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(ABSTRACT) 

This thesis examines the claim that the existential philosophy of 

Martin Heidegger's Being and Time necessarily leads to an authoritarian 

politics. Using the arguments of Jurgen Habermas and Richard Wolin, I 

examine the contention that Heidegger's dichotomy between "authenticity" 

and "inauthenticity" is essentially a normative distinction between good 

and bad, serving to irrevocably split the social world into classes of 

leaders and followers. Against this, I argue that distinction between 

“authenticity” and "inauthenticity" is ethically neutral and therefore 

has no necessary political momentum in any direction. 

Heidegger's critics argue that Being and Time reflects an 

"ideologically tinged worldview" that deems everyday social 

understandings and interaction as worthless "inauthenticity" obstructing 

the realization of our true "authentic" essence. With no positive 

valuation of the common social practices that any democratic political 

framework deems essential, "authenticity" leads inextricably to a 

detached and arbitrary elitism amenable to an authoritarian politics. 

I argue, however, that "inauthenticity"™ embodies a range of 

positive as well as negative phenomena from which "authenticity" can 

never extricate itself. Instead of representing a dichotomization of



the social body, the split between "authenticity" and "inauthenticity” 

is an ethically neutral distinction between the awareness and non- 

awareness of the self. Contrary to the critics' arguments, "authentic" 

self-awareness is not the repudiation of our everyday social world, but 

instead is contingent upon how we go about our everyday social projects. 

Thus, lacking the totalizing critique of our everyday social world and 

common understandings, Heidegger's existential analytic is better 

understood as a normatively neutral philosophical perspective that does 

not necessarily lead in any political or ethical direction.
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Introduction 

Within the dense array of literature concerning the 'Heidegger 

affair' there is a wide variety of commentary on nearly every aspect of 

Heidegger's thought. Part of this discussion has focused on his magnum 

opus, Being and Time, published six years prior to his involvement in 

the National Socialist movement in 1933. Some critics have attempted to 

trace the roots of his political involvement into the categories and 

structures of the existential analytic carried out there. Even some of 

Heidegger's more sympathetic readers have been led to the conclusion 

that the seeds of his disastrous political engagement were sewn, albeit 

in a underdeveloped and implicit manner, within Being and Time. 

While few attempt to argue that Nazism flows inevitably from the 

pages of Being and Time, the general consensus of the critics is that it 

is antithetical to any form of democratic framework, promoting instead 

an authoritarian politics. It is important to note from the outset that 

for the purposes of my investigation, the terms "democratic" and 

“authoritarian” will not be used in any fully developed manner, but will 

be understood merely along one key axis of meaning: the importance of 

the social sphere. For my purposes, the term "democratic" will refer to 

any framework that rests on a core assumption of the inherent worth of 

the common understandings and everyday interactions among the common men



and women that make up the polity. "Authoritarian" on the other hand 

will refer to any political framework for which the common masses are 

primarily the human material necessary for the maintainance of the 

state, and in which our everyday understandings and interactions are 

only of contingent value to be manipulated by the power elite. While 

these conditions are not sufficient, nor perhaps even necessary, for the 

establishment of either framework, I feel that this distinction is 

nevertheless a suitable heuristic for understanding the nature of the 

argument against Being and Time. 

The heart of this issue lies in Heidegger's distinction between 

"authenticity" [Eigentlichkeit] and "inauthenticity" [Uneigentlichkeit]. 
  

Even though it was intended as an analytical tool to distinguish 

between awareness and non-awareness of one's own Being, critics argue 

that it is in fact a thinly veiled critique of everyday social 

existence. It is claimed that the development of this critique renders 

everyday social norms and understandings utterly worthless, in the sense 

of having no positive role in the achievement of authentic self- 

awareness. On this reading, authenticity represents a cultural and 

spiritual superiority far removed from the banality and noise of the 

inauthentic social masses. Ultimately this would seem to promote a 

detached elitism quite amenable to the politics of National Socialism. 

Thus, the core issue of these criticisms is that Heidegger 

denigrates and essentially eliminates all value from the everyday 

understanding of common people that democracy holds to be inherently 

valuable and ultimately essential to its own self-understanding. With 

this denigration of the everyday social sphere, it would seem that



Heidegger's notion of authenticity - and ultimately the whole structure 

of Being and Time - necessarily leads in an authoritarian direction. 

The goal of this thesis is to examine the place of the social sphere 

Within Heidegger's existential analytic. This will entail an analysis 

of the status of our common understanding of the world, intersubjective 

relations and language. Since the main argument is that these core 

aspects our social realm are reduced to the utter negativity of 

inauthenticity, the heart of this thesis will be a detailed examination 

of inauthenticity and its relation to these other structures. 

It will perhaps be more helpful at this point to touch on certain 

themes that this thesis will not cover. First, I will not attempt to 

argue that Heidegger did not personally endorse a fascistic politics in 

the early 1930s, nor will I attempt to show that Being and Time cannot 

be construed as leading toward an authoritarian politics. I am not 

attempting to show that any one political perspective represents a 

‘true' reflection of his philosophy, but rather that any such closure is 

unwarrented by the text. The main issue that I am concerned with is 

strictly whether a contientious reading of Being and Time text   

necessarily leads in an authoritarian direction. 

Second, I will not attempt to debate the various facts concerning 

the historical record. I will neither examine the biographical data of 

Heidegger's life in any serious detail, nor will I explore National 

Socialism, Nazism or fascism as political movements. Instead, I attempt 

to show that the meaning assigned to the various terms of Heidegger's 

analytic are better understood in terms of their internal development in 

relation to each other, within the text, than in terms of their possible



correlation with historical circumstances occurring at the time of its 

writing. Finally, this thesis does not attempt to construct a politics 

out of Being and Time. My goal instead is to call into question a very 

specific political picture that its critics have constructed. 

Thus, the purpose of this work is narrowly circumscribed by the 

issue of the status of the constitutive features of the social realm in 

Being and Time. In order to pursue this issue, I examine the criticisms 

put forth by Richard Wolin and Jurgen Habermas. I have chosen Habermas 

because of the widespread influence, within Amercian academic debates, 

of his philosophical perspective in general, as well as his critque of 

Heidegger. Habermas specifically indicts Heidegger's denigration of 

intersubjectivity and language, and associates it with the re- 

inscription of a subject-centered philosophical perspective. Wolin 

takes the basic schematic of Habermas' argument and develops it into 

what represents the extreme position against Heidegger within American 

academia. I turn to Wolin for the technical development of the various 

arguments against the categories of Being and Time. 

The structure of this thesis consists of an introduction, three 

chapters and a conclusion. The first chapter is an exegesis of those 

aspects of Being and Time that are relevant to the issues at hand. This 

lays out my interpretation of the key terms and becomes the basis for my 

arguments in chapters two and three. The heart of the thesis is chapter 

two. It goes to the center of the controversy and examines the concept 

of inauthenticity. The argument here against Heidegger is two-fold. 

First, it is argued that inauthenticity represents the negative half of 

a normative dichotomy. Second, the concepts of language,



intersubjectivity and our everyday life are said to have been leveled 

into inauthenticity. Once these points have been established, the 

critics effectively cut all ties between authenticity and any positive 

valuation of common social structures as well as those most basic 

mechanisms of democratic sociation. 

I will challenge these arguments on three grounds. First, I show 

that inauthenticity and its structures cannot be understood as a priori 

negative, but must instead be seen as embodying a range of positive as 

well as negative phenomena. Second, I show that language, 

intersubjectivity and the everyday world are not flatly equated with 

inauthenticity, but are instead general structures essential to both 

inauthenticty and authenticity. Finally, I develop this argument one 

step further and trace out some authentic manifestations of these 

phenomena within Being and Time. With these points established, the 

central goal of this thesis is achieved. Once I demonstrate that 

authenticity can be realized in the ordinary interactions of everyday 

life, the argument that authenticity cannot be achieved through means 

amenable to democratic ideals, and so therefore necessarily leads to 

authoritarianism, loses much of its force. 

The final chapter briefly examines claims that authenticity and 

its constitutive structures require a detached aloofness from the 

everyday world. The critics argue that authenticity is nothing more 

than a radical assertion of will, and they combine this with the claim 

that the social realm has a priori been written off as a possible source 

of authentic realization, and therefore find Heidegger's discussion to 

amount to little more than an ‘arbitrary decisionism.' Building off the



insights of the second chapter, I will argue that because of their 

misunderstanding of inauthenticity, the critics then turn to 

authenticity and ask it to perform a task for which it was never 

intended. 

I argue, however, that because the everyday social world always 

provides the basic context in which we live our lives, whether authentic 

or inauthentic, the real issue of authenticity in Heidegger is not what 

we do but instead how we do; form, not content. Because the critics 

claim the content of the everyday social world has been thoroughly 

degraded by Heidegger as inauthentic, they look to authenticity to 

provide the material criterion by which we realize new, authentic, 

content for our lives. On my reading, far from removing us from the 

social sphere, authenticity requires common, everyday projects) and 

interaction for its realization. 

The result of this analysis confirms my assertion in the second 

chapter that authenticity and inauthenticity cannot be seen as opposing 

terms of a normative dichotomy. Authentic awareness requires merely 

that we approach whatever we do with a certain "lightness of care" that 

recognizes our essential finitude and so focuses on our essential nature 

as an openness to Being. As such, projects that would be deemed as 

‘evil’ or 'bad' may just as easily be authentic as those that are good. 

The conclusion reviews the arguments that I put forth and 

considers their overall significance in terms of the debate surrounding 

Being and Time. This thesis is to seen as only one aspect of the larger 

task of fully examining the ‘political ontology' of Heidegger's text.
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The purpose of this chapter is 

IMajor concepts that frame the body 

discussion will be limited to 

philosophical project and how these 

To this end, the second aim of this 

within the broader narrative of Being and Time. 

a coherent picture of this work as a whole, 

twofold. First, I will introduce the 

of the thesis. At this point, the 

an understanding of Heidegger's 

concepts work within his framework. 

chapter is to situate these concepts 

While attempting to give 

I will nevertheless be forced 

to omit many important aspects of the text that do not intersect with 

immediate concerns. 

The structure of this 

roughly follow the basic development of Being and Time. 

general 

{[Fundamentalontologie],   

Being and Time. 

methodological framework. 

examine his argument and 

existence through the notion of 

While not at the center of controversy over authoritarianism, 

is in many ways the most important, 

entire perspective. 

chapter consists 

introduction to Heidegger's project of 

or questioning of Being, 

understanding 

"being-in-the-world" 

of seven sections that 

I start with a 

"fundamental ontology" 

and the arguments of 

This is followed by a brief discussion of Heidegger's 

I then turn to the main body of Heidegger's 

of our basic mode of human 

{In-der-Welt-sein].   

this section 

as it lies at the heart of Heidegger's



From here, we will move into those areas of the text that lie at the 

center of the ‘Heidegger controversy.’ This begins with Heidegger's 

conception of others and the self as developed through the concepts of 

"being-with-others" [{Mitsein] and “being-one's-self" [Selbstsein]. Next, 

I will examine the the three-fold structure of Dasein's "being-in." This 

leads to examine the overall structure of “care" [Sorge] as the Being of 

Dasein. The final section examines the extremely controversial concept of 

"authenticity" [Eigentlichekeit]. 

General Introduction 

Standing at the center of Heidegger's project is a question of such 

elegant simplicity that it at once seems to promise both incisive 

profundity and irrelevant banality; why is there anything at all and not 

rather nothing? Hardly a new question, the contemplation of being, or 

what it is to be, can be traced back through the history of philosophy to 

Plato's and Aristotle's initial contributions to Western philosophy. 

However, it is Heidegger's contention that these foundational steps have 

in fact misconstrued the meaning of Being, resulting in a dogmatic neglect 

of the real issue. Instead, what we find at the heart of Western 

philosophy, stretching from the Greeks up to today, is a sedimented 

assumption that renders questions of the meaning of Being superfluous and 

meaningless (1962, 21). Thus, at the heart of Heidegger's project lies 

the re-invigoration of this question, in order that we may properly 

conceive its place at the center of all thought. 

We will begin by examining the tradition that Heidegger is reacting 

against. Following Heidegger's phenomenological methodology, I start with



our everyday understanding of Being and then move through this to the 

philosophical tradition that lies at the foundation of our normal 

(mis)conception of Being. To understand the way in which the meaning of 

Being has been traditionally misconstrued, we must first look for clues in 

our everyday use and understanding of the term. In the introduction to 

Being and Time, Heidegger examines three paradoxical and yet enlightening 

misconceptions concerning Being: 1) 'Being' is the most universal of all 

concepts; 2) 'Being' is indefinable; and 3) ‘Being’ is self-evident. The 

first misconception posits 'Being' as the most abstract, generic concept 

that can be applied to all things. As the most general category 

applicable to every-thing, ‘Being' has little meaning beyond a grand 

transcendental unity. Yet Aristotle knew that there was a problem with 

this conception, for the Being of different entities seems to be very 

different from each other. For this reason, Aristotle saw this 

‘transcendental universal’ as a unity of analogy (1962, 22). For 

instance, the Being of ideas is analogous, but yet not the same as the 

Being of objects or that of geometric forms. Thus, the question of the 

meaning of Being re-emerges as we shift our attention from a transparently 

generic universal to the mysterious multi-vocity of that which enables all 

that is. 

The second traditional misconception is that Being is indefinable. 

Because of this, it is felt that the question of the meaning of being is 

rendered impotent. However, according to Heidegger, as definitions apply 

to entities, all this tells us is that Being is not an entity. Therefore, 

as Heidegger explains, "we cannot apply to Being the concept of 

'definition' as presented in traditional logic, which itself has its 

foundations in ancient ontology and which, within certain limits, provides



a justifiable way of characterizing ‘'entities'" (1962, 23). It is 

important that we keep Heidegger's warning in mind throughout our inquiry, 

aS we will consistently be misled if we cling to traditional logic. 

Despite this disavowal of logic, it should be noted that Being and Time is 

both rigorous and rational throughout its examinations. However, as Being 

is not an entity, logic cannot grasp its essential nature. 

Finally, it is often held that Being is a self-evident concept and 

therefore in no need of clarification. Indeed, central to Heidegger's 

entire framework is that we already have an understanding of Being. The 

use of the copula 'is' in everyday sentences belies a basic understanding 

of Being. Yet, "the very fact that we already live in an understanding of 

Being and that the meaning of Being is still veiled in darkness proves 

that it is necessary in principle to raise this question again" (1962, 

23). As we shall soon see, it is through this everyday, or "pre- 

ontological" [vorontologischen], understanding of Being that Heidegger's 
  

framework will take its shape. 

Thus, in summary, we see that Being indeed does have some meaning, 

that it is not an entity and that we already live within a basic 

understanding of Being. The first point clears the way for our inquiry by 

legitimating the questioning of Being; the second gives the goal of the 

question, Being, some shape (albeit in the negative sense that we know 

that it is not an entity); and the final shows that the path of our 

inquiry will lie in our own basic understanding of Being. These three 

insights challenge the basic presuppositions of traditional Western 

philosophical thought. Throughout this chapter, specific areas of 

Heidegger's thought will be examined against their counterparts in the 

‘traditional’ philosophical framework. Here, I will merely sketch the 

10



broad outlines of the tradition Heidegger is challenging, which will in 

turn show the revolutionary character of his framework. 

Beginning with the Greeks, according to Heidegger, the question of 

Being has been consistently answered in terms of some immutable substance 

or unifying transcendent ideal that lies outside, above or otherwise 

beyond the contingent realm of existing entities. Collapsing both 

theology and metaphysics into what he will later refer to as ‘onto- 

theology', Heidegger argues that both simply posit a universal ‘'reality' 

that 1s opposed to the illusion of change and contingency that forms the 

realm within which we normally exist. It has been the role of thought to 

penetrate the haze of our temporal and perceptual limitations, in order to 

reach some definable boundaries of the transcendent foundation of 

existence. While thought remains for Heidegger the crucial means by which 

we can reach Being, it does so in a very different manner than in previous 

schemes. At the heart of Heidegger's densely woven philosophical thought, 

we find not the basic concepts that form our world, but instead the 

concrete activities that make up our existence in the world (Dreyfus and 

Hall, 2). 

The difference between the traditional metaphysical inquiry and 

Heidegger's fundamental ontology is subtle, yet crucial to understanding 

his project. Given the traditional preoccupation with 'things,' the 

proper questions for this approach typically center around whether some 

entity actually exists and what kind of entity it is that we are 

considering. Yet these inquiries assume that we already know what 

  

- Citing Plato, Heidegger specifically states that our path must 

not lie in "'telling a story' - that is to say, not in defining entities 

as entities by tracing them back in their origin to some other entities, 

as if Being had the character of some possible entity.” (1962, 26) 

11



‘existence’ means. Put in other terms, the status of the knower is 

basically ignored, or improperly dealt with, in favor of asking the 

question of how we know. This reduces the primary question of an entity's 

existence to a purely logical disjunct; it either exists or it does not. 

However, for Heidegger the more fundamental question concerns what it 

means to exist at all (Gelven, 6). Here we begin to sense the import of 

Heidegger's insight that logic has little hold on an inquiry that focuses 

on that which is no-thing. Instead, the question must shift from a 

metaphysical to an existential inquiry. The best way to understand the 

key points here is through an example. 

Paraphrasing Gelven (Gelven, 8), I would like to consider the 

question "What is a school?" A suitable answer could be a building with 

classrooms containing desks and blackboards. Here we have asked about an 

entity called a 'school' and have answered in terms of characteristics 

that define or identify that entity. However, consider the question "What 

does it mean to be in school?" To this, we can answer that to be in 

school is to be learning about different subjects. It can include to be 

studying, to be questioning, as well as to be teaching. Thus, as we shift 

from a metaphysical to an existential question, our answers shift from 

characteristics of things to what it means to exist in various ways, such 

aS questioning and learning. If we then ask ourselves which question 

comes first, it quickly becomes apparent that what it means to be in 

school determines how and why we build schools. This is what Heidegger 

means by 'fundamental' ontology. The question is not only shifted from an 

entity called Being to the meaning of Being, but by doing so he exposes 

the fact that the underlying meaning is the ground for, or determines, 

12



entities. Thus, the questioning of meaning is more fundamental than the 

questioning of entities. 

In attempting to clarify the main intent of his project, Heidegger 

states "what is asked about is Being - that which determines entities as 

entities, that on the basis of which entities are already understood, 

however we may discuss them in detail" (1962, 25). Dreyfus contends that 

what Heidegger means by Being is "the intelligibility correlative with our 

everyday background practices" (Dreyfus, 10). Whether we think of Being 

as a ‘mode of intelligibility’ or in terms of what it ‘means’ to be 

various ways, it is crucial that we realize that what we are focusing on 

is integrally related to the entities within which it appears. 

This point is important not only in warding off misinterpretations 

of a simple reversal in which action is given priority over entities, but 

is also crucial in understanding how Heidegger will approach the 

interpretation of Being. Far from turning away from entities, Heidegger 

states that “entities themselves turn out to be what is interrogated" 

(1962, 25). This, however, hardly clarifies matters, for as Heidegger 

explains: 

Everything we talk about, everything we have in view, 

everything towards which we comport ourselves in any way, is 

being; what we are is being, and so is how we are. Being lies 

in the fact that something is, and in its Being as it is; in 

Reality; in presence-at-hand; in subsistence; in validity; in 

Dasein; in the 'there is' (1962, 25). 

So now we must ask, in what entities do we pursue the meaning of Being? 

Here it is the insight gained in our discussion of the third and final 

misconception of Being, concerning our basic everyday understanding of 

Being, that points the way. 

13



As we contemplate the proper point from which to launch the inquiry 

into Being, it is this very act of contemplation that must first be 

questioned. Questioning is a mode of Being that points first and foremost 

to the questioner as that entity which must be examined in terms of its 

Being. What is crucial about human being is that we can question Being. 

Specifically, our everyday "pre-ontological" understanding of Being, shows 

that we "care" about Being. In order to stress the everyday embeddedness 

of our understanding and access to Being, Heidegger designates human being 

with the term "Dasein." Fusing the terms "da", meaning "there", and 

"Sein", meaning "being", the composite term 'there-being' is meant to 

reinforce the fundamental inseparability of human being and the world in 

which it exists. The main point is that we are "thrown" [geworfen] into a 

socio-historical nexus of pre-constituted meanings that was here before us 

and will continue long after we are gone. It is this "thrownness" 

[geworfenheit] that fundamentally shapes our entire understanding of 

being. These points will be further developed in the discussion of 

Dasein's fundamental existential structure of "being-in." 

The core of Heidegger's insight into human being lies in the often 

quoted phrase "the 'essence' of Dasein lies in its existence” (1962, 67). 

To understand what Heidegger is getting at here, we must look to the 

etymological root of the word “existence.” Ironically, (or, perhaps, not 

SO ironic considering Heidegger's contention that the modern world has 

forgotten Being) the modern interpretation of existence as a synonym for 

being is the exact opposite from its Greek root, which is ‘to stand 

outside of' being (Steiner, 47). In other words, it is the particular 

ability of human being to stand outside of Being and reflect upon Being 

that sets it apart from other entities in the world. Thus, it is



important to note that human being is merely the privileged methodological 

conduit by which we can question Being. By examining our various modes of 

existence we can expose the essential structures of our existence and 

thereby approach an understanding of Being. 

Heidegger is not looking to a specific form of existence, or, in 

other words, a specific self-interpretation of who we are. An 

understanding such as this, which only thematizes existence through the 

act of existing, is what Heidegger terms “existentiell" [existenziell] 

(1962, 33). The goal of Heidegger's inquiry, however, is to expose the 

basic structures of existence itself, thereby "aim[ing] at the analysis of 

what constitutes existence” (1962, 33). An understanding that leads along 

this path is what Heidegger calls "existential" [existenzial] (1962, 33). 

Thus, Heidegger's existential analytic attempts to expose that which 

transcends and enables any specific form of existence that we may choose 

or be thrown within. In short, the heart of Heidegger's project is the 

inguiry into Being, not into the ways in which one should live. 

The privileged status of human being, or Dasein, points to a further 

distinction that is crucial to Being and Time; that between ontology and 

what is termed “ontical" [ontisch] investigations. As has already been 

mentioned, the term ontology means the study of Being. Ontical, on the 

other hand, refers to entities. Ontical inquiries search for 

characteristics of things, such as a school having rooms, desks, books, 

etc. Likewise, an existentiell analysis is “one of Dasein's ontical 

affairs" (1962, 33). I will follow the convention of reserving the term 

"Being" for the ontological goal of our inquiry, and the term "being" for 

entities. According to our previous discussion, we can now say that 

traditional ontologies, while contemplating Being, posit Being as a being, 

15



or in other words, as an entity, and thereby trap themselves within purely 

ontical investigations. 

Heidegger's challenge then moves along two interrelated lines: 

first, the claim that Being is that which is no-thing and therefore 

ontology must be theoretically distanced from ontical investigations; and 

second, the recognition that this ‘ontological distance' is not the 

obliteration of things, but is instead integrally related to things. 

Since "Being is always the Being of an entity” (1962, 29), Heidegger takes 

as his departure that entity which is ontological; "Dasein is ontically 

distinctive in that it is ontological" (1962, 32). It is our self- 

interpreting nature that is crucial for Heidegger. Instead of attempting 

to bypass the world through pure thought, transcendental meditation or 

prayer in order to reach Being, Heidegger looks first to our everyday 

practices and the "“pre-ontological" understanding of Being that they 

express. 

Remember that we have already interpreted Being as the meaning or 

mode of intelligibility that things have in our world. Thus, the "pre- 

ontological" understanding expressed in our background practices is in 

fact Being. It is through these background practices that the world takes 

shape in a specific way; things appear in terms of the Being expressed in 

this "pre-ontological" understanding of who we are and what our world is. 

However, aS the discussion of the final misconception of Being 

anticipated, despite, or perhaps because of, our proximity to Being, it is 

that which is in most need of clarification. Heidegger states that 

"Dasein is ontically ‘closest' to itself and ontologically farthest; but 

pre-ontologically it is surely not a stranger" (1962, 37). Therefore, we 

must realize that while we all have a basic understanding of Being, "this 

16



understanding develops or decays along with whatever kind of Being Dasein 

may possess at the time" (1962, 37), and so we can never explicitly bring 

this pre-ontological understanding out into the clear light of full 

knowledge. Like the eye that can never see itself, all we can hope to do 

is bring certain aspects of Being into partial awareness. 

Yet it is this partial awareness that Heidegger is going to develop 

into the language of ontology in order to inquire into the meaning of 

Being. This brings us back to what I have termed the ‘ontological 

distance’ between the things that make up the world and the specific 

meanings that coalesce around them and give them their 'shape' within our 

daily lives; in other words, between things and their Being. How is it 

that these interpretations of Being that shape our world come about? Just 

what is this ‘ontological distance,' or more appropriately, what is the 

Being of 'between' things and Being? 

Heidegger's answer is existence. While existence is the projection 

out of Being, logically into the nothing, the Being of this projection is 

the Being of possibilities. Existence is in essence a "potentiality-for- 

Being" (1962, 275). Our background practices express a solidified 

possibility of Being and therefore exist in and of themselves-. Dasein's 

projection into the nothing is not a negation of Being (for negation lies 

within the realm of logic and the pure dichotomy between being and non- 

being), but is instead the opening of possibilities of Being. Existence, 

which in essence is this ‘ontological distance,' is not some spatial 

distanciation, but is instead a space of time, or more specifically the 

  

- Dreyfus makes this point in his discussion of Heidegger's 

conception of existence; "Cultures as well as human beings exist; their 

practices contain an interpretation of what it means to be a culture" 

(1992, 15). 
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space of the future. As we shall see, one of Heidegger's most important 

insights is that Dasein fundamentally lives in the future. 

As the main analytic device of Being and Time, existence is called 

upon to perform a wide variety of tasks. A brief look at the three modes 

of existence, "undifferentiated" [gleichgultig], "authentic" [eigentliche] 

and "inauthentic" funeigentlich], will help explain the central importance 

of the concept as well as clarify the general structure of Being and Time. 

