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CHAPTER I 

CONTEXT 

Bezng and Time was published m 1927 and rapidly became one of the 
most significant and controversial philosophical texts of the twen
tieth century. 1 It s1ts at the confluence of several important streams 
of thought in the early twentieth century, mcluding phenomenology, 
existentialism, neo-Scholasticism, and hermeneutics. It also stands 
at the "partmg of ways" between so-called analytic and Continental 
philosophy, as one scholar has called lt.2 It 1s, in short, a focal pomt 
of many of the most mteresting and contentwus philosophical 
debates of the last century. 

Martm He1degger's journey on the way to Bezng and Time 1s 
improbable. It was a JOurney that led h1m from h1s childhood in 
MeBkirch, a small town m rural Baden not far from Lake Constance 
(or the Bodensee, as Germans call it) where he was born m 1889, 
to Freiburg, one of the more outward-lookmg cities in Germany. 
He1degger was raised Catholic, and his educatiOn was supported by 
the Church. After begmnmg h1s educatwn in state schools, he was 
able to attend college preparatory secondary schools in Konstanz 
and Freiburg as a "scholarship boy" preparmg for the pnesthood. 
His early ambltwn in life was to be Jesmt pnest. After completmg h1s 
secondary educatiOn m Freiburg m 1909, Heidegger bnefly sought to 
Join the Jesuit Order, then subsequently to become a diocesan priest, 
but m both cases he was Judged physically unfit due to a heart ail
ment. (The same ailment kept h1m off the battlefront durmg the 
First World War.) 

He1degger studied at Freiburg Umversity, spending his first two 
years m theology as preparation for the pnesthood, then his third 
and fourth years m mathematics with the mm of becoming a second
ary school math teacher. While "maJonng" m theology and then 
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math, Heidegger also studied philosophy, and four years after enter
mg the Umversity he submitted a doctoral dissertation on the phil
osophy of logic and was awarded a PhD. In Germany still to this 
day, after earning a doctorate one must write a second dissertation, 
the Habilitation, m order to earn the right to teach at a umversity. 
Between 1913 and 1915 Heidegger wrote h1s Habilitatwn on "The 
Theory of Categories and Meamng in Duns Scotus," while being 
supported by a grant from the Church m Freiburg. 3 

Heidegger's mtellectual focus during this time penod was already 
indicative of his future course: m both hts doctoral dissertatiOn and 
his Habilitatwn, Hmdegger explored issues m the foundation of 
meaning, logic, and intentiOnality (the mmd's capacity to represent 
the world around It) by means of phenomenological method. Phe
nomenology was the name that Edmund Husserl (1859-1938) gave to 
his philosophical methodology. It IS way of studying mtentionality 
by disentangling the mind's representation from both the obJects it 
represents and from the psychological states that do the represent
ing. By means of phenomenology, Husserl aimed to free philosophy 
both from insecure foundatiOns m what people happen to or even 
must think, and from distracting metaphysical questiOns about the 
"true" nature of the world. 

Heidegger appropriated phenomenological method to address 
questions that Husserl thought he had put out of play, questions 
of metaphysics and ontology. In domg so he was deeply influenced 
by Immanuel Kant's (1724-1804) transcendental philosophy. Kant 
argued that we are not able to know the constltution of the world as 
it IS in Itself; we are restncted to exammmg the world as It appears to 
us. We are able to learn a prion the structure and rules that govern 
this world of appearance, and so some a priori knowledge is available 
to philosophical reflection. Put this simply, Kant's position sounds 
like a form of skepticism, but Kant added a twist that blunts its 
skeptical implications. Kant argued that space and time and every
thing within them are merely appearances, so that in learnmg the 
structure and rules of appearance, we are knowing the structure of 
nature itself. In rejectmg knowledge of the world as It is m Itself, 
Kant merely blocks claims to know an unmtelligible supersensible 
or supernatural realm. 

Heidegger develops a synthesis of Husserlian phenomenology, 
Kantlan transcendental philosophy, and traditiOnal ontology. Trad
itiOnal ontology, begmnmg with Aristotle and reachmg an apex 
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er- in the High Middle Ages, sought to develop a theory of the baste 
1il- categories of thmgs that are (entities), an inventory of the furniture 
his of the universe. Detailed questions, such as whether there are both 
Jn, cats and dogs or whether duck-billed platypuses are mammals, 
tty. should be left to scientific research. Philosophers concern themselves 
'he only wtth the highest order genera of entities, such as souls, physical 
ing things, numbers, etc., and with the categorial structure of entities, 

such as the distmctwn between essence and accident. Durmg the late 
tdy nineteenth century, neo-Scholastictsm became a strong force in the 
md Catholic intellectual world, and among the aspects of the Scholasti-
of ctsm of the Middle Ages it revived were these ontological questions. 

ent Heidegger reports reading Franz Brentano's On the Manifold Senses 
he- of Bezng in Arzstotle in 1907 (at the age of etghteen),4 finding himself 
~to drawn to neo-Scholastic ontological questiOns. 
lity Whereas traditiOnal ontology and neo-Scholasttctsm thought of 
s it ontological questiOns as "hard" metaphysical questions about the 
:nt- nature of the world as It IS m Itself- what else could "being" be? --
Jhy Hetdegger applied Kant's transcendental turn to ontology and con-
ven verted It mto a study of the structure and rules of our understanding 
the of being. Kant declined to refer to transcendental reflection on the 

structure of understanding as a form of "ontology", "The proud 
·ess name of ontology must give way to the modest one of a mere ana-
ems lytic of pure understanding."5 After all, if transcendental reflectiOn 
ced cannot study the world as it is m Itself, then it is not a form of 
ant ontology. Hetdegger responds that the very distinctiOn between the 
l as world as we understand It and the world as it is in itself is ill-formed, 
s to so that to mvestigate the limits and requirements of our understand-
ern ing of being is to mvestigate the only thing we can mean by "being." 
tble Ontology, as the science of the meanmg of bemg, is the "analytic of 
nds pure understanding." Phenomenology, as the study of intentionality, 
its will be the method of Heidegger's inquiries. 

~ry- Two other maJor streams of nineteenth and early twentieth cen-
the tury thought feed mto Heidegger's philosophical proJect as well. In 
: of hts youth Hetdegger was a deeply religiOus man. After abandonmg 
;elf, h1s aspiratiOns to the priesthood, he set his sights on a chair m 
ible Catholic philosophy, and the Church supported him with grants for 

hts Habilitation research on Scholastic philosophy. After completing 
Jgy, hts Habilitation (and also failing to receive an appointment as a 
·ad- professor of Catholic philosophy) Heidegger's religious convictiOns 
pex began to change. At the same time he also met and courted hts future 
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wife, Elfride, who was a Protestant. By 1919 Heidegger was ready to 
break formal ties with the Catholic Church, and in a letter to his 
friend Father Engelbert Krebs he avowed that "Epistemological 
msights extending to a theory ofhistoncal knowledge have made the 
system of Catholicism problematic and unacceptable to me, but not 
Christianity and metaphysics - these, though, in a new sense. "6 

Heidegger contmued to lecture on the philosophy of religion, but 
mcreasmgly his philosophical perspective on religwn reflected exist
entialist and historical concerns.7 

"Existentialism" IS not a precisely defined term. It refers not to 
a movement or school of thought, but rather to a sensibility and 
a set of issues. It is, moreover, as much a literary sensibility as It 
IS a set of philosophical Ideas. Heidegger was deeply mfiuenced by 
two existentialist philosophers, S0ren Kierkegaard (1813-1855) and 
Friednch Nietzsche (1844-1900). Kierkegaard and Nietzsche are in 
many respects deeply opposed in their ways of thinking, yet they 
share a reaction to the philosophical traditiOn that precedes them. 
They regard It as overly focused on the achievements of cognition 
and as offenng very little msight that can touch the lives of indi
viduals. It is also characteristic of existentialism to regard everyday 
human life as somethmg of a sham, as a distortiOn of a more dis
tressing underlying truth. This truth, once exposed, can serve as 
a spnngboard for personal liberation, however, and that makes 
confronting It worthwhile. 

This interest m the everyday and the meanmgs It both embodies 
and covers up calls for some way of approachmg human practice 
and minmg its significance. It calls for a method of interpretmg 
meanmgful behavwr. Wilhelm Dilthey (1833-1911) had developed 
JUSt such a methodology with his theory of hermeneutics. Dilthey 
argued that the techniques we must use m order to understand 
meaningful human behavior, symbols, and linguistic expressions dif
fer from those techmques used m the natural sciences. The natural 
sciences seek to "explam" natural events by subsummg them under 
general laws that are applicable everywhere and at all times, whereas 
the human studies aim to "understand" meaningful human expres
swns by putting them into their concrete social and historical con
texts. The natural sciences aim for generality, whereas the human 
studies aim for context-sensitivity. In Being and Time Heidegger 
argues that meaningful human actlvlty, language, and the artifacts 
and paraphernalia of our world not only make sense in terms of 
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their concrete social and cultural context, but also only are what 
they are in terms of that context. In other words, Heidegger con
verts Dilthey's methodological theses into an ontology. As we shall 
see below, existentialism and hermeneutics have as significant an 
mfluence on Being and Time as do phenomenology, ontology, and 
transcendental philosophy. 

Dunng the time of his assistantship wlth Husserl, Heidegger 
began workmg on what he hoped would be his first significant ptece 
of scholarship, a phenomenological mterpretation of Anstotle. On 
the basis of a draft of this work, as well as Husserl's recommen
datiOn, Heidegger secured appomtment as an "extraordinary" or 
assocmte professor at the University of Marburg m 1923. During his 
time at Marburg (1923-1928) Heidegger focused on Anstotle and 
Kant, and he wrote Being and Time. He also engaged in a notorious 
affair with his then student, Hannah Arendt, which has been the 
focus of much prunent interest and fodder for mtellectual gossip. 
He maintained a close friendship with Karl Jaspers (1883-1969), a 
leading existentialist philosopher who taught in Heidelberg, and the 
correspondence between Heidegger and Jaspers makes for fascinat
ing reading. Heidegger concetved of himself and Jaspers as philo
sophical revolutiOnaries aim111g to overturn the abstractiOns and 
ossificatiOns of the philosophical research of the prevwus gener
atwns.8 Heidegger's lectures from this time have also proven to be 
of last111g 111terest for scholars, especmlly his History of the Concept 
of Time, Logic, Basic Problems of Phenomenology, and Metaphysical 
Foundatzons of Logic. This was a very creative period in Heidegger's 
life, and It was the time when he drafted and then published the 
extant portwns of Being and Time. 

In 1926, while he was working on Bemg and Time, the philo
sophical faculty at Mar burg recommended Heidegger for promotion 
to a vacant chatr 111 philosophy, but the promotion request was 
demed higher up the food chain on the grounds that Heidegger had 
not published any significant work 111 ten years. The draft of division 
I of Bemg and Time was not sufficient. Heidegger kept hard at work, 
and divisiOns I and II were published in Husserl's journal of phe
nomenology - the Yearbook for Philosophy and Phenomenological 
Research (vol. 8, 1927). The reception of Being and Time was strong 
enough to secure Heidegger Husserl's chatr in philosophy at the 
Umverslty of Freiburg upon Husserl's retirement in 1928. 

He had, however, drifted rather far from his mentor's gmding 

s 



A READER'S GUIDE TO BEING AND TIME 

Ideas, as became clear to everyone quite rapidly. Heidegger's "inaug
ural address" as professor of philosophy at Freiburg was his "What 
is Metaphysics?" In this lecture Heidegger argues for two theses that 
are antithetical to Husserl's thought: that philosophy must break the 
"dominion of logic" and that the expenence of anxiety is mdispens
able for carrying out intellectual research. "What is Metaphysics?" 
was a pivot point m Heidegger's intellectual development. By 1929 
he was beginmng to see that the philosophical proJect on which he 
had been at work did not hang together, and this led him to abandon 
it and turn m a new directiOn altogether. By 1936 or so, the com
plexion ofHeidegger's writmg had changed dramatically. Gone were 
the systematic metaphysics and ontology of his earlier years. Gone 
was the explicit devotion to phenomenology. Gone were the repeated 
forays mto Anstotle, the Scholastics, and Kant (although of course 
he never abandoned these authors entirely). Nietzsche supplanted 
the earlier authors as the pnme focus of Herdegger's interest, and 
Heidegger (like Nietzsche) began to expenment with a philosophical 
form of cultural criticism (e.g., "The QuestiOn Concerning Technol
ogy"). Further, poetry supplanted logic as the origmary bearer of 
our understanding of being. This transformation of Heidegger's 
thought IS generally called his "turn." 

This IS the Heidegger to whom so many English-speakmg aca
demic philosophers have reacted so negatively. In "breaking the 
dominion of logic" Herdegger looks to some as someone who would 
disregard the controlling mfiuence of consistency and clear thought. 
He looks like an IrratiOnalist. This Is a misimpression, but It is true 
that m his later penod Heidegger rejects the standard concerns of 
academic philosophy - logic, theory of knowledge, philosophy of 
language, metaphysics. Like Nietzsche, Kierkegaard, and others, 
Heidegger's later thought takes on a style that places it on the out
skirts of philosophy. This alone would be sufficient to alienate many 
academic philosophers, who are committed to the traditional prob
lems and methods. It was not the sole factor in Heidegger's exile, 
however. 

In 1933 Heidegger became Rektor (president) of Freiburg Um
versity, jomed the Nazi party, and Implemented some of the Nazi 
program of Gletchschaltung or realignment. Heidegger's flirtatiOn 
with extreme nght-wing thought had been growing for a number 
of years. His presidency lasted only about a year, after which he 
returned to his regular teaching duties until the end of the War m 
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1945. He broke off or destroyed many fnendships dunng this penod, 
mcluding with Jaspers (whose wife was Jewish). Although the evi
dence for Heidegger's anti-Semitism is equivocal,9 it is Impossible 
to Imagine anyone Joining the Nazi party without sympathy for 
anti-Semitism. Heidegger's subsequent self-exculpation, that he had 
joined the party and become rector of the university in order to 
protect It from Nazi encroachment, has been conclusively refuted. 
When he tned to enlist Jaspers m his defense during his de
NazificatiOn tnal, Jaspers rebuffed him and submitted a damnmg 
letter recommending that Heidegger lose his nght to teach. The 
de-Nazification commissiOn indeed did stnp him of his right to 
teach, a nght he regained some years later along with the title of 
professor ementus. 

One of the more vexmg problems studied by scholars of 
Heidegger's work over the past twenty years has been the ques
tion whether there IS any connectiOn between Heidegger's political 
engagement with Nazism and his philosophy. 10 One can find the
matic associations between Bezng and Time and the revolutionary 
conservatism of the Nazi movement. One can also find some of the 
anti-urban rhetoric (under the heading of "the public") that was 
characteristic of attacks on urban Jewish life. Attempts to con
struct a direct connectiOn between Bezng and Time and Nazism have 
failed, however. Nevertheless, Heidegger's cooperation with the Nazi 
regime, and some of his speeches and actions dunng this penod, 
forever and understandably alienated many of his contemporanes, 
who have passed their antipathy on to their students. Without trymg 
to exculpate the man Martm Heidegger for his disgraceful behaviOr, 
nor soft-pedal the wreckage caused by the rectorship of Martin 
Heidegger the academic politician, we can read Bezng and Time With 
a wary eye on Heidegger's politics, but an open mmd for his philo
sophical innovations. Such a reading IS worth pursumg, both because 
the Ideas advanced m Bezng and Time are so powerful, as well as 
because of the Immense influence that this treatise had on the further 
development of European philosophy from the 1930s on (of which 
more m chapter 4 below). 

During the 1950s and '60s Heidegger lectured extensively, held 
seminars, and contmued to thmk about the Issues that had come 
to orgamze his reflectiOn: the history of bemg (the way m which 
our understanding of bemg, along With the being of entities Itself, 
changes); the modern understanding of being, which he called 
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"technology"; the "truth of bemg" as the most basic experience of 
Intelligibility, one which he came to associate with the thematlcs of 
medieval mysticism; and the role of language in human expenence. 
His later works have no magnum opus, as Bezng and Time IS for his 
early penod, and his reflectwns appear to wander this way and that, 
groping for an adequate way to talk about the phenomena in which 
he is interested. Heidegger gave a "parting" mterview to Der Spiegel 
magazme, m which he covered a lot of ground, mcluding the dire 
threats to human life that he saw in the modern era, as well touchmg 
man unsatisfactory way on his involvement with Nazism. He asked 
that the mterview not be published until his death. 11 It was published 
shortly after Heidegger died m 1976 at the age of eighty-six. 

8 

B 
a1 
in 
C< 

fil 
m 
H 
W< 

b( 
P: 
0 
0 
D 
ex 

so 
m: 
ha 
an 
thl 
of 
ve: 
itil 
SOl 

bn 
of 
is 1 

COl 



CHAPTER2 

OVERVIEW OF THEMES 

Bezng and Time is a phenomenology of everyday human life and 
an exploration of the transformations of self that can take place 
in encounters with the most extreme existential challenges that we 
confront. Officially, however, the extant portiOn of the treatise is the 
first step on the path to a general ontology, an examinatiOn of the 
most rarified of philosophical questiOns, the "questiOn of bemg." 
Heidegger conceived Being and Time as an ambitious two-part 
work, each part with three diviswns. Part One of the treatise was to 
be a systematic development of a phenomenological ontology and 
Part Two a cntical evaluatiOn of the history of Western philosophy. 
Of this formidable plan, Heidegger only wrote two-thirds of Part 
One, what we know today as divisions I and II of Being and Time. 
Division I IS the phenomenology of everyday life, division n the 
exploratiOn of existential themes. 

The mam thrust of division I of Being and Time IS that the philo
sophical tradition has misunderstood human expenence by impos
mg a subject-object schema upon It. The individual human bemg 
has traditionally been understood as a ratwnal animal, that is, an 
animal with cognitive powers, m particular the power to represent 
the world around It. The relationship between the cognitive powers 
of mind and the physical seat of the mmd m the bram is, of course, a 
vexed issue (the so-called Mind-Body Problem), but whatever pos
itiOn one takes on that issue, the notion that human beings are per
sons and that persons are centers of subjective expenence has been 
broadly accepted. If left rather vague there IS no harm in such a way 
of talkmg about our expenence. Where the tradition has gone wrong 
is that it has mterpreted subjectivity m a specific way, by means of 
concepts of "inner" and "outer," "representation" and "object." 
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The language of mternal and external, mner and outer, and so 
on, dommates modern philosophy, from Descartes through Kant to 
Husser!. Descartes tells us, for example, that the Idea of the sun zs 
the sun, albeit as It normally exists "in" the mind.' Even after Des
cartes's medieval way of talking about ideas was replaced by more 
antiseptic language, such as talk of Ideas having "content," the 
notwn persisted that ideas are "in" the mind and that when they are 
true, they correspond to a world "outside" the mind. Philosophers, 
Descartes first among them, are qmck to remind us that Ideas are not 
literally Inside us, at least not in the way in which neurons are, but 
rather are m us m some other, unspecified way. This way of talkmg 
about Ideas denves ultimately from Anstotle's theory of mmd, 
which m turn was embedded m his physical theory and metaphysics. 
Even though the Scientific Revolution left Anstotle's account of the 
world in the rearview mirror, philosophers contmued to rely on its 
metaphoncal economy, talking about objects that exist "in" ideas, 
Ideas that have "content." Divorced from their Anstotelian context, 
however, these metaphors have lost all meaning. 

And no matter how this mner sphere may get mterpreted, if one 
does no more than ask how cogmtwn makes Its way "out of" it 
and achieves "transcendence," it becomes evident that the cogm
tion which presents such emgmas will remam problematical 
unless one has previously clarified how it is and what It is. (87/60) 

It is charmmg to thmk of ideas as havmg content, just as It is charm
ing to thmk of stars as revolving on crystalline spheres, but none of 
this means anythmg after the Scientific Revolution. 

Heidegger's worry here cannot merely be that the language of 
mner and outer, subject and object, is metaphoncal. Heidegger him
self relies extensively on metaphors throughout Bezng and Time. In 
§28 he tnes to clarify the concepts of disclosedness and bemg-m by 
way of the metaphor of a cleanng, a clearing in a forest, an open 
space in which thmgs can make their appearance. He contrasts this 
metaphor of clearing with the traditional metaphor of light (as in 
the light of nature), thereby recommending replacmg one metaphor 
with another. Heidegger's worry is, rather, twofold. First, philo
sophers use the language of inner and outer, Idea and content, with
out domg anything to ground the language m a new theory of mind. 
Philosophers do often give very detailed analyses of the semantics 
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OVERVIEW OF THEMES 

of content and the logical structure of Ideas or language; Husserl's 
own theory of intentionality was certainly the most formidable such 
theory ever offered, but humbler (and more plausible) contemporary 
theones of content do the same thing. Still, we are never told what 
the basic building blocks of intentiOnality and linguistic meaning 
are. These building blocks have names, like "reference," but we do 
not know what reference is. Since Heidegger wrote Being and Time 
some theories that would address this worry have been offered, 
notably causal theones of reference. Even though the causal theory 
of reference is generally thought not to work, we would not want 
to rest Heidegger's case entirely on his identificatiOn of a deficiency 
in existing theories of mind. 

His principal charge against the language of subject and object, 
inner and outer, is that it leads us to offer distorted descriptiOns of 
our expenence. That IS, his objectiOn is phenomenologzcal. The lan
guage of inner and outer suggests a divisiOn or gulf between me, the 
subject, and it, the object. This gulf is then one that needs to be 
overcome or transcended by means of a cognitive achievement. Phe
nomenologically, however, this way of thinking about our position 
in the world, if It fits any of our experience, fits only modes of 
experience that Heidegger describes as "deficient." 

If cogmtion IS to be possible as a way of determining the nature 
of the present-at-hand by observing It, then there must first be a 
deficiency in our having-to-do with the world concernfully. When 
concern holds Itself back from any kind of producing, manipulat
ing, and the like, It puts Itself into what IS now the sole remammg 
mode of being-in, the mode of just tarrymg amidst.~~~ (88/61) 

Being in touch with an mdependent or transcendent object, as an 
achievement, makes sense as a goal in a situatiOn in which my nor
mal familiarity with the world has become problematic. I type at my 
keyboard, dnnk from my coffee mug, and swivel in my chair. When 
one of these things defies or obstructs my ordinary familianty, then 
its nature becomes problematic, and understanding it shows up as an 
achievement for which to stnve. When I spill my coffee, I stare at the 
mug and ask myself whether it has a leak. I can then try to figure out 
whether it does, and when I succeed at this, I have overcome a gulf 
between myself and the object. With this situatiOn in mind, I can 
begin to ask whether I really ever do overcome this gap, or whether 
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I am not trapped m some form of Isolation. The language of mner 
and outer captures this isolatiOn well. Heidegger's point IS, then, that ' 
such isolation is not very common, that it is an unusual way of being t 
m the world. Typically, I am familiar with the world, and its thmgs ( 
present no trouble for me. The language of inner and outer does not 
capture this sort of experience very well at all. c 

Similarly, normally our mteractions with others present no dif- c 
ficulties for us. We smoothly and easily work with others, talk with t 
them, enJOY them, fight With them, and we do not have to ask our- I: 
selves what they mean. We do not have to infer the existence of u 
"other minds" from evidence, nor "reconstruct" others' experience e 
in order to understand them. Certainly sometimes we do run into e 
trouble understanding others; in such circumstances expressiOns o 
such as "a penny for your thoughts" make sense. Such situations, tJ 
however, are exceptiOnal, rather than normal. Heidegger formulates b 
the Issue in terms of empathy: " 'Empathy' does not first constitute d 
being-with; only on the basis of being-with does 'empathy' become 
possible: It gets Its motivation from the unsociability of the domin- f 
ant modes ofbemg-with" (162/125). Empathy makes sense as a cor- a 
rective response to indifference or callousness. It does not underlie ir 
our understanding one another, however. This point can be extended C• 

to other forms of inter-subjective re-construction, such as Donald ti 
Davidson's "radical mterpretation."2 If we really were field lin- a 
guists sojourning With an utterly foreign tribe, we would have to e; 
reconstruct the meaning of behavior. This is the sort of thing h 
expl01ted m the Bntish comedy show "Tngger Happy TV," where o 
Dom Joly and his crew carry out gags like puttmg a toilet m an w 
elevator and having someone relax on it With a newspaper. Having to bi 
interpret someone's behavwr by mfernng what they are domg from In 

evidence is highly exceptwnal. Normally we do not have to do this. liJ 
Heidegger offers an alternative descnptwn of experience. He e) 

argues that our fundamental expenence of the world is one of famil-
iarity. We do not normally experience ourselves as subjects stand- rn 
mg over against an object, but rather as at home in a world we se 
already understand. We act m a world m which we are Immersed. tiJ 
We are not Just absorbed in the world, but our sense of identity, of H 
who we are, cannot be disentangled from the world around us. We OI 
are what matters to us in our livmg; we are Implicated m the world. to 
The bulk of division I of Being and Time is devoted to spelling out ul 
the phenomenology of this familianty, which Heidegger also calls gE 
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"disclosedness" and "being-m." That we are pnmordially familiar 
with the world and cannot be disentangled from It leads Heidegger 
to one of his lastmg terms of art, being-in-the-world, which is 
(one of) his name(s) for our bemg. 

After devoting chapters 1-5 of divisiOn I to the phenomenology 
of familiarity, Heidegger turns to some philosophical implicatiOns 
of his account, Implications of a largely negative nature: he argues 
that epistemological skepticism, questiOns about idealism and real
ism, and the traditiOnal Correspondence Theory of Truth are all 
unmotivated, because they all rest on the subject-object model of 
expenence. In the case of truth Heidegger replaces the Correspond
ence Theory not with another theory, but rather with a phenomen
ology of truth that bnngs mto view the dependence of ordinary 
truth (the truth of judgments and assertiOns) on somethmg more 
basic that he calls "primordial truth." Pnmordial truth IS the world
disclosive function of our basic familianty. 

After workmg through his phenomenology of everyday life, 
Heidegger turns to the "existentialist" facet of his thought. He 
argues that we are susceptible to an extreme condition of experience, 
in which the mood of anxiety (which I will interpret as closer to our 
contemporary conception of depressiOn) catapults us into a condi
tion m which we cannot understand ourselves (existential "death") 
and have nothmg to say ("conscience"). This extreme conditiOn of 
existence bnngs us face to face with the most elemental aspect. of our 
bemg, that we are, as Heidegger says, "bemg-possible." Confrontmg 
our bemg-possible enables us to see more clearly what sort of entity 
we are, that IS to say, to see our bezng, and this m turn opens possi
bilities of liberation and self-ownership that Heidegger explores 
in division II. Heidegger constructs a "factical Ideal" of human 
life, which he called "ownedness" or "resoluteness," which we will 
explore below in sections (xiii)-(xvii) of chapter 3. 

After revismg his phenomenology of everydayness to accom
modate the extreme condition of existence and the possibility of 
self-ownership, Heidegger turns to more abstract themes, mcluding 
time and what he calls "the Temporality of bemg." This stage of 
Heidegger's mqmry m Bezng and Time develops his introductory 
ontological themes. He opens Being and Time yvith an mtroduction 
to the problem of bemg. As we saw m the prevwus chapter, his 
ultimate aim durmg this early phase of his thought was to develop a 
general ontology, an account of the meamng of bemg, and to do so 
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by analyzing the understanding of bemg phenomenologically. In the 
first chapter of the mtroduction to Being and Time Heidegger mdi
cates that he will show how the understanding of being is essentially 
temporal, that Is, that being is always understood m terms of time, 
and that this feature of the understanding of bemg is to be explamed 
by its temporal structure. Heidegger returns to this theme m the 
second half of division II. Both because it IS unusual for students to 
venture that deep into Being and Time on their first reading, and 
because the account Heidegger offers is both highly obscure and 
almost certamly unsuccessful, I will not wade mto chapters 4-6 of 
divisiOn II. 3 I will conclude my discussiOn m this Reader's Guide 
with Heidegger' s account of self-ownership m divisiOn II. 

We must, however, begin with Heidegger's broad reflectiOns on 
ontology, for that IS where Bezng and Time begins. 

A NOTE ON THE TEXT AND TRANSLATION 

The standard translation of Heidegger's Sein und Zeit is Macquarne 
and Robmson's Being and Time, published by Harper's m 1962. It is 
overall an excellent translatiOn, both readable and clear.4 The texts I 
quote from Being and Time are from this translation. In citatiOns I 
will use dual paginatiOn, so: (1711132). The number before the stroke 
refers to the English translation, the number after to the onginal 
German. Those readers of this Guide who are using the original 
German or a different translatiOn can use the German pagmation to 
locate passages Cited. Also, as Is standard m books on Being and Time, 
I will refer to the chapters of the text thus: I.l, where the Roman 
numeral refers to the divisiOn, the Arabic numeral to the chapter. 

Although Macquarne and Robinson is overall an excellent trans
lation, it IS not without its mistakes. I will generally flag such errors as 
we go, but there are a couple that are worth noting in advance. 
(Whenever there IS an astensk after the page number, this means that I 
have altered or corrected the translatiOn beyond merely substitutmg 
technical terms as outlined below.) 

Bezng: Macquarne and Robmson insist on capitalizing the word 
"being." The capitalizatiOn does nothmg but add an odd sense of 
mystery and obscunty to Heidegger's language, somethmg that it 
certamly does not need. Thus, I will throughout wnte "bemg" with 
a lower-case "b." 
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Bezng-alongstde: Macquarrie and Robinson render Heidegger's term 
"Sezn-bei" as "bemg-alongside," which is very misleading. Setn-bei 
IS our basic familiarity with the entities we encounter in our engaged 
activity in the world. We are not "alongside" them at all. I will trans
late "Sezn-bei" as "bemg-amidst."5 

Discover/uncover: Heidegger uses one word, "entdecken," where 
Macquarrie and Robinson use two, "discover" and "uncover." There 
is no good reason for this confusmg of Heidegger's already chal
lengmg language, and so I will use "uncover" throughout, mostly 
because the English word "discover" does not suggest quite the nght 
thing. 

The "They"o Macquarne and Robmson use this odd term to trans
late Heidegger's neologism "das Man." Das Man is a noun con
structed from the third person, mdefinite pronoun "man," which 
means "one," as m "one should not step on the highest rung of the 
ladder." German uses "man" more consistently than English uses 
"one," for which one largely substitutes "you" these days. Heidegger 
is quite clear in his descriptiOns of das Man that it is not "them," 
others from whom I am to be distingmshed, but rather something 
more like everyone and no one. I will interpret das Man as the phe
nomenon of social normatlVlty, and m order to avoid the incorrect 
suggestions of the phrase "the 'They'," I will use "the Anyone."6 

State-of-mmd: The phenomenon that Heidegger calls "die Befind
lichkeit" IS our always being attuned to the way thmgs matter to us, 
primarily by way of our moods. I will discuss this term m more detail 
below, but I should flag now that I will render "die Befindlichkezt" as 
"disposedness. "7 

Authenticity/authentic: The condition of existence that Heidegger 
calls "die Eigentlichkezt" is the counter-possibility to what he calls 
"being lost in the Anyone." "Authenticity" IS a plausible translatiOn 
of this term, but I will render It as "ownedness," because the phe
nomenon Heidegger is trying to capture with this language is not a 
matter of being true to anything, but rather of ownmg who and how 
one is. 

IS 



CHAPTERl 

READING THE TEXT 

I. ONTOLOGY 

What is being? The word "being" is one of those philosopher's words 
that makes non-philosophers a bit uncomfortable. It feels like it 
should mean somethmg important, but it is hard to say what that is. 
Macquarne and Robmson, the translators of Being and Time, com
pound that obscure feeling of weightiness by capitalizing the word 
"bemg." We can begm with the most basic observatwn about the 
word "bemg"- it is a gerund, that is, a noun that refers to the activity 
or conditwn described by its associated verb, "to be." What iS the 
"condition" ofbeing? 

In the question which we are to work out, what is asked about is 
bemg- that which determines entities as entities, that m terms of 
which entities are already understood, however we may discuss 
them in detail. (25-26/6*) 

Bemg "determmes entitles as entitles." The verb "to determme" here 
does not mean to produce or cause; Heidegger is not suggestmg that 
bemg produces entities. Entitles produce or cause one another; it 
may be that God produces or causes everythmg that is. To suggest 
that bemg produces entitles, or put a little differently, that God iS 
being, iS a fundamental conceptual error, one that lies at the heart of 
what Heidegger comes to call "ontotheology."' 

The being of entities "is" not itself an entity. If we are to under
stand the problem of being, our first philosophical step consists 

in not "telling a story" - that iS to say, m not definmg entities 
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as entities by tracing them back m their ongm to some other 
entities, as if being had the character of some possible entity. (26/6) 

Being determines entitles as entities, not by makmg entities mto 
entities, but m some other sense. 

In the passage from pages 25-26 above, Hetdegger offers two for
mulations in appositiOn with each other: "that which determines 
entities as entities" and "that in terms of which entitles are already 
understood." The second formulation is elliptical for "that in terms 
of which entities are already understood as entities." We understand 
entities as entzties m terms of what makes an entity an entity (not 
what makes entities). Let us begin With an analogy. What makes a 
scarlet tanager a scarlet tanager? To be a scarlet tanager, an item 
must be an insect-eatmg passerine bird that has a scarlet body with 
black wings. This is how we laypeople (non-ornithologists) under
stand what It IS to be a scarlet tanager. Suppose we see a flash of red 
m the trees and start looking for a scarlet tanager. If we see a red bird 
without black wmgs, we will conclude that we did not see a scarlet 
tanager. Thus, our notion of what it is to be a scarlet tanager sets 
standards for what can count as a scarlet tanager. 

Similarly, we make discriminatiOns all the ttme as to whether 
thmgs exist. I thmk I see a man m my backyard and do a double
take. On the second look, I realize that there IS no man in my back
yard. Is It possible that there was a man m the backyard, but that he 
existed for JUSt a split-second and vanished? No, that is not possible, 
because our conception of being a physical thmg reqmres that the 
thing endure through time and obey very basic principles of regular
ity. Because the momentary man m the backyard vrolates these 
standards, he cannot have been. Heidegger's point IS that we "already 
understand" what it is to be, m so far as we already employ a set of 
standards that determme whether somethmg exists. These standards 
are the meanmg of being. 

The phrase "the meanmg of being" Immediately suggests that 
Heidegger seeks to know the meaning of the word "bemg." While a 
linguistic exploratiOn of the semantics of "bemg" is not Irrelevant to 
Heidegger's concerns, neither does rt exhaust them. As we shall seem 
sectron (x), Heidegger does not regard meamng as pnmarily a lin
guistic phenomenon. Rather, meanmg (Sinn) is that in terms of 
which we understand something. In Heidegger's use of the verb "to 
understand," we do not JUSt understand Ideas, concepts, and words, 
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but rather (mostly) understand things or phenomena. If you are "' 
having trouble with someone in your office, you might say something sc 
like, "I don't know how to get through to him," or "I don't get him." b 
A co-worker might reply, "Let me talk to him. I know what makes p 
him tick." "Knowing what makes him tick" does not mean havmg a f1 
psychological theory about him or even being able to say how you 
will get through to him. Rather, it means knowzng how to talk to him, s1 
bemg able to work with him. Understanding in this case is ability or sl 
know-how, competence. We have other colloquial phrases which Sl 
refer to this sort of pre-theoretical ability: "I have a feeling for Mac S( 

computers"; "I know my way around the subway system"; "I have a le 
sense for how to behave m a snooty restaurant." t< 

This distinction between "having a feel" for somethmg and hav- d, 
ing a theory of it is Heidegger's distinction between pre-ontology if 
and ontology. Ontology IS a "theoretical mqmry which IS explicitly ac 
devoted to the meaning of entities" (32/12). An ontology (the result h 
of such an inquiry, e.g., Being and Time itself) is an explicit and w 
conceptually articulated account of the meaning of bemg. The very OJ 
premise of Bezng and Time is that we do not possess a successful 
ontology of this sort. Indeed, the introductory page of the text states 01 

that Heidegger aims to "rmse anew the question of the meaning of tr 
being," and that this reqmres that he "first of all must reawaken an T 
understanding for the meanmg of this question" (19/1). Philosophy ic 
hardly even understands any longer what it Is to ask about the mean- H 
mg of bemg, much less has an ontology to offer us. Nonetheless, we sl 
do understand being, albeit not in an expliclt, conceptually articu- w 
lated way. We understand bemg m much the same way that we sc 
"have a sense for" things or "get" them, without bemg able to spell sc 
out what we understand. Understanding like this is an ability to do pl 
somethzng, rather than a cognitive grasp of a theme. H 

What are we able to do, in so far as we understand being? We 01 

are constantly discriminating between things that do exist and thmgs Ul 
that do not. We also regularly discrimmate among kznds of entity. 
Heidegger distmguishes between persons, thmgs, and the parapher
nalia of human life, and he argues that in our pre-reflective practice, 
we respect and employ this three-way distinction, even if we neither 
talk nor think about matters this way. For example, we mstmctlvely 
treat the paraphernalia or gear of human life, what Heidegger calls 
"eqmpment" or "the ready-to-hand," as having a function or pur- S< 
pose that defines It. Hammers are for driving nails, pens are for w 
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writmg. This understanding of equipment is most obvious, when 
someone misuses equipment. If someone scratches his foot with a 
ball-point pen, his behavwr stands out, because he is misusmg the 
pen. This shows how we understand paraphernalia as defined by its 
functional role in human life. 

If we saw someone treat another person as a piece of eqmpment, 
such behavior would stand out, in fact, shock us. (We experience 
shock, rather than bemusement, in v1rtue of the moral contours of 
such behavwr.) According to Heidegger, people are (at least partly) 
self-determming entities: we take a stand on who we are by how we 
lead our lives. Equipment does not. We do not wait for the hammer 
to "decide" whether it is a hammer, but we do wait for people to 
decide whether they are going to be parents, employees, friends. So, 
if Jones treated Smtth as a piece of equipment, not merely take 
advantage of him or mislead him, but rather pick him up and put 
him at the corner of a door, as if Smith JUSt were a door-stop, this 
would shock us. It would represent a misunderstanding of what sort 
of entity Smith zs. 

Our feeling for bemg is mostly marticulate. Sometimes our pre
ontological understanding does come to the fore and receives explicit 
treatment, for example, in fundamental scientific revolutions, as 
Thomas Kuhn calls them.2 Evolutionary theory, quantum mechan
ics, relativity- these revolutions in scientific thought not only altered 
the internal dynamics of biology and physics, but fundamentally 
shifted scientists' understanding of what it is to be an animal and 
what it is to be matenal. Heidegger anticipates Kuhn's notion of a 
scientific revolutiOn, when he refers to the "real movement of the 
sciences" (29/9). A scientific revolution contrasts with the typical 
progress of scientific inquiry, which Kuhn calls "normal science." 
Heidegger argues that normal science proceeds on the basis of pre
ontological assumptwns about the being of the domain of research 
under study. 

Basic concepts determine the way in which we get an understand
ing beforehand of the area of subJect-matter underlymg all the 
objects a science takes as its theme, and all positive investigation IS 
guided by this understanding. (30/10) 

Scientific revolutions take place when these baste concepts change, 
when scientific research bleeds mto ontology. Kuhn's conceptwn 
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of scientific revolutiOns helps us to understand the philosophical 
dimension of science, as Heidegger sees it. It does not, however, 
underwrite Heidegger's next move. 

Heidegger mainta111s that ontology IS an a przori discipline, thus 
that shifts in our understanding of being explain, but are not JUSti
fied by, changes in scientific theory. Ontological research, he avers, 
"must run ahead of the positive sciences, and It can." It 

leaps ahead, as It were, 111to some area of being, discloses it for 
the first time in the constitution of its being, and, after thus 
arnving at the structures within it, makes these available to the 
positive sciences as transparent assignments for their inquiry. 
(30-31/10) 

Ontological reflectwnlays the foundatwns for empirical science. For 
this reason, Heidegger writes further, "Ontological111qmry IS 111deed 
more primordial, as over against the ontlcal 111qmry of the positive 
sciences" (31/11 ). Because ontology explores the standards in terms 
which we distinguish what is from what is not, as well as among the 
various fundamental sorts of entities that are, Heidegger concludes 
that science presupposes ontology. The pnority of ontology over the 
empirical sciences is especially 1mportant 111 Bezng and Time, because 
Heidegger offers a novel ontology of human life. He believes that 
much empirical research in the social sciences is compromised by an 
111adequate ontology of human life. In I.l he argues that anthropol
ogy and psychology must take thetr gmding clues from Being and 
Time's analysis of human be111g. 

Heidegger is not the first philosopher, of course, to assert the 
priority of metaphysics or ontology over the empincal sciences. 
Heidegger's approach IS governed, however, by the Kantian tran
scendental turn that we discussed 111 chapter 1 above: ontology is an 
exploration of our understanding ofbe111g. We have a pre-ontological 
understanding of being, and our Job as philosophers is to make that 
pre-ontology explic1t in an ontological theory. Thus, ontology is 
111terprettve or "hermeneutic." Because our pre-ontological under
standing is embedded in our conduct and pre-reflective ways of 
go111g about our lives, ontology is an attempt to put our practical 
understanding of being 111to words. Ontology does not require any 
spectal epistemic capacity, such as 111nate ideas or the rational intu
itiOn of Platonic forms. Rather, ontology reqmres careful attention 

20 



1 

d 

.e 
s. 
1-

n 
11 
lt 
is 
r
)f 
al 
1y 
U· 

)ll 

READING THE TEXT 

to the contours of our engagement with entities and precise attempts 
to express those contours in language. 

Because ontology is not based on any special epistemic capacity, it 
cannot claim any peculiar certamty on Its behalf. Indeed, our first 
attempts to put our understanding of bemg into words mvariably go 
astray. 

Yet that which remams hzdden in an egregwus sense, or which 
relapses and gets covered up agam, or which shows itself only "in 
disguise," is not just this entity or that, but rather the being of 
entitles, as our prevwus observatiOns have shown. (59/35) 

Our first attempts at ontology typically rely on common sense or the 
philosophical tradition, which embody a distorted expression of our 
understanding of being. Heidegger offers two different accounts of 
why common sense and the traditiOn have gone astray. According to 
one account, a clear-sighted mterpretatwn of our own bemg would 
expose some deeply unsettling aspects of our existence, such as that 
we have no core self and that we are constantly threatened by anx
iety. We cover up the unsettling truth about our being by mterpreting 
ourselves on the model of a non-human thing. This is the theme of 
"fleeing" that runs throughout Being and Time. 

Heidegger offers the rudiments of second account in The Baszc 
Problems of Phenomenology. In §11 Heidegger argues that the 
ancient Greek philosophical conceptiOn of being was formed as an 
expression of the experience of production. In artisanal production, 
the artisan envisages the product she is seeking to produce and IS 
guided by that image. "The eidos as the look, anticipated in Imagin
ation, of what is to be formed gives the thing with regard to what this 
thing already was and is before all actualizatiOn" (Basic Problems, 
1 07). If we think of all of reality as a creation of God, and we thmk 
of God as a super-artisan, we will thmk of all entities, mcluding 
ourselves, as havmg an Ideal form, an ezdos, an essence. The 
"ontotheological" traditiOn transfers the model of artisanal creation 
to all entitles and mismterprets being as bemg-created. 

This latter account (and others like it)3 are examples of the 
"destruction of the history of ontology," as Heidegger calls it ( 63/39). 
This "destruction" is a disassembly of the <;onceptual history of 
ontology, m which one analyzes the expenences that gave rise to 
the earliest philosophical attempts to say what being means. The 
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examples in the previous paragraph sketch such an attempt: ancient 
Greek ontology arose (according to Heidegger) out of the expenence 
of productiOn. Seemg this should loosen up our attachment to the 
received ontology by showmg how It arose from a distinctive and 
limited range of experience. Heidegger believes that through his 
own phenomenological analyses he can dig deeper and wider in 
expenence and reveal the full range of modes of being that we 
confront. 

As we expand our ontological honzons, we need some sort of 
benchmark for what might count as a mode of being. This need 
generates something of a methodological circle, for how are we to 
know what counts as a mode of being, unless we already have an 
ontology to-hand? We cannot have an ontology to-hand, however, 
before we have explored candidate modes of bemg and evaluated 
their suitability for this distinguished honor. Heidegger affirms this 
conundrum, when he wntes: 

Basically, all ontology, no matter how rich and firmly compacted 
a system of categones it has at its disposal, remains blind and 
perverted from its ownmost aim, if it has not first adequately clari
fied the meaning of being, and conceived this clarification as zts 
fundamental task. (31/11) 

Circularity IS not necessarily a problem, because ontology proceeds 
hermeneutically and hermeneutics is essentially Circular in method. 
As Heidegger writes in §32, "What IS decisive is not to get out of the 
circle but to come into it in the right way" (195/153). Just as in 
reading a book we move back and forth between an understanding 
of the part of the book we are reading and our understanding of the 
whole book, so m domg ontology we move back and forth between 
articulatmg some specific mode of being and our vision of the whole 
field of being. In the course of ontological inquiry a map or structure 
of the field of being in general will come into focus. 

Heidegger argues that the structural articulation of the field of 
bemg in general follows the contours of the phenomenon of time: 
" ... we shall show that whenever Dasem tacitly understands and 
interprets something like being, it does so with time as its stand
pomt" (39117). I will not develop this theme m this Reader's Guide, 
because It is too obscure and convoluted for a compact treatment. 
The basic idea, however, is this. Our understanding is structured by 
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certain deep temporal characteristics. As a first approximatiOn, think 
of this structure as a grammar of understanding, much like Kant's 
"categories of pure understanding" m The Critique of Pure Reason. 
According to Kant, we take a thmg as objective (as opposed to an 
illusiOn or misunderstanding) when It exhibits regulanty through 
time. Things do not pop m and out of existence; to exist involves 
endurzng through time (in specific ways). We conceive nature as a 
domain of law-like regulanties. The requirement that nature be law
governed IS laid down by the grammar of understanding; it IS a 
reqmrement Imposed on the busmess of making sense of nature, an 
element of the ontology of nature. 

Heidegger extends the spirit of this analysis to other kinds of 
entity, pnncipally human beings and the paraphernalia of human 
life. They too exhibit temporal characteristics in their ontological 
structure, and the aim of a general ontology IS to spell these tem
poral charactenstics out and systematize them. The result of a 
successful general ontology would be a detailed conception and 
articulatiOn of the temporal structure of being in general, what 
Heidegger calls "Temporality."4 Time thus becomes the final horizon 
for ontological understanding: 

The series, mentioned earlier, of projections as It were inserted one 
before the other - understanding of entities, projection upon 
being, understanding of being, projectiOn upon time - has Its 
end at the horizon of the ecstatic unity of temporality. (Baszc 
Problems, 308) 

Although we will not explore this theme here, the reader should 
bear m mmd that some of Heidegger's formulations reflect this 
commitment to time as the underlymg structure of bemg. 

The official project of Being and Time is to develop an explicit 
ontology, an account of being. Ontological mquiry proceeds her
meneutically, by expressing m conceptually articulate form our pre
ontological understanding of bemg. To do this, we must dig down 
into our pre-reflective, practical forms of engagement with the world 
and express what IS afoot m them. Domg this well will require a 
grasp of the nature of our pre-reflective, practical understanding. 
Thus, Heidegger sets as a preliminary goal developing an ontology 
of human being. Securing the "pomt of access" to the object of our 
study IS a recurnng theme m Being and Time. In the first chapter of 
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the mtroduction, he refers to this point of access as "that which Is to 
mterrogated" (24/5). To secure the point of access to our understand- ta 
ing of being, we must first develop a careful account of our under-
standing, and this m turn reqmres that we work out an ontology of 
human life. This, then, is the prelimmary goal of Being and Time. 

Before closing this sectwn, let me list some of Heidegger's tech- Pl: 
meal terms from the first chapter of the introductiOn to Being and so: 
Time for future reference: tm 

me 
Ontological: of or pertaining to bemg. lin 
Ontzc: of or pertainmg to entities. a r 
Dasein: we (we will discuss this more thoroughly m sectwn iii). fro 
Existence: our being. em 
Existential: of or pertaining to our bemg. phi 
Existentiell: of or pertaining to some ontic aspect of us. phi 
An existentiale: a feature of existence, 1.e., of our bemg (pl. slm 

existentialia). 
Presence-at-hand: see p. 64 
Present-at-hand: (adj.) seep. 64 
A category: a feature of non-human being. 

Study Question 

How do you thmk Heidegger might respond to the objection that the 
meaning of the word "being" is purely logical or grammatical, essen
tially that from "xis a dog" one may infer "there IS a dog" and that 
from "there IS a dog," one may infer that "xis a dog?" (If you are 
familiar With elementary logic, think of the objeCtiOn like this: the 
existential quantifier exhausts the meanmg of "being.") 

II. PHENOMENOLOGY 

How do we go about investigating being? How do we do ontology? 
Although Heidegger's ontological aspirations may be traditional, his 
method for achieving them is not: phenomenology. Ontology trad
ItiOnally uses an array of methods, mcluding conceptual and lin
guistic analysis, theoretical generalizatiOn (e.g., from the results of 
science), and intuition-massaging. Heidegger eschews these tech
mques m favor of phenomenology, which at first seems peculiarly 
ill-suited to ontology. In order to understand how Heidegger mtends 
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to use phenomenology to carry out ontological mqmry, we must first 
take a bneflook at Husserl's conception of phenomenology. 

Phenomenology in Husser! 

Phenomenology is the product of the confluence of two philo
sophical concerns promment toward the end of the nineteenth cen
tury. First, philosophy as an academic discipline found itself m a 
methodological crisis. The idea of philosophy as a separate discip
line, distinct from physics, theology, and psychology, for example, is 
a relatively new mnovatwn. The wntmgs of the maJor philosophers 
from the time of ancient Greece up until the mneteenth century 
covered a wide range of topics that would not be considered as 
philosophical today. Indeed, natural science was called "natural 
philosophy" until the end of the eighteenth century. As the sciences 
slowly separated themselves from philosophy, It became increasingly 
unclear what philosophy was meant to study. Philosophy had been 
left with a handful of themes: ethics, logic, metaphysics, aesthetics, 
and theory of knowledge. Are these areas of reflectiOn unified by any 
common concern, object, or method? One feature stands out in 
common among the vanous topics of philosophy: the objects of 
philosophy are not natural phenomena. Ethics explores what we 
ought to do, not what we m fact do; logic analyzes correct thought, 
not actual thought; and metaphysics provides theories of the super
sensible and ultimate nature of reality, not simply nature as It IS 
studied by natural science. 

