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2§ Foreword

The studies contained in this volume are intended to help
the reader toward an understanding of Heidegger’s philosophy,
especially as it is expressed in Sein und Zeit. The translation
of this treatise, published in 1962, has for the first time made
Heidegger accessible to the English-speaking public.* Many
of his later works, it is true, have been available in English
for a longer time, but they remained a body without a head
until Sein und Zeit had been translated. The possibility now
opened up for a study of Heidegger's philosophy makes the
nced for expository works more urgent than before. Even
the best translations cannot avoid a certain distortion of the
original text, imposing additional difficulties on their readers.
The main purpose of this book is to help such readers over
the greatest initial difficulties presented by Sein und Zeit.

Several introductory and expository works on Heidegger
have already appeared in English. Those that are known to

* Being and Time, trans. J. Macquarrie and E. Robinson (London:
SCM Press, and New York: Harper & Row, 1962).

Xv
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me vary greatly in seriousness and merit, but all seem to have
one fault in common: they fail to bring fully to light the
question Heidegger asks. It is not surprising, therefore, that
Heidegger’s answer is often misunderstood, or, what is worse,
only half-understood. This state of affairs is admittedly easier
to point out than to remedy. Heidegger claims to have made a
new departure in Greek-Western thinking by raising a radi-
cally new problem. What this problem is, and how it differs
from the central problem of traditional philosophy, is hard to
grasp and harder to explain; but it must be at least roughly
explained and understood before any detail of Heidegger's
thought can fall into place.

Accordingly, the first theme of this book is simply the
question Heidegger asks. The discussion of this question will
at the same time introduce the reader to Sein und Zeit in a
general way and prepare him for the second and main theme
of this book: an exposition of those features and problems of
Sein und Zeit which are both basic to its understanding and
are usually found hardest to grasp, such as, to mention only
one example, Heidegger’s conception of world. The first seven
studies will deal with problems basic to Sein und Zeit as a
whole, the eighth will give a preview of the special problems
raised in Division Two, and the concluding study will attempt
to indicate Heidegger’s answer to the question raised at the
beginning of his inquiry.

The difficulty of Heidegger's thought was for many years
held to be almost insuperable in the medium of a foreign
language, especially English. That this opinion is no longer
so widely held can be seen both from the rapidly increasing
translations of Heidegger's works and from the interest of a
growing public. There are signs, moreover, that as a thinker
of our own age, Heidegger may be of interest to many who
do not claim to have a wide knowledge of traditional meta-
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physics or whose concern with him may not be primarily
philosophical at all. Such readers have a certain advantage in
bringing an open mind to a new problem, but they also have
special difficulties in grappling with Heidegger. Every effort
has been made to carry these readers along in this work.
Wherever possible, difficult ideas are approached through
concrete examples and illustrations. Care has been taken to
explain frequently used metaphysical terms, which are ele-
mentary to the expert in philosophy, but may be unfamiliar
to the less well-prepared reader. Any unnecessary use of
technical language has been avoided and a simple, straight-
forward English aimed at.

Heidegger's own key words present a special problem to
translator and expositor alike, a problem that can never be
entirely satisfactorily or finally solved. As Heidegger rightly
insists, every translation is in itself an interpretation. The
English renderings of key concepts which this work gives have
grown entirely from its own understanding of Heidegger’s
thought, and may considerably differ from other translations.
The first English version of Sein und Zeit appeared only after
the body of this book had been completed, but as even a hasty
comparison shows, there are many similarities and many more
divergencies in the rendering of Heidegger’s key words. This
is all to the good. Since in most cases the English expression
can only be an approximation to the German, it unavoidably
weights the original in one way or another. Something like a
standard English terminology of Heidegger's concepts is not
only an impracticable aim, but would in advance rob his
thought of its rich possibilities and drive it into the narrow
channel of only one possible interpretation. For this reason,
no effort was made to adapt the terminology of this book to
that of Being and Time, except where the translators have
found an especially felicitous way of expressing what seems to
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me the primary meaning of a word, as for instance, in their
inspired translation of eigenst by “ownmost.” This and several
other excellent renderings have been gratefully taken over,
and the term “Division” for Abschnitt has also been adopted.

An exposition has the advantage of far greater freedom

than is permissible to a translation; it can not only paraphrase

and expound a concept at length, where necessary, but it is
one of its positive tasks to unfold all the implications enclosed
in a key concept. Even so, when all this has been done, the
inadequacy of the English rendering is often still so painfully
felt that there is a constant temptation to go on using the
German original. This temptation will be rigorously resisted in
this work, on the principle that an inadequate English word
is preferable to an unfamiliar foreign word, always provided
that it has been carefully explained how and where the
English fails to harmonize with the original. Only the titles
of Heidegger’s works will be kept in German. When Being
and Time is used instead of Sein und Zeit, the reference is
always to the English translation.

Heidegger’s practice of putting into quotation marks, for
no apparent reason, such familiar words as “subject,” “know,”
“world,” etc., although a minor difficulty, cannot be entirely
disregarded. The quotation marks indicate that these words are
not to be taken at their face value, either because they are
used in a new sense, or because they are a loose way of speak-
ing, not strictly appropriate to the matter under discussion,
but unavoidable because they have grown from a long habit
of thought and are easily understandable to the reader.

Heidegger’s practice will be applied in this book only
within strict limits. On the other hand, quotation marks will
occasionally be used for purely linguistic reasons. The word
being, when it stands for the substantive das Sein, may some-
times have to be distinguished from a gerund or a present



Foreword xix

participle that belongs to the sentence construction. English
is exceptional in that it does not have a noun form of the
infinitive to be, a peculiarity that can lead to confusion and
obscurity when the to be is the main theme of the inquiry.
Many philosophical works try to overcome this difficulty by
spelling the gerund with a capital letter: Being. This practice,
unfortunately, can lead to another confusion: the mere sight
of the word Being suggests the divine Being, when what is
meant is simply the humble to be. The verbal noun being will
therefore be spelled with the small initial letter, but it will
stand in quotation marks when any doubt could arise about its
meaning. '

Finally, two closely connected points must be briefly men-
tioned. The first concerns the Bibliography on pages xiii-xiv.
It lists only those works on which this book is directly based,
or which have contributed to it in a positive way. Two impor-
tant new works by Heidegger were published when the manu-
script was already too far advanced to be able to profit from
them, and they have accordingly been omitted from the
Heidegger bibliography. Among Husserl's many works, those
have been selected to which either direct reference is made or
which were found to be especially helpful as a preparation for
Sein und Zeit. As to commentaries and critical works on
Heidegger, none is included in the Bibliography, for the
simple reason that none was drawn upon. To have considered
the secondary literature that has grown up around Heidegger
would almost inevitably have raised controversy and inter-
fered with the main purpose of taking the reader directly to
Heidegger’s thought as that is presented in his own works.