In discussing possible modes of Dasein, it is important to stress the fact 

that Dasein always belongs to someone. Heidegger states that "we are 

ourselves the entities to be analyzed. The Being of any such entity is in 

each case mine" (1962, 67). However, it is crucial that we do not 

interpret this 'mineness' as a subjectivizing movement to an isolated 

consciousness. For it is this very spatial relativizing of a subject 

separated from the world that betrays the traditional metaphysical bias 

toward entities that Heidegger is attempting to overcome. 

Heidegger's first intent in stating the mineness of Dasein is to 

simply indicate "the availability of the object of inquiry and [to] point 

out that the procedure of analysis must be hermeneutic [i.e., 

interpretive] self-reflection" (Gelven, 50). This takes on further 

significance as we consider the undifferentiated mode of existence. What 

is always first and foremost mine is a publicly shared, "pre-ontological" 

understanding of myself and my world. As we have already discussed, the 

background practices that make up our pre-ontological understanding of the 

world already express an interpretation of Being. Thus, as we take over 

this understanding through normal socialization processes, we begin to 

dwell in the undifferentiated mode of existence. We can liken this 

everyday undifferentiated understanding to the unquestioning acceptance of 
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a child. However, it is not a phase that we mature out of into the 

explicit understanding of differentiated existence, but instead we must 

realize that "out of this kind of Being - and back into it again - is all 

existing™ (1962, 69). The bulk of Division One of Being and Time is 

devoted to examining this undifferentiated mode of existence. The basic 

structures of being-in-the-world are of this nature. 

The second level of significance of Heidegger's statement that 

Dasein is in each case mine begins to unfold when we consider that if 

something is mine, I own it. As Gelven points out, the word ‘'own' in 

German is “eigen" which is the root of the word "eigentlich" which has 

been translated as ‘authentic’ (Gelven, 50). Heidegger tells us that 

"because Dasein is in 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™ (1962, 68). The second 

option is the undifferentiated mode of existence in which Dasein has taken 

no stand upon itself other than that of its socialized understanding. The 

final option of ‘seeming’ to win itself is what Heidegger terms the 

"inauthentic" mode of existence. Inauthenticity is Dasein fleeing into 

socially sanctioned roles in order to forget or hide from its essentially 

self-interpreting nature and ultimate groundlessness. 

It is here that much of the controversy around Being and Time 

coalesces. Sensing a latent ethical judgement, detractors argue that 

inauthenticity is a nothing more than a polemical statement against the 

social masses, privileging authentic Dasein as the sole agent of 

historical progress. These arguments will become clearer as we engage 

Heidegger's discussion of "das Mann" (the "They" or the “one") in the 
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section on being-with-others in Division One. At this point I will merely 

re-iterate Heidegger's caution at the beginning of Section One that: 

the inauthenticity of Dasein does not signify any 'less' Being 

or any 'lower' degree of Being. Rather it is the case that 
even in its fullest concretion Dasein can be characterized by 

inauthenticity - when busy, when excited, when interested, 

when ready for enjoyment (1962, 68). 

As this passage intimates, there is a fundamental ambiguity concerning the 

everyday ubiquity of inauthenticity that does not seem to be captured in 

rigid structure of a sociological dichotomy between those few who live 

authentically and the masses who do not. 

Finally, Dasein can 'choose itself, and win itself.' This is the 

mode of authentic existence. It is the subject of much of Division Two, 

along with temporality as the ontological meaning of Dasein, which is 

exposed through authentic existence (which is not to say that inauthentic 

Dasein is not temporal, but instead covers it up). As we shall see, 

authentic Dasein accepts its finitude and therefore recognizes and 

embraces its own existence. Here the second set of attacks will come 

concerning what is seen as the celebration of an arbitrary and unchecked 

will. 

However, we are getting ahead of ourselves. What is important here 

is that we realize the goal of our inquiry, Being as a mode of 

intelligibility or meaning within which we live, and the way in which we 

will approach Being, which is existence as a projection into the 

multiplicity of possible interpretations of Being. Therefore, we will 

look at that being, Dasein, that exists. More specifically, the 

examination will lay bare the basic structures of existence: "being-in- 

the-world", "being-with-others", the "care" structure, "death", "guilt," 

etc. Thus, the ontological analytic will first and foremost be an



existential analytic. As we shall see, existentially, Dasein's various 

modes of Being are characterized by "care": the pre-ontological 

understanding of the world within which we are “thrown” enables things and 

people to matter to us in certain ways. 

I would like to close these introductory remarks with an example 

paraphrased from Steiner's wonderfully concise book, Martin Heidegger,   

concerning music. Music forms some part of nearly everyone's life. We 

all intuitively know that music has some meaning. But if we attempt to 

explain just what music is, we find ourselves at a loss. Scientific 

investigation may fix the being of music within concepts such as atomic 

vibration, frequency, pitch, etc., but somehow, this brings us no closer 

to the ‘'isness' of music. This is in essence what Heidegger calls the 

"forgetting of Being." As we scan a scientific readout of the physical 

data concerning a piece of music, its Being is in fact lost behind the 

rigid categories that construct music as a thing to be measured. Consider 

a deaf person reading this data. Could he or she understand the meaning 

of music from this information? 

Despite the difficulty we have in approaching the essence of music 

directly through language, it has a meaning to all of us. The harder we 

try to explicitly put our finger on this meaning, the more elusive it 

becomes. For each of us, in different ways, music gained meaning within 

our lives as we encountered it in the social and historical settings that 

constitute who we are. In order to approach the Being of music, we must 

ask not what music is, but what it is to hear music. How does music 

appear to us, as we listen to it in our day to day lives? What does it 

mean to hear, enjoy or even create music? To ask these questions is to 

examine the historical development of the different ways in which it has 
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gained meaning within our social context, as well as in our personal 

lives. Ultimately, the Being of music can only be understood in terms of 

time - as a finite phenomena that can never be fixed in the static 

categories of things. 

Heidegger's Methodology: Hermeneutic Phenomenology 

Every serious thinker has a systematic way of thinking which is 

integral to, and in crucial ways, determines his or her thought (which is 

not to say that the reverse is not frequently the case). In Heidegger's 

case, much of the radical character of his thought stems from his 

revolutionary juxtaposition of his own approach with traditional modes of 

philosophical inquiry. This section will become important later when we 

consider arguments that the order of Heidegger's presentation harbors a 

latent bias against language and social interaction. 

Upon first glance, the notion of ‘hermeneutic phenomenology’ is a 

contradiction in terms. For the father of modern phenomenology, 

Heidegger's mentor, Edmund Husserl, "the whole purpose of this method is 

to achieve a vision of consciousness totally untainted by ‘'systems' or 

interpretations: to let the facts speak for themselves, as it were. The 

motto of such phenomenology is "To the facts for things] themselves!" 

(Gelven, 38). Hermeneutics, on the other hand, meaning interpretation, 

looks to uncover the deeper meaning hidden behind appearances; which for 

Heidegger, ultimately, is that there is no deep meaning as the ultimate 

"ground" of all meaning is our shared social practices. 

Thus, we are immediately caught within a quandary as Heidegger is 

claiming to both let the facts speak for themselves and simultaneously 
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maintain an interpretive attitude toward them, which is to say that there 

is no such thing as uninterpreted facts. Caught in an interminable 

paradox, we seem to be left holding out the possibility of pure facts 

while insisting that they are always coded within some interpretive 

framework. 

Stated simply, "the only way out of this dilemma would be if there 

were a case in which the facts were not in principle separate from the 

meanings of facts" (Gelven, 39). The crux of Heidegger's entire framework 

is that things and people are not external 'facts' to be assimilated by an 

isolated consciousness, but instead appear to us because they already have 

meaning within our lives. When I say that I am afraid, or that the hammer 

is too heavy or that she is my friend, I am stating facts that must be 

interpreted within the framework of my existence. Because I am always 

already operating within an interpretation of the world, there can be no 

existential facts that are not the result of the interpretive framework of 

my world. 

The "pre-ontological" understanding that is handed over to us 

through our socialization into a specific mode of existence reveals 

aspects of the world in their practical (i.e. meaningful) context. This 

does not exhaust the Being of the beings thus revealed, as it is only the 

solidified presence of Being through the representation of a specific mode 

of existence. If the essence of existence is possibility, however, then 

to exist is to always project our understanding outside of representation, 

beyond presence. Thus, the challenge of Heidegger's project is to first 

show how Being is always already constituted for us (Division One) and 

then examine how modes of Being that lie outside of representation emerge 

from the nothing into the light of Being (Division Two). We could even 
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say that the heart of Heidegger's project is a simultaneous contemplation 

of the acceptance and refusal of tradition's gift. 

We still have the question of how Heidegger feels he can avoid the 

kind of incorrect interpretations that have continually, in his 

estimation, waylaid traditional philosophical inquiry. In order to resist 

the importation of an artificial interpretive framework, which is central 

to a phenomenological approach, Heidegger's hermeneutic analysis starts 

with the implicit meanings of the existential facts of our ‘'pre- 

ontological' understanding, and attempts to make them explicit by relating 

them to the contextual whole of our existence. The contextual whole of 

our existence is in turn understood by looking at the particular 

existential facts that make up our mode of existing. Thus, there is an 

intrinsic circularity to the project. This is known as the ‘hermeneutic 

circle,' which quite simply represents a reciprocally informing movement 

from the whole to a part, and vice versa. A classic hermeneutic circle is 

the dialectic of strategy and tactics. Why we are fighting a battle 

always informs how we fight it, but the limitations of how we can fight 

the battle must in turn inform our decisions as to why we choose one 

battle over another. 

With this notion of hermeneutics in mind, Heidegger's conception of 

phenomenology then becomes: 

that analysis by which the meaning of the various ways in 
which we exist can be translated from the vague language of 

everyday existence into the understandable and explicit 

language of ontology without destroying the way in which these 

meanings manifest themselves to us in our everyday lives 
(Gelven, 42). 

Therefore, Heidegger must start with the most basic phenomenon that 

presents itself, i.e. our everyday ‘'pre-ontological' understanding, and 
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then move through this to a deeper understanding of the unifying 

structures of existence. The basic schema then is to start with things in 

the world, move to other people, then the self. Once at the self, we 

delineate authentic from inauthentic existence, and then move to the 

difference between the pre-determined character of our being in the world 

and the free character of our being in the world (Gelven, 58). Both of 

these aspects of our being are unified in the one existential structure 

that most characterizes the existence of Dasein: "care." Finally, we find 

that care, and thus our world, can only be understood within the horizon 

of time. 

The examination of Heidegger's methodological framework leads to one 

of the most important implications of his work. By starting with the 

everyday understanding of the world, Heidegger is breaking down the 

distinction between the theoretical and practical by moving to a point 

prior to their separation. As Gelven explains: 

Not since Plato has any thinker so closely integrated the 
theoretical with the practical. The claim, sometimes heard 

among Heidegger's critics, that Heidegger abstracts or 
hypostatizes Being is inaccurate, unless one thinks that only 
abstractions are capable of being understood. But if 

understanding can operate in a way other than abstraction, to 
analyze Being need not mean to abstract Being (Gelven, 42). 

This 'other' understanding is our basic existential relating to things and 

people as having always already gained meaning within our world. This 

insight will be developed further in the next section concerning being-in- 

the-world. Its implications, however, stretch far beyond being-in-the- 

world, for even the most sophisticated abstractions start in the realm of 

basic existential facts. 
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Being-in-the-World 

Being-in-the-world as an essential structure of Dasein must be 

understood as a dynamic interaction between Dasein and Heidegger's special 

sense of "world" [Welt]. As can be anticipated, "world" for Heidegger is 

not a totality of spatially existing things, but is instead the context of 

background practices and social significations, that constitute our 

existential "thrownness": 

That wherein Dasein understands itself beforehand in the mode 

of assigning itself is that for which it has let entities be 
encountered beforehand. The ‘wherein’ of an act of 

understanding which assigns or refers itself, is that for 

which one lets entities be encountered in the kind of Being 

that belongs to involvements: and this ‘'wherein' is the 

phenomenon of the world. And the structure of that to which 

Dasein assigns itself is what makes up the worldhood of the 

world (1962, 119). 

This ‘assigning itself,' as the a priori structure of our Being-in-the- 

world, means that the ‘int of Dasein'ts being-in-the-world must be 

interpreted existentially and not spatially, as in 'I am in school,' ‘the 

is in love,' or 'she is in engineering.' Dasein's being-in-the-world can 

only be understood in its active involvement in projects as we project 

ourselves into roles available to us in our world. The world, while 

continuing before and after our singular existence, cannot be without the 

Daseins that constitute it, or, in Heidegger's words, ‘make up the 

worldhood of the world.' Thus, like beings and Being, Dasein and world 

are codeterminant and cannot be understood as separate entities. 

Heidegger is not denying that the world is made up of things, but is 

instead asserting that they make no sense outside of the nexus of projects 

and social roles within which they are embedded. Referring to the things 

closest to Dasein in our concernful dealings in the world as "equipment" 
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[Zeug], Heidegger states that "taken strictly, there 'is' no such thing as 

an equipment. To the being of any equipment there always belongs an 

equipmental whole, in which it can be this equipment that it is" (1962, 

97). Heidegger's main example is that of a hammer. A hammer is revealed 

not in its physical qualities, but in its use in hammering nails 'in order 

to' build a house 'for the sake of' providing shelter. Heidegger explains 

that: 

Where something is put to use, our concern subordinates itself 

to the ‘'in-order-to' which is constitutive for the equipment 

we are employing at the time; the less we just stare at the 

hammer-thing, and the more we seize hold of it and use it, the 

more primordial does our relationship to it become, and the 
more unveiledly is it encountered as that which it is - as 

equipment (1962, 98). 

Heidegger calls the Being of equipment "readiness-to-hand" 

(alternatively translated as "availableness") [Zuhandenheit]. The object 

of pure contemplation, or scientific inquiry, is stripped of its 

‘worldliness' and is rendered as "presentness-at-hand" (alternatively 

translated as "occurrentness") [Vorhandenheit]. It is crucial to 

Heidegger's entire perspective that "“occurrentness" be seen as parasitic 

upon "availability" - reversing the entire tradition of metaphysical and 

scientific thought. 

In the traditional philosophical, as well as the modern scientific, 

perspectives, the conscious subject observes the fundamental 

characteristics of objects in the world and then assigns them proper roles 

in its life. But this conception, according to Heidegger, bypasses the 

world. It attempts to build the world out of meaningless (i.e., taken out 

of their social context - a chair analyzed as say the density of its wood 

instead of its function within our culture for sitting) bits of physical 

data that are added together to form a cohesive whole (Dreyfus, 116). But 
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for Heidegger, as we have previously seen, things only appear within the 

broader context that makes up the world. If one comes across a pen and 

examines its physical characteristics, this will tell how it works, but 

not why it is. We understand the pen first and foremost as equipment for 

the project of writing; in its "availability". As such we do not 

objectively contemplate a pen, but only write with it. However, if the 

pen runs out of ink or breaks, then we become consciously aware of this 

thing in its “occurrentness". On the other hand, in the western European 

world, the equipment of ancient Egyptian priests could never appear as 

available in our daily lives, but only perhaps as an occurrent cultural 

artifact in a museum. 

The radicalness of Heidegger's position lies in the fact that he 

exposes our most basic ways of operating in the world that have been and 

continue to be consistently overlooked. In their attempt to understand 

human action in the world, traditional accounts build upon an isolated 

subject observing and assimilating objects in the world. These are then 

fit into practices based on their observable characteristics. From this 

there develops an understanding of our basic being in the world as one of 

consciously pursuing tasks within an intentionalistic framework; i.e., our 

engaged interaction with objects and goals is reflected through basic 

mental representations (Gelven, 48-50). At their root, both thought and 

action are seen in intentionalistic terms. 

What Heidegger exposes is a more basic way of being-in-the-world 

that is covered up by this conception. Prior to thought and action is our 

'primordial' non-cognitive, transparent coping with the day to day affairs 

that form our lives. For Heidegger, the subject/object split is parasitic 

and therefore secondary to what he calls our practical "circumspection" 
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[Umsicht] of the world. In a work published the same year as Being and 

Time, Heidegger clarifies these key points: 

The equipmental nexus of things, for example, the nexus of 

things as they surround us here, stands in view, but not for 

the contemplator as though we were sitting here in order to 

describe the things....The view in which the equipmental nexus 

Stands at first, completely unobtrusive and unthought, is the 

view and sight of practical circumspection, of our practical 
everyday orientation. "Unthought' means that it is not 

thematically apprehended for deliberate thinking about things; 

instead, in circumspection, we find our bearings in regard to 

them....When we enter here through the door, we do not 

apprehend the seats, and the same holds for the doorknob. 

Nevertheless, they are there in this peculiar way: we go by 

them circumspectly, avoid them circumspectly,...and the like 

(1988, 163). 

Thus, the background practices that we are socialized into are not 

consciously considered during our daily interaction within the world. We 

are instead absorbed in our daily routines without normally ever 

reflecting upon them; I do not ‘think’ about the doorknob or the motions 

of my arm and hand when I go to open a door. It is within this context 

that things in the world are disclosed to us; not as consciously reflected 

objects (in their "occurrentness") but as equipment (in their 

"availableness") integrated into a network of other equipment, projects 

and personal roles. Thus our basic being-in is prior to the 

subject/object split, which occurs in various levels of equipment failure, 

scientific study and in the special case of the mood "anxiety" [Angst]. 

To summarize both Heidegger's position and that which he is arguing 

against, I will return to the example of the hammer. Lets suppose an 

individual has decided to build a house. In the traditional framework, 

after reflecting upon the proper characteristics of this house, the 

subject surveys the world of objects and ascertains the necessary 

characteristics for the tools and supplies for the job. Deciding to begin 
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with the floor, the subject consciously picks out boards, grabs what seems 

to make a good hammer and begins to nail the boards together, using a set 

of motions which are at least minimally oriented toward the conscious 

enactment of the task at hand. To get a better grasp on this last point, 

consider teaching a computer to hammer nails. Each individual motion that 

makes up the act of hammer (grasping the hammer, lifting it, swinging it 

downward, etc.) must be programmed as a separate objective piece of the 

broader goal of hitting the nail. 

As we turn to Heidegger's conception, remember that his claim is 

that the traditional framework misses or skips over the world. He would 

immediately re-orient us to our embeddedness or thrownness within our 

socio-historically constituted background practices. Instead of an 

isolated subject interacting with 'meaningless' (i.e., decontextualized) 

objects which are then integrated into a broader framework, it is Dasein's 

fundamental being-in-the-world that immerses us first and foremost within 

a broader framework (the context), allowing things to appear as they 

constitute the broader practices within which they are implicated. The 

hammer appears to us in its function of building things. Likewise, nails, 

lumber and the myriad of other equipment necessary for the building of a 

house appear within the broader framework of house building particular to 

a specific culture. It is the ‘'world' as disclosed through Dasein's 

integration within cultural knowledge and practices that allows things in 

that 'world' to gain meaning and appear to us in our daily lives. 

As Dasein approaches the task at hand, it is not a specific 

intentional goal that enables each step of the process, but instead the 

overall project of building the house for the sake of shelter is made up 

of a series of equipmental relations that are integrated into a structural 
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whole, upon which Dasein projects its activities. It is important that we 

clarify the fact that the equipment totality gains its significance in the 

lives of Daseins by being integrated into "for-the~sake-of-whichs" [Worum- 

willen]. These "for-the-sake-of-whichs" are basically roles that I 

project myself into, or, in other words, are integrally related to 

possibilities of my being. As Heidegger explains, “with hammering, there 

is an involvement in making something fast; with making something fast 

there is an involvement in protection against bad weather; and this 

protection ‘is' for the sake of providing shelter of Dasein - that is to 

say, for the sake of a possibility of Dasein's being” (1962, 116). 

Thus, I do not consciously arrange the boards, gather the nails and 

intentionally enact each stroke of the hammer. These are instead done on 

the level of ‘unthought! circumspection in which we do not consciously 

apprehend the things around us, but instead ‘find our bearings in regards 

to them.’ Consider opening a door, eating or sitting down - the doorknob, 

utensils and chair are not consciously apprehended but transparently used; 

unless something is wrong, in which case we are pulled out of our 

transparent coping and objectify that which is causing the problem. Thus, 

we pick up the hammer and strike the nails because this is what one does 

(this notion of ‘what one does' will be extremely important later as the 

heart of Heidegger's concept of Das Mann or the "They" or "One") in our 

culture when we build a house. It is upon these shared background 

practices (i.e., the world) that we must first base our analyses of 

actions and objects. 

The move that we see here has for our purposes a dual effect. 

First, it moves intentionality or goal-oriented activity and thought from 

the level of individual consciousness to the systemic level of Dasein and 

31



its 'world.' In other words, building a house for the sake of shelter is 

not an individualistic determination, but is instead a cultural practice 

that reveals houses, as opposed to caves, tepees, huts or even pyramids as 

suitable means for shelter. This points the way to a more basic awareness 

or ‘'comportment' with the world that is prior to the traditional 

distinctions between thought and action. From this, the second effect is 

the overcoming of the traditional subject/object distinction. Instead of 

seeing an isolated consciousness 'inside' a subjective sphere interacting 

with a world of ‘outside’ objects, Heidegger's being-in-the-world 

integrates being and world at a point prior to the subject/object split. 

To put it in traditional terms, the subject is always already ‘out there', 

just as the objective world is always already ‘in here.' 

Being-with-Others and the 'Who' of Everyday Dasein 

The discussion of Dasein's basic constitution as "being-in-the- 

world" has shown us that we know the world primarily through what we have 

always already done in our day to day coping activities. This ‘always 

already’ signifies the fact that what we do is not primarily of our ‘own!' 

(keep in mind the basic connection between "own" [eigen] and "authentic" 

[eigentlich]) choice, but instead is unthinkingly taken over from a system 

of background practices into which we found ourselves "thrown". 

Now, as we shift from the question of how I know, to who I am, we 

can further develop the implications of these earlier insights. If what I 

know is primarily what I do, then who I am is likewise primarily what I 

do. Since what I do is based on a shared social knowledge, as I go about 

my daily coping activities I always already find those others that 
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constitute our shared social world. However, if what I do is primarily 

not of my own choice but is instead whatever ‘'one' does in our social 

setting, then who I am is primarily not my own seif, but that of everyone 

or anyone in our social world. This generic "subject of everydayness" 

(1962, 150) is what Heidegger calls das Mann, which, although normally 

translated as the "They," I will translate as the "one"“. What we find, 

then, is that this "one" has a dual face; while enabling our most basic 

understanding of who we are, it simultaneously maintains a leveling 

effect, constraining individuality to the stable norms of public 

acceptability. 

Before the discussion of these issues begins, the broader relevance 

of this section for the coming chapters needs to be mentioned. The second 

chapter will focus on arguments that are directly related to the 

development of Heidegger's conception of “inauthenticity"”. The heart of 

Heidegger's understanding of inauthenticity is found in his discussion of 

the generic social “one”. As that aspect of who I am that is precisely 

not my “own" self, the “one" is the ground for my inauthenticity. The 

basic argument against Heidegger is that the negative conception of the 

"one" relegates being-with-others, or intersubjectivity, a priori to the 

realm of inauthenticity. This then leads to the implicit privileging of a 

isolated group of authentic Daseins over and against the denigrated social 

practices of the “one”. Therefore, what we find is the kind of social 

  

* Following Dreyfus (1992, 152), I will use the translation ‘one’ in 

order to maintain the connection between being a Dasein and knowing 

'what one does' and 'what one is supposed to do' in a given world. 

Whereas the 'they' implies a separation of I and them, the essential 

point of das Mann is that I am first and foremost the same as everyone 

and am virtually exchangeable with anyone in my social world. 
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dichomtomization that serves as a stable ground from which to launch all 

types of authoritarian political arrangements. 

While I will save the bulk of the counter-arguments for Chapter Two, 

it is important at this point that we highlight both the positive and 

negative aspects of Heidegger analysis of the "one". What makes this 

section so important, as well as fascinating, is the way in which 

Heidegger weaves together two contradictory insights on social life. 

Citing two of Heidegger's major influences, Dreyfus explains that from 

Dilthey "Heidegger takes up and extends the...insight that intelligibility 

and truth arise only in the context of public, historical practices," 

whereas from Kierkegaard, he is "deeply influenced by the...view that 'the 

truth is never in the crowd'" (Dreyfus, 143). 

Unfortunately, Heidegger's presentation fails to clearly highlight 

the first of these strains of thought, resulting in the widespread 

interpretation that this chapter is mainly devoted to the evils of social 

conformity. This view, however, fails to see the broader relevance of 

this chapter as the culmination of his previous attacks on the traditional 

subject/object framework. Having overcome the traditional perspective of 

"meaningless" objects to which subjects add functions (as "occurrent" 

versus Heidegger's notion of "available"), as well as the consciousness 

oriented interaction of subjects with objects (as intentional deliberation 

versus "concernful comportment"), Heidegger will now show the limitations 

of starting with an isolated subject, or lone ego consciousness, free 

floating in the world. As I develop Heidegger's argument against the 

traditional perspective, I will attempt to highlight the dialectical 

" 
nature of the "one. 
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In approaching the question of who Dasein is, Heidegger begins with 

"the answer...that was seemingly given in Section 9; Dasein is an entity 

which is in each case I myself; its Being is in each case mine" (1962, 

150). However, while ‘seemingly’ correct, this traditional starting point 

for inguiries into the self does not lead us in the proper direction. As 

Heidegger explains: 

the assertion that it is I who in each case Dasein is, is 
ontically obvious; but this must not mislead us into supposing 

that the route for an ontological Interpretation of what is 

"given' in this way has thus been unmistakably prescribed...It 

could be that the 'who' of everyday Dasein just is not the 'I 

myself’ (1962, 150). 