A second concern dovetails with this first one. During the mne
teenth century philosophers sought to distinguish the meanmg of a 
thought both from the psychological state in which it IS realized 
and from the object that It means. When you and I both thmk 
"Mt. Everest is high," we are "thinkmg the same thought," but our 
minds and acts of thinkmg that bear this thought are distinct. Our 
distmct acts of thmkmg share the same meaning, which Implies that 
this meaning IS neither Identical with nor con tamed within these acts. 
Perhaps, then, to thmk something is to stand m relatiOn to that 
object: m thmkmg of Mt. Everest, we both stand m relatiOn to the 
mountain. The problem with this suggestiOn IS that we can thmk of 
non-existent thmgs, such as Mordor, but we cannot stand m relation 
to them, precisely because they do not exist. Mordor may be to the 
east of Andum, but It is not m any directiOn from my house. Thus, 
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the meanmg or content of my thought of Mordor IS neither my w 
thinking of this thought nor the place Mordor Itself (the object of my tl 
thought). Meaning is something highly unusual, neither psycho- is 
logical nor "real." Meaning IS non-natural, like the other objects of e) 
philosophical mqmry. tb 

Consider, then, the proposal that we divide the totality of what is st 
into the real and the non-real or Ideal. Ethical norms, political nghts, ra 
logical laws, and epistemological standards are all ideal, as are mean- wl 
mgs. None of these Items are really existing objects (for they do not st: 
exist in any place or at any time), yet they are all about objects st1 
(whether or not those objects themselves are real or imaginary). 
Brentano christened the relatwn of aboutness that defines these non- su 
real items zntenttonality. 5 He analyzed It thus: when we consider our st1 
experience, we can note that all mental acts have an object. Hatred is mt 
about what IS hated, desire what is desued, contemplation what wl 
IS contemplated, etc. Mental acts have an object, even when what one sy1 
IS thinking about does not exist, as when I Imagine Mordor. Thus, str 
the object of thought IS not a "transcendent object," a real thing pn 
existmg m the world. Rather, It IS an "immanent object," somethmg ex1 
that subsists simply m so far as I think about or mtend it. Once we wo 
begin talking about "immanent objects," however, it is easy to slide ob 
mto thinking about meaning as a specml sort of thing, somethmg ob 
that belongs to the furmture of the umverse. Sometimes Brentano wo 
even falls prey to this temptation to reify the Immanent object of ore 
thought. It was Husserl's great achievement to find a way to resist no1 
this temptatwn systematically. dis 

Husserl's techmque for resistmg reificatwn is the phenomena- the 
logical reduct10n.6 The phenomenological reductiOn "reduces" our 
experience by "suspending" or "putting out of play" any mterest we 
might have m either the transcendent obJect of our thought or our-
selves as thinkers. I must learn to Ignore the question whether the Hei 
obJects of my thinking really exist and, if they do, whether they exist Thi 
as I expenence them. I must also learn to Ignore questwns about the olo: 
reality and nature of the psychological acts in which I expenence use1 
those obJects. Instead, I focus on the obJect Just as It presents itself, are. 
the object as I mean it, or as Husser! also called it, the "object qua ical 
obJect." par1 

Brentano conceived of the study of intentiOnality as a branch of ano 
psychology, what he called "descriptive" psychology. Husser! argued phy: 
that the study of meaning was not a form of psychology, at least if the : 
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we conceive psychology as an empincal investigation mto a real 
thmg, namely, the human mmd. The term "descnptive psychology" 
is highly misleading, smce it suggests that we are describing our 
expenence, as we might do when we Introspectively reflect on our 
thoughts and feelings (say, m the context of psychotherapy). In 
studymg meaning, we are not investlgatmg an empincal object; 
rather, we are investigating how any object of human expenence, 
whether it be an external physical thmg or an mternal psychological 
state, presents Itself to us. Phenomenology does not study minds. It 
studies meaning or zntentionality. 

In focusmg on the object just as It presents itself, one does not 
simply "narrate" one's expenence. Phenomenology seeks to under
stand the grammar or structure of meamng. For example, It IS a 
merely idiosyncratic fact about my expenence that the computer at 
which I am gazing now IS located in Maryland. It is not idio
syncratic, however, that it has locatiOn. Location belongs to the very 
structure of the presentation of physical objects. A physical object 
presents Itself as havmg a backside I cannot see, which sets up an 
expectation that if I were to turn It around (or walk around it), I 
would see that backside. These are structural features of physical 
objects as they present themselves. Whether transcendent physical 
objects themselves have backsides, or perhaps, as m a skeptical 
worry, are all only two-dimensiOnal facades cleverly arranged m 
order to fool me, is a questiOn about which phenomenology has 
nothmg to say. Phenomenology can tell us what we mean by the 
distinction between a full object and a facade, but It cannot answer 
the question whether this object is a full object or a facade. 

Phenomenology 1n Being and Time 

Heidegger proposes to use phenomenological method m ontology. 
This should elicit an Immediate objection, however: if phenomen
ology IS the study of objects as they present themselves, It cannot be 
used m ontology, for ontology IS the study of objects as they really 
are. The phenomenological observatiOn that physical objects typ
ically present themselves as being single or umtary objects that have 
parts, rather than as bemg many things loosely associated with one 
another, does not settle the metaphysical question about whether 
physical objects really are one thmg or many. Whereas ontology is 
the study of reality, phenomenology IS the study of appearances, and 
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thus surely phenomenology cannot be the method of ontology. Part 
of the burden of §7 of Being and Time IS to rebut this objection. 

Phenomenology studies phenomena, objects as they present them
selves. It IS misleading to charactenze these phenomena as appear
ances, however. Heidegger defines a phenomenon as "that whzch 
shows ztself zn Itself, the manifest" (51/28). An appearance IS some
thmg that is indicated by way of somethmg else that shows itself m 
its place. Heidegger's example is a disease appeanng by way of Its 
symptoms. When I see my son flushed for no obvwus reason, I begm 
to worry that he has a fever. The flushed complexiOn shows itself, 
and m doing so it mdicates the presence of a fever. The fever, how
ever, does not show itself directly. (In a further vanant, a "mere 
appearance" is an appearance that mdicates somethmg that cannot 
show itself.) To mterpret phenomena as appearances IS to assume a 
doctrine sometimes called Indirect RepresentatiOnalism. 

According to Indirect Representationalism, objects announce 
themselves (or are announced to us) by internal surrogates, ideas or 
representations. Transcendent objects affect the mind by causing 
representations of them to become present to consciOusness. In a 
normal visual expenence of a coffee mug the coffee mug mteracts 
causally with our sensory apparatus, and this interactiOn produces a 
sensory experience of the coffee mug. We are only directly aware of 
the representation and must infer the existence of the coffee mug 
itself. Indirect Representationalism gives rise quickly to skeptical 
worries. The internal representations of which we are aware might 
well not correspond with any transcendent objects m the world 
beyond the mind. For this reason philosophers working m this 
traditiOn have felt forced to choose among several unpalatable 
options: acqmescmg in a sort of skepticism about the external world 
(as Hume does), seekmg some sort of ratiOnal guarantee for the 
veracity of our representatiOns (as Descartes does), or trymg to 
"reduce" external objects to constructiOns out of our representatiOns 
(as Berkeley and other phenomenalists do). 

The worry that phenomena are appearances and hence unsmted 
for use in ontology rests on the covert assumptiOn of Indirect Repre
sentationalism, because only if we are thmkmg of phenomena as a 
surrogate for a transcendent reality will we be inclined to exclude 
phenomenology as a method for ontology. To charge phenomen
ology with studying appearances, rather than reality, IS to load the 
concept of a phenomenon with representatiOnalist baggage that 
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neither Husser! nor Hetdegger accepts. "[O]ne has not," Heidegger 
says, "thereby defined the concept of a phenomenon: one has rather 
presupposed it" (53/29-30). A phenomenon is simply something that 
shows Itself, not an appearance. An appearance is a special kind 
of phenomenon, one that mdicates something beyond itself that 
does not show itself. The concept of a phenomenon in generalis an 
epistemically and metaphysically neutral concept. This defense of 
phenomenology points to a reformulatiOn of the basic worry, how
ever: surely ontology, unlike phenomenology, IS not metaphysically 
neutral, for It studies being. In order to rebut this worry, we must 
dig a little deeper mto what phenomenology Is. 

Before proceeding, we must wade through the usual bevy of 
techmcal terms that Heidegger throws m. Apart from appearance 
(somethmg that indicates itself by way of a surrogate phenomenon) 
and phenomenon (what shows Itself), Heidegger also defines the phe
nomenon zn the ordinary sense (that which shows Itself to our senses, 
obJects of perceptwn), the formal conception of the phenomenon 
(the concept of a phenomenon, but in which we do not specify 
anything about what shows Itself), and the phenomenological con
ception of the phenomenon (that which is latent m what shows 
itself and thereby enables what shows Itself to show Itself). It Is, of 
course, the latter that IS most interesting to us, smce It charactenzes 
what phenomenology studies m studymg phenomena. What is the 
phenomenological conception of the phenomenon? 

All his life Heidegger mamtamed that the piece of Husserl's writ
ings that had the deepest mfluence on him was the sixth ofHusserl's 
Logical Investzgations. 7 The Sixth Investigation explores, among 
other thmgs, what Husser! calls "categorial intuitiOn." Categorial 
mtmtion IS Husserl's term for the way in which modal or logical 
aspects of an obJect present themselves. For example, I take in visu
ally that the book in front of me IS black, thick, rectangular, and so 
on. In taking it as a book that IS black, thiCk, and rectangular, I am 
takmg it as a unity. Its unity is not, however, a feature of the book in 
any ordinary sense. It Is a categonal structure of the book as it 
presents Itself, not a sensible feature. In Kant's terminology, the 
unity of the book IS not a "real predicate" of the book. 8 In order to 
see the book, one must expenence its unity, but the experience of its 
unity is not a sensory expenence. It Is an aspect of experience latent 
in and enabling of the ordinary expenence.9 

Like the unity of the book, its bemg IS a categonal, rather than 

29 



A READER'S GUIDE TO BEING AND TIME 

real, aspect of how the book presents itsel£ To take a physical object 
to exist IS not to have identified some defimte property of lt, but 
rather a structure m the object's presentation. To take a physical 
object to be a cat, rather than a dog, by contrast, IS to have identified 
a distinctive set of properties. Cats and dogs are distinct speczes of 
physical object, differentlated by real predicates, whereas existmg 
and non-existmg physical objects are objects that exhibit distinct 
formal structures. As we saw in the last sectwn, Heidegger believes 
that the formal structures that are central to ontology are temporal 
structures. Thus for Heidegger doing phenomenological ontology 
will be a matter of exposing the temporal structure of phenomena, 
that is, of entities as they show themselves. 

Heidegger does not JUSt offer phenomenology as a way to do ontol
ogy; he msists that It IS the only way: "Only as phenomenology, zs 
ontology possible" (60/35). Why? Being is not an entity or domain of 
entities, and thus It cannot be the object of one of the "spectal" or 
"posltlve" sciences, such as biology or literary theory. Each of these 
disciplines takes a domam of entitles as its object and studies it 
empincally. Being IS not such a domam, but rather a structure of 
anything that is. Being is not a feature or property of what IS manifest, 
but rather a meanmg-structure that is latent in any expenence of 
anything, even expenences of imaginary things (which do not exist, 
but present themselves as if they did). We must, therefore, study bemg 
as we study the meanmg of phenomena, namely, phenomenologically. 

The bemg of a phenomenon is latent in expenence, Heidegger has 
told us, and thus must be drawn out. That is, the phenomenological 
ontology IS mterpretation, or as Heidegger puts it, hermeneutic: 
"Our investlgatlon itself will show that the meanmg of phenomeno
logical descriptlon as a method lies in interpretation" (61137). We do 
not JUSt describe phenomena exactly as we experience them; rather, 
we extract from them something that is not apparent at first, a latent 
structure, "0 0 . something that proximally and for the most part does r 
not show Itself at all: it is something that lies hidden, in contrast with I 
that which proximally and for the most part does show Itself 0 , ." 

(59/35). Despite this, Heidegger insists that phenomenology is purely 
descriptive: "the expression 'descriptive phenomenology' , , . is at 
bottom tautological" (ibid.). How can Heidegger reconcile these two 
claims? 

"0 . 0 [T]he term [description] has rather the sense of a prohibition
the avoidance of characterizing anything Without , .. exhibitmg it 
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ct directly and demonstrating it directly" (ibid.). To say that phenom-
llt enology is descriptive is to say that It eschews constructive theor-
al izillg. The goal of phenomenology IS not to posit "deep" structures 
:d that lie behilld meamngs and explam them. But why not? Consider 
)f an alternative approach to meanillg, contemporary philosophical 
1g semantics, m particular the thesis that meanings are combinatory. 
ct Meanings are hierarchical, with more complex meanillgs constructed 
es out of more basic meanillgs according to some Identifiable set 
al of combinatory operators. 10 Combinatory theones of meaning are 
~y appealing, because they promise to explain how the mmd can gener-
a, ate an indefimte set of meanillgs by means of finite materials and 

capacities. With a finite set of basic meanings and a fimte set of 
>1- combillatory operators, the mind can generate an indefinitely large 
zs set of complex meamngs, as long as the combinatory operators can 
)f be applied recursively. This IS qmte an attractive feature of combin-
Jr a tory theones of meaning. Notice, however, that this motivatiOn 
se treats meamng as something that is produced by the milld. It 
it explains the structure of meaning ill terms of the nature of mental 
Jf activity. It thus illvolves a metaphysical assumption that meaning is 
;t, produced by mental activity. To treat meanillg ill this way IS to con-
Jf ceive It as a real thillg governed by causal laws and systems of pro-
;t, ductwn. This assumptwn IS at the very heart of what Husser! rejects 
1g as "psychologism." 11 Ifmeanillg IS an aspect of the object as It mani-
ly. fests itself, and not a real feature of either the world or the milld, 
as then it cannot be explained causally. Meanillg IS not a real thing in 
al competitiOn wrth tables and chmrs, inscnptions on paper, sound 
1c: waves, or psychological states. There is nothillg to do with them but 
o- describe them. 
lo So, to say that phenomenology Is descnpbve IS simply to exclude 
!r, constructive theonzing gmded by assumptiOns about meanillg 
nt implied by a metaphysics or psychology of mind. This does not 
es mean, however, that phenomenology IS not also illterprebve. Indeed, 
th Heidegger regards all descnptwn as illterpretive. 
" 

:ly An interpretatiOn IS never a presuppositwnless apprehending 
at of something presented to us. If, when one is engaged in a par-
vo ticular concrete kind of interpretation, ill the sense of exact text

ual interpretatiOn, one likes to appeal to -what "stands there" 
1- [on the page], then one finds that what "stands there" [on the 
it page] ill the first illstance is nothillg other than the obvious 
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undiscussed assumption of the person who does the mterpretmg. 
(191-192/150*) 

All descriptiOn, Heidegger argues, reqmres gmdance from a set 
of what he here characterizes as "assumptiOns," but which on 
the previOus page he somewhat more carefully described as "a 
defimte way of concelVlng" what IS described (191/150). Whenever 
we understand anythmg, we do so by grasping It m terms of our 
"pre-understanding," our advance feel for the object, mcluding Its 
be mg. 

This view of descriptiOn Implies that we already "pre-understand" 
the bemg of an object we are seekmg to describe. We saw in sectiOn 
(i) above that the discipline of ontology seeks to articulate our pre
ontological sense of bemg, and this makes ontology interpretive or 
hermeneutic. Just as a sociOlogical commentator might try to articu
late what IS at stake m the suburban way of life m contemporary 
Amenca, 12 so an ontologist will try to articulate what our sense of 
being is. In doing this, the ontologist tries to develop a set of onto
logical concepts that is rich enough to capture what we mean by 
being. Phenomenological ontology IS mterpretive m the same way in 
which some socml science is. 

When we put our pre-ontological understanding mto conceptually 
articulate form, we bnng out features of our experience that are, at 
first, not salient. This is to say that we bnng something otherwise 
unapparent into focus by describmg it. As an analogy, thmk of what 
it IS like to try to get someone to see a pamtmg as you do. You might 
well appreciate or enjoy The Removal of St. Mark's Body from the 
Funeral Pyre, by Tintoretto, but not be able to articulate aspects of 
the paintmg that a cntlc can draw out. For example, ", . , the rapidly 
receding vista, the mexplicable disjunctiOns of scale, the oppressively 
dark sky, and the strange, wraith-like figures of the Muslims fleeing 
from the storm mto the arcade on the left, all contribute to a mood 
of eeriness and disquiet. , , ." 13 Here the cntic articulates something 
you had not, and in doing so he brings mto relief aspects of the 
pamting that you might well have felt, but did not see. Similarly, 
when Heidegger wntes, "the peculiarity of [eqmpment] Is that, in 
its readiness-to-hand, it must, as It were, withdraw m order to be 
ready-to-hand quite authentically" (99/69), he IS drawing out some
thmg we probably had not noticed. This Is a form of descnption, 
albeit not a completely straightforward descnption of something 
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llg. apparent "nght before our eyes." Rather, It Is descnption by articula
tion, which seems to be what Heidegger means by hermeneutic 
description. 

set Heidegger's goal in Bezng and Time IS to offer an articulation of 
on how we understand bemg. To articulate what we mean by being, he 
"a will describe phenomena m such a way as to draw out those struc-
ver tural features m virtue of which they show up for us as entities. As we 
mr saw in sectwn (i), Heidegger proposes to begin his ontological mqmr-
Its ies with a study of the being of Dasem, human beings. His ambition 

was to develop a general ontology of all forms of being and to link 
td" them into a systematic whole by exposmg the temporal features that 
ton structure bemg. He never got that far, however. He left us only with 
tre- diviswns I and II, most of which are devoted to the bemg ofDasem. 
or Let us turn now to Heidegger's ontology of human being. 
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Study Question 

What kinds of philosophical inqumes can, and what cannot, be 
carried out phenomenologically? 

Ill. EXISTENCE 

Heidegger opens §9 with a densely packed paragraph that lays out 
the fundamental outlines of his ontology of human life: 

We are ourselves the entities to be analysed. The being of any such 
entity is zn each case mzne. These entitles, m their bemg, comport 
themselves towards the1r being. As entities with such being, they 
are delivered over to their own bemg. Being IS that which IS an 
issue for every such entity. (67/41-42) 

He identifies four ontological tratts of Dasem: 

(1) Dasem's bemg ISm each case mme . 
(2) Dasem comports itself towards Its bemg. 
(3) Dasein IS delivered over to Its bemg. 
(4) Bemg IS at issue for Dasem. 

on, Let us begin with (1). 
ing We can restate (1) m a phrase: Dasein Is a person. Heidegger does 
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not call Dasem a person, however, or use the related language of S( 
subjects and subjectivity m analyzmg It. Why? The language of per- tJ 
sons and subjectivity is freighted with objeCtionable histoncal bag- u 
gage. Heidegger's discussion of this baggage is somewhat abbreviated m 
here in 1.1, but fortunately he offers us a lengthier treatment m Baszc "1 
Problems, §13b. There he explores Kant's conception of subjectivity 
and personality, and by Implication the German traditwn in which H 
Heidegger IS working. H 

A little historical background: modern philosophical reflection on m 
the nature of subjectivity began With Descartes's thesis that one's ar 
experiences mhere m one as any property mheres in a substance, as se, 
for example shape inheres in a tree. The term "subject" is the logical its 
correlate of the metaphysical term "substance." Just as properties H 
cannot subsist without a substance m which to inhere, so expenences un 
cannot subsist without a subject (or res cogztans, thinkmg thing) m 
to expenence them. All one's expenences belong to a single subject, rei 
because they all inhere m this substance that thmks, and the persist- on 
ence of this subject-substance through changes in expenence explams ch 
one's identity through time. u~ 

Kant transforms Descartes's conception of the subject by pulling 
Its metaphysical teeth, as it were. Experience cannot empincally fund 
the thought of our own umty and identity, as it can for the matenal 
objects of expenence. Ice melts and turns into water, for example, 
and chemistry provides a means for talkmg about this transform
ation. Melting is a change m the underlymg state of a quantity of 
H20. In one's own case, however, one never becomes aware of any He 
underlymg material or psychological substance of which one's be1 
changmg expenences are merely alteratwns of state. This is one of sicJ 
David Hume's skeptical observations, and Kant endorses It. Kant 1 
does not, however, giVe up on the unity and Identity of the subject. see1 
Kant affirms that, "The proposition, that m all the manifold of the 
which I am conscious I am identical with myself, is likewise 
implied m the concepts themselves, and 1s therefore an analytic 
propositwn."14 The umty and identity of the subject is a logical l 
reqmrement of self-conscwusness, rather than a metaphysical fact. c 

What we mean by saying of an expenence that it IS mine or belongs 1 
to me is that I can become aware of it, or m Kant's words, "It must be 
possible for the 'I think' to accompany all my representations." 15 In tl 
With this formulatwn we have arnved at the core conception of our 
subjectivzty in post-Kantian German philosophy: subjectivity IS the eqm 
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self-conscious unity of expenence. To be a subject is not to be a 
thing or substance. Rather, subjectivity IS a form of expenenbal 
unity, umty constituted and exhausted by my ability to become 
aware of my experiences as mzne. 16 This is Kant's conception of 
"transcendental personality." 

In eschewmg the language of subjectivity and personality, 
Heidegger IS reJectmg this way of looking at experience. Why? 
Heidegger believes that you have an expenence of yourself that is 
more basic than your cogmtlve awareness that all your expenences 
are yours. Heidegger names this more basic experience With his 
second charactenzatlon ofDasem: (2) Dasein comports Itself towards 
its bemg. This formulatiOn IS denved from Kierkegaard and embodies 
Heidegger's existentialism. Kierkegaard IS particularly interested m 
understanding the non-intellectual life-transformatiOns that occur 
in the search for a stable sense of self that culmmates, m his VIew, in 
religion. In Kierkegaard's analysis of these transformatiOns, not 
only are one's desires, aspiratiOns, convictiOns, and commitments 
changed, but the very being of the self IS modified. In The Sickness 
Unto Death, Kierkegaard wntes, 

A human bemg is spmt. But what Is sp1nt? Spirit Is the self. But 
what is the self? The self is a relation that relates Itself to itself or 
is the relatiOn's relating itself to Itself in the relatwn; the self is not 
the relatiOn but is the relatwn's relating Itself to Itself 17 

Heidegger's phraseology, "Dasem comports Itself towards Its 
bemg," echoes Kierkegaard's: "comports Itself' translates "verhalt 
sich," which can more anemically mean "relates Itself" 

The formulation that the self zs a relatwn of itself to itself might 
seem hopelessly circular. What IS the "it" that gets related? Where's 
the beef? Yet Heidegger embraces precisely this circularity: 

The "essence" of this entity lies in Its to be [Zu-sein]. Its what
being (essentza) must, so far as we can speak of It at all, be con
ceived m terms of its being (existentia). . . The "essence" of 
Dasein lies zn zts exzstence. (67142*) 

In the first sentence Heidegger Identifies what it is to be human With 
our "to be." Macquarne and Robmson helpfully give us the German 
eqUivalent of "to be"· "Zu-sezn" rather than the mfimtive "Sezn," 
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which we are translating consistently as "being." "Zu-sezn" is a ger
undive: JUSt as Dasein may have thmgs to do, it has bemg to be. Put 
more colloquially, then, Heidegger is saying that I am a life to live. 
He wants to refocus our understanding of what It is to be a person 
away from reflection and self-consciousness and towards how we live 
our lives. 

Readers who find standard discussiOns of personal identity and 
the nature of self to be sterile will be sympathetic. Many students of 
philosophy who feel this way turn to discussiOns of the self in moral 
philosophy. Moral philosophy, after all, IS concerned with who we 
are m so far as we are practically engaged with the world. Heidegger 
does not think that turning to moral philosophy m this way is 
sufficient to address the failures of the traditiOn, and his dissatisfac
tiOn goes a long way toward explammg why moral philosophy IS so 
peculiarly absent m Being and Time. 

After he discusses the transcendental umty of apperception m 
Baszc Problems, Heidegger turns to Kant's conceptiOn of "moral. 
personality." Moral personality IS a notion of subJectivity that goes 
beyond self-consciOusness and IS resolutely practical. Moral person
ality IS structurally similar to transcendental personality: It mvolves a 
logical umty, rather than a metaphysical unity of substance. The 
logical umty of the moral personality is not the unity of self-
consciOusness, but rather the unity of the agent that IS constituted r 
through one's awareness of her moral accountability. I am aware that 1 
my perceptual expenence of this coffee mug belongs to me, because I r 
can be aware of myself as expenencmg the coffee mug. I am aware I 
that my action of dnnkmg this coffee belongs to me, because I can c 
Impute the actiOn to myself by takmg responsibility for it. Just as, v 
according to Kant, I have a transcendental cognitive awareness of 1 
my own existence as a thinker, so I have a transcendental awareness 
of my own existence as an agent that IS captured in the feeling of c 
respect for the moral law. The details are not so Important here, but ti 
merely the basic idea that we are aware of who we are by way of the C· 

experience of moral accountability and responsibility. My actions E 
are mine, according to this view, m so far as I expenence those n 
actions as imputable to me. 8( 

Heidegger wants to Identify a form of self-awareness more basic a 
than cogmtive apperception or moral self-consciousness. His pro-
posal is that the most basic form of self-awareness IS my awareness b 
of who I am to-be. In Jose Ortega y Gasset's words: "It IS too often b 
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r- forgotten that man is Impossible without imaginatiOn, without the 
1t capacity to invent for himself a conceptiOn of life, to 'ideate' the 
e. character he IS going to be." 18 This sense of Identity underlies my 
'n awareness of my convictiOns, commitments, thoughts, and responsi-
Ie bilities. To be a person IS to proJect a person to be, and so our being is 

at issue for us. This is the fourth ontological trait He1degger Identifies 
d in the opening paragraph of §9: (4) Being Is at issue for Dasem. Our 
>f being is at Issue for us, because we care about our being. In 1.6 
:tl He1degger will give the name "care" to Dasein's bemg and in doing 
1e so he refers back to this feature of h1s analysis from I. I. By "care" 
~r Heidegger does not want to refer to the particular emotiOnal phe-
is nomena of worry and devotiOn, but rather to a constitutive or 
> extstentwl condition of human life, one that characterizes a carefree 
;o and/or detached person as much as one committed to service to 

others. To care about one's being is for It to matter to one, to make a 
n difference to who one is. 
1!. Here in I. I He1degger puts the pomt by way of contrasting us with 
~s non-human things: "To entities such as these, their bemg IS 'a matter 
1- of indifference,' or more precisely, they 'are' such that their bemg 
a can be neither a matter of indifference to them, nor the opposite" 
te (68/42). In a discussion of artificial intelligence, John Haugeland 
f- once wrote: "The problem with artificial mtelligence IS that com-
d puters don't give a damn." 19 This is an msightful comment about the 
it limitations of artificial intelligence, though He1degger would want to 
I modify it thus: the problem with artificial mtelligence IS that com-

·e puters neither do nor don't give a damn. Our lives matter to us, they 
n concern us, even when they matter by bemg negligible or Irrelevant, 
s, whereas non-human things have no concern with anythmg at all. 
,f They cannot even expenence their existence as Irrelevant. 
;s We care about our lives, our bemg is an Issue for us. We constantly 
,f confront the questiOn, or issue, Who ami? (To simplify my formula-
It tions, I will refer to this question as "the question of identity.") To 
1e confront the question of identity IS not to brood over one's Identity. 
LS Brooding self-questwnmg IS one way to live, but by no means com-
:e mon. We confront the questiOn of identity not m reflecting on our-

selves, but rather simply m livmg a human life. To live a life zs to 
.c answer the questiOn of identity. 
>- This is all a way of saymg that my sense of self, with which we 
:s began our discussion of §9, IS neither cogmtive nor specially moral, 
n but rather practzcal. A few pages mto §9 Heidegger writes: 
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In determming itself as an entity, Dasein always does so in the m P 
light of a possibility which it zs itself and which, in Its very being, ont~ 
it somehow understands. This is the formal meaning of Dasem's (3) l 
existential constitutiOn. (69/43) tion 

We: 
In §12 he adds: "Dasem IS an entity which, m its very being, comports ider 
itself understandingly towards that bemg. In saymg this, we are call- m h 
mg attentiOn to the formal concept of existence" (78/53). He1degger av01 
chooses to call the sense of self we have been discussmg "self- I 
understanding." Dasem's existentiality is the "fact" that It always con: 
understands Itself one way or another. We are always answenng the who 
question of identity by bemg (or livmg) some possibility of human tud< 
life. As we already touched upon m sectiOn (i), by "understanding" mg 
He1degger means a form of competence or ability, a practical phe- dise 
nomenon, rather than a cogmtive one. Our self-understanding IS ofn 
embodied m the way we live, rather than m how we think or talk fere1 
about our lives. It is for this reason, moreover, that Macquarrie and are. 
Robmson have decided to translate "szch verhalten" as "to comport life, 
Itself," rather than as "to relate itsel£" Heidegger IS talking about a neig 
form of comportment or behavior. und1 

How does this He1deggerian sense of self differ from the "moral to rr 
personality" described by Kant? The Heideggenan-existentJalist resp 
sense of self is broader and more basic than the self-awareness cruc 
embodied m the feeling of moral accountability. Your life, your F1 

bemg, IS who you are, and who you are mcludes and suffuses how you rigo 
feel, how you act, how you are disposed, how you talk, with whom suits 
you congregate. The difference can be drawn out best m an example: cove 
George, Paul, and John are hanging out in a mall. John steals a CD own 
from the music store and gets caught. George is not responsible, for the ~ 
he neither encouraged nor ordered John to steal the CD. Still, he bein 
feels Implicated in or at issue in this affair. That IS because who he is IS fatht 
more fundamental than what he zs accountablefor.20 sust< 

Dasein's basic self-awareness IS not a form of awareness at all, at and 
least not in any usual sense of the word. It IS not a form of subjectiv- spec. 
tty, if by that word we have its traditiOnal connotatiOns m mmd. the : 
He1degger chooses to use the word "disclosedness," rather than imm. 
"self-consciOusness" or "subjectivity," precisely in order to avoid the Tl 
traditional associatiOns of those terms. I am disclosed to myself logic 
most basically m canng about who I am, that is, in so far as It matters cal 1 
to me who I am. This implies, further, that the questiOn of idemty IS a ph 
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in play, even if we are not aware of it. Hence the third of Heidegger's 
ontological charactenzations of Dasein m the first paragraph of §9: 
(3) Dasein IS delivered over to its being. This is Heidegger's formula
tion that mspired Sartre's slogan, "We are condemned to be free." 
We are "condemned" or delivered over to confronting the question of 
identity. Because our answer to the question of identity is embodied 
m how we live, rather than how we think or talk; moreover, we cannot 
av01d the questwn by not thinking or talkmg about it. 

I mentwned above that one's sense of self suffuses with whom one 
congregates. That IS to say, m caring about who I am, I care about 
who others are. In I.4 Hmdegger names this care for others "solici
tude." In confronting the question of my identity, I am also confront
mg the questwn of the identity of others. His point IS that I cannot 
disentangle who I am from who those around me are. The intimacy 
of my concern with others can certamly vary from disengaged indif
ference to deep commitment, but still it matters to me who others 
are. Who others are is open, questwnable, at Issue m how I lead my 
life, JUSt as my own life IS. As I go about bemg a father, teacher, and 
neighbor, how those with whom I engage m bemg all these things 
understand themselves IS not Irrelevant to me. That my sons respond 
to my fathenng by bemg adormg children, that some of my students 
respond to my teachmg by dedicatmg themselves to their studies, IS 
crucially Important to me in so far as I am a father and teacher. 

Furthermore, Heidegger observes m I.4 that we mostly do not 
rigorously distmgmsh ourselves from our fellow-travelers m our pur
suits. "Prox1mally, factical Dasein Ism the with-world, which is un
covered man average way. Proximally, It IS not 'I,' in the sense of my 
own self, that 'am,' but rather the others .. ," (1671129). In living for 
the sake of bemg a father, I am livmg also for the sake of my sons' 
being children. The disclosure m which I am aware of myself as 
father IS entangled with the disclosure of my sons as my children. In 
sustainmg my being a father, I am sustainmg their bemg children, 
and m realizing a specific way of being a father, I am realizing a 
specific way of the1r being children. My self IS not mdependent of 
the selves of those around me. Let us call this phenomenon the 
immersion of the self in the socwl world. 

The Immerswn of the self in the social world IS not a psycho
logical thesis about causal interdependence, nor -Is It a metaphysi
cal thesis about the mterdependence of substances. Rather, It is 
a phenomenological thesis about the way in which I am disclosed 
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to mysel£ Heidegger does not want to deny that I can sometimes 
be disclosed to myself as isolated. He merely wants to claim that 
such an isolated disclosure IS exceptiOnal. Immersion is an aspect 
of our everyday expenence; it belongs to what Heidegger calls our 
averageness. He describes averageness as, ". , , the undifferentiated 
character which [Dasein] has proximally and for the most part" 
(69/43). Averageness constitutes a background condition, a condi
tion that IS not only typical of human life, but a standard m terms 
of which exceptwnal conditwns of human life make sense. For 
example, Heidegger argues that experiencmg oneself as Isolated 
from one's fellows, not JUSt alienated, but rather as being who one 
is independently of others, is highly atypical. It IS not an easy 
form of self-understanding to sustam, and in any case, It IS most 
commonly found as a reJection of the ways of life of those around 
one, that Is, not JUSt as Isolation, but as Isolatwnzsm. Isolatwmsm, 
such as being a recluse, mvolves care for the bemg of others, since 
it is motivated largely by a moral or existential reactzon agamst 
others. 

Immersion m the social world also mvolves a certain abdication 
of selfuood. Immersed in the social world, I do not own myself, 
but rather am, in Heidegger's language, "dispersed" in the public. 
Heidegger contrasts such dispersal with self-ownership, ownedness, 
or as Macquarrie and Robmson translate It, "authenticity" (Eigentli
chkett). Simply m virtue of bemg human, we face a choice of sorts 
between self-ownership and dispersal: 

And because Dasem ISm each case essentially Its own possibility, 
it can, in its very being, "choose" Itself and win itself; it can also 
lose itself and never win Itself; or only "seem" to do so. But only 
m so far as It can be owned- that is, something of its own -can It 
have lost Itself and not yet won itsel£ (68/42-43*) 

Heidegger does not tell us very much about this contrast herem §9. 
We will see below m sectwn (xvii) that self-ownership IS consum
mated m a form of "self-constancy," which Heidegger describes as 
"steadiness and steadfastness" (369/322). This self-constancy IS an 
achievement that must be won with a struggle. If anything m 
Heidegger approximates the umty and persistence of the self, It is 
this existential self-constancy that is gamed through self-ownership. 
This self-constancy IS not, however, a given; It is not a logical 
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condition of experience, nor Is it the inherence of experiences m a 
self-substance. It IS, rather, an mtensification of one's fundamental 
awareness of oneself. Simply m so far as we live in an average, 
everyday, undifferentiated fashion, however, we do not expenence 
ourselves m this mtensified and owned way. 

y 
t 
i 

So, in sum, Heidegger's answer to the Kantlan tradition's concep
tion of the umty of self-consciousness is this: we are disclosed to 
ourselves more fundamentally than m cognitive self-awareness or 
moral accountability. We are disclosed to ourselves m so far as it 
matters to us who we are. Our bemg IS an issue for us, an Issue we are 
constantly addressmg by livmg forward into a life that matters to us. 
Even in the exceptional condition of havmg lost interest in life, of 
radical alienation from It, of depressiOn- which Heidegger discusses 
under the rubnc of anxiety - the question of Identity looms as 
inescapable, which is why alienation is distressmg. This disclosure of 
myself to myself does not reveal me as a distinct and persisting 
individual, however, but rather as Immersed m a social world that 
engages me as well. That world, its possibilities, its paraphernalia, 
and the others who live in that world along with me matter to me 
simply in so far as my own life matters to me. All of this falls under 
the heading of existentwlity. 

e 

1 

;, 

s 
Study Question 

Does Heidegger's conceptiOn of "existence" Imply that you and I 
are not Identical selves endunng through changes m our experience, 

r, personality, physique, and character? 
) 

y IV. BEING-IN-THE-WORLD 
t 

Proximally and for the most part we are immersed m the world. The 
Importance of this observation IS hidden from the philosophical 

1. traditiOn, because It has been focused on self-consciousness and 
moral accountability, in which we expenence ourselves as distinct 
from the world and others. Heidegger's phenomenological approach 

11 to the self focuses first on a basic form of self-disclosure: I am what 
11 matters to me. Seen thus, I cannot disentangle myself from those 

around me and the world m which I live. In a phrase, we are bemg
in-the-world. Heidegger describes bemg-m-the-world as our basic 

J state or constitution. The "bemg-in" or "inhood" that constitutes 
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bemg-m-the-world IS nmther consciousness nor moral accountability, 
but rather familiarity (Vertrauthezt). 

The [German] expression "bm" ["am"] is connected With "bei" 
["at the home of," or "on the person of"], and so "zch bin" ["I 
am"] means in its turn "I reside" or "dwell amidst" the world, as 
that which IS familiar to me m such and such a way. Bemg, as the 
mfinitive of "ich bin" (that is to say, when it IS understood as an 
existentzale), signifies "to reside amidst " "to be familiar 
with .... " (80/54) 

Heidegger offers some etymology to add weight to his claims, but It 
is probably best to stay focused on the phenomenology. We do not 
JUSt exist or live m a world, but rather reside or dwell there; that is, we 
are fundamentally familiar wzth the world. 

To develop this Idea we need to explore several facets of It. First, 
Heidegger contrasts the way in which we are in our world with the 
way in which a thing can be in somethmg else. That is, as Hubert 
Dreyfus effectively formulates the pomt,21 Heidegger contrasts an 
existential sense of the word "in" with a physzcal sense. Second, 
Heidegger states that being-m-the-world IS our basic constitutwn, 
which is to say more than JUSt that we live m our world. All of the 
other ways m which we go about busmess, all our other activities, are 
specific ways of bemg-in-the-world. Third, a particular applicatiOn 
of the second clmm is the thesis of §13, namely, that knowledge or 
cognztion is a "founded" or denvative mode of bemg-in-the-world. 
Let us tackle these three pomts m turn. 

For the world to be mme, for it to matter to me, IS more than 
simply for me to be located within a system of obJects. Bemg located 
m something is inclusion. Elements of a set are logically included m 
the set, and physical objects can be mcluded withm both larger 
obJects and withm systems of objects. My computer IS located m my 
study, but it does not experience the study as zts study; the study does 
not matter to the computer. I am also in my study. I am included 
withm the physical object, my study, and I belong to the set of thmgs 
contained in my study. More Important than such mcluswn, how
ever, is that I experience this study as mine; it matters to me. The 
word "mine" might suggest legal ownership, and we do not want to 
focus on that. Even when I take my work to the coffee house near my 
home, I still experience the coffee house as mzne, though not as 
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owned by me. It is mme m so far as I am familiar with it. This 
familianty is a pervasive background feature of our experience, one 
that we do not normally notice. Like many of the phenomena 
Hetdegger describes m Being and Time, this familiarity is most 
apparent m Its absence. When I am traveling and find my way to a 
coffee house m another city, I often experience a certain level of 
discomfort. The chairs are unfamiliar, the music is different, as are 
the brews of coffee. The familianty of my normal stomping grounds 
is salient for me m Its absence. 

These contrasts highlight the basic familiarity that charactenzes 
our experience. We do not just occupy a location in a system of 
obJects, but rather live zn a world. To live in a world is to expenence 
the place one lives as familiar, to know one's way around It. In 
§14 Heidegger contrasts four different senses of the word "world" 
(93/64-65), the first and third of which are of interest to us here. The 
world in Heidegger's first sense - which he decides henceforth to 
designate by writmg the word world in scare-quotes, so "world" -
refers to "the totality of those entities that can be present-at-hand 
within the world." That IS, the "world" is the system or set of things 
that are. We may call this (followmg Dreyfus agam) the universe of 
things. The world m the third sense, the world without scare-quotes, 
is "that 'wherezn' a factical Dasem can be smd to 'live.' " The world Is 
a concrete experiential context or milieu. The world in this sense has 
a distmctive structure that Heidegger explores in 1.3. He calls that 
structure "significance," which underscores the connection between 
the mineness and mattering of 1.1 and the way m which we are in-a
world according to 1.2. 

The second facet of Heidegger's conception of bemg-in-the-world 
is that bemg-in-the-world IS our basic constitution. Macquarne and 
Robmson use the term "basic state," but this does not quite convey 
Heidegger's point. Heidegger's German IS actually more literally 
rendered as "basic constitutiOn" ( Grundverfassung). The difference 
in tone is Important, because Heidegger's pomt m §§12 and 13 is that 
all modes of our expenence and activities are determinate forms of 
being-in-the-world. "Dasem's facticity IS such that Its being-m-the
world has always dispersed Itself or even split Itself up mto defimte 
ways of being-in" (83/56-57). He gives a list of such "defimte ways 
of being-in," including both activities, such as producing somethmg 
and makmg use of somethmg, as well as psychological attitudes, 
such as considering somethmg. 
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Among those defimte ways of being-in are the various ways 
in which we relate to objects around us. He1degger des1gnates a 
spec1al term for our relatiOn to the thmgs m the world around 
us, in so far as we are in-the-world: concern (83-84/57). Like "solici
tude" (Fursorge), which we touched on in section (iii) above, "con
cern" (Besorgen) denves from "care" (Sorge). We concern ourselves 
with the objects that surround us and the states of affairs we con
front; we do not JUSt stand in mdifferent or mert relations to them. 
They make a difference or matter to us, even if th1s mattering is 
pnvative, as m He1degger's examples of neglecting something or 
leavmg something undone. Everythmg we do and are is suffused with 
this care. 

Heidegger develops this thought m applicatiOn to Dasem 1tself, 
when he writes, "Whenever Dasein ts, 1t is as a Fact; and the factual
ity of such a Fact is what we shall call Dasem's 'facticzty' "(82/56). 
He draws a distmction between facts (Tatsachen) and Facts (Fakta), 
which Macquarrie and Robmson track with a distinction in capital
izatiOn: facts are determinate aspects of the present-at-hand (and 
ready-to-hand), whereas Facts are determmate aspects of Dasein. 
Thus, it 1s a fact that my computer weighs six pounds., but a Fact 
that I am a father. Both of these are examples of ways m wh1ch 
entities can be determmate and thus different from other entities, but 
Heidegger wants to emphas1ze an Important ontolog1cal distinction 
between these two types of determinacy: being a father is a way of 
being-in-the-world, whereas weighmg s1x pounds. 1s not. 

Now, one m1ght obJect that we have such factual determmations as 
well: I weigh a certam (top secret) amount, for example. To account 
for th1s, Heidegger writes: 

, . for even entities which are not worldless - Dasem itself, for 
example - are present-at-hand "in" the world, or, more exactly, 
can with some nght and within certam limits be taken as merely 
present-at-hand. To do this, one must completely disregard or just 
not see the existential state of bemg-in. But the fact that "Dasein" 
can be taken as somethmg which is present-at-hand and just 
present-at-hand, is not to be confused w1th a certain way of 
"presence-at-hand" which 1s Dasem's own. (82/55) 

To describe me as we1ghmg a certam amount is (or at least, can be) to 
"disregard the existential state of bemg-m." It IS to describe me in 
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the way in which one may describe any physical object. I can weigh x 
pounds. as living Dasem or as a corpse, it makes no difference. So, if 
we disregard a person's existentiality and treat him or her simply as a 
physical object, we can describe that person in terms of his or her 
factual determmations. In domg so, however, we are missmg what 
makes his or her life the life It is. People do not JUSt weigh x pounds.; 
they live such a weight as being overweight or underweight or as 
being mdifferent to their weight. Weight, as a way of being-m-the
world, IS not an mdifferent physical property, but rather an existen
tlell conditiOn. We may similarly distingmsh between biOlogical sex 
and gender, between physical height and stature. Dasein's facticity 
consists of the determinations of its way ofbeing-m-the-world. 

Heidegger formulates the ontological situation here thus: there are 
two ways to take or conszder Dasem; as something present-at-hand 
and as Dasem. This formulation aligns Heidegger qmte generally 
with the traditiOn of transcendental philosophy deriving from Kant. 
According to some readings of Kant, his distmction between nou
mena (things m themselves) and phenomena (appearances) is not 
a metaphysical distinctiOn between two different sets of entities 
(e.g., natural and supernatural thmgs), but rather between two dif
ferent ways of considenng or reftectmg on the one set of entities that 
are.22 Kant takes this approach m his discussiOn of freedom in the 
Third Antinomy in the Crztzque of Pure Reason, where he argues that 
when we explam a person's behaviOr psychologically, we must ignore 
consideratiOns of freedom and regard behaviOr deterministically. 
When we JUdge a person's behaviOr morally, however, we cannot 
ignore his or her freedom and cannot treat him or her as a determin
istic mechamsm. It is the same person and the same actwn we are m 
each case explammg or JUdging, but our attitude towards the person 
and his or her actiOn differs. 

Heidegger's distmctwn between factuality and facticity may be 
construed along the same lines. We may adopt one of two different 
attitudes towards a person: a scientific-descnptive attitude, which 
focuses on the person's mdifferent properties, such as weight and 
height, and an ex1stential attitude, which focuses on the person's 
ways of being-m-the-world. Heidegger characterizes the distinctiOn 
as ontological, whereas Kant construes it as reflective or method
ological, but this difference cuts less deeply than It might at first 
seem. After all, m the context of phenomenology, ontology IS a 
reflective enterpnse: we are explonng the meanzng of our vanous 
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ways of experiencing the world, rather than developing a traditional 
inventory of the umverse's furnitureY 

The third facet of Heidegger's analysis of being-m-the-world that 
I identified above is the topiC of §13 of Bemg and Time: the thesis 
that cognition is a founded mode of bemg-m. Before developmg 
Heidegger's argument, we must discuss the words "cogmtwn" and 
"knowmg." In Macquarrie and Robinson's translatiOn, the title of 
§13 IS "A Founded Mode in whtch being-in IS Exemplified. Knowmg 
the World" (86/59). The German translated as "knowmg the world" 
is "Welterkennen." "Erkennen" and "Erkenntnis" are often used m 
philosophy to mean knowledge, as in Erkenntnistheorze, which is 
theory of knowledge. They can also be used to mean cognition, 
however, which IS the way m which Kant uses them most often. 
Recent translators of Kant's writmgs have begun to use "cogmtwn," 
where the older and more established translations have used "know
ledge. "24 Because Heidegger' s discussiOn of Erkenntnzs m § 13 of 
Being and Time does not focus on any of the special epistemological 
features of knowledge, such as JUstificatiOn or truth, but rather atms 
squarely at general aspects of Intentionality, it is better to render 
the term as "cognition" here. (Hetdegger discusses knowledge more 
specifically m §43a many case.) 

Heidegger's thesis m §13 is that cogmtion IS founded or grounded 
in being-in. This is to say both that familianty is more basic than 
cogmtwn, and that cogmtion IS not self-sufficient, but rather a 
derivative mode of familiarity. Put m a punchier form: Dasein 
m-a-world is not a subject cogmzant of an obJect. Heidegger uses 
phenomenology to undercut any attempt to impose a subJect-obJect 
scheme on our description of our everyday experience. We explored 
Heidegger's critique of the subJect-object model of expenence above 
m chapter 2. If we accept that the subject-object model forces us into 
awkward and distorted descriptiOns of our everyday experience, the 
questiOn becomes: which IS more baste, the Isolation of a subject 
attempting to transcend to an obJect (captured by the subJect-object 
model), or the familiarity of a world that is already disclosed 
(Heidegger's model)? Should we view subJective Isolation as an 
episodic breakdown in familianty, or the experience of familianty 
as a cognitive achievement to which we do not carefully attend? The 
chapters that follow are Heidegger's attempt to convmce us that 
familianty is more fundamental than cogmtwn. For now 1t IS worth 
noting three points. 
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First, Heidegger maintains that this very questiOn has not hereto
fore been discussed, because the phenomena of the world and our 
being-m-the-world have been overlooked. Heidegger views himself as 
raismg this issue for the first time. On this score he IS probably correct, 
although it is also true that other twentieth-century philosophers 
initiated similar discussiOns. John Dewey argued that experience IS 
not a matter of knowledge, but rather of practical know-how.25 

Dewey launched his cntique of epistemology and the subject-obJect 
distinction before Heidegger began to study at the university, but 
Dewey was wnting m an idiom, language, and tradition with which 
Heidegger and his teachers had no familiarity, and for which they 
would have had little sympathy. The failure of existential phenomen
ology and Amencan pragmatism to engage each other in a healthy 
dialog IS one of the great missed opportunities of twentieth-century 
philosophy. Beginning m the 1930s, Ludwig Wittgenstem also argued 
that subject and object, knower and known, are philosophical con
structs that generate more problems than they solve.26 He does not 
try to replace traditional philosophical approaches to subjectivity 
with newer ones, but rather wants to bring philosophy, as tradition
ally practiced, to an end. So, Heidegger IS not alone in rejecting the 
subject-object model of experience. 

Second, as we noted above in sectiOn (ii) and will explore in more 
detail below in section (xii), the conceptiOn of inner objects and 
the derivative notion of cogmtive content are hold-overs from the 
Aristotelian metaphysics of mmd and nature. Both their antiqmty 
and the association with a now-defunct VISIOn of the world make 
them highly suspect. Nevertheless, we can distmgmsh between gen
eral metaphors of interionty and specific philosophical theories that 
rely on the notwns of content and immanence. Even though the 
philosophical theones are suspect, this does not ipso facto condemn 
the general metaphoncal economy of the subjective and the interior. 
If we are less drawn to neologism than Heidegger (and who Isn't?) 
we will want to contmue using the language of subjectivity and inte
riority. We must be careful, however, to inspect our baggage before 
we board the train and make sure that we are not inadvertently 
smuggling traditional metaphysical assumptions mto our account of 
human life. 

Third and finally, I do not believe that Heidegger attempted to offer 
anything like a constructive argument against the subject-object 
interpretation of human life. Several recent exegeses of Bezng and 
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Time have attributed such an argument to Heidegger, most notably 
Hubert Dreyfus's Bemg-zn-the- World and Mark Okrent's Hezdegger's 
Pragmatzsm. 27 These are fascmating and powerful books, worth 
studymg carefully. In so far as they venture constructive arguments 
against the subJect-obJect model of expenence, they go beyond any
thing that Heidegger tried, or even would have wanted, to achieve m 
Bezng and Time. Heidegger's arguments are phenomenological. With 
respect to the subject-object model of human expenence, h1s argu
ment amounts to the charge that this model does not do JUstice to 
our expenence, that It forces us to describe our expenence in awk
ward ways, and places the emphasis in our philosophical inqUiries on 
abstract concerns and considerations remote from our everyday lives. 
Heidegger attempts to dnve a methodological wedge between the old 
ways of domg philosophy and the new way he IS offenng us. 

In sum, our most fundamental experience of ourselves is suffused 
With mmeness and mattermg: you expenence your life as yours, and 
that means that It matters to you (is an Issue for you) who you are. 
Since you are proximally immersed m the world m which you live, you 
also experience the world as yours. The world is not JUSt a "umverse 
of obJects," but rather a social milieu. Although you are physically 
located in a system of thmgs, your fundamental experience of your
self discloses to you the locale m which you live. In order to experience 
a system of obJects m which you are mcluded, you must first experi
ence a disengagement from your immersed and absorbed livmg. What 
we need now is a positive phenomenological account of engagement 
With the world. That is what Heidegger offers us 1.3. 

Study Question 

What other sorts of distinctions parallel that between bemg over
weight/underweight/just nght and weighmg x pounds? 

V. THEWORLD 

Heidegger's exploratiOn of the world develops m three phases after 
the introductory §14. Part A of the chapter directly explores the 
world phenomenologically. It advances from a descnption of the 
entities that are "closest to you" in your expenence to an analysis of 
the structure of the world Itself, what Heidegger calls the "world
hood of the world." Part B contrasts Heidegger's phenomenological 
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analysis with Descartes's conceptiOn of the world as res extensa. 
Finally, Part C explores Dasem's existential spatiality, that IS, the 
way m which Dasem experiences distance, nearness, and spatiality 
suffused with mattering. Because of the limltatwns of this Reader's 
Guide, I will focus on Part A, skip Part B, and relegate Part C to a 
few comments in section (vii) below. 

