beinyg
and Time. Understanding time as a sequence of ‘nows’ present-at-hand is only
possible, Heidegger implies, in the context of an understanding of being as
presence, the nature of which is the topic for my next chapter. Heidegger takes this
understanding to be unique to Western culture, originating in the metaphysics
developed by the Ancient Greek thinkers, which is the subject of my Chapter 6./

But other questions would perhaps take us beyond the territory in which
Heidegger offers guidance cven in later works. Is the understanding ol time i
Western culture really distinctive or unique? Do other cultures, which do not make
an issuc of being or do not understand being as presence, have a remarkably ditTerent
conception of time? Untouched by Western influence, would other cultures see time
as a succession of “nows,” stretching inlinitely backward and forward? We would
also have o enter the debate about the Greek coneeption ol time, whether they
viewed time as cyclical or Tinear, and so forth. However, in this book T want to keep
close to the track ol Herdegper's arpument.

1 1Chapter Oas avandable onhine at by 22w seac edu/phialosopliv/CWhiaae i Faditon ™
nofe. |
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Heidegger does make a point, though, which is rclevant to this issue. In a seminar
on Heraclitus he comments that, as he investigated the idea of archaic time in Pindar
and Sophocles, he was struck by the lack of discussion of time as sequence. Rather,
according to Heidegger, time was seen as that which grants a sequence. This is the
time of the seasons, days, and hours as they grant the passing of things in a certain
order and thus grant us our dealings with these things (HS 60/100). This suggests
that the early Greeks had a different view of time than that which began to develop
with the rise of the metaphysics of presence in, for example, Aristotle. Time was not
yet the counting of ‘nows’ that ran concomitantly with things in motion.

Instead Heidegger suggests that the early Greeks’ understanding of time was an
understanding of the granting of opportunities for dealing with things which have
their own cycles and rhythms and their own being. This is the sort of time apparent
in crafts and work in the world in general where people must adapt themselves to
the demands of the things they work upon and know when the time is ‘ripe’ for their
response, as must, for example, someone who fashions shields out of metal or wine
out of grapes. Heidegger suggests that a change in the understanding of time occurs
with the rise of traditional metaphysics which ‘forgets’ the background context of
our dealings and disinterestedly contemplates the things and properties which show
up in this context.

Although we will not be in a position to understand the significance of the following
remark until after we have examined Heidegger’s notion of the Time of being and
the way Dasein’s timeliness is ‘in time’ with this Time, I want to quote one last
passage in which Heidegger explicitly, if obscurely, connects Dasein’s disclosure of
time with its role as the entity which makes an issue of being. He comments:

As an entity which makes an issue of its being, Dasein uses itself primarily for itself,
whether explicitly or not. Proximally and for the most part, care is circumspective concern.
In using itself for the sake of itself, Dasein “uses itself up.” In using itself up, Dasein uses
itself, that is. its time. In using time, Dasein reckons with it. Time is first discovered in the
concern which reckons circumspectively, and the concern leads to the development of
time-reckoning.

(333)

How does Dasein, the entity which is the ‘there’ which discloses being, ‘use itself
up’? Why is this the same as using its time? Why does time-reckoning become more
and more important? Why do clocks and calendars come to dominate our lives?
Heidegger later suggests that time-reckoning becomes important when Dasein finds
itself without any time left in the modern age (WICT 101/41). Dasein in the modern
age is running out of the possibilities of its being - out of Time - and this, too,
Heidegger thinks brings about a change in our way of understanding time. Now it
becomes our master in quite a different way. We will examine time’s place in the
modern epoch of being in Chapter 7.%

8 [Chapter 7 is available online at: hop:/iewwescuedu/philosopl/CWhite i Fditor™s
note. |
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4.5 The Time of the World

Before we begin to examine Heidegger's account of the Time of being and the history
of Dasein’s understanding of being, 1 should emphasize that these investigations are
not foreign to Being and Time. We have been discussing the time of Dasein’s being,
but other domains of what-is have their own time. In Section 69 Heidegger talks
about the timely transcendence of the world, and, in doing so, prepares for the
phenomenological turn to being. This section is the link in the analysis of the
timeliness of Dasein which connects it with the Temporality of the other domains
of what-is, but, because this early work was left unfinished, the link was left
unattached. Dasein, however, is not the only domain of what-is which shows up ina
Temporal way.

Dasein has been analyzed as being-in-the-world. It is not identical with its world
but in it. ‘So if we orient ourselves by the timely constitution of discloscedness, the
ontological condition for the possibility that therc can be the entity which exists
as being-in-the-world must let itself be exhibited’ (350). This condition for the
possibility of Dasein is precisely the phenomenon of world as the “there™ in which
being discloses itself. This world is not simply a product of Dascin’s timing activity,
and therefore Heidegger must at least announce the ‘transcendence of the world,’
and correlatively of being, even if he will not account for it within the conlines of
the analytic of Dasein.

Thus Heidegger says in the section entitled ‘the problem of the timely
transcendence of the world’:

Just as the present arises in the unity of the timing of timeliness out of the future wnd
having-been, the horizon of the present times itsell cquiprimordially with those ol the
future and of having-been.

(104)

Each ecstasis of Dasein has a corresponding “horizon™ into which it *stands out.” As
Heidegger puts it in another carly work: “That toward which cach costasis s
intrinsically open in a specific way we call the horizon of the cestasis™ (BPP 267/
378). The horizon of the present eestasis, called “praesens’ in Basic Problens of
Phenomenology and other works, plays the crucial role in our understnding of bemny
as presence because we attribute being only (o things which show up in some "now. ™

The other domains of what-is show up in this horizon with their own Temporality
The ready-to-hand, the present-at-hand, and nature, for example, appear in ow
cultural background practices with a particular way of being: and they change from
what-is created by God to subjects and objects and then (o stalt to be dommited.

9 Seeforexample, BPP 3OR/AIK. Since Hewdepper tmports the wenm praesens” lrom Latin
and sinee there seems 1o he no particubinly appropriate English word that would not mvaite
confusion with *presence” and othe relited tenms Ewaill leave the imtreguently used e
Latm,

Foradiscussion of bemg as presence see Sechion 5 2 helow
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The horizons for Dasein’s timing activity must, as transcendent to Dasein, have
their own timing activity. The timing activity of the horizons ultimately refers us
beyond the timeliness of Dasein to the shifting background against which it is played
out, that is, the Temporality of being. The ecstases stand out into their corresponding
horizons just as Dasein stands out into being. The world is the locus of their
interaction.

True, as Heidegger goes on to add from the perspective of the Dasein analytic, ‘of
course, only as long as Dasein is . . . "is there” being’ (212). But this does not mean
that being is the invention of Dasein. Dasein finds itself ‘thrown’ into the world with
the being of what-is revealed in a particular way. This being is that for which Dasein
is open. At this point in his analysis of Dasein in Being and Time, Heidegger simply
leaves the ‘problem of the timely transcendence of the world’ as a problem. The
reference to ‘transcendence’ reminds the reader of Heidegger’s introductory claim
that being is ‘the transcendens pure and simple’ (38). This notion of the timely
transcendence of the world is in fact a preparatory reference to the Temporality of
being which was to be explicitly discussed later in the projected book.

The discussion of Dasein’s historicality in Being and Time also points toward a
discussion of the Temporality of being. Just as Heidegger left a place in his discussion
of the timeliness of Dasein which could only be filled in by his later discussion of
the Temporality of being, that is, the notion that the world is transcendent, he also
leaves a place in his discussion of the historicality of Dasein which would later be
filled in by his discussion of the history of being. This is his notion that the world is
itself historical and does not just acquire its history as some subjective coloring put
there by Dasein. What-is within the world as present-at-hand, ready-to-hand, and
Nature ‘is as such historical, and its history does not signify something *“‘external”
which merely accompanies the inner history of the “soul”’ (389). Heidegger explains:

The thesis of Dasein’s historicality does not say that the worldless subject is historical but
that what is historical is the entity that exists as being-in-the-world. The happening of
historv is the happening of being-in-the-world. Dasein’s historicality is essentially the
historicality of the world, which, on the ground of ecstatical-horizontal timeliness, belongs
to its timing.

(388)

Heidegger’s term ‘world-history’ is intended to indicate both the happening of the
world in its essential unity with Dasein and the historical appearance of what-is
within the world in so far as it is discovered with the world.

Heidegger remarks that equipment and things, buildings and institutions, all have
their history. Books, for example, have their ‘fates.” Nature, too, is historical as a
country-side or a battlefield or the site of a cult (388f.). We oursclves do not determine
how these things will appear to us, how they will speak to us or respond to us. The
‘fate’ of a book such as Moby Dick is a good example of this. Ignored or scorned in
its own time, the book gave us insight into a future that we could only recognize
when we arrived there. Since Dascin is essentially ina world which can reveal itsell
as historical in this way, Heidegger adds “workd history™ to “fate” and “destiny ™ as
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aspects of the existentiell possibility in which Dascin finds itsell (394). Our fute is
co-determined by how things can manifest themselves and how we respond to them,

Heidegger cuts short the discussion of the historicality of the worldly domains ol
what-is by announcing that following through on the problem would require him to
transgress the limits of the existential analytic when at most “the very aim of this
exposition is to lead us face to face with the ontological cnigma of the movement of
happening in general’ (389). The existential analytic is an investigation of Dascin’s
being, not of the meaning of being in general which discloses all domains of what
is as what they are and hence grants them whatever history they have. Only the Later
analysis of being in general would put us in a position (o understand how what is
present-at-hand, or ready-to-hand, or part of nature can also have a history, even
though one dependent on the existence of Dasein as the ‘there™ in which the being of
what-is discloses itself. That a novel or poem appears to us differently in dilferent
epochs or that things begin to show themselves to be quantifiable and mathematically
calculable along about the seventeenth century was not up to us but, of course,
could not have happened without us.