Despite the seeming indubitability of the 'I,' a crucial problem with this 

starting point is "that if we aim to work this out primordially, we must 

disregard everything else that is "given" - not only a "world" that is, 

but even the being of other "I"s" (1962, 151). This, then, isolates the 

'I', implying "that each of us can know only our own experiences and leads 

us to ask skeptical questions concerning how I could ever know that others 

exist" (Dreyfus, 146). However, Heidegger has already argued against 

this, for "in clarifying being-in-the-world we have shown that a bare 

subject without a world never "is" firstly, nor is it ever given. And so 

in the end an isolated “I" without others is just as far from being 

firstly given" (1962, 152). 

Instead of an isolated subject, assimilating the world through 

conscious deliberation and private experiences, the analysis of being-in- 

the-world has shown that Dasein must primarily be understood in terms of 

its basic coping activities. As Heidegger explains: 

This elemental worldly kind of encountering, which belongs to 

Dasein and is closest to it, goes so far that even one's own 

Dasein becomes something that it can itself proximally ‘come 

across' only when it looks away from 'Experiences' and the 

‘centre of its actions', or does not yet 'see' them at all. 
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Dasein finds ‘itself' proximally in what it does, uses, 
expects, avoids - in the environmentally available with which 

it is primarily concerned (1962, 155). 

Heidegger is not denying consciousness or personal experiences altogether, 

but is instead arguing that we cannot begin from this point. To do so is 

to isolate the subject as a “self-sufficient substance" (Dreyfus, 148), 

implying that "the entity in question has at bottom the kind of being 

which belongs to something occurrent, even if one is far from attributing 

to it the solidity of an occurrent corporeal thing" (1962, 153). Again, 

we return to Heidegger's key insight that "man's ‘substance’ is not spirit 

as a synthesis of soul and body; it is rather existence" (1962, 153). 

Thus, in the end, "the self is the stand a certain way of being takes on 

itself" (Dreyfus, 148). 

The picture that Heidegger is creating of the self is a moving 

center of pragmatic activity whose boundaries coalesce at the limits of 

its concern. As we discussed in Dasein's "“being-in-the-world," this 

concern is focused on equipment that gains its meaning "for-the-sake-of" a 

way of being Dasein. Yet, since both the equipment of my concern and the 

"for-the-sake-of-whichs" to which they are linked are acquired from the 

world I have been thrown into, they always imply other Dasein's for whom 

this equipment is there "for-the-sake-of" as well. As Heidegger explains: 

The Others who are thus ‘encountered’ in a ready-to-hand, 

environmental context of equipment, are not somehow added on 

in thought to some Thing which is proximally just present-at- 

hand; such 'Things' are encountered from out of the world in 

which they are ready-to-hand for Others - a world which is 
always Mine too in advance. (1962, 154). 

In other words, not only is knowing how to use a phone, for example, a 

knowing of what 'one' does when using a phone in our world, but to come 

across this phone in our concernful comportment is to simultaneously come 
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across all those others for whom the phone is an available piece of 

equipment as well. 

These "Others" [Andere] do not appear as "occurrent" or "available", 

as things or equipment, but are instead encountered in their "concernful 

comportment"™ within the world as "being-in-the-world." Indeed, "by 

"Others' we do not mean everyone else but me - those over against whom the 

'T' stands out. They are rather those from whom, for the most part, one 

does not distinguish oneself - those among whom one is too" (1962, 154). 

As we discussed concerning the "in" of "being-in-the-world," the "with" of 

"being-with-others" and the "too" of "being-there-too”" must be interpreted 

existentially and not spatially. The 'with' is to be understood in the 

sense, for example, of relatives and loved-ones always being with us, 

regardless of their spatial proximity. Thus, instead of my personal world 

being the ground for your appearing to me, and vice versa, “by reason of 

this with-like [mithaften] Being-in-the-world, the world is always the one 

that I share with Others. The world of Dasein is a with-world [Mitwelt]. 

Being-in is Being-with Others" (1962, 155). The ‘'too' "means a sameness 

of Being as circumspectively concernful Being-in-the-world" (1962, 154). 

Therefore, as I go about my daily routines, my "“being-with-others" in 

"their Being-in-themselves within-the-world is Dasein-with [Mit-Dasein]" 

(1962, 155). 

It is important that we stress the fact that "being-with" is an 

existential structure of Dasein. This means, quite simply, that to be a 

Dasein, we must be "being-with-others." As we have just seen, this is 

grounded in Dasein's most basic existential structure, “being-in-the- 

world." Existentially, because my everyday concerns are based on shared 

concerns, I am always already concerned with others. Heidegger terms the 
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care for others "solicitude™ [Fursorge]. The literal translation for 

Fursorge is 'care for,' which implies a range of social phenomenon from my 

personal sentiment towards someone I care about, to the nurturing attitude 

of parents who care for their children, to the managerial care for the 

sick and elderly. On a political level, ‘caring for' further implies the 

welfare apparatus of the state. Thus, it seems that Heidegger has jumped 

via a family link of words from an existential-phenomenological point of 

view to one with strong ethical overtones. We will examine Fursorge and 

its ethical implications in chapter two. 

My essential nature as "being-with-others" means that being alone is 

merely a deficient mode of "being-with" (1962, 157). In other words, I am 

no less "being-with-others" while alone in my room, than I may be on a 

crowded subway. The difference lies not in the spatial proximity of 

others, but in our existential involvement with one another; either 

inauthenticly or authenticly. Yet, regardless of this dichotomy, "“being- 

with," like "being-in-the-world," is undifferentiated (i.e., neither 

authentic or inauthentic) in its basic foundational significance for 

Dasein. 

Heidegger's brief discussion of the phenomenon of ‘empathy' 

[Einfuhlung] highlights the primordial significance of "being-with-others" 

over and against conventional intersubjective frameworks. One of the most 

troubling dilemmas that has consistently faced proponents of the 

traditional philosophical frameworks has been the problem of ‘other 

minds.' Briefly stated, the problem of other minds asks how the initial 

starting point of an isolated consciousness can ever know other minds. 

This is a crucial hurdle to the development of any intersubjective 

relationship. In order to remedy this shortcoming, empathy has 
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traditionally been posited in order to "provide the first ontological 

bridge from one's own subject, which is given proximally alone, to the 

other subject, which is proximally quite closed off" (1962, 162). Because 

I. recognize myself in you, there is a fundamental relationship between 

myself and others. 

This, however, misses the point as it posits the relationship with 

others as something reducible to a subjective movement from myself to you. 

Heidegger argues, however, that “not only is Being towards Others an 

autonomous, irreducible relationship of Being: this relationship, as 

Being-with, is one which, with Dasein's Being, already is" (1962, 162). 

It is important to remember that just as I find myself primarily in what I 

do, “in that with which we concern ourselves environmentally the Others 

are encountered as what they are; they are what they do" (1962, 163). 

Therefore, as I go about my daily routines, my unthematic comportment 

means that I never really question or think about others. I just 

skillfully work and deal with them. In other words, there is normally no 

"‘need' for a bridge from subject to subject as I am always already with 

others. However, in certain situations, such as when something goes 

wrong, or when someone is hiding their ‘true’ feelings from us, we are 

pulled out of our basic comportment and must find some other way to reach 

the other. Therefore, “‘'empathy' does not first constitute Being-with; 

only on the basis of Being-with does ‘empathy' become possible: it gets 

its motivation from the unsociability of the dominant modes of Being-with" 

(1962, 162). This ‘unsociability' is an "'inconsiderate' Being-with 

[that] 'reckons' with the Others without seriously ‘counting on them,' or 

without even wanting to ‘have anything to do’ with them" (1962, 163). 
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The momentum of Heidegger's argument leads toward a dual strategy 

for overcoming the traditional distinction between myself and others. Not 

only are we always already ‘out there’ with others, these ‘'others' are 

always already ‘in here.’ However, while these spatial metaphors help 

illustrate the point being made, the heart of the argument is the 

existential constitution of our being. The culmination of Heidegger's 

argument is that the twho! of everyday Dasein is not my own private self, 

but is instead the publicly shared understanding of myself expressed in 

the "one." Heidegger calls the "one" the "'Realest subject' of 

everydayness" (1962, 166), asserting that "the 'one’ is an existentiale; 

and as a primordial phenomenon, it belongs to Dasein's positive 

constitution" (1962, 167). It is on the basis of the "one's" foundational 

Significance that we find both its positive as well as negative 

implications for Dasein. . As we shall see in Chapter Two, whereas 

Heidegger's detractors see his analysis of the loss of the self into the 

"one" as a totalizing critique of tradition and society in general, his 

defenders see the positive side of the "one" as putting tradition and 

social norms at the heart of Dasein. 

The positive aspects of the "one" revolve around its establishing 

the rules and norms that define our basic interaction in the world. We 

now see that the background social practices that we have previously 

discussed in our "being-in-the-world" are in fact dictated by the “one": 

"the "one" itself articulates the referential context of significance" 

(1962, 167). The "one" maintains an "average" intelligibility without 

which these basic social 'rules' could not be maintained. This not only 

means that I understand a phone by knowing how ‘one! normally uses a 

phone, but on a more fundamental level, the most basic ways in which I 
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operate in the world, many of which could never be articulated, are 

defined by the "one." Some examples are pronunciation of words, personal 

distance and the use of hand gestures. I can never ‘step outside' of 

these aspects of myself, many of which I am not even aware of, but instead 

can only modify them in some manner that is my own. 

The dilemma, however, with the "one", within which I primarily 

dwell, is that in the concernful utilization of equipment in the world: 

every Other is like the next. This Being-with-one-another 

dissolves one's own Dasein completely into the kind of Being 

of 'the Others', in such a way, indeed, that the Others, as 

distinguishable and explicit, vanish more and more. In this 

inconspicuousness and unascertainability, the real 

dictatorship of the ‘they! is unfolded (1962, 164) 

Further, the maintenance of the 'average intelligibility’ that enables my 

understanding of the world is contingent on the fact that I do not deviate 

from the norms it establishes. Thus, while serving a positive function, 

the flip side is that "this care of averageness reveals in turn an 

essential tendency of Dasein which we call the ‘levelling down' of all 

possibilities of Being" (1962, 165). This "averageness, and leveling 

down, as ways of Being for the ‘one', constitute what we know as 

‘publicness' [Offentlichkeit]" (1962, 165). In addition, "because the 

"one" presents every judgement and decision as its own, it deprives the 

particular Dasein of its answerability [Verantwortlichkeit]" (1962, 165). 
  

I am never directly responsible because "it ‘was' always the "one" who did 

it, and yet it can be said that it has been 'no one'" (1962, 165). 

Another disturbing effect for Heidegger is the fact that "by 

publicness everything gets obscured, and what has thus been covered up 

gets passed off as something familiar and accessible to everyone" (1962, 

165). Thus, the ‘average intelligibility’ that we have of the world is 
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maintained as something not merely ‘average’ but instead “takes for 

granted that the everyday for-the-sake-of-whichs and the equipment that 

serves them are based upon God's goodness, human nature, or at least solid 

good sense" (Dreyfus, 156). Therefore: 

what gets covered up in everyday understanding is not some 
deep intelligibility as the tradition has always held; it is 

that the ultimate "ground" of intelligibility is simply shared 
practices. There is no right interpretation. Average 

intelligibility is not inferior intelligibility; it simply 
obscures its own groundlessness (Dreyfus, 157). 

The 'one', then, not only limits the realization of my ‘own’ individual 

self, but it covers up the various possibilities of finding myself through 

its essentializing claim to universal validity. 

We have now come to the heart of Heidegger's crucial delineation 

between "inauthenticity" and "authenticity." As we have discussed, 

existence is the projection out of Being into possibilities. Certainly, 

the ‘one! projects a possibility of Being and therefore, as existent in 

and of itself, has a foundational role in every aspect of who we are. 

However, this general interpretation of Being becomes sedimented as it 

limits the manifestation of other possibilities by covering up the 

awareness of our ‘own’ existence. As we shall soon see, the awareness of 

my ‘'own' finitude gives meaning to my ‘'own' being, which then sets the 

stage for the authentic projection into my 'ownmost' possibilities to be. 

It is here, in the movement of authentic existence, that the event of 

Being can be born to presence. Yet, it is crucial to realize that 

authentic existence is not a leap out of, but a movement from Being, which 

is enabled by the first founding step of the "one": 

Authentic Being-one's Self does not rest upon an exceptional 
condition of the subject, a condition that has been detached 

from the 'one'; it is rather an existentiell modification of 
the ‘one’ - of the ‘one’ as an essential existentiale (1962, 

168). 

42



Being-in and the Three-Fold structure of Dasein's Disclosedness 

We now turn from the structures of Dasein's world - the referential 

whole and significance as articulated by the "one" - to the structures of 

Dasein's “being-in." Through the development of Dasein's "affectedness" 

{Befindlichkeit] (also translated as "“"state-of-mind"), “understanding" 

[Verstehen] and "fallenness" [Verfallen], Heidegger seeks to explicate the 

disclosure, or revealing, of Dasein's world. In other words, Heidegger is 

laying out the basic structures of the "there" or the Da of Dasein's 

"Chere-being." Some preliminary remarks will help situate the broader 

relevance of this section. 

Throughout the discussion of “being-in-the-world" the focus on our 

non-thematic comportment stressed the transparency of Dasein's interaction 

with the world. This transparency is the result of both the homogenizing 

identity of the "one," as well as the fact that everything in our world is 

embedded in a referential nexus of “in-order-tos" that lead to "for-the- 

sake-of" ways of being a Dasein. As compelling a picture of our 

socialization and daily interaction in the world as this may be, in and of 

itself it nevertheless gives little insight into the diversity and 

contingency of the 'real' world and the people that constitute it. In 

this section, Heidegger develops several concrete aspects of Dasein 

including the random chance of our "“"thrownness" [Geworfenheit] and the 

"understanding" of my “ownmost" possibility of being. This will begin to 

round out our picture of Dasein by showing that "human beings are never 
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directly in the world; we are always in the world by way of being in some 

specific circumstances" (Dreyfus, 163). 

The specific circumstance of Dasein's "“being-in-the-world" is 

referred to by Heidegger as a "clearing" [Lichtung]. The term Lichtung 

literally means a "clearing in the forest" and is derived from the term 

Licht meaning "light." "Clearing" is both a space and an activity in 

which things appear, or are "disclosed," "in the light of our 

understanding of being" (Dreyfus, 163). The general concepts of "“being- 

cleared," "being-in" or "being-its-there" all refer to Dasein's activity 

of opening a clearing: 

When we talk in an ontically figurative way of the lumen 

naturale [natural light] in man, we have in mind nothing other 

than the existential-ontological structure of this being, that 

it is in such a way as to be its "there." To say that it is 
"illuminated" means that as being-in-the-world it is cleared 

in itself, not through any other being, but in such a way that 

it is itself the clearing (1962, 171). 

The basic point is that in any given situation, or clearing, it is my 

specific concerns that disclose the various aspects of the situation. 

This is, of course, done on the background of the more primordial 

disclosure of the “one," and merely represents my particular perspective 

on the situation. In other words, the field of things from which I can 

choose to care about has always already been established by the "one." 

It is important to stress that the "there" of Dasein's "being-there" 

is not to be understood spatially, but rather existentially. The "there" 

or "here" (Da can be translated as either) of my Being is not a position 

in space, but instead expresses that with which I am concerned: 

The "here" of [Dasein's] current factical situation never 

signifies a position in space, but signifies rather the leeway 

of the range of that equipmental whole with which [Dasein] is 

most closely concerned (1962, 420). 
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When Heidegger states that "Dasein brings its 'there’ along with it" 

(1962, 171), he means that "aithough Dasein's there is not a geometrical 

perspective, it is a moving center of pragmatic activity in the midst of a 

Shared world" (Dreyfus, 164). As such, Dasein does not consciously 

disclose the world, but instead "Dasein is its disclosedness" (1962, 171). 

Another way to put this is that man both lights the clearing and is 

lit up by the clearing. It is important to realize that "Heidegger's 

doctrine is that there is a double direction of light" (Nicholson, 109). 

On the one hand, Dasein projects the light of its cares in the world. On 

the other hand, Dasein is illuminated by its pre-ontological understanding 

of the background practices that makes up its world and establishes the 

entire range of cares - those available within that social setting - upon 

which Dasein's particular ones are projected. Thus, it is important to 

note that "although each Dasein does its own caring and thus is its own 

"there," the result is one shared situation" (Dreyfus, 165). In sum these 

two are essentially interrelated aspects of Dasein: the fundamental 

inseparability of Dasein and world, and the circular hermeneutic structure 

of Dasein. In other words, my cares are not only enabled or cleared by 

the world, but they in turn open up or clear specific aspects of the 

world; the world constitutes who I am as I help constitute the world. 

Before we move into the specific existentials that make up "Being- 

in," the pivotal nature of the coming sections need to be discussed. The 

last section focused on, among other things, the inauthenticity of the 

"one." An important aspect of this is that inauthenticity is grounded in 

the actual, whereas authenticity is grounded in the possible. However, 

"by this it is not intended to suggest that the inauthentic cannot be seen 

as a possibility, or that the authentic can never be actual" (Gelven, 75). 

45



The key distinction, of course, is that authentic existence is aware of 

the meaning of existence, whereas inauthentic existence is unaware. This 

leads us to the question: 

How is such awareness possible? To see oneself as having 

possibilities is, according to Heidegger, the only genuine way 

in which one can be aware of the meaningful self. To see the 

self merely as an actual entity is always to see it as an 

object, and hence basically as something else. For this 
reason - which admittedly requires considerable thought and 

commentary - it is said that the ground of authenticity is 

possibility, the ground of inauthenticity is actuality" 

(Gelven, 75). 

This section lays the groundwork for the transition between Division 

One and Division Two by detailing Dasein's awareness of both its actual 

determined existence, revealed through "affectedness" [Befindlichkeit], 

and its possible free existence, revealed through "understanding" 

[Verstehen]. The fact that both what I am as well as what I could be are 

meaningful to me is rather obvious. Yet the key point is how each, my 

actuality and possibility, is meaningful to me. For instance: 

To a political prisoner awaiting a trial, the possibility of 
his liberty is far more important and meaningful than his 

present actual state. On the other hand, to a man who has 

just won an important battle, his present actual state is more 

important than his earlier sense of uncertainty, which allowed 

for possible defeat. For a scientist it is facts and not 

possibilities that affect his concern and excite his interest. 
Nor is possibility significant only in a futuristic sense. A 

man who has just committed a morally reprehensible act may 

realize that his previous position included the possibility of 

his refraining from such an act, so-that the torturous and 

guilt-ridden question, "Why did I do it?" is more real to him 

than the simple fact that he did do it. In short, our lives 

are meaningful not only because of what is, but also because 

of what might have been and what might be (Gelven, 76). 

The history of philosophy is replete with thinkers who have 

developed elaborate systems that inevitably reduce one mode to that of the 

other (Gelven, 77). Heidegger's phenomenological system, on the other 

hand, allows each mode to reveal itself. According to Heidegger, 
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"understanding and affectedness are equiprimordial," meaning that neither 

term can be reduced to the other. As we shall soon see, these two terms 

will be unified under the broader existential of "care." It is important 

to note that this unity will be a simple belonging together as opposed to 

one of identity, in which one term is reduced to the identity of the 

other. 

With this said, there nevertheless is a priority of possibility, as 

the ground of authenticity, over the actual. It is worth noting that such 

a position has some important precedents in the history of philosophical 

thought. For example, both Plato and Kant utilize ideas, as that which 

precedes experience, for moral purposes (Gelven, 79). Gelven further 

points out that: 

In terms of morals, the priority of ideas over facts (and 
hence of possibility over actuality) is quite powerfully felt. 

Many philosophers argue that the ought cannot be derived from 

the is. As long as one restricts oneself to consideration of 

existing facts, there can be no ground for establishing any 

kind of morality except one based upon the extremely narrow 

limits of alternatives afforded by chance happenings (Gelven, 

79). 

Metaphysically speaking, "reality" is based on the actual existence 

of entities in the world. Yet, whereas the actual is in a certain sense 

more "real" than possibility, as we shall soon see it is possibility that 

is more meaningful. Thus, Heidegger's inquiry into what it means to be 

establishes possibility as prior to actuality. This, however, does not 

mean that the actual is not important to Heidegger: 

In fact, to be aware of the actual is also part of 
authenticity. Surely one would not consider someone who was 
blind to reality to be authentic. To say that possibility is 

prior in existential meaning to actuality is not to say that 

actuality is totally without existential meaning, nor does it 

say that awareness of actuality automatically constitutes 

inauthenticity. (It does suggest, however, that to place 
actuality above possibility in one's values may _ be 
inauthentic) (Gelven, 80). 
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Any adequate understanding of Dasein must take both into account. 

The equiprimordiality of these existentials ~ "affectedness," 

"understanding" and "fallenness" - requires that no one can be understood 

apart from the others. We turn first to the actual as revealed through 

"affectedness." 

Affectedness 

The first difficulty we face in examining this existential is in 

translating Befindlichkeit. Widespread dissatisfaction with the original 

translators’ term, "state-of-mind," has led to a variety of alternatives. 

The main problem with "state-of-mind" is its implication that Heidegger's 

focus is to be the private mental states of an isolable, occurrent subject 

(Dreyfus, 168). Instead, the key issue underlying the existential of 

Befindlichkeit is the way in which Dasein finds that things and ways of 

being already matter to it. The difficulty in finding a suitable English 

term has led Dreyfus to use the term "affectedness," which at least 

implies the fact that we are always already affected by the world. This 

is captured in a passage that summarizes the main thrust of this 

existential: 

To be affected by the unserviceable, resistant, or threatening 

character of that which is available, becomes ontologically 

possible only in so far as being-in as such has been 

determined existentially beforehand in such a manner that what 
it encounters within-the-world can "matter" to it in this way. 

The fact that this sort of thing can "matter" to it is 

grounded in one's affectedness; and as affectedness it has 

already disclosed the world - as something by which it can be 

threatened, for instance...Dasein's openness to the world is 

constituted existentially by the attunement of affectedness 

(1962, 176). 
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The subjectivist implications of this existential threaten to 

persist, however, with the translation of Stimmung as "moods." While I 

will continue to use the term "mood," it is important that we realize that 

"moods" are not psychological states, but instead refer to the different 

ways in which things and the world affect Dasein: 

A mood is not related to the psychical...and is not itself an 

inner condition which then reaches forth in an enigmatical way 
and puts its mark on things and persons...It comes neither 

from "outside" nor from "inside," but arises out of being-in- 

the-world, as a way of such being (1962, 176). 

Moods are first and foremost not individual, but instead: 

the dominance of the public way in which things have been 
interpreted has already been decisive even for the 

possibilities of having a mood - that is, for the basic way in 

which Dasein lets world "matter" to it. The "one" prescribes 

one's affectedness and determines what and how one ‘'sees' 

(1962, 213). 

Thus moods point to a broad range of social phenomena that reveal aspects 

of the world for Daseins: 

As Heidegger uses the term, mood can refer to the sensibility 

of an age (such as romantic), the culture of a company (such 

as aggressive), the temper of the times (such as 

revolutionary), as well as the mood in a current situation 

(such as the eager mood in the classroom) and, of course, the 

mood of an individual. These are all ways of finding that 

things matter (Dreyfus, 169). 

Therefore, we are always in a mood, which can never be fully reflected 

upon (1962, 175). 

There are three main characteristics of this existential: (1) 

disclosure of our "thrownness" [Geworfenheit]; (2) disclosure of "Being- 

in-the-world" as a whole; and (3) disclosure that what Dasein encounters 

in the world already matters to it. The first characteristic of 

"affectedness" is that it discloses the fact that the Being of Dasein is 

to a large degree determined by circumstances beyond our control. When 
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and where I was born, who my parents are and, in a crucial sense, the way 

in which the world is revealed as that which I always already care about 

are all aspects of myself into which I was "thrown." 

In revealing certain aspects of who we are, it is important that we 

realize that this disclosure “does not mean 'to be known as this sort of 

thing'" (1962, 173). In other words, moods do not expose everything about 

Dasein's given circumstances. Specifically, the "'whence' and the 

‘whither’ remain in darkness" (1962, 173). Affectedness reveals the fact 

of Dasein's being-in-the-world, but tells us nothing about why or for what 

purpose we are here. As we shall see later in the discussion of "guilt" 

[Schuld], the fundamental element of unknown at the heart of our 

"throwness" signifies that, at its basis, Dasein is a "nullity" of itself. 

The second characteristic of "affectedness" is that how I perceive 

the world is always done on the background of moods. As we have 

previously mentioned we are always in a mood. As such, my Being-in-the- 

world as a whole is colored by my "“affectedness." Things show up as 

mattering in certain ways, which in turn reveals how things are going for 

me. For instance, when I am annoyed, otherwise humorous events will 

appear as the grounds for further annoyance. Thus, "one comes back from 

the yonder of annoying things and events to a realization that one is 

annoyed. This sort of reflection from the world, rather than 

introspection, is the way we find ourselves" (Dreyfus, 174): 

A being of the character of Dasein is its "there" in such a 

way that, whether explicitly or not, it finds itself in its 
thrownness. In affectedness Dasein is always brought before 

itself, and has always found itself, not in the sense of 

coming across itself by perceiving itself, but in the sense of 
finding itself in the mood that it has (1962, 174). 
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The final aspect of "affectedness" is the explicit statement of the 

core of this existential: things always already matter to Dasein. It is 

this existential: 

that grounds the significance of the world as it is...What 

Heidegger means by this is that unless there were prior to the 
occurrence of any fact a mode of human existence that would 

make that occurrence significant as a fact, then no fact could 

matter to Dasein. Since such a mode must be prior to the 

fact, it 1s an existential; and as an existential it is a 
priori (Gelven, 84). 

Thus, “affectedness” is a "dimension of Dasein's disclosing - an aspect of 

originary transcendence" (Dreyfus, 175). Heidegger writes: 

Existentially, affectedness implies a disclosive submission to 
the world, out of which we can encounter something that 

matters to us. Indeed from the ontological point of view we 
must as a general principle leave the primary discovery of the 

world to 'bare mood' (1962, 177). 