For similar reasons, no attempt has been made at a critical
appraisal of Heidegger’s philosophy. Where comparisons with
other thinkers occur, these are incidental and subordinate to
the positive task of helping the reader to a clear and firm grasp
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of Heidegger’s fundamental ideas. This is by no means easy,
but once it is done, it will put the reader in a position both to
explore more deeply Heidegger’s thought for himself and

to form a fair judgment of its power and original contribution
to philosophy.*

* The question of a fruitful critique of Heidegger will be discussed at
the end of a detailed study of Division Two of Sein und Zeit, by which the
writer intends to follow up the present general exposition of this basic work.
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PART ONE

What Is the Question?

e

25 Introductory

The main body of Sein und Zeit is preceded by two ex-
pository chapters in which Heidegger explains the question
of being as it is to be raised and worked out in this funda-
mental inquiry. Everything that belongs to Heidegger's ques-
tion, its motive and aim, the method of the investigation and
the conclusions at which it will arrive, is set out in these two
chapters with meticulous care and a masterliness that can only
be appreciated after much study. And yet, twenty and thirty
years after the publication of Sein und Zeit, Heidegger still
finds himself obliged to correct misinterpretations of his funda-
mental work and to point out confustons between his question
of being and that raised by traditional ontology.*

* The word “ontology” is used throughout this book in the sense de-
fined by Heidegger: it is the inquiry into beings as beings. This inquiry
considers beings purely in what and how they are, i.e. in respect of their
being. Hence a second definition of ontology, namely as the inquiry into
the being of beings, is often used by Heidegger as equivalent to the defini-
tion given first. Ontology, theology, logic, in their essential unity, con-
stitute metaphysics as a whole. For a discussion of the threefold unity of
metaphysics, see e.g. Heidegger’s lecture, “Die onto-theo-logische Verfas-
sung der Metaphysik,” ID, p. 37 ff. (A list of the abbreviations of titles

used in references is given in the Bibliography, cf. pp. xiii-xiv.)
I



2 Wuat Is THE QUESTION?

The difficulty of grasping a radically new problem is, of
course, well known to students of philosophy. In addition,
Heidegger presents his readers with unusual difficulties, the
greatest of which is the fragmentary state of Sein und Zeit
itself. Divisions One and Two of Part I were published in
1927 as the beginning of a much larger work, consisting of
two parts or halves, each containing three divisions. Heidegger
intended to conclude his own investigations of the problem of
being in Division Three, Part I, while the whole of Part I was
to have been a radical critique of traditional ontology. Of this
monumental work, the originally published two divisions are
still all we have up to the present time. Perhaps nothing can
show the stature of Sein und Zeit more impressively than the
fact that, in spite of its unfinished state, it is one of those rare
works whose importance can in no way be measured or fore-
seen.

Between 1927 and 1960, Heidegger published numerous
other works, some of which clearly belonged to Part II of
Sein und Zeit (see especially Kant und das Problem der
Metaphysik). On the whole, it may be said that, except for a
treatise on Aristotle’s interpretation of time, the ground as-
signed to Part II has been fully covered by Heidegger, al-

though not in the way in which it had been originally planned.
In the Preface to the seventh German edition of Sein und
Zeit (1953), Heidegger announced that the second half would
definitely not be added to the work.

This announcement still left open the question of the
crucially important Division Three of Part I, which was to
have borne the suggestive subtitle of “Zeit und Sein” (Time
and Being). The absence of this division has contributed more
than any other single factor to the difficulty of the whole
treatise. As far as one can judge, it was to have brought not

only the solution of Heidegger’s final problem, but also the
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explicit and detailed answer to what might be called his pen-
ultimate question. The absence of two sets of answers from
Sein und Zeit makes its central problem extremely difficult to
grasp and even leaves it open to doubt which of the questions
raised by Heidegger is the more fundamental.

In 1961, however, Heidegger delivered a lecture on “Zeit
und Sein” (Time and Being) at the University of Kiel, which
was subsequently broadcast in Germany. The text of the lec-
ture has unfortunately not yet become available outside Ger-
many. It remains to be seen what light it will throw on Divi-
sion Three and how it will contribute to an understanding of
the work as a whole. Until its publication, an exposition of
Sein und Zeit needs must restrict itself to Divisions One and
Two as they stand in the treatise at present.

It need hardly be pointed out that even if Heidegger's
fundamental work were completed, it would still be hard to
approach, and great efforts would always be demanded from
the reader to grasp its central theme. Among its many difficul-
ties, the following may be specially mentioned:

First, the special use of the word Sinn (sense, or meaning),
which enters importantly into Heidegger’'s problem as it is
formulated in Sein und Zeit. This word is confusing and even
positively misleading to readers who are unfamiliar with
phenomenology. This difficulty, however, is comparatively
easy to Overcome.

Second, the confusion between Heidegger's and the meta-
physical question of being. This difficulty is recurrent and
not at all easy to overcome.

Third, the failure to see that there is any difficulty at all.
Our familiarity with, and constant use of, the is and am and
to be, make it incomprehensible that anyone should find our
ability to understand these words astonishing and problematic.
This difficulty is chronic and hardest to overcome, because it
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is not primarily a matter of intellect and thinking. A. E. Hous-
man is reported to have said that the only way in which he
could recognize great poetry was by a certain feeling in his
stomach; it might equally well be said that the first time one
truly understands Heidegger's questions one knows it by a
cold shiver running down one’s spine.

These difficulties will be specially kept in view in the
exposition of Heidegger’s central theme, which will be devel-
oped as follows:

In Sections 1 and 2 the precise meaning of Heidegger’:s ques-
tion is explained and illuminated by a discussion of the aims set
in Part I of Sein und Zeit.

Section 3. A brief summary is given of Heidegger’s interpre-
tation of the question of being as it has been asked and 'worked
out in traditional philosophy, in contrast to his own question.

Section 4. The unique nature of the concept of being, and
the attempted solutions of the problem of its unity, most notably
by Aristotle, are discussed. This leads to a consideration of Heideg-
ger’s own attempt to solve the same problem.

Section 5. The concrete working out of Heidegger’s problem
in Sein und Zeit is the main subject. The difficulties inherent in
the problem itself are discussed, concluding with a brief indication
of the place of Sein und Zeit in Heidegger’s thought as a whole.



2 Exposition

1. A formal statement of the question

Sein und Zeit is an inquiry into the meaning of being
(Sinn von Sein). To this short formulation of his theme,
Heidegger frequently adds the word diberhaupt, which is diffi-
cult to translate precisely: the meaning of being as such or
in general is only an approximate statement of the full theme
(Sinn von Sein iiberhaupt). Fortunately, this difficulty need
not worry us unduly, since Heidegger does not insist on a
single formula. In an effort to make his problem concretely
understandable, he often reduces it to a simple, informal
question, as, for example: “—was heisst ‘Sein—."" (Cf. SZ,
p- 26; also Kant, p. 202; ID, p. 21.) Almost literally translated,
the phrase means: what is called “being”? Freely paraphrased,
it might be rendered as: what do we mean by “to be”?

From these various formulations, the core of Heidegger's
question emerges with an apparent, not to say misleading,
clarity and simplicity. At first sight, we must confess, it is
frankly disappointing. Heidegger claims to give philosophy a
new start, but it is not at all evident where the newness of his

5
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question lies. It strikes us rather as the revival of an old ques-
tion that has gone out of fashion. Even less does its funda-
mental character show itself on the surface. It reminds us of
the kind of problems that are usually dealt with by logic, but
most of all it sounds like a linguistic or a merely verbal prob-
lem. Among all the doubts and misgivings aroused by a formal
statement of Heidegger’s theme, the suspicion that he might
be concerned merely with the meaning of a word must evi-
dently be the first to be allayed.

2. A provisional explanation of “meaning” (Sinn). The
theme of Sein und Zeit restated

Heidegger’s special use of the term “meaning” (Sinn) was
pointed out already in our introductory remarks. Our present
difficulty thus seems to be purely terminological and should
be capable of an easy solution: we must simply find out how
Heidegger defines the word “meaning.” The matter, however,
is not quite so simple, as can be readily seen when the defini-
tion is actually given: meaning, in Heidegger’s sense, is that
from which something is understandable as the thing it is. This
definition, while perfectly correct, is for our purpose quite in-
sufficient. Heidegger’s terminology grows from a way of phe-
nomenological thinking, which cannot be explained merely by
defining words. Phenomenology will be made the subject of
one of our later studies, but in the meantime we must find a
rough-and-ready way to understand Heidegger’s use of “mean-
ing.” This can be done by a concrete illustration.

Supposing in a strange town we ask what a certain building
is, we may be told that it is a theater. With this explanation,
the building has explicitly come to our understanding as a
theater, i.e. as the thing it is. Supposing, however, that we are
not familiar with theaters, we must take a further step and
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have explained to us what a theater is. We shall be told that
it is a building intended for the production of plays. Provided
that we know at all what a play is, this particular building has
now become manifest in what it essentially is. When we un-
derstand something as the thing it is, we have understood it in
its essential being.