Perhaps one of the reasons why Heidegger’s intentions in his discussion of
historicality are not obvious is that he concludes his chapter by Ietting Count Yorek
do much of his talking for him. Heidegger uses Yorck’s remarks in order to show
that we cannot just stop at the distinction between what-is present-at-hand and what
is historical, that is, between things and Dasein. If we did, we would end up with
Husser!’s viewpoint, not Heidegger’s, and would regard Being and Time as simply
an investigation of the particular domain of what-is which *has a history” in a unigue
way. Rather than stopping with contrasting other domains of what-is with hunian
being, we must come to see that the being of all domains of what-is is historically
determined.

The notion of the timely and historical character of what-is brings us fuce to Lice
with the problem requiring the phenomenological turn to being. Why does Dascein’s
understanding of being change? What is Dasein’s insight an insight into? At this
point, we already have a glimpse of Heidegger's answer. Now we need a detinled
analysis of the Temporal disclosure of being in the cultural background practices
and the Temporality of being.






Chapter 5

The Time of Being

In the first section of this chapter I contrast the Time of being with the timeliness of
Dasein, giving particular attention to Kant as the first philosopher to ghimpse the
issue which grounds the distinction. Section 5.2 provides a concrete illustration of
the Time of being with a discussion of ‘presencing,’ the way being has disclosed
what-is in the history of metaphysical thinking, and suggests its contrast with the
mythological way of taking being. Section 5.3 expands on Heidegger's notion of the
‘Appropriation’ which places Time and being in relationship.'

5.1 Kant and the Time of Being

From the perspective of his 1962 essay ‘Time and Being,” Heidegger can say that
the interpretation of time in Being and Time aims primarily at ‘the timeliness of
Dasein, at the ecstatic element which in itself already contains a reference to truth,
to the clearing, to the unconcealment of being qua being, even though this is not
explicitly spoken of in the published portion . . .” (TB 28/30). Since the published
portion only articulates the meaning of Dasein’s being as an understanding, of being,
that is, as the ‘there’ in which being is disclosed, this analysis of imeliness does not
provide an explicit answer to the question of the meaning of being itself. However,
as Heidegger indicated even in the Introduction to Being and Time, *the ground will
have been prepared for obtaining such an answer’ (17).

The completion of the analysis of Dasein as timely and historical will bring us to
the point where we ‘cannot fail to see that the inquiry into heing is itsell characterized
by historicality.” Thus we will find that the elaboration of the question of beiny
demands that we ir.quire into the question’s own history (20f.). This investigation ol
the history of the question of being will, Heidegger says, enable us to ‘uappropriate’
the past as our own so that *‘we may bring ourselves into the fullest possession ol the
ownmost possibilitics of the question” (21).” Because of Dasein’s unique character,
the ownmost possibility of the question is not just that we should raise it anew but
that we should answer it ancw. Temporality is the condition for the possibility of the
history of being in the same way that timeliness was the condition for the possibility
of Dasein’s historical happening.

1 InSection S below we will discuss the mcanimg of Heidepger's ownterm, “das Freems,”
and the web of meanmg i which the teom s embedded.

2 Here mapproprate” teanshes “Ancignny.”

3 Formy tanslation ol “Temporaditde as “lempoality,” see the section UTexis and Translitions”



With such remarks it is apparent that even in Being and Time Heidegger thought
that the phenomenological turn from Dasein to being, which was required by the
matter under investigation, would also prepare us for the turn that is a leap of thought
bringing about a new understanding of being.* However, at the end of the published
portion of Being and Time, leading into what would have been the missing section
‘Time and Being,” Heidegger remarks that in the analysis so far the conflict in the
interpretation of being has not yet been enkindled and therefore cannot be allayed
(437). Presumably in that proposed next section he would have shown such an
historical conflict in the interpretation of being by examining the ontologies of Kant,
Descartes, and the scholastics, and Aristotle. The conflict would make us see the
need for a decision and also lead us to wonder why Western civilization has had
such a distinctive cultural history. The decision puts us in touch with the Temporality
of being while our curiosity seeks an answer to its nature.

Looking back at his early works, Heidegger says that we would not see the direction
that his later thought on the *destiny’ of being would take if we limited ourselves to
thinking only about Dasein’s historicality or represented the destiny of being only
as something that happened to Dasein or as series of occurrences in some ordinary
sense. ‘In contrast, the only possible way to preview the later thought on the destiny
of being from the perspective of Being and Time is to think through what was
presented in Being and Time about the destructuring of the ontological doctrine of
the being of what-is’ (TB 9/9). No longer just Dasein’s ‘happening-with,” now
‘destiny’ refers to the Temporal happening of being.

Of course, Being and Time only offers sketchy introductory remarks about this
‘destructuring’ of ontology. this analysis of its origin and character, and the task was
not begun in the published book. But Heidegger’s comment is instructive nonetheless.
True, as John Caputo points out, the Temporal structures of being presented in the
later essay ‘Time and Being’ are ‘patently isomorphic’ with those of Dasein’s
timeliness. But Heidegger’s suggestion that we look to the destructuring of ontology
rather than Dasein to understand the destiny of being is not therefore ‘misleading.’”
The similarity between timeliness and Temporality does not mean that we are talking
about the same structures or the same thing. What studying the structures of Dasein’s
timeliness or its historicality does not adequately bring to light is the priority of the
disclosure of being, upon which Dasein’s timeliness is dependent, and the way
Dasein’s understanding of being changes. Presumably both issues would have been
clarified in the missing sections of Being and Time. Until we see the contflict in the
interpretation of being and the horizon of Time against which it is disclosed, we
cannot grasp what Heidegger means by the ‘destiny’ and ‘Temporality’ of being or
even fully grasp the timeliness of authentic Dasein.

As the description of Part Two of Being and Time tells us, this phenomenological
‘de-structuring’ of the history of ontology would take ‘the problem of Temporality’
as its clue (39). Since we are now trying to understand Heidegger’s conception of

4 The distinction between the phenomenological turn and the tuen that s aleap of thought
was examined at the end of Section 1.4,
S Caputo, “Time and Being in Heidegger,” Modern Schoolman 1 (May 197 3), p. 330
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the Time of being, perhaps we can reverse this procedare and, as he supgests i
‘Time and Being,” take as our clue for understanding the destiny and ‘Temporality ol
being his remarks about what he wanted to show in his investigation of the history
of ontology.

In particular, we should consider Heidegger’s remarks about Kant's failure to
grasp the problematic of Temporality. He says:

The first and only person who has gone any stretch of the way toward investipating the
dimension of Temporality or has even let himsell be drawn there by the cocrcion ol the
phenomena themselves is Kant. Only when we have established the problematic ol
Temporality can we succeed in casting light on the obscurity of his doctrine of the
schematism . . . In the end those very phenomena which will be exhibited under the heading
of Temporality in our analysis are preciscly those most covert judgments of the “common
reason’ for which Kant says it is the ‘business ol philosophers™ to provide an analvti

Heidegger expects to show why the problematic of Temporality remained closed
off to Kant, who ‘shrinks back, as it were, in the face of something which must be
brought to light as a theme and a principle if the term “being” is to have any
demonstrable meaning’ (23).

Heidegger claims that his analysis will show *why Kant never achicved insight
into the problematic of Temporality.” Such remarks indicate that Temporality is quite
a different matter than consciousness of things in time or the character ol these
things since, of course, accounting for these occupicd Kant very explicitly. Besides,
Heidegger indicates that the problematic of Temporality deals with what Kint saw
as the most covert judgments of the ‘common reason,’ not just with time and space
as forms of intuition. It deals with our understanding of being, not just with o
experience of time. According to Heidegger, Kant failed to achicve insipht into
Temporality because he neglected the problem of being and did not provide an
ontology of Dasein or, in Kant's terminology, of the subjectivity of the subject (244,
That Kant takes for granted the naturc of this subjectivity is symptomatic ol his
failure. At best Kant provides only an analysis of one epoch of Dascin’s “fallen’
timeliness, that of subjects and objects, and perhaps only of the tme-consciousness
derivative from it.

Being, or what it is to be, was never scen as a problem by Kant because he took
for granted a particular understanding of being and saw its fundamental cateponies
as necessary for the very existence of “subjectivity” or unilied representational
consciousness. For Kant, nature was necessarily Newtonian nature. Only becaunse
we experience Newtonian nature, with its quantifiable and controllable objects, can
we experience ourselves. The conditions necessary for subjectivity are “forms” of
both intuition and understanding which we impose on our experience, and so the
being of what-is was not only immutable, it was a “product” or “posit™ of human
activity, as Heidegger frequently puts it For Kant, the being of what-is is under the
domination of human subjectivity, but paradoxically what is has to be ina certan
way in order for that subjectivity to be at all.

Heidegger thinks that Kant Luled 1o see that bempg s problematic and reveals
itsell to us i different ways at difterent tumes, This s precisely the “problematic ol
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Temporality’ as the meaning of being. Heidegger indicates that in his own analysis
he does not want to supply Kantian ontology with a foundation that it neglected to
supply for itself by, for example. showing that human beings must be subjects. Rather
he wants to show that what is ‘fundamental’ in his own fundamental ontology of
being ‘is incompatible with any building upon it’ (TB 32/34). What we arrive at
when we discover the Temporality of being is not an immutable ground guaranteeing
that being or human beings must be in a certain way but rather an abyss of possibility.°®
Heidegger’s ‘de-structuring’ of the history of ontology would have shown, and indeed
did show when he carried it off in other works, that the understanding of being in
Ancient Greece or the Middle Ages was very different than the understanding of
being found in Kant’s philosophy. In order to account for this difference Heidegger
directed our attention to the Temporality of being.

In the Critique of Pure Reason Kant comments that ‘the schematism of our
understanding, in its application to appearances and their mere form, is an art
concecaled in the depths of the human soul, whose real modes of activity nature is
hardly likely ever to allow us to discover and to have open to our gaze.”” However,
we can at least know the conditions for the possibility of this schematism, if not how
we actually do it. For Heidegger, the “art’ of categorizing things as dogs and triangles
is buried in our skills at dealing with them, and our finitude prevents it from being
brought before our conscious gaze. In Dasein’s world the paths that guide its resolute
decisions about what it is to be are already cleared by being itself through the ways
things show themselves in our dealings. An authentic decision bases itself on
something not mastered, on something concealed (PLT 55/42), something not open
to a gaze directed at either ourselves or things. Our finitude prevents us from
transcending this limitation by turning the background practices into explicit
knowledge. ‘So profoundly does finitude entrench itself in existence that our ownmost
and deepest limitation refuses to yield to our freedom’ (WIM 108/118).