Understanding 

As we move into the existential of “understanding,"™ it is important 

to remember that we are not leaving the previous one, "affectedness," 

behind. Their fundamental intertwinement, or equiprimordiality, is stated 

at the beginning of Heidegger's discussion: "Affectedness always has its 

understanding, even if it merely keeps it suppressed. Understanding 

always has its mood" (1962, 182). And just as I began the last section by 

attempting to forestall the cognitivist overtones of "“affectedness," 

again: 

with the term "understanding" we have in mind a fundamental 

existentiale, which is neither a definite species of cognition 
distinguished, let us say from explaining and conceiving, nor 
any cognition at all in the sense of grasping something 

thematically (1962, 385). 
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Instead, primordial understanding is a practical competence or know-how. 

This can be seen in everyday communication when we "use the expression 

‘understanding something’ with the signification of 'being able to manage 

something,’ ‘being a match for it,' ‘being competent to do something'" 

(1962, 183). As Dreyfus explains: 

To understand a hammer, for example, does not mean to know 

that hammers have such and such properties and that they are 

used for certain purposes - or that in order to hammer one 

follows a certain procedure, i.e., that one grasps the hammer 

in one's hand, etc, Rather, understanding a hammer at its 

most primordial means knowing how to hammer (Dreyfus, 184). 

As an existential structure of Dasein, understanding is concerned 

not only with specific everyday skills, but also the entire structure of 

"Significance," or referential whole, and "for-the-sake-of-whichs," or 

social roles, that ultimately reveals the possibility or potentiality of 

existence. Heidegger states that: 

in the "for-the-sake-of-which", existing Being-in-the-world is 

disclosed as such, and this disclosedness we have called 

"understanding"...In understanding, as an existentiale, that 

which we have such competence over is not a "what", but Being 

as eXisting. The kin of Being which Dasein has, as 

potentiality-for-Being, lies existentially in understanding 

(1962, 182-183). 

I not only have a basic know-how of reading and writing, but I also 

"understand" their purpose as they fit into the specific "for-the-sake-of- 

whichs" that are possibilities I project myself into and therefore am - 

student, scholar, etc. Yet I do not ‘have' these skills nor these 

possibilities as something appropriated; they instead 'have' me. I am 

both these skills as well as these possibilities: "Dasein is not 

something present-at-hand which possesses its competence for something by 

way of an extra; it is primarily Being-possible. Dasein is in every case 
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what it can be, and in the way in which it is its possibility" (1962, 

183). 

The basic existential structure of “understanding” is "projection" 

(1962, 185). All of my actions make sense for-the-sake-of projecting a 

way of Being a Dasein. On a more basic level, my primordial comportment 

with equipment as "ready-to-hand" means that this equipment is here for 

the sake of my Daseining. This equipment is significant not in its actual 

existence but for the sake of possibilities that I am about to take up. 

According to Heidegger, "the totality of involvements is revealed as the 

categorical whole of a possible interconnection of the ready-to-hand" 

(1962, 184). The pen, paper, computer, etc. are all significant to me as 

they are all integrated for the sake of my projected writing of these 

pages. Thus, "the world is significant as it presents itself to my 

projects, my plans, my possibilities." In a crucial sense, we can say 

that the world is “always a kind of future world, yet to be realized" 

(Gelven, 88). 

These existential possibilities must be "sharply distinguished both 

from empty logical possibilitf{ies]" as well as "a free-floating 

potentiality-for-Being in the sense of the ‘liberty of indifference’ 

(1962, 183). My random "thrownness" into a specific background not only 

means that world always already matters to me, but also that what can 

possibly matter to me is limited to a certain range, or "room for 

maneuver" [Spielraum], available within that background: 

The character of understanding as projection is constitutive 

for Being-in-the-world with regard to the disclosedness of its 

existentially constitutive State-of-Being by which the 

factical potentiality-for-Being gets its room for maneuver. 

And as thrown, Dasein is thrown into the kind of Being which 

we call "projecting" (1962, 185). 
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Whereas roles such as scholar and professor are possible projections that 

I have been thrown into, Egyptian Pharaoh or Indian Shaman are not viable 

possibilities. As an American student in the latter half of the 20th 

century, these options would normally not occur to me, nor would they be 

available to me within my background. 

The clearing simultaneously reveals and conceals the possibilities 

available to me through my world. It does not interfere with my freedom 

per se, but instead establishes and therefore constrains the background 

upon which I can freely press into my possibilities. It is important to 

realize that my freedom is not based on my considering possibilities, and 

therefore somehow contingent upon my background, but instead "I consider 

possibilities because I am free" (Gelven, 88). Thus, the existential 

awareness of possibilities is not externally related to Dasein, for 

"Dasein is existentially in every case...Being-possible" (1962, 183). The 

implication of Heidegger's theory of “understanding” is a: 

very serious challenge to traditional epistemology, which sees 

the cognitive functions of mind operating independently of 

such considerations as one's freedom and capability of choice. 
Heidegger is insisting that the purely cognitive functions of 

understanding are generated from the existential awareness of 

possibilities, and that this awareness itself is based on 
being able to exist in various ways (Gelven, 88). 

As a core aspect of my existence, the projection of my possibilities 

must not be understood in terms of “comporting oneself towards a plan that 

has been thought out, and in accordance with which Dasein arranges its 

Being. On the contrary, any Dasein has, as Dasein, already projected 

itself; and as long as it is, it is projecting” (1962, 185). Because the 

equipment of my world is always integrated into a broader nexus of "“in- 

order-tos" and "for-the-sake-of-whichs," as long as nothing goes wrong, my 

daily comportment will always project my activity as making long-term 
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sense without my ever considering any long term goal. Therefore, "as 

projecting, understanding is the kind of Being of Dasein in which it is 

its possibilities as possibilities" (1962, 185). 

For this reason Heidegger states that: 

Dasein is constantly 'more' than it factually is, supposing 

that one might want to make an inventory of it as something- 

at-hand and list the contents of its Being...But Dasein is 

never more than it factically is, for to its facticity its 

potentiality-for-Being belongs essentially (1962, 185). 

Factuality refers to the ontic aspects of Dasein's existence; facticity to 

the ontological. Because Dasein is its possibilities, no cataloging of my 

past and present accomplishments - no actual events of my life - can 

characterize who I essentially am. Instead, it is the projection into my 

possibilities that is most significant for who I am. 

The existential or primordial of "understanding" means that 

"'Intuition' and 'thinking' are both derivatives of understanding" (1962, 

187). This greatly narrows the traditional distance between knowing and 

existing, for according to Heidegger's characterization of 

"understanding": 

possibilities become available to the inquirer neither through 
pure cognition nor through experience. Rather, they become 

available to the inquirer through the existence-structure of 

the inquirer himself. Possibility is not something 

experienced (for we experience only actualities), nor is it 
something purely thought (for possibility is not the result of 

thinking since thinking itself presupposes it). Rather, 

possibility is part and parcel of the very existence of one 

who thinks. To be able to think of what can be, one must be 

able to be, as such (Gelven, 390) 

One of the most interesting implications of this perspective is that the: 

oft-heard protest against the lack of significance that 

philosophy has for "life" is, in this account, simply without 

basis. Built right into the very philosophical account of 

one's mind is one's own existence. There is no "step" to be 
taken between what is abstractly conceived in mind and what is 

concretely felt or lived in existence, for "“existence" is 
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already included in the account of how thought is possible 

(Gelven, 91). 

From here, Heidegger proceeds to derive the more traditional 

accounts of understanding - interpretation and explanation - from our 

basic existential "understanding." Heidegger's basic point is that both 

of these derivative forms of "understanding" are nevertheless grounded in 

our "being-in-the-world.” Interpretation is not a process of “acquiring 

information about what is understood; it is rather the working-out of 

possibilities projected in understanding" (1962, 189). In the act of 

"interpretation" [Auslegung], that which is "ready-to-hand" is 

"cicumspectively taken apart with regard to its "“in-order-to," and taken 

apart as such - that which is explicitly understood - has the structure of 

something as something" (1962, 189). In interpreting the hammer, it is 

made intelligible as that which is used in order to build a house. 

This leads us the important point that "meaning" [Sinn] is the 

"'upon-which of a projection in terms of which something becomes 

intelligible as something” (1962, 193). In other words, the meaning of 

something is its function. And the function of something only makes sense 

in terms of Dasein's projects and concerns. Thus, "meaning is an 

existentiale of Dasein, not a property attaching to entities, lying 

"behind' them, or floating somewhere as an ‘intermediate domain'™ (1962, 

193). 

"Assertion" f[Aussage], or explanation, is a modification of 

"interpretation" in which “something ready-to-hand with which we have to 

do or perform something, turns into something ‘about which' the assertion 

that points out is made" (1962, 200). It is through this process that 

science examines the abstract properties of entities in the world. Yet 
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science can never cut its ties to our primordial “understanding." Not 

only does every scientific theory receive its bearing from our “being-in- 

the-world," but even the most detached scientific attitude still maintains 

the world for the sake of Dasein, even if only to increase our knowledge. 

Language 

Throughout our discussion of “affectedness" and "understanding," the 

theme of language has remained implicit. According to Heidegger "the fact 

that language now becomes our theme for the first time will indicate that 

this phenomenon has its roots in the existential constitution of Dasein's 

disclosedness" (1962, 203). As can be expected, the analysis of language 

will not focus on its structure as a system of signs, but instead as an 

expression of that which we already share in the disclosedness of our 

"being-in-the-world." 

Language is grounded in what Heidegger terms "talk" [Rede]. It is 

important to stress that Rede, as an existential structure of Dasein's 

disclosedness, refers to more than linguistic expression through words. 

Therefore, I will follow Dreyfus and translate Rede as "telling" to 

emphasize its connection to our being able to tell time or tell the 

difference between cooking utensils (Dreyfus, 215). Certainly these 

social conventions are the result of linguistic interpretations of our 

world, but I am merely thrown into these systems and take them over 

unthinkingly through my daily coping practices. The main point of 

Heidegger's theory of language is that "sentences are merely the formal 

expression of the existential manner through which Dasein relates to the 
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world, and as such, sentences are derived and do not carry with them the 

foundation of human communication" (Gelven, 104). Heidegger states that: 

the intelligibility of Being-in-the-world - an intelligibility 

which goes with affectedness - expresses itself as telling. 

The totality-of-significations of intelligibility is put into 

words. To significations, words accrue. But word-Things do 
not get supplied with significations (1962, 204). 

A crucial implication of this is that the locus of truth must shift from 

the propositional or grammatical content of sentences to their underlying 

existential basis. 

Because “telling" is based on the prior intelligibility of our 

existential disclosedness, "hearing" [Horen] and "keeping silent" 

[Scheweigen] are crucial aspects of speech. As Heidegger explains: 

Listening to...is Dasein's existential way of Being-open as 

Being-with for Others. Indeed, hearing constitutes the 
primary and authentic way in which Dasein is open for its 

ownmost potentiality-for-Being - as in hearing the voice of 
the friend whom every Dasein carries with it. Dasein hears, 

because it understands (1962, 206). 

This last point indicates that “what we ‘'first' hear is never noises or 

complexes of sounds, but the creaking wagon, the motor-cycle." The point 

is that: 

It requires a very artificial and complicated frame of mind to 

‘hear' a ‘pure noise'. The fact that motor-cycles and wagons 

are what we proximally hear is the phenomenal evidence that in 

every case Dasein, as Being-in-the-world, already dwells 

alongside what is ready-to-hand within-the-world; it certainly 
does not dwell proximally alongside 'sensations'; nor would it 

first have to give shape to the swirl of sensations to provide 

the springboard from which the subject leaps off and finally 

arrives at a ‘world’. Dasein, as essentially understanding, 

is proximally alongside what is understood (1962, 207). 

The same principle applies to communication for "when we are 

explicitly hearing the discourse of another, we proximally understand what 

is said, or - to put it more exactly - we are already with him, in 
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advance, alongside the entity which the discourse is about" (1962, 207). 

Thus, it is important to realize that: 

Communication is never anything like a conveying of 

experiences, such as opinions or wishes, from the interior of 

one subject into the interior of another. Dasein-with is 

already essentially manifest in a co-affectedness and a cao- 
understanding. In discourse Being-with becomes 'explicitly' 

shared; that is to say, it is already, but it is unshared as 

something that has not been taken hold of and appropriated" 

(1962, 205). 

When I say 'pass the sait,' you do not form a mental image of a salt 

shaker, survey the room and consciously carry out the task. Instead, you 

merely pass the salt, without ever pausing to consider the exact words 

that I said. Because we are being-in-the-world, and therefore already 

‘outside' ourselves alongside the world, the purpose of my communication 

is to point out some aspect of an already shared world. And as we have 

seen, even with more complicated forms of communication such as 

assertions, we still assume a background intelligibility upon which our 

statements can make sense. 

It is through language that we can better understand our world, 

ourselves and each other. Such an understanding demands, however, that we 

listen not so much to the words that are said as the Being expressed in 

them. Thus, the “keeping silent" that stands in an essential relation to 

"telling" and language is more than the momentary pause in which the other 

is allowed a statement or response. Authentic "keeping silent" is instead 

a mode of genuine discoursing which is manifest in what Heidegger terms 

"reticence" [Verschwiegenheit] (1962, 208). In this "mode of discoursing,   

reticence Articulates the intelligibility of Dasein in so primordial a 

manner that it gives rise to a potentiality-for-hearing which is genuine, 

and to a Being-with-one-another which is transparent" (1962, 208). Again, 
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Heidegger is not concerned with what we do or do not say, but instead that 

language maintains its genuine connection with our "being-in-the-world." 

As we shall soon see this connection can become closed off as language 

drifts into "idle talk." 

Fallenness 

Heidegger's analysis of our basic states of "“affectedness" and 

"understanding," as well as their expression through language, has strayed 

from Dasein's everyday "Being-in-the-world." It is imperative that we now 

"regain this phenomenal horizon which was our thematical starting-point" 

(1962, 210). This section lays out the existential characteristics of the 

disclosedness of the "one." Unified in the broad structure of 

"fallenness" [Verfallenheit], its three constituitive features are "idle 

talk" [{Gerede], “curiosity” {Neugier], and "ambiguity" [Zweideutigkeit]. 

In brief, "faillenness is the nonawareness of what it means to be" (Gelven, 

106). Heidegger is careful to note that the coming interpretation is 

"surely ontological in its aims, and is far removed from any moralizing 

critique of everyday Dasein, and from the aspirations of a ‘philosophy of 

culture'" (1962, 211). | 

"Tdle talk" is "the possibility of understanding everything without 

previously making the thing one's own" (1962, 213). Instead of achieving 

a primordial relationship with the entity being talked about, we merely 

"have the same thing in view, because it is in the same averageness that 

we have a common understanding of what is said" (1962, 212). Having 

closed us off from primordial understanding, communication follows "the 

route of gossiping and passing the word along" (1962, 212). Thus, "idle 
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talk" is the “manner in which the inauthentic [fone] articulates its subtle 

smoke screens, which hide the genuine skill of language to expose the 

workings of what it means to be" (Gelven, 107). 

It is important to clarify the three dimensions of language that 

Heidegger is developing. First and foremost is the: 

everyday way in which things have been interpreted as one into 

which Dasein has grown in the first instance, with never a 

possibility of extrication. In it, out of it, and against it, 

all genuine understanding, interpreting, and communicating, 

all re-discovering and appropriating anew, are performed 

(1962, 213). 

Without this average intelligibility it would be impossible for us to 

function in the wide variety of circumstances in which we find ourselves. 

It is the most basic form of "cultural literacy" that every-one must have 

in order to function in our society. This “pre-ontological™ understanding 

is articulated in "telling" and can become explicitly developed through 

language, such as in a work like Being and Time. Yet such an   

understanding is by no means guaranteed to be primordial. Primordial 

relationships are ones in which entities are grasped in their essential 

use for the sake of Dasein. As an existential of Dasein, language is a 

primordial manner in which we come to understand ourselves. On this 

level, language and its existential foundation in "telling" constitute a 

basic, undifferentiated structure of Dasein. 

Yet, herein lies a crucial dialectic. For in any conversation there 

lurks the danger that "we do not so much understand the entities which are 

talked about; we already are listening only to what is said-in-the-talk as 

such" (1962, 212). Whereas genuine communication serves to uncover 

aspects of our world, "by its very nature, idle talk is a closing-off, 

since to go back to the ground of what is talked about is something which 
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it leaves undone" (1962, 213). Moreover, "this closing-off is aggravated 

afresh by the fact that an understanding of what is talked about is 

supposedly reached in idle talk. Because of this, idle talk discourages 

any new inquiry and any disputation" (1962, 213). 

Instead of manifesting genuine understanding, "idle talk" results in 

an attitude of "curiosity" towards the world. In curiosity: 

Dasein lets itself be carried along [mitnehmen] solely by the 

looks of the world; in this kind of Being, it concerns itself 

with becoming rid of itself as Being-in-the-world and rid of 

its Being alongside that which, in the closest everyday 

manner, is ready-to-hand. (1962, 216). 

Maintaining oneself in "idle talk" and "curiosity" leads to "ambiguity." 

As Heidegger explains: 

when, in 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 in a genuine understanding, and what is not. 
This ambiguity extends not only to the world, but just as much 

to Being-with-one-another as such, and even to Dasein'sBeing 

towards itself (1962, 217). 

These three existential characteristics of Dasein's everydayness 

"are not present-at-hand in Dasein, but help to make up its Being" (1962, 

219). Together, they reveal the basic Being which belongs’ to 

everydayness: "falling." Again, Heidegger cautions us that "this term 

does not express any negative evaluation, but is used to signify that 

Dasein is proximally and for the most part alongside the ‘'world' of its 

concern" (1962, 220). Heidegger is referring here to the crucial insight 

that our day to day coping practices are on the level of unthought. Thus, 

even authentic Dasein "must forget itself if, lost in the world of 

equipment, it is to be able ‘actually’ to go to work and manipulate 

something” (1962, 405). 
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This absorption in my concerns, however, can become a fascination 

that tends to close me off from myself. We therefore arrive at a more 

precise definition of "inauthenticity" which "“amounts...to a quite 

distinctive kind of Being-in-the-world - the kind which is completely 

fascinated by the 'world' and by the Dasein-with of Others in the "one"" 

(1962, 220). Whereas our average understanding results from our 

"fallenness" into the "one," a crucial dilemma is that we are constantly 

"tempted" [versuchen] to remain solely within this average 

intelligibility: 

if Dasein itself, in idle talk and in the way things have been 

publicly interpreted, presents to itself the possibility of 

losing itself in the "one" and falling into groundlessness, 

this tells us that Dasein prepares for itself a constant 

temptation towards falling. Being-in-the-world is in itself 
tempting (1962, 221). 

With this notion of "tempting" Heidegger introduces a psychological aspect 

to our “fallenness," which he refers to as a “fleeing,” that becomes a 

serious dilemma for his account of how Dasein becomes "authentic." 

Heidegger does not clearly delineate the various levels of his 

account of Dasein's "“fallenness," but on the broadest level we can 

differentiate a structural "falling" from a psychological "fleeing." 

Throughout my discussion of "fallenness" I developed the structural 

aspects of how Dasein's essential embeddedness in the "one," as well as 

its everyday coping practices, have a certain momentum that carries Dasein 

away from itself. In addition to my essential absorption in the world, 

Heidegger also argues that there is a motivated cover-up of our essential 

groundlessness. In order to hide its unsettling nullity, Dasein succumbs 

to a psychological "temptation" to actively embrace its absorption in the 

world (Dreyfus, 228). 
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The first problem, however, is that Heidegger conflates "falling" 

and "fleeing": "Dasein's falling into the "one" and the ‘world' of its 

concern, is what we have called a 'fleeing' in the face of itself" (1962, 

230). Then, as Dreyfus explains: 

this mistaken conflation of structural falling with 

psychological fleeing leads to an even more unfortunate move. 

Although one side of Heidegger presents falling-away simply as 

a consequence of being-in-the-world, another side of Heidegger 
wants to derive falling-away from a motivated flight. That 

is, he wants to explain the essential ontological structure of 
falling-away is a consequence of Dasein's need to deny its 

unsettled way of being (Dreyfus, 229). 

Yet, "if Heidegger derives falling as absorption from falling as fleeing, 

he makes authenticity impossible" (Dreyfus, 229). If the existential 

structure of Dasein is such that we cannot own up to our ownmost 

potentiality for being, then we are essentially inauthentic. 

The most obvious way out of this dilemma is to just ignore 

Heidegger's equation of the two aspects of "fallenness." It would not be 

too controversial to assert that Heidegger felt Dasein could in fact 

attain "authenticity." Regardless of how we resolve this matter, it is 

not an issue for the political critiques of his development of 

"inauthenticity." Heidegger is accused of relegating the social masses to 

"inauthenticity," while reserving "authenticity" as a realm of elite, 

detached self-affirmation. Thus, a technical mistake that logically makes 

it impossible to attain "authenticity" would merely render the coming 

debate moot rather than support the critiques. 

As we prepare to turn toward an analysis of the salient 

characteristics of "authenticity," it is important that we not lose sight 

of the importance of our everyday "fallenness." As Heidegger explains: 

The phenomenon of falling does not give us something like a 

‘night view' of Dasein, a property which occurs ontically and 

may serve to round out the innocuous aspects of this entity. 
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Falling reveals an essential ontological structure of Dasein 

itself. Far from determining its nocturnal side, it 

constitutes all Dasein's days in their everydayness (1962, 

224). 

Therefore, it is crucial to realize that “authentic existence is not 

something which floats above falling everydayness; existentially, it is 

only a modified way in which such everydayness is seized upon" (1962, 

224). 

The Care-Structure 

Heidegger is now ready to put together all of the existential pieces 

of Dasein into the unified structure of "care." This is merely the 

explicit statement of that which has been implicit at every step along 

Heidegger's analysis: 

Because Being-in-the-world is essentially care, Being- 

alongside the ready-to-hand could be taken in our previous 
analyses as concern, and Being with the Dasein-with of Others 

as we encounter it within-the-world could be taken as 

solicitude (1962, 237). 

Care is the "formal existential totality of Dasein's ontological 

structural whole" (1962, 237). In other words, "what it means for one to 

be is care" (Gelven, 119). Anything and everything I do, whether 

interested or board, active or passive, is characterized by care: 

Care, aS a primordial structural totality, lies "before" every 
factical "attitude" and "Situation" of Dasein, and it does so 

existentially a priori; this means that it always lies in 
them. So this phenomenon by no means expresses a priority of 

the "practical" attitude over the theoretical. When we 

ascertain something occurrent by merely beholding it, this 

activity has the character of care just as much as does a 

"political action" or taking a rest and enjoying oneself. 

"Theory" and "practice" are possibilities of being for an 

entity whose being must be defined as "care" (1962, 238). 

Heidegger summarizes the relationship between Dasein's Being-in and care: 
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Dasein exists as a being for which, in its being, that being 

is itself an issue. Essentially ahead of itself, it has 
projected itself upon its ability to be before going on to any 

mere consideration of itself. In its projection it reveals 

itself as something which has been thrown. It has been 

thrownly abandoned to the "world," and falls into it 

concernfully. As care - that is, as existing in the unity of 
the projection which has been fallingly thrown - this entity 
has been disclosed as a "there" (1962, 458). 

Thus, our “affectedness," "understanding" and "falling" all coalesce as 

care to form the "here" of Dasein. This opens Dasein into the clearing in 

which Dasein and its world have always already met in “concern” and 

"solicitude." Again, we see the circular hermeneutic nature of Dasein. 

This concludes the existential analysis of Division One. Heidegger 

now turns to the task of showing how all of Division One must be 

understood as "temporality." It is in this half of Being and Time that he 

develops "authenticity." While a complete understanding of “authenticity" 

requires the full ontological analytic, for our purposes an analysis of 

several specific concepts will suffice. With Division One behind us, 

arguably the core of Heidegger's thought has been rounded out in 

sufficient manner to allow an adequate understanding of the coming 

sections. 

Authenticity: The Shift from Division One to Division Two 

The development of Division One has been led by the "hermeneutic 

phenomenological" imperative that all analysis must begin with our 

everyday modes of existence. Through the analysis of our "being-in-the- 

world," "being-with-others" and the constituitive features of "being-in," 

Heidegger has developed the basic structures of existence. This however 

is only the first step toward Heidegger's expressed intent of exposing the 
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meaning of Being. In order to make this transition, Heidegger must turn 

his attention to authenticity. 

Before we move into his analysis of the structures of authenticity, 

it will be helpful to reflect upon the broader relevance of the shift to 

this concept. As has been discussed before, authenticity is the awareness 

of one's own existence. To understand the pivotal role of this self- 

awareness, we need to return to Heidegger's initial discussion of why 

Dasein serves as the crucial methodological conduit through which the 

meaning of Being is exposed. The key issue was the fact that Dasein is 

the one being that has an understanding of Being. This understanding 

Heidegger terms "existence." 

The essence of Dasein is to take a stand on Being. As we have 

previously discussed, "understanding" (or "“existence") is a projection of 

possibilities of Being. Earlier in this chapter, I described Being as a 

mode of intelligibility. We can now develop this further along the lines 

of "understanding" and say that Being is the manifold possibilities in 

which entities can become accessible as entities. Thus, it is through our 

existential understanding that Being is cleared; i.e. becomes accessible. 

More specifically, it is our understanding, within a certain leeway 

established by our "thrownness" (which in essence means that our 

understanding was handed over to us), that opens the clearing in which 

Being can emerge, "for it is only as understood that the possible ways in 

which things can be themselves are." (Schatzki, 85). 

In the discussion of “being~in-the-world" we saw how our everyday 

concernful comportment implicitly projects Dasein along a referential 

totality of “in-order-tos" and “toward-whichs" that are ultimately "for- 

the-sake-of" Dasein. Because our concernful comportment is primarily on



the level of unthought, we tend to lose ourselves within the projects and 

therefore interpret ourselves in terms of the world of our concern. This 

structural pull is termed "fallenness" and it is a key structure of our 

"inauthenticity." The central issue is that instead of being aware of our 

Own existence, we are instead unthinkingly carried along the projections 

that have always already been determined by the "one." This is the more 

primordial notion of existence (ek-sistence) signifying that Dasein is 

always already outside of itself as "being-in-the-world.” 