But where in all this is the meaning? Is it in our under-
standing of the word theater? No. Is it in this concrete thing,
the theater itself? No. Is it perhaps in the explanation: “for
the production of plays”? The “for” shows that this thing, the
theater, is in advance understood by reference to a purpose;
is that where we find the meaning? This comes much nearer
to Heidegger, but is not quite there yet. Meaning, according
to Heidegger, is that from which something is understandable
as the thing it is. From where can a thing like a theater be
understood at all? Only from a world of human existence.
Writing, producing and appreciating plays is one of our dis-
tinctively human possibilities, for the sake of which we have
things like theaters. Only from a human world can a thing
be understood as a theater. That which makes such under-
standing possible, Heidegger says, is the meaning. The mean-
ing of the theater is the world to which it belongs.

The world of our own existence is the horizon in which
our everyday understanding moves, so that from it and in
reference to it the things we come across are intelligible to us as
theaters, as buses, as knives and forks, in one word, as things
that can be useful for some purpose. The horizon of our world
is primarily “meaning-giving”; it is a meaning in which we
constantly move as a matter of course, so that it usually remains
implicit.

One way to make this implied meaning explicit is to turn
away from our everyday world and enter into the realm of one
of the sciences, say, theoretical physics. At one stroke, things
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like theaters, buses, knives and forks, become “meaningless.”
The horizon from which things are now understood is the
substantiality of matter. Why has such a startling change taken
place? Because the horizon, in which the physicist’s under-
standing moves, has undergone a profound modification: the
world of human existence has become modified into a theo-
retical conception of material nature, articulated into such
categories or basic concepts as mass, motion, energy, etc. Since
this horizon alone is “meaning-giving” for the physicist, any-
thing whatever that falls under his observation must show
itself and can only show itself as a complex motion of material
bodies. This horizon gives nothing from which things could
even be questioned as to their possible relevance to a purpose;
their only possibility now is to show themselves in their ma-
terial properties as moving bodies in a space-time continuum.

To sum up the results we have reached so far: meaning is
that which enables us to understand things as the things they
are, i.e. in their essential being. The meaning does not orig-
inally lie in words, or in things, but in the remarkable struc-
ture of our understanding itself. We move in advance in a
horizon of understanding, from which and in reference to
which the things we meet are intelligible to us as so and so and
as such and such. The world of our own existence is the
horizon from which we primarily understand things as relevant
to a purpose. This is capable of modifications, e.g. into some:
thing like “nature.” From this horizon, things become under-
standable purely as substantial bodies. The modifications in
the horizon of our understanding enable us to understand
things in different ways, but in each case only in one or
another of their possibilities.

What light does this throw onto Heidegger’s theme? What
is Heidegger aiming at when he asks: How is it at all possi-
ble for man to understand being? From what horizon does he
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understand being? What does being mean? These questions,

as our discussion has shown, are not three different questions,

but are one and the same. The horizon which makes it possi-

ble for us to understand being as being, is itself the meaning of

being. What is this horizon? It is, as Sein und Zeit sets out to

show, time. Already on the first page, Heidegger tells us that

the provisional aim of his treatise 1s the interpretation of time

as the possible horizon of any understanding whatever of -
being.

Why does Heidegger call this interpretation his provisional
aim? Presumably to indicate that with its achievement, the
tasks set to Sein und Zeit as a whole are by no means finished.
Heidegger’s interpretation of time is completed in Division
Two, except for the last crucial steps, and these were to have
been taken at the beginning of Division Three. This was to
have led to the final phase of Heidegger’s original investiga-
tions: the temporal interpretation of the idea of being as such.

In the absence of Division Three, this final aim of Part I
of Sein und Zeit would have remained impenetrably obscure,
had Heidegger not given some illuminating hints in his work
entitled Vom Wesen des Grundes, published in 1929. Here
Heidegger clearly indicates that the idea of being as such is to
be articulated into what- and how-being, something, nothing
and notness. (Was- und Wiesein, Etwas, Nichts und Nichtig-
keit, cf. Grund, p. 52.)

This formula, bare as it is, and uncertain as its interpreta-
tion must be, yet helps to define Heidegger’s central theme
and deserves to be carefully considered. It contains, in fact,
the basic design of the new ontology that is to be founded, i.e.,
brought back to its source-ground, in Sein und Zeit. The
strangeness of Heidegger's philosophical approach makes itself
felt already in the concepts into which the idea of being is
articulated, among which the “nothing” and the “not” occupy
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the most important place. This seems paradoxical indeed, for,
to our usual way of thinking, “nothing” and “notness” are
the very opposite of being. Our later studies will show, how-
ever, that these concepts receive an entirely new interpretation
in Heidegger’s thought, in the light of which their central
philosophical importance will become fully understandable.
In the meantime, we shall turn to those articulations of the
idea of being which seem familiar and more within our im-
mediate grasp.

The two closely connected articulations of what- and how-
being become much easier to comprehend when they are re-
phrased into what-(a thing)-is and how-(it)-is. The being of
things is manifest to us in what they are, traditionally called
the essence, and in how they are, i.e. whether they exist actu-
ally, or possibly, or necessarily. It should be noted, however,
that these traditional conceptions should never be taken over
unexamined and mechanically applied to Heidegger’s philos-
ophy. The reason for this will gradually emerge in the course
of our studies; meantime, a more urgent point to decide is what
we are to understand by the “thing” whose being is articulated
into what and how.

In the primary and narrow sense, things are the concrete
things that are accessible to us through the senses and are
capable of an independent existence, such as mountains, stars,
plants, animals, etc. These things stand there, so to speak, on
their own feet, and in so standing, they are, they exist. Things
in a very wide sense, however, can mean anything at all: be-
ings as such and as a whole, and things in this wide sense

constitute the sphere of philosophical inquiry. Within the
realm of beings as a whole, however, the concrete, sensible
things have played an eminently important part, so that non-
sensible phenomena, like mind, knowledge, number, etc., have
tended to be understood in comparison with and in contrast to
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them. In other words, the reality (Wirklichkeit) of one kind
of thing has tended to be measured by the reality of another
kind of thing.

But if the fundamental problem of philosophy is to be
raised in a new way, not only the idea of being but also the
idea of beings must be reconsidered and defined. The third
articulation of the idea of being gives us the widest possible
concept of beings as such: they are something and not nothing.
A delusion, the meaning of a poem, God, hope, thinking, seem-
ing, becoming, etc., are evidently something and not nothing,
although they are not concrete, sensible things in the primary
sense of the word. Starting from the idea of something, a “real
thing” is no longer played off against an “ideal thing” and the
one measured by the other; both are set off against the nothing
as the totally other to all things, and understood in their most
fundamental character as “not nothing.” Heidegger’s idea of
being formulates the demand that ontology must start from
the widest and deepest of all distinctions: the difference be-
tween something and nothing. With this start, the problem of
the nothing would be drawn into the very center of philoso-
phy; and this, Heidegger maintains, would be the first fruitful
step toward “overcoming nihilism.” (Cf. EM, p. 155.)

All this sounds intolerably paradoxical at present, because
we do not in the least know as yet what Heidegger means by
the nothing. For the same reason, it is hard to imagine that the
nothing and the not can have anything to do with time, and
yet they must have, if Heidegger is serious in announcing that
the final aim of Sein und Zeit is to unfold the temporal mean-
ing enclosed in the idea of being as such.