Thus, in Heidegger’s version of a ‘metaphysics of metaphysics,’ unlike in Kant’s,
we do not acquire absolute knowledge about the relative conditions for knowing
objects. The whole problem of ‘laying the foundations of metaphysics’ becomes the
problem of Dasein as finite existence standing open for being (KPM 238/223). For
Heidegger, the finitude of knowledge is an essential structure of knowledge that
limits it even when it is turned back on itself rather than toward ‘things in themselves.’
Contrary to what Kant thought, we cannot know ‘knowledge in itself’ either. The
essential finitude of the structure of knowledge is not a matter of the shortcomings
of knowledge such as the instability, inexactness, liability to error, and so on, of our
beliefs (KPM 27/21). Rather the finitude of knowledge is a matter of its grounding
in an understanding of being which cannot be taken up in conceptual judgments. We
should give up our quest for not only an absolute knowledge of things in themselves,
as Kant thought, but also for explicit knowledge of the source of our knowledge
(KPM 245/229f.). The goal of knowing the presuppositions of our knowledge, so

6 As Heidegger says, nota “Grund” bat an “Ab-grund.”
7 Immanuel Kant, Critigue of Pure Reason, translated by Nocman Kemp Smah (New
York: St Martin's Press, 1905), p. 183 Scee AL
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devoutly pursued by Kant, Hegel, Husserl, and cvery other metaphysician, is
unattainable.

But the finitude of Dasein’s understanding of being is not the only finitude at
issue now. We are moving from the finitude of Dasein’s being to the finitude of
being itself. When Heidegger first spoke of the finitude of being in Kant and the
Problem of Metaphysics, he says later, he was thinking of it as finite in contrast with
infinite. In the framework that Kant sets up, the finitude of the appearance of being
in our world was a result of our own limitations. Being can appear to us in only one
way. Infinite being belongs to the inaccessible noumenal world. At this stage in his
work, Heidegger was interested in showing, against Kant, that there is no “being in
itself,” infinite or otherwise, and no immutable appcarance of this being, just the
various ways things show themselves as what they are.

Heidegger’s later philosophy, however, comes to focus more and more on the
limits of being. The concealed, dark rcalm of being does not reserve infimte or
‘limitless’ possibilities for us. Rather, in the contemporary cpoch, the history ol
being as presence is coming to an end as its possibilitics run out. Now the end ol
metaphysics is upon us. Here Heidegger's notion of the ‘end” draws on another one
of its meanings: a conclusion or the termination of a lease® If Dascin is the “site”
which being is revealed, then the end of metaphysics shows that we are just renting,
this ground and can be evicted at any time. Just as the timeliness of Dascin
demonstrated our limitations, the Temporality of being shows its limitations.

Authentic timeliness is the impetus for fundamental changes in the way we deal
with things, but this timeliness is dependent on the Temporality of being which lets
things show up in different ways. Timeliness and Temporality are not distinet,
independent phenomena. In the discussion of the notions in the Introduction (o
Being and Time, Heidegger emphasized the distinction, thus making timeliness
seem to be a unique instance of Temporality in one specific domain of what s, that
is, of Dasein. In contrast, in the contemporancous Basic Problems of Phenomenology
he said that he will call timeliness “Temporality” in considering its role as the
‘condition of the possibility of the understanding of being, both pre-ontological and
ontological’ (BPP 274/388). Here we see more clearly that the two phenomena are
essentially related and that, without Dasein’s timeliness, there would be no
Temporality. Dascin’s timeliness is the vehicle through which the being ol what s
manifests itself in a Temporal way both in our dealings with things and in the works
of the creators.

In Being and Time this “realm of the determination of being™ is “caught sipht ol
from the clearing of Da-scin” (TB 27/291.). After examining timeliness as the condition
for the possibility of Dascin’s view of being, Heidegger's original plan required us
to reverse our perspective, as he did in the Tate essay “Time and Being,” in order to
‘anchor” this “primordial tme” in the “more primordial relation” between Time and
being generated by the *Appropriation” (TR 270./30). According to Heidegger's Titer
account, the finitude of being s amanilestation of the finitude of this Appropriation
(I'B 54/58).

Ko Hewdeyper s tevmas e
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5.2 Presencing
What prompted Heidegger to place time and being together? He answers:

From the dawn of Western-European thinking until today, being means the same as
presencing speaks of the present . . . being is determined as presence through time.
(TB 2/2)°

Heidegger thinks that the Greeks took being as presencing in two senses: ‘to be” was
to be present at some here and now and ‘to be” was to be something with which we
could be involved or at-home-with.'® Western civilization has remained within the
circuit of this original understanding in which being was ‘determined through time’
in these two distinct though related senses.

At least since the days of Aristotle, we have taken ‘to be’ to signify ‘to endure
through time.” We can also attribute the view to Plato since the Ideas or Forms,
though not in time, remained a constant presence through it, and the idea of a thing
was its essence which endures. In later epochs even God is real in an eternal ‘now’
which encompasses all worldly ‘nows.” Something was not taken to be ‘really’ real
unless it is at some moment of time, that is, unless it has presence at some present.

We might take the claim that being is determined as presence as an obvious truism.
Of course, we say, for something to be it must be present at some moment of time in
which it was, is, or will be the present. But this is not what Heidegger means by
saying that being is Temporal. Indeed, he is critical of the predominance of this sort

9 ‘Anwesen’ will be translated with the participle ‘presencing’ to remind the reader of the
verbal connotations suggesting ‘being’ which it acquires from its association with ‘wesen,’
the archaic verb meaning ‘to be.” We will also be able to preserve its difference from
‘Anwesenheit,” which will be translated as ‘presence.’

We should keep in mind that, when Heidegger says that ‘presencing’ speaks of the ‘present,’
his German words ‘Anwesen’ and ‘Gegenwart” are not as lexically related as our English
terms are, and we should not be too quick in connecting the terms. Presencing is not simply
the way all things show up in any Dasein’s present, as many commentators seem to suggest.
While the ‘present’ is an existential dimension of any Dasein, ‘presencing’ is the master
existentiell form of Dasein’s understanding of being in Western culture, a point for which this
section argues.

See footnote 10 below for a discussion of the etymological and philosophical connections

of ‘Anwesen.’
10 Heidegger’s term ‘Anwesen’ is etymologically analogous to the Greek ‘parousia,’
Aristotle’s ‘second substance.’ The Greek term ‘ousia’ has come to be translated as “substance.’
but, Heidegger argues, in pre-philosophical speech it meant ‘real estate’ or ‘premises,’ that is,
familiar territory, as does ‘Anwesen’ (IM 61/46).

The specific etymological play of *An-wesen’ is important for Heidegger’s meaning. *Wesen’
as a noun now means ‘entity,” ‘essence,” ‘reality,” or ‘nature,” but Heidegger wants to connect
the word with the archaic verb “wesen,” which means “to be” and also “to live,” to work.” In
order to capturc Heidegger's meaning a preferable translation for *Wesen® would be “way (o
be.” The German preposition “an-" indicates “at,” “near.” ot “close by Then “das Anwesen’
could etymologically connote a “way to be™ disclosed in the “neprhborhood” of everyday life.
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of view. The traditional characterization ol the being of what-is as temporal, timeless,
or supratemporal is an ontic interpretation which treats time as an entity, as il it were
a sort of container, and reduces being to the being of what-is, as it it were a property
of things (BPP 306/434). In fuct, in pointing out that we have taken being as presence
disclosed in the horizon of the present dimension of time, Heidegger is suggesting
that it could be otherwise. Our way ‘to be’ is only one possible way “to be.”

In our culture we have been so long immersed in our own understanding ol being
that we find it difficult, if not impossible, to imagine an alternative way ol understanding,
things. Jorge Luis Borges, the great Latin American author of philosophical fantasies
and perceptive literary criticism, suggests such an alternative, and we can explore it
to help to break the grip of presence upon us. Borges reports in one of his essays thi
‘a certain Chinese encyclopedia entitled Celestial Iimporium of Benevolent
Knowledge’ divided animals into:

(a) those that belong to the Emperor, (b) embalmed ones, (¢) those that e traned,
(d) suckling pigs, () mermaids, () fabulous ones, () stray dogs, (h) those thit are included
in this classification, (i) those that tremble as if they are mad, (j) innumerable ones, (k) those
drawn with a very fine camel’s hair brush, (I) others, (m) those that have just broken
flower vase, (n) thosc that resemble flics from a distance. !

Michel Foucault comments that his book Les Mots et les Choses grew out of his
laughter and astonishment at this taxonomy which demonstrates at the same time
the ‘exotic charm of another system of thought® and ‘the limitation of our own, the
stark impossibility of thinking thar.”"*

For Heidegger the Temporality of being has to do with the way that a unificd
historical context is set up in which we take what-is as being in a certain way, in o
case, as presencing. One reason we resist accepling the taxonomy of the “certain
Chinese encyclopedia’ as an alternative way of categorizing animals is that it involves
no enduring being of what-is united across past, present, and future or specifiable in
some ‘now.’ Animals could change categorics moment to ioment or fall into many
‘species’ at once. Science both ancient and modern is founded on the understanding
of the being of what-is as presencing. Things stay put in their nature, no matter o
what present moment we examine them.

To glimpse what it would be like to tuke heing as something other than presence,
we need to try to think of cultures radically different from our own, thouph perhips
not ones as fanciful as that depicted in the Chinese encyclopedia, Granting:
Heidegger’s idea that being is displayed against a Temporal horizon, what would e
a realistic alternative to presencing, then? What would it be like, for example, to

11 Jorge Luis Borpes, “The Analytic Language ol John Wilkins,” i Other Inqguisitions,
translated by Ruth 1.CSimms with anoimtroduction by James E by (New York: Simon and
Schuster, 196:40), p 1030 Asas trequently the case with Borges, one s lett wondering il ts
‘certiun Chinese cneyclopedin® s real o as fanerful as its taxonomy.