This non-awareness, however, can be modified such that we become 

explicitly aware of our own understanding of Being. We still take over 

the understanding of the "one," but we take it over with an explicit 

awareness of our own existence as a "potentiality-for-Being". Thus, 

authenticity is in essence not concerned with what we do - it does not 

reveal a new set of authentic activities - but instead how we take over 

society's possibilities. In so doing, however, we in essence stand 

outside these possibilities and reflect on the very nature of what it 

means to be in general. Thus, Being attains its ultimate level of 

clearance as it becomes the central theme of our understanding through our 

authentic existence. This, of course, is the status of a work such as 

Being and Time, although it is crucial to note that this is an   

"interpretation," which is technically the explicit appropriation of 

understanding. Thus, as we shall see, authentic understanding of our 

"own-most potentiality-for-Being" is not necessarily meant to be detached 

contemplation, but instead is an attitude very much engaged in the world. 

In order that Dasein can become aware of its own existence, it must 

understand that its potentiality for Being is simultaneously a 

potentiality for not Being. Thus, the way in which we become aware of our 
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own existence is to become aware of our finitude. This finitude, or 

"not," that lies at the heart of Dasein, manifests itself in two forms: 

guilt and death. As we shall see, it is through the confrontation with 

our finitude that we become aware not only of our own existence, but more 

importantly, what it means to be. 

Guilt, Call of Conscience and Death 

The essential nothingness integral to Dasein is revealed through the 

existential structures of "death" [Tod] and "guilt" [Schuld]. Typical of 

Heidegger's analysis, he starts with the everyday understanding of these 

concepts and then breaks through these standard meanings to reveal their 

hidden ontological significance. This is particularly acute with these 

aspects of our existence that explicitly reveal our true ontological 

condition. Whereas Heidegger examines death before guilt, logically guilt 

precedes death as birth precedes death, and therefore I will follow 

Dreyfus and deal with them in this order. 

The word Schuld, translated as "guilt" also means an "indebtedness" 

or "responsibility." Everyday guilt is based upon Dasein's attempt to 

hide its unsettledness through its acceptance of social norms as binding. 

The comforting sense of moral guidelines for our actions leads to the 

everyday interpretation of guilt as that which arises from the violation 

of these guidelines. Guilt then becomes a debt we owe to society which is 

monitored by the "conscience" [Gewissen]. This conscience then further 

obscures the groundlessness of social practices by being interpreted as 

enforcing guidelines that are universally binding: 

This interpretation of the conscience passes itself off as 

recognizing the call in the sense of a voice which is 
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"universally" binding...But this "public conscience" - what 
else is it than the voice of the one? (1962, 323) 

Instead of being grounded in an ethical framework, in which guilt 

results from its violation, existential guilt is an "empty formal 

indebtedness" (Dreyfus, 306) that is in fact "the existential condition 

for the possibility...for morality in general and for the possible forms 

which this may take Factically. Primordial "being-guilty"” cannot be 

defined by morality, since morality already presupposes it" (1962, 332). 

Guilt does not arise from some particular action or failure to act, but 

instead lies at the very basis of Dasein. Guilt reveals the essential 

“nullity” [Nichtig] that forms Dasein's being. The meaning of this 

"nullity" is developed through two forms: "thrownness" and "freedom." 

First and foremost is the fact that our existential thrownness 

reveals that Dasein "has been brought into its "there," but not of its own 

accord" (1962, 329). Not only do I not choose the various roles into 

which I was is thrown, such as masculine or feminine, but they are so 

basic to who I am that I can never bring them into explicit awareness 

(Dreyfus, 306). As Heidegger explains: 

the self, which as such has to lay the basis for itself, can 

never get that basis into its power; and yet, as existing, it 

must take over being-a-basis...."Being-a-basis" means never to 

have power over one's ownmost being from the ground up. This 

"not" belongs to the existential meaning of "thrownness." 

[Dasein] itself, being a basis, is a nullity of itself (1962, 

330). 

The second aspect of our nullity, which in essence stems from the 

first, is the fact that every choice I make closes off a whole range of 

possibilities: 

The nullity we have in mind belongs to Dasein's being-free for 

its existentiell possibilities. Freedom, however, is only in 

the choice of one possibility - that is, in tolerating not 

having chosen the others and not being able to choose them 

(1962, 331). 
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Dreyfus summarizes guilt and its relationship to the call of conscience: 

Dasein's structural indebtedness to the culture for an 
understanding of itself that it can never clearly choose, yet 

out of which it must act and for which it is fully 

responsible, is existential guilt. The existential meaning of 

conscience is the call, not to do this or that, but to stop 

fleeing into the everyday worid of moral righteousness or of 

moral relativism and to face up to Dasein's basic guilt 
(Dreyfus, 308). 

The call of conscience does not communicate any information, but instead 

summons Dasein to its own-most potentiality for Being: 

What does the conscience call to him to whom it appeals? 

Taken strictly nothing...."Nothing” gets called to this self, 

but it has been summoned to itself - that is, to its inmost 
ability-to-be (1962, 318). 

The call of conscience has the character of an appeal to 

Dasein by calling it to its inmost ability-to-be-itself: and 

this is done by way of summoning it to its inmost being-guilty 

(1962, 314). 

The call forces Dasein to face up to the fact that it is a being for 

whom Being is an issue; i.e. the existential meaning of Dasein is "care." 

Thus, “conscience manifests itself as the call of care" (1962, 322). In 

its call to authenticity, "Dasein has to choose itself, not so as to 

become an individual (although as pulled out of conformism it does become 

an individual of sorts), but for the formal reason that as care its being 

is an issue for it" (Dreyfus, 308). "Authenticity...in care, is the 

object of care... - the authenticity of care itself" (1962, 348). 

The nullity that forms care begins in guilt but is revealed to 

Dasein in death: 

Dasein, as care, is the thrown (that is, null) basis for its 

death. The nullity by which Dasein's being is dominated 

primordially through and through, is revealed to Dasein itself 

in authentic being-towards-death....Care harbors in itself 

both death and guilt equiprimordially (1962, 354). 
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Heidegger thus refers to Dasein as the null basis of a nullity (1962, 

331). Whereas the null basis has been revealed as guilt, the nullity is 

that of death. 

Heidegger's analysis of death is one of the most interesting aspects 

of Being and Time, as well as one of the most complicated. Many aspects 

of his discussion go beyond our concerns here, so I will restrict the 

analysis to highlighting two key points that death reveals: what it means 

to be and the priority of possibility over actuality. The "one" obscures 

the meaning of death, and therefore the meaning of being, by focusing on 

death as an actual event which constantly strikes others, but, until it 

arrives, is no threat to me: 

death is understood as an indefinite something which, above 
all, must duly arrive from somewhere or other, but which is 

proximally not yet present-at-hand for oneself, and is 

therefore no threat...'Dying' is levelled off to an occurrence 
which reaches Dasein to be sure, but belongs to nobody in 

particular... [it] gets passed off as always something 

‘actual’; its character as a possibility gets concealed (1962, 

297). 

Taken in this way, the issue of being or not being becomes one of 

empty logical possibilities; either I am or I am not. Once I am dead 

there can be no meaning, and because I cannot technically experience death 

until the moment at which it no longer means anything to me, death as an 

actual event has no meaning. Because being and not being are logically 

equal propositions, if not being has no meaning, then being is meaningless 

as well. Thus, we see how focusing on the actual entangles us within a 

logical framework - which Heidegger warned us of in his introduction - 

that is strictly meaningless. In order to escape from this metaphysical 

trap, we must shift our attention to death as a possibility. 
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When I shift my focus to an explicit awareness of the possibility of 

my own death, I become aware of the meaning of my own being. No longer an 

abstract event that occurs only to others, "death reveals itself as that 

possibility which is one's inmost, which is non-relational, and which is 

not to be outstripped [unuberholbare] (1962, 294). Death individualizes 

Dasein to the extent that it realizes that no one can take over its death, 

which is not an event that it can avoid, but is instead an aspect of its 

own being that is always impending. 

The issue is not to look at death as a possible event that will 

confront me, but instead to reflect upon the impending possibility of my 

death and realize the essential finitude that this implies for every 

aspect of my life: 

Death, as possibility, gives Dasein nothing to be 

‘actualized’, nothing which Dasein as actual, could itself be. 

Tt is the impossibility of every way of comporting oneself 

towards anything, of every way of existing (1962, 307). 

Thus, "just as guilt, existentially interpreted, reveals that Dasein as 

thrown has no possibilities of its own, death, understood existentially, 

illustrates...that Dasein as transcendence can never make any 

possibilities its own" (Dreyfus, 309-310). 

This leads Dasein to the full awareness that it is the null basis of 

a nullity. Authentic Dasein must confront this fact and realize that it 

"can have neither a nature nor an identity, that it is the constant 

impossibility of being anything specific" (Dreyfus, 312). Thus 

Heidegger's talk of Dasein's authentic projection of possibilities of 

itself must mean that it "projects public possibilities in a way that 

reveals rather than covers up what it is to be a self" (Dreyfus, 312-313). 

However, to face up to my essential nullity, I must resist the temptation 
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to flee into the tranquilized non-awareness of the "one." In order to 

understand how we are able to maintain our authentic awareness, we must 

turn to Heideqger's concept of "resoluteness" [Entschlossenheit].   

Resoluteness and Authenticity 

Heidegger defines "resoluteness" as a "reticent self-projection upon 

one's inmost Being-guilty, in which one is ready for [one's nullity]" 

(1962, 343). Far from a state of detached introspection, resoluteness 

propels Dasein into a: 

way of dealing with things and people that incorporates the 

insight gained...that no possibilities have intrinsic 

Significance - i.e., that they have no essential relation to 

the self, nor can they be given any - yet makes that insight 

the basis for an active life (Dreyfus, 316). 

This stance of resoluteness that Dasein takes in response to the awareness 

of its own nullity is presented as making a choice that is denied or 

ignored in inauthenticity: 

The one...hides the manner in which it has tacitly relieved 

Dasein of the burden of explicitly choosing...When 
Dasein...brings itself back from the one, the one-self is 

modified in an existentiell manner so that it becomes 
authentic being its self. This must be accomplished by making 

up for not choosing. But "making up" for not choosing 

Signifies choosing to make this choice - deciding for an 
ability-to-be, and making this decision from its own self 

(1962, 312-313). 

Yet, as Dreyfus points out, "Dasein's structural quilt means that it 

cannot get clear about its life so as to make an explicit total choice" 

(Dreyfus, 317). Thus, as it turns out, the "choice" of authenticity is 

not a willful or intentional act, but is instead "a way of letting the 

inmost self take action in itself of its own accord" (1962, 317). 
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Dreyfus explains the transition from inauthenticity to authenticity 

through the analogy of a "gestalt switch" in which death and guilt no 

longer show up: 

as a threat or as something wrong with Dasein, but simply as 

revelations of the essential structure of Dasein's way of 

being. If Dasein accepted its nullity, the same structure 

that seemed to threaten all its secure projects and its very 

identity would be seen to be challenging and liberating 

(Dreyfus, 317). 

This transition into resoluteness is best understood in terms of Ent- 

schlossenheit which means undisclosedness or "openness." Instead of 

taking a deliberate action, "Dasein as a disclosing way of being accepts 

the call to acknowledge its essential empty openness" (Dreyfus, 318). 

The call comes from the soundlessness of unsettledness, and 

the Dasein which it summons is called back...as something that 

is to become still. Only in reticence, therefore, is Lhis 

Silent discourse understood appropriately (1962, 343). 

Thus, we either keep silent in order to hear the call or allow ourselves 

to be distracted by the idle chatter of the "one." 

The choice, then, “as Dasein's letting itself be called, is 

receptive rather than willful" (Dreyfus, 318). 

When Dasein understandingly lets itself be called forth to 
this possibility, this includes its becoming free for the 

call...In understanding the call, Dasein is in thrall to its 

inmost possibility of existence. It has chosen itself (1962, 

334). 

The question now arises "on what basis does Dasein disclose itself in 

resoluteness? On what is it to resolve?" (1962, 345). According to 

Heidegger: 

Only the resolution itself can give the answer. One would 

completely misunderstand the phenomenon of resoluteness if one 

should want to suppose that this consists simply in taking up 
possibilities which have been proposed and recommended, and 

seizing hold of them. The resolution is precisely the 
disclosive projection and determination of what is factically 
possible at the time (1962, 345). 

75



Thus, "resolution does not withdraw itself from ‘actuality,’ but discovers 

first what is factically possible; and it does so by seizing upon it in 

whatever way is possible for it as its ownmost ability-to-be in the one" 

(1962, 346). 

Resoluteness opens Dasein up to what is termed a "situation" 

[Situation]. The situation is our resolute openess to the "there" in 

which Dasein takes over the circumstances in a unique way: 

The Situation is the "there" which is disclosed in 

resoluteness - the "there” as which the existent entity is 
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The situation is something that has been closed off by the inauthenticity 

of the "one." Instead, "the 'one’ knows only the ‘general situation’ [and 

thereby] loses itself in the ‘opportunities’ which are closest to it" 

(1962, 346). 

Dasein does not realize and take hold of situations, but instead in 

answering the call of conscience, it becomes resolute and finds itself in 

a Situation, already ‘acting’ authentically. As Heidegger explains, 

"Resoluteness does not first take cognizance of a Situation and put the 

Situation before itself; it has put itself into that Situation already. 

As resolute, Dasein is already taking action" (1962, 347). Understood 

along Heidegger's nonintentionalistic lines, “authentic Dasein sees what 

needs to be done by finding itself pushed into doing it" (Dreyfus, 320). 

Occurring in the "glance of an eye” or "moment of vision" [Augenblich], 

what we are doing remains the same but is suddenly 'viewed' differently. 

Thus, far from propelling Dasein into an elitist and anti-social 

lifestyle, "resoluteness brings the self right into its current concernful 
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being-amidst what is available, and pushes it into solicitous being with 

others" (1962, 344). While the ethical implications of solicitude remain 

problematic, the key issue is not what we do, but how we do it; form, not 

content: 

Authentic disclosedness modifies with equal primordiality both 
the way in which the “world" is discovered...and the way in 

which the Dasein-with of others is disclosed. The “world” 

which is available does not become another one "in its 

content,” nor does the circle of others get exchanged for a 

few oe; bul both being towards the available understandinagly 

and concernfully, and solicitous being with others, are now 

given a definite character in terms of their ownmost ability- 

to-be-themselves (1962, 322). 

Thus, as I move from situation to situation, the projects that are of 

central importance to my life may change, but the way in which I approach 

them always maintains itself authentically in an open awareness of the 

finitude of my ownmost potentiality for Being. 

In so doing, Dasein's authentic “existentiality...provides the 

ontological makeup of Dasein's self-constancy" (1962, 370). Of course, 

this self-constancy, also referred to as “steadiness" or "steadfastness" 

[Bestandigkeit], cannot be some inner identity or human nature, but 

instead is a self-imposed constancy on Dasein's intrinsic dispersal in the 

world: 

Everyday Dasein has been dispersed into the many kinds of 

things which daily "come to pass."...So if it wants to come to 

itself, it must first pull itself together from the dispersion 

and disconnectedness of the very things that have “come to 

pass" (1962, 441-442). 

Heidegger refers to this pulling itself together as taking a stand: 

In terms of care the constancy of the self, as the supposed 

persistence of the subjectum, gets ciarified. But the 

phenomenon of this authentic ability-to-be also opens our eyes 

for the constancy of the self in the sense of its having taken 

a stand. The constancy of the self, in the double sense of 

steadiness and steadfastness, is the authentic counter- 

possibility to the non-self-constancy which is characteristic 

of irresolute falling (1962, 369). 
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It is important to remember, however, that this constancy is not the 

over-zealous clinging to some aspect of my life as some essential aspect 

of my identity, but is instead a constant openness to the changing demands 

of the resolute situation: 

{[Dasein] simply cannot become rigid as regards the Situation, 
but must understand that the resolution, in accordance with 

its own meaning as a disclosure, must be held open and free 

for the current factical possibility. The certainty of the 
resolution signifies that one holds oneself free for the 

possibility of taking it back (1962, 355). 

As Dreyfus explains: 

Authentic Dasein, since it does not expect whatever project it 

1s engaged in to give it an identity and a meaningful world, 
can follow a project tenaciously, yet let the project go 

without grief when the project becomes unrealistic, i.e., when 

it ceases to show up as being what needs to be done (Dreyfus, 

326). 

The constancy of authenticity, then, must be understood as an “empty 

formal constancy” in which "the self must manifest its basic nothingness 

in each conditional commitment" (Dreyfus, 326). Thus, according to 

Heidegger, "resoluteness is freedom to give up some definite resolution, 

and to give it up in accordance with the demands of some possible 

Situation or other. The steadiness of existence is not interrupted 

thereby but confirmed" (1962, 443). In keeping ourselves open to change, 

Dasein "repeats" "the basic nullity of its thrownness, whether or not it 

abandons its specific past projects" (Dreyfus, 327). 

The holding-for-true of resoluteness (as the truth of 

existence) by no means lets itself fall back into 

irresoluteness. On the contrary, this holding-for-true, as a 

resolute holding-free for taking back, is authentic 

resoluteness which resolves to keep repeating itself (1962, 

355). 

A final issue that needs to be mentioned concerns the leveling of 

choices that Heidegger's analysis seems to promote. Between the nullity 
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that reveals the ultimate meaninglessness of every choice and the formal, 

contentless nature of authenticity, there seems to be no way to 

differentiate any choice as having any more ‘worth’ than any other. While 

this is formally correct, Heidegger introduces the notion of a "heritage" 

[Erbe] in order to privilege the possibilities of a culture's history: 

The resoluteness in which Dasein comes back to itself, 

discloses current factical possibilities of authentic 

existing, and discloses them in terms of the heritage which 

that resoluteness, as thrown, takes over (1962, 328). 

Within this heritage are many marginal practices, which at one time 

may have been central to some past epoch, that have resisted leveling and 

come down to us as offering alternatives that attract authentic 

individuals (Dreyfus, 329). Repetition then takes specific content as we 

take over these alternative ways of approaching the situation: 

Resoluteness constitutes the loyalty of existence to its own 

self. As resoluteness which is ready for [its nullity], this 
loyalty is at the same time a possible way of revering the 

sole authority which a free existing can have - of revering 

the repeatable possibilities of existence (1962, 443). 

In repetition, there is the tendency to model one's actions after a 

certain person or type of person. This can be done either explicitly or 

implicitly. Heidegger terms this "the possibility that Dasein may choose 

its hero" (1962, 437). 

One does not mimic the actions of some historical figure, nor do we 

erect guidelines laid down in the past, but instead we follow the past in 

a way that breaks free of the normal: 

Arising, as it does, from a resolute self-projection, 

repetition does not let itself be persuaded of something by 
what is "past," just in order that this, as something which 

was formerly actual, may recur. Rather, the repetition makes 

a reciprocative rejoinder to the possibility of that existence 

which has-been-there (1962, 437-438). 
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Thus, "the tension between the past hero and the current situation 

eliminates both universal moral guidelines and reliance on the normal, 

making necessary a unique response" (Dreyfus, 331). In the end, however, 

"the form of acting on any possibility is all that is absolutely essential 

for constancy, and constancy is all that is essential for authenticity" 

(Dreyfus, 332). 
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Chapter 2 

We begin consideration of the critiques of Heidegger's work by 

focusing on "inauthenticity” and the concepts that surround it. This is a 

convenient starting point, for not only does it ground Heidegger's 

understanding of authenticity, but, as his detractors argue, it supposedly 

becomes the abyss from which authentic Dasein must escape in order to 

reach transcendence. As we shall see in the next chapter, the purported 

arbitrary self-affirmation of authentic Dasein is predicated on its flight 

from the everyday world of inauthenticity. As we shift our focus to the 

political sphere, this would not only seem to establish a mold for the 

"solitary leader,’ but it flatly denies any hold that tradition and social 

norms may have on "authenticity," relegating the general public to nothing 

more than that of ‘followers,’ easily slotted into the interstices of 

political, economic and military machines. Therefore, in this chapter we 

must carefully examine both the domain of inauthenticity as well as its 

relationhip, or lack thereof, with authentic Dasein. 

The controversy surrounding inauthenticity is intimately related to 

the "one", Interpreted as a realm of a priori inauthenticity, the 

overall negative impression of the term is reinforced by Heidegger's 

attack on the domain of everyday affairs that consume our daily existence. 

The heart of the issue lies in the fact that "“being-with-others,"” 

"discourse" and “everydayness" are a priori relegated to the realm of 
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inauthenticity. Heidegger's attack on "“publicness" [Offentlichkeit], 

"idle chatter" [Gerede] and the "“fallenness" [Verfallenheit] of everyday 

activities seems to leave no room for authentic intersubjectivity, 

discussion or activity, except for those "few" who have lifted themselves 

out of the swamp of inauthenticity. Left with no social means for 

achieving authenticity, the vast majority of people are "deemed incapable 

of meaningful self-determination" (Wolin, 46). This kind of claim brings 

us to the supposed threshold of Heideggerianism as an authoritarian 

political philosophy. As Wolin explains: 

the only political philosophy that follows from this 

standpoint would be brazenly elitist: since the majority of 

citizens remain incapable of leading meaningful lives when 

left to their own devices, their only hope for ‘redemption’ 

lies in the imposition of a ‘higher spiritual mission' from 

above. Indeed, this was the explicit political conclusion 

drawn by Heidegger in 1933 (Wolin, 46). 

In its starkest sense, then, the basic distinction between "authenticity" 

and “inauthenticity" "suggests that human beings are divided by nature 

into leaders and followers" (Wolin, 56). 

This chapter will unfold in three distinct stages. First, we will 

examine the efforts by Heidegger's critics to situate Being and Time in an 

ideological context of radical conservatism. We will look at several 

questions that this raises concerning the issue of interpretive freedom. 

Throughout, a contrast will be emphasized between a reading that locates 

the meaning of the various terms of Being and Time outside the text in the 

ideological polemics of Heidegger's historical environment, and a reading 

which finds the meaning of each term to be developed internally; that is, 

in its relation to the other terms. This will merely set the stage for 

the rest of the chapter in which I will examine the technical arguments 

for and against Heidegger's text and focus on its internal development as 

82



what I feel is the more persuasave argument concerning its ultimate locus 

of meaning. 

To this end, the second section of this chapter will explore the 

thesis that the ‘German mandarin' disdain for everyday social life is 

mirrored in Heidegger's purported leveling of the entire range of social 

interaction to the purportedly a priori negativity of "inauthenticity"™ and 

the "one." I dispute this argument along three lines. First, I show that 

"inauthenticity” and its various categories are not a priori negative, but 

rather fulfill a crucial positive role in Heidegger's framework. Second, 

I show that the broader concepts of "being-with-others," "language" and 

"everydayness" have not been flatly equated with their inauthentic 

counterparts. Finally, I take a brief look at “authentic™ aspects of 

these concepts. 

The final section will begin by summarizing the general course of 

the previous two sections, allowing us to reassess the broader 

philosophical implications of the first section in light of our findings 

in the second. The chapter ends with a brief examination of Heidegger's 

concept of Fursorge, which is translated as "solicitude." Using 

Dallmayr's insights, I tease out the normative implications for genuine 

intersubjectivity implied by the language of the original German term. 

In approaching Being and Time, both Habermas and Wolin quickly   

situate Heidegger within a radical conservative trajectory of German 
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mandarin intelligentsia in the first part of the twentieth century. In 
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addition to an “entrenched anti-modernism", Wolin explains that a key 

distinguishing feature of the German mandarin intelligentsia is the 

"contrast between Kultur and Zivilisation, where the former term connotes 

the sublimity of spiritual cuitivation and the latter signifies the 

superficial materialism of the decadent capitalist West" (Wolin, 24). 

This, according to Wolin, led these "academic mandarins" to the disturbing 

conclusion that "culture and democracy are antitheses, since the former 

concept is necessary elitist, while the latter promotes a leveling of 

values that is conducive to vulgarity" (Wolin, 26). The "leveling of 

values" is, as we have seen, a key aspect of Heidegger's critique of the 

"one." Thus, Wolin's rhetorical strategy situates Heidegger in the 

company of an entire "generation of conservative revolutionary thinkers" 

(Wolin, 9). 

While Habermas does not share Wolin's prosecutorial zeal, his 

criticisms echo, in a more qualified way, the same concerns. Although 

Habermas locates the full invasion of ideological motifs within 

Heidegger's thought after Being and Time, he nevertheless finds elements 

of an “ideologically tinged worldview" (Habermas, 1989, 186) within the 

work. This is seen most clearly in Heidegger's conception of das Man, 

reflecting "elitist complaints about the ‘dictatorship of public opinion' 

[that] were common currency to the German mandarins of the twenties” 

(Habermas, 1989, 190). Thus, it seems that Habermas would, in the end, 

agree with Wolin that "Being and Time proves to be both a study in 

fundamental ontology as well as an exercise in radical Kulturkritik 

[culture critique]" (Wolin, 71). While the historical contextualization 

of Heidegger and his work is an important aspect in understanding both his 

philosophical as well as personal development, Habermas' and, in 
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particular, Wolin's commentaries threaten nevertheless to become an ex- 

post facto judgment of Being and Time, serving more to close off   

understanding than open it. 

By reading the implications of Heidegger's personal political 

decisions in the early 1930s back into the philosophical categories of 

Being and Time, they not only charge these categories with an ethical 

implication that, arguably, they were not meant to have, but they narrow 

the inherent ambiguity of these implications into the authoritarian/right- 

wing interpretation that Heidegger himself later seemed to endorse. I 

would like to challenge such ideological readings of these terms, arguing 

instead that they are formal philosophical concepts whose ethical and 

political implications are underdetermined. To this end, I will reframe 

the debate in terms of a sustained examination of what might be called the 

paradox of tradition and the new event. I will use this introduction to 

expose Heidegger's deeper philosophical foundation that envisions both 

tradition and the new event as a unity of 'simple belonging together’. 