Dealings and Equipment 

Heidegger calls our engaged interaction with the world "dealings." 
As Macquarrie and Robmson note in their footnote #2 on page 95, 
the German word that they translate as "dealings" (Umgang) is 
connected With several other techmcal terms, such as envuonment 
( Umwelt) and CircumspectiOn ( Umsicht). The environment is not 
an ecological phenomenon, as in the dominant sense the word 
carries today, but rather, our "proximate world," the immediate 
world by which we are surrounded. By "surrounded" here we do 
not mean spatially surrounded, but existentially surrounded: the 
immediate world m which we are immersed and absorbed. Our deal
ings ("gomgs-around") take place in the environment ("around
world"). These dealings are guided by a special form of "sight," 
circumspectiOn ("around-sight"). Heidegger uses "sight" and related 
words throughout Being and Time as metaphors for mtelligence. Our 
engaged everyday dealings are mtelligent, but the mtelligence that 

. gmdes them IS not cogmtive, but rather practical. 
What are our dealings like? "The kmd of dealing which is closest 

to us is as we have shown, not a bare perceptual cognitiOn, but rather 
that kind of concern which manipulates thmgs and puts them to 
use" (95/67). As Heidegger describes it m Baszc Problems: 

When we enter here through the door, we do not apprehend the 
seats, and the same holds for the door-knob. Nevertheless, they 
are there in this peculiar way: we go by them circumspectively, 
avoid them circumspectively, stumble against them, and the like. 

after Stairs, corridors, wmdows, chatr and bench, blackboard and 
; the much more are not giVen thematically. (Basic Problems, 163) 

f the 
:is of I often walk mto the semmar room m the Philosophy Dept. at 
orld- Georgetown Umversity while discussing an Issue with one of my 
gical students. I do not look where I am gomg; I Just walk through the 

49 



A READER'S GUIDE TO BEING AND TIME 

door. I only have to look if something has changed, if for example 
I bump into a chmr or a person. The thmgs in my immediate 
environment are mostly not objects of cogmtion for me, but rather 
thmgs of use, thmgs ready to hand to be used, eqmpment. When I 
am in an unfamiliar envuonment, however, I may look carefully at 
my surroundings, focusing visually and cognitively on the objects 
around me, in order to be able to make my way about this strange 
world effectively. 

On page 96, after asking what the proximate objects of our expen
ence are, Heidegger answers: they are Things. Of course, this IS not 
Heidegger's view, but rather a traditiOnal answer. This IS typical of 
Heidegger's pedagogical style m Bemg and Time; he first leads the 
reader down the conventional path With a traditiOnal analysis of his 
theme, only to expose the errors of the tradition afterwards. The 
reader must be alert to this strategy m order to avoid confusiOn. 
Heidegger devotes this paragraph and the next to explammg why this 
traditionalist response IS wrong and to settling on new vocabulary to 
address the phenomena. He considers the analysis of the proximate 
objects of our expenence as "Thmgs mvested with value." This for
mulation is a deliberate echo of Husserl's characterization of the 
"natural attitude" m his Ideas, §28: Husser! describes himself as 
aware in the first mstance of a world of objects spread out m space, 
some of which are "invested with value." That IS, I am aware of a 
world of things around me, and some of them have functional value: 
this object nght before me is a computer, useful for writing and doing 
email; this object IS a light, useful for illummatmg my workspace. 

Heidegger rejects this charactenzation, for it suggests that the 
entities one deals with in immediate encounters with the environ- A 
ment are objects that also have "value," paradigmatically, use-value. \\ 
This in turn further suggests we can describe those objects shorn of SJ 
their value. I can describe my stereo speakers as "mere things" and rr 
then add onto that "neutral" description a statement of their func- o: 
tion, use, or value. This is a natural way to approach describing the cl 
speakers, if one has been exposed to the philosophical tradition. a1 
After all, surely the speakers really are rectangular prisms made of fu 
wood, with wires and so on inside. These rectangular prisms have a ec 
role in my life, but if the human race were to die off, the rectangular 
pnsms would persist, although now they would be useless. Therefore, vi 
their use is somethmg added to their underlymg reality. What could h~ 
be clearer? sp 
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Recall the guiding principle developed m the prevwus sectwn: our 
fundamental access to the world is our familiarity with It, not cogni
tion of it. What is the quality of my familiarity with the speakers? 
I am familiar with them as speakers, not as rectangular prisms that 
also have a use in my life. Indeed, I am often familiar with the entities 
in my environment Without bemg able to describe them neutrally. 
What color are the speakers, what shape is the phone on my desk? 
I have to stop and figure out answers to those questions, because 
I do not know. I do not know, because my pnmary access to those 
pieces of equipment is not through some neutral descriptiOn of 
them with value added on, but rather simply through their role 
in activity. Seeing use-objects as neutral, value-free entities with 
value added on requires an artificml stance towards them, a "bare 
perceptual cognition," a "holding back from manipulation," as 
Heidegger describes It. So, Heidegger appropriates a special word 
to pick out these proximate entities that show up m our everyday 
dealings: equzpment. 

He adds that often equipment is not present in my experience 
at all. 

The peculiarity of what is proximally ready-to-hand is that, mits 
readiness-to-hand, it must, as it were, withdraw in order to be 
ready-to-hand quite authentically. That with which our everyday 
dealings proximally dwell is not the tools themselves. On the con
trary, that with which we concern ourselves primarily is the work 
-that which is to be produced at the time . 0 • 0 (99/69) 

As I turn on the music m my livmg room, preparing to hang out 
with a fnend and chat, I do not encounter the speakers at all. The 
speakers withdraw, recede from my expenence. What stands out in 
my experience IS the music on which I am focused and the ambience 
of my living room. After I get the situation right and sit down to 
chat, the music and ambience may well recede too, as my friend 
and I focus on what we are talkmg about. Eqmpment, when it is 
functionmg properly, is not salient within my expenence. A piece of 
equipment IS often not an object at all. 

Further, typically eqmpment populates our world not as mdi
vidual objects, but as contexts of eqmpment (97168). My living room 
has a matrix of equipment that makes it the room it is: not only 
speakers, but sofa, chairs, rug, coffee table, and so on. If someone 
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asks me what I have in my livmg room, I have to stop and think. I do 
not know ofthand, yet I am familiar with my livmg room, so familiar 
m fact that I can enter and settle into It at will. My livmg room IS 
an entire context of eqmpment, all arranged and arrayed so that it 
can serve its appointed purpose. Sofas belong in living rooms, which 
IS why we do a double-take when we see a sofa sitting idly by the 
stde of a road, for example. A sofa by the stde of a road IS out of 
place. One can JUSt walk up to such a sofa and sit mIt, but normally 
one's use of a sofa is always m terms of the sofa's belonging to a 
living room. 

In sum, to encounter a ptece of eqmpment IS to use It. To use It, 
moreover, IS to use It for some task, and typically m such use we are 
Immersed in what we are domg and paying little or no attentiOn to 
the equipment Itself (except when It is eqmpment designed to attract 
attention, or is malfunctioning - more on both of these conditions 
later). We understand equipment m terms of the role It plays in our 
dealings: "A totality of eqmpment is constituted by vanous ways 
of the 'in-order-to,' such as serviceability, conduciveness, usability, 
manipulability" (97/68). 

Heidegger coins a new term to capture the being of eqmpment: 
readiness-to-hand. He contrasts the readiness-to-hand of eqmpment 
with the presence-at-hand of mere things. Macquarne and Robinson 
have chosen to emphasize the root "hand" in Heidegger's German 
terms, "zuhanden" and "vorhanden," what IS to or at my hand vs. 
what is before my hand. In explaming what he means by "ready-to
hand," Hetdegger wntes: "Only because equipment has this bemg
m-itself [viz., readiness-to-hand] and does not merely occur, IS It 
mampulable m the broadest sense and at our disposal" (98/69). He 
contrasts what "merely occurs" (vorkommt) with what IS at our dis
posal. Thus, "zuhanden" means available, and "vorhanden" means 
being occurrent or present. Heidegger's thesis is, then, that what it IS 
for a typical entity in our envuonment to be Is for it to be available, at 
our disposal, for use. 

A critic might obJect by insistmg that we cannot deny that the 
hammer could not be available, unless It were also occurrent or 
present-at-hand at the same time. Heidegger addresses this question 
in §15: 

Yet only by reason of something present-at-hand, "is there" any
thmg ready-to-hand. Does it follow, however, granting this thesis 
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for the nonce, that readiness-to-hand is ontolog1cally founded 
upon presence-at-hand? (101/71) 

Heidegger's phraseology m the second sentence, "grantmg th1s thesis 
for the nonce," undercuts the apparent concesswn in the first sen
tence. He 1s saymg that even if zt zs true that entities ready-to-hand 
can only exist "by reason" or "on the basis" of entities present-at
hand, 1t does not follow that the being of the ready-to-hand 1s 
defined in terms of present-at-hand features. One could open up a 
discussion here of categorial reducibility and ontolog1cal supervem
ence,28 but whatever their mtrins1c interest, such discussiOns do not 
reflect Heidegger's phenomenological method. He1degger atms to 
describe how we expenence equipment, and so the relevant question 
is whether all equipment shows up as a modificatiOn of something 
present-at-hand. 

Phenomenologically speaking, not all p1eces of eqmpment show 
themselves as also present-at-hand. To see this 1t is best to move 
beyond the narrow compass of equipment or tools in the con
ventional sense. Heidegger focuses on equipment m §15, but m the 
course of h1s discussion he progress1vely broadens his scope to a 
wider range of entities ready-to-hand, including materials (§15), 
signs (§ 1 7), and what we can call paraphernalia m general (§ 18). This 
is a good thing, because for many of us tools m any ordinary sense 
of the term are not a dommant sort of entity in our lives. 

Materials. "In the work there 1s also a reference or ass1gnment to 
'matenals': the work 1s dependent on leather, thread, needles, and the 
like" (100/70). As I build the shelves w1th my hammer, I use not only 
the tools m my workshop, but also the boards, nails, and so on. 
Heidegger further expands th1s category of materials to include raw 
materials: "In eqmpment that 1s used, 'nature' 1s uncovered along 
with it by that use- the 'nature' we find m natural products" (1 00/70). 
As I am cooking m the kitchen, I use not only bowls and frying pans 
and spatulas, but eggs and spinach and the other food stuffs. Eggs 
are not normally a tool, unless you are egging your neighbor's house; 
they are (in the kitchen) a raw material used m cooking, JUSt as is the 
wood I buy for my fireplace. The eggs with wh1ch I cook are eggs for 
cookmg, not natural things with biological properties, as a b10log1st 
sees them. 

Here, however, nature is not to be understood as that wh1ch is 
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JUSt present-at-hand, nor as the power of nature. The wood 1s 
a forest of timber, the mountain a quarry of rock; the river 1s 
water-power, the wmd 1s wind "in the sails." As the "environ
ment" 1s uncovered, the "nature" thus uncovered 1s encountered 
too. (1 00/70) 

Signs. Signs are also eqmpment of a sort, although not a tool in a 
conventional sense. "But signs, in the first instance, are themselves 
1tems of eqmpment whose specific character as equipment consists 
in showing or indicating" (1 08/77). Heidegger's example of a s1gn 1s 
a turn s1gnal on a car. A turn srgnal1s a piece of eqmpment, m that 
it 1s at our disposal for use m dnvmg, and its specific function 1s 
to mdicate wh1ch way the driver 1s going to turn. Heidegger treats 
signs distmctly from language or "discourse" (wh1ch he discusses 
m 1.5), because language 1s not a set of signs. Language does not 
consist of tools for communicating or describing; it 1s, rather, an 
expressive medium in wh1ch we share a world with one another. For 
this reason Heidegger assimilates conventional s1gns, such as turn v 
s1gnals, w1th natural signs, such as storm clouds, because both kinds f 
of sign are available as indicators of other phenomena. He does not a 
classify monuments and symbols as s1gns, however, because they are t· 
expressive; they are discourse rather than equipment. p 

Paraphernalia. 29 Finally, and most interestingly, He1degger intro- e 
duces terminology m § 18 that allows h1m to expand the conceptwn tl 
of the ready-to-hand far beyond eqmpment. SJ 

To say that the being of the ready-to-hand has the structure of d 
assignment means that it has m Itself the character of having been tl 
assigned. An entity is uncovered when 1t has been assigned to n 
something, and assigned as that entity wh1ch 1t 1s. With any (1 
such entity there is an mvolvement wh1ch it has in somethmg. p1 
The character of being wh1ch belongs to the ready-to-hand is m 
involvement. (115/83-84*) · p1 

d 
He1degger first uses the term "assignment"30 in §15, when he writes: 
"In the 'in-order-to' as a structure there lies an assignment of some- it~ 

thing to somethmg" (97/68). A piece of eqmpment is an ent1ty that eg 
serves a functiOn, an entity "in-order-to" somethmg. A hammer is en 
for driving nails, a garlic press 1s for pressmg garlic. Such functional- en 
ity 1s a kind of ass1gnment. A piece of eqmpment's belongmg to an in1 
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s eqmpmental context IS also a kmd of assignment (97/68). What do 
s both of these sorts of assignment have m common? They are both 

sorts of involvement: a hammer IS mvolved both in hammering and 
j in the workshop. With this concept of involvement in focus, we 

can see that a great many other thmgs are mvolved m our activity 
without exactly being eqmpment: pamtmgs and other forms of 

a adornment, religwus artifacts, copies of novels, and so on. We do 
s not typically use these Items for a specific purpose, but to say what 
s they are we need to talk about their roles m human life and not 
s just their physical properties. The paraphernalia of human life IS 
t ontologically distmguished by bezng what It IS asszgned to be by our 
s practices; its being IS involvement. 
s We may now return to the question whether "only by reason 
s of something present-at-hand, 'is there' anything ready-to-hand" 

(101/71). If we are focused only on tools, then It may seem as if 
1 to be ready-to-hand reqmres somethmg present-at-hand that under-
r lies it and IS mvested with or assigned value by our practices. If 
1 we broaden our focus to paraphernalia in general, however, It IS 
s far less obvwus that this is so. If you and I are both reading Hamlet, 
t are we reading the same book or two different books? There are 

two exemplars of Hamlet between us, but only one drama, Hamlet. 
A traditiOnal metaphysiCian will puzzle over the relatwns between 
exemplars and dramas and will try to assimilate it to some relation 
that metaphysicians feel they understand better, such as species
specimen or umversal-partlcular. This kind of assimilation, how
ever, is likely to miss the specific texture of the relationship between 
drama and exemplar, which is, after all, not the same relatiOn as 
that between red thmgs and tlle universal red. It IS more like the 
relatiOn between a word-type and word-token, but agam not exactly. 
(Hamlet can, after all, be edited, abndged, and translated.) The 
point is this: when it comes to the drama, Hamlet, which you 
and I are both reading, we do not encounter It as somethmg 
present-at-hand, something located m this place With these physical 
charactensbcs. 

In sum, the ready-to-hand IS a sort of entity, an entity defined by 
its involvement in our practices. In order to say what a spatula, an 
egg, a turn signal, a chalice, or a drama is, we must describe these 
entities in terms of the role they play in our lives: Heidegger does not 
emphasize the point here in 1.3, but the present-at-hand IS what it is 
independently of our lives and the roles that entitles play in our lives. 

55 



A READER'S GUIDE TO BEING AND TIME 

Galaxies, quarks, electrical charge, and lizards are what they are 
irrespective of our concerns and interests. 

Circumspection and Breakdown 

In §13 Heidegger argues that our average everyday dealings m the 
world are not gmded by cogmtion. Rather, they are a matter of 
engaged familianty. When we are going about our business in the 
world, we encounter and use, but do not always observe the entities 
around us. Does this mean that our dealings are "automatic," 
"mindless," or a matter of mechanical habit? No. 

But when we deal with [entitles ready-to-hand] by using them and 
manipulatmg them, this activity IS not a blind one; It has its own 
kind of sight, by which our mampulation is gmded and from 
which It acqmres its specific security. Dealings with equipment 
subordinate themselves to the manifold assignments of the "in
order-to." And the sight with which they thus accommodate 
themselves IS circumspectzon. (98/69*) 

What IS circumspection? 
By "sight" Heidegger does not mean visual perception. He uses 

sight as a metaphor for intelligence. He argues that we are familiar 
with our environment and the paraphernalia that we encounter in it 
primarily through our skills and abilities, our competences, rather 
than through cognition. These skills, moreover, are mtelligent. As I 
dnve a nail with a hammer, the way m which I hold and wield the 
hammer IS calibrated to the situation in which I am hammering, at 
least if I am skilled at hammermg. I do not need to stop and think 
about the hammer and how to swmg It, and in fact, if I do stop and 
think, I will swing it wrong. I see my way through the situatiOn and 
to the goal of my activity by staymg focused on the goal and lettmg 
my skills navigate the details. 

That with which our everyday dealings proximally dwell Is not the 
tools themselves. On the contrary, that with which we concern 
ourselves primarily is the work - that which IS to be produced 
at the time; and this is accordingly ready-to-hand too. The work 
bears with it that referential totality within which the eqmpment 
is encountered. (99/69) 
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tre Because my skills and capacities m the situation are keyed into the 
situatiOn, I do not need to know explicitly or cogmtively reflect on 
what I am doing. I focus my cogmtive attention on the level of my 
actlVlty at which my skills are challenged. I focus on the goal for 
which I am struggling, rather than on the aspects of my activity over 

:he which I have mastery. 
of Sometimes, of course, we do focus on the eqmpment we are work-
:he mg with. Here I must confess my limited mastery of carpentry. When 
ies I cut a board, I have to focus mtently and bear down on moving the 
c," circular saw straight along the line. My saw-cuts have a tendency to 

slip and slide and be Jagged, and when I can, I clamp a guide to the 
board to steady my cut. When I renovated my house, however, and 

.nd had the pleasure of observing a master carpenter at work, I noticed 
wn that he could joke around and offer personal and political wisdom, 
::>m while all the while making a perfectly straight cut, often not looking 
ent the whole time at what he was domg. This IS the achievement of a 
in- steady hand, strength, and forty years of expenence. So, what we 
ate bear down on m our activity IS a functiOn of the extent and degree of 

our mastery. Tools that are unfamiliar require focus, whereas famil
iar tools do not. Our pnmordial or originary bemg-m-the-world IS a 
matter of familianty, and when it comes to making our way about 

lses the world, familiarity IS a functiOn of competence or mastery. 
liar Nevertheless, sometimes the equipment forces us to focus on it, 
nit when It malfunctions or in some other way resists our work with 
her it. Such phenomena of breakdown or "unreadiness-to-hand~' are the 
~s I theme of §16: conspicuousness, obtrusiveness, and obstmacy. A piece 
the of equipment IS conspicuousness, when it malfunctions: "the tool 
, at turns out to be damaged, or the matenal unusable." A piece of 
ink equipment IS obtrusive, when another piece of equipment on which 
1nd it relies IS missmg, when It" .. , not only [is] not 'handy' ['handlich'] 
1nd but [is] not 'to hand' ['zur Hand']" (103/73). In this sort of case, 
tmg both the missmg eqmpment and the equipment that we do have "to 

hand," but which we cannot use, are unready-to-hand. Finally, a 
piece of eqmpment IS obstinate, when it is an obstacle, rather than an 

the instrument of our concern. "That to which our concern refuses to 
:ern turn, that for which It has 'no time,' is somethmg un-ready-to-hand 
lced in the manner of what does not belong here, of what has not as yet 
rork been attended to" (103/73-74). Through all the details ofHeidegger's 
1ent phenomenology of the unready-to-hand, two pomts are Important. 

First, m an encounter with eqmpment that IS unready-to-hand, 
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we are forced to focus or bear down on the eqmpment. It is unready
to-hand, precisely because It frustrates our activity. Of course, the 
standards of what counts as malfunctioning are relative to the per
son. A sticky clutch can be a serious challenge to one driver, but not 
much of a challenge at all to an experienced dnver, especially the 
owner of the car who has learned to cope with this difficulty. The 
category of the unready-to-hand, then, is a category that makes 
sense relative to our capacities and skills, that IS, relative to our 
understanding. The unready-to-hand IS whatever challenges our abil
ities and forces us to bear down on It, rather than on the work to be 
accomplished. 

Second, unreadiness-to-hand is a "deficient mode" of readiness
to-hand, not a mode of presence-at-hand. A broken hammer is not a 
pile of wood and steel, which would be what it is regardless of what 
we aim to do. It is a broken hammer. A broken hammer IS frustrat
ing, m a way that a pile of wood and steel is not. To malfunctiOn is 
not to be absent; It is to be unusable. The contrast between what is 
present and what is absent is different from the contrast between 
what is available and what IS not. A broken coffee maker IS present, 
indeed, so aggravatingly present that it becomes the focus of our 
attention and activity. Somethmg can be unavailable by being absent, 
as e.g., when it is missmg, but to be unavailable is not the same thing 
as to be absent. 

Nonetheless, we can get a glimpse of the present-at-hand m 
breakdown situatiOns. 

Pure presence-at-hand announces Itself in such [malfunctiomng] 
equipment, but only to Withdraw to the readiness-to-hand of 2 

somethmg with which one concerns oneself- that IS to say, of the 1, 
sort of thmg we find when we put It back into repair. (1 03173) 

The practically melevant physical properties of the hammer are 
more salient when the hammer IS broken than when It is function
ing. It takes me a moment of reflection and searchmg my mind to 
remember the color of my hammer (it is brown), because my ham
mer IS in working order and I pay no attention to Its color. Its color is 
practically melevant. (Of course, if I am dealing with color-coded 
eqmpment, such as wire that is coded for its gauge, then Its color is 
practically relevant and its color IS a theme of my activity.) When my 
hammer breaks, however, and I JUSt dumbly stare at It, Its color 
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becomes more salient to me. Its practically melevant physical char
actenstlcs become accessible. If I fix the hammer, however, then its 
color once agam recedes, and the hammer withdraws into its avail
ability. So, m breakdown expenences, the merely present makes an 
appearance, usually only to withdraw from the scene agam, as my 
activity gets back underway. 

Significance and Worldhood 

CircumspectiOn is gmded by the totality of assignments that con
textualize the task on which we are working. Because I am trymg to 
build a shelf, and because I am able to do so, I refer myself from the 
task to the equipment and matenals. My circumspection IS gmded by 
the in-order-to relatiOns that define the equipment and material and 
their relatiOn to the task at hand. Circumspection is gmded by the 
practical structure of the workshop, a practical structure that I typ
ically already understand, as I dive into my work. Circumspection 
not only guides me in my Immediate actlVlty of building the shelf, 
but more widely as I move through the environment and pass from 
one activity to the next. Why do I build a shelf? In order to set up my 
garage to hold more of that inelimmable American JUnk we acquire. 
So, the larger proJect of making over my garage refers me to the 
more immediate project of building a shelf, which refers me first to 
the task of cutting this board down to eight feet. In all of this, I am 
guided by the structure of in-orders-to that bind the workshop and 
my activity together. 

Often I do not move from larger proJect to sub-proJect, but hori
zontally, as it were, from one proJect to another. So, after preparmg 
lecture notes for tomorrow's class, I turn to grading papers for my 
other class. There IS no vertical m-order-to relatiOn here. So, what 
guides me in this transltwn? 

m- But the totality of mvolvements Itself goes back ultimately to 
to a towards-which in which there IS no further involvement: this 

m- towards-which is not an entity with the kind of being that 
ris belongs to what is ready-to-hand within a world; it IS rather an 
led entity whose bemg IS defined as being-m-the-world, and to whose 
r is ontological constitutiOn worldhood Itself b_elongs. This primary 
my towards-which IS not just another towards-this as something in 
lor which an involvement is possible. The pnmary "towards-which" is 
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a for-the-sake-of-which. But the "for-the-sake-of' always pertains in 
to the bemg of Dasem, for which, in Its being, that very bemg is de 
essentially an zssue. (116-117/84) ot 

H 
I take on both of these nommally mdependent tasks- preparing this hu 
lecture as part of teaching this class, and grading those papers as 
part of teaching that class - for the sake of bemg a teacher. The en 
structure of in-orders-to that define the equipment and matenal and or, 
tasks found in this workshop or that office are not just an abstract of 
network of functional roles. Rather, they are bound together by their str 
common involvement in a way ofbemg Dasein for the sake of which jar 
I do what I do. Ht 

It IS unfortunate that Heidegger bnefly gives the Impression that shi 
there is one ultimate for-the-sake-of-which, namely survival. Or at Th 
least, it is possible to read one of his comments this way: " ... and it 1 

this protection 'is' for the sake of providing shelter for Dasem- that · "b4 

IS to say, for the sake of a possibility of Dasein's being" (116/84). (in 
This is a misimpression, however. I am also a father, a husband, a He 
son, a neighbor, a youth baseball coach, and so on. Are all of these "D 
for-the-sakes-of-which proJects that themselves refer back to one the 
ultimate for-the-sake-of-which in my life? There IS a temptation to mg 
thmk so, especially when we are forced to deliberate about the overall Ge 
shape of our lives. When service on the board of directors of our eql 
youth baseball league begins to crowd out professwnal research, I ant 
am forced to confront this conflict and ask myself which IS more rol4 
Important. Ifl feel the inclination to try to sort all this out rationally, m 
I will look for the deeper and more comprehensive goal to which to poi 
subsume these vanous proJects. It IS this sort of reasoning that led poi 
Thomas Aqumas, e.g., to posit a "last" or ultimate "end" or goal of tio1 

human life, a final anchor to which the entire busmess of rational bee 
deliberation could be tied, when needed.31 It IS not necessary to rna; 
decide here whether rational deliberation reqmres such a final anchor, con 
for Heidegger does not thmkthat deliberatiOn, rational or otherwise, 1 
is the mode in which we confront the deepest questions about who the 
we are and for the sake of what we live. Deliberation IS a form "Tl 
of experience that arises m response to breakdown (410/359, §69b). IS" 
I am normally guided m juggling and balancmg my competmg wht 
mterests and proJects by the various affects or attunements that I app 
expenence: I instmctively lay off the board of directors service to put war 
more time into my professional work, because of the differing ways wor 
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in which these projects matter to me. We will explore this in more 
detail below m our discussiOn of disposedness (section viii). For 
our purposes here we need only note that there IS no reason for 
Heidegger to commit himself to a conception of an ultimate end of 
human life. 

The structure of in-orders-to is bound together and makes refer
ence back to for-the-sakes-of-which, which themselves are not sub
ordinated to any further goals. We have here, then, the structure 
of the practical contexts in which we operate. Heidegger calls this 
structure significance. At this point we confront a heap of Heidegger
jargon, and it is worth pausmg to collect some of it together. 
Heidegger writes: "The relational character which these relatiOn
ships of assigmng possess, we take as one of szgnifytng" (120/87). 
The German word he uses IS "bedeuten," although he hyphenates 
it in this its inaugural use (so, "be-deuten"). In ordinary German 
"bedeuten" means to mean. Macquarne and Robmson point out 
(in their footnote #3 on page 120) that by hyphenating the word, 
Heidegger may mean to emphasize the root "deuten" m the term. 
"Deuten" means to mterpret and to point. Further, Heidegger uses 
the word "Bedeutsamkezt" to refer to the "totality of this signify
ing." "Bedeutsamkezt" means significance or importance in ordinary 
German. So, Heidegger wants to draw attentiOn to the way in which 
equipment, materials, tasks, and so on become significant or import
ant in virtue of their roles m our activity, and how in VIrtue of those 
roles, they also pomt to one another. The hammer pomts to dnvmg 
in nails, and dnving in nails points to the hammer; drivmg nails 
points to fastening objects, which points to building a shelf, which 
points, in the end, to being a homeowner or carpenter or construc
tion worker, or what have you. All of the relations Heidegger has 
been analyzing (for-the-sake-of-which, m-order-to, the whereof of 
material constitutiOn, and so on) make up the structure of the 
context in which we operate, the structure of the world. 

The world IS bound together by these pointings. The structure of 
the world consists of the totality of these pointings or signifyings. 
"The relatiOnal totality of this signifymg we call significance. This 
is what makes up the structure of the world - the structure of that 
wherem Dasein as such already is" (120/87). There are two ways to 
approach this defimtion. Heidegger the phenomenological architect 
wants to point out the structural pattern of the world, to see the 
worldhood of the world as a relational scaffolding that IS filled, 
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in each case, by the stuff of this world, this context. Heidegger 
the existential phenomenologist wants to emphasize the texture of 
significance or importance in the contexts in which we operate. 

In order to live m a world in a distmctively human fashion, we 
must always already be keyed mto the structure of significance of the 
world. When we walk mto a workshop that serves some purpose we 
know not what, we are baffled by the eqmpment. The workshop is 
unfamiliar to us, because we do not grasp the in-orders-to and for
the-sakes-of-which that structure the context. To be familiar with a 
context, with a world, is to grasp the significance, the signifyings, of 
the thmgs that are located in it. Our ability to experience something 
as equipment in order to . 0 , or paraphernalia mvolved in ... is 
based in our pnor familianty with the structure of significance, that 
is, with our understanding of the roles that things play m our world. 
Whenever we encounter and deal with a particular piece of para
phernalia, we do so in terms of the role that it plays in our activities. 
That is the difference between confronting a hammer and confront
ing a hunk of wood and metal. So, a familianty with the interlocking 
network of roles and tasks and for-the-sakes-of-which IS a condition 
of the possibility of encountering paraphernalia at all, and it IS the 
heart of our being-in a practical context. 

The world is not Just a context of paraphernalia; it is also a human 
context. The workshop is not JUSt a relatiOnal system of functions, 
but rather a fabnc of roles held together and grounded m the human 
possibilities that it subserves. This links the paraphernalia of the 
world to the people who dwell m the world. Hammers, nails, and 
boards make no sense apart from carpentry and home-ownership 
and all the other human possibilities or for-the-sakes-of-which in 
which they are involved. The same holds m reverse: there IS no such 
thing as bemg a carpenter apart from the tools and tasks of the 
carpenter. Someone who describes himself as a carpenter, but who 
does not work With wood and uses no tools is either a poseur or 
someone who does not know what carpentry is. So, just as parapher, 
nalia Is "uplinked" to human possibilities, human possibilities 
"downlinked" to paraphernalia. You live m a complex fabric of 
lappmg human contexts, the world of school, of work, of the 
These worlds make sense to you in terms of the various facets 
your life (your being). Moreover, the various facets of your 
make sense in terms of these worlds. 

The key to the concept of a world m Heidegger's distmctlve 
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:ger is precisely this mterweaving of human possibility and the roles of 
: of paraphernalia. 

we That wherezn Dasem understands itself beforehand in the mode 
the of assigning itself IS that zn terms of which It has let entities be 
:we encountered beforehand. The wherein of an act of understanding 
p is wh1ch ass1gns 1tself, IS that zn terms of which one lets entuzes be 
for- encountered zn the kznd of being that belongs to znvolvements; and 
th a this wherein IS the phenomenon of the world. (119/86*) 
;, of 
1ing The world IS a honzon of understanding, a space of possibilities, 
. is on the background of which we understand both paraphernalia 

that and ourselves. The roles m which paraphernalia are constitutively 
Jrld. involved cannot be disentangled from the human possibilities in 
ara- which we mvest ourselves and thereby come to understand who we 
ities. are. The world IS a unitary horizon for making sense of both human 
ont- life and the paraphernalia with which we surround ourselves. 
king This implies, finally, that we are the sorts of entity who we are only 
ition in so far as we go about our busmess m the world m which we live. 
; the 

Dasein as such IS always somethmg of this sort; along with Its 
man being, a context of the ready-to-hand is already essentially un-
ions, covered: Dasein, in so far as it is, has always submitted itself 
man already to a "world" which it encounters, and this submisswn 
f the belongs essentially to Its bemg. (120-121/87) 
and 

rship To understand ourselves IS to submit to a world, or better, to accept 
:h in or acquiesce m a world. Officially, the passage JUSt quoted focuses 

on Dasein's relatiOn to the "world," I.e., to the system of objects 
or paraphernalia that populate our world. This submission to a 
"world" of paraphernalia rs a consequence, however, of our bemg 
tied to a world, a world that contextualizes and situates both us 

the paraphernalia. We see here, then, a significant element 
Heidegger's existentialism, his reJectiOn of the abstraction that 

"V'""-""'"~ so much traditional philosophy. Kant writes about our 
character, which somehow stands outside the confines of 

and to which, when we adopt the moral pomt of view, we 
responsibility for havmg chosen these actiOns we perform. 
writes of the thought-experiment of the annihilatiOn of 

world, in which the order and organization of object-directed 
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experience breaks down to such a point that all that remams to our 
expenence is the apperceptive awareness of an ego-pomt from which 
a world would be experienced. Thomas Nagel, in a well-known con
temporary treatment, writes of the "view from nowhere.'m These 
philosophical fantasies of disembodiment, of disentanglement from 
the world (all prefigured in Plato's philosophy, where Socrates speaks 
of the body as the pnson-house of the soul) are JUSt that, fantasies. 
To be a human bemg IS precisely to be entangled m a world, to be 
unable to extncate oneself from the world, to understand oneself 
and the thmgs around one m terms of the same honzon, the world. 

Termmology 

In chapter 3 we acqmre a new set of technical terms: 

Assignment (or reference): the dedication of an entity to its role m · 
our activity. 

Circumspection: the "sight" or intelligence that gmdes our prac
tical dealings in the world and with paraphernalia. 

Conspicuousness: the mode ofunreadiness-to-hand exhibited when 
a tool malfunctions. 

Dealings: gomg about busmess in the world. 
Environment: the immediate practical context m which we operate. 
For-the-sake-of-whzch: the relatiOn between the larger scale pro-

Jects m which we are engaged and the self-understandings that 
motivate them. 

In-order-to: the relation between a piece of eqmpment and the task 
it subserves, e.g., between the hammer and dnvmg nails. 

Involvement: the relation between a piece of paraphernalia and the 
role it plays in our activity. 

Obstinacy: the mode of unreadiness-to-hand exhibited by some
thing that is an obstacle to our on-gomg activity. 

Obtruszveness: the mode of unreadiness-to-hand exhibited by a 
tool when an essential piece of its "co-equipment" IS missing. 

Presence-at-hand, present-at-hand: the kind of being of mere things, 
things that are not assigned to roles m human activity. 

Readiness-to-hand, ready-to-hand: the kind of being of eqmpment. 
Phenomenologically, readiness-to-hand IS the availability of 
something for use m human activity. This IS not the same as 
thing's presence or occurrence. 
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Significance: the relational whole of all the relatwns of signifying. 
That is, 1t 1s the relational web that binds the world together mto 
a whole. 

Signify: the relatwnal quality of the m-orders-to, for-the-sakes
of-which, mvolvements, and so on: the relation of one 1tem m 
the world "pomting to" or "s1gnifymg" another and thereby 
contributing to its import or significance. 

Unreadiness-to-hand, unready-to-hand: The unavailability of some
thmg for use m human practice. Th1s 1s not the same as a thing's 
absence or non-occurrence. 

World: the socml context or existential milieu in terms of which we 
understand both ourselves and the paraphernalia around us. 

Worldhood: the being of the world. Significance IS the bemg of 
the world, hence worldhood. To be a world IS to be a honzon 
charactenzed by significance. 

"World" the system of things, the aggregate of objects around us. 

Study Question 

What should we say philosophically about a piece of paraphernalia 
that has been forever torn from its context, such as a pottery JUg m a 
museum? 

VI. THE SELF AND THE ANYONE 

Who is Dasem? Dasem ISm each case mme, and that means that I am 
Dasein and so are you, are we not? Yes, but th1s answer obscures as 
much as it reveals. When we try to say who IS in-the-world, we are left 
with little alternative than to say, "I am m-the-world." The "I" 1s a 
"non-committal formal zndicator, mdicating something which may 
perhaps reveal itself as its 'opposite' m some particular phenomenal 
context of bemg" (151-152/116). That 1s, It Is grammatically correct 
to say that it IS I who am in-the-world, but this does not tell us who I 
am. As we have seen, we are Immersed m the world of our concern, 
and our bemg does not matter to us as the significance of some 
isolated pomt of view from nowhere, but rather, as the life we are 
living in this world surrounded by this paraphernalia. Proximally 
and for the most part, we do not experience ourselves as distinct 
from the world. So, how do we expenence ourselves? 

We do not typically expenence ourselves as Isolated from others, 
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but rather as immersed in the world along with them. "And so in the 
end an isolated I without others is JUSt as far from being proximally 
glVen" (152/116). What are our encounters with others in the course 
of our daily business like? Just as paraphernalia are not thmgs 
invested with value, so others are not bodies invested with psycho
logical properties. Typically we understand others straight away and 
without further ado. As I walk mto my department's office, the 
work-study student at the desk is takmg a message. As I walk out 
into the courtyard, the man on the bench is eatmg lunch. I do not 
have to figure these thmgs out. Mostly others are just there, doing 
what they are domg, as hammers and tables are Just there, being 
what they are. This is what Heidegger means, when he refers to the 
"inconspicuousness" and "obviousness" that charactenze the being 
of others as much as the being of paraphernalia (158/121). As With 
paraphernalia, what others do makes sense in terms of the horizon . 
of the world. 

Others are not, of course, paraphernalia. They do not show up as 
available for use. Rather, others are there with me m the world. 
"[Others] are neither present-at-hand nor ready-to-hand; on the con
trary, they are like the very Dasein which frees them, in that they are 
there too, and there with it" (1541118). To say that others are "there 
too" and "there With" Dasein is to say that we experience others 
in terms of what they are pursuing, m terms of their for-the-sakes
of-which. When I see the work-study student taking a message, I 
understand what he iS domg as for the sake of his self-understanding 
as a student. He and I share a social horizon that makes what we do 
mutually mtelligible. 

By reason of this with-like being-in-the-world, the world is always 
the one that I share With others. The world of Dasein is a with
world. Bemg-in iS betng-wlth others. Theu bemg-m-themselves 
withm-the-world iS Dasein-wzth. (155/119) 

Others and what they do are normally easily mtelligible to me, 
because we share a world. Heidegger calls others "Dasem-with." 

We do not JUSt share a horizon on the background of which what 
we each do iS intelligible, however. Rather, our for-the-sakes-of
which are mterwoven with one another as well. In wntmg this book 
for the sake of being a teacher and scholar, my being iS an issue for 
me. Since bemg a teacher and scholar 1s an actlvlty I pursue m the 
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world, by means of paraphernalia involved in it, and engaged with 
others who pursue correlated activities, such as bemg a student, the 
world is an Issue for me simply in so far as I am a teacher and 
scholar. In pursuing my for-the-sakes-of-which I am engaging and 
sustaining the for-the-sakes-of-which of students and readers. Since 
the self-understanding of bemg a teacher IS mterwoven with the self
understanding of being a student, to act for the sake of bemg who 
I am IS to act for the sake of others bemg who they are as well. 
"Thus as being-with, Dasein 'is' essentially for-the-sake-of others" 
(160/123). Simply in so far as Dasem IS being-in-the-world, It is also 
being-with, and Simply in so far as Its own life matters to It, the lives 
of others matter to It. Recall that Heidegger calls this mattering 
"care," and others' mattermg to me he calls "solicitude" (Fiirsorge, 
literally "carmg-for"). It IS Important to bear in mmd that just as 
"care" does not refer to a specific emotional state, such as worry or 
devotion, neither does "solicitude." "Solicitude" is JUSt a technical 
term for the way others matter to us simply m so far as we lead our 
own lives. 

One might obJect that Dasem cannot essentzally be being-with, for 
after all, we are sometimes alone. Heidegger responds, "Being-with is 
an existential charactenstic of Dasem even when factically no other 
is present-at-hand or perceived" (1561120). Even when we are alone, 
we are still actmg for the sake of some self-understanding that is 
interwoven with the self-understandings of others. To be with others 
is not to be in their presence, but rather for what they are pursuing 
and how they lead their lives to make a difference to me. Even, 
therefore, if one is a hermit or recluse, having retreated to a cabin m 
the hills of Idaho to get away from everyone, others matter to one, 
in this case, as being despicable or to be avoided. Being a recluse IS 
an anti-social way of understanding oneself and one's relatiOns to 
others. Bemg anti-socml is a "pnvatlve" way of being social; it IS a 
stance on the significance of what others pursue. 

Does this mean that we are communal bemgs? Not exactly. 
The view that we are fundamentally communal and that our self
understanding 1s at bottom a "we-understanding" is called "com
munitariamsm." Over the past thirty years or so a political and 
ethical version of commumtariamsm has come to the fore m Anglo
American philosophy. It has been advocated by a wide range of 
political and ethical philosophers, mcluding Alasdair Macintyre, 
Charles Taylor, and Amitm Etzioni.33 Heidegger's pnncipal concern 
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in Being and Time IS neither political nor ethical, but rather onto
logical, and so the questwn we must ask IS not whether to embrace 
political or ethical communitariamsm, but rather "ontological com
munitanamsm." Ontological commumtariamsm IS most closely iden
tified With Hegel, but also developed carefully and in proximity to 
our concerns here by Charles Taylor. 34 

Ontological communitarianism Is the view that to be a human 
being is to be a member of a community. A "community" IS a social 
group constituted by what Taylor calls "common meanings"o "By 
these I mean notwns of what is significant which are not JUSt shared 
in the sense that everyone has them, but are also common in the 
sense of bemg in the common reference world." Taylor uses the 
example of the U.S. bemg constituted by, among other things, a 
common reference to a conception of freedom. He points out, more
over, that in order to have the common reference, Americans do not 
have to enJOY a consensus about what this common reference means. 
In 2006 "red-state Republicans" and "blue-state Democrats" have 
divergent conceptwns of what a free society means. Our divergent 
conceptions of freedom are typically embodied for us in the models 
we use to talk about freedom. For a "red-stater" the freedom to pray 
in school and the freedom to own and use a gun are examples of 
freedom that "blue-staters" do not accept. For a "blue-stater" the 
freedom not to be pressured to pray in school and the freedom to 
seek an abortion are examples of Amencan freedom that red-staters 
do not accept. Blue-staters and red-staters are equally committed to 
other examples of freedom, such as the freedom from a state church, 
mdeed, the freedom to found one's own religious sect and open a 
church m the local mall, a freedom that would hardly even occur to a 
German. There can be a failure of consensus, precisely because these 
are divergent conceptwns of Amencan freedom, freedom which is a 
common reference pomt for all of us. Amencans who disagree with 
the conceptwn - say, neo-N azis - stand apart from the community, 
even if legally they remam citizens. So, common commitments con
stitute a sense of commumty, a "we." "We Americans" expenence 
ourselves as bonded with one another and as differentiated from 
other communities precisely by this common commitment. 

Heidegger's with-world is not necessarily a commumty in this 
sense. For this reason, Heidegger does not use the term "we" to name 
the others, and he does not refer to the world as a "we-world," but 
rather as a "with-world." Rather than "we," Heidegger corns a new 
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term to pick out what he means, in German "das Man," which as 
e I explained above m chapter 2 I will translate as "the Anyone." 
I-

I- These others, moreover, are not definzte others. 0 • "The others" 
o whom one thus designates in order to cover up the fact of one's 

belonging to them essentially oneself, are those who proximally 
n and for the most part "are there" m everyday bemg-with-one-
tl another. The who is not this one, not that one, not oneself, not 
y some people, and not the sum of them all. The "who" is the 
d neuter, the Anyone. (1641126) 
1e 
1e The others are not a community constituted by common commit-
a ments, but rather the Anyone. The shared social horizon, the with-
3- world, is made up not of some defimte group, a sum of persons, but 
)t rather by a social structure, a web of paraphernalia-roles, tasks, and 
s. for-the-sakes-of-which. This web IS what Heidegger calls "signifi-
re cance" in 1.3, and here he adds, "0. 0 the Anyone itself Articulates 
1t the referential context of significance" (1671129). We are what we 
Is pursue, and what we pursue IS constituted by what IS an Issue m what 
ty we do. Heidegger's principal concern m 1.4 is to establish that what 
)f and how thmgs are an issue for us is governed by the social patterns 
1e in which we live. 
to These social patterns are what we today would call patterns of 
rs social normatlvlty. 
to 
h, We take pleasure and enJOY ourselves as one takes pleasure; we 
a read, see, and Judge about literature and art as one sees and 

, a judges; likewise we shnnk back from the "great mass" as one 
se shrinks back; we find "shocking" what one finds shocking. The 
a Anyone, which IS nothmg defimte, and which all are, though 

th not as the sum, prescribes the kind of being of everydayness. 
ry, (1641126-127*) 
n-
ce 
m 

There is a way one does thmgs. There are ways to hammer, ways 
to drive, ways to dnnk coffee, and ways to be a teacher. Proximally 
and for the most part, we do things the way one does them. Because 
that man IS drinkmg a coffee as one drinks coffee, his presence is 
unobtrusive, obvwus. I "know what he is domg," because he IS doing 
it as one does it. If he IS dnnkmg coffee abnormally (say he is lymg 
on the floor of the coffee house while he drinks), then he obtrudes, 
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stands out, and requires interpretation. We can think of these social 
patterns as a set of "expectatiOns," as long as we do not take the 
word "expectation" too narrowly to refer to psychological states 
of expecting. 

Heidegger does not merely note the existence of socml normat1v1ty, 
but explores phenomenologically how it functiOns. He focuses on the 
phenomenon of deviance and how we respond to It. Deviance matters 
to us, and the care we have about deviance he calls "distantlality." 
Devmnce stands out for us, is conspicuous, and we are disturbed by 
it. Typically we seek to suppress It. We look askance at people who 
are mappropriately dressed, we correct mispronunciatiOns, we let 
people know, subtly or not so subtly, when we thmk they are "out of 
line," as we say. This suppressiOn of deviance leads to what Heidegger 
calls "subjection": "But this distantiality which belongs to being
With, IS such that Dasein, as everyday bemg-wlth-one-another, stands 
m subjection to others" (164/126). We are subJect to the attempts to 
suppress deviance on the part of others, so much so, in fact, that we 
suppress deviance in ourselves. Walkmg down the streets of any town 
in Amenca, people are mostly dressed very much alike: men wear 
"men's clothes," women "women's clothes," and no one is walking 
around naked or m astronaut's gear. Even m "deviant commumties" 
people often dress mostly alike, albeit usually so as to try to shock the 
larger community from which they are deviatmg. This similarity, this 
normalness of human life, Heidegger calls "averageness." 

With averageness and our suppressive response to deviance, 
Heidegger mtroduces a theme that will occupy him more m Division 
II: levelling down. 

Thus the Anyone mamtams Itself factically in the averageness of 
that which belongs to it, of that which it regards as valid and that 
which It does not, and of that to which It grants success and that 
to which it denies it. In this averageness With which It prescribes 
what can and may be ventured, It keeps watch over everything 
exceptiOnal that thrusts Itself to the fore. (165/127) 

The enforcement of averageness through the suppressiOn of deviance 
minimizes not only bizarre and off-beat behaviOr, but also tamps 
down achievement and greatness. 

Every kmd of greatness gets nOiselessly suppressed. Overnight, 

70 



ial 
.he 
tes 

,ty, 
:he 
ers 
y." 
by 
·ho 
let 
of 

ger 
rrg
Ids 
,to 
we 
wn 
ear 
ing 
es" 
the 
:his 

ICe, 
ion 

:of 
hat 
hat 
bes 

READING THE TEXT 

everythmg that is pnmordial gets glossed over as something 
that has long been well known. Everything gained by a struggle 
becomes just somethmg to be mampulated. Every secret loses its 
force. (165/127*) 

Dr. J's spectacular style of playmg basketball, which made our eyes 
fall from their sockets m 1970s, can be seen in every middle school 
gym now. The mtimate, personal, agomzed blues song of Skip James, 
Robert Johnson, and others later became an mdustry standard, and 
today there are websites that offer to teach you how to play it. 

Now, Heidegger clearly overstates the phenomenon of levelling 
down in §27. Greatness is not tamped down and mnovations are 
not standardized and averaged out "overnight." The suppression of 
deviance is often not "n01seless," but rather quite nOisy, sometimes 
involvmg open conflict and viOlence. Heidegger's exaggeratiOn of 
levelling down is an indication of his proximity to his existentialist 
forebears, Nietzsche and Kierkegaard, who indulge the same rhet
oric and have the same bleak VIew of what Heidegger here calls 
"publicness." We will look mto this m more detail when we explore 
Heidegger' s existentialism. For now we need only acknowledge his 
observatiOn that the same forces that keep human life recognizable 
to us all around here and allow us to understand one another 
without further ado generate a form of conformism and social 
suppression. 

So, who IS m the world in an everyday way? Who IS the average 
everyday "subject" of Dasein? Heidegger writes, "The 'who' IS the 
neuter, the Anyone" (1641126). He adds three pages later: 

Proximally, factical Dasein IS m the With-world, which IS un
covered in an average way. Proxzmally, it IS not "I," m the sense of 
my own self, that "am," but rather the others, whose way IS that of 
the Anyone. In terms of the Anyone, and as the Anyone, I am 
"gtven" proximally to "myself." Proximally Dasemis the Anyone, 
and for the most part it remains so. (1671129) 

Earlier in the same paragraph, however, he offers a slightly different 
formulation: 

The self of everyday Dasein is the Anyone-self, which we dis
tinguish from the owned self- that is, from the self which has 

71 



A READER'S GUIDE TO BEING AND TIME 

been taken hold of in its own way. As Anyone-self, the particular 
Dasem has been dispersed mto the Anyone, and must first find 
1tself. This dispersal characterizes the "subJect" of that kmd of 
bemg wh1ch we know as concernful absorptwn in the world we 
encounter as closest to us. 

Who 1s the who of everyday Dasein, the Anyone or the Anyone-self? 
In §9 of Bemg and Time Heidegger declares, recall, that Dasem 1s 

m each case mme. The sorts of achievements (if we can call them 
that) that He1degger attributes to the Anyone are not the sorts of 
things that are mme or that I could own. Indeed, He1degger's insists 
on this: 

Everyone is the other, and no one 1s himself. The Anyone, wh1ch 
supplies the answer to the questwn of the who of everyday Dasein, 
1s the nobody to whom every Dasein has already surrendered itself 
m being-among-one-another. (165-166/128) 

The public normativ1ty that sets the standard against which deviance 
1s measured is not the sort of thing that you or I can own, and we 
cannot free ourselves from 1t or swear off of 1t. So, 1t 1s difficult to 
see how the Anyone could be in-the-world. You and I can, however, 
be in-the-world in such a way that our lives are dommated by the 
Anyone, in such a way that we have, as He1degger says, "lost our
selves" in the Anyone. Thus, by "the Anyone-self' Heidegger must 
mean an individual self that lives 1ts life m thoroughgomg subjection 
to the Anyone. We will explore the contrast between the Anyone-self 
and the owned self below beginnmg m section (xiii). Here we only 
need the distinctwn I have JUSt drawn, between social normatlvity or 
the Anyone, on the one hand, and an mdiv1dual thoroughly subject 
to that normativ1ty, an Anyone-self. Hetdegger's thesis should be, 
then, that the answer to the questwn of the Who of everyday life 
1s the Anyone-self. 