12 Les Mot er les Choses s tansbived aoto Foaghishe as The Onder of Things (New York:
Rimdom House, 19700 For ths quote, see the Pretace. posve ol the Vintage edition
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disclose being against the horizon of the past, of having-been? We should look to
the understanding of being that is evident in societies once or still immersed in a
mythological view of the world where what is ‘really real’ happened ‘once upon
time’ but yet in a time which cannot be systematically placed in any actual ‘now’ of
human experience."? The mythological entities and events of this always-past past
may be ‘more real’ than the events of the present, and the events of the present may
derive their reality from a re-invocation of the power of this past through rituals and
ceremonies.

In a discussion of the mythological tales of the Saulteaux natives of Canada, the
anthropologist A. Irving Hallowell comments: ‘On the whole, then, events that are
believed to have taken place “long ago” are not systematically correlated with each
other in any well-defined temporal schema. They are discrete happenings, often
unconnected and sometimes contradictory. Yet the past and the present are part of
a whole because they are bound together by the persistence and contemporary
reality of mythological characters not even now grown old.” He adds that such
characters ‘in fact are actually more “real” than distant human ancestors no longer
remembered.”'* For such cultures, the mythological past may be ‘more real’ than
anything merely having presence at some present. As Heidegger comments about
the understanding of being in mythically oriented cultures: ‘The past as such shows
itself to be the genuine and ultimate “why” of all-which-is.”"®

A different view of ordinary time may derive from this different Temporal
disclosure matrix, for example, a time which is cyclical and not homomorphic in
contrast to our notion of a linear time made up of identical ‘nows.” Each year’s
rituals again invoke the ‘past’ into the present, starting the cycle of the seasons all
over. The prescnt loops back to rejoin the past rather than, as in our view, marching
steadily into an unknown future. The rituals and royalty of a mythological culture
get their authority from their participation in the past, not from how well they help
us cope with the present.

If we think of ‘telling tales’ as part of the art of a culture, a form of its poetry, say,
we see changes in the art, that is, the sort of tale that is told, correlated with changes
in the culture’s conception of time in the way Heidegger implies they should be. In
his book The Shapes of Times Peter Munz suggests:

The gradual transformation of mythical tales of the past into historical tales of the past is
... linked to the invention of chronological schemes. The crux of the whole matter lies in

13 This idea was first suggested to me by Professor Peter Manchester.

14 See A. Irving Hallowell, ‘Temporal Orientation in Western Civilization and a Preliterate
Society,” Culture and Experience (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania, 1955), p. 232.
Note that Hallowell's way of putting his point with his reference to persistence may be hiased
by his own understanding of being as presencing.

15 Heidegger's remark is made with reference to Ernst Cassirer’s account of mythic cultures.
See his review of Cassirer's book Mythic Thought in The Picety of Thinking, cdited with
commentary by James Hart and John Maraldo (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1970),
p. 35.
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the ability to index time, notin the ability to distinguish Gl tales from trae stones and 1o
adhere to rigid standards of credibility.'e

Munz also argues that historically based myths, as distinet from myths about the
‘eternal return’ of mythical characters, are *the most fertile soil for the development
of ordinary history.” He points out that it should be no surprise that the two cultures
in which ‘ordinary historical narratives emerge,” Greeee and Israel, were “the two
places where bards had accustomed people to historical myths.”" Historical myths
had already accustomed people to placing heroes in some previously present monient
of time rather than the never-never-land of *once upon a time.” Going (rom historical
myths to stories about real people is an casy shide, not like the leap from myth 1o
history. The time framework of the Hiad, for example, contrasts significantly with
the ‘Enuma Elish,” with its ‘once upon a time” character, and reflects a signlicant
difference in the understanding of time and history in the culture which pave ithuth
The Greek ground is prepared for Herodotus and ‘Thucydides.

This orientation toward the past or present indicates one sense in which beny s
‘determined through time.” However, since, as we have seen, Heidepper arpoes that
the notion of time on which this version depends is derivative, the other sense i
which being is ‘determined through time™ 1s morce fundamental. ‘This sort of time s
the Time which holds together the cultural practices and gives us the stable horizon
against which their changes arc played out. This Time is the “meaning of being” in
general. Here presencing is not identified with some momentary ‘now,” althouph the
Temporal horizon of the present eestasis of timeliness, or “praesens” as Hewdepper
calls it, has a special prominence in this way of Temporalizing, as did the pastin the
alternative orientation just described. ™

Nonetheless, presencing is not the present or any one horizon or eestasis ol tine.
It is a specific instance of what Heidegger calls the fourth dimension ol time o
‘nearing.” Nearing is the way the other three dimensions come together to create
unified context for the understanding of being." and presencing is the specilic way
of nearing in our culture’s understanding of being. Inanalogy, perhaps, Tsuppest we

16 Peter Munz, The Shapes of Time (Middictown, Connecticut: Wesleyan University, 197/,
p. 122.

17 1bid., p. 120.

18  “Praesens’ is (o the Temporality ol bemg as “makmg present” s to the tinelimess ol
Dascin. Sce the preliminary reference to the notion of praesens in Section 4.5,

19 We noted the isomorphism between the three dimensions ol Temporality and those ol
timeliness in Section S.1There s tuether parallel here, Nearmg as the Tourth donensaon ol
time corresponds to disconrse as an existential stroctare of Dascin, In Division Two's tinely
re-interpretation of the exastential structures of loundedness, understandimy, talling, and
discourse, discourse s paven the sttus ol o touwrth dimension of timelimess which underhies,
the other theee, (See, tor example, po 419 0 Seanund Zear) Thas, discorrse articulates,
disclosedness with s three cestases of timehoess nd e underhies” sl theee mea way stk
to the way neanmy as the tounth doinension ol the Prne ol bewg onderhes the three honzons
of Temporality. The prommence ol dewconrse idicates Linpaape s role as the "hoee of e,
acknm o be discnssed below m Section v



152 lime and Death

call the specific instantiation of the fourth dimension of mythological cultures, or
their way of nearing, ‘pasting.’

In mythological cultures reality is displayed against the ‘once upon a time’ horizon
of the past, and it seems to us to be remote, implacable, awesome, mysterious, and
unpredictable. In contrast, praesens as the horizon schema of being ‘determines
primarily the timing of the timeliness of all dealings with the ready-to-hand’ (BPP 308/
438). The understanding of being as presencing takes what-is as something with
which we can deal, something here and now which we can literally grasp, turn to
and fro, modify to suit our needs, and so forth. The new orientation toward the
ready-to-hand which arose in Ancient Greece is, according to Heidegger, a clear
break from myth.

Heidegger pictures the transition from ‘pasting’ to presencing occurring in two
steps. The culture moved from nature myths to the intermediate stage of culture
myths, such as Homer’s stories presumably, and then to an orientation toward tools
and the famous Greek ‘discovery of mind’ or ‘subjectivity.” He remarks:

The further process of the disclosure of ‘subjectivity’ and its comportments is realized in
the transition from nature myths to the culture myths, to finally the stage of manipulation
of tools, which is more or less free from magic. At this stage of the process, the ontological
context of things by itself becomes manifest as more independent in that man frees himself
from magical bondage to things and, by stepping back from the world, it is possible for
him to meet things objectively.20

The ‘ontological context’ that becomes manifest is one in which the cultural
background practices let us encounter things as what they are, that is, ‘objectively.’
Such an ontological context does not exist for mythological Dasein, where
connections between things are made by myth and magic, not use, and hence are
evanescent and resistant to consistent manipulation — two features essential to our
notion of objectivity.?' Perhaps in a mythological culture we could say that things
are encountered as what they are not, as, for example, a bear might refer one to an
ancestor or a mountain to a god and in an important sense ‘really be’ one. Or, at least
so it seems to us with our orientation toward tools and tasks.

20 Heidegger makes this remark in the review of Ernst Cassirer’s book Myrhical Thought
mentioned in footnote 15. See Piety of Thinking, p. 37.

21 Or so they seem to us. Here we could use a discussion of magic and the reason why it
does not create an ‘ontological context’ in which things can appear “objectively.” As far as |
know, Heidegger does not provide one, and I do not want to go oft on a sidetrack of speculation
which would take us away from our topic. Presumably, the basic point is that in a magical
view of the world the relations between things arc shifting and unreliable, perhaps as in the
taxonomy of Borges® encyclopedia. In a sense, magical relations of significance are
unintelligible because they are not fixed and determinable by any “ohjective,” that is, public
and verifiable, procedure. The relations arc not simply between worldly things but rather
between these things and an unscen, untathomable dimension beyond this world, such as the
past of myth. But, again, that is how it seems to us from within a different perspective, one
which now has a 2500-year history to convinee us o its obviousness.
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As carly as Being and Time Herdepger commented that Perhaps even readimess
to-hand and cquipment have nothing to contribute as ontological clues in interpreting,
the primitive world; and certainly the ontology of thinghood even less™ (82). The
ontology of thinghood in which the enduring, definite present-at-hand shoves the
ready-to-hand into the unnoticed background is even more removed from the world
of myth and magic.

5.3 Nearing as the Fourth Dimension of Time

Presencing has a special relationship to the present, but, nonctheless, it is not the
present or any one horizon or cestasis of time. Presencing is a specific instanee of
what Heidegger calls the fourth dimension of the Time of being or *nearing.” Neaviny,
is the way the other three dimensions come together to create aunified context for
the understanding of being, and presencing is the specific way of nearing, in ow
culture’s understanding of being. In analogy 1 suggest we call the specific instntiation
of the fourth dimension found in mythological cultures, or their way of nearing,
‘pasting.’