This culminating point of Heidegger’s investigations will
unfortunately remain obscure even at the end of our studies,
since the whole temporal analysis of the idea of being was to
have been carried out in Division Three. But, it will be asked,
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what of all the works Heidegger has written since Sein und
Zeit? Is it possible that none of them brings at least a partial
solution of Heidegger’s final problem? One of them does, the
Einfiihrung in die Metaphysik. The lecture, delivered in 1935,
on which this book is based, has rightly been felt to be unique
among all Heidegger's works. Its true theme, however, has
often been only imperfectly understood. It brings, it is true,
the temporal interpretation of an idea of being, but not of
Heidegger's own idea. The interpretation given is of a re-
stricted conception of being which has been central to meta-
physical thinking: the idea of substantial being.
What is the temporal meaning hidden in the idea of sub-
stantiality? Heidegger formulates it as “standing presentness”
or “persistent presentness” (stindige Anwesenheit, cf. EM, p.
154). This is the horizon into which traditional philosophy,
unknown to itself, looks out in advance, and in view to which
it determines, differently in different ages, what kind of things
have “true being” and which are in comparison mere shadows.
It is not an accident, for instance, that Greek-Western thinking
has ascribed an extraordinary dignity to the formal sciences like
logic and mathematics. The purely formal concepts and their
relations studied by these sciences preeminently satisfy
the idea of permanence and unchanging presence, which is
the temporal meaning of substantiality. (Cf. SZ, pp- 89 ff. esp.
PP- 95-96.) The fact that the modern mathematical-theoretical
sciences have grown from the soil of Greek-Western philoso-
Phy, and from no other soil, testifies to the hidden power of an
idea of being which has carried and shaped the course of our
history. But the possibilities of this idea have now been worked
out. If the question of being has to be asked anew, this cannot
l.)e a mere whim or even a “stroke of genius” on the part of an
individual; it can only arise from historical necessity.
How is this question to be worked out in Sein und Zeit?
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The main stages can now be roughly delimited: The ultimate
goal, as was shown above, is the temporal interpretation of the
idea of being as such, i.e. of what- and how-being, something,
nothing and notness. (Projected for Division Three.) This aim
requires for its indispensable basis the solution of a provisional
or penultimate problem: How is it at all possible for man to
understand being? How is it that time is the horizon from
which being is understandable? How is time itself to be inter-
preted? (Completed in Division Two, except for last crucial
steps, which were to have been taken at the beginning of
Division Three.) This problem, in turn, requires for its indis-
pensable basis a preliminary inquiry into the being of man.
The task of this investigation is to discover all the essential
structures of man’s existence, thereby illuminating the way in
which man understands both his own being and the being of
other beings. (Completed in Division One.)

Having brought the broad outline of Heidegger’s treatise
into focus, we can now summarize his question as follows: it is
the question of the inner possibility of our understanding of
being and of the temporal meaning enclosed in the idea of
being as such. This is what Heidegger often calls the question
of being as being, but the phrase is misleading, because the
central problem of traditional ontology is usually defined in the
same way. In view of the radical difference between the two,
would it be justified to change the definition of traditional
ontology to the one proposed by Heidegger? Is Heidegger’s
claim that he is providing a fundamental ontology, i.e. the
foundation for all ontology, to be upheld? The problem of our
understanding of being, Heidegger maintains, lies already in
all the questions philosophy can ask, and lies in them in such
a way that it cannot even be raised as a problem, let alone be
solved, on the traditional soil. On what grounds does Heideg-
ger put forward such a thesis? Is there sufficient evidence to
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make the thesis tenable, or should it be rejected as a dogmatic
assertion? These matters demand an examination of traditional
philosophy, whose nature and limits have so far been only
briefly indicated.

3. Why has traditional ontology failed to get to the root of
the problem of being?

The character and limits of Western philosophy are de-
cisively determined by its Greek origins. The early Greek
thinkers asked: What are beings as beings? What are beings
as a whole? In spite of many profound changes in the course
of Greek-Western thinking, the questions it asks are still fun-
damentally the same as they were at the beginning, or are
derivations from them. Traditional ontology, Heidegger main-
tains, was and remains an inquiry into beings as beings, and

not into being as such. .
Beings * is a rendering of the German word das Seiende.

This is Heidegger’s translation of the essentially.ambigu()us
Greek expression to 0%, whic¥1 can mean both' being and.b .
ings (ta onta). Since in Held‘eggers translation th.e weight
falls on the latter, it usually will be rendered b%r beings, and
sometimes also by things. There are other ways, in themselyeg
better and clearer, of translating das Seiende, e.g. the existent,
the entity or entities. These translations are avoided here just
because they are€ clearer: they cover over an ambiguity
which Heidegger holds to be the very essence of metaphysical
thinking. Phrases like “the being of the existent,” or “the being
of entities,” have 2 first-blush understandability which is en-
tirely spurious: they hide the problem which the phrase

* When the explanation of a key word has an essential bearing on
Heidegger's thought, it will be given in the main text, unless it would

interfere with the movement of an important passage. Purely technical
remarks will be dropped into footnotes.
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“the being of beings” wears, so to speak, on its sleeve.

Ta onta means: that which is, the things that are. For-
mally, the word “beings” approximates quite well to ta onta,
but in English it is applied mainly to living beings, and pri-
marily to human beings. We must now try to think this word
in exactly the opposite way, because the beings par excellence
which traditional ontology has in view are not the beings we
ourselves are, but primarily things, in the sense of concrete,
sensible things. When Greek-Western philosophy speaks of to
be, it thinks of the is of a thing; in other words, to be has come
to mean predominantly the infinitive of is. (Cf. EM, p. 70.)

What do we mean when we say that a thing is (exists)?
We mean that it is really there among the all of things, that it
occurs, it can be found somewhere in the natural universe.
When we talk of reality, we mean primarily the actual pres-
ence of something among the totality of beings. The reality of
the res (thing) in a very wide sense may be called the central
conception of being in traditional ontology. The basic char-
acter of reality is substantiality. The seemingly irreconcilable
trends in our philosophical tradition spring mainly from vary-
ing interpretations of what is meant by substance or what man-
ner or class of beings may properly be called substances.* In
ancient philosophy alone, substance has been as variously de-
fined as matter, as material bodies, as essence, as number, as
idea or form, as the indissoluble unity of matter and form, not
to speak of modern variations on the same theme. Yet all these
differences can be differentiated and all these opposites op-

* The fundamental changes within metaphysical thinking would natu-
rally be given far more weight in a detailed discussion than can be done
in this short sketch. For example, in the Latin word substantia there lies
already a profound reinterpretation of the Greek idea of being as ousia.
The term substance, according to Heidegger, is thoroughly inappropriate
to Greek thought. At this stage, however, it is unavoidable to use a language
tdl:atkis familiar to the reader from the best known translations of Greek

inkers.
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posed only on the ground of an underlying sameness: an idea
of being as substantial reality.

No matter how variously traditional ontology may define
the substance, it always does so with a view to self-subsistence,
self-maintenance without recourse to other beings, unchanging
presence as an independent self. And just because independ-
ence and self-subsistence are the basic characters of substantial
being, its perfect embodiment must be self-produced, or un-
produced, uncaused, uncreated. Anything that is brought into
being is necessarily dependent, needs maintenance and is liable
to pass away—that is why perishable, finite beings cannot
satisfy the idea of the perfect substance.

Any problem that arises in traditional ontology is in ad-
vance understood in the horizon of substantiality. But this idea
of being, Heidegger maintains, is too narrow and restricted to
be able to explain all the ways and senses in which we can
understand being. Above all, it is incapable of explaining the
distinctively and uniquely human way of being. Man exists so
that his being is manifest to him, and it is manifest to him as
his own. That is why each of us must say of himself: I am.
Sein und Zeit will show that the whole meaning and structure
of the being we express by the am is totally different from the
real existence of a thing. i

Once we begin to think about it, it must strike us as curious
that the infinitive to be should have primarily drawn its mean-
ing from the is of things, when the am would seem to be much
nearer and more easily comprehensible to us. Does Heidegger
ascribe this strange feature of our tradition to a lack of insight
or deep thought on the part of metaphysical thinkers? Far from

it: he holds that the greatness of their thought has been the
distinction of Europe. Was, then, the question: what are be-
ings as beings? simply a wrong start, accidentally made and
Perpetuated through two and a half thousand years? Histor-
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ical decisions, Heidegger maintains, do not come about by
accident, but spring from the basic possibilities of man’s exist-
ence, possibilities that are neither made by man, nor, on the
other hand, are merely blindly and passively endured by him,
as a thing may be thought to “endure” the contingencies that
happen to it.