The mam burden of He1degger's analysis here m §27 1s twofold: 
the world 1s constituted by a public or social normatlVlty that insists 
upon a certam averageness in human affatrs, and proximally we 
live m th1s averageness as an Anyone-self, rather than as some 
kmd of autonomous subject. He1degger's conception of our social
Ity differs somewhat from his predecessors' m the German tradition. 
Hegel thought of our sociality as constituted through what he 
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called "obJective spirit," that is, communal values or we-intentwns 
embodied m what we do together and in our mstltutions. Charles 
Taylor and other communitarians have followed Hegel's lead on this. 
Heidegger's contribution to this line of thought IS to argue that the 
social dimension of the world is thinner, as It were, than was con
ceived by Hegel. Probably because Hegel, like Rousseau before him 
and commumtarians today, was seekmg to develop a foundation for 
a political philosophy, a foundatiOn for identifying the umty of a 
community through its common institutions and legal culture, these 
we-intentiOns, this sense of community was central to him. Heidegger 
was not a political philosopher; he was not (in Being and Time) 
interested in politics or the state. He was trymg to understand, 
rather, how we make sense of ourselves, how we share an intelligibil
ity, a sense for what IS at stake in our lives. This does not require, 
although It does often mvolve, a sense of community. 

As the political and ethical communitarians bemoan the creeping 
atomism of contemporary life and the breakdown of communal sys
tems of mutual meanmg, 35 Heidegger makes his entrance. He wants 
to understand how we continue to understand our lives, even as our 
sense of community literally dismtegrates. Clearly, that the world is 
mine does not require that it be ours. It only reqmres that it be a 
with-world. 

Study Question 

Try to imagine a life utterly unrelated to the life lived by anyone else, 
that is, an ontologically Isolated life. What would such a life have to 
be like, and why do you thmk Heidegger does not take senously the 
suggestiOn that the possibility of such a life refutes his thesis that 
Dasein is essentially bemg-with? 

VII. DISCLOSEDNESS AND THE THERE 

As we have seen, Dasem IS m Its world not pnmarily by bemg con
scious of it or havmg beliefs about and mtentions to act m It. Rather, 
Dasein is most fundamentally in Its world by being familiar With it. 
In I.3 Heidegger explored the constitution of the world with which 
we are familiar and the entitles m that world.- In 1.4 he described the 
social dimensiOn of the world and the way m which we Dasein are 
in the first mstance Anyone-selves, that is, selves who understand 
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ourselves primarily by way of the public articulation of the world. 
Here in 1.5 Heidegger sets out to analyze our familianty, as such, m 
more detail. What is It to be in-a-worlcf! What is our being-m? 
Heidegger's answer: to be-in-a-world is for a world to be disclosed to 
one. §28 is a bnef introduction to 1.5. In It Heidegger introduces two 
important concepts: disclosedness and the There. 

Disclosedness. Thmk of disclosedness as Heidegger's replacement 
for the traditiOnal philosophical conceptiOn of consciousness or 
awareness. As we have seen, Heidegger avmds the language of con
sciousness, experience, awareness, and mtentionality, because he 
feels that this traditional language bnngs with It unwelcome philo
sophical baggage. In particular, It implies a subJect-obJect model 
of being-m-the-world. To be consciOus or aware of a world, to 
expenence It, to have intentiOnal representations of it, are all subject
ive states directed at obJects and an objective world. Here m §28 
Heidegger argues that a subJect-obJect model of our being-m-the
world "splits the phenomenon asunder, and there IS no prospect of 
puttmg it together agam" (170/132). If we begm with the assumption 
that we have subjective, representatiOnal or mtentional states dir
ected at a world, then the question naturally anses: How do we 
"transcend" the "subjective sphere" in order to grab hold of a world 
and understand It? Heidegger offers the language of disclosedness as 
a way of trymg to avoid this pre-emptive splittmg of the phenom
enon. Instead of talking about us bemg conscwus of or mtentwnally 
directed at the world, Heidegger wntes that the world IS disclosed 
to us. 

What IS It for the world to be disclosed? 1.5 IS the answer to that 
question. Heidegger analyzes disclosedness as havmg three facets, 
as I will call them: disposedness, understanding, and discourse. Dis
posedness IS very roughly our sensitivity to the imports of things, 
the way thmgs matter to us. Understanding IS our skillful mastery 
of the world around us. Discourse is roughly our ability to articu
late that world in language. This IS to say, then, that Heidegger 
replaces traditional notions of consciOusness and mtentwnality with 
a tnple-faceted analysis of understanding, mood, and language. 

The There. The other new concept m §28 IS the There. The term 
"the There" IS derived from "Dasein," Da-sein, bemg-there. What 
does disassembling the word "Dasem" and emphasizing the There 
contribute to our understanding of our bemg? Heidegger explams it 
this way: 
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"Here" and "yonder" are possible only m a "There" - that IS to 
say, only if there is an entity which has made a disclosure of 
spatiality as the being of the "There." This entity carries in Its 
ownmost bemg the character of not being closed off. In the 
expressiOn "There" we have in v1ew this essential disclosedness. 
By reason of this disclosedness, this entity (Dasem), together with 
the bemg-there of the world, is "there" for Itself. (1711132) 

What the "There" adds to disclosedness is a sense of location, place, 
spatiality. Due to limitatiOns of space, I chose not to explore 
Heidegger's phenomenology of spatiality in 1.3.C. A few words 
about 1t, however, are in order here. 

The world with which we are familiar IS not just a structure of 
significance, a scaffolding of in-orders-to and for-the-sakes-of-which. 
Rather, the world IS somewhere. My familianty with my world is a 
familianty with places: my home, my neighborhood, my place of 
work. These places are not obJective geometncal phenomena, but 
rather existential locales. Our familianty with place includes a sense 
of nearness and distance. This nearness and distance IS not a matter 
of a surveyor's measurements, but rather suffused with expenential 
contours. My kitchen IS geometncally closer to my office than my 
living room is, but because of the layout of my house, it IS experien
tially further away. A shop that is near me by the surveyor's estimate 
may be expenentially far away, if the path from my house to the shop 
goes up a hill, making it hard to walk or bike the distance: Thus, we 
can distinguish existential from geometncal nearness and distance, 
existential from geometrical lay-out. 

The essential pomt for us here is that phenomenologically we are 
not located in space-time; rather, we are always somewhere with 
which we are more or less familiar. Our familiarity with the world 
involves a "here" and "yonder" or "over there." In order to have a 
"here" and "yonder" we must be located, and Heidegger tries to 
capture that basic sense of location with the terminology of "the 
There." 

Heidegger also uses the language of the "There" to attempt to 
supplant traditiOnal metaphors of light with metaphors of location. 
The philosophical tradition has always used metaphors of sight and 
the light that enables sight to try to capture our openness to or 
consciousness of the world. Even Heidegger helps himself to the 
metaphor of sight m order to describe intelligence. Sight and light, 
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however, encourage thmkmg of ourselves as at a distance from the 
world, as bemg on the far side of a gulf that must be transcended, 
or perhaps as bemg trapped m a domam of interionty from out of 
which we must shme our "intentional ray" (Husserl) and shine a light 
upon objects. Heidegger offers the metaphor of a cleanng in the 
forest to make the point that we experience ourselves as situated here 
along With thmgs around us, yonder, situated together, rather than as 
standing over against objects apart from us to which we must reach 
out by means of a mysterious capacity of intentional transcendence. 

Working with the metaphors will only get us so far, however. We 
must now turn to the heavy-liftmg in 1.5: Heidegger's analyses of 
understanding, disposedness, and discourse. 

Study Question 

Does it really make any philosophical difference whether we say 
"The world is disclosed to me" rather than "I am aware of this 
object?" 

VIII. DISPOSEDNESS 

Disposedness (Befindlichkett- I'll discuss the translation below) or 
mood IS one of the basic facets of our familiarity with the world. 
Philosophical common sense regards moods as the very paradigm 
of the subjective. A mood IS somethmg "in me," a feature of my 
psychology. Heidegger rejects this way of lookmg at moods on 
phenomenological grounds. "Having a mood IS not related to the 
psychical in the first instance, and is not itself an mner conditiOn 
which then reaches forth in an emgmatical way and puts its mark on 
thmgs and persons" (176/137). Now, this is a funny claim, is It not? 
What could be more psychical than a mood? 

We do not expenence moods as secluded mner expenences, encap
sulated m the cabinet of consciousness. Heidegger writes: "A mood 
assails us. It comes neither from 'outside' nor from 'inside,' but 
arises out of bemg-in-the-world, as a way of such being" (176/136). 
Unfortunately, m Bezng and Time he does not offer enough ground
level phenomenology to make his pomt clearly. He does a much 
better job m his 1929/1930 lecture series, The Fundamental Concepts 
of Metaphyszcs, §17. After commenting, as he did m Bezng and Time, 
that a mood is "not at all 'inszde' m some mtenority, only to appear in 
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the flash of an eye; but for this reason It is not at all outszde ezther," 
he continues on the next page: 

A human bemg who- as we say- ISm good humour bnngs a 
lively atmosphere with them [sic]. Do they, in so doing, bnng 
about an emotional expenence wh1ch IS then transmitted to 
others, m the manner m which mfectwus germs wander back and 
forth from one orgamsm to another? We do mdeed say that mood 
is infectious. Or another human being is with us, someone who 
through their manner of being makes everything depressmg and 
puts a damper on everythmg: nobody steps out of their shell. 
What does this tell us? Moods are not side-effects, but are some
thing which in advance determme our being With one another. It 
seems as though a mood IS m each case already there, so to speak, 
like an atmosphere in which we first immerse ourselves m each 
case and whrch then attunes us through and through.36 

Phenomenologically, moods are atmospheres m which we are steeped, 
not interior conditwns. 

Heidegger is thinking of the way m which a person's mood sets 
the tone for her environment. Every one of us has presumably had 

)f (or been?) a neighbor who IS always "down m the dumps," feels like 
d. things are too hard, complams. Such a person tends to droop h1s 
m shoulders, not laugh as readily. When you stop to talk to h1m and ask 
1y a question like, "Hey, how's it gomg?" the answer you are likely 
m to get IS something like, "My boss IS such a Jerk. You know what he 
1e did today?" ConversatiOn becomes Immobile m the presence of the 
m downer. Why? Has your neighbor's mood mfected you? No. A mood 
m is not an mternal disposition, but rather an atmosphere. 
,t? According to Heidegger's analysis, mood plays a multifaceted role 

in our experience. We have seen that our bemg IS an Issue for us. For 
p- our being to be an issue, it must matter to us. The ways m which our 
)d being matters are disclosed in mood. We, unlike tables, chairs, and 

rocks, can "feel like a failure" or be "nding high." Our lives can be 
burdensome or easy, freed up or boxed-m, guilt-ridden or light. 
None of these "feelings" IS an obJect in our experience, and none IS 
merely our "internal disposition." Rather, to be liberated or boxed 
in, to feel like a failure or to be nding high, are ways of carrymg 
oneself in life. 

As we saw m sectiOn (iii), moreover, we are "delivered over" to our 
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bemg. To be delivered over is passive; It IS to be handed over to 
somethmg, rather than to clmm somethmg. This too is an element 
of the disclosive work of mood: 

An entity of the character of Dasein IS its There in such a way 
that, whether explicitly or not, It IS disposed [szch befindet] in Its 
thrownness. In disposedness Dasem is always brought before 
Itself, and has always found Itself, not m the sense of commg 
across Itself by perceivmg itself, but in the sense of finding Itself 
attuned. (174/135*) 

We are thrown into life, which does not merely mean that by the 
time we become self-conscious, we are already leading a human life. 
This is true, but not Heidegger's pomt. Rather, by "thrownness" 
Heidegger means that we are "subject to" life, that it "burdens" us in 
the sense that we cannot extricate ourselves from caring about It. 
Indeed, at any moment we are always already attuned to and dis
posed in the world. Even the "pallid, evenly balanced lack of mood, 
which is often persistent and which is not to be mistaken for a bad 
mood" is a mood (173/134). Busmess-like mdifference is a way of 
carmg about life. 

Mood not only sets the tone of life, it also tunes us m to the 
differential imports of the things, persons, and events around us. An 
import is the way in which something matters to us. 37 For example, 
m §30 Heidegger analyzes fear m terms of three components: that m 
the face of which we fear, the feanng itself, and that about which we 
fear. That "in the face of which" we fear IS the object of our fear, 
namely, the fearsome thing. To be the object of fear is to be fear
some. Fear reveals objects m terms of their fearsomeness. A fearless 
person is someone who does not experience the fearsome; objects that 
most people fear, the fearless person just passes by. Consider a person 
who easily confronts her superiors and points out to them their 
unfairness or callousness. She is fearless. Rather than quakmg m her 
boots before a fearsome boss, she sees the boss as an equal to whom 
she can make a pomt. Fear reveals the fearsome, and she who is 
fearless just does not expenence the fearsome as readily as others do. 

Not all mattering IS as immediate and powerful as fear, of course. 
When I am working in my garage with my tools, I reach easily and 
naturally for my hammer, when I need it, because It IS reliable. To be 
reliable IS to bear an Import m this sense. 
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But to be affected by the unserviceable, resistant, or threatening 
character of that which is ready-to-hand, becomes ontologically 
possible only in so far as being-in as such has been determined 
existentmlly beforehand in such a manner that what It encounters 
within-the-world can matter to it in this way. (176/137) 

Thus, even serviceability or resistance are imports that pieces of 
equipment can bear. They are ways in which equipment matters to us 
in conducting our business. They are disclosed in the moods that 
charactenze our everyday circumspection in the world. 

Heidegger sums up his analysis by wntmg, "Exzstentlally, dispos
edness zmplies a disclosive submission to the world, out of which we 
can encounter somethzng that matters to us" (1771137-138). We are 
thrown into existence, subject to the world, delivered over to life. 
This is to say that we are entities who encounter the world in terms 
of how It matters to us. We are tuned in to the way things matter, and 
our tuning or temper is our mood. 

Before we proceed, we should discuss the word "disposedness," 
as which I have chosen to translate Heidegger's German neologism 
"Befindlichkeit." Macquarrie and Robinson translate "Bejindlichkeit" 
as "state-of-mind," which IS rather misleading. Heidegger eschews 
the language of "minds," and the language of "states" suggests sub
stances with properties. Macquarrie and Robinson nonetheless use 
"state-of-mind," because Its colloquial use does capture one sense 
that Heidegger IS after. Suppose a fnend has lost a loved one. We 
might ask, "What's her state of mind nght now? Grief? Anger? Des
pair?" Used thus, the phrase "state of mind" means something 
very much like "mood," with an emphasis on one's well-being or 
"how one is faring." This connotatiOn of "state of mind," if we 
can dissociate it from the philosophical baggage that comes with 
minds and states, IS very close to what Heidegger means by "Befind
lichkeit." Heidegger IS surely building on associatiOns with the noun, 
"Befinden," which IS itself built on the reflexive verb, "sich befinden." 
A person's Befinden IS her conditiOn; for example, a doctor might ask 
a patient about her Befinden. "Wie befinden Sie sich?" means, "How 
are you doing?" This coincides with one sense of the English adjec
tive "disposed."38 Disposedness is the ontological characteristic of us 
that we are always in a mood. "What we indicate ontological!y by the 
term disposedness IS ontically the most familiar and everyday sort of 
thing: our mood, our being-attuned" (1721134). 
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Hetdegger's premier example of a mood m §§29-30 is fear. It 
sounds odd to classify fear as a mood, however. How to draw the 
distinctwn between moods and emotwns is itself a controverted 
issue, but one way in which moods and emotions are sometimes 
distmgmshed in contemporary literature is by lookmg at the range of 
responses and behavior-modificatwns that are elicited by affective 
states. Moods like depression and elatwn "are capable of influencing 
a broad array of potential responses, many of which seem qmte 
unrelated to the mood-precipitatmg event."39 If one ts mistreated 
and then descends into depresswn, the subsequent depression will 
have an tmpact upon a wtde range of actlvtties and behavwrs: one 
may not want to eat, or one may feel no desire to partictpate m one's 
usually favonte activities, such as reading a book. These manifest
atwns of the depresswn are thematically or topically unrelated to the 
mistreatment that triggers the depresswn. By contrast, if one, say, 
desptses another person, the effects of that despising are generally 
restncted to one's mteractions with that mdividual. 

Thts way of distmgmshing moods and emotwns is clearly rough 
and ready, rather than prectse, and undoubtedly reflects a contmuum 
of phenomena, rather than two clearly disJomt sets. Nevertheless, the 
emphasis upon the pervastve impact of mood, the way m which 
mood sets a tone for the entire range of one's activities, 1s consonant 
with Hetdegger's phenomenology of mood. Furthermore, the same 
psychologists who focus on the wider range of effects of mood-states 
also emphastze the way in which moods perform a "self-monitoring" 
function. 40 This self-monitoring functwn just 1s, I suggest, what 
Heidegger has in mind by "making manifest 'how one is and how 
one 1s faring.'" That is, a mood discloses our general conditwn to us. 
This is almost certainly part of the reason that Hetdegger chose to 
use the word "Befindlichkett" in thts connection. 

This charactenstic self-monitonng turns up m Heidegger's analy
sts of the "about-whtch" of fear. The about-whtch of a mood is 
always one oneself; the mood not only discloses an object as bearing 
an 1mport, but also discloses somethmg about oneself. In the case 
of fear, Hetdegger suggests that the fear discloses us to ourselves as 
"endangered and abandoned to" ourselves (180/141). A fearsome 
object endangers me. This 1s part of what it is to fear. There is a 
correlatwn between the tmport disclosed by fear, namely, being 
threatenmg, and what 1s disclosed by the self-momtoring, namely, 
being threatened. This feature ts much less present mother emotions, 
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such as love or amusement. The love a parent feels for a child dis
closes the child, to use an old-fashiOned word, as dear. I am not, 
however, disclosed to myself in so far as my sons are disclosed to me 
as dear. Similarly, when I am amused by the antics of one of my 
neighbors' toddlers- say, she is dancmg around m circles and singmg 
merrily- the toddler IS disclosed as delightful. Very little is disclosed 
to me about "how I am domg and how I am fanng" in experiencing 
the delightful antics of this toddler, however. 

Thus, Heidegger does seem to have somethmg very much like 
what many psychologists today call "moods" in mmd m his analysis: 
moods disclose entire situatiOns and do so pervasively, and they dis
close to us how we are doing and faring. From this vantage pomt, 
Heidegger's use of fear as an example of a mood looks to be 
unfortunate. He may have been misled by the special feature of fear 
that I am disclosed to myself as endangered, when I fear. He may 
also have had fearfulness m mmd, rather than episodic fear, although 
in that case it would be difficult to understand why he focuses so 
strongly on the object of fear. Fearfulness does not so much reveal a 
discrete fearsome object, but rather attunes one to the possibilities of 
fear. Heidegger analyzes what he calls "anxiety" in some depth in §40 
of Being and Time, and anxiety is a much better example of a mood 
than IS fear. (It IS also worth notmg that Heidegger will argue later 
that the conformist public m which we live tries to turn our attentiOn 
away from our anxiety by substitutmg fear for It. This makes it sens
ible to examme fear m detail, even if it IS not a good example of a 
mood.) 

Let us step back and survey Heidegger's conceptiOn of mood and 
disposedness. First, moods are zmport-discloszve: they disclose the 
way thmgs matter, that is, the Imports entities bear. Second, moods 
are atmospherzc: they functiOn phenomenologically like atmospheres 
in which we are steeped, rather than mterior pnvate states. Third, 
moods are self-monitoring: they reveal to us "how we are doing and 
how we are fanng," as Heidegger puts it (173/134). Fourth, moods 
are passzve: we are delivered over to moods. Heidegger also officially 
analyzes the threefold structure of a mood as having an "in-the-face
of-which," "about-which," and the mood itself The in-the-face-of
which IS best thought of under the heading of the import-disclosive 
character of moods, and the about-which Is best-afthought of under 
the rubric of self-momtonng. 

Further, mood does not "color" or "interpret" mdependently 
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given obJects of cognitiOn. In the context of fear, Heidegger puts his all 
pomt thus: "We do not first ascertain a future evil (malum futurum) ab 
and then fear it. But neither does feanng first take note of what so1 
is drawmg close; it uncovers it beforehand in Its fearsomeness" me 
(180/141). Many children's comics exploit JUSt this, when a character toe 
will see, say, an approaching train and only just before being run ser 
over, scream. What makes this funny is the tenswn between our a c 
immediate experience of the train as fearsome and the character's eitl 
apparent obliviousness of the danger. Our expenence is not nor- thi: 
mally like that, however. Although Heidegger does not belabor the tun 
point, his observation cuts deeper than simply notmg that when we cor 
encounter something fearsome, we typically do so "from the start." tho 
We can insist upon his point as far as arguing that we cannot separ- con 
ate the "affectively neutral cognitive-content" from the "affective slm 
modification" m experience. deli 

Thmk of the last time you were walking down the street and and 
passed a stranger walkmg a big strong dog that barked VICIOusly at vah 
you as you approached. The stranger pulls back on the dog's leash, Ont 
says, "hush" or "heel" or something. You are gnpped by fear; the tha1 
dog shows up as fearsome. Its large and appropriately named canine \i 
teeth stand out, as do the rippling muscles in Its shoulders and legs. thei 
Probably at least once or twice when this has happened, the stranger Ari~ 
has satd to you, "Oh, he's not a mean dog at all. Just barks. Here, ary 
sit Sweet Pea." You approach and stick out your hand. The dog difft 
sniffs your hand, licks It. You pet the dog. As the dog loses his aspect asp<: 
of fearsomeness, you begin to notice other thmgs about him. The tow: 
cute pattern on his face, how soft his tongue IS. You say to yourself, worl 
"Well, his teeth aren't that big after all." The point is that the would- or a 
be affectively neutral cognitive content of the experience, that is, ibili1 
what you see, is in part a functiOn of your fear or comfort. The dog as C< 
looks different, now that you no longer fear him. The content of Virtl 
experience IS shot through with Import "all the way down." farin 

So, moods (1) disclose Imports, (2) function as atmospheres, not 
(3) reveal how we are faring, (4) are passive, (5) have objects, and descJ 
(6) co-constitute the content of expenence. fore 

With these features m mind, we can identify phenomena closely pheD 
related to mood. We have already explored emotiOn, which shares some 
mood's characteristics, except self-monitonng, and of which being and : 
atmospheric IS less characteristic. Consider also sensibility, such as the d 
a snobbish sensibility or a connOisseur's sensibility. A sensibility has So 

82 



READING THE TEXT 

all of the features of a mood except self-monitoring, I believe. Thmk 
about what it IS like to be with an "old money" person, as opposed to 
someone who is "middle middle class."41 In the presence of an "old 
money" person, we middle-classers tend to feel as if we're talking 
too loudly, as if we are shabbily dressed. Someone with an old money 
sensibility creates an atmosphere m which things show up as bearing 
a distmctive set of imports. BehaviOr is more likely to show up as 
either vulgar or refined, whereas m the presence of a middle-classer, 
this distmction IS not salient. People of different social classes are 
tuned into different aspects of the world, see things differently. The 
contents of their experience, and the contents of the expenences of 
those who are steeped m their atmospheres, are shot through with 
content not available outside the atmosphere. Such sensibilities are 
slowly and passively acqmred, typically early in life, rather than 
deliberately chosen. (Middle-classers who have done well financially 
and try to "move on up," typically end up steeped in nouveau riche 
values and sensitivities, rather than those of genuine old money.) 
One's sensibility does not monitor how one is faring, however, and 
that clearly distingmshes it from a mood. 

Virtues also have some of the characteristics of a mood, but 
their atmospheric quality IS dimmished, if not absent altogether. As 
Aristotle argued m his Nicomachean Ethics,42 and as his contempor
ary followers have insisted, a virtuous person experiences the world 
differently than one lacking virtue. A kmd person IS tuned in to those 
aspects of our social lives that call upon us to act with kmdness 
toward others. A kind person does not JUSt "see" the same neutral 
world that everyone else sees, but then draw different conclusions 
or arnve at different JUdgments. Like moods, emotiOns, and sens
ibilities, virtues can be cultivated, but they are not directly chosen, 
as courses of action are. They are in this way expenentially passive. 
Virtues sometimes tune us in to aspects of how we and others are 
faring to which we might otherwise be blind. Virtues, moreover, are 
not usually atmospheric, though they can be. People whom we 
describe as "stoical" often do set up an atmosphere m which pam, 
for example, seems tnvial, as honest people often set up an atmos
phere m which cheatmg and stealing seem degrading. But virtue can 
sometimes be "quiet" and more "personal," less like an atmosphere, 
and sometimes something one only discovers about a person late in 
the day. 

So, not only moods and emotions, but also sensibilities and vrrtues 
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(as well as vices), share some of the critical characteristics m which 
Heidegger is mterested under the heading disposedness and mood or 
attunement. The fundamental disclosive function of mood IS to set 
the tone of expeience, to serve as an atmosphere in which the imports 
of situatwns and obJects are disclosed and through which we are 
keyed into how we are fanng. Heidegger's account of moods IS not 
neat and clean; he does not properly distinguish moods from emo
tions, and some of his analysis seems artificml (such as the threefold 
structure of a mood). His bas1c thrust IS clear enough, however: one 
of the basic facets of the disclosedness of the world in our experience 
IS our attunement to what matters and how we are fanng. 

Study Question 

Do the phenomena of abnormal psychology refute Heidegger's con
ception of mood? Can we really regard, e.g., generalized anxiety 
disorder as somethmg that IS not mner and not psychical? 

IX. UNDERSTANDING AND INTERPRETATION 

What is It to understand something? In philosophical English we 
use the word "understanding" pnmarily to refer to an mtellectual 
capacity, a capacity to grasp, mampulate, and use cognitive contents. 
In contemporary Anglophone philosophy those contents are gener
ally thought of as propositiOns and their components. Since lan
guage affords us our primary grasp on propositiOns, contemporary 
philosophers have subcontracted out the exploratiOn of the scope 
and nature of understanding to the philosophy of language. In 
many contemporary academic philosophy departments, the phil
osophy of language has become one of the master sub-disciplines, 
alongside ethics and logic. This reflects what RIChard Rorty long 
ago named the "linguistic turn" in philosophy.43 This philosophical 
usage of "understanding" ·does not conform, however, to colloquial 
usage. 

In everyday English we use the word "understanding" far more 
broadly, along with related words, such as "see" and "know." To 
understand bread, for example, is not limited to possessmg a body 
of knowledge or propositional contents; It is to have qmte a lot of 
know-how as well: to know how to choose the right bread for this 
dinner; to know how to store bread properly; to know one's way 
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:h around a bakery. A battery of propositional knowledge iS helpful, 
:lr probably also required, but understanding bread goes beyond the 
et propositions. We sometlmes use the word "know" in this context, 
ts as m one of my favonte advertlsmg lines, "Bo knows baseball." Bo 
re Jackson did not JUSt know the rules of baseball, and he did not 
ot JUSt have a certam amount of histoncal knowledge of baseball. 
o- Bo knew how to play baseball and play 1t well. This is the sort of 
,ld understanding m whtch Heidegger is primarily mterested. 
ne 
ce 

lll

:ty 

we 
11al 
liS. 

er
m
:try 
'Pe 
In 

b.il-
leS, 

mg 
teal 
1ial 

ore 
To 

:ldy 
:of 
this 

The BasiC Constitution of Understanding 

In Hetdegger's everyday use of the word, to understand something is 
to be able to do or manage or master it. 

When we are talkmg ontically we sometimes use the expression 
"understanding something" with the signification of "being able 
to manage something," "being a match for it," "being competent 
to do somethmg." In understanding, as an exzstentiale, that of 
which we are capable iS not a What, but being as existing. The 
kind of being which Dasem has, as ability-to-be, lies existentially 
m understanding. (183/143*) 

In this practical everyday sense understanding iS not a specifically 
cogmtive phenomenon. 

Furthermore, the character of understanding as proJection iS such 
that the understanding does not grasp thematically that upon 
which it proJects- that is to say, possibilities. Graspmg it in such a 
manner would take away from what 1s proJected its very character 
as possibility, and would reduce it to the given contents which we 
have in mmd. (185/145) 

To grasp something cogmtlvely, to try to capture it in a propositional 
content or system of propositional contents, flattens out what we 
understand. In what way? Our clue lies in Heidegger's characteriza
tion of understanding as being-toward-possibilitles (188/148). 

Think about the contrast between what you are able to do and 
what you can describe as possible. When I_ think about and plan a 
bicycle ride, I can imagme and describe turning nght onto this bridge 
and left off of it; I can even imagme that I make these turns more 
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or less sharply, depending on whether the bridge IS wet or dry. Of 
course, this is only the palest Image of the range of possibilities that 
are actually open to me m the event as I ride the bike. I calibrate the 
precise angle of my turn for all sorts of conditions that I cannot even 
begin to describe in propositional form. Now, one might be willing 
to grant this argument for obviously "physical" abilities, such as 
riding a bike, but still hang on to the Idea that m the case of dis
tinctively "intelligent" abilities, the power of conceptiOn cannot be 
discounted. So, let us consider another case: cooking. The recipe 
calls for searing the chicken in the skillet before placmg It in a baking 
dish with Its mannade. When is the seanng complete? When can 
I transfer It to the baking dish? The recipe book says, "when it 
has lost its pink color and is begmnmg to brown." How unpink is 
"begmning to brown?" The only answer here IS that It takes expenence 
to know. 

The same analysis applies even in "headier" enterprises. It is a 
now notorious feature of legal adjudication that the concepts used 
in formulating statutes, the common law, pnnciples, and gmdelines 
do not apply themselves, that their application reqmres "discre
tion" or "common sense." This is to say that the propositwnally 
articulable features of a legal situation do not control the process of 
adjudicatwn; the adjudicator must rely on what we normally call 
"judgment" to settle cases. Finally, Thomas Kuhn made similar 
arguments for scientific practice: to know how to work with scientific 
concepts, laws, and definitions, one must be trained into a scientific 
practice. "Knowing what modern physics says" just IS not genume 
understanding. 44 

The space of possibilities in which we operate IS wider and richer 
than can be described by our propositional resources. We do, none
theless, have a grasp of and, to a certain extent, mastery over this 
space of possibilities. We are capable of much more than we can 
describe. Understanding, as Heidegger uses the term, IS this mastery 
of more than we can describe. This is why Heidegger Identifies 
understanding as "the bemg of such ability-to-be ... " (183/144). 
(Note that Macquarrie and Robinson's translation of Heidegger's 
German term, Seznkonnen, as "potentiality-for-Bemg" IS highly mis
leading. Heidegger is talkmg about what we are able to be or do, what 
we are capable of, not what we can develop mto.) 

Heidegger calls the space of possibilities our "leeway" or "room 
for maneuver" ("Spzelraum," 185/145). This space of possibilities 
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consists indissolubly of one's abilities and the possibilities character
istic of the world. 

Not only is the world, qua world, disclosed as possible signifi
cance, but when that which IS withm-the-world is itself freed, this 
entity IS freed for zts own possibilitzes. That which IS ready-to
hand IS uncovered as such m Its serviceability, Its usability, and 
its detnmentality. (184/144) 

The being of a hammer (what a hammer zs) is constituted by how 
one can use It. How one can use a hammer is bound up with that for 
the sake of which we act m using it. That is, the characteristic usabil
ity of a hammer is interwoven with being a carpenter, being a home
owner, and what have you. The space of possibilities disclosed to us 
in understanding Is a unitary field of possible uses of paraphernalia 
and possible ways to be Dasem. 

Heidegger also uses "understanding" to refer to understanding 
this item on this occaswn. In these contexts he often uses another 
term of art: proJection. To pro-Ject is to throw or cast forth. Thmkmg 
metaphoncally, when I drmk out of this coffee mug, I am throwing it 
forth onto or into Its possibility of being a coffee mug, its usability in 
the business of dnnking. In this act of projectiOn we can identify 
what is understood, the coffee mug, and that in terms of which it IS 
understood, the role ofbemg a coffee mug. In §32 Heidegger gives the 
name "meanmg" to that in terms of which somethmg IS understood 
(193/151). 

Finally, understanding gives us our "sight." As I indicated m 
section (v), sight is Heidegger's metaphor for mtelligence. In §31 he 
writes: "In givmg an existential Signification to sight, we have merely 
drawn upon the peculiar feature of seeing, that It lets entities which 
are accessible to It be encountered unconcealedly m themselves" (187 I 
147). Our intelligence, our capacity to make sense ofthmgs, lies in our 
understanding. This mtelligence, moreover, IS fundamentally not a 
cognitive matter; It IS a practical matter. In the words of John Dewey, 

Intelligence, m its ordinary use, is a practical term: ability to size 
up matters With respect to the needs and possibilities of the vari
ous situations in which one IS called to do something; capacity to 
envisage things m terms of the adjustments and adaptatiOns they 
make possible or hmder.45 
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Self-Understanding 

To be Dasem is for your being to be an issue for you. That is, to be 
Dasem iS for who you are and what it is to be human to be m ques
tion, and for these questwns to matter to you. "Understanding 
always has its attunement" (182/143). If your being did not matter to 
you, then lt might be an open questwn who you are and what it is 
to be human, but you would not care what the answers to these 
questions are. We saw above m section (iii) that to take a stand on the 
answers to these questions iS not to reflect upon the questwns and 
develop a formulated answer. Who you are is not a matter of who 
you say or think you are, but rather of how you live. Heidegger's way 
of puttmg this point in §31 is to characterize takmg a stand on one's 
bemg as "pressmg forward mto possibilities" (1841145). To be who 
one is is to project oneself into human possibilities. 

For example, I am able to be a father, a teacher of philosophy, a · 
baseball coach, a cook, and other things besides. Being a cook is 
somewhat obvwusly a matter of what I can do; it consists of a set of 
skills and capacities that I exercise from time to time. Whether I am a 
cook or rather cook for the sake, say, of bemg a father depends on 
how I go about cooking. Do I cook "for the fun of lt," "because I 
enjoy it for its own sake," as we say, or rather merely to get food 
on the table for my kids? The answer to that question determines 
whether I am a cook or cook for the sake of bemg a father. (Most 
of us who are cooks in this Heideggerian sense, moreover, also some
times, even frequently, cook for the sake of bemg a parent.) These 
questions are bound up with how my cookmg matters to me. In the 
previous section we saw that attunement discloses to us how we are 
domg and faring. If my food tastes unobJectwnable, but iS abundant, 
have I failed or succeeded? From the answer to this questwn we can 
likely read off my purpose in cooking, my for-the-sake-of-which. 

Such for-the-sakes-of-which or self-understandings are not social 
positions. Consider the contrast between someone who iS legally and 
socmlly a father, but for whom bemg a father does not matter, and 
someone for whom bemg a father is part of his identity. The mdiffer
ent father does not do any of the things that fathers do, and when he 
is confronted with the socml and personal demands of being a father, 
he is as indifferent as he would be to someone msisting that he get 
mvolved with Civil War re-enactment. He may be subJect, in the eyes 
of the Anyone and/or of the law, to the obligatwns of being a father, 

88 

bt 
nc 
fa 
iti 
so 
Ill 

th 

th 
se 
be 
de 
ar 
sic 
sh 
"F 
pli 
D; 



READING THE TEXT 

but those obligatiOns, and the prerogatives that come with them, do 
not engage him. These socml demands and entitlements comcide 
fairly closely with what Anthony Giddens has called a "social pos
ition," and I will follow his usage.46 Because one can occupy the 
socml position of bemg a father, without being existentially engaged 
in bemg one, and reversewise, a for-the-sake-of-which is not the same 
thing as a socml position. 

For-the-sakes-of-which make up our "identltles," m the sense of 
those aspects of human life that engage us existentially and make 
sense of who we are. In order to be existentmlly engaged by a way of 
being, we must "press ahead" mto lt; we must do the thmgs that one 
does m bemg that. Some of the most challenging conflicts in our lives 
arise when who we are existentially engaged in being stands in ten
sion with who we think of ourselves as being. That they can conflict 
shows that they are not the same thmg, and thus, Heidegger wntes, 
"Projectmg has nothmg to do wlth comportmg oneself towards a 
plan that has been thought out, and m accordance with which 
Dasein arranges Its bemg" (185/145). 

Further, our possibilities are "thrown possibilities." 

Possibility, as an existentiale, does not signify a free-floating 
ability-to-be in the sense of the "liberty of mdifference" (libertas 
indifferentiae). In every case Dasein, as essentially disposed, has 
already got itself mto defimte possibilities. . . But this means 
that Dasem IS bemg-possible which has been delivered over to 
itself- thrown possibility through and through. ( 183/144) 

Our possibilities are not lmd out m front of us as on a smorgasbord 
table. We do not choose among them mdifferently. Rather, as I 
confront the existential demands of being a father, those demands 
already have a grip on me. Getting to the school by 3:20 to pick up 
my son IS urgent; attending my other son's soccer game IS excitmg. 
These differential ways m which courses of action matter to me 
reflect my already being disposed, already being attuned to the ways 
things matter to me as a father. This IS to say, simply put, that I am a 
father, and as a father I press forward mto the courses of actwn and 
projects to which being a father assigns me. 

Thus, Heidegger wntes: 

The being-possible which Dasein IS existentially in every case, IS to 
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be sharply distmguished both from empty logical possibility and ( 
from the contingency of somethmg present-at-hand, so far as with b 
the present-at-hand this or that can "come to pass." As a modal b 
category of presence-at-hand, possibility signifies what 1s not yet 1 
actual and what is not at any time necessary. It characterizes the Ir 

merely possible. (1831143) tl 
1· 

To say that an oak tree can grow to 100 feet h1gh is not to say that it h, 
has an ability that it might exercise, whereas to say that I am a father "l 
is to say that I have a set of skills and capacities that I do exercise. at 
(Heidegger does not consider anzmal capacities in th1s context, and D 
that 1s a senous oversight m his treatment. One of his few comments e) 

on ammals in Being and Time is "the ontology oflife is accomplished al 
by way of a pnvative Interpretatwn" (75/50). He offers a more exten- tc 
s1ve analysis in Fundamental Concepts of Metaphysics, where he 
charactenzes ammals as "poor m world." The chief pomt should be· e)( 
that even though animals have abilities, and not just present-at-hand 1< 
contmgencies, they do not take a stand on who they are by exercising n< 
their abilities.) in 

Now, of course, we can also talk about people m terms of "mere st: 
possibility" or alternatively, "potential." I am not currently able to al: 
coach a youth soccer team, but I suppose that if I attended a set of al: 
training sessions and spent some time actually playmg the game, I yo 
could come to be able to coach a youth soccer team. We have here is 
a distmction between those capacities that I have and can exercise, hi: 
and those capacities that it is possible for me to acquire. Our ordin-
ary uses of "ability" and "potential" correspond pretty well with this 
distmctwn: I am able to coach a youth baseball team, but merely 
have the potential to coach a youth soccer team. Different yet again 
is the set of my "factual" charactenstics: my height, we1ght, spatia
temporal locations, etc. Among factual characteristics we may dis-
tingmsh what I actually or factually am from what I actually or Wt 
factually could come to be. I am actually 5'11", though I could ill< 
shrink an mch. As we saw in sectwn (iv) above, however, I am not no, 
existentially speaking th1s height or that; rather, existentially I am my wb 
stature (if it matters to me at all). to-

Heidegger IS asking us to think of ourselves as bemg our abilities- an 
to-be, rather than bemg our social pos1t10ns, our physical character- pu 
1stics, or our potential. "As proJecting, understanding 1s the kind are 
of being of Dasein in wh1ch it is Its possibilities as possibilities" 
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(185/145). I am what I act for the sake ofbemg; I am a father, a youth 
baseball coach, a teacher, etc. Those ways of being are my "possi
bilities" m the sense of my abilities-to-be, my existential capacities. 
They are who I am, how I understand myself, even if I do not always 
interpret or thmk of myself that way. This is why Heidegger writes 
that Dasein ", , , is constantly 'more' than It factually IS . _ ," (185/ 
145). I am more than this height or weight; I am what I am able to be, 
how I am able to lead my life m the world. The passage continues: 
"Dasein IS never more than It factically IS, for to its factlcity its 
ability-to-be belongs essentially. Yet as being-possible, moreover, 
Dasein IS never anythmg less .. , ." Recall that factlcity is Dasein's 
existential determmateness. So, Heidegger is saying here that our 
abilities-to-be belong to our existential determmateness, which is JUSt 
to say over agam that I am what I am able to be. 

Heidegger develops this theme, when he infers that Dasein "is 
existentially that which, m Its ability-to-be, it is not yet" (185-186/ 
145). To be able to be teacher or coach or father IS neither a "static" 
nor an enduring property of me as an identical subject. His language 
in this section IS shot through with metaphors of motion: under
standing is proJectiOn, throwmg forth, and in proJection we press 
ahead. Further, "., _ only because [Dasein] 1s what it becomes (or 
alternatively, does not become), can it say to Itself 'Become what 
you are,' and say this With understanding" (186/145). Dasem's bemg 
is a matter of Its motiOn mto the future, Its becoming. In II.5 on 
historicality, he wntes: 

The movement of existence is not the motiOn of somethmg present
at-hand. It rs definable in terms of the way Dasein stretches 
along. The specific movement m which Dasein 1s stretched along 
and stretches itself along, we call its happenzng. (427/375*) 

We are not yet what we are able to be, but this not yet and the 
movement it suggests is not the not yet of the present-at-hand. The 
not yet of the present-at-hand is what has not yet occurred, but 
which will occur m the future. The not yet of our existential abilities
to-be, however, are not charactenstics that we do not yet possess, like 
an apple does not yet possess the red color of ripeness, but rather 
purposes into which we press ahead and that constitute us as who we 
are now. 
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Understanding, Interpretation, and Cogmtion 

In our discussion of §13 of Being and Time (sectiOn tv, above), we 
saw that Heidegger wants m general to reject subject-object models 
of human expenence. Proximally and for the most part, I am not in 
the world as a disengaged subject trying somehow to transcend to 
the world; rather, I am already engaged m the world, familiar with It, 
disposed toward it, and acting m it. Apart from a set of general 
phenomenological descriptiOns like this, however, we do not yet 
know m detail how Heidegger conceives cognition and how he takes 
It to differ from what he calls "understanding." In order to explore 
this questiOn, we have to move ahead into §32. 

There Heidegger mtroduces h1s notwn of interpretation. He uses 
the word "interpretation" to name a specific mode of understanding, 
a mode in which the possibilities disclosed in understanding are 
"worked out." By "workmg the possibilities out" he means makmg 
them explicit. 
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That which Is disclosed in understanding - that which IS under- p 
stood- IS already accessible in such a way that Its "a:> which" can d 
be made to stand out explicitly. The "as" makes up the structure a 
of the explicitness of something that IS understood. It constitutes r 
the interpretatiOn. (189/149) ti 

c, 
An mterpretatwn is, thus, an act of understanding in which we make p 
what we understand explicit by understanding 1t as somethmg. t1 

The critical exegetical question we must answer is what Heidegger 
means by "explicit." Drawmg the distinction between Heidegger's u 
uses of the words "understanding" and "interpretation" is an d 
exegetical problem, but It IS not a mt-picky textual one. After all, a 
recall that in elaborating on the idea that cognition is founded in tl 
bemg-in-the-world in §13, Heidegger identifies cogmtwn as a form w 
of "interpretation m the broadest sense" (89/62). Seeing how mter
pretatwn IS an "existential denvative" of understanding, as 
Heidegger charactenzes It here, Is thus cntical to seeing how cogni
tion is founded m bemg-in-the-world. 

Now, we might be tempted to interpret "explicit" to mean con
scwus, but that would be a mistake. After all, one might think, to 
make somethmg explicit IS to draw our attention to It. However, if 
"explicit" means conscious, then Heidegger would be committed to c 
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the thesis that all cogmtion IS conscious. This thesis is not only flatly 
Implausible, but the chief proponent of this view, Descartes, did not 
even inspire his closest successors, Spinoza and Leibniz, to adopt It. 
Furthermore, there IS a word in Bezng and Time that often seems 
to capture the meanmg of conscious: "thematic." So, we must find 
another mterpretatwn ofHe1degger's use of the word "explicit." 

Sometimes we use the word "explicit" to contrast with "implicit," 
in the sense of 1mplied. The word "implied" can be used in many 
senses, but philosophically it IS most commonly used to capture 
the way a statement can entail or presuppose further statements. 
This contrast between "explicit" and "implicit" p1ggy-backs on the 
logical or mferential relatiOns among statements or propositions. 
Once we put the point th1s way, we can see that He~degger does not 
intend to contrast understanding With interpretation along these 
lines. Inferential relations are relations among assertions, and as 
we will see in the next section, assertion is a form of interpreta
tion, and thus relations among assertiOns, such as implicatiOn, 
are secondary to the distinction between understanding and inter
pretatiOn. Viewed histoncally, moreover, the suggestion that the 
development of understanding takes place along mferentlallines is 
at the heart of Hegel's philosophy, which explams why logic IS for 
Hegel the master sub-discipline withm philosophy. This last observa
tion, finally, makes clear why Heidegger regards Hegel as yet another 
captive of the tradition's misunderstanding of understanding, des
pite the otherwise notable sympathies between the thought of these 
two philosophers. 47 

The connections among assertiOn, interpretatiOn, and understand
ing, on which we relied JUSt now to see that by "explicit" Heidegger 
did not have Hegel's conceptiOn of explicitness m mmd, point us m 
a new and better directiOn. In §13, m the midst of developing his 
thesis that cognition is derivative of bemg-m-the-world, Heidegger 
writes: 

lS [Taking-in] amounts to znterpretatwn m the broadest sense; and 
i- on the basis of such mterpretatwn, takmg-m becomes an act 

of making determznate. What is thus taken m and made determin-
L· ate can be expressed m propositions, and can be retamed and 
o preserved as what has thus been asserted. (89/62*) 
'tf 

o Cognition IS a form of "makmg determmate," because It is a sort of 
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interpretation. Further, because cognition "makes determmate," its 
content can be expressed in propositwns. Below, in section (x), we 
will see what Heidegger means by "making determinate." For now 
we need only observe that because cognition is a form of interpret
atiOn, its content can be expressed m propositions. This claim only 
makes sense, if Heidegger holds that interpretation always has prop
ositional content. This dovetails mcely with a further observation, 
that Heidegger's German word that is translated as "explicit" is 
"ausdriicklich." "Ausdriicklich" IS denved from "Ausdruck," expres
sion. It should, thus, be unsurpnsing that Heidegger means to 
connect what is explicit with expression and language. 

Heidegger's thesis in §32 is, then, this: understanding that has 
propositional content (i.e., mterpretation) is denvative of under
standing that does not. Our ability to grasp the world m such a way 
that we can characterize It descriptively is denvative of our engaged 
abilities, our skills and capacities. We can formulate this idea more 
compactly thus: representation is derzvative of our engaged abilities. 
Here I am usmg the word "representation" the way John Searle uses f 
it in his work on lingmsbc meaning and mental intentionality, to o 
designate speech acts or mental states that have propositwnal con- r< 
tent.48 This way oflookmg at Heidegger's thesis in §32 also mtersects n 
nicely with the historical tradition m which Heidegger is writing. tl 
Searle's use of "representation" is very close to Kant's use of "cogni- tc 
tion." According to Kant, a cognition is a representatiOnal state that e, 
can be true or false, that can succeed or fail at describing or refernng 
to the world. The paradigm of cogmtwn IS a judgment, and judg
ments are conceptual acts, that is, acts m which we predicate a 
concept of somethmg. Kant argues further that what he calls "intu
itions," namely, perceptual acts, such as seemg a cat, have "the same 
form of unity" as Judgments. Put in more contemporary language, 
this IS to say that all seeing is seemg-as, that perception is mediated 
by concepts, and that the content of any act of perception is, impli
citly, a JUdgment. To see a cat is to see, say, that this is a cat, or that 
there is a cat on the mat, or what have you. 49 

Hence, we may restate He~degger's thesis in §32 thus: there is 
a level of mastery and intelligence in human life that is not con
ceptually mediated, that cannot be captured in assertions. As one 
would expect, his approach to motivating this thesis IS phenomeno
logical, and we already considered this phenomenology above. In 
§32 he places that phenomenology mto a structure he calls "the 
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s fore-structure of interpretatiOn." The fore-structure connects mter-
e pretation with understanding and gives us a more detailed look at the 
v distinction between the two phenomena. The fore-structure consists 

of three elements: the fore-having, fore-sight, and fore-conceptiOn. 
y Heidegger spells out the fore-structure with reference to the example 

of interpreting the ready-to-hand. 
t, Fore-having. Heidegger writes: 

:- The ready-to-hand is always understood in terms of a totality of 
o involvements. This totality need not be grasped explicitly by a 

thematic mterpretatwn. Even if it has undergone such an mter
pretation, It recedes mto an understanding which does not stand 

·- out from the background. And this IS the very mode in which it is 
y the essential foundation for everyday circumspective interpret-
d ation. In every case this mterpretatwn IS grounded in something 
e we have m advance- m a fore-havmg. (191/150) 
~. 

:s Fore-havmg is the understanding of the background context in terms 
o of which any concrete mterpretatwn takes place. In the case of the 
1- ready-to-hand, this background context is the totality of involve-
s ments, that IS, that web of interlocking eqmpmental roles that define 
~· the workshop and make a piece of equipment what it IS. Our access 
1- to this interlockmg web of equipmental roles is our ability to use the 
tt equipment and navigate the workshop in which it finds its place. 
g Fore-sight. Heidegger continues: 
,_ 
) 

a 
L

e 
, ., 
d 
l

lt 
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When somethmg IS understood but IS still veiled, rt becomes 
unveiled by an act of appropriatiOn, and this is always done under 
the guidance of a pomt of view, which fixes that with regard 
to which what IS understood IS to be mterpreted. In every case 
interpretation IS grounded in something we see in advance - in a 
fore-sight. The fore-sight "takes the first cut" out of what has been 
taken into our fore-havmg, and It does so with a view to a defimte 
way in which this can be mterpreted. (1911150) 

l- What does Heidegger mean by describing somethmg as being "under-
e stood but still veiled?" The language certainly suggests a situation in 
1- which an entity presents us with difficulties. The entity would be 
n understood, because it would fall within the scope of those abilities 

that give us access to the context, yet still veiled m so far as it is, say, 
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malfunctioning. For example, my carpentry skills give me access to obJ 
the carpentry workshop, allow me to understand hammers, nails, int1 
levels, and so on. This hammer falls within the range of my car- an< 
pentry skills; I understand lt. But since it IS malfunctioning - sup- int1 
pose 1t IS cracked - 1t IS still veiled. At this pomt, the hammer will 
stand out from the background as an object of "thematic interpret- but 
atwn" for me: I will encounter It as a hammer. The fore-sight "fixes pat 
that with regard to which what is understood IS to be mterpreted," I g1 
that is, it bnngs the hammer mto view as a hammer_ The fore-sight as 
introduces the as-wh1ch mto the expenence of the hammer. He 

Fore-conception: Heidegger fimshes, car 
wh 

Anythmg understood which IS held m our fore-havmg and towards Th1 
which we set our sights "foresightedly," becomes conceptualizable bet 
through the interpretation. In such an mterpretatwn, the way m woJ 
which the entity we are mterpreting is to be conceived can be her 
drawn from the entity Itself, or the interpretatiOn can force the as 
entity mto concepts to which it IS opposed m Its manner ofbemg. pre 
In either case, the mterpretatwn has already decided for a definite wh1 
way of conceiVmg It, either wlth finality or with reservations; It is in r 
grounded in somethmg we grasp in advance- m afore-conception. my 
(191/150) nee 

log 
The mterpretation has decided for a definite way of conceiving Its doE 
obJect. To interpret this as a hammer is to deploy a concept, pre- staJ 
sumably, the concept of a hammer. InterpretatiOn Is suffused with one 
conceptuality. This confirms the suggestwn that by "interpretatwn" I 
Heidegger means roughly what Kant means by "cogmtion," what by, 
Searle means by "representation." InterpretatiOn can be captured in wh1 
propositional form, because 1t is conceptually articulated. I c2 

This way of reconstructing Heidegger's remarks on the fore- "m 
structure and the distinctiOn between understanding and mterpret- for 
ation suggests the following objection: surely when we understand out 
something pre-reflectively, we understand It as something determin- full 
ate. 50 As I make a turn on my bike, I understand the bike path on eng 
which I am nding as calling for this angle of turn. If I did not hie~ 

understand 1t as something determinate, then my grasp of It would fiui, 
be entirely vague and I could not respond to It in any definite way. or ' 
My inability to describe the path in a sufficiently precise way does 
not mean that I do not grasp It as somethmg determmate. This 
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objectiOn suggests that any concrete act of understanding 1s an 
interpretatiOn, and that the distinctiOn between what I can describe 
and what I can mterpret is the distinction between assertion and 
interpretation, not interpretation and understanding. 