Presencing as a kind of nearing involves the way the future, having-been, ind the
present are related to cach other. Heidegger suggests that both what-has-been and
what-is-to-come have ‘a manner of presencing and approaching which docs not
coincide with presencing in the sense of the immediate present ... Not every
presencing is necessarily a present’” (TB 13/14). Presencing holds onto what has
been but in a sort of ‘denial’; it holds onto what-is-to-come but i o sort ol
‘withholding.” Heidegger adds that this ncaring, with its character of denial and
withholding, ‘unifies in advance the ways in which what has been, what is about to
be, and the present reach out toward onc another.” In doing this, ncaring ‘preserves
what remains denied in what-has-been, what is withheld in what-is-to-come” (TB 16/
16). Such ‘denying’ and ‘withholding’ arc, I would argue, distinctive to historical
happening. Mythological cultures do not happen historically and thus have no past
to deny or future to withhold.

We should not think of this ‘holding together’ of what-has-been and what is 1o
come as that which keeps an individual ohject together™ across time past, present,
and future, as if it were some sort of inner gravity or species form. Heidegper speaks
on the ontological level, the level of our changing understanding of being, not the
ontic level of the continuity of specific things such as a particular plant or inumal
True, Heidegger sometimes uses ontic examples to illustrate points about our timely
dealings with things, and, since three of them are used in essays about Avistotle’s
conception of phusis and causality, it may scem as it his own notion of how things
show themselves as presencing is similar 1o the Aristotelean notion of Torm as the
inner principle of change oris indicative of how things come and go m the momentiny
present.

However, it we Took closely at these examples, such as wine trniny to vinepar, i
bicycle turming up missing, a silver chabice bemy made, and a book appeanng from
a publisher, we can disceern an ontologaeal pomt ol quaite o different sort. Phe wine
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that turns to vinegar and the bicycle that turns up missing become “absent’ or ‘missing’
in a way that indicates the distinctive Temporal character of what-is ready-to-hand
and the way things shift from being ready-to-hand to being unready-to-hand or
present-at-hand (AP 266/296f.). The *form’ according to which the silver chalice is
made indicates how nature can be converted to the ready-to-hand, or how something
is made for a purpose, and the nature of a work of art.

In the case of the silver chalice, Heidegger notes that its creation — its coming to
be — is ultimately dependent on the revealing which the Greeks called ‘aletheia.’
This unconcealing lets nature, the ready-to-hand, and art works show up as what
they are (QCT 11£./15). The being of one single thing, the silver chalice, is dependent
on the whole network of cultural practices which articulates the interrelationships of
natural material and artifacts, household wares and ceremonial objects, everyday
activities and religious rituals, class status and occupational roles, and so forth.
Similarly, a book can appear and in its presence provoke our concern (WICT 202/
123) because of the whole network of authors, publishers, freight carriers, bookstores,
advertisers, readers, and so on.

Thus, presencing ‘holds together’ as past, present, and future not individual things
but the whole network of practices embodying our understanding of being and the
different domains of what-is with their own ways of being present and absent. The
sort of ‘coming to be’ at issue is ontological, not ontic, but it is also historical and
not just concerned with the relations within the different domains of what-is. The
understanding of being changes across time; being itself is Temporal. Nearing as the
fourth dimension of the Time of being has to do with the way our understanding of
the being of what-is *hangs together’ through the centuries, giving us a culture rather
than a chaos and a history rather than a jumble of events. Being reveals itself in a
Temporal way in the being of what-is, not just in the domains of what-is. Idea.
ousia, actualitas, ens creatum, subjects confronting objects, and the will to power
all come to presence, not just the ready-to-hand and the present-at-hand, nature and
language, or chalices and vinegar.

As noted above, Heidegger describes nearing, the fourth dimension of the Time
of being, as having the character of ‘denial and withholding.” It ‘keeps open the
approach out of the future by withholding it in the coming of the present.’** Nearing
also “preserves what remains denied in what-has-been’ (TB 15/16). As we have
seen, the future dimension contains concealed possibilities which lay out the path
our understanding of being may follow. But the dimension of having-been is not
put behind us as something over and done. Our understanding of our ‘to come’
encompasses where we have ‘come from.” These two dimensions make each other
what they are, and their reciprocal relation releases the present (TB 13/14).

We can illustrate this sort of Temporal "holding together® of future, past, and
present with an example from the recent history of being. Heidegger remarks about
Nietzsche's insight into the being of what-is:

22 The word *approach” translates Heidegyer™s “Anhommen.” wineh plays ol the future as
‘to come” or “Zukunftr.
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Nictzsche uses ‘nihilism® as the name tor the lastorical movement that he was the hiest to
recognize and that alrcady governed the previous century while defining the century yet
to come, the movement whose essential interpretation he concentrades i the terse sentenee

‘God is dead.” )
(HARTARI

Nihilism was already governing the cultural practices of the previous century, yet
even Nietzsche’s contemporarics clung to the beliel that God gave a purpose to
everything. What-has-been as God's creation still had a hold on people, though then
own activities “denied’ this view ‘in practice’ while they insisted on it “in theory.”
People still gave lip-service to the old beliefs, still attended chareh, and so on, but it
was evident from their daily life that the world was no longer a sacred place
Correlatively, their daily practices in the wake of the Industrial Revolution pave a
glimpse of the technological domination ol nature that was yet to come.

We should recall Heidegger’s claim that only because ontological propositions
are Temporal propositions ‘can and must they be a priori propositions.” ™ "The different
domains of what-is show up in the cultural practices as having a particular bemyg
before they are recognized as such by the authentic insight of Dascin: *we recopiize
being only later or maybe cven not at all” (BPP 324/402). Thus, things must hiave
been showing up in a nihilistic way before Nietzsche could have his insight into the
burgeoning practices of the late nincteenth century. It is not obvious what it means
to say that things show up in a nihilistic way, so perhaps a simpler example should
be drawn from the beginning of the modern epoch rather than the end, wnd 1 shall
leave a detailed discussion of nihilism until Section 7.2, Descartes and Galileo did
not just invent the idea that the essential characteristics of things could be translated
into numbers. The cultural practices, especially in the economic realim, had already
started to treat things as mathematically quantifiable. The breakdown of the medieval
barter system, which exchanged quality for quality, and the increasing use of moncy,
which translated goods into numerical quantity, prepared the ground for the
subsequent insight into the being of what-is. ™

The Temporality of being is the source of the historical revelition of the beng, of
what-is, which, for the last 2500 years has moved within the circuit of presencing.
Why presencing? As we have seen, ina way this is to ask for an explanation of the
new orientation toward the ready-to-hand, and Heidegger seems (o think that there
is ultimately no answer to this question. Itis also 1o ask why we thought “to be’ was
to be here and now. An answer (o this must also consider the shilt from tiking tings
as ready-to-hand to contemplating them as present at hand sinee here hes the organ
of our conception of time as a series ol ‘nows™ in which thinps are observed. And
Heidegger does offer us an explanation, or at least o description, of this transition,
which is the transition from pre Socratie philosophy (o Plato which we will examme
in Chapter 6.7
23 Forthe mtroductory remieks abont this notwon, see Section 04
24 We willeetuen to these pormts i Chapter 2 whenwe disenss the modernn epoche [Clapter /
s avadlable onlime at b Zhvwew sencedu/plulosopdin/CWhane Tame - Vaiors s note |
25 JChapter O e avaddable online af Qg Z2wsewe s cdu/pldosopliv/CWhate i Fditon ™
nolte |
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It is worth noting now, however, that any general explanation, or even just
description, of our understanding of being as presencing must consider that, during
the 2500-year history of being as presencing, philosophy rather than a work of art or
poetry has been the primary, or even sole, vehicle for the insight into what-is.
Heidegger comments that we are bound to the characterization of being as presencing
from the time of its unconcealment as ‘something which can be said, that is, can be
thought’ (TB 7/6).

Perhaps the focus on presencing is a result of expressing the insight into being in
words, as the Greek thinkers began to do, or of taking what-is present-at-hand as the
model for every sort of entity, both intimately tied to philosophizing with its reflective
stance toward things. We will examine this issue in the next two chapters.”® But
Heidegger insists that it would be a mistake to think that the being of what-is means,
for all time, the presencing of what-is-present. Not that he himself investigates the
other ways that the being of what-is might appear in other, for example mythic,
cultures. He implies that determining the nature of presencing is quite enough to
keep him busy (WICT 235f./143).

5.4 The Appropriation

Now that we have some concrete idea of what Heidegger means by presencing and the
Time of being, his notion of the Appropriation will not seem quite so obscure. Indeed,
this idea does not really add anything new to our discussion but rather provides us with
a way of talking about certain aspects of the phenomena that we have already examined.

The primordial Time which determines being as presence is not, Heidegger argues
in ‘Time and Being,’ the mysterious ‘it” of one of his favorite expressions concerning
being, ‘it gives being.” This sentence indicates that being ‘is’ but avoids this verb
that comes into question in the inquiry into being.”” Taking the grammar of his German
colloquialism too seriously, Heidegger argues that the ‘it’ which ‘gives’ being also
gives Time; it gives both being and Time in their interrelation. The ‘it,” he concludes,
is ‘the Appropriation.” Heidegger says: ‘What determines both time and being in
what is proper to them, that is, in their belonging together, we call the Appropriation’
(TB 19/20).%

26 [Chapters 6 and 7 are available online at: http://www.scu.edu/philosophy/CWhite.htm —
Editor’s note. ]

27 Heidegger says “es gibt Sein,’ relying on a colloquialism. English does not have an
idiom exactly comparable to ‘es gibt.” The English translation of the phrase as ‘there is,’
while adequate in meaning, makes use of the ‘questionable’ verb. But the cxpression is
analogous to the English sentence *It is raining.” (If we asked, *what is the “it” that is raining?,
we would be taking the grammar of the sentence too seriously. as Heidegger seems to do in
his argument.)