The tendency to interpret man’s being from the being of
things may be roughly and provisionally explained by one of
the basic ways in which man can and usually does exist: he
loses himself to the things he meets in his world. Owing to his
fundamental tendency to give himself away, to scatter himself
among his makings and doings, man literally finds himself
“there,” among the things with which he is busy. Hence the
impression arises that to be means I am in exactly the same
way as it does when it is applied to a thing. Thus the to be
remains undifferentiated and is applied in the vague, average
sense of presentness and occurrence to any beings that are
accessible at all, including man himself.

It is from this average understanding of being that meta-
physics grows. The horizon from which being is understood
does not become explicit and its possible differentiations can-
not become even a problem. What is differentiated is not
being, but beings. Traditional philosophical distinctions start
from beings, defining and dividing them into regions and
classes according to their essence, their whatness. Man him-
self is enrolled into the region of living beings, of animals,
among which, ontologically speaking, he subsequently re-
mains. (Cf. Hu, pp. 65 ff.) Man is the animal who speaks, who
has a soul, reason, mind, spirit, self-consciousness, who can
think. The interpretation of man’s essence undergoes many
changes in Greek-Western ontology; what does not change is
that man’s existence is in advance understood as the real oc-
currence of a peculiar species among the all of beings.
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But, it may be objected, Heidegger’s interpretation of the
history of Greek-Western philosophy is surely too extreme and
one-sided. It may apply to ancient ontology, but it seems to
leave out of account the influence of Christian theology on a
considerable period of Western thought. There is a funda-
mental difference between the medieval and the Greek inter-
pretation of man. And when we come to the modern era, has
Descartes not radically reversed the Greek start with his “I
think therefore I am”?

Heidegger’s answer to these objections may be briefly indi-
cated as follows:

2) The idea of the transcendence of man, that man reaches
out beyond sheer rationality, that he is more than merely'an
intelligent animal, undoubtedly has its roots in Christian
antl'IIOPOIOg)?- (Cf. SZ, p. 49.) But what is decisive for the
question of being is that man'’s existence never becomes an
ontological problem. In Christian theology, man has a preemi-
nent place among all other beings by virtue of 2 soul to’be
saved, but his existence is sufficiently explained by his being
an ens creatum, a creature in a created world. For purely
ontological problematics, the situation is not radically altered
from the antique period: “to be created” is a Christian re-
Interpretation of “to be brought forth,” which is a basic char-
acter of being already in Greek ontology. .

b) In spite of the far-reaching change introduced into
Philosophy by Descartes, Heidegger repudiates the claim that
a fundamentally new start is made with the “I think therefore
I am” (Cf. SZ, pp. 89 ff.) Descartes uncritically takes over

the medieval conception of being as the substantiality of sub-
stance. He follows the Scholastic division of substances into the
infinite and finite substance, the ens increatum and the ens
creatum. Far from raising the question of being in a radically
€W way, Descartes does not even attempt to get to the root



Exposition 19

of the meaning enfolded in the idea of substantiality, nor does
it occur to him to ask whether the being of God or of man can
be appropriately determined by this idea.

The philosopher’s God, as Heidegger frequently points out,
is totally different from the God revealed in religious experi-
ence. (Cf. ID, p. 70; Met, Einleitung, p. 20.) God as the un-
created being is a purely ontological concept. It is the perfect
embodiment of what is explicitly or implicitly meant by sub-
stantiality: an uncaused, self-subsistent being that needs noth-
ing apart from itself to remain constantly present as an un-
changing self.

As against the most perfect, uncreated substance, created
beings can only be called substances in a relative sense. Even
among them, however, two regions can be distinguished that
are relatively independent of production and maintenance:
the res cogitans and the res extensa, the thinking thing and
the extended thing. Descartes thus defines the essence of the
created thing as extension on the one hand and as “I think” on
the other hand. The “I am” is not only left unexamined, but
is understood as a matter of course as the produced (created)
presence of the thinking thing. Broadly and roughly speaking,
“I think therefore I am” means: As the subject of the “I think,”
I am indubitably, necessarily present (as the absolutely un-
shakable ground of truth) in my representations.”

* Heidegger’s interpretation of Descartes’ cogito sum cannot be even
approximately dealt with in this short sketch. It should be noted, however,
that Heidegger is fully aware of the epochal change within metaphysical
thinking that began with Descartes. The discussion of Descartes’ “extended
world” in the first Division of Sein und Zeit (chap. 3, B.) is misleading
because of its incompleteness. At the time of writing, Heidegger intended
to publish a full treatise on the cogito sum as the second Division of Part II
of Sein und Zeit. Although Part II has not been and will not be published,
Heidegger has repeatedly elucidated the meaning and importance of Des-
cartes’ principle in his later works (cf. especially Ho, pp. 80 ff. and pp.
91 f£.).

One of the besetting difficulties for the student of Heidegger’s pllilos9phy
is to grasp that his interpretation of the being of man (Dasein) accomplishes
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Far from making a new beginning with the problem of
being, the modern age of science and technology brings to an
unparalleled and extreme unfolding the implications that lie
already in the Greek start. The extraordinary leveling down
of everything to a uniform sameness witnessed by modern man
in every sphere of experience is explained by Heidegger in the
following way: In the latest stage of the modern era, even the
object, with its last specific what-character of extension, disap-
pears. Things no longer manifest their being by standing face
to face with man as objects for a subject (Gegenstand), but by
standing up to a thoroughgoing calculation, whereby their per-
sistent availability and produceability is in advance made cer-
tain (Bestand). It is by no means an accident that logic and the
mathematical-theoretical sciences, with their formal-symbolic,
nonvisual representation of nature, now come to an unheard-of
predominance: they are the executors of the idea of being as
substantiality, which now reaches its apotheosis in reducing the
what and how of things to the persistence of a characterless
product, whose being lies solely in its calculable availability
and disposability anywhere, at any time. (Cf. e.g. Die Frage
nach der Technik, V /A, pp. 13 ff; also ibid., p. 61; further Met,
Nachwort, p. 48.) *

a radical break with the subjectivity of modern metaphysics, in spite of all
appearances to the contrary. When Heidegger speaks of the “subject” in
Sein und Zeit, he postulates that the whole idea of “being-a-subject,” and
with it, of “being-an-object,” must be fundamentally re-thought and inter-
preted in the light of a new question of being.

* The main outline of Hejdegger's interpretation of traditional philosc-
phy is cleal:]y discernible already in Sein und Zeit, and is amplified and
eMXI:;“‘;ldet_ik.m many 9f his later works, for instance, in Einfiihrung in die
Gr 1; yo Was heisst Denken?; Identitit und Differenz; Der Satz vom

und, etc; also in numerous essays and lectures to be found in collections,
e.g. Holzwege and Vortrige und Aufsitze.
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4. The uniqueness of the concept of being: the problem
of its unity. Aristotle’s “unity of analogy”—a lead into
Heidegger's question

The preceding discussions already indicate that logical
methods of analysis and definition cannot be appropriate to the
new inquiry into being. Logic has grown from the soil of
traditional ontology; its methods, justifiable within certain
limits, are applicable only to defining beings. (Cf. SZ, pp.
3-4.) But being is nothing like beings; it cannot be brought to
definiteness and clarity by having beings ascribed to it. As
Aristotle clearly saw, being is not the highest genus. The uni-
versality of the concept of being is of a totally different order
from the generality of those concepts that gather beings into
one class. While Aristotle’s deep and subtle reasoning cannot
be entered upon here, its point can be graphically illustrated:
A genus, which through its subordinate species contains indi-
vidual beings, can always be exemplified and thus brought to
definiteness and clarity. The genus animal, for instance, can
always be explained by pointing to a sheep or a horse. But to
explain the concept of being, we should vainly point to a horse
or a mountain or the sun, saying: “Look, that is what I mean
by is.” The very absurdity of this attempt shows the baffling
character of our most universal concept: while everything that
we can know, feel, experience in any way is understandable
to us in terms of its being, being itself can in no way be ex-
plained from or by beings. Its universality transcends, goes out
beyond any possible beings or classes of beings.