In response to this objectiOn, Heidegger should grant everything 
but the conclusiOn. Yes, m makmg the turn on my bike I grasp the 
path determinately, indeed, so determmately that I cannot put what 
I grasp mto an assertiOn. One could say that I understand the path 
as _ ., as long as one does not confuse this "as" with the "as" 
Heidegger attributes to interpretation. The "as" of interpretation 
can be expressed m propositions, Heidegger says (89/62 again), 
which means that I am capable of getting it mto a descnption. 
The line between understanding and interpretation is JUSt this line, 
between what can and cannot be expressed in assertiOn. One might 
worry here that I have collapsed what Heidegger calls the "existential
hermeneutic" and "apophantical" as's (201/158). 51 The apophantical 
as is the as of assertion, that Is, the grammatically defimte as of 
predication, whereas the hermeneutic as is the as of interpretation, 
which is not grammatically definite. To use this cup as a paper weight 
in response to a breakdown situatiOn (in which the wind IS blowmg 
my manuscript around) IS not to assert that this cup IS possibly, 
necessarily, or merely actually a paper weight. Assertion defines the 
logic of understanding further than does mterpretation. 52 Heidegger 
does not have a special name for the as of pre-interpretive under
standing; he does not m fact seem to have seen clearly that he needs 
one. It should be there, however. 

In sum, the conceptuality that characterizes cognitiOn is funded 
by, but does not exhaust, the set of skills and capacities m terms of 
which we encounter the context of the object in the first place. Thus, 
I can see this object as a bicycle brake and formulate the Judgment, 
"my brake is malfunctioning," only because I have a set of skills 
for riding a bicycle. This set of skills cannot be exhaustively spelled 
out by any set of judgments, no matter how large, and cannot be 
fully described by any set of assertions, no matter how extensive. The 
engaged sensitivities and responsiveness that guide me as I nde my 
bicycle are too refined, too submerged in Immediate action, and too 
fluid to be captured in a theory of bike riding. Practice IS more basic 
or "primordial" than cogmtwn. 
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Study Question 

What should Heidegger say about forms of intelligence and under
standing that do appear to be overtly cognitive, such as knowledge of 
mathematics or physics? 

X. LANGUAGE 

Language or what Heidegger calls "discourse" IS also essential to our 
familiarity with the world. Heidegger IS not alone amongst twentieth
century philosophers m regarding language as absolutely central to 
our bemg-m-the-world, or as more traditional philosophers might 
say, to our consciOusness, awareness, or intentiOnality. John Dewey 
wrote: "It IS safe to say that psychic events, such as are anything 
more than reactions of a creature susceptible to pain and diffuse 
comfort, have language for one of their conditwns."53 Wittgenstein, 
Davidson, and Sellars, hold this view as well. Heidegger's student 
and philosophical descendant Gadamer put it quite forcefully, 
"Language is not just one of man's possessiOns m the world; rather, 
on it depends the fact that man has a world at all."54 These are all 
statements of what Charles Gmgnon has called linguistic constztutiv
ism, the thesis that "human existence IS possible only within lan
guage."55 By ranking discourse as equi-primordial with disposedness 
and understanding, Heidegger embraces linguistic constitutivism. 

Unfortunately, the text of Bezng and Time IS not as clear on this 
Issue as it could be. Not only are there passages which cut against 
linguistic constitutlVlsm, but it Is far from obvious that Heidegger 
is usmg the term "discourse" to pick out language. To see what 
Heidegger's lingmstic constitutiv1sm amounts to, 1t is Important 
to understand that he means something rather broader by "dis
course" and "language" than the sort of thing that we think of as "a 
language," such as English or German. 

Discourse {§34) 

Heidegger introduces discourse in the crucml second paragraph of 
§34. His formulatiOn here, along with the rest of §34, mvolves the use 
of two related verbs and their derivatives, both of which are translat
able as "to articulate": gliedern and artikulieren. In German the verb 
gliedern means articulation in a structural sense. 56 A Glied IS a limb 
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or member, and so, gliedern and Its past participle, gegliedert, suggest 
articulatiOn in the sense in whtch a skeleton or structure IS articulated: 
consisting of members and joints. Artikulieren, on the other hand, 
suggests somewhat more strongly the dommant sense of putting 
something mto words. Macquarrie and Robinson, m their effort to 
deal with the complexities of translation, render gliedern as "articu
late" (with a lower-case "a") and artikulieren as "Articulate" (with 
an upper-case "a"). Although Heidegger's uses of the words do not 
appear to be entirely consistent, I thmk we can make some headway 
by thinking of articulatiOn as structural articulatiOn and Articulation 
as puttmg into words or expressing. I will, thus, modify Macquarrie 
and Robinson's translatiOns by insertmg "structural" or "expressive" 
in square brackets before "articulation," and drop the capitaliza
tion, which I thmk is distracting. Let us work through the second 
paragraph of §34 methodically. 

The second sentence, "The mtelligibility of somethmg has always 
been [structurally] articulated, even before there IS any appropriative 
interpretatiOn of it," remmds us of one the crucml results of §§31-32: 
what the entity in question IS, and how It can be interpreted (the 
conceptualizable aspects under which it can be taken m), are denva
tive of the holistic situation to whtch the entity belongs. This holistic 
situation IS disclosed through understanding, the "fore-havmg," more 
fundamentally than through the conceptually articulate mterpret
ation of it. Heidegger adds here that pre-conceptual mtelligibility 
is structurally articulated. The field of intelligibility in terms of 
which we approach the environment in which we are comporting our
selves IS not an undifferentiated mass. It has structure. Its structure, 
however, is pre-conceptual. 

In the thtrd sentence Hetdegger defines "discourse"o "Discourse is 
the [expressive] articulation of mtelligibility." Pre-conceptual Intel
ligibility IS expressively articulated m discourse. If I am nght that 
"Articulation" means expresszve artzculation, then Heidegger's pomt 
is that we are able to express the pre-conceptual structure of thmgs. 
Our capacity to do so IS discourse. Because intelligibility is pre
conceptual, moreover, discourse IS more baste or pnmordial than 
interpretation or assertion (of whtch more later), for both mter
pretation and its derivative mode, assertiOn, are conceptually articu
late. Thus, m the fourth sentence, Hetdegger writes: "Therefore 1t 
underlies both interpretatiOn and assertiOn." 

Now, what are we expressing, when we expressively articulate 
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mtelligibility? Heidegger's answer: meanzng. The fifth sentence: "That 
which can be [expressively] artlculated m interpretatwn, and thus 
even more primordially in discourse, is what we have called mean
ing." Heidegger introduced the concept of meaning back m §32 (193/ 
151). When we project (understand) an entity, we do so by makmg 
sense of its place m the world: we make sense of the ready-to-hand 
m terms of its involvement or use; we make sense of Dasein in terms 
of its for-the-sakes-of-which. We saw that in I.3 Heidegger calls the 
structural whole of mvolvements and for-the-sakes-of-which "sig
nificance," and so he reminds us here: "That wh1ch gets [structurally] 
artlculated as such in discursive [expressive] artlculatwn, we call the 
totality-of-significatwns." 

To this pomt, It might seem as if Heidegger's view IS that m dis
course or language we give expresswn to a pnor structural articula
twn of the world, which resides in our activity quite independently 
of anything we might say about it. Indeed, Heidegger encourages 
this line of thought by writing: "The mtelligibility of bemg-m-the
world ... expresses itself as discourse. The totality of significations 
of intelligibility is put into words. To significations, words accrue." 
This IS not Heidegger's considered judgment on the matter, however. 
At the begmning of the fifth paragraph of §34, he writes: "Discours
mg IS the way in which we [structurally] articulate 'significantly' the 
intelligibility of being-m-the-world" (204/161 *). (By "significantly" 
Heidegger seems to mean "according to significance," almost cer
tainly in his technical sense of the term.) This sentence suggests, 
then, that in discourse we structurally artlculate the mtelligibility of 
bemg-m-the-world and thereby bestow significance on entities. This 
represents an important correction of the ill-considered formula
tions of the second paragraph: in discourse we do not JUSt put prior 
mtelligibility mto words, but rather structurally articulate It as well. 

In other words, expressive artlculatwn is structural articulation, 
which is another way of assertmg linguistic constitutivism. It is only 
in virtue of havmg a language, or more generally an expressive 
medium, that we can experience a structurally artlculated world, 
a world m which things make sense by being different from one 
another, yet also mterrelated. In order to understand this idea in 
more detail, we must have a better grasp on Heidegger's conception 
of language. Does Heidegger want to say that It is only through, 
for example, the English language that we are able to experience a 
differentiated world? There are a few sentences m which he seems to 
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That endorse that Idea: "_ _ discourse too must have essentially a kind of 
thus being which is specifically worldly. _ _ The totality of significations 
tean- of intelligibility is put into words" (second paragraph of §34); and 
(193/ "The way in which discourse gets expressed is language. Language IS 
tkmg a totality of words - a totality m which discourse has a 'worldly' 
b.and being of its own" (third paragraph). To begm to see how these state-
erms ments are misleading, let us contmue with the third paragraph of 
s the §34. After writing that "language IS a totality of words," he continues, 
"s1g- " , and as an entity withm-the-world, this totality thus becomes 
rally] something which we may come across as ready-to-hand. Language 
ll the can be broken up into word-Thmgs which are present-at-hand." At 

this pomt it should be clear that Heidegger IS using his standard 
t dis- technique of leading us down the path of traditiOnal thought. 
cula- Language consists of words, words are acoustic disturbances or 
ently graphic inscnptions that we use m order to express our thoughts. 
rages To begm to overturn this traditiOnal approach to language, 
-the- Heidegger states, in the fourth paragraph of §34: "Hearing and keep-
tions ing silent are possibilities belongmg to discursive speech." Hearing 
rue." and keepmg silent are not acoustic disturbances, they are not graph-
rever. ical inscriptions, they are not even words or anythmg remotely like 
ours- words. Yet Heidegger writes: "In these phenomena the constitutive 
r' the function of discourse for the existenhality of existence becomes 
ntly" entirely plain for the first t1me" (my emphasis). Expressive articula-
: cer- tion encompasses far more than the use of words m order to say 
?;ests, what we mean. Later m §34, he writes: "Being-m and Its disposedness 
ty of are made known m discourse and mdicated m language by mton-
This ation, modulatiOn, the tempo of talk, 'the way of speakmg' " (205/ 
nula- 162). Discourse compnses not only words and their grammar, but 
prior also the way m which we use a language to commumcate. Such 
Nell. commumcation mvolves far more than "semantics" in a narrow 
ttlon, sense; It mvolves everything that we convey in usmg language. 
only What IS more, although Heidegger does not explicitly say so, there 
~ssive is no reason not to expand his use of the term "language" to cover 
'Orld, much more than natural languages. Body-language, the "language 
t one of art," dance, gardening, and much more are, m one sense of the 

term, languages. They are modes of commumcatwn that require an 
analysis that goes beyond merely the dynamics of "what we do." 
Indeed, Heidegger places communicatiOn at the center of his analy
sis of language or discourse. He analyzes discourse as consistmg 
of three moments: what the discourse is about, what IS said m the 
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discourse, and communication (204-205/161-162). Let us focus on 
communication. 

Heidegger makes clear that he means to distance himself from 
traditional models of communication: "Commumcatwn IS never 
anything like a conveying of experiences, such as opimons or Wishes, 
from the mterior of one subject mto the interior of another" (205/ 
162). If one begins With a subject-object model of expenence, then 
one starts one's analysis of commumcatwn with two distinct mmds. 
I think the thought, "my cat Lulu IS cute," and this thought is con
fined within my mind. In order to "share" this thought with you, 
I have to mampulate words in such a way as to cause you to have 
the same thought. I must "convey" or transport my meaning to 
your mind by way of linguistic mtermedianes. 57 Heidegger does not 
want to say that nothmg like this ever happens, but he does want to 
insist that such expenences are atypical of human life. Instead, 
"Dasem-with IS already essentially manifest Ill a co-disposedness and 
a co-understanding." That Is, we already share a world, and for the 
most part, we already understand one another. 

Heidegger spells out his notwn of communicatiOn in more detail 
m §33 on assertion, the section that Immediately precedes §34 on 
discourse. There he wntes, commumcatwn 

, , IS letting someone see with us what we have pomted out by 
way of giving It a definite character. Letting someone see with us 
shares with the other that entity which has been pomted out in 
its definite character. That which IS "shared" IS our being towards 
what has been pomted out- a being m which we see It m common. 
(197/155) 

If you and I are sitting m my livmg room, and I say, "my cat Lulu is 
cute," I am drawing our jomt attentwn to Lulu and narrowing our 
jomt focus down to her feature, cuteness. I am constitutmg a shared 
onentatwn towards the cat. Now, if you are new to my house and 
have never met the esteemed Lulu, you might well "learn something" 
from my assertion. Often, however, we say thmgs we know our audi
ence already knows. So, if you come to my house to watch a World 
Cup soccer game between Italy and the U.S., I might say, "We don't 
stand a chance in this game." You already know that. What I am 
doing in saying this is not conveymg anythmg to you; I am not 
passing mformation from my mind to yours. Rather, I am setting the 
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READING THE TEXT 

tone of our afternoon together; I am preparing us for a long and 
futile game. 

Much of what we do when we express ourselves is set a tone. When 
I bnng m the main course of the dinner I have cooked and announce, 
somewhat self-mockingly, "And now, the piece de reszstance," I actu
ally convey very little, but rather orient us towards the mam course, 
which I hope IS something special. When I am dressed meticulously 
in a business smt with tie and shmed leather shoes, I am setting one 
tone for our meeting; when I am dressed m shorts, sandals, and a 
torn T-shirt, I am settmg qmte a different tone. In each case a matrix 
of imports is disclosed, orientmg you in your common expenence 
towards the world in differing ways. To focus narrowly on the 
"symbol systems" or "semantics" of what we say and do is to miss 
the bulk of what goes on m commumcatwn: JOint onentation 
towards the world m terms of its possibilities and Its imports. 

In other words, Heidegger wants to re-orient us m our approach 
to language by shifting the paradigm of linguistic activity. In trad
itional philosophy, the assertiOn has served as the paradigm of 
linguistic activity, but according to Heidegger, assertion is a highly 
denvative form of communication. If we thmk mstead of poetry, 
banter, chit-chat, and song, we bnng mto focus much broader and 
more amorphous forms of communication. When Robert Johnson 
sings, "hellhound on my trail" or "blues falling down like hail," he IS 
not making an assertion (and no one would thmk he is). Rather, he IS 
expressmg a mood, a mood that we share as we listen to his haunting 
song. The question becomes, then, which forms of our expressive 
activity are more pervasive m our familiarity With the world, asser
tion or the broader forms of language and expression highlighted by 
Heidegger? This IS not to say, however, that assertiOn IS uninterestmg 
or unworthy of analysis. Far from It. 

Assertion (§33) 

Assertion has been the focus of philosophical attentiOn to language 
for a good reason: it IS the form of lingmstlc activity in which the 
structure of propositiOns IS most apparent, and propositiOnal con
tent has been at the center of traditional accounts of mtentionality. 
Intentionality, or cognitiOn, has been taken to be the foundatiOn of 
our access to the world, and the logical and JUStificatory structure 
of cogmtion, that IS, logic and theory of knowledge, have been two 
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of the core disciplines of philosophy. Yet according to Heidegger, 
assertion IS a highly denvative mode of linguistic activity. Let us 
explore why. 

Heidegger analyzes assertiOn as a lingmstic act in which three 
things are accomplished: pointzng out, predicatwn, and communica
tion. (These are what he obscurely calls the "three significatiOns" of 
the word "assertwn" on 1961154.) Heidegger' s model of an assertion 
is a subject-predicate assertwn, such as "the hammer IS too heavy" 
(his example). This assertion pomts out the hammer; it predicates 
being too heavy of the hammer; and it commumcates this pointmg 
out and predicatiOn. 

Poznting out. Assertwns pomt out an entity. "In this we adhere 
to the pnmordial meanmg of A6yoc, as un6<pacrtc, - letting an entity 
be seen from itself' (1961154). This formulation might suggest that 
Heidegger thinks of pomtmg out as making something present to 
our senses. He refutes that suggestion by writmg (in the same para
graph) that an assertiOn can pomt an entity out, even though the 
entity is neither to hand nor visible. So, what does he mean by 
"points out," then? A second proposal would be that he means 
"refernng" by "pomtmg out," as he might mean to suggest when he 
wntes: ". the pomting-out has m view the entity itself and not, let 
us say, a mere representatiOn of It" (ibid.). On this proposal, then, 
Heidegger is saymg that all assertions refer to objects. The problem 
with this view IS that It seems fairly clear that not all assertiOns 
do refer to obJects, as IS clearest m the case of examples such as 
Bertrand Russell's famous, "The present king of France is bald." 
The second proposal dictates that Russell's assertion pomts out the 
present kmg of France, but there IS no such man. 

Heidegger does not tell us here m Being and Time what we should 
do with assertwns whose subJects do not refer, but fortunately he 
does take the question up m Basic Problems. 

In essence it is an asserting about somethmg and thus is mtrinsic
ally referred to some entity or entztzes. Even if that about which an 
assertion IS made should turn out not to be, an empty illuswn, this 
in no way gamsays the intentwnality of the structure of assertion 
but only demonstrates it. For when I judge about an appearance 
I am still related to entities. (Baszc Problems, 207*) 

Even when the subJect term of a subJect-predicate assertion does not 
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~r, refer to anything, still the assertion relates itself to "entities," which 
us must mean somethmg like "entities m general." He refers to this (in 

translatwn) two pages later as the "function of display." The German 
ee for "display" IS "Aufzezgung," which Macquarne and Robmson 
·a- translate as "pomting out." I note the divergence m the translatiOns, 
of because Hofstadter's Basic Problems mdicates a way of thinking 
)n about "pomtmg out": not as reference per se, but as display. That is, 
y" we do not have to thmk about pointmg out as a relatwn between an 
:es assertiOn (or a part of an assertion) and an entity. Rather, display can 
ng be more general, the functiOn of what Hetdegger calls letting entities 

be seen. Indeed, hts reference to "A-6yoc; as arc6<pacnc;" in §33 of Bemg 
:re and Time points Ill jUSt this direction. An assertion lets thmgs be seen, 
tty that is, directs our attention to them, whether they are seen as they 
tat are or in disgmse.58 If this way of understanding pointmg out IS nght, 
to then Heidegger is not arguing for the existence of a word-world rela-
ra- tion, such as reference. Rather, he IS observmg phenomenologically 
he that assertiOns direct attentiOn, focus, or salience. 
by Thts reading allows us to cope with a second potential problem 
m with Heidegger's account, as we might be inclined to read it at first. 
he Heidegger consistently uses subject-predicate sentences as examples 
let of assertions, and this can lead to a lot of mtschtef, if one is not 
:n, careful. After all, "If the Republicans win the 2008 presidential 
:m electwn, our country is doomed," is a fine assertion, but it IS not a 
ms subject-predicate assertiOn. It IS a conditiOnal. ConditiOnals do not 
as have objects to whtch thetr subjects refer, and thus, it is difficult to see 
i." how conditiOnals can be thought of as pomtmg out or refernng to 
:he anything. Once again, however, if by "pomtmg out" Heidegger does 

not mean a word-world relatiOn, but rather a functiOn of display, 
1ld then there IS no problem. The conditional above does indeed focus 
he our attentiOn or make things salient m the world in a definite way. 

One might wonder what the pomt of Heidegger's analysts is, if 
we deny that "pointmg out" names a reference-like word-world 

:ic- relation. What IS Hetdegger's motivation at thts stage m §33? Agam, 
an in Basic Problems Hetdegger is a little more direct than m Bemg 
his and Time. In the paragraph immediately after he analyzes assertions 
on with non-refernng subjects, he wntes: "In order for something to be 
1ce a possible about-whtch for an assertion, It must already be somehow 

given for the assertion as unveiled and accessible" (Baszc Problems, 
208). In other words, m order to be in a positiOn to make an assertion 
about my cat Lulu, or about the present kmg of France for that 
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matter, the world must already be disclosed to me m such a way that I 
can focus our attention on Lulu or the king of France. That Is, these 
entities (or the Republican Party and the Republic, as m the example 
above of a conditional) must be accessible to assertiOn already. 
Assertion does not reach out and grab these entities all on Its own; 
assertion IS parasitic upon a prior disclosure of the world m which 
we live, a disclosure that prefigures the saliencies that I effect through 
making an assertion. 

Assertion IS not a free-floating kind of behaviOur which, m Its 
own right, might be capable of disclosmg entities m general in a 
pnmary way: on the contrary It always mamtams itself on the 
basis of being-m-the-world. What we have shown earlier m rela
tion to cognition of the world, holds JUSt as well of assertion. Any 
assertion requires a fore-havmg of whatever has been disclosed; 
and this is what it pomts out by way of givmg something a definite 
character. (199/156-157*) 

Indeed, Heidegger develops the argument further by way of his 
conceptiOn of predicatiOn. 

The second "significatiOn" of "assertion" is predication. Heidegger 
wntes: "We 'assert' a 'predicate' of a 'subject', and the 'subject' 
IS given a definite character by the 'predicate'" (196/154). Now, 
Heidegger's copious scare-quotmg here IS noteworthy. On a trad
itional analysis of predication, a predicate-term is predicated of a 
subJect-term; alternatively, a predicate-concept is predicated of a 
subject-concept. Heidegger's analysis goes in a different directiOn. 

__ . when we give It [what we have pomted out m the assertiOn] 
such a character, our seeing gets restricted to It m the first 
mstance, so that by this explicit restrzctzon of our view, that which 
IS already manifest may be made explicitly manifest m Its defimte 
character. (1971155) 

AssertiOn does not merely draw our attention to the world, but does 
so "under a descnptwn." That IS, assertiOn makes some aspect of the 
world manifest to us, makes it salient, but in some definite respect. 
When I assert, "Lulu is cute," I am not merely drawmg attentiOn 
to Lulu, but to Lulu as cute. Our attentiOn is narrowed down or 
"restncted" to some definite feature of Lulu. 

106 



.; that I 
;, these 
mmple 
lready. 
sown; 
which 

lfOUgh 

, lll ItS 
·al in a 
on the 
.n rela
n.Any 
closed; 
lefinite 

of his 

degger 
ubject' 

Now, 
1 trad
:d of a 
d of a 
twn. 

.ertwn] 
1e first 
. which 
iefimte 

1t does 
t of the 
espect. 
tentwn 
)Wn or 
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Heidegger describes asserting as makmg something explicit. As we 
saw above, explicitness is the form of interpretation. Thus, assertion 
is a form of interpretatwn: a sort of understanding that makes 
things explicit. In makmg things explicit, assertwn, like all interpret
atlon, relies on a fore-having, fore-sight, and fore-conception. The 
fore-having is the background practical understanding of the world 
and this particular environment, m terms of which I am able to deal 
with the entitles uncovered by the assertwn. The fore-sight IS the 
predicate, or determinate respect, m terms of which we make the 
entlties uncovered in the assertion salient. "Thus any assertion 

. reqmres a fore-sight; m this the predicate which we are to assign and 
make stand out, gets loosened, so to speak, from Its unexpressed 
inclusion m the entity Itself' (199/157). Finally, the predicate that 
restricts our VIeW of the entitles uncovered belongs to a conceptuality 
or conceptual system that mheres in the language. "When an asser
tion Is made, some fore-conceptwn IS always Implied; but It remams 
for the most part mconspicuous, because the language already hides 
in itself a developed way of conceiving" (ibid.). Heidegger's example 
of such definite conceptuality goes to the ontological structure of 
entities uncovered and thereby interpreted in the assertion. The lan
guage of engmeenng and science has different ontological implica
tions than the language of everyday eqmpment-use; "this hammer IS 
too heavy" is embedded in a different way of conceivmg and talking 
about entitles than "this hammer weighs 900 grams." 

Now, the relation between assertwn and interpretation IS fairly 
close. Interpretatwn IS explicit understanding whose content can be 
expressed propositionally, whereas assertwn is a form of language 
whose content is expressed propositionally. Recall, as we examined 
briefly above m section (iv), 

Taking-in is consummated when one addresses oneself to some
thmg as somethmg and discusses it as such. This amounts to 
interpretatzon m the broadest sense; and on the basis of such 
interpretation, taking-m becomes an act of making determinate. 
What IS thus taken m and made determinate can be expressed in 
propositions, and can be retamed and preserved as what has thus 
been asserted. (89/62*) 

In order words, cognitwn (or taking-m) IS a form of interpretatwn, 
because its content IS propositiOnal m nature. Because this content is 
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propositional m nature, it can be expressed in an assertion. This 
is more than to say merely that all cognitiOn IS linguistically medi
ated. After all, as we saw earlier m this chapter, Heidegger believes 
that all of human life is lingmstically mediated, as long as we 
embrace a sufficiently broad conception of language (so that It 
mcludes body-language and all other forms of expressive behavior). 
Rather, Heidegger's specific view here IS that what distmgmshes cog
nition from pre-cognitive forms of comportment IS that Its content IS 
propositional, that is, assertable. 

With discourse Heidegger completes his analysis of the three 
facets of disclosedness. In Part B of chapter 5 Heidegger turns to 
leveled off modes of disclosedness. Rather than turn directly to 
them, however, It is best to skip ahead to Heidegger's discussions 
of reality and truth and then return later to I.5.B. Falling and the 
leveled off modes of disclosedness are thematically closer to the 
discussion of death and resoluteness. So, let us turn now to §43 of 
Being and Time. 

Study Question 

Heidegger claims that language IS "equipnmordial" with understand
mg and disposedness. Is human life Imagmable without language or 
discourse in Heidegger's sense of the term? 

XI. REALISM AND IDEALISM IN BEING AND TIME 

§43 of Being and Time takes up Issues that surround traditional prob
lematics of realism and Idealism. In §43a Heidegger addresses the 
"problem of the existence of the external world," which IS to say, 
epistemological skepticism, and m §43c he tackles the ontological 
problem whether the world depends on our experience of it. (In §43b 
Heidegger discusses Dilthey' s VIew that reality is resistance to the will. 
This view was important m 1927, but not today, and so I will skip 
§43b.) In both cases, Heidegger does not so much solve the traditional 
problem in view, as dissolve it. In this respect, Heidegger IS keep
mg company with other twentieth-century philosophers who have 
attempted the same general sort of response: Carnap, Wittgenstein, 
Dewey, Davidson. All these twentieth-century philosophers share 
the mtmtion that the traditiOnal problems of whether there is a 
world outside our minds, and if so, whether we can know 1t, are 
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1IS pseudo-problems. Our JOb here is to explore Heidegger's distinctive 
li- approach to dissolving skepticism and the realism-idealism debate. 
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Epistemological Skepticism (§43a) 

Epistemological skepticism IS the philosophical view that we are 
not able to know whether a world exists beyond our expenence. 
Skepticism finds Its canomcal modern expressiOn m Descartes's 
Meditations on First Philosophy. In his "First Meditation" Descartes 
offers a senes of three escalating arguments for the conclusion that 
we are not able to know anything about the world beyond our 
expenence. He begms with wornes about perceptual illusion (things 
not appeanng as they are, such as strmght sticks that look bent in 
water), advances to wornes about dreammg (there are no internal 
markers to mdicate when we are dreaming, so that we cannot know 
of any expenence whether It 1s a dream or a vendical expenence), 
and concludes with his "Deceiving Demon Argument." The last 
argument has been the most successful, histoncally speakmg.59 

The basic Idea behind the Deceiving Demon Argument is this: it is 
possible, IS it not, that an all powerful demon could mampulate our 
experience so that it IS expenence as of a world that does not really 
exist? In order to tell reality from illuswn, we use all sorts of clues 
internal to expenence, such as the consistency of this expenence 
with other expenences and With our overall theory of how the world 
works. If the demon can manipulate our expenences, however, then 
it can create w1thm us a total set of expenences that pass all of our 
internal tests for truth, but which are, nonetheless, false. There IS a 
modern science-fiction version of the Dece1vmg Demon Argument, 
the Brain-m-a-Vat Argument.60 Instead ofimagming an all-powerful 
deceivmg demon, imagme a bram m a vat with electrodes hooked up 
to its sensory input channels. The neurophysiOlogist m the labora
tory stimulates the sensory channels of the bram in such as a way 
as to create the expenence as of a world that is not there. A brain in 
such a vat would not be able to know that its experience is illusory, 
for there would be no internal clues to what is gomg on. 

These epistemological challenges have vexed modern philosophy 
since the publicatiOn of The Meditations, and they have elicited a 
wide range of responses. Descartes himself tned in his Sixth Medita
tion to refute the skepticism of the First MeditatiOn by argumg that 
Ood, who is all powerful and all good, and whose existence Descartes 
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thinks he has already proven, would not permit such a deceptwn u 
to occur, for deception IS a vice. Other philosophers m the Early p 
Modern penod either acquiesced in skepticism (Hume) or tried to S 
address it by argumg that physical things JUSt are Ideas (or construe- s< 
tions from ideas) m our minds, so that there is no problem about how b 
we know them (Berkeley). Surveymg the wreckage of Early Modern is 
epistemology, Kant commented: ti 

Sl 

... It still remains a scandal to philosophy and to human reason (: 
m general that the existence of thmgs outside us ... must be 
accepted merely on fmth, and that if anyone thinks good to aJ 

doubt their existence, we are unable to counter his doubts by any w 
satisfactory proof. 61 g1 

H 
Kant tried to refute skepticism by means of a highly complex "tran- it 
scendental argument," which has m turn been the target of much e1 
cnticism and a source of much confusiOn. aJ 

Heidegger formulates his response to this entire discussiOn as a a 
direct retort to Kant: "The 'scandal of philosophy' is not that this 
proof has yet to be given, but that such proofs are expected and 
attempted again and again" (249/205). Skepticism IS an answer to a 
question, the question whether we can know that the world beyond 
our mmds exists. This question IS Itself defective: "The questwn 
whether there is a world at all and whether Its bemg can be proved, 
makes no sense if it is raised by Dasezn as being-m-the-world; and 0 
who else would raise It?" (246-247/202). The question "makes no ia 
sense." Why? nc 

There are passages in §43a in which Heidegger gives the Impres- it' 
sion that he means that the world IS not really independent of nc 
Dasein, so that we do not need to prove its existence: tb 

bt 
Such expectatiOns, mms, and demands arise from an ontologically a~ 
inadequate way of startmg with somethzng of such a character sc 
that independently of it and "outside" of it a "world" IS to be ill 
proved as present-at-hand. (249/205) 

Such a strategy suggests some form of idealism, perhaps on the 
model of Kant's "Transcendental Idealism." It IS most unlikely 
that Heidegger has somethmg like this m mind, however, and for 
two reasons. First, although he concedes that idealism is a more 
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insightful philosophical stance than realism, he really rejects both 
posittons, as he makes clear towards the end of §43a (251/207-208). 
Second, idealism refutes the skeptic, whereas Heidegger aims to dis
solve skeptical worries. He does not want to prove the skeptic wrong, 
but rather show that the skeptic's entire question is senseless. Th1s 
is why he writes: "The 'problem of reality' in the sense of the ques
tion whether an external world is present-at-hand and whether 
such a world can be proved, turns out to be an impossible one ... " 
(250/206). The problem of reality 1tself is impossible. Why? 

The question Itself must be rejected. To reJect the questton is to 
argue that both affirmative and negative answers to the questton 
whether we can know the world to exist are false or otherwise mis
guided. In continumg the passage JUSt quoted from page 250/206, 
Heidegger wntes that the problem is Impossible, " ... not because 
its consequences lead to mextncable Impasses, but because the very 
entity wh1ch serves as its theme, IS one wh1ch, as It were, repudiates 
any such formulatton of the questton." Dasein is not fundamentally 
a knowmg subject, and the world is not an obJect of knowledge. 

Even if one should invoke the doctrine that the subject must 
presuppose and indeed always does unconsciously presuppose 
the presence-at-hand of the "external world," one would still be 
startmg with the construct of an isolated subJect. (249/205-206) 

Our "access" to the world IS constituted by our bemg-in, ourfamil
iarity, disclosedness. Familiarity, as we have seen at great length, is 
not a cogmttve phenomenon. In virtue of our fundamental familiar
ity with the world, we "know" our way around tt. Such "knowing" 1s 
not a form of knowing in the sense of a cogmtlve attitude, m any
thing like the sense of justified true belief. We are not talking about 
beliefs here; we are not talking about intentwnal attitudes. Thus, 
asking whether we know (cognitively) whether there IS a world 1s 
something like asking whether we can smell the color red. It IS JUSt an 
ill-formed questton. 

There is a mce parallel between this argument and one John 
Dewey offered m 1912, m "Bnef Studies in Realism." In the second 
of the two "Bnef Studies," "Epistemological Realism: the Alleged 
Ubiquity of the Knowledge Relatwn," Dewey argues that the flawed 
premise underlymg the entire controversy between skepticism and 
epistemological realism IS the assumptwn that all of our modes of 

Ill 



A READER'S GUIDE TO BEING AND TIME 

access to the world around us are forms of knowledge. Dewey argues 
that since this assumptiOn is false, the entire discussion is based on 
a mistake. We have many different modes of access to the world. 
Dewey presents a hilanous send-up of the whole question as a 
debate between "foodists" and "eaterists," assummg eating to be our 
sole relatwnship with the world! 62 Heidegger's point Is that glVen that 
Dasein and world are not subject and object, glVen that our basic 
relatwnship With the world IS one of disclosure, rather than cogmtion, 
the entire discussion of epistemological skepticism IS idle. Heidegger 
does not aim to refute the skeptic, so much as dismiss him as basing 
his challenge on a set of assumptwns about human life that are 
ontologically mistaken. 

Now, one might well worry that Heidegger has performed a sleight 
of hand. Suppose he IS nght that our relatwnship to the world is 
not one of either knowledge or cogmtion more generally, so that it 
makes no sense to challenge our access to the world skeptically. what 
does this tell us, however, about the "world," about entities Within
the-world, objects? Heidegger's first response would no doubt be 
that just as the disclosedness of the world is not cognitive, so are our 
basic relatwns to entities withm-the-world. We "know" equipment 
by usmg lt, other people by engaging with them. Just as understand
mg, disposedness, and discourse disclose the world more pnmordially 
than does cognitiOn, so they also uncover entitles more primordially 
than does cogmtion. Thus, if Heidegger's dismissal of the skeptical 
challenge to our ability to know the world IS legitimate, the same 
strategy should work for any skeptical challenge to our ability to 
know entities withm-the-world (i.e., the "world"). 

The defender of traditional epistemological concerns need not give 
up at this point, however. Even if Heidegger is right that we have 
"access" to entities withm-the-world more primordially than by way 
of cogmtwn, It IS nonetheless true that we do sometlmes cognize those 
objects, try to know them. When we do try to know them cognitively, 
we can entertam skeptlcal worries about that knowledge. Put a little. 
differently, after conceding Heidegger's central thrust, a skeptic can 
still urge that Heidegger has not so much dismissed the skeptic as 
changed the subject. The skeptic challenges knowledge, and unless 
Heidegger means to say that there is no such thmg as cognitiOn 
knowledge, then we can ask him what he has to say about skeptical 
challenges to knowledge, lettmg disclosedness fall where 1t may. 

He1degger does not explicitly consider this sort of response in 
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Being and Time, and so we will have to construct one for him. What 
gives bite to skeptical challenges to our knowledge of the world? 
Why have philosophers been worned about skepticism for two and 
a half millennia? Why do so many young students of philosophy 
become engaged by skepticism, some even obsessed with it? The 
answer, presumably, Is that epistemological skepticism IS a challenge 
to the secunty of our connectiOn with the world. The underlying 
worry is that we might be "cut off" from the world, "out of touch" 
with it. In humble and everyday ways we are all familiar with the 
expenence of bemg out of touch wlth some domam of life or some 
group of people. What if that experience were fully general? This 
worry can lead to Pyrrhoman and moral skepticism, and not JUSt the 
narrower epistemological skepticism developed by Descartes and his 
successors. To these vaguer and more general wornes, Heidegger 
does have somethmg to say: epistemological skepticism IS not 
that interestmg. Maybe clever epistemolog1Cal arguments can get 
skeptical concerns about knowledge off the ground, but those con
cerns do not touch our basic modes of access to and familianty with 
the world. There really is no threat that we might be cut off from the 
world. Or at least, to put it more carefully, the ways m which we 
can be cut off from the world do not reqmre epistemological reflec
tion, but rather existential reftectwn, as we will see in Heidegger's 
discusswn of anxiety and resoluteness below. 

Metaphysical Idealism and Realism (§43c) 

Even if we accept Heidegger's antl-epistemologicalline of argument 
in §43a, we have not dispensed with the metaphysical problem of 
realism and Idealism. Philosophers have traditionally not only asked 
whether we can know the world, but also whether the world exists 
independently of our subJective take on or understanding of it. Early 
modern realists, such as Descartes and Locke, argued that the world 
exists mdependently of our expenence of lt, whereas the Idealists, 
such as Berkeley and Leibmz, argued that the world of natural 
phenomena of which we are aware m both ordinary expenence and 
natural science IS dependent on our expenence of it. Kant tried to split 
the difference between the realists and idealists by mamtaming that 
although the world is mdependent of an mdividual's Idiosyncratic 
eXperience of it, lt IS not independent of human understanding in 
general. 
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As m his response to epistemological skepticism, Heidegger does 
not take a position within this debate. Rather, he rejects the entire 
debate. The key passage on realism and idealism is this: 

Of course only as long as Dasem zs (that is, only as long as an 
understanding of bemg is ontically possible), "is there" being. 
When Dasein does not exist, "independence" "is" not either, nor 
"is" "in-itself." In such a case this sort of thmg can neither be 
understood nor not understood. In such a case even entities 
within-the-world can neither be uncovered nor lie hidden. 
In such a case it cannot be satd that entities are, nor can it be said 
that they are not. But now, as long as there iS an understanding 
of bemg and therefore an understanding of presence-at-hand, 
it can indeed be said that in thzs case entltles will still continue 
to be. 

As we have noted, being (not entities) iS dependent upon the 
understanding of being; that iS to say, reality (not the real) is 
dependent upon care. (255/212) 

Being, but not entzties, iS dependent upon the understanding of 
being, that is, upon Dasein.63 This passage revolves around a dis
tinctwn between "this case" and "such a case" (or m the German, 
"then" and "now"). Heidegger distingmshes between what can and 
cannot be said in these two cases. He distingmshes the two cases by 
stipulating that in the one case, Dasein is not, whereas in the other 
case, Dasein is. He says, then, that "when Dasein does not exist"; 

Neither "independence" nor "in-itself' "is."64 

"This sort of thmg" - presumably the proposition that there 
are independent things - can neither be understood nor not 
understood. 
Entlties within-the-world can neither be uncovered nor lie hidden. 
It cannot be said either that entities are or that they are not. 

There are two ways we can read these clatms, which I will call 
"deflationary" and "robust" ways. 

It is easiest to understand the distinctwn between the deflationary 
and robust readings by focusing first on the last of the bulleted 
statements above. Why, when Dasem does not exist, can it be said 
neither that entities are nor that they are not? Perhaps because 
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:s Dasein does not exist, and after all, Dasein would have to do the 
:e talking. We could extend this logic to the other three statements. 

The virtue of this way of reading the passage is that Heidegger's 
claims, so construed, are obviously true. The drawback of reading 

n the passage thus is that they are tnvially true. (Of course nothmg can 
g. be said when there is no one to say It!) The deflationary reading is 
>r too deflationary; it robs the passage of any possible philosophical 
>e import. What else could Heidegger mean, then? 
~s If we focus on the last sentence of the passage (which IS from 
1. a second paragraph), Heidegger appears to be making a more inter-
d esting claim. Because being depends on Dasein, the being of the 
tg present-at-hand depends on Dasein as well. When bemg "is" not, 
i, then entities neither are nor are not. That is, 
te 

a. The being of the present-at-hand depends on Dasein. 

te 
is is not to say that, 

lf 
s-

~r 

n. 

b. If Dasein did not exist, entztzes present-at-hand would not be. 

but rather to say that, 

c. Presence-at-hand depends on Dasezn. 

Indeed, we can see how (c) undercuts (b). If presence-at-hahd (the 
being of the present-at-hand) depends on Dasein, then that means 
that presence-at-hand would not "be," if Dasein did not exist. If 
presence-at-hand "is" not, then entities can neither be nor not be 
present-at-hand. More generally, if being depends on Dasein, then 
when Dasein does not exist, entities can neither be nor not be. Thus, 
when the antecedent of (b) is true, i.e., when Dasein does not exist, 
the consequent of (b) is neither true nor false, I.e., entities neither do 
nor do not exist. 

Heidegger rejects both realism and idealism. The realist asserts 
that if we did not exist, entities would nonetheless be. The realist 
defends the independence of entities. The Idealist, m contrast, argues 
that if we did not exist, objects would not exist either, that they 
depend on us. Heidegger's response to both realism and idealism is 
that the conditional statements in which they are formulated - (b) 
above and its contradictory- are both false, because if the antecedent 
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of (b) iS true, then neither the consequent of (b) nor its negation can 
be true. 

This analysis does not apply, it is important to note, to the ready
to-hand. The ready-to-hand clearly does depend on Dasein. Anything 
that is what it is in Virtue ofbemg involved m our practices cannot be 
apart from our practices. A hammer cannot be without carpentry, 
JUSt as a home run cannot be Without the game of baseball. In the 
case of thmgs ready-to-hand that have an underlying present-at
hand reality, that underlying reality can m principle exist without 
the practices that define that ready-to-hand item for which it iS the 
underlymg reality. So, agam m the case of a hammer, the metal and 
wood can m prmciple exist without our practices of carpentry, even 
though the hammer itself cannot do so. In the case of paraphernalia 
that has no obvwus underlymg substrate, such as the drama Hamlet, 
as we discussed above in sect10n (v), it cannot exist apart from our 
practices at all. 

These considerations about the dependence of the ready-to-hand 
on our practices do not apply to the present-at-hand, however. In 
§69b Heidegger analyzes what he calls "the theoretical uncovering 
of the present-at-hand within-the-world" (408/356). In this section 
of Being and Time, Heidegger advances two theses about natural 
science. First, he pomts out that if his analysis in Bemg and Time 
iS generally correct, then the cogmtive and theoretical achievements 
of natural science depend on a set of scientific practzces, just as all 
cognition depends on practice. He thus argues that m order to 
understand natural science clearly, we must develop an "existential 
conceptwn of science."65 Second, Heidegger argues that the domain 
of entitles uncovered by natural science iS defined precisely by its 
independence of our practices. He describes this as the result of a 
"change-over" in our understanding of being, a change-over in which 
"the entitles of the environment are altogether released from such 
confinement" ( 413/362). In other words, to be present-at-hand is to be 
mdependent of human practzces. Heidegger's reJectwn of both realism 
and idealism does apply to the present-at-hand. 

Now, Heidegger's argument for reJectmg the realism/idealism 
debate turns on statement (c) above. What could it mean to say that 
being "is" not? And why the scare-quotes? Heidegger puts the verb 
"to be" in scare-quotes m statements like this, because as we saw in 
section (i) above, bemg is not an entity. Since being iS not an entity, it 
neither is nor is not. Rather, bemg determines entities as entities, as 
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Heidegger puts It in chapter 1 of the Introduction to Being and Time 
(25-26/6). Bemg is the set of standards in terms of which entities 
make sense as entitles. Thus, to refer to conditwns m wh1ch stand
ards do not determine entities, we cannot wnte "being 1s not." Yet 
Heidegger wants some way to talk about conditions in which onto
logical standards do not determme entities. To do so, he relies on a 
idiomatic German phrase, "es gibt," which translates as "there 1s," 
but does not literally use the German verb "setn," "to be"; "es gibt" 
transliterates as "it gtves." Indeed, "bemg" is not the only phenom
enon on the "far stde" of the Ontological Difference, that is, the 
difference between being and entitles. Among the other phenomena 
that neither are nor are not we may note especially time. Time, or 
more precisely, temporality, as Heidegger calls it, belongs to the con
stitution of being and thus is not an entity. For this reason Heidegger 
writes "time temporalizes itself," rather than "time is." 

\Vhat does 1t mean to say that bemg "is" or "is not," that 1s, that 
ontological standards do or do not determine entitles? Hetdegger 
does not address this question here m Being and Time, and this is 
one of the most significant omissions m the treatise. To some extent 
his approach to th1s question turns on his analysis of temporality 
later m divtsion II. He argues that "ordinary time" or "clock-time" 
depends on "pnmordial temporality," which 1s the temporal struc
ture of human life. Ifthts is true, then time depends on human being. 
I have elsewhere called this thesis temporalzdealism. Further, if time 
depends on human bemg, then so does bemg, for being is a set of 
temporal structures. I have called thts thests ontological idealism. 
However, gtven that Heidegger thmks of temporality as an onto
logical, rather than ontlc, phenomenon, in order to understand 
properly what 1t means to say that time depends on human being, we 
would have to understand more generally what it means to say that 
being depends on human being. Thus, Being and Time provtdes a lot 
of apparatus to spell out an argument for the conclusion that being 
depends on human being, but it does not sufficiently articulate the 
basic thesis. 66 

As Hetdegger's thought went mto flux after the publication of 
Being and Time, he mamtamed his commitment to something like 
ontologicaltdealism and devoted considerable space to ruminatwns 
on the subject. Explonng those ruminatious would have to be the 
focus of a separate study. Bezng and Time's arguments against the 
entire realism/idealism discussion are tantalizing, yet mcomplete. 
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Study Question 

Is it reasonable to be as cavalier about skepticism as Heidegger Is? 
Is not the history of natural science a story of discovenng that the 
world is not very much like we perceive It to be? 

XII. TRUTH 

We have seen that according to Heidegger our fundamental access 
to the world is disclosedness, bemg-m. Cognition, and the related 
phenomena of assertwn, propositions, Judgment, and knowledge, 
are derivative of bemg-m-the-world. Heidegger infers from this that 
the truth or falsity of assertions and propositions is also derivative 
of a more fundamental sort of truth, which he calls "pnmordial 
truth." Heidegger does not offer an alternative theory of truth, 
however, and in fact m §44 he redeems most of our common-sense 
conception of truth, even if not the philosophical theory built upon 
it that is generally called the Correspondence Theory of Truth. 
Heidegger develops his alternative phenomenology of truth m three 
stages. In §44a he works out the phenomenology on which he relies 
to reJect the Correspondence Theory. In §44b he argues that the truth 
of assertions depends upon a more fundamental form of truth, the 
disclosedness of the world that IS at work in our pre-cognitive under
standing. In §44c he somewhat misleadingly argues that truth is 
"relative to" Dasein. 

The Traditional Consensus and its Breakdown 

Philosophers' views about truth are vanous, but it is nonetheless 
possible to Identify a position that we might call "the traditional 
consensus" about truth. The traditional consensus endorses a con
ception of truth that broadly conforms to what is sometimes called 
the Correspondence Theory of Truth. The Correspondence Theory 
states that for a statement or belief to be true is for 1t to correspond 
with the world (or reality or the facts). The Correspondence Theory 
attempts to articulate a philosophical account that expresses a basic 
intmtion about truth, articulated by Anstotle thus: "To say of what 
IS that It is not, or of what is not that it is, is false, while to say of what 
is that it IS, and of what IS not that 1t is not, is true."67 The Corres
pondence Theory interprets the basic mtuition as an mtuition about 
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a relatwn of correspondence between mind and world. This is to say, 
then, that 1t imposes a subject-object model on truth. 

Aristotle's theory of how the mind thinks an obJect reflects h1s 
general commitment to "hylomorph1sm." Hylomorphism is the doc
trine that a thmg's being may be analyzed as a form informmg some 
matter. Irr the case of simple physical objects, the form is the object's 
shape, its matter the matenal ofwh1ch it 1s made. As objects become 
more complicated, so their forms become more complex and sophis
ticated. The form of a car 1s not just its shape, wh1ch it can share with 
a wooden model, but also a specificatwn of its functioning. Much 
change m the natural world is the imposition of form on matter: 
when the oven heats the apple pie, the oven transfers the form of 
heat from 1tself to the pie. Perception is also a natural process, and 
Aristotle analyzes 1t w1th the same set of tools. When you perceive a 
tree, the tree affects your eyes, causing a change m them, and the 
changes m your eyes cause your faculty of percept10n to take on the 
form of the tree. When matter 1s informed by the form of a tree, it 1s 
a tree. The mmd, however, is a special entity that, when it takes on 
the form of an obJect, does not become such an object, but rather 
becomes a representatwn of the obJect. In sum, the mind can per
ceive and think about an object by realizmg the obJect's form in the 
special matenal of the mind. 68 

As odd as Anstotle's theory ofperceptwn sounds to us two and a 
half millennia later, lt was part of a comprehensive theory of the 
world. Th1s theory, moreover, was not Just a philosoph1cal theory, 
but the leading screntific theory of 1ts age. The basic outlines of 
Aristotle's theory of matter, form, change, and mind endured for 
almost two thousand years, until the Sctentific Revolutwn. Durmg 
the Scientific Revolutwn the entire scheme of Aristotle's theory was 
tossed out in favor of a new mechanical model of physics. The 
language of Anstotle's theory of mind pers1sted, however, even m 
the writings of the leading exponents of the Scientific Revolution. 
Descartes wrote that ideas are "images, as 1t were" and analyzed 
them in terms of his theory of formal and obJective bemg. The sun 
and the idea of the sun, he states m a famous passage from one of his 
replies to h1s critics, are the same thmg, m the one case (the sun) 
existing formally, m the other case (the idea) existing obJectively.69 

This is Aristotle's theory of mind in new clothes, but also shorn of 
the overall theoret1cal context that gave it meaning. 

Once the theory 1s drained of meanmg, it becomes mere words, 
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and this allowed Bishop Berkeley to attack it ruthlessly, pomtmg out 
that "nothmg can be like an Idea but another Idea."70 Berkeley 
mferred that smce ideas cannot be like anythmg beyond themselves, 
they must be about themselves, and he concluded that the obJects of 
our experience are our ideas and not transcendent matenal things. 
Despite all the wrangling about the validity of Berkeley's argument, 
the bottom line IS that no one could develop an adequate response to 
It, because philosophers of the modern era had no scientific theory of 
mind (and still have none) with which to replace Aristotle's. Instead, 
philosophers hung on to the language of "contents" and "immanent 
obJects," but in order to avmd Berkeley's cntlcisms argued that the 
"contents" or meanings of ideas, m VIrtue of which Ideas are about 
objects, are non-real items. As we saw above in section (ii), the con
tent of an Idea is neither the (real) object of the Idea nor the (real) 
psychological state of thinking, but rather something else. The con
tent is not a real thing; it does not exist anywhere or anywhen, but is 
rather "ideal." 