28 ‘Appropriation’ is the common translation of Heidegger's technical term *Ereignis.” lts
aptness is more a matter of its nested root “proper” than its literal meaning: this root makes
possible the wordplay apparent in this sentence. ©eapitalize the erm "Appropriation” in order
to remind the reader of its technical origin.
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Explicit discussion of the Appropriation is unique to Heidegger's Eter works, bt
the idea of something more fundamental which puts Time and being into relationship
is not incompatible with anything said about cither clement in Being and Time.
Indeed, if he had gone on to discuss Temporality as the meaning ol being, the plausible
next question could have been, what is the meaning of this primordial Tine, that 1s,
what makes it possible? As Heidegger remarked in the Introduction 1o Being and
Time:

In any investigation in this field where the “thing itself is deeply veiled,” one must tike
pains not to overestimate the results. For in such an inquiry one is constimtly compelled to
face the possibility of disclosing an cven more primordial and more universal horizon
from which we may draw the answer to the question, what is “being™?

(01.)

As he later commented: in the question of being, horizons form only to dissolve ™

Heidegger may have only glimpsed this deeper level and not have been prepaned
to push the investigation of Being and Time back to it when he sketehed ont the
project of that work. He does later say that the “refations and connections constituting
the essential structurc of the Appropriation” were not worked out until 1930 1938
(TB 43/46). We should take this idca of *constituting’ quite literally: the Appropriation
is not some kind of thing, not even a “thing” in the loose sense of an eventin time, as
Heidegger’s term ‘Ercignis’ suggests. It is a matter of certain “relations and
connections,’ and these were at lcast adumbrated in Being and Time even il they
were not brought to light explicitly.

Heidegger announces that the term “das Ereignis’ can no more be translated than
the Greek ‘logos’ or Chinesc “rao’ (1D 36/101). This scems presumptuous, The woud
itself is quite ordinary; in common speech it means “event” or ‘occurrence.” Heidepper
picks it for its etymological resonance and turns it into his own technical term. What
the term names may be incffable or inexpressible in propositional specch, as
Heidegger argucs it is, but yet the word itsell is a term ol art without the traditional
infusion of meaning which makes “logos™ and “tao” so hard 1o translate. What an
English word cannot duplicate and what makes “Ereignis” hard to translate is precisely
its etymological resonance. For better or for worse, to grasp its meaning, we must
deal with thesce reverberations and wade through a thicket of Heidegperian binpuape

First of all, we should ignore the ordinary meaning of the term “Ereignis.” The
Appropriation is not an event or occurrence in the usual sense. does not happen i
time, and its happening cannot be marked ofl by a span ol time, even one with
indefinite boundaries. Rather than meaning, “event,” Heidepper says, the term
*Ereignis” should be taken as indicating an extending and sending which opens and
preserves (TB 20/21). The Appropriation sends being which opens and presceves
the clearing that s Dasein,

29 David Farell Keelbguotes this rensink o his cditonal remarks i has tianslation ol one ol
the Nierosche volumes: See N p 2K

O Io Hesdepper™s words, the play i this sentence wonbd be hetween selcken” (1o send)
and TGiesc e K edestiny)
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This jargon simply points to the fact that at o time in our past our cultural practices
lead to the raising of the question of being and the delimitation of a range of possible
answers, and, ever since then, we have continued to raise and answer the question
anew in response to the changing configuration of what-is. The notion of the
Appropriation does not explain why the changes come about; it only gives us a way
of talking about them that connects with other elements in Heidegger’s typology. In
this discussion we will go with the flow of Heidegger’s story, saving reflections on
the usefulness of its vocabulary until Section 7.5.%'

The most obvious etymological connection we should keep in mind when thinking
about the meaning of ‘Ereignis’ is its relation to ‘eigen,” which means ‘proper,” ‘own,’
or ‘characteristic.” We already encountered this word as the root of ‘Eigentlichkeit’
(‘authenticity’) and ‘eigenst’ (‘ownmost’). We should remember the root meaning
of ‘eigen’ as ‘proper’ for our translation of ‘Ereignis’ as ‘Appropriation.’ The related
verb ‘eignen’ means ‘to be adapted for’ or ‘to be characteristic of” or ‘to belong to.’
The meanings of two other derivative verbs also come into play: ‘ereignen’ means
‘to occur’ or ‘to come to pass,’ and ‘aneignen’ means ‘to appropriate’ or ‘to acquire.’
Thus ‘Ereignis’ suggests a coming to pass in which something comes into its own or
into that which is proper to it. Drawing on these meanings Heidegger comments:

In the phrase ‘being as Appropriation,’ the ‘as’ means: being, to let-presencing, is sent in
the coming to pass of Appropriation, time is handed over in the coming to pass of
Appropriation. Time and being come into their own in the Appropriation.

(TB 22/22f.)

Time and being come to pass by coming into their own in the Appropriation.
Through the Appropriation we also come into our ownmost being as Dasein. The
Appropriation must appropriate it:

Because being and time are there only in appropriating, the Appropriation has the specific
character of bringing man into his own as the one who becomes aware of being by standing
in authentic time. Thus appropriated, man belongs to the Appropriation.

(TB 23/24)

Thus appropriated, human being becomes authentically Dasein.

Again Heidegger intends to capture this aspect of the activity of the Ereignis by
the etymological connections of the term. ‘Er-eignen’ may visibly appear to be derived
from ‘eigen’ as ‘own’ or ‘proper,” but Heidegger also connects the verb to an
etymological source in an archaic verb ‘erdugnen.’ Formed from ‘augen’ or ‘eyes,’
‘erdiugnen’ means ‘to place before the eyes’ or ‘to catch sight of.” Heidegger says
that ‘ereignen’ means primordially ‘er-diugnen, d.h. erblicken, im Blicken auf sich
rufen, an-eignen.’*? The er-eignen that brings Time and being into their own involves

31 [Chapter 7 is available online at: hitp://www.scu.edu/philosophv/CWhite htm — Editor’s
note.]

32 This sentence is left out of the English transktion, perhaps because the wordplay is so
difficult to capture in English. Compare 1D, p. 36 and p. 100,
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a catching sight of, that is, a pereciving, a summoning of insight, an approprating
As Heidegger says elsewhere, playing on the etymological associations: *Appropriition
is a bringing to sight that brings into its own (Ireignis ist cignende Fraugnis)
(QCT 45/44).

In this way the archaic word “erdugnen’ scrves as the etymological brodpe
connecting the Ereignis and the Augenblick or moment of insight. Tnsight s lact
the *happening’ in which Dascin lets itself be taken up in the Appropriation of bemng.
It is not so much that the Appropriation and the moment of insight are two different
phenomena as that they are the same phenomenon viewed from the two different
perspectives of an investigation of being and an investigation of Dascin. Dascin
comes into its own in the moment of insight. and heing comes into its own n the
Appropriation; but the two phenomena are at least mutually dependent, and we conld
not have one without the other. In one passage Heidegger even seems to equite the
two: in one sentence he refers to “the Appropriation of the thought of the clermal
recurrence,” and in the next sentence he describes Nictzsche's eternal recurrence s
the ‘temporality of the Augenblick (moment of insight)” (N2 1-10/4402). Tn anothe
work, a marginal note attached to a discussion of the term “authenticity instructs ns
to think of Eigentlichkeit as the “Eignen des Er-cignen,” thatis, as belonping to the
coming to pass of the Ereignis (LH 212/332).'The Lreigniys clicits the cultural practices
into which the Augenblick gives us insight when we make them our own by bringing
them into explicit focus in a creative work.

As the ‘it” which gives being, the Appropriation ‘rules as the destiny of beiny, s
history comes to language in the words of the essential thinkers” (LH 215/335). The
Appropriation sends itself to Dascin, and Dascin receives it explicitly in the moment
of insight:

That which has the character of destiny moves, initself, at any piven te, towind a
special moment of insight which sends it into another destiny, in wineh, however, s not
simply submerged and lost.

(QCT A

The special moment involves both a new projection of being and henee farthers
destiny, and a repetition of having-been and henee a preservation and contimuty of
destiny. The ways of world-building “at work™ in authentic historicality cin be seen
as the coming to pass of Appropriation. For example, in the addendum to the Onigin
of the Work of Art, Heidegger comments: *Art ts considered neither an e ol caltual
achievement nor an appearance of spirit; it belongs (o the Appropriation by way of
which the “meaning of being™ can alone be determined” (PET RO/ ).

Now we may well take this language of “piving " and “sendimg” with a graan ol salt,
but it scems relatively harmless when we explore the way in which the Appropriation
brings about the destiny of being. Tn Herdepper's Lier thought, as we saw above,
destiny does not imdicate some mechameal determmsm but rather the way in which
being is revealed to us i the Appropration: Nesthes the Approprtion nor being s
some particulian thang that endures throupeh changres. Bemp does not have o listory
i the same way that i person orse plot ol Land hasa nstory, What s lastory ke
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the history of being is determined by the way in which being happens, that is, as
Heidegger would put it, by the way the Appropriation gives being (TB 7£./8). Imitating
him further, though, we could also say that there is nothing — no thing — which gives
or sends. The Appropriation refers to the whole configuration of being and Time.

Western culture did not just invent metaphysics back in Ancient Greece; it has
lived metaphysics for 2500 years. The unfolding of this history lies in what Heidegger
describes as the way the Appropriation gives being as Temporal: ‘In every phase of
metaphysics there has been visible at any particular time a portion of the way that
the destiny of being prepares a path for itself over and beyond whatever is in sudden
epochs of truth’ (QCT 54/210). The truth to which Heidegger refers is truth as aletheia,
unconcealedness. The ‘epochs’ of this disclosure are not discrete spans of time to be
measured by years but rather the changing ways being shows itself. The immediate
locus for this showing is the cultural practices, to which respond the works of art,
thinking, poetry, and statecraft which explicitly set forth the changing understanding
of being and give us insight into it.

Heidegger picks the term ‘epoch’ Lo describe these revelations of being because
its Greek ancestor ‘epoche’ indicates a ‘holding back,” in particular a ‘holding back
of itself.” Being reveals itself by holding itself back. This notion is amplified by
Heidegger in a number of ways. First, the destiny of being as ‘what-has-been-
sent’** always includes ‘more’ than the way being reveals itself in any particular
understanding of being. As Heidegger says, ‘in its openness being itself manifests
and conceals itself, yields itself and withdraws; at the same time, the truth of being
does not exhaust itself in Dasein . . .” (Way 271/373f.). Being is more than just the
‘what it is to be” revealed in Dasein’s ‘there.’ As suggested above, Heidegger thinks
that being always prepares a path for itself over and beyond whatever is at any
particular time, a process we glimpsed in the case of nihilism. The cultural practices
point us in a certain general direction. Authentic Dasein finds itself on this path
when it discovers what can be in a time and makes the future present.