The uniqueness of being gives rise to the important philo-
sophical problem: what constitutes the unity of this universal
concept? The unity of a genus, like animal, may be explained
by the common character of the beings that fall under it, but
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this cannot be done with being. And yet, all the ways and
senses in which we use the term to be have a recognizable and
definite unity, and the philosophical task is to explain how
this unity is possible.

This is the problem Aristotle tried to solve with his teach-
ing of the analogous meanings of being. “With this discovery,”
Heidegger remarks on page 3 of Sein und Zeit, “Aristotle
shifted . . . the problem of being onto a radically new basis.”
But even Aristotle, Heidegger goes on to point out, failed to
solve the problem of those “categorial connections” which he
himself had raised, nor could the medieval Schoolmen, who
took over the doctrine of the unity of analogy, arrive at any
solution in principle.

Why does Heidegger so pointedly draw attention to this
doctrine in the opening pages of Sein und Zeit? What is it that
Aristotle and the Schoolmen failed to solve? Why must the
whole problem remain in principle insoluble within meta-
physics itself? The answer to these questions must obviously
throw a great deal of light, not only on traditional attempts,
but on Heidegger's own attempt to grapple with the funda-
mental problems of philosophy. The whole matter, therefore,
is well worth considering, even though we can do so only
brieﬂy and by way of illustrations.

The specific problem which the Schoolmen tried to solve
was how it was possible to say “God is” and “the world is,”
Wwhen there is an infinite difference between the being of the
Creator and of the created world. (Cf. SZ, p. 93.) Following
Aristotle’s teaching, the Schoolmen explained that the word
“is” does not mean exactly the same in every instance. God is

(exists) in the primary and full sense of the word to be. The
world is only in a derivative sense, which is understood by

analogy, i.e. by reference to the first and unqualified meanirrg
of the term.
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According to Aristotle, only “substance” is (exists) in the
primary and independent sense of to be. Anything that belongs
to a category other than substance, e.g. the category of quality,
quantity, state, relation, etc., is said to be only in a qualified
sense, being the quality, quantity, state, etc. of a substance. For
example, the “concrete and unique substance,” the moon,
which Aristotle holds to be eternal and divine, is (exists) in the
primary and full sense of the word to be. But when we say
“The moon is white,” or “The moon is eclipsed,” the meaning
of the is has been qualified. The difference between the sub-
stance moon and its quality of whiteness or its state of being
eclipsed is evident: The whiteness could not exist by itself,
whereas the moon could very well change its color and yet
remain substantially the moon. Similarly, the eclipse has no
separate existence apart from the moon, whereas the moon
remains identically the same without being eclipsed. And yet,
we do not speak ambiguously or improperly when we ascribe
being of a kind to quality, or state, or quantity, etc., because
in these instances we do not mean the same by the word is
as when we speak of substance. We are using the term
analogously, i.e. by reference to its first and unqualified mean-
ing.

Why does Heidegger draw attention to the importance of
the “unity of analogy” at the beginning of Sein und Zeit?
Because here is the nearest approach that can be made from
metaphysics toward a new inquiry into being. Aristotle sees
clearly that the problem cannot be solved by dividing beirgs
into genera and species, but that the “to be” itself must be
articulable and modifiable. He sees further that the modifica-
tions can be explained by reference to a primary meaning.
But even Aristotle’s genius cannot leap out of an idea of being
as being-a-substance, which determines traditional ontology
from its start.
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What is it, among other things, that the unity of analogy
fails to illuminate? It fails to illuminate the primary meaning
of being. How is it, Heidegger would ask, that “to be” mug;
primarily mean “to-be-substance”? And why must substantia].
ity mean self-subsistence, self-maintenance in unchanging
identity? Are these basic characters of being the arbitrary iy,
vention of philosophers? Or have they, on the contrary, beep,
“wrung from the phenomena themselves” in the highest effort
of thinking? If the latter is the case, as Heidegger holds it is,
then the question must at last be asked: how is it possible fo,
us to understand something like substantial-being at all? Frop,
where and in reference to what is this primary meaning of
being understood? Self-subsistence, unchanging presence, pe,.
sistence as an identical self—in all this there lies a distinc,
reference to time. Time is the horizon in which not only ¢}
traditional, but any understanding whatever of being in a.
vance moves.

Until time is explicitly laid bare as that which makes oy,
understanding of being as being possible, and until the origing]
phenomenon of time itself is properly explained, the problen,
of the unity of being remains in principle insoluble. When, o,
the other hand, it has been shown that all possible differentia-
tions, not merely of beings, but of the to be itself have indeed
been drawn from time and can be explained as modifications
of and derivations from time, then this ancient and troubling
philosophical problem will have found a radical solution.

Traditional ontology draws its central idea of being from
only one mode of time—the present, the now. The more persis-
tently something is present, the more truly it is. “The philoso-
pher’s God,” it can now be seen, most perfectly satisfies this
idea of being: to be ever-present in unchanging self-sameness
in an infinite succession of nows. By a curious reflex action,
this idea of being is turned back upon the time from which it
had been drawn: time itself is conceived as something that is,
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and its being is characterized as an infinite succession of now-
points of which only each present now is “real.” The past is
conceived as a now that no longer is, the future as a now that
is not yet. This interpretation of time has maintained itself
from the Greek period down to our own day. It will be the task
of Sein und Zeit to show that the infinite now-time, in which
things come into being and pass away, while it is a genuine
time-phenomenon, is not the original phenomenon of time.

Where and how does the now-time of our philosophical
tradition become accessible? It is accessible in a preeminent
presentation, which has of old been called noein, the pure,
nonsensuous apprehending of the being of beings. This phil-
osophical “seeing” presents to itself beings in respect of their
pure presence. According to Heidegger, however, time is orig-
inally manifest to us not in what and how things are, but in
our own being, the I am, and this time is finite. The finite
time of our own existence, however, is too inexorable to dis-
close itself to a mere harmless “looking at it”: it is elementally
and originally disclosed in dread (Angst). The extraordinary
importance of dread in Sein und Zeit does not make this work
into an existentialistic Angst-Philosophie; the importance of
dread lies in its ontological function of disclosure. The pure,
nonsensuous apprehending, the noein, which has tradition-
ally been regarded as the one proper approach to the being of
beings, proves to be inadequate to the inquiry into being as
being.

5. How is the new inquiry into being to be concretely
worked out? Difficulties arising from the nature of the
problem itself

Our discussions so far have had the aim of bringing the
central problem of Sein und Zeit into focus. The solution
proposed by Heidegger has to some extent been indicated, not
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in the hope of making it understandable at this stage, but in
order to illuminate the fundamental nature of the problem
itself and its departure from tradition. On the other hand, the
way in which Heidegger works out his theme has so far been
only briefly mentioned, and needs a somewhat fuller discus-
sion.
The subtitles of the two divisions we have of Sein und
Zeit seem to suggest that this work is an ontological inquiry
of the usual style into the being of man. Division One is en-
titled: “The Preparatory Fundamental Analysis of the Being
of Man”; Division Two: “The Being of Man and Time.” * T,
all appearances, Sein und Zeit sets out to ’repair the omission
of traditional ontology to inquire into man's existence and not
only into his essence. If we follow the customary division of
the all of beings into great ontolo,%ical re’g’;lons—the modtam
practice is to separate the region “nature froml the region
“mind”—it seems perfectly appropriate to call tSem und Zeit
a “regional ontology of man,” or, to use an iqulvalent expres-
sion, to call it a “philosophical anthropology. _ .