The ideality of ideatiOnal contents gives philosophers a way to 
talk about truth as correspondence. Withm the classical theory of 
Anstotle, an idea is true if it shares a form with a real object. Ideas are 
"like" objects in a somewhat literal sense: they are con-formal (shar
mg a form) or Isomorphic (having one form) with their obJects. Once 
the Aristotelian theory of form-sharing has been drained of its con
tent and reduced to mere words, however, all that can be said IS that a 
true idea "corresponds" to, "agrees" with, or is "similar" to Its object. 
The word "corresponds," however, IS JUSt a word, a placeholder for a 
theory not yet on offer. 

I have devoted some space to the history of the theory of truth, 
because Heidegger's cnticism in Being and Time of the Correspond
ence Theory IS based on this history, a history with which Heidegger 
was mtimately familiar from his mtensive study of and lectunng 
on the history of philosophy. Heidegger's obJectiOn to the Corres
pondence Theory is that the language of ideal contents and real 
obJects, as well as of a relatiOn of correspondence between them, is 
"ontologically unclarified." 

Is It accidental that no headway has been made With this problem 
in over two thousand years? Has the question already been per
verted m the very way it has been approached- m the ontologically 
unclarified separation of the real and the Ideal? (259/216-217) 
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By "ontologically unclarified" Heidegger means that there IS no 
theory behmd the language that explams what the ideal contents are, 
what It IS to be ideal, and how ideal items can stand in relations with 
real obJects. Essentially, the language IS untethered from its original 
source of meaning m the Anstotelian theory of mmd and IS now just 
verbiage. When we are confronted with empty words, what should 
we do? Heidegger's answer is always, "return to the phenomena." He 
offers a phenomenology of truth to replace the Correspondence 
Theory. 

Before proceeding it is worth making one observatiOn about the 
terminology of correspondence in the second half of the twentieth 
century. The name "Correspondence Theory of Truth" IS also used 
for a pared down account of truth that is "disquotational." In his 
path-breaking article on truth, Alfred Tarski offered his Convention 
(T) as part of his "semantic conception of truth:" "S" IS true if and 
only if S; so for example, "snow is white" IS true if and only if snow 
is white.71 Tarski proposed ConventiOn (T) as a constraint on any 
theory of truth one might offer, namely, that it must at a mimmum 
satisfy ConventiOn (T). Convention (T) is really JUSt a formulation of 
the basic intuitiOn, expressed by Anstotle, with which we began this 
discussion. Nonetheless, it does quite a bit of work within the con
text of theories of truth m formal languages, which is the purpose for 
which Tarski designed it. Some philosophers, 72 however, took up 
Convention (T) as spelling out what truth Is, and some have called 
this pared down conceptiOn of truth the Correspondence Theory. 
Histoncally this IS somewhat misleading, because to subscribe to 
ConventiOn (T) IS not to posit any mmd-, thought-, or content-world 
relation of correspondence, similanty, or agreement. Really, this 
approach eschews theories of truth altogether and directs us to 
content ourselves with the basic intUitiOn. 

Heidegger's Phenomenon of Truth 

Heidegger agrees that we should stick to the basic mtuitwn and 
flesh it out with some phenomenology. The phenomenology is not 
intended to build another theory, but more to support us in our 
effort to stick with the basic mtuition and not offer a theory of truth. 
In effect, what some contemporary analytic,philosophers want to do 
with ConventiOn (T) and our talk about true sentences, Heidegger 
wants to do with his phenomenology of the expenence of truth. 
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Heidegger approaches the phenomenology of truth by way of the 
expenence of confirmation. His use of confirmation m this context 
has misled some readers into thinking that he is offermg a so-called 
verificatwnist theory of truth, according to which for an idea or 
statement to be true IS for us to possess evidence that verifies It 
directly. 73 This is a misreading, however. 

Heidegger approaches truth in terms of the experience of con
firmation, because m order to bring truth mto focus, we must find 
experiences m which It IS salient, and, like other background condi
tions in Being and Time, truth IS normally self-effacing, only salient 
in breakdown situations. Much of what we say to one another on a 
daily basis (when we are making assertwns) is true, and such truth is 
not an issue for us. We pay no attention to it. Rather, we pay atten
tion to truth, when it is in questwn. Suppose my son comes into the 
house from the backyard and tells me, "The bird feeder is empty." 
According to §33, my son's assertion uncovers or displays the bird 
feeder as empty. Now, if I am surpnsed by my son's report (suppose 
I JUSt filled the feeder two days ago), I go out into the backyard and 
check. Indeed, the feeder Is empty. What do I expenence m so far as 
I realize my son's assertion was true? According to Heidegger, I do 
not expenence a relatwn of correspondence between his words and 
the feeder, or between his thoughts and the feeder, or ( especmlly, I 
would add) between some ideal meanmg and the feeder. Rather, I 
experience the feeder as empty, the feeder JUSt as my son described it. 

The entity Itself whtch one has m mmd shows itself JUSt as it is in 
itself; that is to say, It shows that it, m Its selfsameness, is JUSt as 
it gets pointed out in the assertwn as being - JUSt as it gets 
uncovered as bemg. Representations do not get compared, either 
among themselves or in relatwn to the real thing. What IS to be 
demonstrated is not an agreement of knowing with its object, still 
less of the psychical with the physical; but neither IS It an agree
ment between "contents of consciousness" among themselves. 
What IS to be demonstrated is solely the being-uncovered of the 
entity itself- that entity m the how of its uncoveredness. (2611218) 

This passage IS somewhat difficult to read, because Heidegger 
is appropriating Husserl's language for talking about truth. This 
language of "selfsameness" IS really a distraction, however. 

Heidegger formulates his phenomenology of truth quite simply 
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thus: "To say that an assertiOn is true signifies that it uncovers the 
entity as It IS in Itself. ... The being-true (truth) of the assertion must 
be understood as bezng-uncoverzng" (ibid.). In effect, Heidegger is 
arguing for two clmms: that our experience of truth IS captured well 
by Aristotle's formulatron of the basic intmtron, and that our experi
ence of truth not only does not underwrite the classical Correspond
ence Theory, but undermines It. This aligns Heidegger fairly well 
with contemporary exponents of "deflationary" accounts of truth, 
according to which statements like Tarski's Convention (T) are all 
there is to say about truth. What Heidegger adds to such deflationary 
accounts IS an analysis of the phenomenology of truth to back 
deflationary approaches up. 

Heidegger seems to be saymg a lot more m §44, however. Indeed 
he is, but the more he says is not an elaboratiOn of a theory of truth, 
but rather placmg the truth of assertions mto their philosophiCal 
context. As we saw above m sectron (x), assertion IS derivative of 
interpretation, and mterpretatron of understanding. The function 
of display or pointing-out exercised by assertion IS possible only on 
the basis of the "fore-having" of understanding, and so assertrons 
can only be true or false in the context of our pre-assertoric, pre
cognitive understanding of the world. From this Heidegger mfers 
that pre-assertonc understanding IS true m a "more primordial" 
sense than assertrons are: 

What makes this very uncovenng [by true assertrons] possible 
must necessarily be called "true" in a still more primordial sense. 
The most przmordial phenomenon of truth zs first shown by the 
existential-ontologzcal foundations of uncovering. (2631220) 

We can read this statement two ways. 
Heidegger adheres to a general theory of naming phenomena that 

the condition for the possibility of x should be called "primordial 
x." His boldest statement of this may be found m the context of his 
account of time: 

If, therefore, we demonstrate that the "time" which is accessible to 
Dasein's common sense IS not primordial, but anses rather from 
authentic temporality, then . . we are JUStified in designating as 
primordial time the temporality which we have now laid bare. 
(377/329) 
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Thus, he calls the existential condition for the possibility of an 
the expenence of time in the ordinary sense "primordial time," the of 
existential condition for the possibility of ordinary death (which 18 1 

he calls "demise") "death," etc. This IS a recurrent and somewhat we 
misleading strategy of Heidegger's. bw 

In the case of truth, however, there IS a somewhat tighter connec- As: 
twn between assertonc truth and primordial truth, a connectiOn that an< 
has been reflected all along m Heidegger's language of uncovering VO( 

and disclosedness. Recall that Heidegger reserves the word "disclos- tru 
edness" for specml modes of our access to the world. The world in der 
Heidegger's techmcal sense, we ourselves, and being are all disclosed; for 
entities within-the-world, that is, the ready-to-hand and present-at- bas 
hand, are uncovered. He sometimes refers to both phenomena gener- I 
ically as "unveiling," which, he argues, best captures the meaning ing 
of the Greek word "aA-i]9cta." As with his etymologies of German wa) 
words, I do not regard the interpretation of a Greek word as ai oft 
substitute for what Heidegger does best, phenomenology. our 

To see the phenomenological content of Heidegger's conception con 
of pnmordial truth we may begin with a reflectiOn on language. In the 
order to make an assertion one must use a language. Languages are "tn 
not, however, merely inert building blocks for making assertions. The cast 
very vocabulary we use involves an outlook on the world, an outlook hen 
that IS Implicit in our language. To use a well-worn example, the use fals1 

of the word "witch" in the early modern penod involved a way of B 
looking at some groups of women, an entire conceptuality that inter- we 1 

sects with accounts of gender, non-conformism, and mental illness. ture 
When we say today that there are no such thmgs as witches, we are "tru 
not just assertmg that It is false that there exists a witch today, as a 
successful witch-hunter from the days of the Massachusetts Bay 
Colony would hope to be able to declare after a long and 
struggle. Rather, we are saying that the concept of a witch gets no 
on the world. The conceptuality in which It inheres distorts the 
world, rather than discloses It. Similarly, when Freud Introcmce:ac 
the notion of the subconsciOus, he was not Just adding an item to 
mventory of the mind, as a ornithologist might add a 
species to the list of birds. Rather, he was changing the way we 
about the mmd top to bottom. 74 

These observations about conceptual change can be extended . 
Heidegger's notion of language. Recall that for Heidegger 
is not JUSt a tool for saymg thmgs, but rather a form of .. v,,uu.•u•·""U".l 
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f and expressive articulatiOn of the world. This expressive articulation 
e of the world allows us to share the world with one another, and what 
h is more, it structurally articulates the world as well. The assertwns 
.t we make do their work not just as part of a language of assertwns, 

but more deeply as part of our expressive-commumcative behavwr. 
AssertiOns depend on gesture, styles of clothmg and song, poetry, 

.t and many other forms of commumcation besides, and not just on a 
g vocabulary and syntax. AssertiOns cannot be made and cannot be 

true apart from these broader forms of communication; they are 
derivative of them. Further, and thzs is the central point, the broader 
forms of commumcation disclose the world as well and at a more 
basic level than do assertiOns. 

Forms of commumcatwn can do a better or worse JOb of disclos
ing the world, hence can be true or false in a philosophically extended 
way ofusmg the words. Some commentators on Heidegger's account 

l i of truth have argued that pnmordial truth - the disclosive work of 
our understanding of and discourse about the world - does not 
contrast with any pnmordial falsity, and thus that Heidegger's use of 
the word "true" in this context IS distorted. In effect, they argue that 
"true" must always contrast with "false," and since It does not m the 
case of Heidegger's primordial truth, the word "truth" IS misplaced 
here.75 The last claim is false, however: th<:re Is a form of pnmordial 
falsehood. 

Before exploring Heidegger' s conception of pnmordial falsehood, 
we should note that Heidegger's use of "truth" in this context cap
tures some everyday ways of usmg related words, sometimes even 
"true" Itself. When we say that the Puntans, for example, were 
"wrong" that there are witches, we do not JUSt mean, as we saw 
above, that the assertion "There were witches in seventeenth century 
Massachusetts" is false. We mean that the entire way of lookmg at 
the matter in which the Pun tans indulged was distorted, misgmded, 
false. Understandings, disclosures of the world can be distorted or 
ll.Ot, true or false. Philosophers wedded to the idea that only speech 

and mental states with propositwnal content, such as assertions, 
can be true or false, have to engage in conceptual gymnastics to 
explain what we mean when we say things such as that the Puritans 

it wrong," that they misunderstood thmgs. Heidegger's use of 
word "true" tracks this everyday sense of the -word. This every
sense of the word "true" contrasts With forms of falsehood as 
but they are forms of falsehood that cannot be captured by 
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talking about the truth or falsity of assertions. (Nor can they be 
captured by talkmg about the truth or falsity our "common sense 
theories of the world," since they are not theories, as we saw above in 
sectiOns IX and x.) 

What makes Heidegger's discussion of pnmordial truth and 
falsity more than JUSt an expression of these observations IS that he 
limits the range along which we should evaluate the truth or falsity 
of these fundamental world-disclosures. In the case of the Puritans 
we can talk about how oppressive and ungenerous their way of 
lookmg at things was; m other cases we can talk about the success 
or failure of a scientific approach in generatmg new and fecund 
research proJects and m helping us to control the forces of nature. 
These very general political, moral, and pragmatic evaluations of 
world-disclosures are the normal stock in trade of our arguments 
about the truth or falsity of entire ways of looking at the world or 
pieces of it. As we have noted before, and we will discuss again 
below, moral and political philosophy IS peculiarly absent from Being 
and Time. What is more, Heidegger's VISIOn of natural science as 
aiming for a pure discovery of the world around us, rather than as 
subservient to our technological and pragmatic aims (as both Dewey 
and the later Heidegger mamtain), closes off the pragmatic avenue for 
evaluating world-disclosures. Heidegger IS left merely with an exist
ential evaluation of world-disclosures, and for this reason he writes: 

The most primordial, and mdeed the most owned, disclosedness in 
which Dasein, as ability-to-be, can be, is the truth of existence. This 
becomes existentially and ontologically defimte only in connection 
with the analysis ofDasem's ownedness. (264/221) 

World-disclosures are true to the extent to which they are owned, 
false otherwise. So, let us now turn to Heidegger's conceptiOn of 
self-ownership. 

We cannot leave §44 without commenting briefly on Heidegger's 
statement m §44c that "truth IS relative to Dasein's being" (270/227). 
With this statement Heidegger does not intend to assert a relativist 
account of truth, as he mdicates three sentences later, when he com
ments that this relativity does not imply any "subjective discretion" 
concerning truth. Rather, Heidegger's pomt m §43c IS somewhat 
simply that if truth is an aspect of some of our assertions, and 
more basically of our fundamental disclosure of the world, then 
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the bearers of truth are aspects of our being and activity. There 
are no timeless propositwns, we have seen, which could carry truth 
independently of the languages we use and worlds we disclose, and 
this means there Is nothing that could be a timeless or eternal truth. It 
does not follow from that, however, either that you and I can believe 
contradictory thmgs, both of which are true, or that we should say 
that the views m which we have the greatest confidence, such as the 
laws of logic, are anything but binding on what we say and think. 

Study Quest1on 

If the truth of an assertwn is its "being-uncovenng," how do we 
distingmsh false assertiOns ("The moon is made of green cheese") 
from assertions that are neither true nor false ("The king of the U.S. 
is Elvis Presley")? Both of these assertwns do not "uncover." 

XIII. EVERYDAY,OWNED,AND DISOWNED LIFE 

As we turn to falling, anxiety, death, and resoluteness, we begm to 
focus on the "existentialist" dimension of the proJect of Bezng and 
Time. Hetdegger intended this dimension to be located m division II, 
but for reasons we will explore m a moment, he misplaced some 
of the existentialist material mto division I. Diviswn I is meant 
to be a "preparatory fundamental analysis of Dasem" (the title of 
division I), whtch is to say, a phenomenology of human life in gen
eral. Division II is supposed to be a re-analysis of the being of 
Dasein in terms of time. It turns out that once we come to terms 
with the possibilities of death and anxiety, and the diverse responses 
to them that are possible, we see that Dasein must have a "deep" 
temporal structure that we would otherwise not be able to recogmze. 
Heidegger's analysts of time and temporality has been one of the 
least influential aspects of Being and Time, and not without reason. 
It is obscure, radical, and what Is worse, the arguments for it do not 
work. Thus, it IS not uncommon for readers to put Being and Time 
down after §65, when Heidegger introduces temporality. For this 
very reason, as well as limitations of space, I will likewise not discuss 
time and temporality, except m passmg, herem this Reader's Gmde. 
The parts of divisiOn II that precede §65 have had far greater Impact. 

In the first half of diviswn II Hetdegger develops a "factical ideal" 
of human life - ownedness or authenticity - in which we live in 
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accordance with our underlymg ontological structure. Heidegger 
argues that we mostly "live away" from ourselves by livmg m a fash
ion that does not acknowledge the sorts of entity we are. We do not 
"own" ourselves. As a rough first approximatiOn, one may think of 
Heidegger as arguing that we do not typically acknowledge the full 
range of our freedom and live almost as if we were ammals, rather 
than Dasem. This way of putting the basic Idea allows Heidegger to 
resonate with more traditwnal philosophical visions, such as Kant's. 
In Kant, if we do not allow our sense of respect for the moral law to 
lead us to apply the Categorical Imperative in our decision-making, 
then we are actmg heteronomously, rather than autonomously. To 
act heteronomously is not exactly to live like an animal; ammals 
do not, after all, have practical reason. In applymg practical reason 
merely to satisfy our desires rather than the moral law, however, 
we are living, we could say, as mstrumentally ratwnal ammals. Our 
human freedom lies m our capacity to respond to the demands of the 
moral law and thereby to rise above the level of such a super-ammal. 

Similarly, in the condition that Heidegger calls "falling," m I.5.B, 
we live away from ourselves by failing to acknowledge the full range 
of our existential freedom. We live m a sort of degraded or leveled 
down conditwn, one m which we do not really know who we are. 
Heidegger has a number of different formulas for this degraded con· 
dition: falling, disownedness (inauthenticlty), mesoluteness, lostness 
in the Anyone. The common theme m all of these formulas IS that we 
do not embrace the sort of entity we are, namely Dasein, and live as if 
we did not have the possibility to gather ourselves out of our lostness 
in the Anyone and resolutely choose an owned life. Explonng this 
dynamic is the pomt ofl.5.B. 

What is the contrary of an owned life? There IS an ambiguity in 
Being and Time as to whether a life that is not owned is merely 
unowned or whether it is more egregwusly degraded. We see this 
tension m §27, on the Anyone, where Heidegger both sometimes 
characterizes the Anyone as an aggressive form of conformism and 
also says that the Anyone is a positive constituent of our being. We ' 
see the tenswn again I.5.B, where Heidegger waffles on the 
of falling. For example, he begms §35 by assuring us that by 
talk" he does not have any "disparagmg" connotations in 
As his analysis proceeds, however, he clearly drifts towards a 
paragmg understanding of idle talk, as when he describes 1t as 
mg towards "complete groundlessness" (2121168). The 

128 



egger 
fash
o not 
nk of 
Le full 
·ather 
ser to 
ant's. 
awto 
Lking, 
ly. To 
1mals 
~a son 
vever, 
.. Our 
:)[the 
Limal. 
1.5.B, 
range 
:veled 
e are. 
l con· 
;tness 
.at we 
~as if 

READING THE TEXT 

character of the adjective "falling" grows as the discussion in I.5.B 
moves through cunosity and amb1gmty, culmmatmg m §38 on "Fall
ing and Thrownness." There he once again declares, at the beginning 
of the second paragraph, that "falling" "does not express any negative 
evaluation," but then turns nght around and describes fallen Dasein 
as lost in publicness (2201175), which, as we learned m §27, includes 
leveling down and the suppression of all greatness and onginality. 

The root problem here IS that He1degger does not seem to have 
made up his mind whether a life that is not owned is actively dis
owned. Part of the reason why not is surely that He1degger held a 
dim view of everyday life m the early twentieth century. Perhaps 
Heidegger really meant to describe everyday life as egregiously leveled 
down and disowned, not unlike the way Kierkegaard and Nietzsche 
often charactenze contemporary life. Most people, according to 
Nietzsche, belong to the "herd," the weak-willed and ummaginative 
mass of humamty that does as it is told and tries not to rock the 
boat. The herd has no taste and no ability to tell what is great from 
what is ordinary. Nietzsche's rhetoric dovetailed with the revulsiOn of 
the German "Mandanns" to Weimar culture.76 Although He1degger 
himself was a small-town, lower middle-class boy, and therefore not 
a member of the German Mandann class, he seems to have had 
sympathy for the Mandarin cnt1que of the decadence of modern 
urban life. Kierkegaard's concern was less with greatness, taste, and 
decadence, than with one's ability to rise above the ethical and 
rational demands of common sense and communal life and commit 
oneself to a smgular, life-definmg project, as Abraham did. The 
reason to mentiOn this existentialist reactiOn to modern life IS that in 
some passages m Bezng and Time Heidegger appears to endorse 
elements of Nietzsche's, Kierekegaard's, and the Mandarins' rhet
oric. In the gnp of such rhetoric, Heidegger may have wanted to 
assimilate average everyday Dasein to somethmg less admirable, 
something lower. Seemg philosophically that this is Implausible, 
Heidegger always moderates his cntiques With assurances that his 
charactenzatwns are not meant to be disparagmg and that he is 

· describing a "positive" existential phenomenon. The assurances nng 
however, in proximity to all the rhetonc. 

In his sober moments Heidegger offers philosophical resources 
a more balanced view of everyday life. Hubert Dreyfus points to 

phenomenological resources m Being and Time for 
everyday life in a less peJorative way:77 
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This undifferentiated character of Dasein's everydayness iS not 
nothing, but a positive phenomenal charactenstlc of this entity. 
Out of this kind of bemg- and back mto lt again - iS all existing, 
such as it is. We call this everyday undifferentiated character of 
Dasem averageness. (69/43) 

If Dasein has an "undifferentiated" character that iS neither owned 
nor disowned, that would indicate a third, and more plausible, des
cnptwn of Dasem's average everydayness. Fortunately, the English 
words "owned" and "disowned" also suggest a mce third option: 
"unowned." That iS, we may charactenze Dasein's average every
dayness as unowned, and then reserve "owned" and "disowned" for 
existentiell modifications of average everydayness. The text of Being 
and Time is ambivalent on this issue, and so we are left to adopt as a 
workmg hypothesis the suggestion that there are three modes of life. 
We shall see m what follows whether it iS clarifymg to do so. 

The hypothesis, then, is this: We live to a large extent m a mode 
that is unowned. For many of us the wrenching existential challenges 
that Heidegger describes under the headings of "death" and "anx
iety" have not arisen. We glide along through life without having 
to face the question whether to own our lives. When the existential 
challenges of death and anxiety do arise, however, we are confronted 
with a ch01ce, whether to own or disown our lives. Heidegger's word 
for the disowning response iS usually "flight." Disowned Dasem flees 
m the face of death and anxiety and tries to return to everyday life. 
Having been awakened to the existential challenges, however, one 
cannot return "naively" to everyday life. One must, rather, cover up 
or bury the existential challenges, and that involves disowning the 
sorts of entity we are. 

XIV. FALLING 
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I.5.A of Bemg and Time explores the phenomenon of disclosedness, a 
that iS, the way in which the world 1s "there" for us. As we have seen, 
this disclosedness has three facets, namely, understanding, disposed
ness, and discourse. In I.5.B Heidegger announces that he will explore 
disclosedness in its average everyday manifestatwn, which he calls 
"falling." He analyzes falling as consistmg of "idle talk," "curiosity," 
and "ambigmty." As we saw in the previous section, however, 
Heidegger's distmction between everydayness and self-ownership is 
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wt ambiguous, and there are probably three modes of disclosedness 
ty. in the neighboring bushes: owned, unowned, and disowned. This is 
1g, not the only difficulty that besets Heidegger's language of "falling," 
of however. 

In 1.5.B Heidegger uses "falling" to name a specific mode of dis-
closedness, but m other places m the text he uses "falling" to refer to 

ed our relatwn to entities within-the-world. In §41, Heidegger identifies 
~s- care (the bemg of Dasem) as the structural whole of existence, fac-
sh ticity, and falling. "Falling" here refers to our bemg-amidst entities 
m: within-the-world. Being-amidst is a structural element of Dasein's 
:y- being; not a degraded or even merely average mode of disclosedness. 
or Nevertheless, the dominant use of "falling" and "fallen" m Being 
ng and Time is to refer to a degraded mode of disclosedness, rather than 
; a to bemg-amidst. I will use the term m this way. 
fe. One would thmk that idle talk, curiosity, and ambigmty would be 

fallen verswns of the three facets of disclosedness, understanding, 
de mood, and discourse. While idle talk ( Gerede) is clearly a fallen mode 
:es of discourse (Rede), and cunosity, as a "tendency towards 'seemg' " 
x- (2141170), is plausibly a mode of understanding, ambiguity does not 
11g neatly align with mood. Heidegger characterizes it as an inability "to 
ial decide what is disclosed m a genume understanding, and what iS not" 
ed (217 /173), which suggests a mode of understanding, rather than 
rd mood. Further, in §38 Heidegger characterizes the mood that goes 
es with falling as tranquility. As he develops his account of resolute-
fe. ness, he sometimes suggests that we seek out conformity m order to 
11e tranquilize anxiety. However, tranquility cannot be the whole story 
1p of the mood of fallen everydayness, for the discussiOn of cunosity in 
ile §36 suggests a sort of agitation, rather than tranquility. Thus, I.5.B 

does not appear to develop a systematic account of the fallen modes 
of each of the three facets of disclosedness. Rather than treat I.5.B 
as a systematic extenswn of 1.5.A, then, it iS better to treat it as a 
presentation, albeit confused, of the dommant modes of unowned 

;s, and disowned life. 
The function of discourse is expressively to articulate the mtelligi

bility of the world. Our everyday navigation of the world involves an 
"original" or "pnmordial" understanding of some of this world and 
a merely "positive" understanding of most of it. To have an ongmal 
understanding of a possibility of human life iS to be competent at 
living or conductmg oneself that way. I have an ongmal understand
ing of dnving a car, wntmg a lecture, helpmg a child with math 
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homework. Much of my world, however, I do not understand in this 
ongmal way. I understand how to teach philosophy at the college 
level, but not how to teach reading at the elementary level. I do, 
nonetheless, have a grasp of the place of such teachmg m our lives, 
and this enables me to recogmze and engage appropnately w1th 
elementary school teachers. I do not myself, however, engage w1th 
that work, and I do not understand 1t "from the inside." 

The same may be said of our talk. Recall that commumcatwn 1s 
the "[expressive] articulatwn of being with one another understand
mgly" (197/155). While talking w1th a fellow bread-baker about the 
perils of bakmg bread, I say things like, "I too often let the dough 
rise too long." Such statements mutually orient us both towards 
some aspect of the process. My mterlocutor understands what I 
am saying, shares the situatwn with me, by commg to be oriented 
towards lt as I am. He might be able to offer advice, smce the situ
ation we are sharing means something defimte to him. Ifl make the 
same comment to someone who does not know how to bake bread 
our joint onentation towards this situatwn is shallower. She has a 
merely positive understanding of baking bread, enough to allow her 
to understand that baking bread 1s a process with stages that can go 
wrong. She will not be able to give me pomters. As He1degger says, 
albeit with a twmge of disparagement: "Idle talk is the possibility of 
understanding everything without previously making the thmg one's 
own" (213/169). 

We have only a limited range of onginal understanding; most of 
our understanding and most of our talk are merely positive. There 
are genuinely practlcallimits on what we can understand originally: 
we do not have the tlme or energy to throw ourselves constructlvely 
into very many enterpnses. People who "stretch themselves too thin" 
come off as shallow or sophomoric. Our merely positlve understand
ing of things is sufficient, however, to nav1gate most of our world 
and negotiate the situations that anse m our expenence. A positive 
understanding of some domam of human affairs 1s sufficient for 
navigating the world, and it 1s impossible to have an onginal under
standing of all of the world. Thus, sufficient understanding and 
the pos1tive 1dle talk that expresses it are constitutive of everyday 
human life. 

Idle talk also has an aggravated or egregwusly superfiCial form. 
He1degger describes the slide from posit1ve to degraded idle talk 
thus: 
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The being-said, the dictum, the pronouncement - all these now 
stand surety for the genumeness of the discourse and of the 
understanding which belongs to it, and for 1ts appropnateness to 
the facts. And because th1s talk has lost Its pnmary relationship
of-being towards the entlty talked about, or else has never 
achieved such a relatwnsh1p, 1t does not communicate in such 
a way as to let th1s entity be appropriated m an original manner, 
but communicates rather by the route of passing the word along 
and repeatzng. 0 Idle talk IS constituted by just such passing 
the world along and repeating - a process by wh1ch 1ts imtial 
lack of rootedness becomes aggravated to complete rootlessness. 
(2121168*) 

This charactenzation might suggest an epistemological worry about 
how our statements about the world become detached from the 
experiences that JUStify them. Just such a thing happens in goss1p.78 

Your neighbor tells you that he saw the guy in the house next to him 
walk out into the backyard naked, and before you know it, the folks 
at the end of the block are talkmg about the committed nudist two 
doors from you. In such a case the reports about the alleged nudist 
have become detached from the onginal expenences that Justify 
them (or not). Th1s impressiOn of Heidegger's pomt is remforced 
by Macquarne and Robinson's translatwn (which I altered above), 
according to which the talk's "initial lack of grounds to stand on 
becomes aggravated to complete groundlessness." 

It 1s not likely, however, that epistemology IS foremost m 
Heidegger's mind, and for two reasons. First, among the philo
sophical recommendatiOns of Bezng and Time, as we saw m sectwn 
(xi), is that we should abandon epistemology. So, It would be odd 
to ascribe an epistemological concern to Heidegger here at such a 
crucial moment. Second, epistemological concerns about grounding 
and evidence are appropriate mamly to assertwns (and complexes 
of assertions, such as theones). But as we saw earlier (sectwn 1x), 
discourse is not a set of assertions, nor even a grammatical system 
and vocabulary for constructmg assertions. Thus, It would be h1ghly 
misleading to reconstruct Heidegger's conception of idle talk by 
reference to epistemological concerns. 

Rather, He1degger must be thmkmg about how a merely positive 
and superficial understanding of some domam of human affairs can 
be degraded into a mis-understanding. To commumcate is to share 
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an onentation to some domain of affairs, and when It is merely 
positive, it allows us to navigate in and around the domain without 
being able actually to participate in it, as we saw above. When such 
positive communicatiOn is uprooted from its connection to origmal 
discourse, discourse obstructs, rather than facilitates, positive under
standing. Let me offer an admittedly rather controversial example. 
The language of "student-athletes" obstructs the mherent tenswns 
m the lives of so-called student-athletes. Contemporary athletics 
at the high school level or even below makes demands on athletes 
that are very difficult to reconcile with a genuine commitment to 
studies and academic excellence. This tensiOn ranges from the out
right scandals that take place at some universities to milder tensions, 
in which athletes are not able to devote themselves to their studies 
and perform well because committed to so much practice- and travel
time. As Amenca descends deeper and deeper into its obsession with 
athletic performance, youth sports coaches sometimes defend hold
mg two or three practices a week for ten and eleven year olds on the 
grounds that the children are gomg to have to learn, sooner or later, 
how to be student-athletes, as if there were somethmg coherent to be 
there!79 

However one might feel about the particular example I have 
offered, the model of obstructive idle talk should be clear enough. 
We sometimes develop ways of talkmg that give the appearance 
of expressmg a genuine understanding of a phenomenon, but really 
cover up or obscure aspects of It. Despite the defects of such talk, 
"what is said-in-the-talk as such, spreads in wider circles and 
takes on an authoritative character" (2121168). If one has no orig
mal understanding of the phenomenon oneself, the mere fact that 
one talks this way has authority. This is what Heidegger calls 
"ambiguity." 

When, m our everyday being-with-one-another, we encounter the 
sort of thing which IS accessible to everyone, and about which 
anyone can say anything, It soon becomes impossible to decide 
what IS disclosed m a genume understanding, and what is not. 
(217/173) 

As another example, consider all the recent talk m the U.S. about 
"Nascar dads" and "soccer moms." Such concepts carry the semb
lance of understanding, the semblance of a rootedness m the context 
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that they purport to disclose, but actually cover up as much as they 
reveal. 

Cunosity deepens our Immersion m idle talk. Curiosity, rooted in 
our fascmatwn with the world, emerges m the possibility of "seeing 
the 'world' merely as it looks while one tarries and takes a rest" (216/ 
172). When we merely look at a thmg and are, perhaps, delighted by 
it, we expenence a disengaged and at best positive experience of It. 
We do not, m any case, gain original familiarity this way. There IS 
a heightened form of curiosity, however, in which "cunosity has 
become free" and we look ''just m order to see," rather than to 
understand. Such cunosity leads to distractiOn, and distraction IS a 
positive roadblock to ongmal understanding. Heightened curiosity 
thereby contributes to the degradatiOn of understanding. 

In order for negative Idle talk to take center stage m an account of 
disowned existence, it must be possible for one to live in idle talk, not 
just indulge it. That Is, It is one thmg for one to have a compromised 
understanding of the conduct and commitments of others, or to 
have a degraded understanding of this practice or that. It is quite 
another thmg for one to have such an understanding of one's own 
conduct and, especially, one's own for-the-sakes-of-which. I.5.B does 
not clearly discuss the phenomenon, probably because it is torn 
between the positive and degraded versions of falling. The degrad
ation of one's own for-the-sakes-of-which IS thematically central to 
the distinctiOn between owned and disowned life, but smce I.5.B IS 
officially about average everyday disclosedness, Heidegger"pulls back 
from discussmg self-degradatiOn. So, let me weave together some 
scattered passages m Being and Time that describe this phenomenon. 

Recall the tenswn m §27 on the Anyone between the Anyone as 
the background social normativity that IS constitutive and enabling 
of everyday life and a degraded kind of social pressure, one that 
Heidegger sometimes calls "publicness" and charactenzes as "level
ing down" human life. In discussing the latter phenomenon, he 
writes: 

In this averageness with which [the Anyone] prescribes what can 
and may be ventured, it keeps watch over everything excep
tional that thrusts Itself to the fore. Every kmd of greatness 
gets nmselessly suppressed. Overnight, eyerythmg that IS ongmal 
gets glossed over as somethmg that has long been well known. 
Everything gained by a struggle becomes JUSt something to be 
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mampulated. Every secret loses its force. This care of averageness 
reveals ill turn an essential tendency of Daseill which we call the 
leveling down of all possibilities ofbeillg. (1651127*) 

ImmersiOn in the Anyone degrades not only one's understanding 
of others' lives and worlds, but one's understanding of one's own. 
Further, in a passage from §55 (II.2), Heidegger suggests that idle 
talk Itself plays a critical role ill such lostness ill the Anyone: "Losmg 
itself in the publicness and idle talk of the Anyone, [Dasem] fails to 
hear Its own self in listenillg to the Anyone-self'' (315/271 ). One can 
listen to the Anyone-self, rather than one's own self. 

Film-makers and novelists are generally better at painting such 
pictures than academic philosophers. So, let us turn to an artistic 
representation of such disengaged and superficial living. The char
acter of Lester Burnham (played by Kevin Spacey) ill the film 
American Beautl0 leads such a life, and his realization of this inspires 
his great line, "I feel like I've been in a coma for about twenty years. 
And I'm JUSt now wakillg up." To be lost in the Anyone is to live 
according to a public illterpretatwn of human life that IS mflexible 
and unresponsive to the concrete situation ill which one lives. 

For the Anyone, however, the sltuatzon zs essentzally something that 
has been closed off. The Anyone knows only the "general situ
ation," loses itself in those "opportunztzes" which are closest to it, 
and pays Daseill's way by a reckoning up of "accidents" which it 
fails to recogmze, deems its own achievement, and passes off as 
such. (346-347/300) 

The "general s1tuatwn" IS a generalized or vague, rather than 
concrete, response to the situatiOn in which one lives. So, Lester 
Burnham has over the past twenty years gone to work and led an 
ummaginative and stale life. He has been closed off to other possi
bilities that were available, which he could have seized, if he had not 
lived ill subJectiOn to the domillant illterpretatwn of life on offer by 
the Anyone. 

Publicness proximally controls every way ill which the world and 
Dasein get illterpreted, and It is always right- not because there is 
some distinctive and pnmary relatiOnship of beillg in which it is 
related to "things," or because It avails itself of some transparency 
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on the part of Dasem which it has explicitly appropriated, but 
because it Is msensitive to every difference of level and of genu
ineness and thus never gets to the "heart of the matter." By 
publicness everything gets obscured, and what has thus been 
covered up gets passed off as somethmg familiar and accessible to 
everyone. (165/127) 

Resolute Daseill, whom we will examine in section (xvii) below, dis
closes "the situation," ill which one sees "what IS factically possible" 
for the first time (346/299). 

This failure of existential imagillation IS rather like the way ill 
which someone who has a merely positive understanding of some 
skill or tool or practice will not see what IS genuinely possible; only 
the experienced practitioner can see that. A novice or unimaginative 
youth sports coach will see a sulkillg and bored child and will only 
thmk to say to him or her, "If you don't want to play, go sit down on 
the sidelines." An imaginative and expenenced coach will more easily 
find a way to illtegrate the bored child mto the game or practice, find 
a role for him or her. In their msightful phenomenology of intmtive 
expertise, Hubert and Stuart Dreyfus emphasize the way in which an 
experienced and expert practitioner of a skill will just see and 
respond to situatiOns that baffle or defeat a nov1ce.81 It is Important 
to see, however, that this kind of illtmtive expertise is not JUSt a 
matter of do111g what is "appropriate" or "called for," but rather that 
it also enables creative and flexible responses to situatiOns. We can, 
therefore, see why He1degger would think of idle talk (and the other 
phenomena of falling) as constitutive of a less than owned life: 111 
order to own a life, we must live that life flexibly and Imaginatively, 
rather than ng1dly as a novice would. 

In order to develop Heidegger's conceptiOn of the "counter
possibility" to such degraded living, namely, self-ownership, we must 
first explore the existential challenges that raise for the first time the 
question whether to own one's life or disown it. So, let now turn to 
anxiety and death. 

Study Question 

In what ways do you th111k you might yourself be living an unowned 
life, one 111 which you do not recognize what is genuinely possible 
for you? 
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XV. ANXIETY 

Angst, dread, loneliness, anxiety, despmr - these are some of the 
moods on which the existentialists have charactenstically focused. 
Dostoyevsky's "Underground Man" (the antihero of Notes from 
Underground) is mtensely lonely and suffers from what he calls 
"the disease of too great a lucidity." He IS able to see through 
conventiOnal JUStifications for actwn: 

Where will I find the primary reason for actiOn, the justificatiOn 
for it? Where am I to look for it? I exercise my power of reasoning, 
and m my case, every time I thmk I have found a primary cause 
I see another cause that seems to be truly primary, and so on and 
so forth, mdefinitely. This is the very essence of consciOusness and 
thought. 

Without such JUStifications for actiOn, he is left with nothmg, except 
perhaps raw emotiOn. His raw emotions, however, also fail to move 
him to act: 

Anger, of course, overcomes all hesitations and can thus replace 
the primary reason precisely because It IS no reason at all. But what 
can I do if I don't even have anger (that's where I started from, 
remember)? In me, anger disintegrates chemically, like everything 
else 82 

Similarly, Ivan Karamazov has "seen through" the customs of the 
Russian people, but without having anything to replace them. 

"I understand nothmg," Ivan went on, as though m a delirium. "I 
don't want to understand anything now. I want to stick to the 
fact. I made up my mind long ago not to understand. If I try to 
understand anything, I shall be false to the fact and I have deter
mined to stick to the fact."83 

Ivan has decided to "stick to the fact," that is, not to try to under
stand anythmg, not to look for meanmg m human life. So, Ivan 
declares, "The world stands on absurdities," and resolves to take his 
own life at the age of thirty, when he will have "drunk the cup of life 
empty." 
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Other pieces of existentialist literature also focus on the same feel
ings of despair, anxiety, and solitude: Sartre's The Flies and Nausea, 
Camus's The Stranger, and almost everything written by Kafka. A 
quick romp around the Web will also expose a vigorous discussiOn 
about movies that might well display such psychological phenomena: 
Amerzcan Beauty (Mendes), The Eclipse (Antonioni), and Hiroshima 
Mon Amour (Resnais), to name a few. What is the philosophrcal sig
nificance of such literary and cinematic studies? Hetdegger was deeply 
influenced by existentialist literature, but also concerned to avoid 
blurrmg the line between "edifymg" wntmg and philosophy, which IS 
to say phenomenological ontology. 84 

In §40 of Bemg and Time Heidegger offers a phenomenology of 
existential dread, which he calls "anxiety." However, as we have JUSt 
seen, we must first ask what anxiety has to do with the ontological 
concerns of Being and Time. The answer is twofold. First, we have 
seen repeatedly that the ontological structure of a phenomenon 
stands out m better relief in breakdown situatiOns than m normal. We 
do not typically encounter eqmpment m terms of Its ontologically 
constitutive elements; its eqmpmental character stands out m break
down, when the ease and transparency of normal mteractwn slips 
away. Similarly, I normally expenence others as friends, strangers, 
students, and so on, rather than m the light of their subjection to 
and enhancement of the Anyone. These features of everyday human 
life stand out more saliently in the form of social breakdown that 
Heidegger calls "distantiality," when we encounter deviance. 

Here in §40 we discover that a Similar pattern holds for Dasein's 
self-understanding. Our bemg IS existence, and to exist IS to consti
tute oneself as who one is by understanding oneself in a determinate 
way. We do not normally have the experience of constituting ourselves 
as who we are; rather, we normally JUst are who we are and expen
ence the imports of objects and the possibilities of the world as what 
they are. In anxiety the transparency of self-constitution breaks 
down, and I become aware of myself as a self-constituter. The phe
nomenology of anxiety, thus, plays an important evidentiary role 
in Being and Time: it confirms Heidegger's ontological account of 
existence. (This explams why Heidegger places It in I.6, rather than in 
division II, where It belongs thematically.) 

The discussion of anxiety plays a second important role in Bemg 
and Time as well, although this role does not emerge clearly until 
division II. Anxiety, as Heidegger describes It, IS a complete collapse 
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of the structure of meaning m which one lives. In anxiety one does 
not constitute oneself, because one cannot. In a sense, one IS unable 
to exist. Heidegger provocatively labels this inability to exist "death." 
Death turns out to be the same expenence as anxtety. I will refer to 
this expenence as "Dasein's extreme conditwn," a name I base on 
Heidegger's charactenzatwn of death as "uttermost." Death IS the 
self-understanding that belongs to this experience, anxiety IS Its 
mood, and conscience its discourse. That Dasein IS able to be, 
even though it cannot constitute itself as anyone, reveals something 
important about Dasein, somethmg that eludes the official account s 
ofDasein's bemg m diviswn I. I 

In anxiety, the world collapses into total insignificance. j 
c 

... the totality of involvements of the ready-to-hand and the e 
present-at-hand uncovered Within the world, is, as such, of no . f 
consequence; it collapses mto itself; the world has the character I 
of completely lacking significance. (231/186) 

n 

The world has significance, because It is both that in terms of which o 
we understand equipment and that wherein we understand ourselves li 
(119/86). In some existentialist portrayals of anxiety the parapher- a 
nalia of human life loses Its context: this thmg before me no longer n 
presents Itself as a coffee mug and degenerates to a mere thing, 11 

a hunk of greenish stuff. 85 This does not seem to be the sort of fi 
anxiety that Heidegger has in mind, however. Rather, Heidegger 11 

emphasizes that in anxiety, ". , the world in Its worldhood is iJ 
all that still obtrudes Itself' (2311187). The world, the meaningful s1 
context of paraphernalia, is still palpably present. I still confront e· 
a coffee mug; I still understand paraphernalia in terms of their Ci 

eqmpmental roles. ir 
What I cannot do in anxiety IS understand myself: "Anxiety thus n 

takes away from Dasem the possibility of understanding Itself, as it I! 

falls, in terms of the 'world' and the way thmgs have been publicly a· 
mterpreted" (232/187). Because we cannot understand ourselves in fr 
anxiety, we cannot feel "at home" in the world. The world is nor- (I 
mally our "home," the place where we dwell, because we understand 
ourselves therem. Thus, Heidegger characterizes the ambience or 
atmosphere of anxiety as uncanniness or the mode of the "not-at
home" (233/188-189). We are, thus, alienated from the world, not 
because we do not know by what we are surrounded, but rather 
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because the world offers us nothing in terms of whtch to make sense 
of our own lives. 

The world is not only that m terms of which we understand equip
ment and that wherein we dwell, but also that wherein others dwell. 
Dasein IS being-with-one-another, which means that we experience 
ourselves as living in a world with others who are in most respects 
like us. They are "Dasem-with," fellow residents of our common 
with-world. Just as we can continue to understand what a coffee mug 
is and what one does with a coffee mug, so we continue to under
stand what a neighbor IS and how one relates appropnately to one. 
In anxiety our fnends, family, neighbors, co-workers, etc., remain 
just that. But just as our inability to understand ourselves in terms 
of this given worldly structure alienates us from the context of 
equipment, so it alienates us as well from others, from our families, 
friends, etc. "The 'world' can offer nothing more, and neither can the 
Dasein-with of others" (232/187). 

What does this alienation mean? Anxiety IS a mood, and as a 
mood It has the disclosiVe features of mood, including the disclosure 
of imports. In our average everydayness the various possibilities of 
living that are on offer m our lives appeal to or repel us m determin
ate ways. Bemg a father IS fulfilling, a coach exciting, a neighbor 
relaxing. Anxiety discloses life's possibilities as well, but without the 
imports that normally move one to actwn. In anxiety we cannot press 
forward into possibilities, because we cannot understand ourselves 
in terms of the world. Anxiety discloses possibilities as melevant or 
insignificant. The world has nothing to offer, not because there is 
something defective in the world per se, but rather because m anxiety 
everything about the world, mcluding especially the ways we might 
carry on mlife, are msignificant. They are drained of their meamng, 
irrelevant. In the psychological literature the conditiOn of "anhedo
nia" is characterized as an inability to take pleasure m life or "an 
inability to move thmgs forward." 86 The loss of desue and pleasure 
are symptoms of the ftattenmg out of experience and the withdrawal 
from the possibilities of life that have heretofore been meaningful. 
(In one version of the phenomenon the sufferer hides m vigorous 
pleasure-seeking, such as hypersexuality or violence, both aspects of 
the "Karamazov baseness" so vividly on display m Dostoyevsky's 
novel. Lester Burnham, m American Beauty, -likewise degenerates 
into sexual distractiOn as an antidote to his suffering.) 

I am suggestmg, then, that some of the core phenomena of 
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what Heidegger calls "anxiety" are characteristic of what we today 
call depression. What sufferers without the language of Heidegger, 
Dostoyevsky, and Kierkegaard call a "hopelessness," "intense bore
dom," "living under a dark cloud," and which climctans call "flat 
affect" and "anhedonia," are symptoms of a depressive disorder. 
In such a condition, one withdraws into isolation, loses interest in 
the world around one, stops takmg pleasure m everyday life, loses 
motivation to carry on. Heidegger's descnptwns of what he calls 
"anxiety" fit this model quite well: the world "has nothmg to offer," 
and neither do others; one cannot understand oneself anymore; one 
feels uncanny and not-at-home. 

Some of Heidegger's language pomts in the directwn of what 
psychiatrists today call "anxiety." "That in the face of which one 
has anxiety is characterized by the fact that what threatens is 
nowhere" (231/186). This threat generates a response typical of 
anxiety: "Therefore that which threatens cannot bring Itself close 
from a definite directwn within what is close by; it is already 'there', 
and yet nowhere; It is so close that It IS oppressive and stifles one's 
breath, and yet it is nowhere" (ibid.). This sounds a lot like the sort 
of panic attack that anxwus people suffer. It may be that Heidegger 
really has in mmd what is sometimes called "agitated depress10n."87 

In the end, however, the entire range of phenomena m which 
Heidegger expresses interest here is not relevant to the ontological 
concluswns he wants to draw. 88 

Anxiety is of ontological interest, because it exposes the sorts of 
entity we are, people who can come to find the world and Its human 
possibilities Irrelevant. Heidegger IS not clatming that in anxiety we 
realize the "deep truth" about our lives, that everythmg is worthless 
or meaningless. Rather, JUSt as when the coffee cup leaks and we say 
to ourselves, "Well, it's supposed to hold coffee," thereby making its 
eqmpmental character salient, so in anxiety our mability to under
stand ourselves and press forward mto possibilities of life makes 
plain that we are entities who stand always before the question, 
"Who am I?" As Heidegger puts it: "Therefore, with that which it is 
anxious about, anxiety discloses Dasem as bezng-possible . , , " (232/ 
187~188). That we are "bemg-possible" means that we are entities 
that are always pressmg ahead into a future, or at least trymg to do 
so. In anxiety (or depresswn, really) that future looms for us, makes 
a claim on us, but one that we cannot reqmte. Part of what makes 
depression a form of suffering IS that m depresswn one expenences a 

142 



lY 
~r, 

e
at 
:r. 
in 
es 
lis 
·" 
' 

at 
ae 
is 

::>f 
se ,, . ' 
:'s 
1ft 

er 
,87 

~h 

-al 

::>f 
m 
rve 
:ss 
ay 
its 
:r
es 
n, 
is 
21 
es 
io 
es 
es 
:a 

READING THE TEXT 

demand one cannot address; one feels that one is supposed to get up 
and do somethmg, but nothmg appeals to one. One is left in the 
position of the Underground Man, who declares, 

If only my domg nothmg were due to laziness! How I'd respect 
myself then! Yes, respect, because I would know that I could be 
lazy at least, that I had at least one definite feature in me, some
thing poslt!ve, somethmg I could be sure o£ To the question 
"Who IS he?" people would answer, "A lazy man." It would be 
wonderful to hear that. It would imply that I could be clearly 
characterized, that there was somethmg to be said about me. 
"A lazy man." Why, it's a calling, a vocation, a career, ladies and 
gentlemen! Don't laugh, it's the truth.89 

This is to say, then, that anxtety confirms the analysis of existence 
from 1.1. 

Anxiety pomts us forward m another direction as well. Anxiety, 
Heidegger says, bnngs us face-to-face with our "ownmost ability
to-be." 

Anxiety throws Dasem back upon that which It is anxious 
about- its owned ability-to-be-in-the-world. Anxiety mdividual
izes Dasem for Its ownmost being-in-the-world, which as some
thing that understands, projects Itself essentially upon possibilities. 
Therefore, w1th that which It IS anxious about, anxiety discloses 
Dasem as bezng-possible, and mdeed as the only kmd of thmg 
which It can be of its own accord as something individualized m 
individualization. (2321187-188) 

If one comes to Being and Time with an inclination to look for a 
romantic version of the concept of authenticity or self-ownership, 
then one will read the final sentence of the passage quoted above 
to imply that m anxiety we come face to face with who we are as 
unique individuals, as who we are in our mdividualizatwn. Reading 
the sentence that way, it makes sense that Heidegger introduces 
the notwn of our ownmost ability-to-be: m anxiety we disclose "who 
we really are," what our "lives are really about." This "deep truth" 
about us reflects what is most our own. 

There IS another way to read this sentence, however, one that is 
grammatically more natural. Anxiety discloses the "only kind of 
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thing" we can be "as somethmg individualized mmdiv1dualization," 
all nght, but what is that "kmd of thmg" we can be? Heidegger's 
answer: bemg-possible. When we are mdiv1dualized, when we are 
stnpped of our embeddedness in a commumty and our reliance 
upon a world that has been publicly interpreted, we are left with the 
sheer fact of our being-possible. Our being-possible IS not, however, 
a logical fact, of the sort one might formulate m a metaphysics 
course: "I am indeed possible (because I am actual)." Rather, our 
bemg-possible IS our ex1stent1ality, our being called forth to take a 
stand on who we are. This being called forth 1s salient in anxiety, 
because we cannot respond to it. 