This initial examination will allow us to see the fundamental difficulty 

with assuming any normative reading of the inauthenticity/authenticity 

split. 

Before launching into an ideological debate concerning Heidegger's 

terms, it is important to at least consider the argument that these are 

technical concepts like those necessary for any philosophical inquiry. 

Wolin and Habermas insist that the various terms of Being and Time cannot 

be fully understood outside of the historical context of the mandarin 

‘culture wars.' Thus, their argument is contingent on the fact that terms 

such as “inauthenticity" and the "one" require external support in order 

for their meaning to be understood by the reader. This argument, however,



becomes problematic if we can establish their meaning within the framework 

of Heidegger's philosophical project. This is not to say that the 

historical context within which Heidegger wrote Being and Time is not 

important. However, there is an important difference between using 

historical contexturalization to broaden our understanding and claiming 

that such a reading gives us an indispensable access into the writer's 

mind. 

What about a reader who is unaware of any historical or biographical 

information about the author? The argument that Habermas and Wolin seem 

to be making is that such a reader would not explicitly understand the 

full meaning of the text, but would nevertheless be caught within a 

historical inter-text that leads inextricably to a variety of negative 

social and political consequences. Again, we cannot deny the presence, 

nor the importance of such inter-texts. However, the dilemma with their 

argument is two-fold. 

First, it implies that the history that I, as a reader, bring into 

the text is not only subsidiary to, but ultimately will become parasitic 

upon, Wolin's and Habermas’ reading of the past. The effect of such an 

argument has important implications not only for the potential reader, but 

for how we understand both meaning and its interrelation with the subject. 

By fixing a specific story and imbedding it. as a structural aspect of the 

text, they then imply that whatever meaning I take away from the text will 

harbor the logical ramifications of this story. In other words, to the 

extent that I buy into Heidegger's existential analytic, I logically have 

no other recourse than dismissing everyday social practices as banal and 

endorsing an elitist political standpoint. Therefore, this specific 

aspect of Heidegger's past now becomes an aspect of my present as well as 
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the possibilities that form my future. But the question we must ask is 

how to understand the status of all the subtle aspects of my "thrownness," 

such as the historical and cultural mood as well as my attunements toward 

specific concerns, that would form the meaning, or “telling," within which 

I then understand Being and Time. 

The further we move toward a claim that the negative implications of 

Heidegger's are inextricable from any contentious understanding of his 

work, the closer we come to a "colonization' of the subject's 

understanding of his or her own world and life. The reciprocal nature of 

hermeneutic understanding implies that as an interpreting being, the 

meaning that Habermas and Wolin dictate that I must take away from this 

text not only overshadows my own understanding of the text, but then will 

overshadow the deeper meaning of the world within which I develop that 

understanding. They are in effect attempting to colonize the history of 

the present - the history of my/our present - by fixing the story of 

my/our past. Heidegger gives us a deeper insight into the problem with 

such a tactic in his discussion of “historiocity." Again, his 

understanding of history is such that the story that we use to give some 

meaning to the past will in effect ‘'create,' or bring to presence, the 

events that fit within the narrative. Wolin and Habermas, however, are 

claiming that certain events of Heidegger's life and history are essential 

to our understanding of his work, regardless of the story we come to it 

with. Yet, what if we situate Being and Time within a historical   

narrative of key philosophical questions and debates? Certainly an 

understanding of the history of philosophical thought is important to a 

rich understanding of Heidegger's work, but does it follow that we cannot 
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understand Being and Time on its own grounds? Which story, the 
  

philosophical or culture critique, is more important? 

This leads us into the second, potential, problem with their 

argument: that it implies a fundamental flaw in the internal coherence of 

Heidegger's framework. To the extent that the 'full' meaning of Being and 

Time is dependent on an understanding of events and arguments external to 

its development, it becomes structurally incomplete and ultimately 

incoherent on its own terms. This brings us back to the issue of the 

uninformed reader. Can he or she construct a meaning based on the 

internal coherence of the terms of the text? Ultimately, the argument 

that Being and Time leads inextricably to authoritarian implications is 

contingent on the fact that we cannot establish an internally coherent 

meaning that is not, at least implicitly, based on the historical events 

that framed the work. In other words, must every story of Being and Time 

include the events that Wolin and Habermas deem necessary, or else risk 

misunderstanding? The issue at stake is the extent to which we can close 

down the space of interpretation of any given text. All that can be done 

here is to attempt to construct the meaning of Heidegger's terms within 

his text, apart from the context that his critics wish to map onto it. In 

so doing, we can call into question the implication that every contentious 

understanding of Heidegger's work must lead to authoritarianism. 

In order to construct the internal meaning of the terms 

"inauthenticity" and the "one," we need to begin by remembering that 

Heidegger chose Dasein as his methodological access to Being because we 

exist. Thus, existence is the key to the analytic of Being. Therefore, 

we can say that if existence, in effect, becomes our access to Being, then 

a crucial distinction must revolve around those modes of Being in which 
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Dasein iS aware of its own existence and those modes in which its own 

existence is hidden. Without such a distinction, Heidegger's project 

becomes incoherent. Gelven's discussion is particularly helpful on these 

points: 

The distinction between authentic and inauthentic is to the 
existential analytic exactly what the distinction between true 

and false propositions is to logic. That is, the distinction 

provides the thinker with a polarity or pair of opposites 

without which the discipline would deteriorate immediately 

into a random series of disconnected insights. As a 

philosopher and not as an advocate of social or moral change, 

Heidegger needs to distinguish between the ways in which the 

meaning of our existence is revealed and the ways in which it 

is concealed or covered up. As an inquirer he is indifferent 
to whether his reader conceals or reveals; rather the 

distinction is made in order for the reader to understand: 

its goal is to reveal the truth, not to change the person or 

preach a new religion (Gelven, p. 51-52). 

It is important to remember that Heidegger's primary intention is the 

questioning of Being. Again, Being is that which reveals itself in and 

through beings, but is itself not a being. Thus, everything in our world, 

including the background practices that give it its shape, is Being. But 

if the world and its background practices, or Being, is constituted 

through the "one", then a normative reading of inauthenticity and its 

related concepts seems to immediately run into a paradox. Indeed, 

Heidegger is in essence being accused of condemning Being. 

This obvious dilemma not withstanding, more to the point is the 

argument that Heidegger condemns the presence of Being in favor of Being's 

arrival; actuality in favor of possibility. As we have seen, 

inauthenticity is rooted in the actual, whereas authenticity dwells in the 

possible. As we shall see, authenticity is read by the critics as nothing 

more than an arbitrary valorization of possibility and the new event. 

Yet, by insisting on squeezing this within a normative framework, we 
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overshoot the essential point. At the heart of Being and Time lies a 

careful study of one of philosophy's most vexing dilemmas: how do we 

receive tradition's gift, and yet hold it in abeyance enough for the 

advent of the new event? And while Heidegger's detractors wish to level 

his insights into a one-sided discussion, the arguments of Being and Time 

prove to be much more complex than this. 

As we have seen in our discussion of "Being-in", "“thrownness hinders 

projection from being pure projection" (Theunissen, 338). In the context 

of "being-in", this signified that those aspects of who we are that we had 

no control over, such as when and where we were born, will limit the 

possibilities that we can choose as our own. Now, in the present context, 

we can read this simply as the fact that tradition hinders the new from 

being 'purely' new, unrelated to tradition. 

While these points will be developed further in our discussion 

concerning the purported 'decisionism' of authenticity, the crucial issue 

that this raises here is the "fundamental distinction between unity as 

Simple belonging together and unity as identity" (Theunissen, 338). In 

other words, Heidegger's understanding of tradition does not level 

possibilities into an eternal rehashing of history, which would reduce 

possibility to the identity of tradition; and likewise, he does not see 

possibilities as disconnected from the tradition from which they spring; 

which, conversely, reduces tradition to the identity of possibility. For 

Heidegger, the unity of the old and new, inauthentic and authentic, Being 

and beings, or any other of his distinctions, is never to be settled on 

the grounds of either term; no term is to give way to the pure presence of 

its opposite. 
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Here, Merleau-Ponty'’s fundamental insight that the essential issue 

is never one of "“either-or" but instead "both-and" is particularly 

apropos. Heidegger's discussion of our primordial "being-in-the-world" 

showed how the paradox of thought and action is not to be settled in terms 

of either as pure identity; neither can be reduced to the other, and, 

likewise, one is not the negation of the other. Instead, Heidegger 

maintains both and our non-intentionalistic comportment in the world. 

Thought and action are unified as a simple belonging together as 

intentionally driven and then supplemented by our primordial non- 

intentional comportment. In a similar manner, it is crucial to realize 

that Heidegger's questioning of the meaning of Being is not to be answered 

Simply in terms of either tradition's gift, as handed down by the "one", 

or the new event as manifested through authentic Dasein. Instead, what we 

find is a painstaking contemplation of both and the movement between that 

is "existence". 

Therefore Heidegger must carefully delineate those modes of 

existence that are taken over from the "one", in which the movement of 

existence is received as a statement, as a movement that always already 

has been made, and those modes in which existence is still a question; a 

question for that being, Dasein, for whom, by definition, Being is a 

question. To put it another way, if existence is the questioning of 

Being, Heidegger has to be careful not to confuse questions with answers. 

Tradition, as brought to us by the "one", is an answer to the questioning 

of Being. As long as we take this over without posing our own questions, 

our own existence is lost within the monolithic answer of the "one." 

Thus, we can see, in a purely structural sense, that Heidegger has not 

only laid out his goal, Being, and the means to that goal, Dasein's 
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existence as a questioning of Being, but, in addition, he has attempted to 

establish: 

that the ways we exist can be thought about, that they can be 

seen as either authentic or inauthentic. Thus, what this 
distinction reveals about the meaning of Being is crucial; not 

that Heidegger somehow wants us to follow his insights as 

Signposts along the path of personal redemption (Gelven, 52). 

Thus, his point is not to show that inauthenticity should, or indeed ever 

could, give way to pure authenticity. Instead, it is simply to illuminate 

both and the movement of existence that is intrinsic to each. 

We now seem to be a long way from the radical "kulturkritik" that 

Wolin, Habermas and the other critics envisage. And yet, this distance is 

deceptively small. As Steiner prophetically pointed out long before the 

"Heidegger Controversy," the moment we shift our focus from what we can do 

to what we ought to do, we immediately engage in an upward movement that 

takes us out of the world and into the realm of universals (Steiner, 53). 

Authenticity, according to its critics, falls under the sway of an "ought" 

fleeing from the realm of the contemptible "one". This argument is 

predicated on the notion that the false ground of the "one" must be 

renounced for the essential "groundlessness" that we are. So, our 

"groundlessness" becomes yet another ground, albeit as a negation or an 

absence, to which authentic Dasein must flee. There are two interrelated 

problems with this reading, however, that we need to keep in mind for the 

arguments that are to come. First, our essential "“groundlessness"™ is not 

the destruction of a "ground", but instead the realization that all 

meaning is socially constructed (Dreyfus, 157). This is to say that 

meaning is never available apart from its social construction. It is not 

to say, however, that there is no meaning. Thus, Heidegger is not arguing 

that we destroy all meaning, but instead that we must embrace its 
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essential finitude; a position that seems better understood as gesturing 

toward an ethics of guardianship, rather than Wolin's interpretation of 

inherent destructiveness. 

This leads us directly to the second problem of the deeper 

philosophical implications of reading our "groundlessness" as yet another 

ground. Based on the arguments that I have developed in this chapter, we 

can now see that such a reading denies that there can be a simple 

belonging together of both ground and groundlessness, instead asserting 

that either the ground or a lack thereof must give way to pure identity. 

Thus, in a move Foucault terms the "Blackmail of the Enlightenment", 

Heidegger's detractors deprive existence, as well as Being, of their 

essence as that which is no-thing by reducing them to either a thing or 

the negation of a thing. In the end, then, it seems that attempting to 

squeeze Heidegger's insights on “inauthenticity" and the “one" into the 

confines of a normative framework runs up against the most basic 

understandings of Heidegger's philosophical position. Instead, what we 

really get further justification for is a position of guardianship of 

Being, as both the actual and the possible, tradition and the new event, 

as opposed to Wolin's interpretation of the arbitrary destruction of 

tradition in favor of the new. 

Despite these philosophical concerns, Habermas' argument centers, 

more simply, around the fact that Heidegger's negative conception of the 

"one" reflects an "ideologically tinged worldview." In the next section 

we will examine the full extent to which the "one" is a negative category, 

but at this point we should consider the broader implications of Habermas’ 

claim. Both Habermas and Wolin argue that the meaning of the "one" 

implies a conservative elitism over against mass society. There are 
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several issues here that need to be examined. First, Heidegger's 

‘elitism' could be as easily considered liberal as conservative. In 

arguing that Heidegger's concept of the “one” expresses an explicit 

ideological bias, Wolin aligns it with the "mandarin intelligentsia's" 

attack on the “superficial materialism of the decadent capitalist West" 

(Wolin, 24). Ironically, this phrase could be attributed almost verbatim 

to the leading radical of the last century: Karl Marx. Of course, the 

argument of conservativism is closely related to the broader claim of 

authoritarianism and a disdain for western democratic ideals. However, in 

" and of itself, the critique of mass society expressed in the "one" would 

seem ambiguous as to its political implications. 

The next point that we must consider here is the charge of elitism. 

While his critics argue that his critique of mass society is elitist, we 

need to be careful here to distinguish between a minimal, 'philosophical' 

elitism and a fuller political form. For could we not say that all 

critiques of society and social practices necessarily elitist in some 

minimal sense? Certainly such a critical stance implies superior 

"knowledge', whether ethical, moral or intellectual, placing the 

intellectual in a position of superiority with regard to the unenlightened 

masses. Such is the dilemma faced by all intellectual statements, from 

Thoreau's "road less traveled", to Marcuse's One-Dimensional Man to the 
  

Tao Te Ching. 

While Heidegger's critique of the normalizing effects of mass public 

life undoubtably express an intellectual elitism, this does not 

necessarily lead to the deleterious political implications that his 

philosophy is accused of endorsing. Perhaps Habermas and Wolin have too 

quickly concluded that the latter definitely emerge out of the former in 
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Being and Time. The argument against Heidegger is based on the perceived 

shortcomings of the two broad categories of "“inauthenticity" and 

"authenticity." According to Wolin and Habermas, because “inauthenticity" 

absorbs the entirety of the social sphere, "authenticity" must be achieved 

apart from the society and the world. If these arguments fail to hold, 

the previous claims of a basic indeterminacy of Being and Time's political 
  

and ethical implications would seem the more plausible interpretation. 

While both Habermas and Wolin implicitly see the specter of Nazi Germany 

looming over the horizon of Being of Time, the fact remains that the 

analysis of the "one" is carried out in the text for the expressed purpose 

of delineating those modes in which we are aware of our existence, and 

therefore questioning Being, and those in which we are not. 

Of course, this can become the ground for a normative critique, but 

then not without the kind of philosophical violence that we have outlined 

above. Ultimately, whether Heidegger has or has not introduced an 

implicit normative framework through the development of his argument 

cannot be answered in these meta-theoretical terms. My only point here is 

to elucidate the basic conceptual machinery that lies at the heart of 

Heidegger's framework. What we find is a basic incompatibility between 

the fundamental "logic" of Being and Time and that implied by the 
  

arguments against him. In the most basic sense, Heidegger is looking for 

that which cannot be discerned through a normative framework. 
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The assertion that the categories of “inauthenticity"” and the "one" 

are a priori negative counterparts of a normative perspective is, as we 

have seen, purportedly established through both the circumstantial 

evidence of Heidegger's life as well as the negative rhetorical impact of 

certain passages of Being and Time. However suggestive these arguments 

may be, the evidence of Heidegger's explicit involvement in various 

aspects of a “radical conservative ideology" points in fact to a period 

several years after the writing of Being and Time. Indeed, Habermas does 

not find "the full invasion of ideological motifs into Heidegger's 

thinking until 1929"; in effect, two years after the publication of Being 

and Time. In addition, this is a full five years from the development of 

the text's core ideas in a 1924 lecture called "The Concept of Time," 

which Gadamer has referred to as "the ‘original form’ of Being and Time" 

(1992, xiv). 

Thus, Wolin's argument for the external contamination of Heidegger's 

philosophical thought seems to be at quite a distance from the main 

concepts of his early work. It seems, then, that the external arguments 

do little more than create suspicion. Real guilt has to be borne out by a 

careful examination of the conceptual structure of Being and Time. Thus, 

the heart of the issue lies in the internal development of Heidegger's 

argument. Here we find that the most damning criticism against Heidegger 

is that his appropriation of the entire range of intersubjectivity and 

practical affairs as "inauthentic" leaves no room for positive phenomena 

to be found in the social sphere: "In fundamental ontology, the idea of 

the sensus communis is flatly degraded to the "publicness" of the "They" -



in Heideggerian parlance, a term of derision from which no conceivable 

good can emerge“ (Wolin, 44). Thus, by a priori ruling out the social 

sphere as a potential resource for ethical and political guidance, we are 

left with no other prospect than an elitist form of ethical and political 

leadership. 

Habermas takes a somewhat less extreme tone, explaining that in 

"attributing a merely derivative status to Mitsein (Being-with others) 

[Heidegger]...misses the dimension of socialization and intersubjectivity" 

(Habermas, 1989, 191). There seem to be two main conceptual shortcomings 

that lead Habermas to this conclusion. First, he argues that Heidegger's 

development of Dasein never fully breaks with the philosophy of the 

subject. Intersubjectivity thus predictably becomes subsidiary to the 

subject. This occurs, according to Habermas, because "Dasein as in each 

case mine constitutes being-with" (Habermas, 150). Secondly, Heidegger's 

development of language further marginalizes being-with-others, as "the 

communicative practice of everyday life is only supposed to make being- 

oneself possible in the mode of a ‘dictatorship of the others'" (Habermas, 

150). Therefore, Habermas concludes, "Heidegger cannot make his analysis 

of being-with fruitful for the question of how the world itself is 

constituted and maintained" (Habermas, 150). 

The first argument regarding Heidegger's supposed methodological 

solipsism has two dimensions: one grounded in the "who of Dasein," and 

the other in the "transcendental subjectivity" (Habermas, 150) of 

authentic Dasein. The latter argument will be examined in chapter three. 

For the former argument, Habermas looks to Section 25 of Being and Time 

and finds that Heidegger's attempt to overcome the philosophy of 

consciousness “immediately comes to a standstill" (Habermas, 148). This 
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is shown by the fact that Heidegger first answers the question of the 

‘who’ of Dasein in terms of an entity that I always am myself: 

The question of the 'who' answers itself in terms of the 'I' 

itself, the ‘subject,’ the self.' The 'who' is what maintains 

itself as something identical throughout the changes in its 

experiences and ways of behavior, and which relates itself to 
this changing multiplicity in so doing (1962, 150). 

Then, in order to avoid an imminent philosophical dead-end, Heidegger 

"extends his analysis of the tool-world, as it was presented from the 

perspective of the actor operating alone as a context of involvements, to 

the world of social relationships among several actors" (Habermas, 148- 

149). 

The fact that Habermas uses Section 25 to critique Heidegger is 

curious, for as Dallmayr points out, this section in fact "disproves 

rather than supports his argument" (Dallmayr, 53). The quote that 

Habermas cites is embedded within a paragraph in which Heidegger is 

rhetorically situating the various arguments that he is attempting to call 

into question. Heidegger begins the section by stating that "the answer 

to the question of who Dasein is, is one that was seemingly given in 

Section 9" (my emphasis) (1962, 150). In that section Heidegger had 

stated that "Dasein is an entity which is in each case I myself; its Being 

is in each case mine" (1962, 150). As we discussed in chapter one, this 

statement is widely misunderstood as positing isolated subjectivity, when 

in actual fact Heidegger's only intentions were to point out the fact that 

the analysis of Dasein is available to each of us as a hermeneutical self- 

reflection, as well as to indicate that the intimate relation between 

"own" (eigen) and "authentic" (eigentlich) is a reciprocal self-awareness. 

These observations are then indirectly supported in Section 25 when 

Heidegger states, after developing the position based on the quote 
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Habermas cites, “it remains questionable whether even the mere ontical 

content of the above assertion does proper justice to the stock of 

phenomena belonging to everyday Dasein". It is here that Heidegger 

entices the reader with one of his most radical arguments: "Tt could be 

that the "who" of everyday Dasein just is not the 'I myself'" (1962, 150). 

Thus, far from immediately coming to a standstill as Habermas would have 

us believe, Heidegger's argument masterfully critiques the opposing 

position, with which he himself initially began, and then prepares the way 

for one of the most fascinating discussions of Being and Time, in which we 

find that who I am is in fact primarily not "myself," but the "one." 

Heidegger concludes the section in question with the central insight 

that "man's 'substance' is not spirit as a synthesis of soul and body; it 

is rather existence. As the discussion of "being-in-the-world" has shown, 

the boundary of our existence is not the proximity of things to our body, 

but instead coalesces around that with which we are concerned. The 

discussion of the "“one," which is prepared in Sections 25 and 26 and 

carried through in 27, then shows that these concerns are not my "own" 

concerns, but those taken over from the "one." Thus, Habermas' argument 

seems to miss the mark, failing to see the broader development of 

Heidegger's argument. 

This, however, is only partially true, for Habermas applies his 

argument as well to the course of development of Dasein's "being-in-the- 

world." Habermas still contends that "my" concerns start at equipment and 

only later find other Daseins as mediated through these equipment. This 

only re-inscribes the subject centered framework, which in the end, shows 

that “"Dasein as in each case mine constitutes being-with." Yet this 
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argument also fails to hold up when one attends more closely toa 

Heidegger's discussion. 

Habermas wishes to generalize from the discussion of the work-world 

of the craftsman in which others are encountered as those "for-the-sake- 

of-which” equipment is "ready-to-hand"” as well. Therefore, in the words 

of Theunissen, the other is "narrowed down to the point that is in itself 

empty and receives its determinateness only out of 'with-like’ traces in 

the 'world'" (Theunissen, 183). Yet, the former discussion centers around 

that which is environmentally closest to Dasein. The fact that this does 

not lead us to a full picture of intersubjectivity is to be understood in 

ct
 he same way that the individual Dasein is not to be fully comprehended in 

that which is environmentally closest. Habermas! and Theunissen's attempt 

ct
 

o indict Heidegger's development of others misses the broader point that 

Since our basic mode of “beinag-in-the-world" is an unthinking pragmatic 

coping with that with which we are concerned, we will primarily come 

across Daseins, whether that of others or my own, in this environmental 

manner: 

This elemental worldly kind of encountering, which belongs to 

Dasein and is closest to it, goes so far that even one's own 
Dasein harnmac anmathiner that i+ amaAN VtaAnlFt wmravimal leur PRAmMA 
MUD de db dad SB A ALR wo LZ ELEC Lb t tary wt tu Nae CA hd ob Pi wAtoA 4 y Nae We LLL 

aAmMAacal maw ley trhawn a+ TAAlea arracer Fwenam Tew AwRtnarnoaad ' an Hha 
AWLUOO Wri ad WIth Le LUA SO a Y A WALL DAPCTL ECCS alin Lilt 

‘centre of its actions', or does not yet ‘'see' them at all 

Dasein finds ‘itself' proximally in what it does, uses, 
aAyvnarmka Atrmi de NS tn than ANnctrivanmantalleur arnt lantia with uhickh 
SAVOVLY Ys, vw aLaidk Ltt WiLtv tor Witiietiwai a y AvWVOAL I Gio W¥ 4k Wad Yedda 

it is primarily cancerned (1962, 155). 

The inadequacy of Habermas’ and Theunissen's argument points to a deeper 

shortcoming in their position. Whereas both attempt ta construct 

with others, they fail to see that Heidegger has established the hasic 

intersubjective links through the development of the broader existential 
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of “"being-with." It is no wonder that they both make this mistake, for 

"being-with" is ultimately grounded in the "one"; a concept for which 

neither can find any positive function. 

Heidegger explains that “Being-with is such that the disclosedness 

of the Dasein-with of Others belongs to it; this means that because 

Dasein's Being is Being-with, its understanding of Being already implies 

the understanding of Others" (1962, 161). Thus, while Habermas sees 

"Dasein as in each case mine constitut[ing] being-with,"” Heidegger states 

that “knowing oneself is grounded in Being-with" (1962, 161). What 

Habermas fails to see is that the primordial nature of being-with is 

‘prior’ to my becoming a Dasein. A child's knowledge of itself, for 

instance, is first and foremost a knowledge of the one. Only upon this 

ground can the self-reflective knowledge of its own authentic self, as in 

each case 'mine,' develop later in the child. Habermas is in fact trying 

to argue that authentic Dasein (as that which is "mine") constitutes 

being-with; a claim that misconstrues the entire development of 

Heidegger's argument. 

The primordial nature of "“being-with-others" is brought out in 

Heidegger's discussion of ‘empathy.' As we indicated in the first 

chapter, empathy, seen as a bridge for intersubjectivity, misses the 

primordiality of "being-with-others." Because we are always already 

"being-with-others," we transparently interact with others without having 

to resort to empathy or even conscious thought in our dealings. Instead, 

Heidegger posits empathy as a mechanism by which the other can be reached 

only after it has hidden itself in aloofness or disguises. Thus, "not 

only is Being towards Others an autonomous, irreducible relationship of 

Being: this relationship, as Being-with, is one which, with Dasein's 
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Being, already is" (1962, 162). The irreducibility of "being-with" means 

that our solicitude toward others cannot be reduced to our concern with 

equipment; the very fact that Heidegger uses a different term for our 

caring for others shows the importance of others. In the next section we 

will examine just how this importance is conceptualized when we look at 

the ethical dimensions of the term "solicitude" and its potential for 

fostering authentic intersubjectivity. 