Thus, the revelations of being do not come in discrete succession. As Heidegger
puts it: ‘In the destiny of being, there is never a mere sequence of things one after
another.” We did not have a discrete Greek world and then a medieval one, next the
modern world and then finally the contemporary technological one. Rather than
these isolated worlds, Heidegger goes on to add, ‘there is always a passing by and
simultaneity of the early and the late’ (PLT 184f./177). Worlds overlap; having-been
and the ‘to come’ both are held in presencing, even if in the mode of denial and
withdrawal. This is why Dasein can have one existentiell understanding of being,
finding its world and what-is articulated by one way to be, and then, in authentic
insight, discover being revealed in a new way. The new world which is coming to be
is disclosed to authentic Dasein as already there. Heidegger remarks that “The Greek
thinkers already knew this when they said: that which is earlier with regard to the
arising that holds sway becomes manifest to us only later” (QCT 22/26).

Heidegger does not mean to suggest that there is any kind of causality or
determinism operating ‘between’ the epochs of being. We cannot say why the history

33 Remember that Heidegger's tevm “Geselick” etymologically sugpests this meaning.
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of being is in such a way, only thar itis (TR 52/50). Heidegger comments: “The
epochs can never be derived from one another or even reduced to the course of
continuous process.” What continuity the epochs do have comes from their souree in
the Appropriation and ‘does not run between them like a ribbon connecting them. ™!
The primordial leap which brought being into question let being come to pass in a
way that prepares the ground for all future revelations, but, dependent on being as
we are, we are never in a position cither to predict the next revelation or to see the
past as necessary.

So far, we have been discussing the way being conceals and reveals itself in the
epochs of its history, but we have not fully captured Heidegger's notion ol being's
self-withdrawal in the Appropriation. His sccond point is that being never really
reveals itself, at least not as itself or as the background practices. It holds itscll back
‘in favor of the discernibility of the gift, i.c., of being in regard to the grounding of
what-is’ (TB 9/9). What the Appropriation sends is being, but what is revealed is not
being itself. Being lets what-is show up as what it is, but being gives its gift while
itself remaining concealed. The contribution of the background practices recedes
unnoticed in favor of the things that arc.

Even the way being shows up as the being of what-is, for example, as idea or will
to power, involves a self-conccalment. The being of what-is docs not show itsell in
the same way things do. As we have been seeing, this being is something that changes
from epoch to epoch. Heidegger comments:

As the ground, being brings what-is to its actual presencing . .. In accordance with the
actual kind of presence, the ground has the character of grounding as the ontic causition
of the real, as the transcendental making possible of the objectivity of objects, as the
dialectical mediation of the movement of the Absolute Spirit, as the historical process ol
production, as the will to power positing values.

(T8 S6/62)

With Kant, for instance, the transcendental unity of apperception made possible the
objectivity of objects and our experience of them, but this transcendental unity could
not itself be experienced. It is not an object in the ficld of our experience but whial
makes that field possible. Being gives us the being ol what-is which in turn gives us
individual things, but neither sort of being reveals itsell direetly in the way thal
things do. Only the particular things show themscelves as what they are. Grasping:
the being of what-is requires a special kind ol insight, not just eyes and cars, Heidepper
credits the pre-Socratics with recognizing the necessity ol this insight, as we will
see with our explication of Parmenides™s notion of noein in Section 6.3,

Now this may make it sound as if the reason that the being ol what -is can chanpe
and that the Appropriation can ‘send™ it in different ways is that it is only a fanciful
idea of ours to begin with, that there is really “nothing” there. But Heidepger is not

34 Martin Hewdepper, Der Sate vonr Grand (Ptallinpen: Neshe, 1997), po 1S4
35 [Chapter O s avinlable onhine at e /2wvwsesenw edu/phidosoplhv/CWihite e Lo s
note. |
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an idealist or a subjectivist who thinks that what-is is simply the product of the
activity of our own minds or our overhcated imagination. There are, to draw another
example from the above quote, ‘ontic causes’ and real relationships between things.
But a certain kind of context of concern had to ‘come to pass’ before we noticed
such things. As Heidegger comments about Newton’s laws:

Through Newton the laws became true; and with them what-is became accessible in itself
to Dasein. Once what-is has been uncovered it shows itself precisely as what already was
beforehand. Such uncovering is the kind of being which belongs to ‘truth.’

(227)

Truth as unconcealedness sets up a context of concern in which truth as
correspondence holds sway. These contexts change with the Temporal disclosure of
being, but this does not mean that we perceive reality as changing. We are already
dealing with things in a certain way when we come to notice their being, and, when
we do, we perceive it as having been there all along. Plato, the first metaphysician,
noticed the character of this objectification of our Temporally a priori understanding
of being and described it as ‘recollecting’ (BPP 326/463f.). Nietzsche, the last
metaphysician, described it as the ‘eternal return of the same.’

Newtonian science, to pursue the above example, rests on a particular revelation
of the being of what-is which presents things as knowable and calculable in a
particular way. Sounding like Thomas Kuhn, Heidegger claims that the particular
terms and theories of ancient and modern science are not comparable given the
underlying difference in their understanding of reality. Greek science, for example,
the study of nature in Aristotle, cannot be called ‘inexact’ in contrast to the exactness
of modern science since, given the ancient understanding of what-is, it could not
and need not be exact. Heidegger continues:

Neither can we say that the Galilean doctrine of freely falling bodies is true and that
Aristotle’s teaching, that light bodies strive upward, is false; for the Greek understanding
of the essence of body and place and of the relation between the two rests on a difterent
interpretation of what-is and hence conditions a correspondingly different kind of seeing
and questioning of natural events.

He adds that, just as we would not presume to say that Shakespeare is a better poet
than Aeschylus, we should not assume that the modern understanding of what-is is
more correct than that of the Greeks (QCT 117/77).%

Obviously this sort of relativism may leave Heidegger open for the same sort of
criticism that has been leveled against Kuhn by Suppe, Scheffler, Shapere, and

36 For the common philosophical reaction to the sort of claim Heidegger is making about
the objectivity of science, see Richard Rorty’s discussion of the anxiety of not being able to
distinguish science from poetry, literature, and so on. in Philosophy and The Mirror of
Nature, Chapter VII, Section 4, *Objectivity as Correspondence and as Agreement,’ pp. 333-
342, and the quotation from his book which appears at the end of my Introduction’s
Section 0.3.
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others.” Whether these eriticisms are compelhng, or even divected at an acenrate
version of Kuhn's position, is another question. In Herdepper's case, we should at
lcast note that he does not reject the notion of truth as correspondence, and therefore
he allows for scientific statements to be true or false in regard to fittng the facts.”
He just argues that this notion of truth depends on a more basic notion ol truth as
unconcealment. “Facts’ or states of aftairs only appcar i a background context in
which things show up as mattering in one way or another. Relative to a given context,
for example, the one in which there is concern for efficient causes, Newton's scicnee
is true and Aristotle’s is false. Heidegger is really only claiming that the contexts
themselves cannot be judged as corresponding to the facts or more accurately
representing the way things are.

What interests us here, however, is not Heidegger's theory as a philosophy of
science, adequate or inadequate, but rather how theories relate to an understanding,
of being. In this regard, Kuhn notes an important connection when he says that the
theory that all natural phenomena could be explained by reference to corpuscular
size, shape, motion, and interaction, which came into dominance after Descartes’s
scientific writings, involved a ‘nest of commitments’™ both “metaphysical and
methodological.”® These commitments are not just in the theory but in practice.

The corpuscular theory of nature had been originally proposed by the Greck
atomists. Why didn’t the view take hold then, amongst thinkers, pocts, and the people
at large, in the way that it did in the seventeenth century? Heidegger's tacit answet
is that the practices both to back up the theory and authentically set it forth were
missing. The theory was conceivable as an idea, but it could not be put “into practice’
because it was not ‘there’ in the practices to begin with. What-is was simply not
showing itself as quantifiable or calculable in advance as it later would, forming an
accommodating background for the corpuscular theory whose postulated entities
are defined by their numerical weight, shape, and motion. In the seventeenth century
not only philosophers and scientists but people in general had started treating things
differently; what-is had started presenting itsetl differently.

In regard to these contexts of concern, we can summarize the essential points
conveyed by Heidegger’s notion of the Appropriation of Time and being in three
propositions: (1) the contexts of Western culture all share a Temporal orientation
toward the present and items of use: (2) they change historically: and (3) they do so
in a process of ordercd, Temporal development.

Elaborating upon this last point by bringing in one of Heidegger's less familin
notions, we can say that the “appropriation” is complemented by “expropriation.””

37 Sce, for example, Isvacl Scheftler, Science and Subjectivity: (Indianapolis, Indioe
Bobbs-Merrill, 1967) and *Vision and Revolution,” Philosophy of Science, 390 306 311,
Dudley Shapere, “The Structure of Scientilie Revoluttons,” Philosophical Review, 130 383
394 and “The Pacacdhipan Coneept,” Science, FLY 700700 CEEMay 1971 and Fredernck Suppe,
The Structure of Scientific Theories, 2od edition ¢Unbana, Hmors Unversaity o Hhmors Press,
1977).

W Kuhn, The Stncture of Scienttfie Revolutons, 4

39 In Hewdepper s words, Frergns” v complemented by lnterginn
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Expropriation is not something other than Appropriation but rather how Appropriation
‘moves itself along.” Heidegger comments:

Insofar as the destiny of being lies in the extending of time, and time along with being lies
in the Appropriation, Appropriation makes manifest its peculiar property, i.e., that it takes
away that which is its own from boundless unconcealment. Thought of in terms of the
Appropriation, this means: in that way it expropriates itself from itself. Expropriation
belongs to Appropriation as such. By this expropriation, Appropriation does not abandon
itself but rather preserves what is its own.