One may think about this m terms of "thick" and "thm" senses 
of ex1stentiality. "Existence" has a more and less robust sense. The 
"thm" or less robust sense of existence 1s that we always stand before 
the questwn, Who am I? Normally we answer this questwn by carry
mg on our lives m a determmate way, thereby takmg a stand on who· 
we are, makzng or constituting ourselves in the process. Th1s 1s the 
"thick" or more robust sense of existence. In anx1ety, the th1ck and 
thin senses of ex1stence come apart: we stand before the questwn, 
Who am I? but we cannot answer it. We have thm ex1stence, but not 
thick. We are thmned out to mere being-possible. 

This analys1s 1m plies two further consequences. First, anx1ety does j 
not disclose "who we really are," because m anxiety we are no one. a 
We are mere bemg-possible (thin existence), w1th no determmate 
life (th1ck existence). Anxwty 1s a kmd of breakdown experience, 
breakdown in the livmg of a human life, rather than a wmdow 
onto the truth. Second, m order to be anyone determmate, in order 
to be able to answer the questwn, Who am I? we must be embedded 
w1thm a social context, m a world that has been publicly mterpreted, I: 
and w1th others who are likewise constltutmg themselves as who they h 
are by pressmg forward mto determmate ways of being human. n 
In other words, Dasem cannot be anyone without a social context. q 
This 1s to acknowledge the argument made by Charles Taylor in tl 
The Ethics of Authentzcity, that authenticity 1s only possible in what ti 
Taylor calls a "dialogical context."90 w 

Anxiety does nonetheless have an Important connection with d, 
freedom and self-ownership. o 

tl 
Anx1ety makes manifest m Dasein its bezng towards 1ts ownmost A 
ability-to-be- that is, 1ts being-free for the freedom of choosing tA 
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itself and taking hold of itself. Anxiety bnngs Dasein face to 
face with its bemg-free for (propenszo m . 0 .) the ownedness of its 
bemg, and for this ownedness as a possibility which it always IS. 
(232/188) 

Anxiety does not strip us down to our inner, authentic core, as for 
example natural disasters or great personal losses can. It is common 
to hear survivors of natural disasters, wars, and the deaths of intim
ates say, "I understand much better now what IS Important to me. It's 
not my JOb or my status m the community; it's my family." This IS an 
important kmd of acknowledgement and personal growth, but it IS 
not what Heidegger is talking about. Rather, anxiety brings us face
to-face With our "ownmost ability-to-be," and this encounter frees us 
up m some way. But how? In order to answer this questiOn, we must 
examine our "ownmost ability-to-be" m more detail. Our ownmost 
ability-to-be is death, and so, we must now turn to Heidegger's 
account of death. 

Study Question 

If what Heidegger calls "anxiety" really is depression, shouldn't we 
just treat it with anti-depressant medicatiOns, rather than extract 
alleged philosophical insights from It? 

XVI. DEATH,GUILT,AND CONSCIENCE 

Death {II. I) 

In anxiety our familianty with the world around us, our being-at
home m the world, breaks down. Anxiety individualizes us and 
reveals our ontological constitutiOn: that we always confront the 
questiOn of identity, although sometimes we are not able to answer 
this questiOn. When we are not able to answer the questiOn of iden
tity, we are no longer able to press forward mto a self-understanding, 
which IS how Heidegger uses the verb "to exist." We are existentially 
dead, or perhaps dead to the world. Death IS " the possibility 
of no-longer-bemg-able-to-be-there," or a few sentences later, ". 
the possibility of the absolute llllpossibility of Dasein" (294/250). 
Anxiety has the special function of disclosing our death to us: "But 
the disposedness which can hold open the utter and constant threat to 
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ztself ansmg from Dasein's ownmost individualized bezng, 1s anxiety" 
(310/265-266). By bnngmg us face-to-face with our existential death, 
anxiety opens up the possibility of "an impassioned freedom towards 
death - a freedom which has been released from the illusions of the 
Anyone . .. " (311/266). 

This IS begmning to sound rather gnm: we discover our freedom 
by being cut off from both our relations to others and our self
understanding, and confronting our lonely death. What Is more, 
Heidegger describes our owned relationship to death as "anticipa
tion" (in the English translation) or more literally, "runnmg forth 
mto" (vorlaufen in). Is Heidegger participating m the nihilistic valor
IzatiOn of suicide that one finds in Ivan Karamazov, or m the proto
fascist Idealization of death that one finds in the wntings of Ernst 
Ji.inger.91 If this were what Heidegger were suggesting, we would 
have reason to be disappointed. Fortunately, it IS not. In order to see 
this, however, we need first to work through Hetdegger's linguistic 
gymnastics m 11.1. 

By "death" Hetdegger does not refer to the ending of a human life. 
Death is, rather, a condition in which Dasem can find Itself: "Death 
IS a way to be, whtch Dasein takes over as soon as It is" (289/245). 
Death ts a way to be? One would think that death is a way not to be! 
Death is not an event that lies off in the future: "Dying is not an 
event; it is a phenomenon to be understood existentially ... " (284/ 
240). "The possibility ofno-longer-being-able-to-be-there" and "the 
absolute Impossibility of Dasein" do not refer, then, to the termin
ation oflife. They refer to some conditiOn m which we can live, but in 
which we cannot exist, conceived existentially. If existing in the dis
tmctively existential sense is to go forward wtth life, to answer the 
questiOn of identity, then to die existentially IS to be unable to answer 
thts questiOn. In anxiety we are unable to do thts, which Implies that 
death IS another facet of the experience Hetdegger calls "anxiety." 

If "death" refers to this existential condition, then what does 
Heidegger call the ending of a human life? The answer: dem1se. 

Dasein too "has" Its death, of the kind appropnate to anything 
that lives; and it has It, not in ontical isolation, but as codeter
mmed by its primordial kind of being. In so far as this is the case, 
Dasein too can end without ownedly dymg, though on the other 
hand, qua Dasem, it does not simply perish. We designate this 
intermediate phenomenon as its demise. (2911247) 
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READING THE TEXT 

Human bemgs are alive, and thus, their lives can end; m fact, they 
always do so. That IS, humans do "perish": "In our terminology 
the ending of anythmg that IS alive, is denoted as perishing" (284/ 
240-241). Ammals perish, as do specimens of the species homo 
sapzens. But Heidegger insists that we do not "simply" perish. The 
ending of our lives is "codetermined" by our "original kind of 
being," i.e., by our being Dasem and not merely an animal. When a 
human life comes to an end, He~degger speaks of "demising," rather 
than merely "perishing." 

Thus, Herdegger uses the word "death" in an exotic fashiOn. He IS 
not the first philosopher to do so: Kierkegaard used the word in a 
similar way.92 One can motivate a powerful metaphorical use of the 
term "death," comparable to Lester Burnham's use of the term 
"coma" in American Beauty. Heidegger does not want his use of 
the term to be metaphoncal in anythmg like this sense; that runs the 
risk of degrading his treatise m ontology into something "merely 
edifying." So, he sets out to defend his use of"death" on ontological 
grounds. Death, m his sense, is the end of Dasein, as demise IS 
the end of a human life. "It thus becomes more urgent to ask in 

what sense, if any, death must be concezved as the ending of Dasezn" 
(289/244). 

Dasem does not end in the sense of bemg finished or complete. In 
a detailed set of considerations m §48 m Il.l, Heidegger considers 
several modes of ending in the sense of finishing (or completion). 
Stoppmg or termination, as of a process, is one sort of end, as is 
fulfillment, which takes place when some mternal goal has been sat
isfied. Anythmg that matures or ripens can be fulfilled or not, as can 
our projects, which have goals that can be achieved or not. In this 
sense, as Heidegger comments, "Dasein [conceived as a project] may 
weii have passed its npeness before the end" (288/244). Because 
Heidegger describes self-understanding as "projectiOn," or as "pro
ject" (his German word "Entwurf" can be translated either way), it 
is tempting to read him as saying that Dasein's end IS a special kind 
of fulfillment. This would be a misreading, however. 

A project is a set of activities that are orgamzed around some goal 
that can be achieved. When the project is completed, It IS over. Pro
jects come to an end (or else never end and are forever mcomplete, 
like Bruckner's Ninth Symphony). As a teacher, I can design and run 
a course. We can always ask of these projects whether they have been 
completed. Dasem, however, Is not like this: 

147 



A READER'S GUIDE TO BEING AND TIME. 

By none of these modes of ending can death be suitably characterized 
as the end of Dasein. If dying, as being-at-an-end, were under
stood in the sense of an ending of the kind we have discussed, 
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 at one's disposal as somethmg ready-to-hand. (289/245) 

Dasem is not a project, or even a set of projects; It IS not something 
that culminates (or fails to do so). Rather, as Heidegger comments m 
the sentence directly after this last passage," ___ Dasein rs already its 
not-yet, and is Its not-yet constantly as long as It IS __ 

There IS always "more" to a self-understanding than to any pro
Ject. There is a peculiar open-endedness to our self-understandings. 
Bemg a father, teacher, coach, or daughter is not somethmg with a 
defined goal, such that once that goal has been achwved, the self
understanding is fulfilled or complete. Bemg a teacher IS not teaching 
a course; It is a way of understanding one's being with students that 
exceeds the bounds of any project. Indeed, It exceeds the bounds of 
any profession. I was once at a coachmg traming session in which the 
presenter began by asking, "How many of you are teachers?" Ten or 
so of us raised our hands, and the presenter laughed and said, 
"Gotchya!" Her point? To coach IS to teach, at least when it is done 
well. This allows us to ask of a coach whether he or she IS a teacher 
or is JUSt markmg time or occupying a JOb. 

James Carse develops a related distmctwn between "finite" and 
"infinite" games.93 A finite game IS a game with a goal that ends the 
game, hence winners and losers; one plays finite games m order to 
win them. An infinite game is a game that one plays for the sake 
of playing. Infinite games may consist of finite games, but the end 
of any finite game does not define the end of the mfimte game. So, 
we may distinguish playing a baseball game from bemg a baseball 
player. Baseball games can be completed or not, but being a baseball 
player cannnot. Bemg a baseball player is (or can be) an infinite 
game. In a Similar vem, Heidegger charactenzes Dasein as "existing 
for the sake of Itself," which does not mean that Dasem is self
centered, but rather that It lives for the sake of the self-understanding 
into which It presses ahead. Self-understandings are mfinite games. 

Self-understandings can die, however. When a self-understanding 
stops functiomng as a guiding pnnciple in one's life, it is dead. Put a 
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little differently, one is dead as, say, a student, when being a student 
no longer matters to one. The meanings that once structured one's 
life as a student, the possibilities that once beckoned, and the 
demands one once felt have become mert. When It IS not JUSt this 
self-understanding or that that has died, but all of them, then one 
has died. Existential death IS more like a "limit-situatiOn" than like 
the stopping of a process. 94 Existential death is a limit-situation 
of bemg-possible, of the ability to be, because in such death one 
cannot exercise the ability. It thus reveals the limits of existence. No 
self-understanding IS Immune to being undercut by anxiety; anythmg 
we take for granted about ourselves can be dissolved by the corro
sive effects of anxiety. Dasem's existential fimtude (limitedness) is Its 
constant, because essential, vulnerability to anxwty/death. Thus, the 
answer to the questiOn m what sense death is the end of Dasein is 
this: death is the end of Dasein m the sense of the limit-situatiOn in 
which the finitude of our being as ability-to-be is exposed. 

Heidegger adds that death is certain, indefimte, non-relational, not 
to be outstripped, and ownmost. Let us consider these aspects of 
death in turn . 

Certazn. Heidegger contrasts certamty as an attitude towards evi
dence and certainty as an existential stance. As an epistemic attitude 
towards evidence, to be certain is to estimate the probability of an 
event as I 00%. We are epistemically certain of our demise. Of course, 
maybe someday we will find a way to beat demise, and this means 
that demise is only "empincally" or "relatively" certam. Heidegger 
concedes this pomt (how could he not?) and then comments, "The 
fact that demise, as an event which occurs, IS 'only' empirically certazn, 
is in no way decisive as to the certainty of death" (3011257). Why? 
Because by "death" Heidegger does not mean the event of one's 
demise, and by "being certain" he does not mean an epistemic 
attitude towards evidence. By "death" he means the conditiOn of 
existential anxiety (or depressiOn), and of this conditiOn we cannot be 
epistemically certam. What percentage of people suffer at some point 
from major depression? Certainly not 100%.95 Thus, by "certamty" 
Heidegger must have something else m mmd. 

Indefinite. Heidegger characterizes certainty as "holding-for-true." 
When what we hold for true is an event that occurs, then holding-for
true means believing that the event is probable. When what we 
hold for true is an existential conditiOn, then to be certain means to 
disclose as possible. (Recall, pnmordial truth is disclosedness.) To be 
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existentially certam of death is to understand that It is always pos
sible, that it could strike at any moment. Put from another angle, 
there is nothing about us that shields or protects us from the threat 
of existential anxiety. This IS a consequence of Heidegger's demal of 
human nature. If humans were "wired up" so as always to care about 
something definite, then anxtety would not always be possible. If, 
as m the popular Imagmatwn, "parental mstmct" (more commonly, 
"maternal mstinct") or the sex-dnve were hard-wired into human 
psychology, then we would not have to fear that parents might 
become depressed and abandon their children, or that someone 
might lose interest in sexuality. We do have to worry about these 
possibilities, however, because m the relevant sense, no such thing IS 
part of human nature. Thus, existential death IS certam, not because 
100% probable, but rather because always possible. Human life is 
vulnerable to radical breakdown. This IS why Heidegger connects 
death's certamty with Its indefimteness: to say that death IS always 
possible is to say that Its "when" is mdefimte. 

Not to be outstripped. This vulnerability to radical breakdown 
reveals how any possibility of human life can be "outstripped" or 
"overtaken." Heidegger does not say much by way of explaimng his 
language of "being outstnpped," but it certainly suggests the sort 
of thmg that happens when life changes so as to render one's self
understanding umntelligible. The self-understanding of being a steel
worker came crashing to an end in the Monongahela River Valley 
outside Pittsburgh, Penn. dunng the early 1980s. Someone who had 
understood himself that way no longer could; the context stripped it 
of its livability. One's self-understanding can also be overtaken by 
one's age, or by fantasies of one's past, as it is for Lou Pascal (Burt 
Lancaster) in Atlantic City.96 Any for-the-sake-of-which in which 
one is engaged can dissolve, if one finds oneself in depression. There 
is only one possibility of human life that can never be outstripped, 
that is always possible, and that IS existential death Itself. 

Non-relational. Existential death is also "noq-relatwnal." "When 
[Dasem] stands before itself in this way, all Its relatiOns to any other 
Dasein have been undone" (294/250). As a characterization of how 
people confront or Imagine demise, this is highly dubious. Many 
people demise in the arms of loved ones, comforted by a feeling of 
fulfillment and a life well lived. Since death is not demise, Heidegger 
does not mean to deny this. Rather, his pomt IS that m the experience 
of depression, others can be of no help, as we saw m section (xv). 
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This means m turn that one cannot relate to anyone else m depres
sion, that one IS cut off from them and cannot turn to them for help 
or illumination m workmg out one's self-understanding. 

In a Similar vein, He1degger states that we cannot "be represented" 
in death, that "No one can take the other's dying away from him" 
(284/240). Ifwe understand "death" to mean the ending of a human 
life (demise), then of course someone can "diem one's place," e.g., 
sacrifice lus or her life for one (as Heidegger notes in the very next 
sentence). If He1degger were argumg that no one could denuse for 
one, then h1s reflectiOns on death would be vulnerable to Delmore 
Schwartz's qmp that "Existentialism means that no one else can take 
a bath for you."97 There are lots of things that others cannot do for 
one, mcluding taking a bath, having a headache, getting stitches, and 
demlSlng. He1degger's pomt IS, rather, that no one can take anxiety 
away from one. This is true in two senses. First, m a major depressive 
episode, others are of no use to one, because one ceases to care about 
them. Direct appeals and offers of help from one's intimates have no 
power.98 Second, when one is existentially dead, it is one's own life 
that makes no sense, not someone else's. 

Ownmost. Adding up the last two paragraphs, Heidegger concludes 
that in existential death, Dasein IS mdivzdualized. 

Death does not JUSt "belong" to one's own Dasem in an undif
ferentiated way; death lays claim to it as an zndividual Dasein. The 
non-relatiOnal character of death, as understood in anticipation, 
individualizes Dasem down to itself This mdividualizing IS a 
way in which the "There" is disclosed for existence. It makes 
manifest that all being-amidst the thmgs with which we concern 
ourselves, and all bemg-with others, will fail us when our ownmost 
ability-to-be is the Issue. (308/263) 

In death we are stripped of all our supports and relations and 
delivered over to raw bemg-possible. We confront the existential 
dimensiOn of our lives, that Is, the way in which we exist rather than 
are merely present-at-hand: we always stand before the questiOn, 
Who am I? Our being is always at issue. We stand before the questiOn 
of identity, but we cannot answer It. 

Dasein is essentially "nune": "The bemg ·of any such entity IS 
in each case mine" (67/41--42). A page later He1degger connects 
mineness to the problematic of ownedness: 
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And because Dasem is m each case essentially its own possibility, 
it can, in its very bemg, "choose" Itself and win Itself; it can also 
lose itself and never win itself; or only "seem" to do so. But only 
m so far as It can be owned- that Is, something of its own- can It 
have lost itself and not yet won Itself. (68/42-43) 

We are m each case our "own" possibility. Our bemg is in each case 
mme, which means that in some sense your being "belongs" to you. 
Whatever It is for your being to be yours, it must be present in exist
ential death as well as in everyday living. All that is yours m death 
is the questiOn of identity, not any answer to It. We saw in section 
(iv) that to be who you are IS to reside in the world, to be familiar 
with it. In death, however, you are not at home, and so nothing 
With which you are ordinarily familiar is inherently yours. Death is, 
therefore, ownmost, most your own. 

That death is ownmost does not mean that all of our further 
possibilities, such as bemg a student, a son or daughter, a teammate, 
are "not really ours," are somehow shams or cover-ups. One way of 
heanng the language of "authenticity" and "self-ownership" is to 
assocmte it with sincerity or bemg "true to ourselves." Being true 
to ourselves reqmres that we first be honest with ourselves about 
who we are, what our "real" aspirations and feelings are. With this 
rhetonc m mind, one might conclude that Heidegger is saying that 
none of the socially constructed identities or for-the-sakes-of-which 
m terms of which we understand ourselves are authentic. Any way 
in which we go about leading our lives involves "selling out" to 
the Anyone and acquiescmg in a public persona that falsifies our 
identities. This reasoning leads to the gloomy conclusiOn that 
"really" we are each "nothmg and no one," that once individualized 
down to our particular essences, there is nothmg left. Reading 
Heidegger this way has a certam plausibility to it and connects with 
some of Heidegger's formulatiOns: e.g., "Care Itself, in its very 
essence, is permeated wlth nullity through and through" (331/285). 
This seems to be how Sartre read him as well: we are in the end 
nothingness/9 a view captured m the very title of Sartre's treatise in 
existential phenomenology, Being and Nothingness. This is not 
Heidegger's view, however. 

Heidegger is makmg a slightly different pomt, namely, that our 
ownmost capacity is simply our bemg-possible, and that we confront 
this aspect of our being starkly in anxiety/death. It is true that all the 
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for-the-sakes-of-which in terms of which each of us understands 
him- or herself are socmlly mediated. 

If Dasem IS familiar With Itself as the Anyone-self, this means at 
the same time that the Anyone itself prescribes that way of inter
pretmg the world and being-in-the-world which lies closest. ... In 
terms of the Anyone and as the Anyone I am "given" proximally 
to "myself." (167 /129) 

All that is peculiarly our own is that being-possible m virtue of which 
we press ahead mto who we are, press ahead into some set of possi
bilities on offer 111 our culture. It does not follow from this, however, 
that we are "really" nothing or that who we "truly" are 1s revealed in 
anxiety/death. We are who we find ourselves to be in the course of 
our lives. To see th1s more clearly, let us turn to the themes of guilt 
and conscience 111 II.2. 

Existential Guilt: Being-the-Basis (11.2) 

As Heidegger does w1th the concept of death, he spends considerable 
time m II.2 distinguishing everyday guilt from an ontological form 
of guilt, existential guilt, which shares a formal structure with every
day guilt, but is really somethmg quite different. Just as demise and 
death are both the "end of Dase111," but m very different ways, so 
everyday and existential guilt are both "bemg-the-basis of a nullity." 
Everyday guilt 1s a matter of bemg responsible for some depnvatwn 
in the life of another, or as He1degger puts it: 

... bemg-the-basis for a lack of something in the [existence]100 of 
an other, and in such a manner that this very being-the-basis 
determmes 1tself as "lack111g in some way" in terms of that for 
which it is the basis. (328/282*) 

To generate the existential versiOn ofbemg-guilty, Heidegger fills out 
what it is to "be the basis" of somethmg and 111 what ways we are the 
basis for "nullities." 

Being-the-basis in the ordinary sense is bemg responsible for 
something, or as He1degger puts it: " ... being the cause or author 
of someth111g, even 'being the occaswn' for someth111g" (327/282). 
Heidegger offers th1s variety of formulatiOns 111 order to indicate that 
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he does not mean to take sides in any standard debates about the 
nature of agency. However one analyzes ordinary responsibility, 
being-the-basis extstentlally ts not ordinary responsibility. Rather, 

In being a basts - that is, m existing as thrown- Dasein constantly 
lags behind tts possibilities. It IS never existent before its basts, but 
only from it and as this baszs. Thus, being-the-basts means never to 
have power over one's ownmost being from the ground up .... 
[Dasem] has been released from tts basis, not through itself but to 
ttself, so as to be as this basis. (330/284-285) 

Being-the-basis existentially is to be someone, rather than to be 
responsible for an action or effect, to be someone already as whom one 
must live. Heidegger mdicates (between the dashes) that he is really 
restating the concept ofthrownness. We saw in I.5, §31, that Dasein's 
possibility is thrown possibility. That ts, as you confront some signifi
cant Juncture in your life - for example, whether to move to another 
city- you are differentially disposed to the possibilities you confront. 
You are attached to your neighborhood, you are at ease m your work
place, yet you may not feel safe where you live. These differential 
dispositions are the basts on which you project or press ahead mto 
who you are. "Although [Dasem] has not lmd the basts ztself, it reposes 
m the weight of it, which is made manifest to It as a burden by 
Dasem's mood" (330/284). The word "burden" feels rather gloomy; it 
ts perhaps better to thmk of drag, m the sense m whtch engmeers talk 
about thrust and drag. Who you already are places a drag on your 
forward traJectory; It situates you and keeps you bed to your context. 

In II.2 Heidegger distinguishes two different aspects of thrown
ness, whtch he calls "nullities" in §58. This ts an odd formulation that 
easily suggests all the wrong things. He does not want to say that we 
are really no one and nothmg and thus delivered over to nothingness. 
The "nullities" are "nots" or lacks that limit our being. Dasein is 
bemg-possible, that ts to say, an ability-to-be; a "not," when applied 
to an ability, ts an inability. The "nullities" of whtch Heidegger 
speaks are, therefore, mabilitles or limitations on our ability-to-be. 
We have already seen that Hetdegger wants to emphastze that we 
"never , . , have power over [our] ownmost bemg from the ground 
up." We are not able to take complete control over who we are, 
because for possibilities to be disclosed for us and be relevant to who 
we understand ourselves to be, they must already matter to us. We 
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cannot "wipe the slate clean" and start over, because if we did 
wipe the slate clean, nothmg would matter. This is what happens m 
anxiety or depression, and thus anxiety/depression discloses that our 
basis 1s null, limited. 

Furthermore, our projectiOn IS null or limited too. We are not able 
to be everythmg we might want to be, nor very much all at once. 

But this Implies that in bemg able-to-be (Dasein] always stands m 
one possibility or another: It constantly is not other possibilities, 
and It has waived these m its existentiell projection. Not only is 
the projectiOn, as one that has been thrown, determined by the 
nullity of being-the-basis; as proJectzon It IS Itself essentially null. 
(331/285) 

This passage pomts to two different sorts of limitation in forward 
projection. First, m a great many cases, possibilities that we have 
"waived" or foregone are now irretnevable. Loves and career-paths 
we do not pursue are typically (though not always) forever gone. 
Second, we can press forward into only some of the possibilities 
we can pursue, not all or even many of them. Thus, projectiOn ts 
defined by mability as well: the mability to be possibilities that have 
been waived and the mability to project oneself mto all of what IS 
available to one. 

Heidegger summarizes this analysis by saying that Dasein IS 
always "the null basis of a nullity," that is, a limited or fimte basis 
of a limited or fimte set of possibilities. Our freedom of maneuver 
(our "leeway") IS limited or contextualized. It is limited by who we 
already are, which means m part what possibilities we have before us. 
This IS what Heidegger means by our "existential guilt." Recurnng 
then to the discussiOn of death, Heidegger most definitely does not 
mean to say that "really" we are "nothmg" or "no one." No, really 
we are who we already are. To be Dasem, to be a person, is to find 
oneself differentially disposed towards the possibilities the world 
has to offer, differentially disposed by way of confrontmg those 
possibilities in terms of how they matter to one. 

Consc1ence 

We have seen Heidegger develop the phenomenology of an extreme 
or "uttermost" conditiOn of human life, anxiety/death, in which one 
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1s not able to understand oneself, because the world has collapsed 
mto insignificance. Like all modes of disclosedness, the extreme 
condition has three facets. Anx1ety is its mood; death 1s its self
understanding. What, then is the discourse that belongs to this 
extreme condition? He1degger calls lt conscwnce. 

What sort of discourse could accompany anxiety/death? Recall 
that discourse is language, construed broadly: our expressive articu
lation of the meaning of experience. In the experience of anxiety/ 
death, however, the world collapses into meanmglessness. It would 
seem, then, that in anxiety/death there would be nothing to express. 
Hence, it should come as no surprise when He1degger wntes: "What 
does the conscience call to him to whom 1t appeals? Taken strictly, 
nothing. 0 0 • Conscience discourses solely and constantly m the mode 
of keeping silent" (318/273). The reticence or silence of conscience 
has a commumcative 1mpact nonetheless, Heidegger argues. Dasein 
is " _ . summoned to itself- that is, to its ownmost ability-to-be" 
(ibid.). What does it mean for conscience to be silent, to "have noth
ing to tell" (ibid.), yet still to summon Dasein forth to something? It 
seems as if consc1ence must have no content, yet still communicate 
somethmg. How could that be? 

We may begin with Heidegger's discussion of who is summoned by 
the call of conscience. He wntes: 

The self to which the appeal is made remains mdefinite and 
empty in lts what. When Dasein interprets itself in terms of that 
w1th which it concerns itself, the call passes over what Dasein, 
proximally and for the most part, understands 1tself as. (319/274) 

Conscwnce does not call to you as a son or daughter, student, 
lover, or any other way m which you m1ght concretely understand 
yourself, because in the extreme condition of anx1ety/death you are 
alienated from all these self-understandings. Th1s means that if you 
are addressed in anxiety, you must be addressed not as the determin
ate person you have been, but rather as the mdeterminate person 
who is now unable to be. The discourse of anxiety must address YO\\ 
as no one definite, that is, as one who 1s unable to be anyone. Still, 
"the self has been reached, unequivocally and unmistakably." 
is, "while the content of the call is seemingly mdefinite, the mr•·r111Jn 

it takes is a sure one and 1s not to be overlooked" (318/274). The ca-n 
1s a summons; 1t calls you forth to somethmg. But what? In anxiety/ 
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:ed existential death, you have no "forward motion"; you are not press-
me ing forth into any possibilities that could make you who you are. So, 
M- it might seem that there IS nothing to which to be called forth. Recall, 
his however, that anxiety IS distressing because one feels pull, as it were, 

but cannot respond to It. The existential pull is forward into being 
all someone, leading a life by pressing forth into the world. Hence, m 
;u- anxiety/existential death we are called forth mto the future, but not 
ty/ in such a way that we can respond. 
1ld Heidegger's formula that Dasein IS in conscience summoned forth 
~ss. to its ownmost ability-to-be does not mean, then, that Dasein IS 
'1at called to be "true to itself," authentic in one sense of that word. 
tly, Rather, Dasein is, simply put, called to be. Dasem IS at bottom being-
Ide possible, and m anxiety we expenence that being-possible shorn of 
1ce its normal realizatiOn in our lives. Our being-possible IS evident in 
ein anxiety/existential death, because the normal call and response of 
>e" daily life - "Who are you?" "I am the father of these boys, the 
th- husband of this woman, the teacher of these students, the coach of 
lit these players" -is interrupted by the collapse of meaning and signifi-
ate cance. Thus, anxiety/existential death leaves us with a call to whiCh 

we cannot respond. 
by The call is, moreover, not merely addressed to you as no one m 

particular, but IS addressed by you as no one in particular . 

. nd Not only IS the call meant for him to whom the appeal Is made 
1at "without regard for persons," but even the caller maintains Itself 
:in, in conspicuous mdefiniteness. If the caller is asked about Its name, 
'4) status, origm, or repute, it not only refuses to answer, but does not 

even leave the slightest possibility of one's making it into some
thing With which one can be familiar when one's understanding of 
Dasein has a "worldly" orientation. (319/274) 

The existential pull is a pull towards being, that is, existmg m 
Heidegger's sense, not towards being a son or daughter or lover. 
Thus, you call to yourself m conscience, but the you to whom you 
call is not you as son or daughter or lover, and the you that does 

calling is likewise none of these. You, as being-possible, call to 
.\TmlroP-~t, as bemg-possible. 

If I am right about what Heidegger means by "conscience," It is 
to see what its connection IS to conscience m the moral sense, 

::·c<ms,cienct~-- as it is normally used. That Heidegger characterizes 
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what he calls "consctence" as a summons that discloses our bemg- ho 
guilty- that says, as it were, "Guilty!"- is not sufficient to JUstify his un 
appropnation of the words "consctence" and "guilt." It is true that sel 
what Heidegger calls "guilt" ts the condition of the possibility of en 
bemg responsible in the ordinary sense, hence of guilt m the ordinary ne· 
sense too, bemg responsible for a depnvation m someone's life. o" 
Existential guilt IS such a condition of possibility, because unless one ph 
were the basts or ground for who one presses ahead into bemg, one 
would not be a self that could take action and be responsible. The me 
nullity for which one is the basts, however, and the nullity of the basis jec 
one is, are not moral failures, indeed, not failures at all, but constitu- so1 
tive limitations on our ability-to-be. To appropriate the word "guilt" me 
to refer to them is JUSt misleading, and therefore so ts Heidegger's th2 
appropriation of the word "conscience." 101 wh 