It seems that Habermas' argument of methodological solipsism fails 

to hold. Of course, we will have to reserve final judgement on this issue 

until we examine the "transcendental subjectivity" of authentic Dasein in 

the next chapter. Yet, in light of our previous discussion, it would seem 

that several key claims, upon which Habermas rests his assertion of 

solipsism, are quite suspect. He contends that “the priority of the 

lifeworld's intersubjectivity over the mineness of Dasein escapes any 

conceptual framework still tinged with...solipsism" (Habermas, 149). 

Further, he argues that because "Dasein as in each case mine constitutes 

being-with...Heidegger cannot make his analysis of being-with fruitful for 

the question of how the world itself is constituted and maintained" 

(Habermas, 150). 

Ultimately, despite Habermas’ attempt to situate the issue of 

subjectivity at the heart of his argument against Heidegger, the real 

issue seems to center around language. In establishing his own position, 

Habermas states that "we can find in language used communicatively the 

structures that explain how the lifeworld is reproduced even without 

subjects, so to speak, through the subjects and their activity orientated 

toward mutual understanding" (Habermas, 149). The key point, then, for 

Habermas is that: 
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the lifeworld in which human existence is embedded 

is...suspended, as it were, in the structures of linguistic 

intersubjectivity and is maintained in the same medium in 
which subjects capable of speech and action come to a mutual 

understanding about something in the world (Habermas, 149). 

Thus, we see that for Habermas linguistic interaction is the crucial 

mechanism by which the socialization process takes place. Heidegger's 

discussion of our socialization into background practices, on the 

contrary, does not develop along the lines of a “theory of communication 

because from the start he degrades the background structures of the 

lifeworld that reach beyond the isolated Dasein as structures of an 

average everyday existence, that is, of inauthentic Dasein" (Habermas, 

149). This conclusion is supported by Wolin, as well, who argues that: 

the fundamental Existenzialen that ground our everyday "Being- 

in-the-world" - ‘language’ and ‘communication,’ included - 

have been so thoroughly appropriated by the 'They' ['one'] 

that the entire realm of human "Being-with-others" -the entire 

life-world of human intersubjective affairs - must be 
consigned a priori to the subaltern sphere of inauthenticity 

(Wolin, 44). 

The fact that Habermas then attempts to find in Heidegger a subject 

centered response that can account for the phenomenon of the reproduction 

of the “lifeworld," or background social practices, is not surprising. 

And yet, the difficulties that Habermas has in making this arqument, as we 

have previously outlined, underscore the deeper failure of Habermas and 

Wolin to see the dialectical nature of the "one." Because of their 

insistence on the a priori negativity of "inauthenticity” and the "one,” 

they fail to see that the positive function of the "one" is to take care 

of the very conceptual phenomena that Habermas claims cannot be found. As 

we noted in the first chapter, the "one" establishes the system of 

significations, or background practices, thereby preserving a "single 

shared public world rather than a plurality of individual worlds" 
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(Dreyfus, 154). In a quote from a work done prior to Being and Time, 

Heidegger states that: 

The one as that which forms everyday being-with-one- 

another...constitutes what we call the public in the strict 

sense of the word. It implies that the world is always 

already primarily given as the common world. It is not the 

case that on the one hand there are first individual subjects 

which at any given time have their own world; and that the 

task would then arise of putting them together, by virtue of 

some sort of an arrangement, the various particular worlds of 

the individuals and of agreeing how one would have a common 

world. This is how philosophers imagine these things when 
they ask about the constitution of the intersubjective world. 

We say instead that the first thing that is given is the 

common world - the one (1985, 246). 

The socializing process of the "one" is so deep, in fact, that the 

"who of Dasein" is answered in terms of the "one." Again, Heidegger is 

not appealing to the creative efforts of an isolated subject in order to 

compensate for an inadequate understanding of intersubjective 

socialization. Quite the contrary, Heidegger's conception of 

socialization is such that even the term "“inter-subjectivity," which 

implies the “mere conjunction of individual subjects" (Dallmayr, 59) is 

inadequate. Heidegger's term "being-with," as conveyed through the 

practices of the "one," means that I do not even differentiate myself from 

others. In a similar manner, we find that socialization is not answered 

in terms of language because language is conceptualized as derivative from 

the very same referential whole that the "one" maintains. 

As we examined in the first chapter, language is founded in what 

Heidegger terms "telling." Again, "telling" "refers to everyday coping as 

manifesting the articulations already in the referential whole which are 

by nature manifestable" (Dreyfus, 217). Language, then, "makes manifest" 

telling. And just as our everyday coping practices are on the level of 

funthought,' language is transparently used as an "available" tool. As 
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such, communication can only makes sense within the context of the 

background practices that "telling" articulates. Therefore, we can see 

that instead of implying a flight back into subjectivity, Heidegger's 

conception of language is firmly based in the very same public background 

that establishes who we are as a priori "“being-with-others": 

Communication is never anything like a conveying of 

experiences...from the interior of one subject into the 
interior of another. Dasein-with is already essentially 

manifest in a co-affectedness and a co-understanding. In 

telling being-with becomes "explicitly" shared; that is to 

say, it is already, but it is unshared as something that has 

not been taken hold of and appropriated (1962, 162). 

Thus, to the extent that "being-with" is grounded in taking over the 

background practices of the "one" from others, it seems that "being-with"” 

does in fact prove fruitful for the question of how the world itself is 

constituted and maintained"; and does so in a way that directly challenges 

the centrality of communication in Habermas' understanding of 

intersubjective socialization. 

According to Heidegger, the "lifeworld" is not "suspended...in the 

structures of linguistic intersubjectivity,"” nor is it "maintained in the 

same medium in which subjects capable of speech and action come to a 

mutual understanding about something in the world." This, in fact, smacks 

of the kind of intentional, consciousness directed (although not 

necessarily consciousness centered) framework that Heidegger is attempting 

to overcome. As Dallimayr further argues, "‘intersubjectivity'...is 

misleading because it suggests the prior existence of two separate 

subjects that are then assumed to establish connections between ideas in 

their respective minds - a construal that misses the engagement in genuine 

co-being" (Dallmayr, 62). For Heidegger, we do not negotiate a “mutual 

understanding," but instead unthinkingly take it over through our coping 
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practices. Certainly this assumes a linguistic transparency that hardly 

does justice to the critical give and take of everyday interaction - an 

issue that Habermas' rational mediation of competing validity claims seems 

much more adept at handling. But the deeper issue is the locus of meaning 

of language. 

For Heidegger, meaning is not focused in words, but is instead 

imbedded in ways of being a Dasein. The world has meaning because of the 

overall coherence of the referential nexus of “in-order-tos," and "for- 

the-sake-of-whichs" that form our projects and life roles. Language is 

then parasitic upon this pre-constituted meaning, which is then made 

articulate through "telling.” Therefore, the mutuality of our 

understanding is not based on an explicit agreement, but is instead 

ff founded within that which we all always already are; the "one." Thus, 

intersubjectivity is not founded upon communication, but instead, “being- 

with-others" as a structure of our "being-in-the-world" is the a priori 

condition for the possibility of communication. 

Does this place communication in a derivative position? While this 

does seem to be true, it is not the case that language has been degraded 

to the inauthenticity of “idle talk." As an integral part of the 

"available" equipment of our everyday world, the issue of the status of 

language brings up the larger issue of the status of "everydayness." The 

Main issue is the conflation of our everyday "“being-in-the-world" with the 

"fallenness" of inauthenticity. However, just as the "one" must be seen 

in its essentially dialectical nature, so must our "everydayness" be 

regarded in a similar way. Quite simply, because our primordial "being- 

in-the-world" is on the level of unthinking comportment, we are 

essentially absorbed in our everyday activities. Even the authentic self 
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"must forget itself if, lost in the world of equipment, it is to be able 

‘actually’ to go to work and manipulate something" (1962, 405). Again, as 

with the "one," we have to understand “everydayness" as that within which 

we primarily dwell, whether inauthentic or authentic. Likewise, the same 

holds for “idle talk." While tending toward a closing off of primordial 

understanding, our everyday interpretation of the world is nevertheless 

inextricably determined by “idle talk": 

This everyday way in which things have been interpreted is one 

into which Dasein has grown in the first instance, with never 

a possibility of extrication. In it, out of it, and against 

it, all genuine understanding, interpreting, and 
communicating, all re-discovering and appropriating anew, are 

performed (1962, 213). 

Whereas Habermas and Wolin see a conflation of communication with 

the "inauthenticity"™ of "idle talk," Heidegger seems to clearly envision, 

as in the previously cited passage, "genuine communicating." More 

specifically, Heidegger explains that "discourse which expresses itself is 

communication. Its tendency of Being is aimed at bringing the hearer to 

participate in disclosed Being towards what is talked about in the 

discourse" (1962, 211-212). What Heidegger means here is that through the 

explicit discussion of that which has already been implicitly articulated 

by "telling," the hearer can relate in an essential manner to the thing 

discussed. However, "discourse, which belongs to the essential state of 

Dasein's Being and has a share in constituting Dasein's disclosedness, has 

the possibility of becoming idle talk" (1962, 213). Thus, far from 

conflating communication and "“inauthenticity," we find the same 

dialectical nature in language that we did in the "one" and 

"everydayness." 
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IIl 

I would like to pause here in order to review the progress of my 

argument. The main theme of this chapter has been to examine the claim 

that the broad category of "inauthenticity," with all its conceptual 

satellites, has a priori denigrated everyday intersubjectivity and social 

relations to the point where the only possible political stance is 

authoritarian. The argument began with the circumstantial evidence of 

Heidegger's allegiance to the "German mandarin intelligentsia," whose 

"ideologicaily tinged worldview" included an elitist critique of everyday 

social practices and democratic processes. The connection between 

Heidegger's personal worldview and his allegiance to National Socialism 

was thereby established. 

These ideological leanings were then read into Being and Time   

through an interpretation of Heidegger's terminology there, such as the 

"leveling" effect of “publicness" and the “idle chatter" of the generic 

social "“one." Finally, the critics' argument examined the technical 

development of Heidegger's framework, contending that the general 

categories of intersubjectivity, communication and everyday are flatly 

equated with the negative, or "inauthentic," categories of the "one," 

"idle chatter" and "fallenness." Thus, in the end, Heidegger's 

philosophical framework seems to leave as little room for genuine social 

interaction and basic democratic principles as does the fascistic 

political framework that he personally endorsed after Being and Time. 

The basic points of the critics are then as follows. First, the 

meaning of Being and Time can be externally grounded in the radical 
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conservative ideology of his environment. This allows "inauthenticity” 

and the "one," as well as related terms to be assigned negative ethical- 

political connotations. Thus, the external arguments, which in fact apply 

more to the later Heidegger, orient the critics to specific points within 

Being and Time. These external concerns then open onto an internal 

critique which argues that the negative terms of “inauthenticity" and the 

"one" absorb the social sphere in its entirety. Examining the specific 

concepts of "being-with-others," "language" and "everydayness," 

Heidegger's critics contend that their development within the text cannot 

account for those aspects of socialization and intersubjective interaction 

that are crucial to the material and symbolic reproduction of society and 

whose positive valorization seem implied by democratic politics. In the 

end, the internal dynamic of these terms is found to result in the same 

negative view of common social life as the external ideology. 

In order to trace out the internal critique of the text, we used 

Habermas to examine the specific nature of Heidegger's conceptual 

shortcomings. At the core of Being and Time, despite Heidegger's   

arguments to the contrary, Habermas finds a re-inscription of the 

philosophy of consciousness that inevitably elevates the isolated subject 

(read as "authentic" Dasein) above other individuals in the world. While 

the arguments concerning the self-affirmation of "authentic" Dasein will 

be handled in the next chapter, they are predicated on the claim that our 

"being-with-others" has no positive role for "authentic" Dasein. 

Therefore, according to Habermas, "being-with-others" cannot account for 

our socialization into the world. Others end up amounting to no more than 

the faceless masses of the "one." This is confirmed by the derivative 

role of language in Heidegger's framework, which is, in the end, nothing 
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more than "idle chatter." Thus, if everyday intersubjectivity and 

communication are seen as purely negative, then there is no room for the 

kind of democratic principles that, in Wolin's words, "might have served 

as an ethico-political bulwark against the enticement of fascism" (Wolin, 

65). 

Now I would like to work backwards through the development of my 

defense of Heidegger, starting with the dialectical nature of the 

technical terms and ending with the broad philosophical insight that the 

groundlessness of Heidegger's framework cannot sustain the normative 

dichotomy between ‘positive! and ‘negative’ that it is accused of 

establishing. My original development from general to specific arguments, 

which was necessary to convey the broader sense of Wolin's and Habermas' 

critiques, nevertheless was plagued by the fact that a final judgment 

about each of their general arguments was contingent on the more specific 

ones that followed. While there are still major issues outstanding, we 

can now begin to assess the cogency of the overall argument, which will 

then indicate the direction in which we now need to turn. 

We begin with the fact that intersubjectivity, communication and the 

everyday world are in fact not flatly equated with their "inauthentic" 

counterparts of the "one," "idle talk" and "“fallenness." Both 

communication and everydayness were found to form not only an integral 

part of our "being-in-the-world," but Heidegger also holds out the 

potential, and even the necessity, of each for "authenticity." While this 

shows that Habermas' and Wolin's argument regarding the purely negative 

status of these terms to be incorrect, their insight about’ the 

‘derivative’ nature of language is basically correct. However, this is 

not for the reasons Habermas indicates. The reason for this lies in the 

110



fact that both "“everydayness" and language are handed over to us through, 

and are therefore derivative of, the "one." 

As we have seen, not only does the "one" preserve and dictate the 

background practices that form the world within which I live, it does so 

by virtue of the fact that first and foremost, I am the "one." Therefore, 

we can see that the "one" is in fact not primarily an aggregate of 

individual people, but is instead the average understanding that none of 

us chose, but nevertheless each of us is (again, it is important that we 

realize that this average understanding is what we are and not something 

we have, like a system of beliefs we can step in and out of). As Dallmayr 

explains, the "one" “implies an ontological-existential condition, a mode 

of Dasein's being-in-the-world, not an outgrowth of subjects (in the sense 

of an aggregate of individuals, or a "subject-writ-large") or an empirical 

collectivity into which individuals are leveled" (Dallmayr, 1993, 67). 

We can now see that the core aspects of Habermas' argument does not 

hold. The derivative status of communication in Being and Time is not due 

to the fact that "being-with-others" cannot account for socialization; 

quite the contrary, the opposite proves to be the case. Because "being- 

with" is grounded in that which we all always already are, in the "one," 

the socialization process is prior to an explicitly linguistic recognition 

of the other. In fact, the explicit use of language is based upon the 

implicit meaning bound up within "telling" and the background practices 

articulated by the "one." While Heidegger would agree that the background 

practices are linguistically mediated through systems of interpretation, 

his point is that my socialization into this background does not occur 

through explicit linguistic negotiation. In the end, it seems ironic that 

Habermas sees the derivativeness of language as a result of an inadequate 
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conceptualization of socialization and intersubjectivity, for it is in 

fact the priority of the background practices of the "one" that leads 

Heidegger to his conceptualization of language. Thus, the kind of 

derivativeness that Mlangauge occupies in Heidegger's existential- 

phenomonology does not mean that he has denigrated language, and, more 

importantly, it thus does not lead inevitably to the ethical-political 

implications that Habermas asserts. 

This simultaneously renders Habermas' more basic argument bout 

Heidegger's re-inscription of a subject centered framework extremely 

problematic. Meaning does not center on the constructivist enterprise of 

an isolated subject or free floating consciousness, nor in a 

linguistically negotiated understanding between subjects, but instead on 

the background practices, articualted by the "one,' that "tell" each of us 

what it is to be a Dasein. Again, we can say that this existential 

meaning is liguistically mediated as the product of prior systems of 

interpretation, but phenomenologically, the understanding of what it means 

to be is prior to its explicit articulation through langauge. The key 

issue here is that it is not "my" understanding of being that I first and 

foremose there are still major issues outstanding, we can now begin to 

assess the cogency of the overall argument, which will then indicate the 

direction in which we now need to turn. 

We begin with the fact that intersubjectivity, communication and the 

everyday world are in fact not flatly equated with their “inauthentic” 

counterparts of the "one," "idle talk" and "“fallenness." Both 

communication and everydayness were found to form not only an integral © 

part of our "“being-in-the-world," but Heidegger also holds out the 

potential, and even the necessity, of each for "authenticity." While this 
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shows that Habermas' and Wolin's argument regarding the purely negative 

status of these terms to be incorrect, their insight about the 

‘derivative’ nature of language is basically correct. However, this is 

not for the reasons Habermas indicates. The reason for this lieson and 

the new event. The fact that a purely negative reading of 

"inauthenticity” cannot hold renders a reading of Heidegqgerian 

existentialism as inherently destructive toward tradition extremely 

problematic. In fact, "inauthenticity” and the "one" thematize the way 

tradition is at the core of our Being a Daséein. It is the system of 

background practices that I have unquestioningly taken over that enables 

me to cope in the world like everyone else in my society. 

But it is this aspect of unquestioning acceptance, crucial to 

Heidegger's overcoming the subject/consciousness centered philosophical 

tradition, that simultaneously poses a serious dilemma for any adequate 

understanding of what it is to be human. As Dallmayr points out, "what is 

lacking in this state is not simply consciousness but the question of 

Being: that is, the exploration of Dasein's proper relationship to the 

world and to others” (Dallmayr, 1993, 67). In other words, the point is 

to examine existence; our projection out of Being through reflection on 

what it means to be. 

At the heart of Heidegger's Being question is the insight that Being 

and existence are not things. At the beginning of the chapter we 

discussed how existence, as that which is no-thing, cannot become the 

ground for a normative critique. In short, inauthenticity/authenticity 

does not correspond to the absence/presence of some-thing called 

existence, whose lack can then be condemned or abundance praised. 

Instead, the integral role of the “one" - and therefore inauthenticity - 
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confirms our original insight that the dichotomies of 

inauthenticity/authenticity or tradition/new event are unified as a simple 

belonging together, and never as the pure identity (whether as presence or 

absence) of either term. 

The central purpose of the inauthenticity/authenticity dichotomy 

lies in its capacity to "distinguish between the ways in which the meaning 

of our existence is revealed and the ways in which it is concealed or 

covered up" (Gelven, 51-52). This means that we are distinguishing 

between my own existence, in which case we are questioning what it is to 

be, and the existence of the "one," in which the Being question is hidden 

behind the answers that have been pre-constituted and reified as our 

world. Thus, without the critical edge that would flatly negate the 

"inauthenticity" of the “one," the internal dynamic of clarification for 

which these terms serve fails to provide any justification for a political 

ideology. 

At this point in our argument, however, we have really only shown 

this to be partially true. By illuminating the positive roles of 

"inauthenticity" in Heidegger's framework, we can really only claim that 

this term does not imply that common people can only be "followers," as 

argued by Wolin. Yet this does little to forestall a claim that 

"authenticity" leads to a solitary flight out of the social realm. This 

will be a central issue in the next chapter. 

However, before we shift perspectives from the more social self of 

the "one," to the individuated self of "authenticity," we need to examine 

the implications for an "authentic" co-being raised by Heidegger's 

discussion of "solicitude." This will serve as a segue to the next 
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chapter, in which the issue of “authentic™ co-being will be re-engaged 

through Heidegger's discussion of "being-toward-death." 

In his discussion of "being-with-others," Heidegger introduces 

"solicitude" [Fursorge] as a form of "care" intrinsic to Dasein's 

relationship toward others. "Fursorge" is translated as "caring for." 

Heidegger's use of this term is quite interesting because of the broad 

ethical overtones implied. This includes the personal sentiment of "I 

care for him," as well as the nurturing attitude of parents who always 

"care for" their children. More suggestive politically is the helping 

attentiveness of institutionally "caring for" the sick and elderly, a 

strong inter-connectedness, especially in the latter examples, is embedded 

by Heidegger at the core of Dasein's Being. 

Just as we previously saw with the “one,” “solicitude" is not an 

aspect of Dasein that can be neatly separated from the other 

characteristics of who we are, but instead pervades every aspect of our 

Being: 

Solicitude proves to be a state of Dasein's Being - one which, 

in accordance with its different possibilities, is bound up 

with its Being towards the world of its concern, and likewise 

with its authentic Being toward itself (1962, 159). 

Among the positive modes of "solicitude," Heidegger discusses two extreme 

possibilities, which Dallmayr summarizes as “managerial solicitude™ and 

"emancipatory solicitude" (Dallmayr, 1987, 68). In the former condition, 

"“solicitude takes over for the Other that with which he is to concern 

himself," resulting in a situation in which “the Other can become one who 

is dominated and dependent" (1962, 158). This managerial form of 

solicitude is "to a large extent determinative for Being with one another, 

and pertains for the most part to our concern with the ready-to-hand" 
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(1962, 158). Here Heidegger seems to be referring to situations in which 

I complete some task for someone, which, as a positive aspect of 

solicitude, nevertheless displaces their care from that task. It is this 

form of "solicitude"™ that represents the "with-like traces" to which 

Theunessin and Habermas accused Heidegger of reducing others. 

In contrast to this manipulative form of "“solicitude," Heidegger 

explains that: 

there is also the possibility of a kind of solicitude which 
does not so much leap in for the Other as leap ahead of him in 

his existentiell potentiality-for-Being, not in order to take 

away his ‘care’ but rather to give it back to him 
authentically as such for the first time. This kind of 

solicitude pertains essentially to authentic care - that is, 

to the existence of the Other, not to a “what" with which he 

is concerned; it helps the Other to become transparent to 

himself in his care and to become free for it (1962, 159). 

Unpacking this rather dense paragraph reveals several important points 

that are congruent with the interpretation of “inauthentic” Dasein that we 

have already developed, and will continue to build upon in the coming 

chapter. In addition, with the help of Dallmayr, we can tease out some 

important normative implications that have been overlooked by Heidegger's 

critics. 

Heidegger first contrasts a manipulative "leap in for the Other" 

which "takes away his 'care'" with an emancipatory "leap ahead" into the 

others' “existentiell potentiality-for-Being," in order to give back 

"care" "authentically as such for the first time." Notice that Heidegger 

uses the term “existentiell" instead of "existential" "potentiality-for- 

Being." Thus, “authentic solicitude" is not a leap out of the world into 

the abstract structure of Being, but instead is grounded in a specific way 

of Being. 
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The next point of interest is in the statement that “authentic 

solicitude" "give[s] [care] back to [the other] as such for the first 

time." As we examined in the first chapter, the seemingly paradoxical 

logic of this statement is based in the temporal/ontological structure of 

Dasein. For our purposes here, the technical arguments are not as 

important as its broader implications. A key aspect of our previous 

argument is that the world, which is handed over to us through our "pre- 

ontological" understanding of the "one," plays a crucial positive role in 

our own "authentic" understanding. What Heidegger is saying in the 

previously mentioned statement is that "authentic solicitude" will enable 

the other to reflect (1i.e., exist) for the first time authentically upon 

that which they always already are: the "one." Thus, “authenticity” is 

dependent on the "one" as that which it must evaluate anew. 

Finally, the instrumentalist "with-like traces" of the other that 

Theunissen and Habermas find are flatly denied in the beginning of the 

final line, "This kind of solicitude pertains essentially to authentic 

care - that is, to the existence of the Other, not to a "what" with which 

he is concerned." Here we see the fundamental existential insight that 

the ontological issue is not about what we do but how we do it. Again, 

this is not meant to focus “authentic” Dasein out of this world. If this 

were in fact the case, the very last section of the passage would read 

something along the lines of “authentic solicitude" helping the Other to 

become transparent to himself in his care and to become free from his 

ontic (worldly) cares and free for his ontological cares. But by saying 

that Dasein becomes "free for" his care, Heidegger means that we focus on 

them differently, not change them to more suitable cares, be they 

philosophical, ethical or political. 

117



The general momentum of Heidegger's argument here leads Dallmayr to 

suggest that "Heidegger's observations carry important normative 

implications; in fact, this conception of authentic existence and co-being 

can in my view be seen as a reformulation of the traditional notion of the 

good life and in particular of the Kantian postulate of the kingdom of 

ends" (Dallmayr, 1993, 68). Turning the tables on Heidegger's critics, 

Dallmayr writes that: 

Compared to the latter [Kantian] principle, Heidegger's 

conception has the advantage not only of increased realism or 

concreteness but also of greater moral adequacy. Despite its 

anti-utilitarian intent, the postulate to treat others as ends 

rather than means contains instrumentalist traces, in the 
sense that the ego tends to function as a means for others 

who, in turn, appear as vaiues "for me" or as "my" ends. 

Authentic co-being, on the contrary, is distinguished by 

respect for others in their Dasein and their "potentiality for 
Being,” rather than in their role as moral goals (Dallmayr, 
1993, 68-69). 

Thus, in an argument that closely parallels the position we have sketched 

over the course of this chapter, Dallmayr finds in Heidegger the very 

things that he was accused of lacking: realism, concreteness, an anti- 

instrumental concept of others and a genuine form of intersubjectivity 

that safeguards a respect for others and the role they fill in my own 

Being. 

As we conclude this chapter, however, we should hold these positive 

insights in tension with their under-developed character within the body 

of Heidegger's opus. For as White argues concerning Heidegger's remarks 

on “solicitude," which could also apply to his conception of language, "in 

the dense tropical jungle of Heideggerian discourse they are like small, 

stunted plants overshadowed by huge ones of a very different sort" (White, 

74). While this observation is directed at the entirety of Heidegger's 

philosophical oeuvre, it expresses a cautiously sympathetic ‘middle 
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ground' between the negative readings that we have examined and the 

positive one we have so far developed out of Being and Time. 