The only obstacle to such a.reasonable mterPl'.etatlon.iS
Heidegger’s own, almost obstinate insistence that his treatise
is not a regional but a fundamental ontology. (C.f- Kant, PP-
188 £.) Its sole aim is to show how an understa.nd.lrlg of being
is at all possible, and why the being understood in it must hav.e
a temporal character. The inquiry into man’s e;aster'lce, Hei-
degger insists, is only the concrete way toward this aim. Why
is this plain and unambiguous statement yet so puzzling? Basic-
ally, because it is by no means self-evident why Heidegger’s
sole aim should make an analysis of all the essential structures
of man’s being necessary. Why cast the net so widely to catch

* The translation of Heidegger's word Zeitlickkeit by “time” is a
temporary expedient which will be corrected at the first opportunity. Sim-
ilarly, the meaning of Dasein and the renderings adopted for it will be

fully explained in the next part.
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a single fish? To understand being, we are inclined to think,
must surely belong to man’s reason, or self-consciousness, or
to whatever faculty of understanding he may be shown to
possess. Why does Heidegger take such an apparently circui-
tous way for working out his problem?

Because, according to Heidegger, man’s understanding of
being is not an isolated faculty, nor merely a part of himself,
but determines through and through his whole way of being:
man’s way to be is to understand. Man is so that in his con-
crete, factual existence his being is manifest to him as I am.
This unique character of man, that he exists understandingly,
is not confined merely to his thinking or cognitive activities,
but a priori determines all the ways in which he can be; for
instance, he cannot be even a body in the same way as a
merely living organism. (Cf. Hu, p. 67.)

It is man’s unique way of existing which metaphysical
thinkers tried to explain by ascribing his understanding of be-
ing to his soul, or reason, or self-consciousness, or to whatever
other interpretation of man’s essence they may have given.
With such interpretation, however, man is broken into two, if
not three, layers, i.e. body, soul and spirit, so that an explana-
tion of his being becomes well-nigh impossible. What should
be the ontological character of this pieced-together man? Does
he exist really, or ideally, or partly one way and partly another
way? Man, Heidegger insists, cannot exist ideally, as a disem-
bodied spirit, as a pure I, as an absolute consciousness, because,
as we shall see later, his “thrownness” into a world a priori be-
longs to and helps to constitute his “spirituality.” Nor, on the
other hand, can man exist merely really like a stone, which is
essentially hidden to itself in its being. Man’s way to be is
unique: it is as far removed from an ideal-being as it is from
the real-being of a thing. Even the living-being of the highest
animals is separated by an abyss from man’s way of existing.
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in the hope of making it understandable at this stage, but in
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itself and its departure from tradition. On the other hand, the
way in which Heidegger works out his theme has so far been
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to whatever faculty of understanding he may be shown to
possess. Why does Heidegger take such an apparently circui-
tous way for working out his problem?

Because, according to Heidegger, man’s understanding of
being is not an isolated faculty, nor merely a part of himself,
but determines through and through his whole way of being:
man’s way to be is to understand. Man is so that in his con-
crete, factual existence his being is manifest to him as I am.
This unique character of man, that he exists understandingly,
is not confined merely to his thinking or cognitive activities,
but a priori determines all the ways in which he can be; for
instance, he cannot be even a body in the same way as a
merely living organism. (Cf. Hu, p. 67.)

It is man’s unique way of existing which metaphysical
thinkers tried to explain by ascribing his understanding of be-
ing to his soul, or reason, or self-consciousness, or to whatever
other interpretation of man’s essence they may have given.
With such interpretation, however, man is broken into two, if
not three, layers, i.e. body, soul and spirit, so that an explana-
tion of his being becomes well-nigh impossible. What should
be the ontological character of this pieced-together man? Does
he exist really, or ideally, or partly one way and partly another
way? Man, Heidegger insists, cannot exist ideally, as a disem-
bodied spirit, as a pure I, as an absolute consciousness, because,
as we shall see later, his “thrownness” into a world a priori be-
longs to and helps to constitute his “spirituality.” Nor, on the
other hand, can man exist merely really like a stone, which is
essentially hidden to itself in its being. Man’s way to be is
unique: it is as far removed from an ideal-being as it is from
the real-being of a thing. Even the living-being of the highest
animals is separated by an abyss from man’s way of existing.
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(Cf. Hu, p. 69.) Beings like plants and animals are not merely
real like stones: their way to be is to live. But they are wholly
dissolved in living, whereas man transcends, goes out beyond
living, i.e. to him the finiteness of living is wholly disclosed,
and this alone, as Sein und Zeit sets out to show, is what en-
ables him to understand both himself and others in their
being.

No animal, not even the highest, can treat a thing as the

thing it is. This way of understanding things, as far as we
know, is the unique distinction of man. But just because it is
native to him, it usually remains unnoticed. In his ordinary,
everyday existence, man lives in a “preontological,” i.e. implicit,
understanding of being as a matter of course. It seems the
greatest commonplace to him that to the merest glance a thing
like a tree, for instance, should present itself as something that
is. He is usually too absorbed in his business with the tree
itself to notice the remarkable fact that if the is were missing
from the tree, not merely the word is would disappear, but also
the tree as tree. He might, it is true, be still aware of it in
some other way which is difficult for us even to imagine, but
the tree could no longer present itself as the thing it is, in its
specific tree-being. Consequently, there could be no such
word as tree. If the is were missing from our language, there
would be not a single other word and no language at all. (Ct.
EM, p- 62.)

Since in his usual absorption in things, man constantly
overlooks that which enables him to exist as man, his unique
“ndefStanding of being, philosophy is needed to take being
for its explicit and, according to Heidegger, its only proper
theme. At the same time, philosophy can be nothing other
than a radicalization of the vague, average understanding of
!’eing in which man always and already exists. “The secret
judgments of the common understanding,” and they alone, as
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Kant said, are “the philosophers’ business.” (Quoted by Hei-
degger, SZ, p. 4, and frequently elsewhere.) Accordingly,
Heidegger chooses just the ordinary, everyday manner of exist-
ence for the concrete basis of his “Preparatory Fundamental
Analysis of the Being of Man.” (Division One.) Its task is
not only to show what is essentially, a priori constitutive of
man’s average manner of being, but at the same time to ex-
plain the elemental trend toward the world which character-
izes everyday existence. Only when the self-disguise which lies
in man’s lostness to his world has been explicitly laid bare, can
a more original and radical understanding of being be made
accessible for investigation. (Division Two.)

Man’s way to be is to understand being. This way of being
is unique to man. Consequently, all possible articulations in
the idea of being must come to light in the essential structures
of man’s existence, and it is only there that they can come to
light. Once this is clearly seen, it becomes evident that in
examining how the whole man is, and how he wholly is, Hei-
degger is far from taking a circuitous route to a distant goal.
He is, in a sense, at the goal already with the first step, i.e. he
is already examining the possibilities enclosed in the idea of
being as such. On the other hand, it is true that in each of its
phases the inquiry moves into a deeper ontological level, so
that while the whole of Sein und Zeit makes up the funda-
mental ontology, it is only in Division Three that the funda-
mental ontology can come fully to itself.

Some of the most basic and most puzzling features of the
detailed working out of Heidegger's problem will be the
theme of the series of studies contained in the main part (Part
II) of this book. Formidable difficulties of thought and lan-
guage will encounter us there, but they are, in the last resort,
only the visible outcrop of far simpler, much more basic diffi-
culties that arise from the nature of the problem itself. To
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consider these briefly is the immediate and final task of the
present exposition of Heidegger’s question.

The first difficulty is not peculiar to Heidegger, but charac-
terizes all ontological inquiry. It is a curious feature of Sein
und Zeit that while it evidently addresses itself first and fore-
most to the philosophical world, Heidegger by no means takes
a genuine understanding of ontology for granted. On the con-
trary, he constantly stresses the unique character of ontology:
that its proper theme is being; that being is nothing like beings
or their real properties and qualities and cannot be derived
from our experience of them; and, above all, that to realize all
this is the first indispensable step toward any philosophical
understanding whatever.

Heidegger’s frequent recurrence to this theme is so marked
that one would be inclined to ascribe it to some special circum-
stances connected with Sein und Zeit, were it not that the
same tendency becomes even more pronounced in Heidegger’s
later works. In these, the reader is constantly invited not to
accept on hearsay, or be content with a merely verbal compre-
hension of the statement that being only “is” in the under-
standing and not in things, but to take his first step into philos-
ophy genuinely by experiencing for himself the impossibility
of finding the is in any of the things which are concretely ac-

cessible to him. (CF., e.g. Denken, p. 107.)