Hetdegger's msensttlvity to how misleading his appropriations cut 
of "conscience" and "guilt" are is a symptom ofhts tin ear for moral Ro 
philosophy. Moral philosophy is conspicuously absent from Bezng and jus 
Time, whtch is supposed to be a treatment of the extstenhal dimen- · thi: 
sion of human life, that is, the way m whtch our self-understanding see 
and what matters to us are constitutive of who we are. If anything, om 
one would think that moral philosophy would lie at the center of mo 
his considerations. Why doesn't It? There seem to be two factors linl 
~~~- ~ 

First, Heidegger thmks of moral philosophy as an account of "It 
how we should conduct ourselves m concrete situations. Thus, in oft 
considenng whether hts phenomenology of consctence is too formal, 
because it does not touch upon the ways m whtch our moral con
science highlights for us thmgs we have done wrong, he wntes: "We 
mtss a 'positive' content m that whtch is called [in conscience], 
because we expect to be told somethzng currently useful about assured 
possibilities of' taking action' which are available and calculable" (340/ 
294). That ts, the moral conscience and moral philosophy should 
give us concrete guidance about how to behave, but existential 
phenomenology cannot do that. Existential phenomenology is con
cerned only with our bemg, and to put 1t rather baldly, the virtuous 
and vicwus, the well-bahaved and the ill-, are all Dasem. Moral•. 
philosophy cannot touch upon what makes us Dasein, smce it 
cnmmates among competing ways of being Dasein and asks 
they conform to some set of ideals we might articulate. 

This ts not a convincmg reason to eschew moral 

ISS 



READING THE TEXT 

however. Hetdegger htmself develops a distinction between owned, 
unowned, and disowned life, and he concedes that his conception of 
self-ownershtp is a "factical ideal" (358/310). Much as Nietzsche's 
cntlque of morality often reads more like an attempt to substitute a 
new vtsion of morality for an old, so Hetdegger's conceptwn of self
ownership often reads like a supplement to or replacement for moral 
philosophy. 

Heidegger probably also felt, as did Nietzsche before htm, that 
moral thought was typically an expression of the Anyone's sub
jectwn, leveling down, and domination of human life.102 There 1s 
somethmg to be satd for the notwn that some aspects of traditional 
morality, at least, are largely attempts to control forms of devmnce 
that make many of us uncomfortable, such as homosexuality. To tell 
when moral reactwns play th1s merely conformtst role and when they 
cut deeper reqmres, of course, that one do moral philosophy. (The 
Roman Catholic Church insists that homosexuality is wrong, not 
just uncomfortable to the mass of people, and so in order to dispute 

· this, one must argue about the issue morally.) Sometimes Heidegger 
seems to go further and associate morality tout court with the Any
one, conformtsm, and leveling down, as did Nietzsche. One of the 
most troubling expresswns of th1s view in Being and Time, one that 
links Hetdegger's reflections thematically to Nietzsche's and also to 
elements of anti-Semitism, 1s found in the discussion of consctence: 
"It is easy to see that the consctence which used to be an 'effluence 
ofthe divine power' now becomes a slave ofPhansatsm" (337/291). 
Conscience, according to thts analysts, 1s the slave of the democratic 
impulse, an tmpulse once controlled by the priests, who spearhead 
the leveling down of human life through crushmg the aristocratic 
instinct. Once again, to assess this sort of cntique, one would have 
to engage m moral reflection, and thts Hetdegger does not bother 
to do. 

With these caveats m mind, we can now turn to Heidegger's 
factical tdeal of human life, self-ownership, and resolute-

Study Questions 

Hetdegger's conception of death imply that 1t must always be 
illusion to feel, towards the end of one's life, that one has achteved 

''"'"'"""'.it and has nothing left to accomplish or be? 
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Does Heidegger's conception of guilt and the nullity of being-the
basis imply that one can never experience a total self-transformatiOn, 
as in, perhaps, a religwus conversion or rebirth? 

XVII. RESOLUTENESS AND SELF-OWNERSHIP 

Heidegger's rhetoric of the ownmost ability-to-be, of "authenticity," 
and of resoluteness certamly m1ght suggest an 1deal of "bemg true to 
yourself." Cons1der the following spm on He1degger's language: in 
confronting the impending possibility of your own death, you realize 
what 1s important to you. Getting clear about what 1s 1mportant to 
you mspires you to drive out of your life the distractwns and acci
dental preoccupations that build a wall between you and what really 
matters to you. In doing all this you "choose yourself," are "true to 
yourself," that 1s, authentic. Your life achwves a sort of "steadfast
ness" and self-sufficiency that empowers you to be who you "truly" 
are. There is certainly somethmg to be said for th1s vision of authen
ticity, and many of us have had experiences (not necessarily tnggered 
by an encounter with dem1se) in which we resolve to put distractions 
to the side and focus on "what really matters to us." Th1s sort of 
"self-discovery"- the sort that Charles Taylor explores sympathetic
ally, yet critically, m The Ethzcs of Authentzcity - 1s not, however, 
what Heidegger has m mmd by self-ownership. 

Anx1ety/death does not by stnp away false identities and get us in 
touch with who we really are, but rather it strzps away ontologzcal 
distortzons and gets us m touch w1th how we are. "Anticipation [the 
owned disclosure of death] discloses to ex1stence that its uttermost 
possibility lies in g1ving 1tself up, and thus it shatters all one's ten
aciousness to whatever existence one has reached" (308/264). The 
uttermost or most extreme possibility is death. In death you "give 
yourself up" not in the sense of surrendering or resigning yourself, 
but rather in the sense of giving up on yourself. When dragged into 
the alienation and ennui of depression, you g1ve up on being who 
you are, because who you are no longer matters to you. Ontologically 
your being-a-student 1s not constitutive of some essence that governs 
who you are. Normally you do go forward in life as the person you 
have been, as son or daughter, student, lover, fnend, but you cannot 
count on these dispositiOns and "the ex1stence you have reached" 
to remain in place. They are not just contingent, as Richard Rorty 
emphasizes, 103 but also vulnerable. 
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The contmgency of the self is an aspect of thrownness. You can 
only be who you factically are m the cultural, social, histoncal, and 
linguistic context in which you live. As Heidegger puts It m 11.2, the 
basis of one's ability-to-be is null. Some commentators, for example, 
Hubert Dreyfus and Jane Rubin, have mterpreted Heideggerian anx
iety as the disclosure of this contmgency. Anxiety IS, they say, the 
realization that your life has no "ultimate" meamng. 104 It is hard to 
see, however, why such a realizatiOn would produce anxiety, why it 
would take courage to face up to this discovery, and how Heidegger 
could interpret much of everyday life as a flight from and cover-up 
of the mescapability of contingency. Unless, of course, Heidegger 
were in the grip of a religiOus vision of human life according to 
which to have any meaning m life at all is to have meaning that is 
not contmgent. Thus, lt makes sense that Dreyfus and Rubin mter
pret Heidegger as unsuccessfully "seculanzing" Kierkegaard's exist
entialism and as being unable to explam why anxiety is distressing. 
Contmgency IS not wornsome, but vulnerability is. 

Your self-understanding IS vulnerable in two ways. Who you are 
can be "outstnpped" or overtaken by the world, and you can "die 
to" who you have been. As we saw m section (xvi), when a way of 
understanding yourself, a for-the-sake-of-which, is overtaken by the 
world, you can no longer understand yourself in that way. You can 
also die to who you are by no longer bemg disposed forward mto it. 
You can die to this aspect of your self-understanding or that (e.g., 
falling out oflove), or more dramatically, you can die to the whole of 
who you are m existential death or depressiOn. We can characterize 
both of these sorts of expenences as modes of"becoming impossible," 
of being unable to go forward as who you have been. It is crucial 
to the notiOn of impossibility that you are not merely disinclined to 
go forward, but rather cannot go forward. Such experiences are the 
possibility of the impossibility of any longer bemg able to be-there 
as who you have been. Such experiences display your existential vul
nerability. Far from calling upon you to be true to yourself, in these 

' sorts of conditions who you have been no longer makes sense and is 
now impossible. 

Facing up to vulnerability requires courage. If you can no longer 
live as a steel-worker, because that way of life has been outstripped 
or overtaken by socml and economic change, you- must be able to 
give It up and move on. If you don't, you have become "too old for 
your victories" or are livmg an illusion. If you fall out of love, you 
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must give up your self-understanding as a lover and move on, and if 
you fall out of love not with a person, but with some aspect of your 
self-understanding, you must likewise give It up and move on. To be 
able to move on and give It up requires existential courage, as anyone 
whose knees have buckled m such a situatiOn knows. There are many 
forces that tie us down to who we have been or how we have lived: 
emotwns that entangle us ("This hurts"), financial and legal com
mitments that shackle us ("I have a mortgage!"), social pressure 
("How can you leave him like that?"), and mternalized social pres
sure, guilt ("How can I leave him like that?"). What is more, one's 
harshest cntic IS often oneself. Recall, "One belongs to the others 
oneself and enhances their power" (1641126). We can, indeed, leave a 
failed relationship or a collapsed life behmd, but it hurts to do so and 
it can be socially costly. 

I have JUSt been emphasizmg the existential flexibility that is 
reqmred to cope constructively with the several sorts of existential. 
Impossibility that threaten us. This emphasis might well seem mis
placed, however, as a reading of Being and Time. Does Heidegger 
not deploy a rhetonc of self-constancy and steadfastness, and does 
this rhetoric not contradict the emphasis I have placed on flexibility 
and being prepared to give up who one has been? 

Heidegger does mdeed describe the owned self as self-constant, 
which he cashes out as steady and steadfast: "The constancy of the 
self, m the double sense of steadiness and steadfastness, IS the owned 
counter-possibility to the non-self-constancy which IS characteristic 
of irresolute falling" (369/322). Steadfastness can be both existentiell 
and extstentzal. At an existentiell level, you can "wm" or "lose" 
yourself by havmg, or failing to have, the "nerve" to stick with who 
you are in the face of social pressure. Heidegger describes this lack 
of nerve (in §27), when he writes: ". , , by thus disburdenmg it of 
Its bemg, the Anyone accommodates Dasem if Dasein has any 
tendency to take things easily and make them easy" (1651127-128). 
Standing by who you are, when who you are diverges from the 
reigmng social expectatiOns, is deviance, and the Anyone will try to 
suppress your deviance, to rem you in. 

In discussing the suppression of deviance, or "subJection," as 
he calls it, Heidegger indulges a sort of rhetonc that one finds in 
other existentialist writers, especially Nietzsche and Kierkegaard. 
The ''herd," the "social straightjacket," the "umversal," pressures us 
into livmg pretty much like everyone else does. To resist this pressure 
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takes courage. Nietzsche tended to focus on the more brutal and 
gruesome means ofreinmg deviance in (pumshment, even torture), 105 

whereas Kierkegaard and Heidegger focus on the more insidious 
forms of social control. Think of "experiments m living"106 such as 
mterracial marnages or lesbian couples who have children in the 
suburbs. In my suburban neighborhood there are a number of 
lesbian couples who have children. To make these new arrangements 
more intelligible to myself, I assimilated them at first to more trad
itiOnal family patterns: the one parent who holds a full-time JOb and 
"brings home the bacon," the other who works not at all or part-time 
and IS the pnmary "caregiver" at home. One day, however, I was 
talkmg to one of my neighbors about a self-help program she had 
been mvolved in, and she said to me, "This IS what gave us the 
courage to have our son." It struck me at that moment how much 
courage was actually mvolved: explammg to all the school principals 
and health techs, to the police (when necessary), to the pediatrician, 
and everyone else, how they live. Domg it over and over. It is the 
existentlell courage to stand by who one IS in the face of the public's 
distantiality and abuse. I had leveled this courage down in my 
assimilatiOn of these lesbian families to conventional models; I had 
fallen prey to the dynamic whereby "overnight, everythmg that IS 
onginal gets glossed over as somethmg that has long been well 
known" (1651127). 

So, one contrast we can draw IS that between an existentiell life 
that we own in the sense of "stand up for" and one that we disown. 
When we abandon who we are under social pressure, when we falter 
in the face of cnticism of our decisiOns, we disown who we are. With 
these examples of standing up for who one IS, we may seem to have 
come back to a model of "being true to oneself." Does the lesbian 
mother not stay true to herself? The answer here depends on how 
one Is thmkmg of "being true to oneself." In a slogan: the self to 
which the lesbian mother IS true is not her true self. She is ownmg 
who she is, but who she IS IS nothmg more than who she finds herself 
to be. This might seem like a distinctiOn without a difference, until 
we look at it from another angle. 

How would our model existentialist respond, if she were called 
upon to abandon the person she has been? To answer this, we must 
know who or what might call upon her to do this. The public might 
do so by regarding her as deviant, unwholesome, or mtolerable. If it 
is a questiOn of public pressure, then she will face this pressure down. 

163 



A READER'S GUIDE TO BE.ING AND TIME. 

Morality might also call upon her to abandon who she has been. She 
might become convinced that who she is and how she lives are 
immoral. (I am not saymg that morality does demand this, but 
merely that she might become convmced that it does, like Julian 
Lowe m The Shield.) In section (xvi) we saw that Hetdegger regards 
the voice of moral conscience to be secondary to the votce of existen
tial conscience, "the call of care." Thus, It IS htghly unlikely that 
Heideggerian resoluteness involves conforming to the demands of 
morality to alter who she has been. The only phenomenon that 
Heidegger acknowledges as having the standing legitimately to call 
upon her to change herself is the situation itself. 

What could it be for the situatzon itself to call upon her to abandon 
who she is? If the situation is the space of facti cal possibilities- what 
she can do and who she can be here and now- then this situation can 
only call upon her to abandon who she Is, if who she is IS not possible 
in this situatiOn. That 1s, for the situation to call upon her to abandon 
who she has been IS etther for who she has been to have been out
stripped by change or for her to have died to who she has been. 
In such cases, the situation itself demands that she face up to her 
fimtude and gtve up on who she has been, that she "take It back," as 
Hetdegger says in one passage: "the certainty of the resolution signi-
fies that one holds oneself free for the possibility of taking it back- a r 
possibility which IS factically necessary" (355/307-308). fi 

So, Heidegger valorizes both standing by who one IS and abandon- b 
ing who one IS. Are these not contraries, however? Self-abandonment c. 
and standing by oneself appear to be contrary when we formulate SJ 

the questiOn at tssue thus: Does resoluteness reqmre that one stand S< 

by or abandon who one has been? Does resoluteness require, m trad- e; 
ttlonal language, persistence or change, bemg or becommg? The g< 
choice between self-ownership and disowning oneself IS a choice C< 

between persistence and change, only if the self is the sort of entity di 
that can persist or change. The upshot of Heidegger's analysts of the h< 
being of the self in Being and Time, however, is that the self is not tc 
present-at-hand, neither persistent nor changing. The self IS not a n< 
substance, substance-analog, or candidate substance. to 

Heidegger makes this point in §65 on temporality, and although in 
we neither want nor need to explore hts theory of temporality in be 
detail, this much is useful. The future mto which the resolute self th 
presses forward is not tomorrow, and the past from out of which 
it emerges IS not yesterday. As Hetdegger formulates the pomt, A1 
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She the future IS not yet-to-come, the past is not gone by. Rather, the 
are primordial past whose analysis Heidegger opens up in §65 (and 
but develops m II.5) is the past of "I am as havmg been." His choice of 
ian terminology here is clever. In German, the perfect tense of the verb 
rds "to be" IS formulated With a helpmg verb, as It IS in English. In 
en- English one writes, "I have been," in German, "ich bin gewesen." The 
hat difference between English and German is that whereas English uses 
of "have" as the helping verb, German uses "be." If we were to trans-

b.at literate "1ch bm gewesen" mto English, it would be, "I am been." 
:all Now, this lingmstic detail IS m and of Itself irrelevant, except that 

it g~ves Heidegger a means of exploitmg the German language to 
on indicate his pomt. He hyphenates the helpmg and main verb, so, "ich 
mt bin-gewesen," "I have-been." His pomt IS that who I already am, in 
an Heidegger's preferred sense, IS not the phases of my life that have 
Jle gone by. Rather, who I have-been IS disclosed by my disposedness, my 
on mood. Who I have-been IS who I find myself to be m so far as I press 
It- forward mto my life. 
:n. If we return to the example of the lesbian mother who "stays true" 
er to who she is, resists the social pressure to back down, and remams 
as steadfast, we can see that she IS self-constant in two senses. She is 
u- stubborn in staymg the course With who she has been up to this 
a point, and she IS resolute m projectmg forth on the basis of who she 

finds herself to be. We can describe these two patterns as "standing 
11- by who one has been" and "standing by who one has-been." In the 
1t case of the lesbian mother, the two patterns coincide. Ontologically 
te speakmg, however, they are not the same, precisely because to be a 
d self is not to be present-at-hand. This IS clear m the other cases we 
1- examined bnefly. Just as the lesbian mother finds herself disposed to 
1e go forward with this socially non-conformist partnership and non-
:e conformist form of motherhood, the resolute lost-lover finds himself 
y disposed to go forward by givmg up on the romance m which he 
e has been involved. In both cases, one IS called upon by the situation 
t to go forward with the person one finds oneself to be, though not 
1 necessarily with the person one has been heretofore. To be Dasein is 

to be a finite, contmgent, and vulnerable basis for pressing ahead 
into who one is to-be. This basis for pressing ahead is who one has
been. Who one has-been compnses both the wo_rld mto which one IS 
thrown and the mood or dispositiOn in which one finds oneself. 

The contrary of being steady and steadfast IS to be lost in the 
Anyone. In sectiOn (xiii) I interpreted being lost m the Anyone as 
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livmg a superficial and limited life, a life of little imagination, a life w 
lived as one IS supposed to live It, that Is, according to the general b: 
prescnptwns of the Anyone. Recall, tl 

w 
Proximally and for the most part the self is lost m the Anyone. It a 
understands Itself in terms of those possibilities of existence which a1 
"circulate" m the "average" public way of interpretmg Dasem 
today. These possibilities have mostly been made unrecognizable ft 
by ambiguity; yet they are well known to us. ( 435/383) le 

w 
Thus, to be lost in the Anyone IS to live a life leveled down by Idle it 
talk, ambiguity, and cunosity. Being lost m the Anyone is not simply A 
a matter of leading a "normal" life. Rather, the questiOn is whether oJ 
one leads a "normal" life despite the demands of one's situatiOn and at 
one's disposition. If in leading a normal life one stands by who one OJ 
has-been, rather than abandonmg who one has-been m the face of h1 
socml pressure or a myopic refusal to acknowledge that one's life has OJ 
been outstripped or overtaken, then one's normal life can well be tf 
resolute. This IS why in the passage JUSt quoted Hmdegger does not oJ 
say that to be lost m the Anyone IS simply to understand oneself in li' 
terms of possibilities that circulate m the culture. Rather, he msists li' 
that to be lost, those possibilities must "be made unrecogmzable by si 
ambiguity," that is, that one must be closed off to the demands of the pl 
situatwn and of one's disposition. hi 

Thus, to be resolute, to own one's self, IS not a matter of finding fa 
one's true self and msisting upon It, at least not in any conventional fr 
sense of those terms. After all, whoever one might take one's "true tl: 
self' to be can be overtaken by the world. What IS more, and perhaps se 
worse, one can die to that self by slippmg into a depressiOn that c< 
wrenches It away from one. To have found oneself and won oneselfis c< 
m some cases to stick with who one has been heretofore and do so in 
the face of dauntmg social pressure, while in some cases it IS to adapt 
flexibly to a new world or new dispositions. To wm oneself is, in and 
of Itself, neither to stick with who one has been nor to "wear the \\ 
world's clothes lightly." Rather, to find oneself and win oneself is 01 

to see what is factlcally possible and important and to carry through \\ 
with It, whatever its relatwn to who one has been heretofore might 
be. We can put this pomt by saying that the self one must find and D 
wm IS who one is at thzs moment, but we cannot let the language of u1 

"moments" (Augenblicke) mislead us. Just as who I have-been is not 
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fe who I have been, in the sense of the phases of my life that have gone 
11 by, so the moment of VISlOn of which Heidegger writes m §65 IS not 

the now of clock-time, a tlppmg pomt between what has gone by and 
what IS to come. This moment of vision, which might better be called 

It a "moment of resolution," 107 encompasses who I find myself to be 
h and am able to go forward as. 
n With the phenomena of resoluteness and self-ownership we come 
le full circle to where we began division I: the being of the sel£ We have 

learned m division II that the casual, everyday claim that it is "I" 
who am in the world, although not false, 1s shallow. Yes, proximally, 

le it is you and ·I who are in the world, but you and I are mostly 
y Anyone-selves, selves whose self-understanding is shallow and closed 
~r off from the genuine range of freedom available in the factlcal situ-
d ation in which we live. To see this range of freedom is to see what 
1e opportunities the leveled-down public understanding of our lives 
,f hides from us, both opportunities to stand by who we have been and 
LS opportunities to depart m a new directwn. It takes courage to face 
>e these opportumtles, because domg so activates the repressive forces 
>t of distantiality and subjectwn, the forces that keep us all mostly 
n living like one another, taking few nsks, trymg few "expenments in 
:s living." When we confront our extreme conditwn of anxiety( depres-
y sion)/death!conscience, however, we are JOlted out of this com-
e placency and forced to face the full range of our freedom. We can 

hide from these opportumties, once disclosed, disown ourselves, and 
g fall back mto a lostness in the Anyone, or we can seize upon our 
tl freedom, see for the first time that we are called upon to answer to 
.e the situatwn, and not JUSt the Anyone. Such a steady and steadfast 
>S self, true not to who we "really" are, but to how we are, IS a self we 
Lt construct through resolutely facmg the challenges to our leveled-off 
.s complacency. 
n 

e 
s 
ll 
t 
:l 
f 
t 

Study Questions 

Why IS it necessarily Irresolute, an act of self-disowning, to throw 
' oneself into the conformist comforts of one's group or clique? 

What's wrong with being a "happy conformist?" 
Does Heidegger' s conception of self-ownership imply that resolute 

Dasein will always be unique, different, one of?- kmd? Or might the 
unobtrusive person next to you on the bus be resolute? 
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CHAPTER4 

RECEPTION AND INFLUENCE 

Being and Time has proven over the almost eighty years smce Its 
publication to be an Immensely influential text. Jean-Paul Sartre 
(1905-1980), Maunce Merleau-Ponty (1908-1961), and Hans-Georg 
Gadamer (1900-2002), three of the leading philosophers of the 
twentieth century, develop themes central to Bezng and Time. 
Heidegger's influence extends much further, when we take mto con
sideratiOn his later thought, in light of which we would also have to 
list Jacques Dernda (1930-2004) and Michel Foucault (1926-1984). 
I will focus here, however, on the mfluence of Being and Time and 
Heidegger's other writmgs from his early penod, including Kant and 
the Problem of Metaphysics and "What IS Metaphysics?" These early 
works also elicited a strongly negative reaction, which we will 
explore, from the empincist traditiOn that has found Its principal 
home m so-called analytic philosophy. 

As we saw above in chapter 3, Heidegger proposed to use phenom
enology m order to carry out his ontological mvestlgations. He hoped 
to develop a "general ontology," that is, a thorough account of being 
and Its several modes. He undertook to examine human bemg first, 
both because he argued that it IS essential to have a clear understand
Ing of our "point of access" to bemg, before mveshgating being dir
ectly, and because he embraced ontological Idealism, according to 
which bemg depends on the understanding of being, that IS, upon 
human bemg. Because he never completed Being and Time his gen
eral ontological aspirations were far less influential than his concrete 
phenomenology of human life. Sartre and Merleau-Ponty responded 
to the latter and not to Heidegger's more traditional ontological 
visiOn. They responded, however, in very different ways. 

In his early treatise Bezng and Nothzngness Sartre earned out a 
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RECEPTION AND INFLUENCE 

form of existential phenomenology. His method IS far closer to 
Husser! than to Heidegger, even though some of his topical themes 
show the strong influence of Bezng and Time. Sartre focuses h1s phe
nomenological inqmres on an examination of the "ego cogzto," the 
"I thmk." He regards human being as a "for-Itself," that Is, a form of 
self-consciousness. In this regard Sartre's philosophy IS very trad
itional, another example of the subjectivist approach to human life 
that began with Descartes, passed through Kant, and culminated m 
Husser!. Sartre insists that he IS faithful to Being and Time m this 
orientatiOn, but either he did not understand Bezng and Time or 
deliberately distorted it. If there is one consistent message through
out Being and Time, It is that the subject-object model of human 
experience, along with its attendant notions of inwardness and self
consciOusness, must be discarded m favor of a model of human 
openness to a world that IS always already there. Sartre does show 
Heidegger's mfluence in his strategy of trying to capture human 
expenence m its daily reality, rather than in its logical structure (as is 
much more the focus of Husser!), but he tends to interpret that daily 
reality as the expenence of an I, rather than as being-in-the-world. 

Sartre embraces the central thesis of philosophical existentialism, 
that our essence is to-be, as well as some of existentialism's topical 
themes, and here he does carry forward the mfluence of Bezng and 
Time. Sartre offered perhaps the best known version of the central 
existentialist thesis m his formula, "existence precedes essence."1 

This formulation IS a direct echo of Heidegger's statement from §9 
of Bezng and Time, that "the 'essence' of Dasezn lies zn zts existence" 
(67/42). Sartre clarified this Heideggerian idea by explainmg it as a 
denial that we are "hard wired," as are animals, With mstmcts and 
passions that determine what we make of ourselves. All of our 
psychological and physical traits - our factual determinations, as 
Heidegger calls them - are subJect to Interpretation. (Recall the dis
tinction between height and stature from section IV of chapter 3 
above.) We are free to re-evaluate the significance of these factual 
determmatwns. This freedom is the distmctively human freedom of 
an entity that lives m a world of significance and not just m a world 
of "in-themselves" or inert objects. 

Like Heidegger and the other existentialists, Sartre believes that 
in the extreme experiences of dread and alienatiOn we gain insight 
into the nature and scope of our freedom and responsibility. In par
ticular, m dread; m which our self-interpretatiOn peels away and the 
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world confronts us in its meaninglessness, we see that we are radic
ally free and responsible for our entire world through our power to 
mterpret it. Radical freedom does not mean, as it might be mter
preted m a more conventional context, that we are able to do what
ever we like, but rather that nothing we do, think, feel, or are is 
beyond the scope of possible re-interpretation. In "Existentialism 
IS a Humanism" Sartre argues that we cannot be gmded in our 
decision-making by who we have been or how we feel, because it 
IS always up to us to assign value to these factors. 

After the Second World War, Sartre moved away from his early 
investment in existentialism, but the influence of Being and Nothmg
ness remained strong. The English-speaking world's first introduc
tion to Being and Time was through its influence upon Sartre, and 
many of the early readers in the U.S. and U.K. of Heidegger's phil
osophy were steeped in Sartre and read Heidegger through Sartre's 
eyes. It was not until later that Anglophone philosophers took a new 
look at Being and Time and saw something very different than Sartre 
did. (We shall return below to the state of contemporary Heidegger 
scholarship.) 

In France Sartre found a worthy rival in Merleau-Ponty. Merleau
Ponty devotes considerable attentiOn in his early masterpiece, The 
Phenomenology of Perception, to rebuttmg Sartre. He argues that 
Sartre's conception of freedom makes no sense, because It would 
Imply that right after making a decisiOn, the fact that I have just 
made a decision carries no weight and must be re-evaluated all over 
again. Looking back to Being and Time, Merleau-Ponty's pomt IS 
that Sartre does not distinguish between who I have been and who 
I have-been (above, chapter 3, sectiOn xvii). The only way to go 
forward in life is as the person I find myself already to be. We cannot 
take control of our being from the ground up, as Heidegger says. 
Sartre misses this absolutely critical Insight, and Merleau-Ponty uses 
this oversight to sink Sartre's account of freedom. 

Merleau-Ponty was a more careful reader of Heidegger than was 
Sartre, or perhaps he just agreed with Heidegger more. He pays 
homage to Heidegger less than does Sartre, and that may be because 
he Identified a senous lacuna m Heidegger's phenomenology of 
engaged livmg. Many of the examples I offered above of engaged 
dealings in the world were examples m which bodily abilities play 
a central role. Indeed, Heidegger's position, as I have explained it, 
implies that cogmtive capacities cannot be disentangled from bodily 
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RECEPTION AND INFLUENCE 

ones m our everyday engaged activity. Merleau-Ponty saw this and 
understood that It reqmres us to develop a phenomenology of the 
body and the way in which the body plays a central role in disclosing 
the world to us. In The Phenomenology of Perception he develops the 
concept of "motor intentionality," which IS the way in which our 
motor skills understand the world around us. In effect, Merleau
Ponty pursued the general project of division I of Being and Time 
in an essential direction neglected by Heidegger, but without which 
Heidegger's phenomenology is seriously compromised. 

Another author who developed some of the themes of Bezng and 
Time further than did Heidegger was Heidegger's own student, 
Gadamer. Gadamer first met Heidegger while the latter was still 
Husserl's assistant at Freiburg, and he followed Heidegger to 
Marburg, when Heidegger took up his first professorship there. 
Gadamer wrote his Habilitatzon at Marburg during this period, 
which was the apogee of Heidegger's interest in hermeneutics. Her
meneutics became the focus of Gadamer's mtellectual energy. 
Indeed, it IS due to Gadamer's subsequent influence that Being and 
Time is regarded as an important step m the development of her
meneutics, for there is, one must admit, preciOus little in Being and 
Time to warrant this accolade. Heidegger's few scattered comments 
on hermeneutics m Bezng and Time hardly add up to a theory of 
interpretation. He does msist that the articulatiOn of the meaning of 
human activity must be mterpretive, as well as that phenomenology 
is necessarily hermeneutic. He does not develop these lines of 
thought very well, however, and he adds very little to our under
standing of(what he calls) Interpretation (with a capital "I" in trans
lation), which is the understanding oflingmstic and cultural products. 

Gadamer's Truth and Method is a treatise exploring the history of 
hermeneutics and the nature of interpretatiOn. It has been one of the 
most influential books of the post-War period and has given rise to 
the use of the term "hermeneutics" to designate a philosophical 
movement, rather than a techmque or discipline. Gadamer seized 
upon Heidegger's clarm that all interpretation, whether it be mter
pretation or InterpretatiOn, relies upon a taken-for-granted context 
and a set of "assumptiOns" held about the object of interpretation 
by the interpreter. Gadamer calls these assumptiOns "prejudices," 
and he argues that they enable Interpretation,- rather than distort it. 
Just as all overt Interpretation relies on such assumptiOns, so inter
personal and cultural understanding relies upon a cultural context, a 
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tradition in which we live. Gadamer thus develops a traditiOnalist 
vtew m Truth and Method. We must always find our onentation 
withm the linguistic and cultural traditiOn to which we belong, 
rather than attempting to start afresh or align our culture with Ideals 
that are crafted from the outside. (This pitted Gadamer over agamst 
the Frankfurt school ofneo-Marxist cntlcal theory, represented most 
prominently over the past quarter century by Jiirgen Habermas 
(1929-). The debate between Gadamer and Habermas, as well as 
their followers, has been one of the more interestmg and lively 
debates of the past half century.) It IS not clear that Bezng and Time 
implies this sort of traditiOnalism; the general impressiOn that it does 
is due to Gadamer's mfluence as a conduit of Heidegger's thought. 

In Sartre, Merleau-Ponty, and Gadamer we have been looking at 
three philosophers who were constructively mfluenced by Heidegger 
to develop further the existentialism, phenomenology, and hermen
eutics first broached in Being and Time. Heidegger has also inspired 
an equally negative reaction amongst generally empincist philo
sophers, and this negative reputatiOn has earned over to some of the 
prejudice against Being and Time that students are likely to encounter 
in many English-speaking academic philosophy departments today. 

One of Heidegger's central mterests during the 1920s was his 
phenomenological appropriatiOn of Kant's philosophy. Heidegger 
addresses Kant's philosophy in detail in several of his early lecture 
series (Logic, Basic Problems, and Phenomenologzcal Interpretation 
of Kant's "Cntzque of Pure Reason"). His reflections on Kant cul
mmated in his 1929 Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics. In all of 
these treatments, but most aggressively m the 1929 book, Heidegger 
works up an interpretation of Kant's Critique of Pure Reason as a 
treatise m ontology. The dominant reading of Kant in Germany at 
the time was the "neo-Kantian" approach, pioneered m the late nine
teenth century, but represented in the twenties by Ernst Casmer. The 
neo-Kantians read Kant, as do most scholars of Kant today in the 
U.S. and U.K., as chiefly a theorist of knowledge, morality, and 
aesthetics, not as a contributor to metaphysics. Indeed, Kant is 
usually read as having rejected metaphysics by argumg that we are 
unable to know anything about "thmgs in themselves" and must 
limit ourselves to knowledge of things as they appear. As we noted 
earlier, Kant declared that "The proud name of ontology must give 
way to the modest one of a mere analytic of pure understanding."2 

Heidegger's assault on neo-Kantlan orthodoxy was sensatwnal 
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RECEPTION AND INFLUENCE 

enough that a debate was arranged between Heidegger and Cassirer 
in Davos, Switzerland, m 1929 _ 3 Why would a dispute about the 
proper way to read Kant be seen as so Important? 

Hetdegger's claim on Kant was really a stalkmg horse for a much 
larger debate, one that lies at the center of the contemporary division 
in philosophy between so-called Contmental and self-styled analytic 
philosophy. The reason Heidegger did not accept at face-value 
Kant's reJectiOn of what he called "ontology" m favor of what he 
called "a mere analytic of the pure understanding" was that 
Hetdegger regarded the understanding as Kant examined it to be a 
derivative human capacity. The ability to form and mampulate con
cepts, to arrange and evaluate propositions logically, to make clatms 
to knowledge and to assess the evtdence possessed for those clatms, 
these are all achievements of the "faculty of concepts," as Kant 
called it. They are important achievements, certainly, but they all rest 
on a more basic familianty with the world, as we have seen 
Heidegger argue. The crux of Heidegger's dispute with Cassirer and 
the neo-Kantians over Kant-interpretatiOn was Hetdegger's clatm 
that Kant accepted that conceptual understanding is founded in 
somethmg more fundamental, and even gave tt a name ("the imagm
ation"), but balked at revismg his anti-ontological assertions in light 
of thts msight. However one comes out on issues of Kant-exegesis, 
and not many have agreed with Heidegger, It ts the Implications of 
the vtew Hetdegger attributes to Kant and develops elsewhere that 
had a significant impact on the philosophtcal scene. 

Heidegger argues that there is a form of understanding more baste 
or "primordial" than Kantian understanding (see section ix of chap
ter 3 above). Although he does not place his cnttque of philosophical 
logic front and center m Bemg and Time, It is promment mother texts 
from Hetdegger's early period, espectally "What is Metaphysics?" A 
mastery of the basic elements of formal logic is a standard pre
requisite for the philosophy major at Anglo-American universities, 
and the ability to formulate one's inferences in formal-logical terms 
is often considered evtdence of an argument's senousness. Thus, 
when Heidegger wntes: 

If the power of the mtellect in the field o(inqmry mto the nothing 
and mto bemg ts thus shattered, then the destmy of the reign of 
"logic" in philosophy is thereby decided. The idea of "logtc" itself 
dismtegrates m the turbulence of a more onginary questioning. 4 
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This IS often taken as evidence that he ts not really domg philoso- cc 
phy, that he ts engaged in some sort of crypto-religtous, mystical, or at 
stmply confused project. tu 

In order to evaluate this reaction, we must put Heidegger's views b1 
into perspective. The issue here is not really one about the formal in 
predicate calculus that is standard fare in contemporary introductory he 
logic courses. Rather, the tssue is a core commitment of traditional at 
logic, one shared by mathemattcallogtc, or at least tts philosophical cu 
receptiOn. According to traditional logic, the fundamental unit of ar 
analysts is the judgment (or statement, sentence, assertion, prop- K 
osttion); m the formal predicate calculus thts means "well-formed 
formulae." Thus, concepts, or as Kant identified them, "predicates an 
of possible JUdgments," are essential to the formation of thoughts or m; 

sentences that can be true or false, that is, that can succeed at or fail es1 
m describing the world. IntentiOnality is ineliminably conceptual. ep 
This ts the core commitment of the philosophtcal tradition that ph 
Hetdegger rejects. f01 

Heidegger argues that the most fundamental aspects of our experi- of 
ence and the originary locus of truth are pre-logical. Logtc, whether 
it be Aristotelian logic or the predicate calculus, cannot get a grip ph 
on primary understanding, because primary understanding is pre- iti< 
conceptual. This ts a large component of Heidegger's critique of the th1 
neo-Kantian mterpretatwn of Kant, and we now know that Rudolf Th 
Carnap's early exposure to the Heidegger-Cassirer debate in Davos, ter 
Switzerland, in 1929 played a formative role in his development and ca: 
pushed htm towards his strongly-worded reJectiOn of Heidegger's Ri< 
philosophy in 1931.5 Carnap's denunciations of Heidegger are not sue 
a small-minded failure to understand Heidegger's ideas, even if Car- in 
nap does sometimes miss Hetdegger's moves. Rather, Carnap's reac- fro 
tion indicates a genmne sensitivity to the revolutiOnary character of anc 
Heidegger's thought. When revolutionaries challenge the very foun- old 
dation of one's commttments, reactions tend to extremes, as they old 
do here. There is much that analytic philosophers can learn from wt 
Heidegger, but it is no use denying that if Heidegger ts right, then div' 
much of traditional philosophy suddenly seems superfictal, and the con 
core commttments of the logical tradition crumble. nee 

The fundamental disclosure of the world and what ts important in clo~ 
human life does not take place in theories or judgments; it cannot be 1 
captured in assertions, Heidegger insists. Thus, it is not subject to wm 
regulation by logtc. This ts not a license to flout logtc and to assert ant 
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contradictions. ContradictiOns are defective assertions. Heidegger 
r arms for something more basic than assertiOns or what can be cap

tured m them. He rs trying to talk about something a-logical, 
because pre-logrcal. Our most fundamental forms of "sight," or 
intelligence, resrde at the practical, engaged, pre-conceptual, and 
hence pre-logrcal level of experience. It is for this reason that after 
about 1930, Herdegger turns from traditional philosophy to poetry, 
cultural cnhcism, mysticism, and philosophers like Nietzsche, who 
are engaged m a rather different enterprise than were Aristotle, 
Kant, and Husser!. 

This turn (Herdegger's "turn") away from traditional philosophy 
and rts logical methods makes Heidegger almost unintelligible to 
mamstream academrc philosophers trained m traditional philosophy, 
especially those reared on formallogrc and the generally empincist 
epistemology that is standard fare in the world of English-speakmg 
philosophy. It is, thus, unsurprismg that these philosophers have 
found Herdegger hard to understand, even though the shallowness 
of some of their critiques at times borders on bemg puerile.6 

Thrs explams why Heidegger's first arrival m the world of Anglo
phone philosophy came from sources outside the emprricrst trad
ition. Among the earliest conduits of Heidegger's thought mto 
the English language was William Richardson's 1963 Heidegger: 
Through Phenomenology to Thought. He1degger himself wrote a let
ter which served as a preface to Richardson's book, a letter which 
cast considerable light on Heidegger's development as a thinker. 
Richardson's work was followed closely by other commentators, 
such as Joseph Kockelmans, who published his Martin Hezdegger 
in 1965.7 Richardson, Kockelmans, and others were not operating 
from withm the empiricist tradition of Anglo-American philosophy, 
and their style strikes many trained in that tradition as somewhat 
old-fashiOned. In particular, Richardson and Kockelmans offer an 
older style of commentary, what IS sometimes called a "surnrnary."8 

Whereas mainstream Anglo-American philosophers will happily 
diverge from an historical text and import concepts and ideas from 
contemporary philosophy m order to reconstruct and amend, where 
necessary, the author's own words, Richardson and Kockelmans stay 
closer to the text, as IS also the norm in German_y to this day.9 

The reception of Heidegger's thought into the largely empiricist 
world of Anglo-American philosophy was stymied by the strongly 
anti-logicist direction it took after Being and Time. In Being and 
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Time Heidegger still aspired to what he was pleased to call a "science 
of ontology." The German word for science (Wissenschaft) does not 
refer exclusively to the natural sciences, as the word "science" some
times does m English. Rather, it refers to any disciplined inquiry. 
(In German, theology and literary studies are Wissenschaften.) In 
the period of Being and Time Heidegger affirms that a science IS a 
conceptually articulate account of a domam of mqmry. Further, c 
"philosophy IS the theoretical conceptual mterpretatwn of bemg l 
... "; thus, "that philosophy IS scientific IS Implied m its very con- i 
cept" (Baszc Problems, 11-12). Being and Time has not yet made the 
full move to the anti-logicist position, and the question remams t 
whether It must make that move. I have elsewhere argued that if 1 
Heidegger holds on to the prionty of practice over cogmtion, then he 1 
must either abandon the Idea that philosophy IS scientific (in his a 
sense) or the thesis that the understanding of being IS a priori. 10 The I 
later Heidegger gave up on the former notiOn, but most academic a 
philosophers in the English-speakmg world would much prefer i1 
to forsake the latter thesis, and this makes It possible for them to a 
read and learn from Bezng and Time without having to accept the t1 
anti-logicist conclusions at which Heidegger himself arnved. li 

This explams how Bezng and Time can have achieved a belated 
receptiOn in the world of analytic philosophy. Begmning m the 1960s 
philosophers who had been tramed in the generally empiricist and 
logicist ways of Anglophone philosophy discovered Heidegger and 
began to write about him. Hubert Dreyfus made significant use of 
Heidegger's phenomenology of engaged activity m his cntique of 
the program of artificialmtelligence m What Computers Can't Do, 
first published m 1972.11 Dreyfus saw the extensive and diverse con
nections between Heidegger's cntlque of the subject-obJect model 
of experience and related analyses that had emerged m the empiricist 
traditiOn, for example, in diffenng ways m Wittgenstein, Quine, and 
Kuhn. As the empiricist traditiOn played itself out and generated 
mternal criticisms, some philosophers tramed in that tradition began 
to look for new sources of msight. Most promment among these 
philosophers Is no doubt Richard Rorty. Rorty's Philosophy and the 
Mirror of Nature (1979), which has tellingly generated reactiOns as 
strongly negative as Heidegger's wntings from the late 1920s, argued 
that traditional philosophy, with Its commitment to the Correspond
ence Theory of Truth, has hit a dead end and that we must turn 
to "edifying" discourse, such as hermeneutics, m order to address 
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rce many of the humamstic questions of our mtellectual traditiOn more 
wt broadly, a traditiOn from which mamstream, empiricist, logicist 
1e- philosophy has become alienated. Rorty has written extensively 
ry. on Heidegger, as is evidenced in the title of one of his volumes of 
In collected papers, Essays on Hezdegger and Others. 
; a The combmed mftuence of Dreyfus (whose work on Heidegger IS 

er, captured late in the day by his 1991 Being-in-the- World) and Rorty 
ng has led to an explosiOn of work on Heidegger among those reared 
n- in the empincist tradition. Among the books that should be men-
he tioned m this connectiOn are: Charles Guignon's Heidegger and 
ns the Problem of Knowledge, Mark Okrent's Hezdegger's Pragmatism, 
if Taylor Carman's Heidegger's Analytzc, and Steven Crowell's Husser!, 
1e Hetdegger, and the Space of Meaning. My own approach to Being 
is and Time herem this Reader's Guide IS a product of the mftuence of 
re Dreyfus, Rorty, and other like-minded commentators. The shared 
ic aspiratiOn of us all is to show how Bezng and Time offers new and 
~r insightful positions on philosophical questions of common concern 
o across the spectrum, including the nature of human subjectivity, 
le truth, sociality, and the challenges that confront us in our efforts to 

live a steadfast life, true to a compelling ideal of freedom. 
d 
Is 
d 
d 
f 
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NOTES 

CHAPTER I 

I will work off of the standard English translatiOn, Bemg and Time, 
translated by John Macquarrie and Edward Robmson (New York: 
Harper & Row, 1962). This IS a translation of Sem und Zett, ongmally 
published m 1927 m the Yearbook for Philosophy and Phenomenological 
Research (vol. 8, 1927). The standard German editiOn IS now published 
by Max Niemeyer and IS m Its fifteenth edition. Page references to Being 
and Time throughout the Reader's Gmde are given m brackets following 
each citatwn: (1711132). The first number refers to the English transla
tion, the second the onginal German. 

2 Michael Fnedman, A Parting of the Ways: Carnap, Cass1rer, and 
Heidegger (Chicago: Open Court, 2000). 

3 One may find a translatiOn of He1degger's Habilitatwn m Supplements: 
From the Earliest Essays to "Bemg and Time" and Beyond, ed. John van 
Buren (Albany: SUNY Press, 2002). 

4 Martm He1degger, "My Way to Phenomenology," m Time and Bemg 
(New York: Harper & Row, 1972), p. 74. The book of Brentano's whose 
title is usually rendered On the Manifold Senses of Being m Arzstotle has 
been translated into English as Franz Clemens Brentano, On the Several 
Senses of Being m Anstotle, trans. by Rolf George (Berkeley: Umversity 
ofCaliforma Press, 1975). 

5 Immanuel Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, trans. by Norman Kemp 
Sm1th (New York: St. Martm's Press, 1929), p. A247/B303. 

6 Martm He1degger, "Letter to Father Engelbert Krebs (1919)," m 
Supplements. 

7 See He1degger's 192llecture senes The Phenomenology of Religwus Life, 
trans. by Matthias Fntsch and Jennifer Anna GosettJ (Bloomington: 
Indiana Umvers1ty Press, 2004) and h1s public lecture in 1927, "Phenom
enology and Theology," m Pathmarks, ed. William McNeill (Cambndge, 
UK: Cambndge University Press, 1998). 

8 Martin He1degger, Karl Jaspers: Bnefwechsel: 1920-1963 (Frankfurt am 
Mam: Vittorio Klostermann, 1990). 
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9 Among other thmgs, Hannah Arendt, as well as a number of his most 
successful students, such as Herbert Marcuse and Karl Lowith, were 
Jewish. 

10 The two best treatments of this topic are lam Thomson, Heidegger on 
Ontotheology: Technology and the Polit1cs of Education (Cambndge, 
UK: Cambndge Umversity Press, 2005) and Hans D. Sluga, Heidegger's 
Crisis: Philosophy and PolitiCS m Nazi Germany (Cambndge, MA: 
Harvard Umvers!ty Press, 1993). 

11 "Nur em Gott Kann uns retten," Der Sp1egel (1976). 

CHAPTER2 

In his Replies to the First ObjectiOns, m Rene Descartes, Meditations on 
First Philosophy with Selections from the Objectwns and Replies, rev. ed., 
trans. by John Cottmgham (Cambndge, UK: Cambndge Umversity 
Press, 1996). 

ne, 2 Donald Davidson, Inquiries mto Truth and Interpretation (Oxford: 
rk: Oxford Umversity Press (Clarendon Press), 1984). 
lily 3 The reader may find a detailed treatment m my He1degger's Temporal 
cal Idealism (Cambndge, UK: Cambndge Umverslty Press, 1999). 
ted 4 Much better, m any case, than Bemg and Time: a Translation of "Sein 
'ng und Zeit," trans. by Joan Stambaugh (Albany, NY: SUNY Press, 1996). 
ng 5 Followmg John Haugeland, "Heidegger on Being a Person," Nous, 16 
Ia- (1982). 

6 Following Charles B. Gmgnon, Heidegger and the Problem of Knowledge 
nd (Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing Co., 1983). 

7 Followmg Taylor Carman, Heidegger's Analytic (Cambridge, UK: 
ts: Cambndge Umvers!ty Press, 2003). 
lll 

1g CHAPTER 3 
se 
1s See "Kant's Thesis About Bemg," m Pathmarks. For more on this 
a! theme, see Thomson, Onto theology. 
ty 2 See Thomas Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific Revolutwns, 2nd, enlarged 

ed. (Chicago: Umversity of Chicago Press, 1970). 
p 3 See, for example, John Dewey's account of the history of metaphysics as 

the codificatiOn of the expenences of those who did not have to work with 
n their hands (which IS pretty much the antithesis of Heidegger's account 

m Bas1c Problems): The Quest for Certamty, m Later Works, 1924-1953, 
~, vol. 4 (Carbondale, IL Southern Illinois Umvers!ty Press, 1988). 

4 Temporalitiit, which Macquarne and Robmson render as "Temporality" 
With a capital "T," to distmgmsh It from Zelflichkett, "temporality" with 
a lower-case "T"; (t)emporality IS the temporal structure of our bemg. 

5 Franz Brentano, Psychology from an Empirical Standpoint, trans. by 
D.B. Terrell, Antos C. Rancurello, and Lmda L. Mcalister (London: 
Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1973). 
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6 Husser!, Ideas Pertainmg to a Pure Phenomenology and to a Phenomeno
logical Philosophy; First Book, General Introduction to a Pure Phenom
enology, trans. by F. Kersten (The Hague: Martmus Nijhoff, 1982). Note 
that He1degger does not accept the phenomenological reductiOn per se, 
because, he argues, m the case of our own bemg, we cannot describe 
what It IS to be human without taking a stand on our own existence. See 
History of the Concept of Time: Prolegomena, trans. by Theodore Kisiel 
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1985). 

7 See "My Way to Phenomenology," m Time and Being. 
8 See "The Ideal of Pure Reason," m Critique of Pure Reason. 
9 He1degger offers as an analogy the forms of intuitiOn m Kant, but this 

analogy presupposes He1degger's mterpretatwn of the forms of mtu
Ition, which Is not generally accepted. See Phenomenological Inter
pretatiOn of Kant's "Cnt1que of Pure Reason," trans. by Parvis Emad 
and Kenneth Maly (Bloommgton: Indiana Umverslty Press, 1997), 
§§7-9. 

10 As an example, see David Lewis, "General Semantics," Synthese (1970). 
11 Heidegger's doctoral dissertatiOn was a cntique of psycholog1sm m a 

Husserlian mold. "Die Lehre vom Urteil1m Psycholog1smus," m Friihe 
Schriften (Frankfurt am Mam: Vittono Klostermann, 1978). 

12 E.g., David Brooks, On Paradise Drive: How We L1ve Now (and Always 
Have) in the Future Tense (New York: Simon and Schuster, 2004). 

13 Peter Humfrey, Painting in Renmssance Vemce (New Haven: Yale 
University Press, 1995), p. 226. The pamtmg is on plate 164. 

14 Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, p. B408. For Hume, see A Treatise of 
Human Nature, 2nd ed. (Oxford: Oxford Umvers1ty Press, 1978), Book I, 
Part IV, Sectwn VI. 

15 Kant, Cntique of Pure Reason, p. Bl31. 
16 He1degger attributes the cleanest versiOn of this thesis to Max Scheler, 

who wntes that the person "is rather the umty of livmg-through [ex- ..: 
penencmg] which IS Immediately expenenced m and With our expen- 1 

ences - not a thmg merely thought of behmd and outside what IS 
Immediately expenenced" (Formalism in Eth1cs and Non-formal Eth1cs of 
Values: a New Attempt Toward the Foundatwn of an Eth1cal Personalism, 
5th rev. ed., trans. by Manfred S. Fnngs and Roger L. Funk [Evanston: 
Northwestern University Press, 1973], as quoted by He1degger m Bemg 3 
and Time, 73/47). 

17 Soren Kierkegaard, The Sickness Unto Death, trans. by Howard V. Hong 
and Edna H. Hong (Pnnceton: Princeton Umvers1ty Press, 1980), p. 13. 3 

18 Jose Ortega y Gasset, "History as a System," m History as a System and 
Other Essays Toward a Philosophy of History (New York: W W Norton, 3 
1961), p. 203. 

19 John Haugeland, "Understanding Natural Language," Journal of 
Philosophy, vol. 76 (1979). 

20 Of course, one can reconfigure moral considerations to tram on this 
sense of self. Thus, my claim here IS not that He1degger's reflectiOns on 3 
self-identity "transcend" moral philosophy, but merely that they dig 
deeper than Kant's notion of the moral personality. In fact, some of 
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NOTES TO PAGES 42-68 

the Impetus behmd the return to virtue theory m contemporary moral 
philosophy lies m consideratiOns such as these, and there IS no pnnc1pled 
reason why one could not develop a He1degger-fnendly moral 
philosophy. 
Hubert L. Dreyfus, Bezng-in-the- World (Cambridge, MA: Massachusetts 
Institute of Technology Press, 1991), ch. 3. 
See Henry E. Allison, Kant's Transcendental Idealism (New Haven: Yale 
Umvers1ty Press, 1983). He1degger seems to take a similar approach to 
Kant m Phenomenological Interpretatwn of Kan(s "Cnt1que of Pure 
Reason." 

23 Moreover, It follows from He1degger's mterpretatiOn of the transcen
dental reflective mqmry as ontology that we cannot say that It is the 
same entity, m this case I, who am a father and weigh x pounds. We 
cannot talk about the numencal Identity of two Items with different 
ways of bemg. 

24 For example, Critique of Pure Reason, trans. by Paul Guyer and Allen W 
Wood (Cambndge, UK. Cambndge Umvers1ty Press, 1998). 

25 See Dewey, The Quest for Certaznty and Expenence and Nature, m Later 
Works: 1924-1953, vol. 1 (Carbondale and Edwardsville: Southern 
Illinois U mverslty Press, 1981 ). 

26 See Wittgenstem, Philosophical Investigations, 2nd ed., trans. by G. E. 
M. Anscombe (Oxford, UK: Blackwell, 1997) and Prelimznary Studies 
for the "Philosophical investigations," generally known as the Blue and 
Brown Books, 2nd ed. (New York: Barnes & Noble, 1969). 

27 Dreyfus, Being-in-the- World and Mark Okrent, He1degger's Pragmatism 
(Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1988). 

28 See John Haugeland, "Ontological Supervenience," Southern Journal of 
Philosophy, vol. 22 (1983 Supplement) and "Weak Supervemence," 
Amencan Philosophical Quarterly, vol. 19 (1982). 

29 I borrow this word from Haugeland, "He1degger on Bemg a Person." 
30 "Verweisung," which Macquarne and Robmson usually render by the 

phrase "assignment or reference." I will JUSt use "assignment," both 
because He1degger's concept IS close to the Idea of a social convention, 
and because m English It IS easy to confuse "reference" with Frege's 
term. 

31 See Thomas Aquinas, Treatise on Happiness, trans. by John A. Oesterle 
(Notre Dame: Umvers1ty of Notre Dame Press, 1964), p. 9 (QuestiOn 1, 
Art. 4). 

32 Thomas Nagel, The View from Nowhere (New York: Oxford Umvers1ty 
Press, 1986). 

33 See Alasda1r C. Macmtyre, After Virtue: A Study zn Moral Theory, 2nd 
ed. (Notre Dame, IN: Umvers1ty of Notre Dame Press, 1984), Charles 
Taylor, The Eth1cs of Authenticity (Cambridge, MA: Harvard Umvers1ty 
Press, 1992), and Am1ta1 Etzwm, The Common Good (Oxford: Blackwell 
Publishing, 2004). -

34 In additiOn to The Ethics of Authenticity, see Sources of the Self The 
Makzng of the Modern Identity (Cambndge, MA: Harvard Umversity 
Press, 1989) and "InterpretatiOn and the Sciences of Man," Philosophy 
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and the Human Saences: Philosophical Papers, val. 2 (Cambridge, UK 
Cambndge University Press, 1985), from which the quote m the next 

52 paragraph IS drawn. 
35 See Robert N. Bellah, Habits of the Heart: Individualism and Comma-

ment in American Life, 1st Calif. pbk., updated edition With a new 
introduction (Berkeley: Umversity of California Press, 1996). 

53 36 The Fundamental Concepts of Metaphysics: World, Fimtude, Solitude, 
trans. by William Mcneill and Nicholas Walker (Bloommgton: Indiana 54 
University Press, 1995), pp. 66-67. 

37 I take the term "import" from Taylor, "InterpretatiOn and Sciences of 
Man." 

38 See "The Oxford English DictiOnary," <http://www.oed.com/>, under 
the heading "disposed." My favonte citatiOn of this use, use #2, is from 55 

Chaucer: "Thy breeth ful soure stynketh, That sheweth wei thou art nat 56 

wei disposed" (c 1400). 
39 William N. Morns and Paula P. Schnurr, Mood: The Frame of Mind 

(New York: Spnnger-Verlag, 1989), p. 3. 
57 40 Moods "inform us about our general state of bemg" and "are thought 

to be mvolved m the mstJgation of self-regulatory processes" (ibid., 
pp. 2-3). See the literature cited by Morris. 

58 41 See PBS, "People Like Us," (2001). 
42 The Nicomachean Ethics of Anstotle, trans. by W D. Ross (London: 

Oxford Umversity Press, 1963). 
43 See Richard Rorty (ed.), The LzngU1st1c Turn: Recent Essays m Philo-

soph1cal Method (Chicago: Umversity of Chicago Press, 1967) 59 

44 See Kuhn, Scientific Revolutwns. 
45 John Dewey, "Does Reality Possess Practical Character?" m Jo Ann 

Boydston (ed.), The Middle Works, 1899-1924, vol. 4 (Carbondale, IL; 
60 Southern IllinOis Umversity Press, 1977), p. 130. 

46 Anthony Giddens, The Constitutwn of Soc1ety (Berkeley: University of 
California Press, 1984), p. 84. 61 

47 See Hegel's Sc1ence of Log1c, trans. by Arnold V Miller (Atlantic 62 

Highlands, NJ: Humamties Press InternatiOnal, 1989). For Heidegger's 
cntJque of Hegel, see Hegel's Concept of Experience, 1st ed. (New York: 

63 Harper & Row, 1970). For an mfiuential contemporary account of 
the dynamics of makmg thmgs explicit in this sense of the term, see 
Robert Brandom, Articulatmg Reasons: An Introduction to Inferenttalism 
(Cambndge, MA: Harvard Umversity Press, 2000). 

64 48 And what he calls "a directiOn of fit," but we do not need to focus 
on that feature. See Searle, IntentiOnality (Cambndge, UK: Cambridge 
Umversity Press, 1983), pp. 11-12. 

49 Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, pp. A79/Bl04--105, B376-377, and §19 
of the B-DeductiOn. 65 

50 I consider these obJectiOns m my "Is Heidegger a Representationalist?" 
Philosophical Top1cs, 27 (1999). 

66 51 The connectiOn with the two different as's was first suggested to 
me by Cnstma Lafont during a discussiOn at a conference. For a 

67 version of the view I am reJectmg, see Lafont, He1degger, Language, 
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and World-Disclosure, trans. by Graham Harman (Cambndge, UK 
Cambndge Umversity Press, 2000). 

52 This tracks Kant's distmctwn between the "undetermmed obJect of 
an empirical mtmtwn" (an appearance) and the determmate object of 
a judgment. Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, pp. A20/B34 and §19 of the 
B-Deduct10n. 

53 Dewey, Expenence and Nature, p. 134. 
54 Wittgenstem, Investigations; Davidson, Truth and Interpretation; Wilfrid 

Sellars, "Empiricism and the Philosophy of Mind," m Science, Percep
tion and Reality (Atascadero, CA: Ridgeview, 1991), and Hans-Georg 
Gadamer, Truth and Method, trans. by Garrett Barden and John Cum
mmg (New York: Crossroad Publishmg, 1975) (the quote IS from p. 443). 

55 Gmgnon, Hezdegger and Knowledge, p. 125. 
56 Thus, Macquarrie and Robmson's distmctwn between the verbs IS 

too weak. I am grateful to Prof. James Lyon of the Bngham Young 
German Dept. for confirmmg this for me through an exammation of 
the histoncal record. 

57 The most mfluential modern model of commumcatwn along these lines 
IS H. P. Gnce, Studies zn the Way of Words (Cambndge, MA: Harvard 
Umversity Press, 1989). 

58 Heidegger's analysis here IS similar to Husserl's analysis of the "x" of 
the noema. See John J. Drummond, Husser/ian Intentionality and Non
foundational Realism: Noema and Object (Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic 
Publishers, 1990). 

59 For Descartes, see "First MediatiOn." For an mterestmg and sophisti
cated discussiOn of skepticism, see Barry Stroud, The Significance of 
Philosophzcal Sceptzcism (Oxford: Oxford Umversity Press, Clarendon 
Press, 1984). 

60 Due to Hilary Putnam, I believe: see Reason, Truth, and History 
(Cambridge, UK Cambndge Umversity Press, 1983), ch. 1. 

61 Kant, Critzque of Pure Reason, p. Bxxxix. 
62 See "Brief Studies m Realism," m JoAnn Boydston (ed.), The Middle 

Works, 1899-1924, vol. 6 (Carbondale and Edwardsville: Southern 
Illinois Umversity Press, 1978). 

63 The analysis that follows IS a simplified versiOn of the argument pre
sented m two of my published essays: "Is Heidegger a Kantian Idealist?" 
Inquzry, 37 (1994), and "Heidegger's Kantian Idealism Revisited," 
Inquiry, 47 (2004). 

64 Macquarne and Robmson wnte, "nor 'is' the 'in-itself.' " Heidegger 
does not use a defimte article before "in-Itself," because he is not trying 
to refer to them-Itself, that IS, entities that exist m themselves, but rather 
to the category of the m-Itself. 

65 Which IS precisely one way to look at Kuhn's Scientific RevolutiOns. 
For more on Heidegger's philosophy of science, see Joseph Rouse, 
Knowledge and Power (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1987). 

66 I have analyzed this argument m considerable detail m Heidegger's 
Temporal Idealism. 

67 Metaphysics, Book 4, 1001b25. 

183 



NOTES TO PAGES 119-141 

68 For a clear summary of Anstotle's psychology, see Christopher 
Shields, "Aristotle's Psychology," Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy 
(Winter 2005), Metaphysics Research Lab, Center for the Study of 
Language and InformatiOn <http: I /plato. stanford. edulentnes/aristotle
psychology!>, accessed Winter 2005. 

69 The first quote is from the Third MeditatiOn, the second from the 
Replies to the First ObjectiOns. 

70 See A Treatise Concerning the Principles of Human Knowledge (Oxford: 
Oxford Umvers1ty Press, 1998). 

71 "The SemantiC ConceptiOn of Truth," Philosophy and Phenomenological 
Research 4 (1944). 

72 E.g., Davidson, Truth and Interpretatwn. 
73 See Okrent, Hezdeggers Pragmatism. 
74 For a clear discussiOn of this pomt, see Richard Rorty, Contmgency, 

Irony, and Solidarity (Cambndge, UK: Cambndge Umvers1ty Press, 
1989), ch. 1, "The Contmgency of Language." 

75 An argument ongmally advanced by Ernst Tugendhat, Der Wahrhezts
begriffbez Husser! and Hezdegger, 2nd ed. (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1970). 

76 See Fntz K. Ringer, The Decline of the German Mandarins: the German 
Academzc Communzty, 1890-1933 (Cambndge, MA: Harvard Umversity 
Press, 1969). 

77 Dreyfus, Bezng-zn-the- World, p. 27. 
78 Macquarne and Robmson render the expressiOn "Wetter- und Nachre

dens" as "goss1pmg and passmg the world along." The German does not 
really connote gossip, however. In German other words are used to 
suggest gossip, such as "Klatsch." Nonetheless, gossip IS a specific form 
of idle talk. 

79 Intngued? Start here: Bruce B. Savare, Reformzng Sports before the 
Clock Runs Out: One Man·s Journey through our Runaway sports Cul
ture (Delmar, NY: Bordlice Publishmg, Sports Reform Press, 2004). 

80 Amerzcan Beauty (Dreamworks SKG, 1999), Sam Mendes (dir.). 
81 Hubert L. Dreyfus and Stuart E. Dreyfus, Mind over Machzne 

(New York: Free Press, 1986). 
82 Fyodor Dostoyevsky, Notes from Underground, White Nights, The 

Dream of a Ridiculous Man, and Selectwnsfrom The House of the Dead, 
trans. by Andrew Robert Macandrew (New York: Signet Classics, 1961), 
p. 103. 

83 Fyodor Dostoyevsky, The Brothers Karamazov, Vintage Books ed., 
trans. by Constance Black Garnett (New York: Modern Library, 
Random House, 1950), p. 289. 

84 This IS clear both m his remarks on Kierkegaard (see, e.g., p. 494), as well 
as his consistent dismissal of what he called "world-view philosophy," as 
for example in the mtroduction to Baste Problems. 

85 For example, m Jean-Paul Sartre, Nausea, trans. by Lloyd Alexander 
(New York: New DirectiOns, 1964). 

86 Dr. Tonmoy Sharma, of Maudsley Hospital, England, as quoted m 
Colin Brennan, "Anhedoma," <http://www.netdoctor.co.uk/special_ 
reports/depresswn/anhedoma.htm>2005. I am grateful to Dr. Patnck 
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Kilcarr of the Georgetown U mverslty Center for Personal Development 
for drawing my attentiOn to this concept dunng a presentatiOn to one of 
my existentialism classes. 

87 I am grateful to Charles Gmgnon for pushmg me m this directiOn, 
although I do not thmk he agrees with my reading of §40. 

88 Heidegger had first-hand expenence With depression, and It IS likely 
that he draws on those personal expenences m §40. See Rudiger Safran
ski, Martin Hetdegger: Between Good and Evil, trans. by Ewald Osers 
(Cambndge, MA: Harvard Umversity Press, 1998). 

89 Dostoyevsky, Notes from Underground, p. 104. 
90 Taylor, Ethics of Authenticity, ch. 10. 
91 See, e.g., Ernst Junger, The Storm of Steel: From the Diary of a German 

Storm-troop Officer on the Western Front (New York: H. Fertig, 1975). 
92 Soren Kierkegaard, Fear and Trembling, trans. by Alastair Hannay 

(New York: Penguin Books, 2003), p. 75. 
93 James P. Carse, Finite and Infinite Games (New York: Free Press, 1986). 
94 Indeed, m a footnote to 11.1 (pp. 494-495, n. 6) Heidegger praises 

Jaspers's conceptiOn of limit-situatiOns. For a discussion of the 
connectiOn, see my "Heidegger's Debt to Jaspers's Concept of the 
Limit-SituatiOn," m Alan M. Olson (ed.), Hetdegger and Jaspers 
(Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 1994). 

95 According to medicme.net, one in ten people will suffer depressiOn dur
mg thw lifetime (http://www.medicmenet.com/depression/page7.htm). 

96 Atlantic City (Parmount Pictures, 1980), Loms Malle (dir.). 
97 Delmore Schwartz, "Existentialism: The Inside Story," The Ego zs 

Always at the Wheel: Bagatelles (New York: New Directwns, 1986), p. 
7. The qmp IS a direct response to Heidegger's rummatwns on death. I 
am grateful to Drew Cross for mtroducmg me to this quip. 

98 This IS portrayed pamfully m Off the Map, m the scene m which Arlene 
(Joan Allen) begs Charley (Sam Elliott), who has barricaded himself in 
the outhouse, to get help (Manhattan Pictures International, 2003), 
Campbell Scott (dir.). 

99 The word Macquarne and Robmson render as "nullity," Nichtzgkezt, 
could also be translated as "nothmgness." 

100 Macquarne and Robmson render "Dasem" as "Dasein," but m this 
case It sounds better to render It as "existence." 

101 Rebecca Kukla has developed a more sympathetic reconstructiOn of 
Heidegger's use of "conscience" and the mfluence that use has had on 
later thmkers, such as Dernda. See "The Ontology and Temporality of 
Conscience," Continental Philosophy Review, 3511 (2002). 

102 Nietzsche's clearest expression of these views can be found m his On the 
Genealogy of Morals, trans. by Walter Kaufmann (New York: Vintage, 
1967). 

103 See Contzngency, Irony, Solidarzty. 
104 Hubert L. Dreyfus and Jane Rubin, "Kierkegaard, Division II, and 

Later Heidegger," which IS the appendix to Dreyfus's Bezng-zn-the
Wor!d. 

105 For example, m his discussiOn ofpumshment m Genealogy of Morals. 
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106 John Stuart Mill, On Liberty (New York: Barnes & Noble, 2004). 
107 He1degger's German term IS simply "Augenblick," "moment" or 

"instant." Macquarne and Robmson expand It to "moment of VISIOn," 
both because they don't want the component "Augen," "eye," to be lost 
m translatiOn, and because they don't want the reader to thmk of 
moments m the sense of instants of clock-time. The Augenblick IS the 
Biblical "twinkling of an eye," the moment of religwus transformation. 

CHAPTER4 

See Existentialism and Humanzsm, trans. by Philip Ma1ret (London: 
Methuen, 1948). 

2 Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, p. A247/B303. 
3 The transcnpt of the debate IS translated along With other relevant 

matenal m Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics, 4th, enlarged ed., 
trans. by Richard Taft (Bloommgton: Indiana University Press, 1990). 

4 "What IS Metaphysics?" m Pathmarks, p. 92. 
5 Rudolf Camap, "The Overcommg of Metaphysics through Logical 

Analysis of Language," m Michael Murray (ed.), Heidegger and Mod
ern Philosophy: Crltlcal Essays (New Haven: Yale University Press, 
1978). See Fnedman, A Parting of the Ways, for more detail on this 
history. 

6 As an example, Paul Edwards, Hezdegger's Confusions (Amherst, NY: 
Prometheus Books, 2004). 

7 Joseph J. Kockelmans, Martzn Heidegger: A First Introduction to his 
Philosophy (Pittsburgh: Duquesne Umverslty Press, 1965). 

8 Bezng and Time also found Its way mto the English language through 
philosophers mfluenced by Sartre, such as Joseph P. Fell, Hezdegger and 
Sartre: An Essay on Bezng and Place (New York: Columbia Umverslty 
Press, 1979) and later on, Fredenck Olafson, Hezdegger and the 
Philosophy of Mind (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1987). 

9 Most prommently, Fnedrich-Wilhelm von Herrmann, Hermeneuttsche 
Phiinomenologze des Dasezns: eine Erliiuterung von "Sein und Zeit" 
(Frankfurt am Main: Vittono Klostermann, 1987) and Otto Poggeler, 
Der Denkweg Martin Hetdeggers, 2nd ed. (Pfullingen: Verlag Gunther 
Neske, 1983), first published m 1963. For a more Anglo style of 
reading He1degger in Germany, see Carl Fnednch Gethmann, Dasein: 
Erkennen und Handeln (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1993). 

10 "Ontology, the A Priori, and the Pnmacy of Practice: An Aporia 
m He1degger's Early Philosophy," in Steven Galt Crowell and Jeff 
Malpas (eds), Hezdegger and Transcendental Philosophy (Palo Alto, CA: 
Stanford Umvers1ty Press, 2006). 

11 Richard Schmitt, Martin Hezdegger on Being Human (New York: 
Random House, 1969), arnved mdependently at He1degger and drew 
some of the same lessons for our account of intelligence and the 
pnonty of practice. 
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FURTHER READING 

Other Texts of He1degger's from h1s Early Period 

The Baste Problems of Phenomenology, trans. by Albert Hofstadter 
(Bloommgton: Indiana Umversity Press, 1982). 

History of the Concept of Time: Prolegomena, trans. by Theodore Kisiel 
(Bloommgton: Indiana Umversity Press, 1985). 

Phenomenological Interpretation of Kant's "Cnttque of Pure Reason," trans. 
by Parvis Emad and Kenneth Maly (Bloommgton: Indiana Umversity 
Press, 1997). 

Kant and the Problem of Metaphyszcs, 4th, enlarged ed., trans. by Richard 
Taft (Bloomington: Indiana Umversity Press, 1990). 

The Fundamental Concepts of Metaphyszcs: World, Fimtude, Solitude, trans. 
by William McNeill and Nicholas Walker (Bloommgton: Indiana 
Umversity Press, 1995). 

"What is Metaphysics?" m William McNeill (ed.), Pathmarks (Cambridge, 
UK; Cambridge Umverslty Press, 1998), 82-96. 

Recommended Secondary Texts on Bemg and Time 

Blattner, William, Hetdegger's Temporal Idealism (Cambridge, UK: 
Cambndge Umverslty Press, 1999). 

Carman, Taylor, Hetdegger's Analytic (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge Um
verslty Press, 2003). 

Dreyfus, Hubert L., Bemg-m-the- World (Cambndge, MA: Massachusetts 
Institute of Technology Press, 1991). 

Gethmann, Carl Fnednch, Dasetn: Erkennen und Handeln (Berlin: de 
Gruyter, 1993). 

Guignon, Charles B., Hezdegger and the Problem of Knowledge (Indianapolis: 
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