(TB 22f./23)

Expropriation indicates a kind of ‘motion’ in the Appropriation that keeps the history
of being moving.*® Once the conflict in the interpretation of the being of what-is has
been engendered in a work which takes one stance toward being rather than another,
it cannot be put to rest. Every interpretation leaves out something about the appearance
of being and thus leaves something unsaid which the next creator will try to say. Yet
in this saying the new creator preserves the old creation.

The notion of the Appropriation and its complementary expropriation refers us to
the fact that Western civilization has kept ‘moving’ — not to say ‘progressing’ —as no
other civilization has. We may be inclined to think of this history as a joint product
of accident and invention, as if certain fortuitous technological discoveries have
carried the momentum of social change, for example, the development of iron and
other metals, steam power, the compass, and so on. Yet China, for example, had
gunpowder, steel, pistons, and looms hundreds or even thousands of years before
the West did, and their use remained isolated and restricted and the culture relatively
static. Heidegger’s notion of Appropriation and expropriation does not really explain
why Western culture has been so distinctive but rather directs our attention to the
‘relations and connections’ that have made this movement not just possible but
inevitable. We will explore this idea in the rest of the book.

In anticipation of the discussion to follow, though, we should note that Heidegger
thinks that in the contemporary age we stand in need of the Appropriation, not just a
new epoch in the metaphysical understanding of the being of what-is. He thinks that
the history of being as presencing has run its course and that we have run out of
possibilities for new metaphysical conceptions of the being of what-is. The modern
epoch is in need of a new infusion of life, and Heidegger hopes that it will come in
a transformation of being.

40 In a later marginal note in Being and Time Heidegger correlates expropriation and the
anxiety or ‘not-at-home-ness’ involved in Entschlossenheit or resoluteness (189, 443%). Since
the notion of Enteignis (Expropriation) does not really add anything to the notion of Ereignis
(Appropriation), perhaps the term was prompted by the parallel with the “Ent-" prefix of
Entschlossenheit and by a desire to {ill out the parallel between Temporality and timeliness
mentioned in Section 5.1. Resolutencess is a kind of ‘motion” in Dascin’s being just as
expropriation is a kind of motion in being. In resoluteness Dasein comes into its own being,
and the resolution of the moment ol insight is its way ol “expropriating” its own being as the
‘there” in which being is disclosed.
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Heidegger indicates in his essay “Time and Being” that we must carelully
distinguish two different senses of the phrase “transformation of being.” On the one
hand, there are the various “transformations” ol being in the history of being as
presencing or the ‘epochal” stages of metaphysics. On the other hand, there s the
transformation of being itself or of being as presencing which would send us out ol
the metaphysics of presence and into the Appropriation. What comes into guestion
in Heidegger’s later work is being as presence, and the leap which is under
consideration there is as radical a leap as that of the primordial beginning: which
launched Dasein on the path of metaphysics. In comparison, the authentic insight ol
the thinkers, artists, poets, and statesmen of the Tast 2500 years have been small
steps on a continuous path. In the later works Heidegger does not just deseribe how
those small steps came about: he tries o prepare us for the radical leap ol thought.

We might be tempted to say that we will be transformed by a new or another
Appropriation, another and different Appropriation of ‘Time and being. Heidepper
insists, however, that the Appropriation is not and cannot be numerically plural
‘What it indicates happens only in the singular, no, notin any number, bat uniquely’
(ID 36/101). The Appropriation is not something that can be discriminated as a kind
of thing or something of which there could be more than one. 'To do this, we would
have to be able to identify what it iy or understand its being, but of course this s
precisely what is given by the Appropriation. The Appropriation makes what 15 whin
it is, and thus it itself cannot be something which is. We cannot even say what the
Appropriation ‘is.” Heidegger can only point at it but not say anything about it i
communicative statements, which of course are couched in subject predicate form
and make use of the verb in question (TB 25(./27). Nonetheless, Heidepger comments,
that ‘The Appropriation is that realm, vibrating in itself, through which man and
being reach each other in their essence ... Both being and humankind will win
themselves anew by ‘losing those qualitics with which metaphysics has endowed
them’ (ID 37/102). When this happens, we will find ourselves in a new bepinnimge.

5.5 Language and Death

It is not surprising that Heidegger has (o resort to such allusive language moorder to
talk about the relationship between being and Dascin sinee ultimately the velationship
intrinsically involves the articulate order upon which all speech is based. Fanpuage
is not very well equipped to talk about the conditions for its own functionimy
Ordinarily, we just let languape funcetion and do not attend toits workings, As Jolin
Scarle comments, making a similar pomt: “The price we pay for deliberately pomy
against ordinary linguape is metaphor, oxymoron, and ontright ncolopism,” "
Language, says Heidegger, is Cthe hoose of beinp, Inoits homie man dwells
Those who think and those who create with words e the poardians of this home.”
(LI 2E7) Tnaninterview he suppests to ns Fapanese iterlocutor that, with then
different bmpuapes, then cultures occupy dilterent such houses and henee belony o
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adifterent truth of being (OWL 5/90). In Heidegger’s use, the term “language’ refers
ambiguously to both language in the ordinary sense and the articulated cultural
ordering which was called ‘discourse’ in Being and Time* and which we might
now, after the turn to being, view as the ordering of being to which discourse responds.

Even within Western culture this articulated order has changed dramatically and
hence our use of language has undergone revolutions. For Heidegger, it is no
coincidence that literacy begins in Greece about the same time as metaphysics, that
a new, Christian understanding of being changes our relationship to the written word
and invests it with ultimate authority, or that printing arises about the same time that
modern philosophy and science do. If these new relationships to language do not
build new houses of being, they at least extensively remodel the inherited one. The
nature of the connection between these changes in our use of language and our
particular understanding of being would require an extended discussion, one for
which we will not take time in this book.

Not surprisingly, even language bears an essential relationship to death:

Mortals are they who can expericnce death as death. Animals cannot do so. But animals
cannot speak cither. The essential relation between death and language flashes up before
us. but remains still unthought.

(OWL 107/215)

Language can draw us into its possibilities of significance and transform us just as
death can. Heidegger comments that ‘Language is much more thoughtful and open
than we are’ (HS 127/203). But there will always remain something ‘unthought’
about language, as about being. We dwell in language in the same way we dwell in
our skills. That we cannot know the nature of language, at least not know it according
to the traditional concept of explicit cognition, is not a defect in our abilities any
more than finitude itself is. In fact, says Heidegger, it is an advantage by which we
gain admittance to that special realm where we can dwell as mortals (OWL 134/
266).

For Heidegger language is not simply the utterance of a living creature, and its
essence can never be adequately thought if we only pay attention to its symbolic
character or its ability to signify. He is far, far from thinking that, as Quine claims,
the ‘two basic purposes of language’ are ‘getting others to do what we want them
to, and learning from others what we want to know.’* Instead, Heidegger calls
language the ‘lighting-concealing advent of being itself” (LH 206/326).* This
language is not brought to words in everyday speaking, but only because of it can
we speak a language ‘and so deal with something and negotiate something by
speaking.” This fundamental language manifests its linguistic character precisely
when we cannot find the right word for something that concerns us (OWL 59/161).

42 Heidegger’s word is "Rede.’

43 W.V.Quine and J.S. Ullian, The Web of Belief (New York: Random House, 1970), p. 125.
44 The phrase ‘lighting-conccaling advent’ tries to capture Heidegger's icltend-
verbergende Ankunft.’
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We perceirve an articulate order that we cannot find the words to desenibe. Here, oo,
there is a ‘saying” but onc without words, a saying which is essentially a showiny.
*All signs arise from a showing within whose realm and for whose purposes they
can be signs’ (OWL 123/254).

When the issue is to put into language something which has never yet been spoken,
‘then everything depends on whether language gives or withholds the appropriate
word. Such is the case with the poet’ (OWL 59/1611.). The thinker, too, we might
add. This is not just a case of finding words in the ordinary sense but the deeper one
of an articulate showing as well. Heidegger argues that the greatest thought of both
poet and thinker is the ‘unspoken’ and ‘unthought’ message of his writings. " Authentic
insight lies deeper than the spoken or written word, and it has already become the
banal chatter of the Anyone by the time it can be stated in mere words. Poets
themselves do not, as is often thought, use a higher form of ordinary languape, siys
Heidegger. Rather everyday language is a kind ol *fallen” pocm expressing the now
well-worn understanding of being.**

Heidegger thinks that Greek language in both the sense of showing and saymy
was extraordinarily rich with ‘appropriatc words’ or it never would have provoked
the attempt to put the unthought into words. Heidegger is often criticized for gy
that the requisite appropriate word is simply the copula verb “to be.™ Dernda, ton
instance, is right to point out the difficulty of proving that *to be™ is unique to Inda
European languages or of determining whether other languages do or do not have in
equivalent linguistic device.® Even in Greek and Latin one can omit the copulaand
express a proposition by simply juxtaposing a name and a general teem, Hebrew and
Chinese supposedly have no copula verb at all. Yet Heidegger's position s more
subtle than these criticisms suggest. He himself argues that no lanpuape can exist
without expressing the ‘1o be’ in some way. Speaking about things atall presuppones
that we understand their being (IM 82/62). So we must look deeper i this ol we
are to find what was special about the Greeks.

45 For the comment about pocets, see OWLE 160/371; Tor the one about thinkers, see Her
Satz vom Grund. p. 123(.

46 Sce PLT208/31.

47 Foradetailed example of sachan argument in quite s different sty le, see Cliales Kahi's
“The Greek Verb = To Be™ and the Coneept of Being,” Foundations of Language, Vol 2 No 3
(Aungust, 1966), pp. 205 205, and his book lenpth study The Verh "Be' in Ancient Greek
(Dordrecht, Holland D2 Rewdel, 197 3),

AR See Lacques Dernda’s UThe Supplement of Copulic: Phalosophy Betore Linpuisties,”
Margins of Plidosophy, timstation and notes by Alan Bass (Clucapo: Umversity ol Clincapo,
TORM, pp 1IN 0N
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