Why is this step into philosophy so difficult to take? Partly

ecause being is much less easy to grasp than beings, but

partly also because experiencing things in terms of their being

S€€ms so natural to us as if it could not be otherwise. The tree,
fof instance, presents itself to the merest idle glance as some-
thmg that is; it seems to bring its is along with itself. The im-
Pression is hard to eliminate that the is somehow belongs to the
tree just as much as its shape, its color, the texture of its bark,
the glossiness of its leaves. A little thought, however, will show
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that all these things are something, they belong to the realm
of beings, so that we already understand them in terms of the
are. We may examine the tree further, we may even think of
the things we cannot directly experience, such as the processes
of life going on in the tree, growth, nutrition, chemical
changes, etc. But again, all these things are something, they
belong to beings, and not one of them can give us the slight-
est hint or clue how we have come by the is and the are. Only
one thing is certain: being is not something in addition to be-
ings, but is the way in which these beings come to our under-
standing. They themselves can therefore never explain how
we have come to understand them the way we do.

If the is can be found anywhere, it can evidently be found
only in ourselves. But when we turn to ourselves, what do we
find? Sensations, thoughts, feelings, desires—and these also
are something, although not in the same way as the tree.
Strictly speaking, we should not talk of our thoughts and feel-
ings as though they were objects, but should say: I am feeling
so and so; I am thinking this or that; I am experiencing such
and such a sensation, and so forth. It turns out, then, that the
am is already understood in all that we can concretely grasp
in ourselves, just as much as the is is understood in the tree.
The am, far from being more easily cornered than the is,
seems to be even more elusive. We never seem to be able, as
it were, to get “behind” it, but, on the contrary, it is there
before us in every concrete experience of ourselves.

Our constant familiarity with the is and the am brings
about a difficulty which has a special bearing on Heidegger’s
problem, the difficulty of genuinely experiencing how strange
and even uncanny it is that we should understand ourselves
and other beings in terms of the am and the is. Without some
such experience, Heidegger’s thought can indeed be compre-
hended as an intellectual construction, but the philosophic
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passion and excitement which are almost palpable in Sein und
Zeit, and which alone could sustain the stupendous effort of
thought embodied in this work, remain strange and baffling.

The commonplace familiarity of our understanding of
being not only makes it hard to appreciate what Heidegger is
“worrying about,” but even raises a doubt whether his under-
taking is not doomed to failure. Is it not hopeless to try to find
out how our understanding of being is possible, when it is so
near us that we can never get away from it? There is, according
to Heidegger, one possibility: although being is always mani-
fest to us, we can experience it in a new way, when it suddenly
loses its matter-ofcourse familiarity. It is dread that reveals the
commonplace in its utter strangeness and uncanniness. Dread
singles each man out and brings him elementally face to face
with the that I am. Hence the incomparable revelatory power
of this basic mood and its methodological importance to an
inquiry which seeks to penetrate through man’s being to the
meaning of being as such.

But the that I am, as Heidegger insists, can only be under-
stood by a man in his own unique, factual existence. The
remarkable ontological “circle-structure” of man'’s being, to
which Heidegger repeatedly draws attention, leads us to the
inmost meaning of the problem of being. On the one hand, the
manifestness of being a priori determines man’s whole way to
be, enabling him first of all to exist as man, but, on the other
hand, being requires and needs the unique, factual existence
of a man for its manifestness. The “circularity” of the problem
of being, however, is totally different from the “vicious circle”
which may lie in a deductive proof, nor must it be thought
of as a geometrical circle: it is a circling, whereby being and
man circle round each other. The circularity of its problem is
not a secret weakness at the heart of philosophy, but is its dis-
tinction. The task is not to avoid or suppress the circle, but to
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find the right way to get into it. The way found by Heidegger
in Sein und Zeit has been briefly indicated: the approach to be-
ing is made through the analysis of the being of man. If we
now ask whether there are other ways of “getting into the cir-
cle,” the question aims at taking Sein und Zeit out of the isola-
tion in which we have hitherto discussed it, and showing its
place in Heidegger’s thought as a whole.

The extraordinary difference between the two divisions we
have of Sein und Zeit and Heidegger’s later works has been
the subject of much comment. The change is indeed startling
enough to have given rise to the opinion that there is a com-
plete break between Sein und Zeit and other early works, and
those that come after. The manifest untenability of this view,
however, soon led to the opposite extreme. The tendency in
recent years has been to minimize the difference and ascribe
it mainly to a change of theme, of style and language. While
this view is not unsound, it still fails to go to the heart of the
matter. What changes in Heidegger's later works is his way
of “getting into the circle”: being is no longer approached
through man’s understanding, but rather it is man’s under-
standing which is approached through the manifestness of
being. Only some such change could explain why so funda-
mental a concept as the “horizon of understanding” completely
disappears from Heidegger’s later thought. (Cf. Ge, pp. 38 ff.)
Through a lifetime of philosophical activity, embodied in a
wide range of works, Heidegger asks the same question, but he
illuminates it by different ways of circling the same circle.






PART TWO

Basic Features and Problems of
Sein und Zeit

2§  Introductory

The first question usually addressed to a work of such
universal scope as Heidegger’s is how its theme has been
divided and articulated. This question is of special importance
in approaching Sein und Zeit, because, unless it is properly
answered at the start, the whole treatise remains incomprehen-
sible. As a fundamental ontology, Sein und Zeit differs rad-
ically from other ontologies which divide the realm of beings
into regions and subregions. What is articulated in Sein und
Zeit is not the all of beings, but man’s way to be, and that
means at the same time his way to understand being. Its
articulation gives the following threefold unity:

1. Man understands first and foremost himself in his own
being. This being is called by Heidegger existence (Existenz).
The full structure of man’s being, whose difference from ex-
istence will be discussed presently, receives the name of care
(Sorge).

2. Man understands himself as being in a world. An
understanding of world is an essential, irreducible constituent

35
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of man’s way of existing. The inquiry into the being of world
goes hand in hand with the analysis of man’s existence. The
ontological structure of world is called by Heidegger the
worldishness of world (die Weltlichkeit der Welt).*

3. An understanding of his own being in a world enables
man to meet other beings within the world and disclose them
in their being. Some of these beings are like himself; they are
fellowmen, whose being has the same character of existence
as his own. Some are unlike himself; they are things in the
strict sense of the word, and their being has the character of
reality (Vorhandenheit, Realitit). The inquiry into the being
of other beings goes hand in hand with the analysis of man’s
own existence (self) and of world.

As this short sketch already indicates, Heidegger unfolds
his theme, in its threefold articulation, as a single unity. It is
true that he may specially turn his attention now to man’s self,
now to world, and so on, but since these are in advance seen
as articulations of a single understanding of being, the high-
lighting of one does not plunge the other two into darkness but
brings them simultaneously to greater clarity. Heidegger con-
ducts his inquiry as the driver of a three-in-hand handles his
team, flicking now one horse, now another, but urging them
forward all the time as one single team.

Heidegger is well aware that his approach may lay him
open to the charge of being purely “subjective.” Hence it 1s
his constant concern to correct such misapprehensions, by stress-
be * The noun Weltlichkeit and the adjective weltlich would ordinarily

translated by “worldliness” and “worldly.” These words, unfortunately,
tet;vteo;osiiﬁmtedazrr!eaning in English as to be quite unusz‘!‘b]e in th,? l::on-
the a dvantr;;n o Ie:rtt;h'?l:lifi sxprﬁssmns worldishness” and worldls};n 2;‘::
Heidegger’s, as well as erﬁ‘:i:tig SUbStlﬁl?on o f'amlh:fitlrlnetav:'lo %ther
}fey concepts, raumlich arI:d zeitliclgz. 1:'!l;a'fxaeif nﬁmsﬁur‘;l:gzing, “spatial” and

timely,” would be misleading, and they will therefore be rendered as
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