Yet, as we prepare our move to the next chapter, it would perhaps be 

more instructive if we shift White's metaphor to one more closely aligned 

with the interpretation we have been developing. As opposed to a 

collection of various organisms that populate the forest of Heidegger's 

text, we should instead consider the different structures, concepts and 

chapters as aspects of the same organism. And while it is true that 

Heidegger's gaze is predominantly focused on the rich foliage of Dasein's 

emergence into the light of Being, the unexcavated roots nevertheless 

nurture and sustain every aspect of Being and Time. Thus, as we move into 

the bright lanscape of "authenticity," it is important that we consider 

concepts such as "“inauthenticity," the "one," "“being-with-others," and 

"solicitude," not as stunted growths whose atrophy enables the coming 

insights, but instead as the veins and capillaries upon whose vitality the 

entire work depends. 
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Chapter 3 

The proceeding chapter has established the integral nature of both 

inauthenticity and the "one" for Dasein. In so doing, the relevance and 

validity of social understanding and interaction were embedded at the 

heart of what it means to be a Dasein. Having established these points, 

arguments concerning Heidegger's rash dismissal of the social realm as 

inherently worthless clearly lose much of their critical edge. 

Ultimately, the entire reading of the authentic/inauthentic dichotomy as a 

normative disjunct cannot hold. While certainly critical of aspects of 

the social realm, Heidegger's analysis cannot, however, sustain a reading 

of inauthenticity and the "one" as defining the social body as a priori 

negative, serving no other role than that of followers to be herded by the 

dictates of a select authentic few. 

Now we must turn our attention to the status of Heidegger's concept 

of authenticity. A crucial aspect of my arguments in the last chapter was 

that Dasein can never get clear of the "one" and must always maintain 

itself, whether authentic or inauthentic, within the social realm. 

Therefore, in order to sustain this argument it must be established that 

Heidegger's development of authenticity does not somehow pull Dasein out 

of the social sphere. If it can be shown that authenticity can be 

realized through social projects and social interaction, then the 
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arguments of an intrinsic anti-democratic sentiment in Heidegger's thought 

are seriously compromised. 

This chapter will therefore focus on arguments that authenticity 

promotes a form of detached elitism. Predicated on the previous arguments 

concerning inauthenticity, Heidegger's critics argue that once the social 

realm is dismissed as a potential reserve for authentic self-realization, 

there is no other recourse than for Dasein to remove him or herself from 

everyday social interaction. In a crucial sense, the central issue here 

has already been answered in the previous chapter; I can never remove 

myself from the "one" or "being-with-others" because they are in essence 

part of who I am. The arguments concerning authenticity shift the ground, 

however, to this other essential aspect of who I am and attempt to 

construct it as nothing more than a repetition of a Neitzschean radical 

assertion of will. 

Arguing that authenticity is nothing more than a reinscription of 

consciousness centered philosophy, the critics characterize the 

constituent existential structures as promoting an "arbitrary 

decisionism.” The categories of "call of consciousness" and "resolve" are 

held to be devoid of any substantive orienting principles that could be 

amenable to “evaluation according to more general publicly accessible 

standards" (Wolin, 53). Instead, we end up an arbitrary assertion of 

particularistic decisions that "once again grasps the world as a process 

out of the subjectivity of a will to self-affirmation" (Habermas, 151). 

However, according to my reading, the critics’ entire line of 

argumentation misconstrues the role of authenticity and the function of 

its constitutive structures. The central argument of this chapter will be 

that because authenticity is concerned not with what we do, but how we do 
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it, it is neither arbitrary nor is it a decision in a sense that can be 

construed as a willful choosing. Because Dasein can only take over 

projects available within its social "“heritage," the key issue for 

authentic Dasein is not what projects it engages in. Instead, Dasein must 

realize that no project, or way of being, is essential to who it is and so 

therefore must always remain open to different ways of being. Thus, far 

from being “ascribed the authorship of the projection of the world" 

(Habermas, 150), authentic Dasein must be understood aS an open 

potentiality to the happening of Being. 

This chapter will be broken into two parts. First, I will present 

the case against Heidegger as posed by Habermas and Wolin. The second 

part will evaluate these claims. This entails both situating these 

arguments in light of my arguments from the previous chapter, as well as a 

close textual analysis of Division Two of Being and Time. 

The radical conservative trajectory that Wolin and Habermas have 

imputed to Heidegger was not merely concerned with critiquing the 

predominant trends of mass society. In the face of the "superficial 

materialism of the decadent capitalist West," the key question became how 

to break free of this stifling embrace and somehow promote the “sublimity 

of spiritual cultivation" (Wolin, 34). More specifically, the issue 

focused on how the individual was to extricate him or herself from the 

banality of everyday ethical and moral constraints. 

According to Wolin, "Heidegger [and others of the ‘radical right"] 

embraced a quasi Nietzschean approach to ethics, a valorization of 
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"radical will" or heroic self-assertion commonly known as "“decisionism"" 

(Wolin, 29). Habermas is in general agreement, arguing that "the language 

of Being and Time had suggested the decisionism of empty resoluteness" 

(Habermas, 141). The heart of the issue is the contention that: 

once the inauthenticity of all traditional social norms has 

been essentially unmasked, the only remaining basis for moral 

orientation is a decision ex nihilo, a radical assertion of 

will; a wiil, Moreover, that 1S pure and unconstrained by the 

impediments of social convention (Wolin, 33). 

These points are demonstrated through an examination of two key 

structures of authenticity: "call of consciousness" [Gewissensruf] and 

"resolve" [Entschliessen]. Wolin first argues that Heidegger's discussion 

of the call of consciousness, which in summoning Dasein to face its guilt 

brings us to the brink of resolve, is so vague that it appears as 

"something other-worldly and mystical - comparable only to a religious 

epiphany" (Wolin, 41). Specifically, "when the question is posed as to 

whence the call emanates, the specific content of the call, or how it 

might be recognized, we are provided with only the most roundabout and 

tenuous hints" (Wolin, 40). 

Arguing that the call of consciousness removes us from ‘worldliness 

in general,’ Wolin cites Heidegger's statement that the call is "more 

authentic, the more non-relationally Dasein hears and understands its own 

Being-appealed-to, and the less the meaning of the call gets perverted by 

what ‘one' says or what is fitting and accepted" (1962, 325). This is 

further exacerbated by the requisite structure of reticence which promotes 

a "taciturn aloofness in the face of the prosaicism and frivolity of 

everyday human affairs" (Wolin, 42). 

Wolin next turns to resolve, or capacity to heed the call, and finds 

the very same problems. Searching for the 'basis' of Dasein's resolve, 
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Wolin finds that “only the resolve itself can give the answer....Only ina 

decision is resolve sure of itself" (1962, 345). Wolin concludes that: 

without any material criteria for decision, it becomes 

impossible to distinguish an authentic from an inauthentic 

decision, responsible from irresponsible action - let alone on 

what grounds an individual would even prefer one course of 

action to another (Wolin, 52). 

Thus, in Heidegger's "empty resoluteness" "decision takes on an entirely 

arbitrary character; it becomes something particularistic and discrete, 

unamenable to evaluation according to more general publicly accessible 

standards" (Wolin, 53). Ultimately, we end up with nothing more than an 

subjectivity whose authentic guiding principles become whatever its own 

elitist sensibilities deem appropriate. 

Il 

In order to understand the shortcomings of the critic's arguments, 

we have to shift the entire ground of the discussion. Instead of looking 

to authenticity to provide a material content for its existentiell 

realization - which is in fact always already provided by the "one" - we 

instead must understand authenticity in terms of an openness that resists 

Dasein's efforts to flee into a state of tranquilized dependence on the 

world, thereby maintaining the possibility of other modes of Being. MThus, 

because the entire basis of the critics’ arguments misunderstand the 

nature of inauthenticity and the "one," the reciprocal effect is that in 
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the absence of these terms' positive role, Habermas and Wolin are forced 

to look to authenticity to perform a task for which it was never intended 

and therefore misconstrue its purpose within the existential analytic. 

In the last chapter we saw that Heidegger's answer to ‘who of 

Ww 
everyday Dasein' was the “one. Representing the basic pre-ontological 

understanding into which every Dasein is thrown, it is the "one" that 

establishes the basis upon which the world appears and authenticity is 

realized. At the end of his discussion on the "one," Heidegger states 

that: 

Authentic Being-one's-Self does not rest upon an exceptional 

condition of the subject, a condition that has been detached 

from the “one"; it is rather an existentiell modification of 
the “one” - of the “one” as an essential existentiale (1962, 

168). 

Heidegger re-iterates the same basic point at the beginning of his 

discussion of authenticity, arguing that "when Dasein thus brings itself 

back from the "one", the “one-self" is modified in an existentiell manner 

so that it becomes authentic Being-one's-Self" (1962, 313). 

Thus, Wolin's and Habermas' basic argument concerning the empty 

contentless nature of the call as well as resoluteness are essentially 

correct. Yet, because the "one" is written off by the critics as a priori 

negative, they cannot see that the contentlessness of authenticity is not 

due to Dasein's removal from the world, but precisely because it is always 

already involved in projects in a world upon which authenticity then takes 

hold. Because we are always already engaged in social projects, 

authenticity's role is not to supply us with new projects, but instead to 

take these projects over with an awareness of one's ownmost potentiality 

for Being: 

Resolution does not withdraw itself from “actuality,” but 

discovers first what is factically possible; and it does so by 
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seizing upon it in whatever way is possible for it as its 
ownmost ability-to-be in the one (1962, 346). 

In so doing, we not only take hold of our ownmost potentiality of being, 

but through authenticity we become even more engaged in the world and with 

others: 

Authentic disclosedness modifies with equal primordiality both 

the way in which the “world" is discovered...and the way in 

which the Dasein-with of others is disclosed. The “world” 

which is available does not become another one "in its 

content," nor does the circle of others get exchanged for a 
new one; but both Being towards the available understandingly 

and concernfully, and solicitous Being with others, are now 

given a definite character in terms of their ownmost 

potentiality-for-Being-their-Selves. (1962, 322). 

Therefore, the heart of the argument concerning authenticity's 

arbitrariness loses most of its bite. Whereas we may concede a certain 

amount of arbitrariness concerning the manifestation of the call and 

resolve, because Dasein is always already oriented by and engaged in 

social projects, authenticity is only as arbitrary as the world in which 

it is manifest. In addition, Heidegger argues that taking a stand on 

one's authentic potentiality for Being actually establishes a constancy 

that can be counterposed to the arbitrariness of inauthenticity: 

authentic ability-to-be...opens our eyes for the constancy of 

the self in the sense of its having taken a stand. The 

constancy of the self...is the authentic counter-possibility 

to the non-self-constancy which is characteristic of 

irresolute falling (1962, 369). 

As we saw in the previous chapter, the concepts of inauthenticity 

and the one cover a wide variety of phenomenon. They simultaneously 

create who I am while covering over my own potentiality for Being within 

the tranguilized bustle of everyday life. In short, they constitute 

Dasein from the nothing and then hide that nothingness behind the facade 

of everyday stability and universality. What Wolin misunderstands in 
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Heidegger's discussion of the call is that its function is not to 

extricate us from the "“one™ or worldliness in general, but instead to 

break through the various mechanisms by which we hide ourselves within the 

world and lose sight of our own potentiality for Being. According to 

Heidegger, “to the extent that for Dasein, as care, its Being is an issue, 

it summons itself as a "one" which is factically falling, and summons 

itself from its uncanniness towards its potentiality-for-Being" (1962, 

333). Again, the issue has nothing to do with who we ‘actually' are, for 

we can never truly be any-thing, but instead focuses on our essential 

nature, as characterized through care, as that being for which Being is an 

issue. 

Turning to the issue of resolve as a 'decision,' the ramifications 

of the critics' failure to understand the dialectical nature of the "one" 

are clearly seen in their misconstrual of Heidegger's notion of 

authenticity as attempting to provide concrete exestentiell choices. 

Habermas and Wolin seem to equate the realization of the groundlessness of 

our everyday world with its destruction, and thereby hold out some 

essential, non-groundless, activity that authenticity is supposed to 

provide for Dasein. They then decry the empty, contentless discussion of 

resolve, which provides no material criterion for deciding on this new 

authentic activity. While they are correct in one sense that both the 

call and resolve are ‘'contentless,' it is not, however, for the reasons 

that they argue. 

The key issue is, of course, that there is no essential material 

content for authenticity to decide upon. Instead, Dasein is called to 

recognize its essential openness to Being. Therefore, the decision is not 
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a deliberate action, but is instead a choosing of one's ownmost openness 

to the potentiality of Being: 

One would completely misunderstand the phenomenon of 

resoluteness if one should want to suppose that this consists 

simply in taking up possibilities which have been proposed and 

recommended, and seizing hold of them....To resoluteness, the 

indefiniteness characteristic of every potentiality-for-Being 
into which Dasein has been factically thrown, is something 

that necessarily belongs (1962, 345). 

It is also important to realize that once Dasein has made this 'choice,' 

it does not then hold the world before it and attempt to re-construct it 

in some new image of its own choosing, but instead always already finds 

itself in a situation, doing what it always has done. As Heidegger 

explains, "resoluteness does not first take cognizance of a Situation and 

put the Situation before itself; it has put itself into that Situation 

already. As resolute, Dasein is already taking action" (1962, 347). 

Thus, while it would seem that resolve is nothing more than the 

manifestation of consciousness or self-reflection, which would in fact 

cast the existential of authenticity as nothing more than the existentiell 

of the philosopher/thinker, this in fact confuses the levels of 

Heidegger's analysis. Heidegger states that "resoluteness ‘exists' only 

aS a resolution which understandingly projects itself" (1962, 345). As 

was discussed in chapter one, understanding is a pre-ontological, pre- 

thematic know-how. In this case resolve calls us to our pre-ontological 

understanding that Being is always an issue for Dasein. 

In a self-reflective stance, however, the thinker attempts to 

transform understanding into interpretation, which is the explicit 

appropriation of understanding. Thus, interpretation is a derivative mode 

of understanding that pulls us out of our concernful comportment with the 

world. What enables authenticity is not that we thematically chart out 
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our ontological nature, such as in a work like Being and Time, but instead 

lies in the fact that every aspect of our being-in-the-world is always 

already characterized by the fact that we care about the Being of beings. 

This is not to say that authenticity, as an awareness of the self, 

does not represent some form of self-reflection or consciousness. 

Heidegger is obviously not attempting to obliterate all sense of 

consciousness. The issue, however, is that this consciousness is not a 

free-floating detached awareness that constructs its world, but is instead 

always already embedded in a world as an openness to the happening of 

Being. Ina particularly revealing passage Heidegger writes that: 

Just as little as existence is necessarily and directly 
impaired by an ontologically inadequate way of understanding 

the conscience, so little does an existentially appropriate 

Interpretation of the conscience guarantee that one has 

understood the call in an existentiell manner (1962, 341). 

Thus, what 1s essential to achieving authenticity is not detached 

philosophical contemplation, but rather an engaged being-in-the-world that 

Maintains an openness to Being through an awareness of its own 

potentiality for Being. Thus, this awareness is not simultaneous with 

self-reflection, but instead is the primordial ‘ground’ upon which all 

‘consciousness’ is based. 

Now, despite all of the various points that I have set forth, we 

nevertheless return to Wolin's indictment that: 

without any material criteria for decision, it becomes 

impossible to distinguish an authentic from an inauthentic 

decision, responsible from irresponsible action - let alone on 
what grounds an individual would even prefer one course of 

action to another (Wolin, 52). 

While I have show that this misses the main point of authenticity, there 

is still some truth to this claim. Heidegger is not attempting to erect a 

set of guidelines by which we are supposed to live our lives - an attempt 
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which would be antithetical to his entire existential project. Wolin 

admits this point but still wishes to hold Heidegger accountable: 

it is not up to fundamental ontology to make our choices for 

us. It is “we" who must decide, in accordance with what 
Heidegger is fond of calling our "ownmost potentiality-for- 

Being." Nevertheless, these caveats should by no means 

exonerate existential analysis from the charge of vacuity or 

insufficient concreteness (Wolin, 40). 

In answer Wolin and Habermas, I have not attempted to show that 

Heidegger's analysis does in fact concretely trace out every aspect of 

authenticity. There is a crucial element of ambiguity, correlating with 

the fact that no one else can recognize my call or make my decisions, 

intrinsic to the various structures of authenticity. What I have 

attempted to show, however, is that this ambiguity does not result from 

its detachment from the world or repudiation of the social realm. Thus, 

the call is certainly arbitrary in the sense that we cannot understand or 

predict it rationally, but not in the sense that what we do is randomly 

detached from the world. 

In the end, the argument that I put forth in the second chapter 

concerning the authenticity/inauthenticity not being a normative disjunct 

seems to hold in this chapter as well. Authenticity does not supply us 

with any guidelines for good or bad actions. Indeed, one could just as 

plausibly argue that evil can be as authentic as good. Therefore, looking 

to Being and Time for material guidelines - leading either toward fascism 

or away from it - is to misunderstand the notion of authenticity as well 

as Heidegger's entire perspective. This intrinsic open-endedness means 

that an authentic project could be just as easily democratic as 

authoritarian. Thus, the argument that authenticity necessarily leads to 

an authoritarian politics fails to hold. 
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Conclusion 

The goal of this thesis has been to examine the claim that a 

rigorous political interpretation of Being and Time necessarily leads to 

an authoritarian political framework. As we have seen, this notion of a 

‘necessary’ connection was traced out in both a negative and positive 

sense. The negative sense is based on the argument that Heidegger's 

concept of inauthenticity and the ‘one’ thoroughly denigrates the key 

social phenomena that any democratic political framework would claim to be 

essential. The positive sense of this 'necessary' connection is that the 

basic structures of authenticity promote a detached elitism amenable to an 

authoritarian politics. 

The argument that I have developed through the previous chapters is 

that both claims are based on a basic misunderstanding of Heidegger's 

dichotomy between authenticity and inauthenticity. The heart of the 

dilemma lies in the interpretation of this dichotomy as one between good 

and bad. As we saw in chapter two, this is predicated on the claim that 

inauthenticity and the ‘one’ embodies an “ideologically tinged worldview" 

of the elitist "German mandarin intelligentsia" with whom Heidegger is 

identified. Through an analysis of Being and Time, the critics find 

Heidegger's categories of our everyday "being-in-the-world" and "being- 

with-others" to be nothing more than the idle di&tractions and noise of 

the 'one,' holding back authentic self-awareness. 
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Through a careful examination of Heidegger's text, however, I was 

able to show that these arguments fail to hold. In answering the question 

of the ‘who of everyday Dasein,' we found that it was in fact answered as 

the 'one.' Representing the basic pre-ontological understanding and 

facticity of our existential thrownness, the 'one' is that basic public 

understanding of who we are that we never chose, can never fully 

understand, and from which we can never get free. Despite Habermas' 

argument to the contrary, the concept of the ‘one’ is the culmination of 

Heidegger's painstaking efforts to overcome the traditional primacy of the 

intentional thematic awareness of an isolated consciousness. Far from 

being a totalizing critique of mass society and culture, it in fact is 

positioned in Heidegger's argument as the primordial ground (albeit a non- 

ground) of our "“being-in-the-world”" upon which his entire attempt at 

overcoming western metaphysics depends. 

This is not to say that Heidegger is not critical of certain 

features of mass society. The tendencies for language and intersubjective 

relations to hide our essential finitude are insightfully detailed in his 

discussion of the ‘'one.' The general point of Heidegger's argument is 

that in creating who we are, the ‘'one' simultaneously has a restricting 

effect on who we can be. Yet, Habermas and Wolin mistook the discussion 

of the latter phenomena for description of the general structures of 

"being-with-others," "language" and our "“everydayness." 

This misunderstanding was further exacerbated by the demand, by both 

critics, that language and intersubjectivity explicitly occupy a central 

position in any understanding of the maintenance and perpetuation of the 

structures of the '‘'lifeworld.' What was in fact Heidegger's refusal to 

privilege any one existential structure as a ‘primal ground’ - instead 
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arguing that they are equiprimordial - was read by Habermas and Wolin as 

an inadequate conceptualization of the everyday structures of social 

interaction through which we understand our world. The argument of 

equiprimordiality aside, I showed that despite their actual position in 

Heidegger's text, their theoretical position in his understanding of 

Dasein and its "being-in-the-world" is crucial. 

Whereas both critics attempted to build off Theunissen's argument 

that the other represents nothing more than the "with-like traces" of our 

instrumentally mediated "being-in-the-world," this fails to understand the 

deeper significance of our "being-with-others." On its most basic level, 

"being-with-others" does not represent our interactions with others, but 

rather the phenomenon that in becoming a Dasein we always already have 

interacted with others. More specifically, in becoming some-one in any 

given society, through doing what one does and knowing what one knows, we 

have always already been with others. As we saw, the fact that the 

critics have not dealt with the full significance of this existential is 

prefigured by the fact the ‘one' was written off by the critics as a 

priori negative, fulfilling no positive role in Heidegger's framework. 

The controversy surrounding ‘language’ reflected a Similar 

misunderstanding. The critics argued that Heidegger's discussion of 

language relegated communication to a derivative status that precluded 

genuine interaction. This derivative status, however, is not based on a 

denigration of communication, but rather is based on the fact that 

Heidegger grounds language in our basic existential condition. In arguing 

that language is grounded in the existential of "talk," Heidegger is not 

attempting to deny the importance of language. He is instead arguing that 

first and foremost we do not explicitly negotiate a linguistic framework, 
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but instead unthinkingly take over language grounded in the existential 

context of our “being-in-the-world." 

Heidegger is not trying to argue that our  pre-ontological 

understanding of the world is pre-linguistic. Certainly this 

understanding has been constructed through an entire heritage of 

linguistic conventions. However, despite the fact that the hammer is a 

linguistically coded object that only makes sense within a linguistically 

coded referential totality, my primordial understanding of this object is 

not an explicit thematization of an object coded by language, but is 

instead based on my knowing how to use it. The fact that this basic know 

how 1s nevertheless inherently linguistic is reflected by the 

primordiality of "talk." Moveover, the very fact that the existential of 

language is not a separate structure of our "being-in," but instead that 

which characterizes the other three structures - affectedness, 

understanding and fallenness - attests to the importance of language to 

what it means to be a Dasein. 

Finally, the content of our day to day existence was argued to have 

been reduced to the worthlessness of inauthentic fallenness. However, our 

fallenness is based in the fact that our primordial "“being-in-the-world" 

is non-thematic and therefore in a sense self-absorbing. While there is 

always the constant tendency for Dasein to lose itself and therefore hide 

itself from authenticity, Heidegger nevertheless insists that authentic 

Dasein must in a sense fall into its concerns in the world. The very fact 

that our pre-ontological understanding is not a system of beliefs or rules 

means that if we are not non-thematically comporting ourselves to our 

tasks, it will become more difficult, if not impossible, to competently 

perform them. 
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In all of these cases, we can see that while Heidegger never 

explicitly places a 'value' on any of these phenomena that we should then 

protect, he instead shows that they are central components to any and all 

adequate understandings of what it means to be a human being, whether 

authentic or inauthentic. The full consequence of the critics 

misunderstanding of this key point was seen in their arguments against 

authenticity. Because they had conceptually removed the 'one' from their 

interpretations of authenticity, they could not understand how Heidegger 

established any criteria for the proper content of a specifically 

authentic way of Being. Their admonition of Heidegger's discussions of 

resolve and call of consciousness as empty of all guiding principles, 

while technically correct, belies a deeper misunderstanding of the 

fundamental point of authenticity. 

Because we can never remove ourselves from the shared understanding 

of the world that we have taken over from the ‘one,' authenticity must 

always take shape within our daily public projects. Thus, Wolin's 

argument that Heidegger's existential analytic is inherently destructive 

to tradition fails to hold. The heart of the issue is not what we do, but 

how we do it. The realization of our essential nullity through 

existential guilt and death forces Dasein to confront the fact that it can 

never be one concrete way of Being. In other words, it can never define 

itself in terms of a specific identity. This realization of the essential 

meaningless of the world, as well as my inability to take full control of 

my life, would, on the one hand, seem to plunge Dasein into an abyss of 

utter nihilism from which it could only look inward and, through an act of 

willful self-affirmation, find meaning. This is in fact what Habermas 

argues, citing W. Schulz, when he describes the self-understanding of 
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Being and Time as the “heroic nihilism of self-affirmation in the   

impotence and finitude of Dasein" (Habermas, 150). 

Ironically, the central problem with this interpretation is mirrored 

by many 'postmodern' thinkers, such as Jacques Derrida, who merely 

suspend all notions of willful subjectivity through a playful stance of 

passive submissiveness to the utter meaninglessness of the world. The 

dilemma with either interpretation is that they have the theoretical 

effect of recreating a self-contained space (or, in the case of the 

postmoderns, a conspicuous absence) in which a subject stands in 

opposition, whether willful or passive, to Being. On my reading, however, 

Heidegger's notion of authenticity is neither a willful attempt to 

overcome a certain way of Being, nor a passive absolution of all ways of 

Being, but instead an openness to the manifold possibilities of Being; a 

realization that we are the type of beings for whom Being can be. 

Heidegger's point in his painstaking description of our non-thematic 

comportment in the world is not to reverse the traditional hierarchy 

between thought and action, but instead to argue that regardless of such 

distinctions, we are always already being in the world. Likewise, 

authenticity is not a reinscription of the primacy of reflective space, in 

which we would consider a distinction between active or passive, but is 

instead an engaged being in the world that maintains an openness to the 

possibilities of Being. 

Such a stance is beyond the dichotomy of passive/active for it 

demands that we be in the world, albeit with a certain "lightness of 

care." Whereas inauthentic Dasein tends to define itself in terms of the 

world of its cares and concerns, it must instead maintain a certain 

openness to being, not apart from its cares and concerns, but through 
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them. It is through Dasein's existence as a projection of possibilities 

that Being can appear in the openness of the clearing of Dasein and its 

world. Thus, it is only through our engaged being that Being can manifest 

itself through beings. Yet, our essential "being-in-the-world" also means 

that even explicit thematization, such as in a philosophical text, despite 

its non-primordiality, is nevertheless an engaged projection of Being. 

Aside from the many philosophical implications, or perhaps in the 

face of them, the main contention of this thesis is established. While 

the formal emptiness of authenticity would not protect us from an 

authoritarian reading, it nevertheless does not inextricably lead to such 

a position. While Heidegger's framework certainly lacks the conceptual 

machinery needed to thematize many crucial aspects of any concrete 

democratic system, the point is that political implications of Being and 

Time do not necessarily lead in any one direction. 
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